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Preface

his book originally set out to study the behavior of social elites in

Siena, a project not dissimilar to one in Aquitaine that constituted my
doctoral dissertation. Funded twice by the Social Science and Humanities
Research Council of Canada, I conscientiously applied myself to explore a
variety of urban records. But I gradually realized that Siena was too big
and too “city” to study adequately, notwithstanding its modest size. The
panoply of urban institutions generated mountains of paper of every
description. Siena is an excellent place to take the measure of Italian insti-
tutions and society. While my work there resulted in two books, neither
one was the local study I had set out to undertake.

From the moment I encountered the material from the fief of
Montefollonico in the municipal library of Torrita, I realized that the dusty
registers sitting on three short shelves enclosed the minutia of daily life
lived almost four centuries ago. The diocesan archives of Pienza—newly
reordered and catalogued by a young archivist, Giuseppe Chironi—
supplemented the community documents with those of Counter-
Reformation Italy’s influential and invasive religious administration.
Sienese archival stacks contained the records of the Granducal and urban
governments. With all these documents at hand, it became possible to
attempt the ideal: undertake a nominative study of social behavior, that is,
focus my attention on the individual actions of ordinary people.

The second transformation of this research sprang from my re-
acquaintance with the new behavioral sciences during a teaching semester
at the Sorbonne in Paris in 1996. My doctoral work invoked briefly the
ethology of Konrad Lorenz and his contemporaries, that is, the study of
animal behavior. The two connected fields of evolutionary psychology and
ethology provide a conceptual framework I can test empirically with the
sources enumerated above. I have always been dissatisfied with the
approach to behavioral history that posits culture as a kind of “black box”
that admits a wide range of human behavior without explaining the rea-
sons for it. Close work on religious history in early modern France (simi-
larly a nominative study) taught me to be wary of doctrines and
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discourses, justifications and beliefs. The building blocks of human life are
universal: hierarchy and governance, cooperation and competition; repro-
duction; invention and adaptation. To explain the regularities and the vari-
ations of these central features of human existence, culture is only a
proximate explanation, a slippery slope toward naive idealism. Better to
seek the good reasons that people in contexts different from our own had
for acting in ways that seem foreign to us. Raymond Boudon’s classical
rational-actor sociology combines here with the behavioral sciences to give
depth to empirical research. Together they provide new and better ways of
thinking about human existence.

The custodians of local history in Tuscany aided this research immea-
surably. Tuscans enjoy a well-deserved reputation even in Italy for the
vitality of their local cultural life. There are three persons whose assistance
made diligent gleaning almost easy; Don Aldo Franci, now in his mid-90s,
is the creator of the diocesan archive of Pienza, as well as the guardian of
its treasures. In Torrita di Siena, librarian Loretta Roghi provided the wel-
coming atmosphere that made it possible to make the most of annual
research trips. Giovanna Piochi, erstwhile director of the Centro Culturale
Montefollonico, passionately contributed in ways too numerous to enu-
merate. The Sienese state archives were also an excellent place to work,
rendered congenial by its director, Dr Carla Zarrilli, and efficient by its per-
sonnel, in particular Maria Assunta Ceppari (who helped familiarize me
with Italian paleography) and Luciana Franchino (who was always willing
to fetch me another bundle of documents). Local historians were good
sounding boards for my various discoveries, Oscar Di Simplicio especially,
but also Mario Ascheri and Neda Mechini. The mayor of Torrita,
Montefollonico resident Paolo Pieranni, was also an enthusiastic backer of
the project from its inception.

The results of this research were presented and discussed over several
years of research seminars in Paris. Yves-Marie Bercé, Denis Crouzet,
Alfred Soman, Jean-Michel Sallmann, and my former maitre, demogra-
pher Jean-Pierre Poussou listened and questioned intelligently and
provocatively, sending me back to broaden my material and double-check
it before bringing it into print. Also in Paris, Mlle Blandine Duclap assisted
in every way. Finally, P.M. Jones, Samuel K. Cohn, and Thomas V. Cohen at
the universities of Birmingham, Glasgow, and York University (Toronto)
respectively subjected the whole project to careful scrutiny and persuaded
me to clarify and amplify its theoretical underpinnings. So this book, like
most others, is a collaborative venture.
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Introduction

1l campo non invecchia mai

(The field never grows old)!

magine for a moment that we could roost patiently in a perch overlooking
avillage and its inhabitants just like Frans de Waal and his students spied
for years on a pen of captive chimpanzees, marking every move of the
occupants.” Montefollonico was just such an enclosure, despite its tumble-
down wall and crumbling towers. From our perch we can jot down onto
observation charts the comings and goings and the intense sociability of
individual inhabitants. We can watch them organize themselves into
groups and observe how they work—how they compete individually, with
whom they reproduce, and how they raise their young. All of my subjects
now repose in their graves underneath different churches, but in the village
records they are very much alive and unaware of my presence.
Montefollonico was a typical central Italian castello, a hilltop community
composed of two- and three-storey dwellings enclosed by a wall. Like
most villages, Montefollonico was small, containing about 350 inhabitants
within the walls and between 450 and 500 more circulating among the
seventy-odd sharecropping farms around it. Forest and Mediterranean
brush, called macchia, carpeted about a quarter of the territory beyond the
walls, concealing a multitude of birds, foxes, and rabbits. This agricultural
landscape, cultivated since Roman times, was continually evolving. In the
sixteenth century, landlords portioned off the arable land into hundreds of
small patches, enclosed them with hedges, and then planted each field with
rows of vines and fruit trees, separating them by wider strips of grain or
fallow land. A tight network of pathways veined the space between parcels.
Montefollonico’s Renaissance appearance survives today. The village’s
configuration along a precipice emphasized the two prominent buildings
at the summit: the parish church San Leonardo and a modest municipal
building, the palazzo. Not far away, the mansion of the Landucci family, the
principal noble family since Middle Ages, stood adjacent to the squat
parish church of San Bartolomeo. Three fortified gates gave access to the
village’s two parallel streets. The easternmost gate Porta di Criano led

G. Hanlon, Human Nature in Rural Tuscany
© Gregory Hanlon 2007



2 HUMAN NATURE IN RURAL TUSCANY

down to a chapel freshly erected just outside the wall, the Madonna del
Criano (today called Triano). The southern Porta Nuova connected the
tiny piazza, with its oven and tiny confraternity chapel, with a flat
esplanade outside the walls where men gathered to bowl using wheels of
cheese. Porta Follonica sat partway down the slope that led to the Val di
Chiana. Pigeons guarded the seven towers watching over sections of the
wall that had collapsed with time. The crumbling ramparts attested to
the village’s former role as a border strongpoint at the limit of the Sienese
state, across from Florentine Montepulciano, before war annexed it to the
new Grand Duchy of Tuscany. The village’s principal inhabitants lived in
spacious houses along the main street, Via di Sopra, close to San Leonardo,
and around the piazza. More humble dwellings lined the portion of the
same street descending to the western Follonica gate, and along the parallel
Via di Sotto.* Like every village, Montefollonico provided a rudimentary
infrastructure. In 1676, the palazzo, where local councilors deliberated,
contained two jail cells. There were two bread ovens, one in the square and
another down the street nearer the Porta Follonica; a fountain with its
trough near San Leonardo; a house for a minuscule hospital, another for
the lay confraternity; and a tavern somewhere inside the walls whose exact
location I could never ascertain. Outside the walls the community leased
another inn, the Osteria delle Noci (Inn of the nut-trees), at the main
crossroads north of town. It still operates there today.

This village did not suffer from isolation, overlooking as it did the roads
connecting Rome with Siena, Florence, and Arezzo. From its ridgetop
setting about 550 meters above sea-level, Montefollonico commands a
wide sweep of territory. To the east, the panorama encompasses the
marshy Val di Chiana and Lake Trasimene, and the Umbrian Apennines far
beyond. To the west we can see Pienza and the lofty Monte Amiata behind
it. Immediately to the south lies the medieval city of Montepulciano,
stretched out atop an adjacent ridge. Our village relied upon neighboring
towns for services it could not provide itself. Besides Montepulciano,
which, with 3,000 inhabitants, was the lone city of the district, a number of
larger castelli existed nearby. At the foot of the ridge lay Torrita di Siena,
whose 600 clustered inhabitants and a thousand outlying peasants farmed
a fertile soil. The small town of Sinalunga, containing perhaps 1,500
inhabitants and a wide selection of shops and services, leaned over the
plain to the north. To the west, Pienza’s elegant Renaissance streetscape
showcased the little cathedral and the bishop’s palace. The village’s closest
neighbor, the small, perched castello of Petroio, lay to the north. There were
a handful of open hamlets too, just outside the boundaries of our village:
Ciliano, Abbadia Cicille, and Palazzo Massaini. Around each cluster of
houses lay scores of sharecropping farms of diverse size and consistency.
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Montefollonico is a special place because papers that have defied time’s
accidents permit us to distinguish with uncommon detail the individuals
who lived there for a period of fifty or sixty years. These sources consti-
tute our perch overlooking the daily events in an ordinary village in
mid-seventeenth-century Tuscany. The documents generated by the rural
community of Montefollonico, conserved in the municipal library of
Torrita, consist of the municipal records and deliberations, a land-tax reg-
ister, the confraternity records, and the evaluation of property damage
made by local assessors. To them we can add the papers generated by the
feudal administration of the marchese Coppoli; the register of real estate
transactions, and the abundant records of civil litigation and criminal
justice. The diocesan archives in Pienza contain most of the typical docu-
ments penned by parish priests, as well as those drafted by the administra-
tors who supervised them from the bishop’s palace; parish registers of
baptism, marriage, and burial; states of souls censuses and lists of youths
receiving confirmation. The church retained sole jurisdiction over mar-
riage, so hundreds of marriage contracts and inquests into marriage
eligibility fill several bundles. The bishop’s court meted out both civil and
criminal justice to persons under church jurisdiction, so we possess full
trials, petitions, and settlements reached before his judge, the diocesan
vicar. Prying priests reported on illegitimate frequentations and warned
people in writing not to overstep the bounds of decency. The bishop’s
administration solicited letters and reports from parish priests, and it
interfered with local devotional bodies such as the confraternities. It
supervised the recruitment and the training of priests, periodically check-
ing their credentials. Bishops visited parishes on a fairly regular basis and
drafted inspection reports. The diocesan authorities served as intermedi-
aries between the village and more powerful ecclesiastical bodies beyond
our district, such as the papal nuncio (ambassador) in Florence, and the
formidable Holy Office of the Inquisition, so we have some papers
originating there too.

Authorities in Siena, some sixty kilometers away, generated more
documents. The vast notarial collection of public and private contracts
includes testaments, postmortem inventories, and property leases.
Important Sienese government committees retained jurisdiction over our
village even after it became a fief. The Quattro Conservatori kept close
watch over revenue collection, to prevent locally powerful individuals
from diverting public assets to their private benefit. The governor of Siena
was an alert overseer who could intervene to sort out problems of every
description, in the interest of maintaining public order. Important func-
tionaries occasionally crisscrossed the Sienese state to report on objective
conditions far from the city. There are useful ancillary archives even
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beyond those just mentioned. In Montepulciano, outside Sienese jurisdic-
tion, the hospital recorded the delivery of little bastards our peasants
abandoned there. The marchese’s family left their own archives in the
ancestral family seat in Perugia. In Florence, the Grand Duke served as
arbiter of last resort. Taken all together these records afford us a much
closer view of country life than historians usually get.

The pages that follow describe the everyday behavior of people in a
bygone era and explain how their individual actions were, in their context,
usually well-suited to achieving individual goals of survival and better-
ment. However, we must periodically look up from the faded ink of these
dusty manuscripts in order to observe what researchers in other disciplines
are learning. This “French” approach of explaining historical problems
with insights from other sciences dealing with human behavior has proven
extremely fertile in the recent past.*

Several schools of thought jostle for attention, however. Some writers
see human behavior as something infinitely variable. Situations vary over
time and place because the values people share are basically arbitrary.” The
most extreme cultural relativists maintain that, since we apprehend the
world using intellectual notions that are specific to our time and place, cul-
tures other than our own must be alien to our understanding. Members of
other cultures (or even subcategories of our own society) are incommen-
surate “Others” whom we cannot presume to understand. This is a
consistent argument, but if it were true then we would know nothing about
anyone. There are a number of untenable assumptions built into all theo-
ries of cultural relativism, however. Their most serious shortcoming is that
they cannot begin to account for the constants we find in human behavior.
Theories that claim that our actions are guided by our beliefs alone rely on
a very fuzzy concept of culture that takes no account of the way minds
work.® The “Other” is a fiction invented by philosophers and explains noth-
ing at all. So the reader will see in the following pages that “culture” is a
hypothesis I do not need. A growing number of anthropologists and sociol-
ogists argue that culture is an explanatory concept that has outlived its use-
fulness. It should be invoked more sparingly or else altogether discarded as
obsolete.” In place of these relativist abstractions based on cultural absolutes,
we should substitute situational theories of social action that emphasize the
good, objective reasons people have for the choices they make.

If our villagers are not “others,” who are they? The short answer would
be that they are rational agents, primarily. Rational choice theories are not
new in the social sciences. A more satisfactory explanation for the behavior
of Tuscan rustics would attempt to show how their actions were compre-
hensible, given the context of the specific individuals involved. Human
beings everywhere calculate their interest, but they desire a variety of
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rewards. People may not have sufficient information to determine which
action is objectively the most fruitful to attain the goals they seek, and the
most useful action for the individual may not be advantageous to them if
most people acted likewise. It is possible that some choices are uncon-
scious or not explicit in our minds, and other decisions are objectively
mistaken, but the reasons behind them are probably not difficult to
uncover.® Actions can be spurred by emotions, too, but these are likewise
universal in their range.’

