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This conference paper is an interimreport from a |arge-
scale project to trace transformations in Florentine elite

network structures over two centuries. In this paper, |
confine nyself solely to a description of previously unknown
trends in broad patterns of Florentine inter-marriage.
Knowl edgabl e readers will immediately see that these trends
have i nportant i nplications for debates in Florentine
hi st ori ography (which | will develop in the future).
Utimtely, I am primarily interested in the politica

implications of the trends | herein describe. But for now | do
not engage in interpretation, explanation, or argunentation. |
intend sinply to lay out some new facts. In particular, ny
lack of citation to relevant secondary literatures [a flaw to
be corrected in future drafts] should not be taken as an
i ndi cator of my | ack of know edge of these excellent works.

Dat a and Sour ces

The data set, only a portion of which is used here,
conpri ses probably the npst extensive collection of historical
network information ever assenbled. The eventual book-1ength
goal of this project is no less than an Annal es-style "total
hi story” of interlinked transformations in Florentine social
econom c, and political structures over two centuries.
Needl ess to say, this goal is even conceivable only because of
the astonishing richness of the Florentine archives, and
because of the inpressive diligence of many Florentine

hi storians besides nyself. The data set itself can be
described in five parts: marriage networks, econom c networKks,
ot her soci al net wor ks, attributional i nformation, and

political party/faction nmenberships.

About 10,500 dated marriages anong Florentine surnaned
famlies, over the period 1282-1500, have been collected and
conputerized from a variety of sources. Through travel to six
rare-book collections in the United States, | coded and
conputerized 38 Renaissance Florentine famly-trees from the
excellent early-nineteenth century geneol ogies of celebrated
Italian famlies, conpiled by Ponpeo Litta and Luigi
Passerini. Through two separate nonth-long trips to the
Archivio di Stato in Florence, | coded and |later conputerized
the marriages of 298 famlies of somewhat |esser renown from



the 13-volume conpilation of Pierantonio dell'Ancisa, who
worked in the md-1600's. These conpilations were based in
turn for the nost part on series of notarized contracts (e.qg.
regarding dowies), the bulk of which are now lost. In
addition, | coded and conputerized 12 famly-trees from a
m scel l any of histories available in the US. In all, | coded
as many marriages as | could find in the sources for 335
fam |ly-clans. (Nunmbers do not add because of some nultiple
codings.) Since | coded all the marriages engaged in by these
335 target famly-clans, the nunmber of total famlies
represented in the data set is far more than this. (I have
attributional information on 960 famlies; thus 960 is the
effective limt on sanple size. In npbst analyses herein, the
marri ages of 500-600 famly-clans are being analyzed at a
tinme.)

Details of sanpling, coding, and sources of error will be
reported in future docunments. Suffice it to say here that
snowbal | sanpling was enployed, via nmultiple trips to the

archives. Gven the percent coverage that eventually was
at t ai ned, the usual statistical criticisms of snowbal
sanpling do not nuch pertain here. As is shown in figure 1,
which |inks these marriages to various tax censuses of the
entire Florentine population (about which nore below),
estimate that ny 10,000+ sanple covers about 40% of all
marri ages ever nmade among famlies with |ast nanes. Due
primarily to the sources and only secondarily to the sanpling
t echni que, per cent coverage declines as social st at us
declines. At the upper end of the scale, percent coverage for
the richest 500 households in the city increases from 65% to
90% over tine, as is also shown in figure 1

Econom ¢ networks do not figure in this paper, but | wll
briefly note for the record tw data sets that have been
assenmbled to date. An advanced student coll eague of m ne, Pau
McLean, has coded and conputerized from the 1427 tax catasto
(essentially, . R S.-type t ax returns) about 14, 000
endebt edness rel ations--that is, who owes noney to whom for
what type of prior transaction. This nassive cross-sectiona
coding was done in its first wave at the Univerity of Chicago,
using a mcrofilmed copy deposited here by the late David
Herlihy, and in later waves by Paul at the Archivio di Stato,

to fill in gaps in the mcrofilm

Paul and | also have assenbled data on economc
partnerships across time. From guild records in the Archivio
di Stato, | have assenbled (but not yet conputerized) an

al nost conplete tine- series of all partnerships and firnms in
one i ndustry--banking--over the period 1340 to 1480. From the
1427 cat asto, McLean has assenbl ed and conputeri zed
essentially a census of all partnerships and firnms in the
city, across all industries. And for 1451, Anthony Ml ho has
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published a simlar alnost-conplete |ist of partnerships and
firms, across all industries. W anticipate nuch valuable
i nformation on changing market, industrial, and firm structure
from these data sources in future (joint and otherw se)
publ i cations.