The preceding paragraph implies that other people share our psycho-
logical makeup. A previous generation warned us about the fallacy of the
universal man: in the past, people not only thought different things, they
thought them differently.!” Jeffrey Weeks repeats Oscar Wilde’s boutade
that “The only thing that one really knows about human nature is that it
changes.”!! If this were true, however, there should be some evidence from
cognitive psychology showing that cerebral processes common in one part
of the planet operate differently elsewhere. If human nature varies over
time, surely it varies in space as well. To demonstrate the psychic diversity
of homo sapiens, it would first be necessary to shine a spotlight on some
homo exoticus still among us. On the contrary, Darwin, who was the first to
undertake a world-ranging inquest on human emotions (in 1867), con-
cluded from it “that the same state of mind is expressed throughout the
world with remarkable uniformity; and this fact is in itself interesting as
evidence of the close similarity in body structure and mental disposition of
all the races of mankind.”!?

If behavioral traits governing status seeking, altruism, aggression, and
sexuality—and the emotions connected to them—are not strictly cultural
or learned, then they must be rooted in us biologically, in our genes. Genes
are self-replicating molecules coding for proteins that in turn code for
predispositions, such as temperament. Specific genetic accidents, called
genotypes, appear continually in nature through the replication of DNA;
they govern physiological processes and behavior patterns. These geno-
types interact with the local environment and personal experience, pro-
ducing phenotypes. Phenotypes that present advantages relative to other
members of the population in a given context will reproduce better and
will multiply over time to dominate the entire population, an advantage
called “relative fitness.”'* While these processes are rooted in our nervous
systems, genes alone never determine our behavior. Action of every sort is
strongly influenced by the details and nuances of context, by the environ-
ment and the experience of each individual."* The human mind is a
“fitness calculator,” consciously or unconsciously adopting behavior
adapted to goals and circumstances. But these individual goals are strongly
conditioned by the necessity of maintaining linkages with other people.'®
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Why not incorporate the notion of human nature into our research
strategy? Let us define it as a finite range of capacities and potentials
imposed by our physiology (with its requirements of survival and repro-
duction), which is common to all cultures. While a working concept of
human nature does not deny the existence of a multitude of human cul-
tures, we can suppose that the emotions and mental processes of human
beings everywhere can be explained by our biological heritage.'® This for-
mulation, which is compatible with both the social sciences and the natu-
ral sciences, explains more phenomena with greater economy.!” This does
not preclude a great deal of individual variation among people of the same
culture. The mind is a system with many parts, with differing agendas and
goals.!® The anthropologist Donald Brown has catalogued a great many
features of existence that are common to all cultures, and his list of Human
Universals demonstrates amply how much we share with all humankind.'
Among these traits is the ability of all peoples to use language to create
abstractions, to describe, to motivate, to dissimulate or to mislead, to be
funny, and to insult. People everywhere recognize the emotions behind
facial expressions. Universal People have a concept of the self as a psycho-
logical entity that is different from others and is both a subject and an
object. This self is neither a wholly passive pawn of social action nor is it
seen a wholly autonomous entity. Universal People have a private inner life
where they make plans, choose between alternatives, and make difficult
and often ambivalent decisions. Universal People live in societies that are
segmented by gender, by age, and by task. There are hierarchies and lead-
ers everywhere, but the leader never has all the power. Nowhere do women
rule over men, even in matriarchal societies, and women everywhere
devote more time to nurturing the young. Universal People create laws and
observe a number of rules governing people’s insertion in perpetual social
units, and they have a sense of rights and obligations attached to member-
ship in them. Universal People also distinguish between right and wrong,
recognize, and employ promises. People are both able to empathize with
others, envy them, and take delight at their misfortune. People everywhere
have concepts of property: both a kind of loose property to which many
have access and a sense of private belongings. Universal People have beliefs
in entities beyond the visible or the palpable, beliefs that we could qualify
as religious or supernatural. People everywhere anthropomorphize,
believe in things that are demonstrably false, and practice magic to sustain
or increase life or to attract the attention of the other sex. People adorn
their bodies everywhere, no matter how little they wear. They dance and
make music, which employs melody, rhythm, repetition, and variation.
They have an aesthetic sense they invest in objects of many kinds and
admire the dexterity that produces them. Perhaps the strongest principle
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guiding human action is reciprocity, a “tit for tat” reflex underpinning both
conflict and cooperation.

Much of the insight into this part of human nature stems from the
research of people who study subhuman species. If you want to understand
humans, study apes, they say, and with good reason.?’ Animal behavior
derives from the same combination of evolved tendencies, environmental
modification, learning and cognition as human action.?! Primates are
rational actors too, with motives and emotions that are not difficult to
understand once we know the context of each of the individuals at hand.??
Living in small groups and dependent upon the perceptions of their
peers in ongoing relationships, primates act knowing that a social con-
tract binds them to each other. Apes display many kinds of intentional
behavior, including alliance and coalition, deception and counterdecep-
tion, and revenge, reconciliation, and pardon. They clearly distinguish
right and wrong action in a moral sense. By their memories of past events,
and their ability to speculate on realistic future outcomes of their action,
they enjoy a stable social order without the benefit of law. Our moral
notions too are rooted in primordial emotions that regulate all social
behavior, and they are not so very different from those prevailing among
apes. They include friendship, sympathy, love, altruism, and esteem, and
their opposites scorn, hate, egoism, greed, and vanity. Moral life is not
comprehensible in cultural terms alone.?

Let’s return for a moment to the principal assumptions operating
behind the empirical demonstrations that guide my understanding of
Tuscan peasants. Cerebral mechanisms for thinking, feeling, and acting
that are different from ours do not seem to exist.> That is because our
brains, like the brains of other animals, are the product of a long evolution.
One eloquent cognitive psychologist argues that our brains are as special-
ized and well engineered as our bodies; it is a precision instrument
(likened to a Swiss army knife) that allows us to solve the problems pre-
sented in our environment.?> Humans behave flexibly because we are pro-
grammed to do so. Reasoning, intelligence, imagination, and other such
faculties are forms of information processing. Our minds are packed with
combinatorial software that can generate an unlimited set of thoughts and
behavior.?® Nevertheless, there is much that we inherit. Conscientiousness,
agreeableness, neuroticism, psychopathy, and deviance are substantially
heritable.?” Our species would not have survived, however, if it constructed
categories that were permanently at odds with the reality around it. If our
ancestors could not assess objectively the clues from the environment, or
solve the problems of survival of the species over hundreds of centuries, we
would not be here today. Steven Pinker concludes that “Humans achieve
their goals by complex chains of behavior, assembled on the spot and
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tailored to the situation. They plan the behavior using cognitive models of
the causal structure of the world. They learn these models in their lifetimes
and communicate them through language, which allows the knowledge to
accumulate within a group and over generations.”*® The brain has special-
ized parts that equip us with a visual system, language acquisition capabil-
ity, common sense, and a wide assortment of emotions.” Evolution has
enabled us to establish empathy and share information and impressions
with other people, which is something we share with other higher organ-
isms.*® People everywhere have an innate capacity for empathy and sym-
pathy that makes individual social action comprehensible to all, just as
they possess a “machiavellian intelligence” capable of manipulating others’
sympathy for personal advantage. This makes it possible for us to project
these assumptions onto the behavior of people in other times and places.

If the postulates of evolutionary psychology are correct, and I believe
they are, we could apply them to any given society in history and under-
stand better why people acted the way they did. It connects the physical sci-
ences with the human sciences and explains the largest number of facts
with the smallest number of assumptions. But why should we apply evolu-
tionary psychology to history, you might ask? Is not evolutionary time,
measured in tens of millennia, grossly incommensurate with historical
time, which is measured in months or years? This would be a good place to
evoke once again the lessons of French historiography. Fernand Braudel
drew our attention to the existence of different timescales operating in
every era, from the semi-immobile background of climate and geography
to the constantly shifting events of politics. We cannot understand changes
occurring in the scale of a lifetime without being conscious of the long-
term context in which these lives were lived. The larger context sets the
limits of what can and cannot occur or endure beyond the short term.!
The physical evolution of the human species is an event that took place
over the very long term, but it influences our action and our outlook today.
It is the ultimate “structure de longue durée” 1 predict that insights derived
from evolutionary psychology will transform the way historians under-
stand not only family life, kinship, and sexuality, but also politics, violence,
and cooperation. It suffices to look up for a moment from our archives,
and then to scrutinize them afresh.*

Historians have always worked from intuitive theories of human
nature: social analysis would not be possible without one. This book
proceeds from a conviction that all good history, like good literature,
should address themes universal to human existence, in a way that connects
humanity to all living organisms. Our villagers were equipped with the
mental and emotional ability that we have. They assessed their predica-
ments just as well as we do. They grasped, individually, the range of actions
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open to them, and the consequences their acts might entail. And their
predicaments, by and large, were similar to ours. There are limits to our
analogy of Tuscan rustics with de Waal’s apes, of course. We see the context
at one remove, in texts drafted at the time the events occurred, but their
meanings are usually not difficult to infer. Our sample group in this
unusual, self-contained laboratory is much larger than any ethologist’s.
Each of the 700 to 800 souls who lived in Montefollonico had many con-
nections to other people, although many of them died very young. My
study also covers over half a century, longer than all but a few of the lives I
study. So many individuals crowd into my lens that it is often necessary to
proceed statistically. Yet individuals mattered in a number of important
ways. There was a variety of individual responses to different problems,
just as there were individual inborn temperaments that owed little to life
experience.

The countryside did not contain an undifferentiated mass of poor rus-
tics. Village life encompassed an array of fine social gradations that every-
one understood. Access to material resources varied widely from one social
group to another, and among different individuals in each. Given that the
population was too large to function as an informal unit, the heads of fam-
ilies vested some measure of authority into a select number of men and
trusted them to wield power wisely and in the interest of the collectivity.
That is perhaps the best place to begin.



Governance

The Community

Cent’oche ammazzono un lupo

(a hundred geese can kill a wolf)

Governance denotes a manner or system of governing, that is, how
members of a group apportion power and resources among themselves.
Governance is universal, but its precise modus operandi is local and
particular. I find especially interesting how the principles of power usually
revolve around a simple dichotomy that everyone understands: participa-
tion and hierarchy. The principles are universally present, for every polity
seeks some manner, according to the context, of finding the right balance
between the two. Most societies exercise power through a consensus of
what “works” in their context.

Montefollonico was a self-governing “community,” a corporate entity
with its own institutions and statutes. While statutes varied in detail from
one village to another, their framers intended that they would facilitate the
peaceful coexistence of villagers not related to each other by blood.
A castello was different from a Ligurian or Corsican kin-hamlet, where a
small number of households—all related to each other through blood or
marriage—managed their interests around a council table presided by a
patriarch.! The smooth functioning of a settlement containing numerous
unrelated families required maintaining a fine balance among competing
interests. People understood that they were members of a permanent,
structured group, however much they were also individuals pursuing their
own private ends. The best way to achieve that equilibrium was to share
power widely and to limit continuous holding of it to short periods. By
rotating offices, people who exercised power carelessly or vindictively
would soon be exposed to reprisals.” Power was best exercised with the
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understanding that cooperation in the present would earn a credit of pos-
itive reciprocity repaid in future, while a slight would merit retaliation.
This universal understanding is the foundation of social interaction and
morality too, in primates as well as humans.’

Montefollonico’s statutes were not especially confining, although they
set out clearly the rules of membership in the community.* In 1561, the
Medici duke Cosimo I decreed that anyone who paid taxes to the commu-
nity was eligible to hold local office, the articles excluding non-natives
notwithstanding.” Most other articles shared the same egalitarian inspi-
ration. Families living in the village and paying taxes to it should share
the responsibilities of community life, just as their residence entitled
them to enjoy its benefits. We should not see in this principle the
expression of an egalitarian ideal, but rather the desire to maintain an
equilibrium among a host of families whose own resources varied a great
deal. Most male heads of households were illiterate and depended upon
more powerful persons for work and assistance. Nevertheless, numerous
articles created mechanisms preventing one person or kin-group from
dominating everyone else.

The ideals of village government were reflections of those prevailing in
city-republics such as Siena, Florence, and Venice. A panel of influential
citizens would make important decisions after discussing them before a
larger assembly. The village council comprising one male per household
assembled periodically to designate the local executive and to deliberate on
local problems. We have fairly continuous records of the council meetings,
drafted by notaries or more often by the local magistrate, who acted as
chancellor.® Every January the householders selected 24 councilors among
the tax-paying householders (allirati). The councilors serving in any one
year would have represented about 10 to 20 percent of all the households
in the jurisdiction, and perhaps a third or more of the established castello
households. Those who were not present usually had close relatives who
were. A high quorum fixed at 18 members prevented a handful of diligent
notables from making cozy arrangements among themselves. People who
owned no property at all (and this included some sharecroppers) were not
permitted to deliberate and vote as councilors, for they were likely to be
recent arrivals who could always move elsewhere if they were unhappy
with local decisions. This wide-based representation did not prevent a
smaller number of men from wielding great influence within the council,
for the wealth, the connections, the literacy, and even the probity of spe-
cific individuals was something villagers took into account when they cast
their black and white beans. From a basket of names, councilors elected
three priors to make executive decisions and to represent the community
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for six months, as well as a treasurer (camerlengo) who would handle the
communal funds and keep the accounts. Priors oversaw the smooth
functioning of communal institutions. They were not usually permitted to
reject the results of their election, although their remuneration of 4 lire
hardly made it worth their while. If it were possible for them to shirk these
responsibilities, villagers argued, the public weal would surely suffer. The
burden could be a delicate one, for it entailed dividing up the village tax
bill and allocating a portion of it to each household. Resident villagers
owning property in the jurisdiction entertained a rough idea of the
overall worth of each of their neighbors and the real ability of each to pay
taxes. Moreover, the statutes empowered the priors to command inhabi-
tants to undertake traditional corvées, or compulsory work details, such as
fetching salt from the coastal salt-pans near Grosseto.