Under the topic of "other social networks" are two itens:
(1) From a rich prosopographical secondary source, a book by
Dale Kent entitled The Rise of the Medici, a previous
cowor ker, Christopher Ansell, and | coded nine different types
of social ties, along with political party menmberships, for
the period 1420-1434. Anal yses of these data have al ready been
reported in a 1993 article by us in the American Journal of
Soci ol ogy. (2) For his dissertation, Paul McLean has
col | ect ed, transcri bed, and coded 869 fifteenth-century

patronage |etters, which request favors of various sorts. Paul
himself wll report on these texturally-rich qualitative
docunments in future publications.

In addition to these systematic social network data, over
tinme, I have assenbled and conputerized a variety of
attributional data on each of 960 famly-clans whom | have

detected in Florentine marriages sonmeti ne over the two-century
period. (A nunber of these famlies, of course, flow into and
out of history over tinm.) Oten, but not always, | can
di saggregate further to the household | evel of analysis. These
attributional data can be summarized in three categories:
soci al status, wealth, and residence.

During this period of republicanism Florentines judged a
fam ly's social status by how politically old it was--that is,
by the date the first nmenber of the famly was admtted to the
Priorate, the governing body of Florence. Najeny and Kent have
published this information for many famlies. A nore
exhaustive listing is the eighteenth-century Mecatti vol unes,
| ocated in the special collections of the Newberry Library in
Chi cago. This source not only contains many nore famlies’
first dates than Najeny and kent, but also it contains the
dates of every Prior every famly ever had--in other words, it
records the political histories of all famlies' participation
in governance. For all 960 of my famly-clans, this
i nformati on has been coded and conputerized.

As is well known anong Florentine historians, magnates
were an inportant special category of socially old and
prestigi ous fam lies who wer e | egal l'y barred from

participation in offices. Lansing provides a tabulation of
their identity.

Wealth data over tinme for so many households and clans is
quite difficult to obtain, but wth the aid of other
Fl orentine historians nunerous tax censuses have now been
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conputeri zed. The 1427 catasto was conputerized and generously
made avail able for public access by the late David Herlihy and
Christiane Klapisch. They also conputerized 10% sanpl es of the
1458 and 1480 catasti. Sanuel Cohn gave to ne his mcrofilm
copies of the 1351 estinmob and the 1378 prestanze, the |ast-
named famlies of which I have (with nuch effort) transcri bed

and conputerized. Lauro Martines and Anthony Mol ho publi shed,
in appendices to their books, the wealthiest 500 househol ds of
the 1403 prestanze and of the 1458 and 1480 catasti,
respectively. [Julius Kirshner and Anthony Ml ho have also
conmputerized the entire 1480 catasto. Perhaps they may grant
me access to it in the future.] The sum total of these
docunments gives nme a wealth tine-series for 1351 (conplete),
1378 (conplete), 1403 (partial), 1427 (conplete), 1458
(partial), and 1480(partial).

The information assenbled by ne fromthese tax sources is
as follows: either tax assessnent or declared wealth
(dependi ng on the docunent) of head of household, residence of
head of household (at the gonfaloni or ward |evel), and for
conplete <censuses, nunmber of households per famly-clan.
Wealth and residence of course also can be aggregated to the

t ot al clan level. Di spersion of clan residence across
gonfaloni is a wuseful neasure of <clan "cohesiveness" or
"solidarity" (at least as a first cut), which can be tracked
across tine. Pre-1351 residence information, for many

famlies, is contained in the tables of Raveggi et al.

Finally, nmenbership in political factions or parties has
been coded, nostly from secondary sources. Raveggi et al.
provi de nmenbership listings of Guelfs vs. Ghibellines (1260's)
and of Blacks vs. Whites (1300's and 1310's). Fromthe text of
Brucker's book the conposition of the Albizzi and Ricci
factions (1340's and 1350's) has been identified. Najeny
provi des useful information on elite supporters and opponents
of the Cionpi rebellion (1378). D. Kent gives a |list of Medici
supporters and opponents, on the eve of the Medici takeover
(1434). Rubinstein provides information useful for identifying
Medi ci supporters thereafter. Sapori has also published a |ist
of 1449 Medici partisans. In the 1964 Bollettino Senese di
Storia Patria, there is a reprinted list of signators useful
for identifying anti-Mediceans in 1466. Only anti-Mediceans
from later Pazzi (1470's) and Savonarola (1490's) revolt
peri ods have not yet been identified and conputerized.

Elite Concentration

A convenient starting-point for tracking broad trends in
Florentine inter-marriage is to focus on the degree to which
the Florentine &elite as a whole was <centralized or
concentrated--that is, the degree to which there were sharp
inequalities across various famlies' i ndi vi dual net wor k
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centralities in marriage. The nore sharp the inequalities
across famlies, the nore concentrated the core within the
elite.

Two standard neasures of relative centrality in networks

ar e: (a) degree--t hat IS, t he relative nunmber of
ties/marriages a famly engaged in, each time period, and (b)
bet weenness--that is, the relative nunber of (shortest)

connected "paths" between all other pairs of famlies in the
network that a focal famly is situated on. "Degree" neasures,
essentially, the denography of the situation. Barring wde
disparities in marriage rates, it is a proxy for clan size--
the nunmber of eligible sons and daughters the clan had.
Bet weenness is a nore structural concept. If resources or
communi cation flow through a network, then "betweenness"
nmeasures the percent of flows between everyone else in the
system that a focal famly could intercept (or block). For
this reason, it is often interpreted as a neasure of
positional "power".

For various tinme periods, such neasures were cal cul ated
for all (reachable) famlies in ny data set [typically, 500 to
600 famlies per tinme period]. These famly centrality scores
were arrayed in normalized cunul ative-distribution-function or
"Lorenz curve" fashion (not presented here), and an overal
G ni-index calculated. The G ni-index is a standard neasure of
inequality. (Literally, it is the percent of the area above a
45-degree line that the enpirical Lorenz-curve "bows" above
[ or bel ow, depending on orientation].)

The results are presented in figure 2. Clear differences
both over tine and across neasures are observed. The first
point to note is that absolute nunbers are very high
i ndi cati ng t hat t he Fl orenti ne elite was very
concentrated/centralized--a fact that we nore or |ess already
know. O course sonme of this concentration was due solely to

skewed famly sizes. In Florence, this was not primarily a
matter of random variation in birth rates. For a clan to have
a last nanme at all was itself an assertion of status--it

indicated a concern with patrilineage, famly history, and
honor. About 2/3 of the people in the society had names |ike

"Peter, son of Paul." Thus, variation in famly size is not
here a random variable to be controll ed away; concentration of
households into patrilineages is itself one i nportant

mechani sm for the concentration of elites as a whol e.

The Gni-index of "degree" neasures how famly size
concentration changes over tine. Note the huge increase in
elite concentration from 1282-1342 to 1343-1377. The Bl ack
Death of 1348 (and of 1360) represents an obvious candidate
for explanation, although the precise |ink between plague and
fam|ly-size concentration is not yet obvious to me. But also,
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the political turmoil of 1343 is a candidate explanation.
What ever t he reason, it is cl ear t hat "bet weenness"
concentration exactly tracks that of degree. In other other
words, there was a dramatic increase in the structural
concentration of the &elite around 1343 or 1348, due to
underlying patrilineage dynam cs.

From 1343 or 1348 onwards, there was a decline in fam|ly-
Si ze concentration. This was due both to the decline of really
huge magnate clans, like the Bardi and the Buondel nonti, and
to the rising nunbers of mddle-class households who assuned
| ast names. (The percent of the population wth surnanes
i ncreased from about 1/4 to about 1/2 over this |ongue duree.)
Except for a nodest drop from the republican (1343-1434) to
the Medicean (1435-1494) periods, however, this decline in
fam | y-si ze/ degree concentration was not matched by a parall el
decline in "structural"/betweenness concentration. 1In other
words, once set into place by the events of 1343 or 1348,
elite network concentration maintained itself in spite of
strong denographic pressures to the contrary.

The gap between the degree and the betweenness curves

i ndeed, can be taken as a neasure of the network/intermarriage
pressures toward elite concentration, net of famly-size
patrilineage dynamcs. This centralizing network pressure
increased over tine, with notable step-function shifts
i mmedi ately after the Cionmpi rebellion (1378) and after the
onset of the Medici reginme (1434). Despite increased Medicean
pressure toward elite concentration, however, denographic
forces were not entirely offset.

Dyads and Tri ads

Further insight into the <character of these elite
transformati ons can be gleaned from exam ning censuses of
dyads and triads--that is, distributions of the mcro-

relati ons which underlay the global portrait of figure 2. Two
features of common interest to network analysts are asymetry
and transitivity.