The key administrative officer in Tuscan communal government, how-
ever, was the treasurer or camerlengo, elected annually. These officers were
almost always literate villagers capable of keeping financial records.” The
assembly designated by lot those few men considered capable enough of exer-
cising it, and the Sienese government furnished the new official with a couple
of pages of fine-print instructions. The camerlengo received all the money and
grain due to the community into his own hands. It was his responsibility to
lease the management of local resources at public auction, and to keep track
of money still owing for them. He had to compile an inventory of all the mov-
able goods belonging to the community at the onset of his tenure, and the
statutes made him personally liable for their custody and conservation.
Moreover, the camerlengo collected the taxes allocated to the community by
the central government. This spared the central administration the trouble of
creating its own tax personnel, but it further subjected this functionary to the
close scrutiny of higher officials over whom he had no leverage. Given the
range of responsibilities incumbent on this official, there were not many eli-
gible candidates for the task, and even fewer were good at it. A few men filled
the function two or three times, though never for consecutive years. Few
treasurers possessed much of a fortune, and a couple of them look like straw
men owning virtually nothing.® The official received little monetary compen-
sation for his trouble (a mere 12 lire). So, why would men accept the respon-
sibility? Elena Fasano Guarini plausibly argues that the office gave village
notables opportunities to grant their neighbors favors they could redeem in
one way or another in future. Some preferred to incur personal debts to the
central government (by their inability to raise all the money the village was
assessed for), rather than compel their neighbors to sell property to pay their
taxes, or inflict fines upon them. The system worked reasonably well in
Tuscany because their local roots forced camerlenghi to use their discretion.’
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With responsibilities came some perks. Only solvent residents active in
local government were eligible to bid on the lease of public assets. Villagers
preferred that people should take turns at it so that no one was allowed to
alienate the public domain for short-term profit.! To prevent the
collusion between village officials and the wealthier leaseholders of public
assets, the grand duke in Florence compelled the camerlengo to submit the
community accounts to the Sienese patrician magistrates responsible for
the supervision of the countryside, the Quattro Conservatori.'! These latter
officials ensured that the assembly spent only in the community interest all
the money passing through the treasurer’s hands. They knew that the alien-
ation or the long-term privatization of village assets would hinder the abil-
ity of the communities to pay their taxes in future. The grand duke also gave
these Sienese magistrates criminal jurisdiction over the administration of
community property, so that they could prosecute village officials for bad
decisions or sloppy bookkeeping.

The village council also elected some minor officials, all of whom would
have to defend the public good from the egoism of individual families and
arbitrate the competing interests that characterize all societies. These were
rotating charges parceled out to householders of varying status. Local gov-
ernment in early modern Tuscany embraced a broad spectrum of matters we
confide to public officials today: road infrastructure, property assessment,
public health and welfare, education, justice and police. The viario reported
on the state of the roads. These crude dirt tracks might become impassible if
heavy rains or irresponsible sharecroppers diverted runoff water onto them.
Two public estimators (stimatori) calculated for the court the value of build-
ings and damage to crops. Two alliratori consented to every change in the
basic tax register, the estimo. The grassieri or ponitori examined beasts des-
tined for slaughter and fixed a market price for the meat. Two savi dei pupilli
oversaw the business interests of widows and minors, although the village
magistrate made the decisions on their cases.!? Other community employees
held their jobs indefinitely. The community elected the schoolmaster, usually
a priest, with the sizeable salary of 36 scudi, but its decision had to be ratified
by the Quattro Conservatori in Siena. These were often hotly contested elec-
tions fraught with local politics, for the issue was usually whether or not to
bestow the function on someone from the village. In 1635, a local youth lost
out to his competition, because he was unable to enlist enough support. The
next year, to circumvent hard feelings, the village council asked the marchese
to recommend someone, but even so, the feudatory’s outside candidate
passed by a narrow margin.'?

Employees of the court needed even greater consensus behind their
activities than the elected officials, for the intrusive nature of their function
and the indefinite duration of their tenure aroused strong emotions against
them. Over time, with the collapse of local revenues, the community
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combined the functions of the messo, the constable, and the warden of the
confraternity lands into a single, low-status person.'* The village messo ran
errands for the priors and for the magistrate for a paltry 10 lire a month. He
performed other menial tasks such as cleaning the fountain, sweeping
before the palazzo, tolling the bell calling the council to assemble, pacing the
village to convoke people to meetings. The messo announced the judge’s
decrees of truce in the village, shouting out the contents in the square before
the palazzo, and before the houses of the adversaries, so that they would
become common knowledge. Finally, he assisted the court constable in his
daily rounds and delivered summonses to debtors, witnesses, and accused
to appear before the court. It was a dangerous job for lowly individuals vul-
nerable to retaliation from outraged neighbors. Sandro di Francesco
incurred the wrath of the irascible Pasquino Calcagnolo, receiving his sum-
mons on the village square: “What is this summons you’re giving me?”
Sandro offered his excuses, explaining that he had first been at his house to
give it to his wife. “You’re a sneaky one! I'll teach you (ti) to give me sum-
monses!” said Calcagnolo, bit his finger in sign of certain vendetta, and then
threatened to strike Sandro. The latter complained that he had been
punched and similarly threatened by Pasquino in order to intimidate him
and impede him from carrying out his work.'®

Another judicial official in Tuscan villages was the sindaco dei malefizi,
a public accuser. His office required him to reveal the existence of
confrontations and to denounce them to the magistrate, in order to cir-
cumvent the participants’ tendency to silence or omerta. Before the
establishment of the fief in 1618, the district criminal magistrate, the
Capitano di Giustizia, meted out justice from his seat in Pienza to a
number of little villages such as Montefollonico. He could not possibly
supervise such a large territory and so depended upon these informers for
reliable information. People would not spontaneously report incidents
that did not concern them personally, and passive silence was a reasonable
reaction to events one did not control.'® Vulnerable individuals might be
pressured not to report slights against them by better-connected
neighbors. One night when her husband was away, Agnese Barbieri, called
Bellows, awoke to find young Francesco Crocchi trying to break into her
house. She scorned his offer of money for sex and sent him away with
insults. Knocking on the door of single women at night was a serious
offense, but Agnese waited more than a day before laying the complaint,
after the sindaco had already reported it. Asked why she did not come
sooner, she replied to the magistrate,

Because he frightened me!, so I didn’t send for the sindaco to lay the quarrel.
That’s all I can say except that this morning, Niccolo Biagi came to my
house, beseeching me to let it go, saying to me, “people will talk about you,
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and if you hush it up, they won’t, because I know that you’re a respectable
woman.” I told him to get out of my way, that Justice has to punish him.

Faced with such interference, the sindaco’s duty was to take the initiative
and ensure that justice existed as a public service. In addition, he investi-
gated complaints of danno dato, or damage to crops inflicted by animals
and people. He also reported to the magistrate whoever neglected to report
the amount of grain they planted.” Spies had a bad reputation and people
cast the word as an insult against someone who did not mind his or her
own business. How could a misdeed matter to the sindaco, if it was none of
his business? That ethos was perhaps suitable in hamlets comprised of kin
factions recognizing little public authority. But by the seventeenth century
and in larger villages, this reaction would have been archaic precisely
because an elaborate apparatus of objective justice did exist. Obliged to
render an oath of good conduct in Siena at the onset of their tenure, and
liable to imprisonment for not reporting incidents, the sindaci worked
conscientiously enough and people usually cooperated with them. One
sindaco reported as a confrontation some horseplay between good friends,
but the magistrate convoked the principals just to be certain.!® There were
only two complaints against them, among about 450 criminal cases, for
knowing about an incident without reporting it.!

The smooth functioning of municipal institutions also depended upon
the levy of taxes on households and on the lease of local monopolies. Many
villages situated in mountain districts exploited large tracts of forest or
scrub. Common land in Montefollonico was reduced to a field planted
with fruit trees and to rocky, brush-covered slopes where people could col-
lect kindling and graze their livestock free of charge. Local monopolies
leased to the inhabitants were never very lucrative, though the accounts
booklets that have been conserved are sketchy to a fault.?’ The proceeds of
community leases in 1631 were less than 60 lire for the year, and total
casual revenues were barely 83 lire, half the annual income of a single
sharecropper.?! The purchaser of the lease on the village tavern promised
to provide bread, wine, and a bed for customers. The statutes required
villagers to use the public ovens to bake the dough they made, if they had
no oven at home, and each household paid a quota for the upkeep of the
infrastructure. High fuel costs probably made it more economical for
people to use the communal oven rather than their own, but it did not
operate every day. Two canovai, designated after public bidding, promised
to make additional white bread for sale at prices imposed by the priors and
the magistrate. The priors also leased the butcher stall to local men,
who promised to provide lamb, veal, and kid for set prices established
by the village inspectors. Only for pork could they set their own prices.
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The village pizzicheria, which sold salt meat, fish, and other delicacies, was
not auctioned off. No doubt it was so marginal as to make up only part of
the activity of the man running it. Finally, the community raised
additional revenue by permitting people to cut lumber in the confraternity
woodlots in a supervised manner.??

The criminal and civil court records sometimes reveal how these insti-
tutions functioned. Some were fraught with politics of a serious kind.
Early modern societies clearly understood the politics of bread. The
canovai, who rented the oven for two lire a day, promised to provide
the villagers with proper bread, but to keep the oven in working order was
the responsibility either of the community or else of whoever farmed the
village revenues.? The canovaio promised to provide enough good-quality
bread for any buyer, or else pay a 25 lire fine.?* Usually the actual baking
was done by the canovaio’s wife. There were tricks to this trade in which no
one was a professional. One customer warned the baker to make sure it was
properly cooked: some baked the bread so quickly that the inside was still
moist, resulting in a heavier weight by which it was sold.?® Reacting to vil-
lagers’ complaints, the constable and the judge would periodically inspect
the bread weight and quality. Bernardino Biagi’s wife Bartolomea Nannini
produced bread so objectionable that her customers went to other ovens.
She went looking for neighbors with unauthorized fresh bread to confront
them.?® The constable caught her father maestro Girolamo Nannini selling
underweight bread and he had to pay a fine.” Another canovaio Francesco
Crocchi used the tribunal to defend his monopoly, lashing out at his
brother Domenico for selling bread baked at home on a militia muster-
day, when profits would have been good. A few months later the constable
denounced another canovaio Tommaso Fei, for selling poor-quality bread
to the public. The worst famine of the seventeenth century was just begin-
ning, and the purchaser of the ovens was hard-pressed to make a profit
between the high price of grain and the official price of bread.? When
grain prices soared, the canovai could not produce bread unless they had
previously stockpiled reserves, or else they bought grain on credit
promising to pay later.”” The village council could respond to emergency
situations by dipping into known grain stocks of richer people for the pub-
lic benefit.*® Even in better years, the canovai did not always have enough
bread available or else tried selling it for more than the authorized price.*!
The priors sought to cancel the lease of one notable, the surgeon
MarcAntonio Visconti. Pietro Crocchi charged that because of his frequent
absences from town, Visconti only baked bread for the public every ten or
twelve days.*? Everyone understood the tensions governing bread supply
and the realities underlying it, for they all labored in the fields and could
count the sheaves of grain for themselves. This is why humble people, in
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their own interest and that of the collectivity, demanded action from
village officials.

The butcher’s stall operated on the same principles, but the politics of
meat were not as dire as those governing bread. Local individuals who had
money to invest or who enjoyed good credit took up the lease on the stall
located next to the gate, where a butcher shop operates even today. The
lessees speculated that a steady demand and a local monopoly would make
the venture profitable.*® Buying animals on credit, they sold retail to indi-
viduals on credit too.** They undertook to sell specific kinds of meat at set
prices, after having animals inspected by village ponitori before slaughter.
The community theoretically punished violations of these articles by a fine
of 25 lire, but I have never found one being paid. The village sbirro
pounced once in 1637, accusing Jacomo Crocchi of selling meat to several
people for 8 quattrini (32 denari) a pound instead of 7, the price set by the
two ponitori. A few months later, the sindaco once again called Crocchi to
account for having sold his meat without having it inspected and priced by
the village ponitori, “in contempt of us, the public officials.”*® Butchers also
had to contend with competition from the pizzicaiolo who smoked and
salted modest quantities of meat for sale to the public.*® Authorities toler-
ated this in normal times but prohibited it in times of famine when the
leaseholder risked insolvency. The village ponitori occasionally prohibited
the sale of slaughtered animals they considered unsafe. Carlo Mazzoni
slaughtered and butchered a reputedly diseased calf before anyone could
see it. The ponitori declared the meat to be of wretched ( pessima) quality
and forbade him to sell it at the butcher stall. Mazzoni had reportedly
slaughtered pigs in a similar fashion a few months earlier.” However, ven-
dors could legally sell meat such as this (called mala carne) outside the vil-
lage gate where consumers assumed the risks themselves. In this way, local
authorities found a way to balance competing interests. The relative merits
of regulation and market freedom is something people still debate. In a
period of weak infrastructure and uncertain supply, regulation had a clear
appeal to it. The principle of competition was not generally condoned by
economists until the late eighteenth century when the greater availability
of money, roads, and multiple suppliers made it more attractive.
Consumers appreciated the stability of prices arrived at by some village
consensus. Even suppliers favored regulation if it gave them greater
assurance that they would recover their investment.