Asymetry--that is, the preval ence of sanme direction ties
( ), relative to both-way ties ( )--is comonly
interpreted as an indicator of mcro-concern with hierarchy.
Here, we are speaking of marriage ties; therefore, asymetry
means one clan sending only daughters or sons to another clan
(nmore likely than chance). Symmetry, on the other hand, neans
maki ng alliances through exchanging children irrespective of
gender. Asymmetry in networks arises because directionality of
flow is culturally meaningful to participants--usually, it
connotes relative status. [Asymmetry as neasured  here,
however, does not differentiate daughters from sons; just
exclusive one-way flow fromindifferent symetric flow. ]
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Figure 3a plots the observed asymetry pattern over tine.
Before 1343, there was an extrenely strong m cro-concern with
relative status [assuming that is what marriage asymetry
culturally neans--an assunption that will be investigated nore
deeply in the future.] But in the plague years of 1348, or
t hereabouts, this intermarriage dyadic preoccupation wth
relative status immediately vanishes. Over tine, it gradually
reasserts itself--finally returning to pre-1343 |evels by the
period of Lorenzo de' Medici (1465-1494).

On the surface, the mcro-data on asymetric dyads in
figure 3a seens directly contradictory to the macro-data on
gl obal network concentration in figure 2. "Hierarchy" trends
are nmoving in opposite directions. This apparent contradiction
will be (partially) resolved below, after nore clues have been
assenbl ed.

Figure 3b presents trends in transitivity--that is, the
percent of transitive triads ( ), relative to cycles ( ) .
Transitivity of course is not itself a measure of mcro-dyad
concern with asymretry; it is a nmeasure of how consistently
asymetri c dyads aggregate thensel ves together across nultiple
fam lies. Asymetric dyads under conditions of transitivity

aggregate t hensel ves t oget her into sel f - consi st ent
hi erar chi cal "pecking orders"; intransitive triads (or
"cycles") inhibit even hierarchical dyads from assenbling into
ranks. Instead, cycles induce group boundary closure, wth
scranmbl ed hierarchy within the group.

Overall, there was a noticeable tendency toward
transitivity, although not as striking as | had anticipated

Hi erarchi cal tendencies between two famlies, in other words,
usually were reinforced, not undercut, by marriages of those
two famlies wth outside third famlies. However, the
Florentine elite was hardly nmonolithic or tightly structured.
| nconsi stencies, contradictions, and (apparent) confusions in
network structure were ranpant. Because of this, there was
al ways structural room for maneuver up and down | oose pecking-
orders (sonething the economic and political turbulence of
Fl orentine history should have I ed us to expect).

The one glaring exception to this overall (I oose)
tendency toward transitivity is the period 1378-1404, which
exhi bited a greater-than-chance tendency toward cycles. In ny
1993 article, | offered an explanation of the Cionpi-rebellion
causes of these unusual marriage cycles, and of the political-
cooptati on consequences of these ©period-specific «cycles.
Naturally, | am pleased to see (sonme of) ny earlier hypotheses
confirmed by nore extensive data.

Resi denti al Endogany
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Figure 4 presents trends in residential endogany--that
is, the rates at which Florentine elite famlies married their
"nei ghbors,"” defined as co-residents within the four quarters
of Florence (Santo Spirito, Santa Croce, Santa Maria Novella,
and San G ovanni). These residential trends are further

subdi vi ded by soci al class--(a) magnat es, t hose old
prestigious famlies legally excluded from holding public
of fice; (b) popol ani , those old (pre-1343) prestigi ous

famlies who participated in Florentine governance; and (c)
new nmen, those participants in Florentine governance whose
fam lies were admtted to the priorate only after 1343.

In general, the data in figure 4 confirnms what is already
known--that the inportance of residential endogamy within the
Florentine elite declined over time. [Anong the |ower popol o-
m nuto classes it increased.] Wat is new here, however, is
timng and cl ass conposition.

Among popol ani famlies, residential endogany started out
at an extraordinarily high initial |evel--45% in-marriage
during 1282-1314. Throughout the fourteenth century, however,
it continuously declined, wuntil by the fifteenth century,
nei ghborhood was irrelevant to marriage. The fifteenth-century
popol ani were thoroughly intermixed and residentially-
honogenous. Magnate famlies experienced a sharp and
preci pitous decline in intra-quarter marriage very early in
time--from 1282-1314 to 1315-1342. After that, residential
cl eavages within the magnate class were irrel evant.

In contrast to these two trends, which differ in timng
and mgnitude but not in pattern, new nmen experienced
essentially no change over time [until, arguably, Lorenzo's
period when all three groups decline even further from already
| ow | evels--a phenonmenon to investigate in the future]. For
this reason, | interpret the new nen as a control group. This
enables ne to say that about 32% of all Florentine famlies
would marry fellow quarter neighbors for reasons of physica
propinquity alone, absent any other considerations. [Thus

physi cal propinquity raises the expected null baseline from
its purely random 25% | evel.] Therefore, anmong popolani and
magnati, bot h t he hi gh fourteenth-century | evel s of

resi denti al endogany (especially pre-1343) and the |ow
fifteenth-century levels of endogany (beginning after 1378)
are inmportant substantive phenonmena that require historical
expl anati on.