While the baker’s ovens and the butcher stalls generated village revenues,
it is clear that their smooth functioning was important for social peace, and
that the fiscal aspect was not the only one that concerned the priors and the
camerlengo. Nevertheless, the management of these assets required more
expertise and a continuity that was longer than the short-term tenures that
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the village officials could provide. In 1566, under the weight of debts from
the disastrous Siena war, the assembly decided to consolidate all the
revenues and expenditures of the community and lease them to the person
who provided the best guarantees.*® They felt that the management of public
assets was better left to rural entrepreneurs, as long as the revenues they gen-
erated kept pace with expenditures. They farmed out the revenues for three
years at a time until 1657, when the community took them back from bank-
rupt leaseholders. Arguments over who should pay for the upkeep of this
communal infrastructure punctuate the records of the civil court.*

The community administered pious or charitable foundations too, so
annual elections in the village hall designated priors and camerlenghi for
the institutions under their jurisdiction. Men let themselves be elected to
manage the hospital, the Marian shrine just outside the walls, and a
smaller shrine on the road to Petroio. The council also selected the Lenten
preacher, although this was subject to various “recommendations” and
eventually passed officiously to the marchese’s prerogative. One traditional
privilege was the right to elect the parish priest of San Bartolomeo, for
which leading families vigorously competed.*’ Village councils also desig-
nated managers for the hospital, which was more a place to dispense char-
ity to migrant beggars and pilgrims than an institution designed to care for
the sick. The hospitals of Tuscan towns were sometimes important
institutions that made real demands on the time and the commitment of
their administrators.*! Montefollonico’s hospital never acquired much
significance.

The hospital’s insignificance contrasts starkly with the importance of
the village confraternity, which existed principally to dispense charity and
reinforce village solidarity.*> The lay confraternity was Montefollonico’s
single most important landowner, possessing 6 of the 75 sharecropping
farms or poderi, plus two fields and a vineyard in the fief, and two village
houses. This institution provided considerable charitable relief, in the
form of six annual dowries at 40 lire apiece, and cloth (or a modest sum
destined for the trousseau, called the gonnella) to six other unmarried girls.
Moreover, it subsidized the poor to pay the priests’ tithes and helped support
the Franciscan monastery just outside the village. The community operated
the confraternity at arm’s length from the priors by electing three managers,
or santesi, every year, under a literate rector. In exchange for managing this
enterprise for three years, the rector received money and food, besides
getting 36 lire annually for a servant girl, another 20 lire for a farmhand
(garzone), and a substantial clothing allowance for himself. After showing
his accounts to two delegates selected by the priors, he submitted them to the
Sienese Quattro Conservatori for closer scrutiny. The santesi who served
alongside him did so out of piety, receiving only 2 giuli (1.3 lire) during the
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harvest days when they collected grain and distributed alms.*’ The choice
of rector had to be ratified by the Quattro Conservatori in Siena, and the
governor of Siena would have to be informed too.

Nothing symbolized the moral community quite so starkly as the
Confraternity. Managing it entailed making controversial decisions as to
who was eligible for handouts. Santesi often weathered criticisms of show-
ing favoritism, as did similar organizations elsewhere.* Francesco Misari,
upset that he did not receive his quarter of grain like his neighbors, called
them thieves in the street; “ladroni canaglia, you usurp everything for
yourselves. What do you do with it besides having feasts? I have you in the
ass!”® Because it redistributed wealth across most of the community,
interest in the confraternity’s operations ran high. In 1630, following a
mediocre harvest, the rector’s election took place in the presence of one of
the Quattro Conservatori magistrates and the local judge, with 168 persons
voting—virtually every household head in the jurisdiction!* Only a few
people possessed the managerial expertise, and the social influence ade-
quate to confront debtors and outside powers who wished to curtail its
autonomy, so a narrow elite dominated its operations. Villagers confided
its management for many years to noblemen Flaminio and
Pietro Landucci. As hard times beset the region, the feudal tax collector,
Rutilio Carpellini, undertook to manage it, following two unanimous elec-
tions in 1646 and 1649. But a drop in revenues forced the council to curtail
the rector’s remuneration in 1652, after Carpellini’s death.*” In 1666 the
council elected Girolamo Moreschini, a noble physician, both to adminis-
ter the confraternity and to provide free medical care in the bargain, all for
a modest 36 scudi.*®

Reading the statutes, one imagines the political community in
Montefollonico as a tight moral circle of personalities reliant upon local
solidarities, with outside authorities providing only modest checks prevent-
ing overbearing individuals from imposing their law. Over time, however,
the outside world impinged upon local politics in manifold ways. Siena
erected its own statutes over the entire state in the early sixteenth century,
invalidating local regulations when they ran counter to its interest. This pre-
ceded a gradual rationalization of local government that subjected the entire
periphery to the center of decision in Florence.*’ Italian princes and republics
also bolstered their powers of intervention by creating large peasant militias
under their centralized command.* The grand duke raised one in his Sienese
state not long after acquiring it. Until about 1650, the district’s militia bands
mustered in the village every month, although not much training went on.
Attendance at these musters was not very assiduous. One member comment-
ing on a recent militia muster doubted that attendance was mandatory, since
there were many no-shows.” In 1676, no fewer than 115 men were enlisted
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in the foot militia and 4 more in the cavalry, the figures are so high that I
believe our militia district included neighboring hamlets too.>? Militia
musters always invited trouble, for they assembled scores of men from the
district, who competed in contact sports that, like boxing matches today,
aroused the partisanship and bloodlust of armed onlookers. When militia-
men from outside the district attended the feast of the Trinity in
Montefollonico in 1637, a wrestling match degenerated into a general don-
nybrook where swords were drawn and an harquebus was brought into the
fray. A few men ran off to seek asylum in the palazzo, while their pursuers
hammered on the door with their weapons to get inside. The commissario
charged fourteen “foreign” militiamen, primarily from Pienza and
Sinalunga , after the incident. This misguided animus notwithstanding, the
grand duke expected the peasant militia to maintain order in the country-
side and arrest bandits. The magistrate called it out in 1620, ringing the
alarm bells to muster the men, who then trooped off to seize a lone stranger
who had no alibi.** In another instance two years later, the alarm only
assembled eleven men, much to the disgust of the court constable.

Rustics coveted military status for the privileges it conferred, however.
First, it raised them above their lowly station. Asked by the magistrate to
state their name and occupation, militiamen commonly boasted, “I'm a
soldier!” but then specified that they worked the fields for their liveli-
hood. Militiamen could reject their nomination to low status and
demeaning offices such as sindaco dei malefizi. Militia statutes permitted
them to carry blade weapons in the village and draw them to defend their
honor without committing an offence.>* Francesco di Giovanni over-
stepped the bounds of tolerance by carrying around his farm a loaded
harquebus with a lit wick. Clearly he intended to hunt, for he also had a
net for trapping birds: the judge noted his weapons license and his mili-
tia status and let him go after imposing court costs on him.>> Militiamen
often tested the boundaries of their privileges and exemptions. People
invoked their militia status to delay repaying their debts, for example.>®
Militia commitments sometimes took priority over justice, to Pasquino
Calceni’s benefit, when the commissario received instructions to release
him from jail in October 1642 to help fight the war against the papacy.’’
The militia organization also required a small number of local officers
depending on the granducal prerogative. Better-off villagers and their
poor subordinates proudly served the grand duke as corporal, sergeant,
and ensign, inserting themselves thereby in a “corporate” entity whose
protection they enjoyed. When Lorenzo Barbieri, the marchese’s tax
collector and the son of the richest man in town became captain of
militia, he ceased to be addressed as a mere spettabile: henceforth he was
signore.™®
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Militia offices dilated further the diffuse political influence enjoyed by
the better-off peasants and rural notables. Positions of camerlengo, village
prior, and rector of the confraternity entailed a modicum of prestige and
authority, limited by the privileges and opportunities available to the peo-
ple subject to them. Militia functionaries never shrank from pulling rank.
Leaseholders of the public monopolies acquired both status and modest
revenues from their contracts. Office-holding in the village and confrater-
nity government placed people continually in the position of making dis-
cretionary judgments. We will come back to the priests, who enjoyed
privileges and authority of their own, and whose brothers and nephews
figured among the local notability. Few people really stood out among the
score of village leaders, however, and none wielded power with impunity. It
is best not to describe this situation as egalitarianism, for little in the social
behavior of individuals and families implies that they saw themselves as
social and moral equals. Rather, what we see in Montefollonico was egali-
tarianism defined negatively, a republic designed to prevent one individual
or family from acquiring too much power and sway over others. In most
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century communities, competition among the
principal kin-groups degenerated into bloody factionalism. Here, however,
no alliance of families threatened to polarize the public weal.

The social space of the nobility in this village republic was always rather
awkward, as it was in all towns with communal assemblies. Over most of
northern and central Italy, noblemen considered themselves to be citizens of
cities, and everyone expected them to identify more with the dominant city
than with the villages from which they drew their revenues. Legally, nobles
were citizens of the places where they paid their taxes. Montefollonico’s
noblemen paid most of their taxes in Siena, which made them eligible to sit
in urban assemblies and to hold the more lucrative or prestigious offices in
the city and its rural hinterland. Sienese law required noblemen to
maintain an elegant house in one of the principal thoroughfares of the city.
A poor noble was defined as one who had no wife, no children, no prop-
erty, and no presence. Those stranded in Montefollonico were bachelor or
junior members of minor families who could not afford to live decorously
in Siena. About a fifth of the Sienese aristocracy subsisted with less than
100 scudi of declared annual revenue, and they often received much less.
Many had mortgaged most of their fortune to pay off the dowries or debts
of previous generations.”

Noblemen never appear in village deliberations, nor did their neighbors
ever elect them to village offices. They would not have deemed most local
offices worthy of them. They were nevertheless stakeholders by virtue of
their continuous residence in the village, and by virtue of the land they
owned in the jurisdiction. Unlike France, where most nobles enjoyed a
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whole array of tax exemptions accruing to their status, city governments in
Italy constrained nobles to pay taxes on the poderi they owned and on the
grain and grapes they cultivated. Nobles advanced candidates to the parish
of San Bartolomeo and the school, and this preferment gave their clients
an edge over rivals, if not the decisive advantage. People elected nobles to
manage the confraternity and its considerable assets, and noblemen
sometimes farmed village revenues (that is, they leased the management
of them).

Not even all aristocrats were equal, however. The Landucci were the prin-
cipal nobles of the village; their coat-of-arms and that of the community
were identical. They helped found one of the lay companies, Santa
Caterina delle Ruote, whose chapel contained the portraits of two beatified
Landucci, that is, people whose exceptional piety the church officially rec-
ognized. The family helped launch the new chapel of the Madonna del
Criano, where they erected an altar to celebrate masses for their ancestors.
Their house, the largest dwelling in the village, contained an ample court-
yard with a rare olive press. But these assets were vestiges of a glorious past.
Once, in the days of the Sienese city-state, the Landucci were padroni of the
little village, because the powerful factions they belonged to guaranteed
them impunity in the villages where their power was entrenched.®
Florentine conquest of the republic in 1555 and the declining resources of
the Landucci house, both limited their freedom of action. Already in 1577,
we see Fabio Landucci being recommended to the governor of Siena for
preferment because he was someone with “very little means.”®' Members
of the family sometimes competed against commoners for “ambassador-
ships” from the community, and they did not always win. A parish election
in 1627 saw Leonido Landucci’s candidate for priest of San Bartolomeo
prevail over the rich commoner Anacleto Barbieri’s by a single vote.
Landucci parents sought benefices as knights of Malta and of Santo
Stefano for the decent maintenance of their younger sons. On several occa-
sions, the village assembly voted unanimously to select a Landucci priest as
Lenten preacher (which paid a fat 40 lire honorarium). In 1697, there
remained only one branch of the house in Siena, and the family had long
since sold its dwelling in Montefollonico to the marchese.

Other noble families fared even worse, for why would they live in a
castello far from the city if they could afford to flaunt their rank in the
capital? The Foresi were an older house, whose unmarried males haunted
the village at intervals. Giovanni Felice Foresi called in his debts and sold
off his village assets in 1627.9 Grand duke Ferdinando 1, as grand master
of the order, appointed Ascanio Foresi as a Knight of Santo Stefano in 1641
at the age of 60, with no obligation to serve on the galley flotilla in Livorno.
His nephew Aliprando succeeded him to the sinecure in 1663. At least
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knights of Santo Stefano could marry. The family directed four bachelor
sons to the Knights of Malta during the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Those knights were an order of celibate warrior-priests waging
war on Islam from their galley base in Malta, who in retirement managed
portions of the substantial land holdings in Catholic countries. After the
Foresi fortune evaporated early in the century, these expedients established
sons without drawing upon the family’s meager resources. The house
extinguished before the century’s end. Isolated and unmarried members of
the Buonamici family lingered in the village as well, unable to afford city
life. The Milandroni, who still lived in the village at century’s onset, died
out after a few decades, pursued by aristocratic creditors to the end. The
Moreschini family, on the other hand, was new nobility, first sitting in
Siena’s governing body in 1590—after Adriano Moreschini made a fortune
in medicine, a calling his descendants pursued without interruption for
another century. Time tarnished the luster of their noble status: one
descendant became an Augustinian monk; another, a parish priest of San
Leonardo; and his brother, the village physician bartering medical expert-
ise for a few scudi a year. The family survived, though, with one branch left
on the family tree in 1697.%

Even in hard times, the opinions of noblemen mattered in village politics,
for they had friends in high places in Siena and Florence. Noblemen and
their womenfolk therefore wielded considerable behind-the-scenes influ-
ence that we can understand only by looking at records of god-parentage
or at places the law was served officiously, as in judicial arbitrations, or by
witnessing legal documents. We must add them to the small crowd of indi-
viduals having some measure of influence in village life. They were fatter
geese, perhaps, but still geese.