Much of ny 1993 article is taken up with explaining the
post-Ci ompi decline in popolani residential endogany. But the
data here suggest an inportant amendnment to the pre-1378 part
of my earlier argunent. | had suggested that a baseline
"medieval” intermarriage structure in Florence could be
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characterized (in idealized form as a federation of
nei ghbor hood- based marriage hierarchies. That 1is, conpeting
| ocal "bar on” famlies or gani zed nei ghbor hood- patri ci an

foll owers through asymretric hypoganous nmarriages, but were
| i nked anmong thenselves only thinly at the very top through a
few super-elite cross-nei ghborhood marriages. In other words,
within the elite, strongly hierarchical concentration within
nei ghbor hoods obtained, but only |oose concentration in the
city as a whol e.

Figures 2 through 4 are totally consistent with this
portrait, but only for the period before 1343 (not 1378, as |
inplied). [In ny defense, | did insert a caveat footnote in
t he paper about possible vagaries in timng.] Al the figures
point to an extrenely inportant intervening transformation in
Florentine elite structure around 1343 or 1348, of which I did
not know the existence earlier. Future stages of research wl|
probe this inportant matter nore.

Soci al Cl ass Endogany

Figure 5 (three parts) presents rates of social class
intermarriage, over time. Panel 5a presents rates of marriage
of popolani males to popolani, nmagnate, and new nen fenales.
Panel 5b does the sane for magnate nmales, and panel 5c does
the same for newnen males. The heavy lines on all these
graphs are the actual enpirically observed rates; the |ighter
lines are the statistically expected rates, based only on
relative nunbers of marriages in these three categories.

Asterisks indicate statistically significant di fferences
bet ween expected and observed rates, based on Chi-square tests
(not reported here). It is inportant to take into account

statistically-expected rates in interpretation here, since
magnate famlies declined dramatically in size and nunber (and
i nportance) over tine, while newnen famlies did the
opposite. [Recall the remark above about "degree" over-tine.]

Perhaps the nost surprising finding in all of these
graphs is the fact that popolani famlies married other social
classes at rates no different than what would have been
expected statistically by chance (that is, by relative sizes
al one). Magnate, popolani, newnen: such social class |abels
mattered not a whit for popolani marriage behavior. Popol ani
fam | ies were astonishingly catholic in whomthey marri ed.

Popol ani famlies, remenber, were the nost powerful
famlies in Florence. As a set of individual famlies, they
clearly domnated Florence for centuries. The data here,
however, are unanbi guous: as a behavioral group, at |east as
expressed in intermarriage, the popolani sinply did not exist.
Popol ani sat at the intersection of social prestige and
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political power, but the nultiplicity of their bases of
dom nance apparently led to the dissolution, not t he
confirmation, of their group identity. Watever others nmay
have thought of them they continually thought of thenselves
only as "public citizens of Florence"--that is, as a set of
individual famlies with a natural right to rule, but not as a
dom nant group with special corporate self-consciousness. [I
recognize that this conclusion extrapolates a bit from the
data--a flaw to be corrected in future drafts.] Perhaps this
is one corollary of "hegenony”: group identity is a matter of
concern for folks out of power, not for fol ks who possess it.
[This is consistent with what | argued, for a nmore limted
time period, in ny earlier article.]

Bolstering this interpretation is the fact that magnate
fam | ies becane markedly endoganous as a group precisely at
the nmonent that they finally lost all claimto power. They had
been first excluded in the 1290's, but they nonetheless
struggled within the system until their final attenpt at a
cone- back coup, which failed in 1343. Before 1314, the data
show magnates behaviorally to be no different from popol ani - -
despite |egal sancti ons, they tenporarily intermarried
popol ani and new nmen just as freely as did popol ani. Between
1315 and 1343, however, magnate endoganous behavi or appeared,
to be locked in "forever"” by the events of 1343, even as their
collective fortunes (and nunbers) gradually sank under the
hori zon thereafter.

The data are even nore specific than this. Mgnate
endogany was purchased primarily at the expense of |owered
rates of marriage with new nen, not popolani. Wiile it is true
that magnate nmales resisted marrying popolani females from
1343 to 1400 (or so), before 1343 and after 1400 magnates did
not discrimnate against popolani (whom as we have already
seen, never discrimnated against them in the first place).
The mutual antipathy really was between magnates and new nen.
[ This statistical finding is quite consistent with narrative
accounts. ]

Conversely, new men endogany, present as soon as
significant nunbers allow us to observe it wth confidence
(i.e., after 1343), was purchased exclusively at the cost of
| owered marriage with magnates. Not even tenporarily did new-
men famlies discrimnate against popolani. [For new nen, this
is not a surprise--the popolani were precisely the club new
men wanted to join. The surprise is the reverse--popol ani not
di scri m nati ng agai nst new nen.] Not until the Medicean regine
(post-1434) did the new nen relinquish their antipathy to
magnates. At that point, |egal banishment fromoffice had been
lifted; perhaps nore to the point, magnates by then were no
| onger any threat. It is interesting to observe, however, that
even at such a l|ate date, magnates thenselves continued to
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hol d a grudge agai nst new nmen (not popolani), who by then had
far surpassed them in nunmbers and power. Od nenories in
fading aristocrats die hard.

Weal th Endogany and Hypogany

There is also the mtter of endoganmy and (possible)
hypoganmy defined, not across social classes, but across
econom ¢ classes--that is, across wealth. This is a tricky
matter on which there has been some controversy recently
bet ween Ant hony Mol ho and the |ate David Herli hy.

In the sections above, | did not discuss the (rather
enornmous) detailed research underpinnings of data sources &
codi ng, data |inkage & managenent, and conputer algorithnms--
because | at |east have confidence in my ability to back al
this up in due course. [OF course, this will all be explained
in full-scale publication.] In the matter of wealth across two
centuries, however, certain practical difficulties require
di scussion, in order to underline the tentative, rather than
definitive, nature of the follow ng concl usions.

As nmentioned in the data section, | have tax-assessnent
wealth at the level of all I|ast-naned households for 1351,
1378, and 1427. [The first two coded by me; 1427 coded by
Herlihy and Klapisch.] For 1403, 1458 and 1480, however, |
currently possess only partial enunerations--the wealthiest
500 households for all three years (courtesy of appendices in
Martines and in Ml ho), and 10% sanples for 1458 and 1480
(courtesy of Herlihy and Klapisch, again). This neans that if
| want to make statenents covering the entire swath of tinme, |

must aggregate to the total clan level--that is, | nust sum
the wealth of all households with common | ast nanmes (adding
no- nanmed households where | know these to be actually clan

menbers). Naturally, this does not cover npbst of the (unknown)
poorer nmenbers of clans in 1403, 1458 and 1480, but | argue
that it nonetheless does a reasonable job of recreating
(approxi mtely) the relative wealth rank-orders of the 960
clans in my data set. Average wealth of households per clan
can then be estimted (again approxi mately) by dividing total
clan wealth by nunmbers of households per clan--known exactly
for 1351, 1378 and 1427; and estimated for the other years,
either by extrapolation from 1351, 1378 and 1427 or by
estimation from nunbers of marriages in mnmy data set. [The
|atter method of estimating clan size is nore accurate, but
here I confine nyself to the (easier) first nethod.]

Placing the whole analysis on a household |evel of
aggregation certainly would elimnate nuch potential error,
but currently I cannot (yet) do this.

Caveats notw thstandi ng, the (approximte) findings about



12

weal th endogany are presented in table 1. Because of the

i ssues just discussed, | focused only on quartiles of wealth,
thereby treating only large differences in neasured average
weal th as nmeaningful. | further collapsed the full 16 cells of
the 4x4 tables into 5 cells, according to the scheme shown in
table 1, in order to smooth out obvious noise fluctuations

(which presumably woul d not be there with cl eaner data).

In all six subtables, one for each period, the data are
saddl e-functions. That is, in all tinme periods, the rich were
endoganous; the poor were (even nore) endoganous; but the
m ddl e cl asses were not. Mreover (not surprisingly), the rich
did not marry the poor, and conversely.

Hypogany is an intermarriage pattern where all (but
especially upper) classes are nore likely to send daughters
down the social |adder than to receive them up. There is no
evi dence of hypogany in any of these wealth tables. (Nor was
there any evidence of hypogany across social classes, defined
non-economcally as "date of first prior".) To be fair to
Herlihy, these analyses do not vyet take into account the
i mpact that dowry had on wealth--a matter he regarded as quite
crucial in the nmeasurenment of hypogany--and so nust be
regarded as only provisional. But so far the data support the
position of Mol ho--nanely, that elite [i.e., rich] Florentine
marri age was both endoganous and honobganous.

Consi stent with Cohn, but not enphasized by Ml ho, is the
further fact that the poor were even nore endoganous than the
rich. | ndeed, the endogampbus (and honpbganous) marri age
behaviors of the rich and the poor in Florence my not be
i ndependent phenonona--nutual aversion may have driven nutua
endogany.