The Coppoli Fief

Non stanno bene due galli in un pollaio

(Two roosters should not share one henhouse)

Hierarchy is inseparable everywhere from the exercise of power, and the
larger polities in Europe, Asia, and pre-Columbian America independently
evolved political mechanisms that were remarkably similar in their
workings.* That is because hierarchy, like reciprocity, is a human universal
that everyone understands, and like reciprocity it functioned in clearly rec-
ognizable ways before humans ever emerged.® Inequality has many different
origins, in intelligence and acumen, in wealth and connections, in good luck
or good looks, in parental striving and sacrifices. Attempts to eradicate it
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have failed utterly, for good reasons. No strictly egalitarian human society
has ever existed, nor is one now on the horizon, though our own hierarchies
are more complex and diverse than those of the past. Nobility was a legal
convention that codified hierarchy in the cities of Antiquity, so that the sta-
tus distinction would outlast the life spans of their holders. In medieval
times, hereditary nobility afforded a modicum of stability in a very unstable
period until such time that regional government controlled the countryside
effectively. By the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the nobility monopo-
lized access to government of the city and its surrounding rural hinterland.
There is little evidence that villagers in the seventeenth century resented the
presence or the influence of noblemen in their midst, for even impecunious
nobles had their usefulness. Rustics and notables alike understood that social
inequality is a fact of life. Hierarchy exists because it helps maintain social
harmony by limiting competition, and it enables large groups of people to
work toward common objectives. Subordinates derive benefits from recog-
nizing hierarchies and working within them. Individuals continually judge
the effectiveness of their superiors, though.

In Italian history, the social elites of unstable city-states often helped
“tyrants” such as the Medici take power in order to put an end to incessant
infighting between factions led by leading noblemen. Even many
sixteenth-century Tuscan villages were rent by homicidal factions intent
on controlling public assets for their private benefit. City-states such as the
Sienese republic sank into chaos, and the congenital disorder of republics
like it made a mockery of the paper freedoms the statutes promised. The
“despotism” of princes was an attractive alternative to violent disorder.
There was no perceptible breakdown in the cohesion of the village assem-
bly in Montefollonico or in the efficiency of its officers. Yet in 1618, Grand
duke Cosimo II de’Medici decided to make the village the seat of a mar-
quisate that he would sell to personalities at his court in Florence. The
enfiefment sprang from an ongoing Medici policy whereby the sovereign
exalted his own status by creating titled aristocrats to ornament his court.*
In so doing, the prince subordinated the village community to a distant
lord. How could the grand duke justify this to his Sienese subjects, if
indeed he ever consulted them on it?

In baroque Tuscany, the new fiefs enhanced the dignity of court
aristocrats by giving them jurisdiction over peripheral and poor
districts of the state, under the political supremacy of the grand dukes.®’
Cosimo I (1537-1574) created only four of them during his long reign, but
he mistrusted aristocrats and their republican traditions. Grand Duke
Ferdinando (1587-1609) created only three more. The later grand dukes
Cosimo II (1609-1621), Ferdinand II (1621-1670) and Cosimo III
(1670-1723) bestowed the lion’s share of feudal concessions, once the
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Medici dynasty felt secure in its primacy. By the late seventeenth century,
there were 22 old and new fiefs in the “Stato Nuovo” (the term used for the
territories once part of the Sienese republic), for the most part small com-
munities in southern districts that were close to the Maremma, around
Monte Amiata, and along the border with the papal state. Altogether they
contained no more than about 15 percent of the total population.®® While
the new fiefs were not established on an identical template, the Medici
charters often stipulated generic conditions. Montefollonico’s articles were
not dissimilar from the charter creating the fief of Montieri a few years
later. For families such as the Florentine Salviati, already owners of sub-
stantial landholdings in fertile and well-populated districts, the acquisition
of a mountain fief was not a wise financial investment. Even though the
fief holders might have put their new jurisdiction to good economic use,
what attracted them more was the baronial title and the jurisdiction they
wielded over villagers.®® This raised their profile at the court in Florence,
where they competed with other noble houses for much more lucrative
offices.

The policy of creating a titled aristocracy suited the taste of grand duke
Cosimo II, and even more his mother, Christine of Lorraine, who
identified with the political traditions of the great nobility of France. She
was a power to be reckoned with, and her court favorites all bore titles.”
Cosimo granted his mother a kind of personal ascendancy over nearby
Montepulciano, which she visited with great pomp in 1612.”! The conces-
sion of Montefollonico in fief rewarded the faithful services of one of her
French-speaking ladies-in-waiting, Claude d’Albon, who had married
Camillo Coppoli, a Perugian soldier at the court. The investiture diploma
of 2 November 1618, granted the title to her as well as her son Francesco, a
young knight of Santo Stefano.

Who were the Coppoli, and what could Montefollonico mean to them?
I have not found much information about them, either in Florence where
they resided, or in the slim Coppoli archives in Perugia. Of Perugian ori-
gin, in the papal states, they claimed descent from Lombard warriors of the
Dark Ages, for as such they belonged to a “race” of masters. The popes cast
a number of factious Perugian nobles into the ranks of outlaws in the late
sixteenth century. They killed time fighting the religious wars in France
before returning home with pardons on French and Tuscan mediation,
and the Coppoli were among them. The Medici grand dukes cultivated ties
and sought the “affection” of aristocrats across a wide swath of the papal
states, not just Perugia, but also Forli and Faenza, Citta di Castello, and
other towns besides.”” Retaining the military services of experienced
warriors from “foreign” parts was a common practice for princes before
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the advent of standing armies.”® Francesco senior was a captain (a status,
not a rank) in the Medicean army. His son Camillo Coppoli figures on the
list of knights of Santo Stefano who participated in the sack of Bona in
North Africa in 1608, an adventure the Medici dynasty considered one of
its most glorious military exploits. The Coppoli already possessed some
poderiin the Maremma district near Grosseto in the early years of the sev-
enteenth century.”* While the feudal investiture acknowledged the pope to
be the Coppoli’s “natural” overlord, Francesco Coppoli (born 1598) and
his mother spent most of their lives at the growing Florentine court. Most
courtiers in Florence were non-Tuscan, and dependent on the goodwill of
the Prince for their advancement. Francesco gradually climbed the ranks
of the various dignities there, from a lowly page, to Cameriere segreto, to cup-
bearer (coppiere: a pun on the family name and arms) in the Guardarobba
Maggiore, to ambassador to Pope Urban VIII and to other princes. In 1650,
Ferdinando II appointed him to the high station of Maestro di Camera.”
He spent much of his life proclaiming his allegiance to the Medici, and to the
primacy of his Florentine ties. He claimed that he rented his Perugian house
out unfurnished, and that he was inscribed as a Florentine in the tax roles of
the Magistrato delle Riformagioni.”® He even consented to raise troops in
1643 for Tuscany in the Castro War against Pope Urban VIIL.”’

The grand dukes expected noblemen who wished to remain courtiers to
display themselves on state occasions at their own expense.”® Only the
wealthiest or the most spendthrift houses could compete. We can only
speculate on Francesco’s wealth. His mother’s position of lady-in-waiting
might have carried a pension commensurate to her rank, but many mem-
bers of Cosimo IT’s suite received no stable recompense for their services.
In addition to the property the Coppoli retained in Perugia (an urban
palazzo and rural estates), and poderi in the Maremma, Francesco held the
modest benefice pertaining to a knight of Santo Stefano, probably worth a
few hundred scudi. His promotion to Maestro di Camera in 1651 brought
with it a lifetime assignment on the bandita or pasture-land income in the
Sienese Val d’Orcia, with taxable revenues of 400 scudi (for real incomes
were always higher).”” The marchese eventually bought, or inherited four
sizeable poderiin the jurisdiction of Pienza, at Palazzo Massaini (bordering
on Montefollonico’s territory), with a declared revenue of 172 scudi in
1693.%° Finally, Francesco married Pellegrina Bentivoglio, a Florentine
member of Bologna’s preeminent aristocracic house (who never once fig-
ures in our sources). Her dowry would have augmented his assets consid-
erably. These combined revenues placed the Coppoli far above the norm
for urban nobility in cities such as Siena, and they dwarfed the income of
bluebloods who lingered in our village.!
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The charter of feudal investiture, dated 2 November 1618, spells out in
considerable detail the marchese’s rights, but they were hemmed in by a
long list of conditions.®> Grand Duke Cosimo 11, using the royal plural
voice, emphasized the plenitude of his power and the irrevocability of his
decision to erect the marquisate and accord its honors and prerogatives to
the holder in perpetuity. Francesco Coppoli’s title of marchese he shared
with Claude Dalbon during her lifetime, but the fief and its title and pre-
rogatives would then pass through the male line in order of primogeniture.
Claude Dalbon’s other child, a daughter, could only succeed to the title in
the absence of a male heir through Francesco, and no other female could
inherit it. The holder could not sub-infeud the marquisate (that is, to break
up and sell individual rights to lesser nobles), which was to remain entire
and indivisible as the prince established it. The document explicitly and
repeatedly emphasized the grand duke’s authority over his feudatory. The
marchese could not pay homage to any other lord except the pope, his “nat-
ural” sovereign. He must present annually a symbolic silver chalice to the
granducal treasury, in addition to paying the 6,000 scudi or 42,000 lire (not
mentioned in the charter) that was the price of the fief. The grand duke
reserved to himself military overlordship, with supreme command over
the men enrolled in the foot and horse militia. The prince and his officials
selected the officers of the militia bands without interference from the
marchese. The charter spelled out in explicit terms that the new marquisate
was not to disturb the institutional autonomy of the community or
the workings of its institutions. He guaranteed this first by prohibiting the
marchese from buying farms in his own fief, and acquiring his own
sharecroppers. The marchese could not impose services on the community
or the territory, nor exact anything not stipulated in the statutes and cus-
toms. He could interfere neither with the administration of communal
property nor the levy of village revenues. These limitations rendered the
feudal lord less economically powerful than untitled aristocrats holding
large tracts of land in rural communities.®®

His ability to draw fees from his vassals was in fact quite limited. The
marchese received the right to sell licenses to hunt and to fish (the latter
redundant, given the fief’s hilltop location); he held the gabelle (a generic
term designating a value-added tax) on real estate contracts but had to fix
the levy at the Sienese level of 3 percent of the value of the property. The
marchese acquired a number of other gabelles, on livestock sales (pie tondo
or cleft foot), on wine (mosti), and on grain (frumento); he levied a gabelle
on the value of wills; and he levied a similar tax on the transit of donkey-
borne merchandise through the jurisdiction. However, the grand duke
retained for himself the principal gabelle, that on salt, administered
through the Salt Magistracy at Siena. Villagers would have to report to the
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salt pans near Grosseto every year with their mules and donkeys to trans-
port their salt home, just as before. The sole financial advantage for the
inhabitants of the jurisdiction was their future exemption from corvées or
compulsory work parties with their animals for the construction of
fortresses at Sorano and Radicofani.

The charter entitled Francesco Coppoli to wield judicial authority over
the inhabitants of Montefollonico; this entailed the full range of civil and
criminal justice (called mero et misto imperio) over the entire territory, first
appeal, and gladii potestate, or the right to pronounce capital sentences on
convicted wrongdoers. Possessing jurisdiction enabled the marchese to levy
and appropriate fines and to confiscate the property of criminals through
his court. The grand duke reserved the right to second appeal and served
as the last resort as the duke of Siena, meaning that he could interfere in
any trial. Condemned criminals could always petition him directly for par-
don. Mero and misto imperio did not give the marchese a free hand, which
seems to have been more common a century earlier.** He promised not to
offer shelter or give refuge to people who had been decreed bandits else-
where in the state. The marchese’s magistrate had to consult the auditore
delle bande (the militia judge) before passing sentence on militiamen, who
constituted a large fraction of heads of households in the village and its
district. The legal personnel staffing the feudatory’s tribunal had no
jurisdiction over Sienese nobles residing in the marquisate, and in practice,
it did not touch their domestic personnel either, although the sharecrop-
pers on estates owned by nobles figured often in criminal procedures. In
exchange for the right to collect fines and confiscations, the marchese would
have to pay for the judicial personnel, provide an adequate jail in the village
palazzo and keep it in good repair. The magistrate (commissario) he placed
there pocketed only the customary fees for administering justice, and the
law required him to adopt the tariffs and even the formularies of the
Sienese state.®

The law did not allow Francesco Coppoli to instruct trials in person.
The new master designated qualified officials, his servants, to distribute
justice and to administer his interests in his place. They were outsiders by
custom and by law, for only people with no kin in the community could be
expected to take an objective view of the tensions there and so avoid
joining one village faction against another. The inhabitants expected both
the marchese and his magistrate to remain above the interests in play. The
commissario sat at a bench recording the complaints of the sindaco dei
malefizi and of villagers demanding justice, civil and criminal, and then
instructed their trial.* He was subject not only to the instructions of the
feudal lord, but also to the Sienese magistracy governing the administra-
tion of the rural communities, the Quattro Conservatori. Being a notary by
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profession, or a career junior magistrate not well versed in jurisprudence,
he did not devise the sentences himself but rather recommended them to
an appeals judge, the auditore (residing in Siena and working on the
marchese’s behalf), who confirmed or modified the sentences as he saw fit
after reviewing the trial transcript. These appeals magistrates were Sienese
nobles who exercised judicial functions in the capital city and served the
marchese in a part-time capacity. They were no doubt more important
than they appear in our archives, and from time to time people mention that
the auditore had summoned them to make peace with their enemies.*” The
commissario was nevertheless the judicial official our rustics dealt with on
a daily basis. The 250 lire the statutes accorded him as salary were insuffi-
cient in themselves, so the commissario was entitled to a quarter of the fines
handed down in sentences. This was not a large sum either.®® The commis-
sario was probably unable or unwilling to collect the entire fine from
everyone. He augmented his modest income by serving as village chancel-
lor and drafting official acts for the community, and he also drafted notar-
ial acts for individuals, although people could employ other notaries. The
bishop paid him to instruct trials and convoke witnesses for the infrequent
cases destined to be judged by the diocesan vicar (the church court magis-
trate).® To assist him, the commissario employed a fameglio di corte, a sbirro,
or a constable who helped the village messo deliver summonses, seize
property for debts, surprise tax evaders and smugglers crossing the
boundaries, and arrest wrongdoers. He was paid out of feudal rather than
communal revenues.