The quantitative degree of this otherw se constant
feature of Florentine society, however, does appear to have
changed sonmewhat over tine. Hol ding aside the perhaps abberant
1388-1418 subtable (which contains the dirtiest data), the
fourteenth century [that is, both the 1336-1366 and the 1363-
1393 subtables] exhibited nore intense wealth endogany (and

nmutual aversion) than did the fifteenth century [i.e., the
1402- 1442, the 1443-1473, and the 1465-1495 subtables]. This
is indicated by the "En=" and "Ex=" statistics below each

table, which sinply add the northeast and sout hwest cells, and
the northwest and southeast cells, respectively. [Such suns
measur e t he "sl opes” of t he saddl e-functi on. ] These
statistics, high always, are especially pronounced in the two
earliest time periods. This tinme trend to me (and probably to
Mol ho) is counter-intuitive; | do not know at the nonent how
to explain it.

An unresol ved tension between the anal yses above is that
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figure 3a's asymmetric marriage dyads showed such clear
hi storical variation over tinme, whereas apparently neither
hypogany nor hypergany existed--at least wth respect to
wealth or social class. A sharp dyad-concern with relative
ranki ng between marriage-exchange partners, in other words,
was mani fest both early and late in the Renai ssance, but this
(apparently) was not based on the usual attributional
criteria. What in fact such relative rankings were grounded in
is another inportant topic for future research

Mul ti di nensi onal Scaling of Path Di stances

Finally, in an appendix, | present a series of two-
di mensonal scaling plots, one for each tine period, of the
relative distances between top famlies on marriage. (A "path
di stance between fam lies" here is sinply the shortest nunber
of chained marriages it takes for one clan to "reach"”
anot her.) Wen viewed as a series, these plots give a "noving
pi cture” of how elite marriage structure was changing over
time, as viewed from the "birds-eye" perspective of |ooking
down at the structure. [This is in contrast, say, to the
"sideways" view of centrality, which |ooks at the (changing)
relative slope of the "nountain".]

There were far too many clans in the actual MDS anal yses
to present visually in any picture, so for plotting purposes |
show only the 60 or 70 largest (in degree) clans in the
appendi x. Please renenber, however, that +the statistical
anal yses underlying these spatial plots are based on all 500-
600 cl ans, not just on the 60-70 shown.

The information contained in these MDS diagrans is too
rich and inpacted to be absorbed on first glance. One needs to
know a |lot about who these famlies are to be able to
interpret them at all. Nonetheless, in lieu of the detailed
di scussion to occur in future drafts of this paper, | wll
sinmply note a few highlights.

1. One remarkable feature of the shift from 1282-1342 to
1343-1377 (a transition noted above as very significant) is
that in 1282-1342 magnates were distributed nore-or-1|ess
evenly around this space of very elite famlies [albeit with a
clear skew toward the left of the diagranm, whereas in 1343-
1377 magnates nmoved tightly into the center of the space.
[Note at the bottom of +the second plot the <change in
magni fi cation. ] Later, magnates started to break apart
spatially and then, eventually, to disappear (since they no
| onger were anong the top 60 or 70). Magnate endogany, while
real, was insufficient to offset the sheer |oss of nunbers.

Vari ous pieces can now be assenbled into a tentatively
clear portrait of the nysterious (to ne at |east) 1343-1377
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transitional wmarriage structure. Figure 2 showed a dramatic
centralization of the Florentine elite as a whole at 1343 (or
so); figure 3a showed an equally dramatic decline in asymretry
within mcro-dyads; and figure 5b showed that magnate endogany
enmerged around that same time. Putting the MDS pl ot together
with these other clues reveals the paradoxical fact that, in
1343 or 1348, the Florentine elite as a whole concentrated
t hrough marriage precisely around that group, the magnates

that it had just politically evicted for good. Figure 5c, as

well as b5b, suggests a reason: Concentration was driven
primarily by sharp magnate-new men pol arization, which drove
apart the top and bottom of +the overall elite-marriage

distribution. Vertically-oriented asymmetry ties shredded, as
the system tended to stratify into separate |ayers. Popol ani
resisted this trend, however, and nore-or-less successfully
mai ntained their (sonmewhat frayed) position as bridge
Magnat es stayed at the center because popolani continued to
hold them individually in high regard, even though nagnates
did not reciprocate (popolani having joined the new nen as
political allies in 1343).

Thus, while the role of the plague has not yet been
folded into this account [it <can hardly not have been
important], it seens plausible that the political events
surroundi ng 1343 are at |least part of the story about the
dramatic first transition in Florentine elite structure.

2. The last two plots, covering 1435-1465 and 1465-1494
(the periods of Cosinop de' Medici's and Lorenzo de' Medici's
reigns, respectively), are extrenely revealing about the
changi ng basis of Medicean control, insofar as these were
mani f est through marri age.

After Cosinmb's rise to power in 1434, the Medici
continued to marry old prestigious famlies, continuing a
pattern discussed at length in my 1993 article. Instead of
this Medici marriage cluster nmving to the center of the
Fl orentine social elite, however, (as certainly the Medici did
in politics) the Medici and their Florentine marriage partners
[there were also inportant extra-Florentine marriages by the
Medici] remined aloof, on the fringes of the rest of
Florentine society, just as before. Unlike in 1378-1420,
however, this 1435-1464 di stancing was presunmably voluntary.

Sone of the details of this Medici marriage cluster are
of great historiographical note: Wthin the marriage clique of
the Medici were the Strozzi, one of the nost vigorously
proscribed famlies of the period, banished from Fl orence by
the Medici; the Pazzi, infanmous conspirators who later tried
to assassinate the Medici; and the Pitti, |eaders of the 1466
anti - Medi cean republican party which enmerged at Cosino's
death. Anmong the closest in-laws of the Medici, only the
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Capponi seened never to have given the Medici serious trouble.
But the Capponi were considered one of the few independently
powerful rivals of the time capable of autononously standing
up to Cosimo's will.

One would think that a <clique of old prestigious
troubl emakers, far renoved from the center of the Florentine
elite, would be highly unprom sing soil upon which to build
Medi cean dom nation. And insofar as we are speaking of the
marriage clique itself, this was clearly true. However, note
well that there is a hole in the center of the rest o the
Florentine elite, as well as sone distance between the Medici
marri age clique and the others.

A spatial hole indicates an absence of marriage ties--
extremely peculiar at the dead center of any MDS plot [which
after all 1s algorithmcally designed to try to mnimze path
di stances, a mnimzation usually acconplished through trying
to construct a dense center]. Furthernore, pre-1434 Medici
supporters and opponents are sonewhat interm xed around this
hol e--quite the opposite of the situation that prevailed
before 1434.

Control under Cosino, in other words, would seem to have
been based once again (in different form but not different
logic, from that discussed in my 1993 article) not on the
interactionist principle of bringing close friends closer to
you, but rather on the structuralist principle of driving
barriers between your opponents. In this context, marrying
hi ghly problematic others may not just be a way of keeping a
better eye on them but also a device for renoving them from
the center of the rest of the action. How under Cosinp a
structural hole was created and sustained in the very center
of the Florentine elite, however, is a matter of possibly deep
i mport, which I cannot yet explain.

3. Conpare this Cosinb nmarriage system to that of

Lorenzo. Lorenzo's Medici, like the Medici of Cosinmo, were off
on the marriage fringes of the Florentine elite. But there the
simlarity ends. Visually illustrated by a flip in their

spatial location to the exact opposite end of the social space
from where Cosinmp's Medici were, Lorenzo's Medici married
nostly political allies--often new-nen allies at that. More
interactionist in his network l|ogic, Lorenzo sent marriage
ties to friendly famlies who already supported him for other
reasons. No doubt this mde followers (especially new nen
foll owers) even nore |oyal than before, but it provided no
| everage on Florentine elite structure as a whole. Qite the
opposite perhaps--it isolated the Medici party, and it renoved
Lorenzo's supporters from their positions deep in the bowels
of the rest of Florence, where they could do nore good. Most
om nous for Lorenzo was the fact that the structural hole at
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the center of the Cosinp elite vani shed.

| suspect that Lorenzo turned to this "surround yourself
with friends" marriage pattern because of his close brush with
death during the Pazzi conspiracy, and all that. But | do not
believe this courtly approach to nmarriage was an effective
control mechanism O course other things besides marriage are
involved in control, but to the extent that the Medici could
not |onger control the Florentine elite at its constitutive
base, mre and nore formal-institutional devices had to be
enpl oyed, for which Lorenzo was famus (or infanous). Such
met hods (the Council of Seventy, etc.) are nore visible and
obvi ous to everyone.

The rapid fall of the Medici regine, imediately after
Lorenzo's death, is perhaps testanment to the possible veracity
of the admttedly specul ative remarks here.

Much nore could be said about these spatial analyses,
especially about the mddle two 1378-1404 and 1405-1434 pl ots.
But the 1378-1434 period was examned at length in nmy 1993
article. And besides, a conference deadline |oons. So for now
| will just leave it at that.

Concl usi on

The purpose of this paper was neither interpretation nor
expl anati on, nuch |ess general theory. Rather | sinply wanted
to develop a few previously unknown facts about the [|ongue
duree of elite marriage structure in Florence, in order to
constrain nmy future interpretive/explanatory efforts. The
next, nore focused steps of ny research will be guided by the
very broad-brush patterns uncovered in this first-draft study.
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