Was it in the interest of the inhabitants of Montefollonico to be
detached from their previous jurisdictions and handed over to the merce-
nary officials of an absentee court aristocrat? The fief would inevitably
drain revenues from the village toward the court at Florence, whereas pre-
viously they flowed no farther than Siena where most village nobles
resided part of the year. One risk for Montefollonico was that the marchese
might not respect the terms of the charter and that he might interfere in
village institutions or grate the sensitivities of local noblemen.”® Some
feudatories profited from abundant common land to graze their own live-
stock free of gabelles, or instead rented out pasture to other aristocrats to
the detriment of the local population. At least in Montefollonico there was
no danger of this. The commons was unable to sustain more than a hand-
ful of animals. The community’s real common land was already incorpo-
rated into six poderi belonging to the confraternity, off limits to the
marchese. Having no poderi of his own, no mills, no presses, no physical
plant in the jurisdiction belonging to him, the marchese never figured as an
economic agent distributing employment or favor. He did gradually
acquire some real estate in the village. Around 1625, Coppoli purchased
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the large house previously owned by Cesare Landucci, situated along the
south wall, which was described as stately from the outside and very capa-
cious inside. In our period the marchese visited only rarely, so the Landucci
still maintained their residence there.”! He purchased another house con-
taining stables for the judge’s horse and a storage area for local grain, with a
room overtop let out for free to a poor widow who would keep an eye on it.
The honorific prerogatives the marchese exercised remained modest and
usually went without comment by the priors. He permitted noblemen from
Montepulciano to shoot rabbits and foxes freely in his fief without expect-
ing them to acquire licenses from him first.”> People in the fief contacted
him directly to obtain permits to hunt or to carry weapons, which he some-
times restricted by limiting to specific seasons or by placing certain game
out of bounds.” He recommended outside candidates for Lenten preacher
and schoolmaster (in both cases, usually ecclesiastics), but did not system-
atically appoint them. When he did present candidates, they were not
invariably accepted locally. Not disposing of much in the way of brute force
over his vassals, it was in Coppoli’s interest to win over the allegiance of
villagers, who had not asked for the fief’s creation.

A generation ago, historians wrote of the creation of new fiefs as a
backward step. Refeudalization enhanced the authority of powerful lords
at the expense of the public good, and to the detriment of poor Italians. In
fact, the impact of these new fiefs on the vassals has never been properly
studied. Villagers knew exactly how the new situation might be used to
their advantage, to give them something they did not enjoy before. The
first benefit was justice, and the second was charity, and they were quick on
the uptake for both. Having a feudal judge in the village, instead of relying
on outlying tribunals, was a big improvement in their lives. Before 1618,
magistrates in Pienza occasionally dispatched a notary to the village and
asked people to come record their grievances.”* People took their criminal
complaints to the capitano di giustizia in Pienza if they wanted redress right
away. For civil litigation (which was a daily affair), they had to plead their
causes in Torrita. Both towns were hours away on foot. After the infeuda-
tion, the commissario resided most of the time in the village, and his
absences from his bench were only episodic. People no longer had to wait
several months before bringing forward complaints of danno dato.*®
Villagers immediately availed themselves of this new functionary’s services.

Each commissario would have to find ways to impose his own authority,
and particularly over preeminent households most likely to disrupt the
peace. He usually solicited the active participation of the priest, the march-
ese’s revenue collector, and members of the Landucci family to bolster his
prestige. He had no business interfering in disputes concerning marriage,
dowry settlements, or successions, which were “private” matters according
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to the statutes.”® Once he acquired personal moral ascendancy, he could
help iron out these private conflicts in an officious manner. As “public per-
sons,” the commissari could approve arbitrators and broker parajudicial
solutions to family disputes, which would usually culminate in formal
agreements called lodi. They could also represent the interests of heirs
when they were minors.” Villagers sometimes solicited the commissario to
represent their interests before urban tribunals in Siena. Whatever risk
they represented by wielding too much arbitrary authority against per-
sonal enemies in Montefollonico was offset by their short tenure of a year
or two, with the single exception of Corintio Benvenuti from Montalcino,
who served more than a decade to everyone’s satisfaction. At the end of
their term, the commissari were forced to submit to a sindacato in which
any complaints against them could be aired. While no procedure seriously
harmed any of the twenty-odd judges whose records I have used, the
potential for trouble was always present.”® Romano Lalli of Torrita, the first
commissario, faced an array of eight villagers, several of them notables,
who brought various complaints against him. The inquest passes to the
auditore for a decision and we lose sight of the outcome.

The marchese’s muscle was the constable, or sbirro, long personified by
Marcantonio di Paolo. He aptly conformed to the thuggish stereotype of a
semidelinquent goon intermittently in trouble with his employer.
Marcantonio was the only inhabitant to have spent time chained to a gal-
ley bench, for theft. Yet he was married, lived a rooted life in the commu-
nity, and was not as abusive or prepotente as the little squads of sbirri
employed by the capitani di giustizia of Pienza or Montepulciano, who
strayed sometimes into the jurisdiction to seize debtors and their
property.”® Marcantonio’s insertion into the daily life of a small village
deprived him of the impunity enjoyed by strangers from away.

The marchese’s servants defended his jurisdiction from encroachment by
judicial officials nearby. The threats to it were not numerous. When two
constables from Sinalunga arrived at a mill just inside the fief to arrest a sus-
pect for attempted murder, the commissario proclaimed them outlaws. This
was proforma outrage. One of them reappeared ten months later to be
imprisoned for a few hours. Everyone accepted the fiction that he had come
as a friend of the victim in a personal capacity, not as an agent of the court
of Sinalunga.'® In this and similar cases of “disturbed jurisdiction,” the
governor of Siena and the grand duke issued instructions to respect the
marchese’s prerogatives.'®! On occasion, the wear and tear on the prison, or
the inability of the commissario to pay a constable meant that the marchese
would have to make other arrangements. In 1655, he passed an accord with
the Capitano di Giustizia of Montepulciano, outside the Sienese state, to
remit prisoners to the city dungeon (equipped with more adequate facilities
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for torture) and have them interrogated by its chancellery.'® For a time, he
depended upon their sbirri to make arrests in the fief. This was not an ideal
situation, for prisoners paid the cost of their own seizure, and a simple
arrest cost almost 33 lire, two months’ wages for an agricultural worker!
Those sbirri unleashed attack dogs on their targets and then bound the
suspects in leg irons.'® Having no constable, the commissario once asked
the militia commander residing in Pienza to dispatch soldiers to him. So
our fief was nested in a web of granducal jurisdictions. Far from escaping
from the sovereign’s tutelage, the feudatory could depend on help from
above whenever he needed it.'"™

Apart from the money from fines or court costs, the marchese’s
revenues were not collected by the commissario himself. His mandate was
too brief to manage effectively the various taxes due to the lord. To collect
these, the marchese appointed a business agent (depositario) from the com-
munity . In case of disagreement, tax evasion, or resistance, the depositario
employed communal and judicial officials to levy the money forcibly.'®
Anacleto Barbieri, Francesco Coppoli’s first official (often called a gabel-
laio, collector of gabelles), was an active village businessman with multiple
interests. He was not a good choice, for villagers considered him to be too
ambitious and inclined to chicanery.!% The marchese dismissed Barbieri
after about a decade (braving a lawsuit Anacleto launched against him)
and confided the charge to an older and less assertive shoemaker, Rutilio
Carpellini, who held the position for over two decades until his death in
1650 around the age of 80. Although he sometimes hired journeymen to
help him, Carpellini was still an authentic shoemaker, who appeared
before the commissario with his book of credits to collect payment for
shoes from a variety of customers. The postmortem inventory of the mov-
able estate he inherited from his brother in 1624 itemized the tools on his
bench and noted some two hundred pounds of shoe leather piled on his
floor.!” Shoemaking was a low-status, mechanical trade, but Carpellini
was nonetheless a man of means, declaring 1,500 scudi (10,500 lire) worth
of assets in 1628."%® While his handwriting was archaic and trembling,
Rutilio’s administrative abilities must have been adequate. We find him
camerlengo of the community in 1632, rector of the Confraternity in 1635,
a substitute for the commissario in the 1640s during the latter’s periodic
absences, and attorney and administrator for the convent of Franciscan
friars, all in addition to being the manager of the marchese’s money.'"
When he intervened to quiet disputes in the street, everyone knew he stood
in high standing with the marchese and the sitting magistrate, and could
act in the latter’s stead for short periods in capacities outside the instruc-
tion of trials."'"” The main evidence Rutilio was a good choice as gabellaio
was that he figures more than any other man as godparent at baptisms.
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He was popular well before the marchese promoted him.'!! People trusted
him, consensually admitted his authority over them, and turned to him to
arbitrate their disputes officiously.!'? Being the one permanent local agent
of the marchese, Carpellini’s function called for good personal and diplo-
matic skills that could reconcile the interests of the villagers with their
padrone. After his death, Francesco Coppoli was initially at a loss on how to
replace him, using instead the commissario or his brother until 1654. Fulvio
Carpellini did not inherit his father’s prestige. Anacleto Barbieri’s son
Lorenzo gradually assumed the leading role. Characteristically, the schem-
ing old man prepared his son’s rise by marrying his daughter Portia to
Fulvio Carpellini.!’* Within a few years, the mantle of leadership fell
naturally on the shoulders of Lorenzo Barbieri, first as an agent (attuario) of
the Sienese auditor, then as an agent of Sgr Francesco Landucci in his local
lawsuits. He became village camerlengo for several years running after 1656,
and finally gabellaio in 1658. From around 1660, until the end of his life,
Lorenzo Barbieri was top dog in his little village. In contrast, the Carpellini
lost both their wealth and their status by century’s end.'*

The second benefit the villagers derived from the new situation was char-
ity. Within months of his investiture, Coppoli responded to the impact of a
difficult harvest by donating to needy households 8 moggia of grain—an
amount equivalent to a month’s grain supply for almost 200 people.!’> He
repeated the operation in 1626, lending 400 scudi to the priors to buy grain.
For landowners, in exchange, he consented that they be allowed to export
their grain in order to pay their debts. The following year he let himself be
elected lifelong auxiliary of the local shrine, the Madonna del Criano, taking
it under his protection. The marchese also lent money to village notables in
difficult times: artisans Adriano Stellini and the pious blacksmith Camillo
Penti who borrowed money during the 1648 famine were able to reimburse
their loan in 1651, once the crisis had eased.!'® By virtue of its universal intel-
ligibility, paternalism was the most widespread political ideology in the
premodern world. Both leaders and followers commonly adopt the
metaphor of kinship in order to foster harmonious relations among unre-
lated households."” Cecilia Nubola sums up the operating principle as it
applied to the specific context of baroque Italy: “the prince is represented as
the father of that group of families which makes up the state. His qualities
must correspond to those of a good paterfamilias. Above all, he needs to be
just and mindful of the wellbeing of those entrusted to his care in respect of
‘natural’ and given roles and hierarchies.”!!®

Few people ever rejected Francesco Coppoli’s jurisdiction. Evandro
Selvi, the unruly son of village notables, was one of the few who did—
maintaining that as a militia enseign, he was not subject to the
commissario’s orders—and had the cheek to search out the magistrate with



GOVERNANCE 35

his book of militia statutes in hand. Claiming to have the backing of the
local militia commander, Selvi let himself insult the marchese’s authority in
public—“T have the marchese in the ass!”—calling the magistrate a
“fucked goat.” The messo, who was afraid of him, described Selvi as an
arbitrary person who beat his mother. The auditore charged him with
truce breaking and imprisoned him at Montepulciano. Freed three months
later, Selvi arrived before the palazzo at night, and when the door would
not yield to his kicking, he stabbed it repeatedly with his dagger.!*® Selvi
disappeared soon after, and never returned. The other inhabitants voiced
no misgivings about their lord, but they evaded the marchese’s taxes when-
ever they could. The pie tondo could be avoided by moving the animals to
free fairs at a distance from town, before selling them to a neighbor.!?
Buyers and sellers of real estate could declare to the depositario a false price
much inferior to the real one. The marchese once protested his vassals’
habit of forgetting to register their wills to the commissario (and paying the
proportionate gabelles) and threatened that those not recorded would have
their articles nullified.!?! Attempts by local inhabitants and by outsiders to
smuggle goods through the boundaries never flagged. People intercepted
with their donkeys by the sbirro on the roads would sometimes swear they
were on the way to the village to show their manifest and pay the gabelle.
Others threatened the sbirro and the messo who stopped them. These mis-
deeds did not imply that they rejected the lord’s jurisdiction per se, for
people cheated all their superiors, provided they enjoyed impunity.'??

Francesco Coppoli allayed his vassals’ fears by emphasizing the pater-
nalism that fietholding fostered. The feudatory was especially tactful, even
solicitous, toward the nobles who resided in his jurisdiction, not wishing
to be seen as working against their status. Citizens of Siena paid some
gabelles to the marchese (on real estate transactions, for example) but paid
other gabelles to the Sienese tribunals instead (pie tondo).!* Nobles could
neither be judged nor interrogated by the village commissario, but he
requested their presence to lend solemnity to important legal occasions,
such as the pronouncement of sentences (which occurred irregularly, dis-
patched in batches). Noblemen appeared sometimes as plaintiffs in crim-
inal cases, seeking redress for indignities heaped upon them by
lower-ranking neighbors, and the commissario wasted no time in seeking
out and punishing the guilty parties. We see nobles as bystanders and
mediators when confrontations erupted in the village square, but the
commissario never convoked them officially to give an account, nor did he
ever record their evidence given in conversation.'”* A witness reported
Giulio Landucci’s outrage after he had been clubbed on the head with a
stick by the Torrita priest Bernardino Nucci, while his brother lunged at
him with a knife.
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These are things which will go right to the signor marchese, that we poor
gentlemen can’t live here any more, that outsiders especially want to
subjugate us. The signor commissario has to punish this, and if he won’t, I
will go to the signor marchese, and the other one will be punished by the
bishop, who did this to me for no reason, a blow that could have killed me!'?*

Francesco Coppoli seems to have kept an eye open to cultivate patronage
ties with these poor Sienese noblemen. In one instance, he appointed
Roberto Turamini as schoolmaster in the village, with a 36 scudi emolu-
ment. This was not an activity that he or his wife could have exercised in
Siena without dropping out of the ranks of the nobility entirely.'* Local
nobles were not untouchable, however. Outsiders could appear before the
commissario to press for payment from their noble creditors, after having
obtained permission to do so from the marchese’s secretary in Florence.
Seizure of property from a local noble would have to pass through multi-
ple channels—an order from the Merchant’s Court in Siena would pass
through the marchese, and then the auditore, then the commissario—before
the constable was given his warrant for seizure, and this could take
six months.'?’

The parameters of leadership are universal in both humans and in
primates: the avoidance of manifestly egotistical measures, sympathy for
the weak, and readiness to take up the cause of subordinates mistreated by
fate or others, a concern to control conflict, a readiness to turn the page,
the ability to foster a sense of security in others.!?® By these criteria, it
seems that Francesco Coppoli exercised his leadership role with consider-
able acumen. What appears continually in the judicial testimony of even
low-born persons is an assurance that the marchese would protect them
from injustice and persecution by local notables or by other delinquents
accustomed to impunity. Seigneurs had good reason to be paternalistic in
seventeenth-century Italy because disgruntled vassals who were not given
buona giustizia might appeal over their lord’s head. City officials and
sovereigns keen on expanding their own jurisdictions might listen sympa-
thetically to their complaints.'” Failure to protect the weak from the
strong reflected very badly on the commissario, who held his post in
Montefollonico at the marchese’s pleasure. Should local institutions and
representatives fail to give them redress, vassals would turn to the padrone
himself and triumph over their persecutors. “La giustizia sara per tuttil”
exclaimed an adolescent stable-boy pressured by his employer to lie to the
court. From the outset, Francesco Coppoli took an active role in sorting
out trouble in his fief, and he intervened more as time went by. Bernardino
Biagi trusted the lord would compel his father-in-law to make good on his
wife’s dowry.™® A wife and mother warned the commissario that
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the marchese could salvage her good reputation from a neighbor’s slander
if he would not. A village prostitute promised to go to the marchese in
order to stop some local youths from harassing her. A younger son
appealed to the marchese in order to have an older brother adhere to a pact
of division between them."*! An old woman of good standing complained
to the marchese because the parish priest dared to move her bench in
church, on the pretext that it was blocking a passage.'*? Like any sovereign,
the feudatory could circumvent legal procedure by interrupting (circon-
dare) trial proceedings and quieting disputes himself. Letters suspending
trials conclude dozens of cases opened by the commissario. Who knows
how many cases were never brought to the latter’s attention? None who
was not a Sienese noble appears to have been immune from prosecution by
his court, as shown by the sons and heirs of Anacleto Barbieri and Rutilio
Carpellini repeatedly getting into trouble. Priests were not exempt from
his watchfulness either, for the marchese could write letters to the bishop of
Pienza or even to the papal nuncio in Florence, leaning on them to punish
the misbehavior of delinquent priests. He always obtained quick results.!**
This was the exercise of “justice” in its larger, informal, and universal sense.
So the passage of our village to an absentee Florentine courtier brought a
host of benefits accruing to his active role as disinterested padrone.

With so many safeguards protecting the rights of vassals, was the pur-
chase of the fief worth the expense for the marchese? It is impossible to
approximate the fief’s value in monetary terms. It is clear though, that the
feudatory did not use his authority to milk the villagers by imposing fines,
as Giorgio Doria claims the Doria did in his single Lombard example.!**
Some of the fine revenues he donated to the village hospital and to other
charities. The incidence of danno dato and the gabelles on contracts both
dwindled over time, reducing those revenues to small change. The best way
to draw revenues from a fief was to try to maintain or increase its popula-
tion, for a well-populated and prosperous fief would generate revenues
from all the normal activities. If the marchese pressured his subjects in
order to extract money from them, they could always move elsewhere.
Furthermore, subjects had copies of the feudal investiture in their hands
and were on the lookout for violations of the articles, as peasant assemblies
were wont to do elsewhere.!*® It was easy for them to appeal to the gover-
nor of Siena or to the grand duke in Florence to protest against abuses, and
we have examples of inquests on feudal abuses in other fiefs sympathetic to
the plaintiffs.’*® Therefore, I see the infeudation of Montefollonico to this
absentee courtier a kind of progress for its inhabitants with respect to their
previous situation, which is how we must judge all change. We should not
decry the enhancement of hierarchy in the seventeenth century by
contrasting it with today’s local democracy, for the contexts are very
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different. Rather, we must compare the smooth-running Coppoli fief with
the inward-looking and fractious kin-networks that competed for control
over community assets, with little outside interference until that point.

The marchese’s greatest advantage in buying the fief from the grand
duke in 1618 was that he never actually paid full price for it. This was not
untypical, for proximity to the sovereign allowed nobles to plead poverty
or special consideration, excuses that were not always groundless. The
recipients of a feudal charter owed the sovereign personal service at court.
Ambassadorships were coveted offices, but they could cost the beneficiary
dearly in outfitting fees not entirely reimbursed by the prince. In 1658,
four decades after obtaining the feudal charter, Francesco Coppoli still
owed over 5,000 scudi for it: that is, 3,000 scudi for the title of marchese, and
a shade over 2,042 scudi for the jurisdiction, out of the original 6,000. No
mention was made of interest payments on the principal outstanding over
that time. He entreated grand duke Ferdinando II to waive the remaining
sum in a petition. The prince waived 3,000 scudi off the debt, and declared
himself content that Coppoli should pay 2,000 scudi shortly. Two weeks
later, the marchese paid half that sum.!*” His slowness to comply with the
granducal order was not exceptional. The charge that the Medici were
indulgent toward court aristocrats appears to have been true in this case.

But then, Francesco Coppoli does not seem to have created problems
for granducal authority. In Montefollonico, no bone of contention
between the feudatory and his vassals emerged during the long tenure of
the first marchese, who reigned until 1670. In an age of signori, the march-
ese was a minor star in the constellation, after the governor of Siena, the
bishop of Pienza, and the grand duke himself. In medieval and early mod-
ern Europe, the mission of the prince was to maintain the equilibrium of
state by protecting the weak. The marchese himself could not act with
impunity without being accountable to the prince and his designated
functionaries, who governed fortunate Tuscany by the same paternalistic
principles.



Cooperation

Sociability

Piuttosto can vivo che leone morto

(Better to be a living dog than a dead lion)

Until fairly recently, humans everywhere lived in small communities such as
Montefollonico whose members were locked into continuing relationships
with each other.! People had to justify their every action to judgmental
neighbors. Very few could dispense with a regard for fairness or equity, even
with respect to their social inferiors, at the risk of arousing angry emotions
and future retaliation.? While not everyone qualified as someone worthy of
consideration, continuing residence, more than social status, constituted a
family’s most valuable asset. Most inhabitants of the castello had roots there
by virtue of the plots of land they owned, and the community functions
they served. Sharecroppers defied easy categorization. Some of them
dwelled in a podere for a long time. The Malacarne cultivated Campocolli
for generations: Livio Malacarne had been there at least fifteen years when
he died in 1634 at the age of 80. His great-grandson Girolamo managed it
still in 1655, and his sons Livio and Tomme were living there in 1677, with-
out apparent interruption.’ They were not exceptionally fortunate.* Several
San Valentino sharecropping families still worked the same podere when the
priest recorded their presence in states of souls lists in 1643 and 1677. An
unlucky few wandered continually from one farm to another. If
they attended mass at an outlying chapel, they would go only infrequently
to the village.” Bartolomea di Stefano plausibly lamented her isolation to
the magistrate in order to justify her ignorance. In only seven years of
marriage she had moved from Ceciliano near Torrita, to Pozzarello
outside Montefollonico. She and her husband then took up the lease on
Castiglione near Petroio, and later on, on Panzuolo, closer to Torrita. She
claimed to have gone to the village on only four occasions in all that time.

G. Hanlon, Human Nature in Rural Tuscany
© Gregory Hanlon 2007
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Being rooted in communities and paying taxes there enabled solvent
men to bid for the management of village assets and revenues, as we saw
above. Villagers acquired tombs in the churches and instituted postmortem
masses at their altars. Belonging to the community entitled even the poorest
inhabitants to benefits disbursed by the confraternity. These village
institutions were not so much devotional brotherhoods as expressions of
Christian fellowship. The intention of the confraternity, revealed in the
etymology of the word, stressed that all stable inhabitants of the village and
its territory formed a kind of extended kin-group.

The ritual life of confraternities . . . was given over to the rites of fraternity: it
educated members about the obligations of fraternal association and the
meaning of brotherhood. They sought, through many kinds of reciprocity,
to restore social harmony, to repair broken bonds, to remind brothers of the
tight webs of reciprocity and of obligations enmeshing them all.®

Nothing tightened social bonds like community sharing. The ceremonies
and benefits that refreshed these bonds included processions, tithing
allowances, distributions of small quantities of wheat and wine, and, most
importantly, dowry supplement awards to girls of marriageable age.”

Daily charity did not leave much public record. Every few months, a vil-
lage councilor rose and explained to the assembly that a particular person
was in dire straits and would benefit from some small disbursement from
the community chest. This appeal to the natural empathy of neighbors
almost always worked, for villagers no doubt enjoyed being virtuous, and
people known for scandalous living were never proposed as beneficiaries.®
These gestures constitute a textbook illustration of Robert Trivers” theory
of reciprocal altruism. Humans (and very few animal species) are inclined
to extend to non-kin too the favors they grant to blood-relatives, in ongo-
ing relationships where today’s donor will be tomorrow’s beneficiary.” The
moral order emerging from these ongoing exchanges is buttressed by a
range of contingent emotions, such as liking those who are nice to us, anger
at those who cheat us, gratitude and the desire to reciprocate, guilt and
shame over transgressions both intentional and accidental.!® Criminal
archives give a glimpse of a more informal kind of charity, often consisting
in the lending of tools or household effects. The weaver Tommaso Feilent a
comb and a heddle (a weaving frame) to Girolama Biondi, a widow with
children. We learn of it because he had to sue her to recover them.!! People
often bestowed gifts of food as well, like the neighbor who promised an old
woman wine; it sufficed to come to the cellar with a jug to fetch it. Caterina
Crocchi was given leave to pick vegetables from other people’s gardens.
Other poor people had permission to roam the woodlots of different



COOPERATION 4|

poderi to collect firewood.!? The donor presented these concessions as acts of
charity “per amore di Dio” that earned them a credit with God; sometimes
they were simple tolerances, a kind of passive sharing with people whose
benevolence they might one day need.!> Neither motive corresponds to
altruism in its philosophical sense. The principles of reciprocity govern all
social and political life.

The corollary to belonging to a community with limited resources was
that people withheld these benefits from outsiders and recent arrivals.
Gypsies were never part of the community, and even people who associated
with them suffered scorn. People often accused gypsies of petty thieving.
Anna di Santi missed her jewel-box in her basket after an encounter with a
gypsy woman on the road. “Gypsy women are all thieves!” this sharecrop-
per’s wife complained to the magistrate, but when the jewel-box turned up
later, Anna came to apologize to the judge." Both men and women were
reminded of their foreign origins whenever they overstepped the bound-
aries their neighbors recognized. Caterina Crocchi reproached a Torrita
woman, the surgeon’s wife, for being a forestiera when she claimed a bench
in church."” Women moved to the village through marriage more fre-
quently than men did. “If you were any good, your father would have mar-
ried you in your own village,” Orsina Bazzi hissed.!® The outsider who
leased one of the mills was refused confraternity grain on the village square
by one of the administrators, Giuseppe Barbieri, who drew blood in the
knife-fight that ensued.'” Schoolteachers often bore the brunt of organized
hostility from the boys and their parents, and people subjected them to
snide remarks, scurrilous writings displayed in public places, and nocturnal
beatings.'® In the most outrageous case, the whole village victimized a
monk from the papal states. Fra Benedetto Gubernale was invited to the vil-
lage by the feudal lord and held a license from prince Leopoldo de’Medici to
teach school while war raged between the grand duke and the pope. Local
notables, young and old, stole his white wine and drank it merrily with their
roast chestnuts in the tavern and mocked him in public when he com-
plained about it. “What have I ever done to you, that you should do these
things to me?” he wailed. Some local youths led by two priests, Giuliano
Vettori and Leandro Buonamici, stormed his house one night, threatening
to kill him if he did not flee.!® Then they surrounded the sindaco dei malefizi
and brandished their weapons at him until he ran home to hide. The mag-
istrate’s efforts to unmask the culprits suffered from the neighbors” poor
memories and an uncustomary disinclination to testify. The monk
lamented to the diocesan judge, “it is little wonder, excellency, because all
the schoolmasters who have been here suffered similar affronts, and they
usually commit such disgraces (sciaguratagine)”*® Most of the others
suffered less cruelly or less directly, but many in the village considered the
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schoolmaster’s position and its substantial salary to be one of the functions
only local people should fill.

You could ease your integration into the community by building
kin-networks inside it. One path to local acceptance was to ask more
established people to sponsor your children at the baptismal font. In Italy
parents consciously employed this device to build alliances with officials
and other influential people. Here we find yet another idiom of fictive
kinship.?! In canon law, godparents became symbolic kin of the people they
favored, and were bound by the same marriage prohibitions as blood kin.
This bond cost either party very little, for the offspring of a higher-status
family was not likely to marry a low-status person anyway, and I have not
uncovered a single legacy to godchildren in over sixty testaments. If
godparents did not confer material advantages on their wards, they never-
theless recognized the personal bond that conferred advantages on their
lower-status “relatives.”?? One peasant/artisan mobilized his godfather to
stand guarantor for a loan, lending his “credit” to the operation.?® Propertied
men were always forming work parties for agricultural chores at wages fixed
by custom. It would be in a peasant’s interest to have a claim to priority over
others in the village. Spiritual kinship with the landlord may have spurred a
peasant to work more conscientiously than someone working just for a
day’s wage. Was this a form of exploitation? Probably not, if it provided him
with more regular work. During harvest failures, villagers routinely placed
their newborn children under the patronage of village nobles, priests, and
magistrates, in a bid to elicit their pity.

Figuring as a godparent was a way of building political alliances in
Renaissance Florence, writes Haas.?* Parents there solicited several people
simultaneously. In seventeenth-century Montefollonico, only one godparent
figured at most baptisms.® People approached their friends and their
social betters to stand godfather or godmother at the baptismal font. There
is no clear gender alignment between the sponsor and the infant: parents
approached the prospective godparent before they knew the sex of the baby.
I would not hesitate to say that godparenting was a kind of popularity con-
test, where parents evaluated for their own reasons the suitability of the
neighbors they knew. We can only guess at the specific reasons one person
was chosen over another, but some eloquent patterns emerge. A survey of
the 814 individuals who stood as godparents in over one thousand three
hundred baptisms tells us quite a bit about village dynamics from the point
of view of the parents.?

Occasions of baptism were a good place for parents to make hierarchy
work to their own advantage. They preferred to select men of status and
influence if their social behavior was otherwise acceptable. The marchese
figured only four times (with the commissario as a local proxy), for the
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offspring of legal officials. Moneybags Anacleto Barbieri stood eleven times,
but only rarely after he lost the gabellaio’s position to Rutilio Carpellini in
1627. Anacleto’s son Lorenzo Barbieri, the preeminent villager by the 1650s,
served godparent only eight times before 1666. Rutilio Carpellini, who still
sewed shoes sitting in his doorway, appeared from the beginning of our
baptismal register when he was still in his brother’s shadow, figuring
30 times until the end of his long life. Forty-one male nobles figured as god-
fathers, as opposed to only 20 females. The weight of the different Landucci
branches varied quite a bit. Ten Landucci men accounted for 83 children:
Flaminio Landucci served 24 times himself. The three Moreschini
brothers—the priest Fausto, his brother the physician Girolamo (seven
times), and the heir Francesco (four times)—enjoyed a high profile.
Notoriously poor noblemen figured more rarely: the two Milandroni
brothers appeared five times between them. Ascanio Foresi held a baby only
twice. Nor did priests figure equally. Fausto Moreschini, who appeared
40 times, was the most popular godfather of all the men. Well-born priests
such as Moreschini may have been the only male a village woman could
approach outside her own kin. He was both knowledgeable and accessible,
and his word carried weight with most people.”’ Some outsiders appear
fully accepted by their Montefollonico neighbors. Cesare Mazzoni, the
priest from Asciano presented newborns on 16 occasions, and his layman
younger brother Girolamo on 14 more. Conspicuous piety counted too; the
devout blacksmith Camillo Penti, from Monte San Savino, stood at the font
21 times for 14 different families, while Cristofano Selvi, a landowner, served
on 13 occasions. Vincenzo Barbieri, for years the rector of the confraternity,
officiated 13 times as well. These maestri, men of status, figured more promi-
nently than their humble neighbors. Sharecroppers of exemplary piety were
often elected godfather by other peasants: Francesco Terzuoli 16 times,
Giovanni Maccioni 10 times, Niccolo di Matteo Biagi 18 times.

Just as interesting as those who figure often are those who rarely figure
at all. Some village notables hardly ever held infants; was it because
neighbors perceived them as unlucky? Arenio Barbieri’s assertive older
brother Giuseppe cheated him of his inheritance, and one of his children
was born blind and lame. When Arenio’s multifarious business activities
collapsed, he was reduced to begging the community for charity. No one
ever called him. Carlo Mazzoni, an illiterate stonemason rich enough to
lease the village revenues may also have been perceived as unlucky. His
brother-in-law’s son shot and killed his wife by accident. The disastrous
downturn in his business fortunes and the forced sale of his assets at auc-
tion followed this tragedy. Villagers might scorn rich men too, if they placed
their personal advantage high above their social obligations. Cristoforo
Selvi’s grasping son-in-law Luca Romani, an organist from Pienza who
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holds the record for initiating civil litigation, never served. Luca’s
delinquent son Evandro and Benedetto Stefanucci, an immigrant peasant
who built a presence through thrift and chicanery, appeared only once each.
Stefanucci drove his wife to request a separation from him. Valentino
Rubenni, nicknamed “the Pope,” a rich peasant who sued a woman for
2 lire, figured only once. Delinquents hardly ever figured, even though most
of them came from established families in the castello. Young Francesco
Crocchi and Ottaviano Nannini never held an infant at baptism, though
both came from good families. Bernardino Biagi appeared three times,
twice in more advanced age after he had mellowed, and played a salient role
in the village confraternity. The delinquent priest Giuliano Vettori appeared
twice as a youth, once for Bernardino Biagi’s son. Giuliano’s sordid behav-
ior probably reflected badly on his father Paolo, a fairly wealthy man who
only appeared once.

Godmothers did not wield much political influence, but there were
favorite women just as there were favorite men among the 450 individuals
officiating at the font. While it is easy to determine whom parents selected,
it is never clear why they chose them and what possible relationship the
godparents might have had with the infant in subsequent years. A hus-
band’s prestige mattered little: Rutilio Carpellini’s wife Petra only officiated
5 times. The record for godparenting belonged to Maddalena Bertini, an
outsider married to Cristoforo Selvi, village landowner and entrepreneur.
This leading village dévote, a midwife and a healer, appeared no less than
48 times to hold an infant at the font. Even less exalted midwives officiated
frequently: Aldabella di Pasquino, Domenica di Agnolo, and Lisabetta di
Bernardino Gabbiai served on 10, 24, and 20 occasions respectively, more
than most noblewomen. The eight Landucci women appeared half as often
as their menfolk, for 36 times, with Volunnia Landucci being most assidu-
ous with 13 presences. Signora Caterina Moreschini officiated 23 times in
seven years; it is unclear whether this was because she was noble, or because
she raised three well-educated, pious sons, or for both these reasons com-
bined. Prosperous sharecroppers’s wives, such as Lisabetta Venturelli and
Orafile Lucarini, figured often. Neither social influence nor conspicuous
piety explain these choices. It certainly helped to enjoy a good reputation,
which for women meant chastity. Calidonia di Pietro and Margarita
la Signorina both served early in their lives, before they became notorious.
La Lombardina never appears, nor does Francesca la Bugiardella, both pros-
titutes. The formidable Maria Nannini, a woman of reputable family who
bludgeoned a pestering child to death and suborned her garzone into per-
jury, appeared only once, though three of her sons became priests. Mothers
of nasty sons and wives of disreputable husbands do not figure often either.
Olimpia Pilacci, whose husband and three sons figure frequently in
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criminal archives, appeared only once. Cristofana Vettori, mother of the
delinquent priest, appeared but three times, and the saucy Aurelia Biagi
four times.

More than material advantage, godparents owed protection to their
wards. They were such useful “friends” that people designated another
one of the same gender at the moment the bishop conferred confirma-
tion.?® Youngsters aged between six and twenty began to need a notable’s
patronage more. Popular individuals would have had the chance to sponsor
literally dozens of individuals, creating bonds with infants and their parents
whose strength is difficult to assess. Godparenting was but one kind of
patron-client relationship mimicking kinship that thrived in the diffuse
solidarity of stable communities.?

Names helped people to assimilate too. Medieval peasants only required
one. When people lived for generations on the same land, a last name was
superfluous, as the Christian name would be appended with the name of
the land or the farm. Combining a given name with the name of the father
and the grandfather allowed neighbors to connect a family with others and
tabulate degrees of kinship. Old-timers could be trusted to approximate
kinship degrees according to rules governing the attribution of first names
(attributing the eldest male the name of his paternal grandfather, or his
uncle, for example).*® Perhaps sharecropping spurred the process of desig-
nating people by two names: a Christian name that people used with each
other and a family name that separated them out from others. Surnames
began to appear among the wealthier peasants in the fifteenth century, and
although they became more systematic as time went on, a substantial
minority of people in the seventeenth century still lacked such monikers.
Nicknames sometimes palliated this deficiency. By the 1660s, at least four-
fifths of our inhabitants would have carried a family name, though they and
their neighbors, and literate record-keepers, did not always employ it.*!

Names and reputations were public commodities. Whatever one’s status
in this little world, there was no privacy in the common sense of the word,
no anonymity, no freedom from the judgmental gaze of neighbors. Both
good and bad news concerned everyone, if not directly, then people their
relatives.” Talking among neighbors helped share information and kept the
channels of communication open. Domenico di Giomo kept to himself, he
told the judge. He still felt compelled “to talk civilly with everybody, with-
out discrimination,” and to give neighbors formal salutations on the rare
occasions he encountered them.*® People saluted everyone with a few non-
committal phrases, such as “dove vai?” which did not commit anyone to
anything. They assumed the other would not answer with a rude “none of
your business!” These were people with whom one would deal with in
future and it was best not to snub them. Escape from the sticky web of
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interpersonal relations was impossible without leaving the village altogether.
To protect the susceptibilities of neighbors, people employed various
practices of address to denote respect or familiarity, beginning with a doff
or a flourish of one’s hat as a salute.>* Toward people of property and dis-
tinction, underlings carefully calibrated upward the practices of address, by
appending a title designating social class. Maestro graced the artisan “class’
it applied to the blacksmith, the stonemason, or simply to those who
enjoyed more stable revenues, even if they worked manually in a shop or in
the fields. The wealthy Anacleto Barbieri bore it, as did Rutilio Carpellini,
but the rich peasant Valentino Rubenni did not. Ser distinguished people
with legal training who worked as notaries or who labored as subalternate
personnel in district courts. Signore was a title reserved for the nobles or
wealthy commoners with good social connections—this was until 1650,
after which it spread more widely as a term of address. People addressed
such notables in the third person, vostra signoria. By appending these marks
of consideration, people attempted to capture and retain the goodwill of
the more powerful person, still expecting that they would receive their full
measure of consideration in return.*

Talk vanishes. Criminal archives are precious in the way they capt snip-
pets of conversation, unavailable in any other source. People talked in little
clusters on the village square, at the gates, before the churches, on the roads,
in the yard of a podere, at a veglia. Men and women talked about different
things, but usually about what mattered most in their lives. Women talked
more about their personal relationships and their hopes and fears for their
families, their health, or the suspicious goings-on of neighbors, all pre-
sented as intractable problems (guai).*® A friend was someone who unbur-
dened herself; “she gave me her soul,” said one about a close friend who
betrayed her.*” Women chose their friends selectively and enjoyed spending
time with them, if only to sit on chairs in front of their respective houses.
Women on less intimate terms gossiped as they stood waiting their turns to
bake bread or beat their laundry at the trough, or as they spun thread in
their rooms. Women also enjoyed easy access to each other’s houses, to bor-
row this or that.®® Church was a favorite locale for sociability after chores,
where they could “accomplish their devotions” in small groups, chattering
before and after the ceremonies. All were occasions to touch base with the
neighbors, to confirm suspicious incidents or incendiary commentary.*
Women’s conversations were hugely preoccupied with family and mater-
nity. From their point of view, what could have been more important? Men
remained outside the exchange unless they happened by accident. In more
than one trial, women warned even the parish priest to mind his own busi-
ness and not to butt in.** No one but the commissario would criticize a man
for passively watching a quarrel or a fight between women. Maestro Carlo
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Lorenzoni at first pretended that he did not see the fight between Margarita
Monaci and Fiore di Fulvio, but the magistrate jailed him to make him
change his story, which he soon did, for he had no interest to protect either
one: “I won’t suffer on anyone’s account!” While he witnessed the tussle, he
did nothing to break it up, “because they were only women, and weren’t
talking to him.”*!

For men, friends were usually people with whom they did things. While
this seems to be a universal trait, local conditions colored everything. In the
Mediterranean basin, this male world was outside, in the street, on the
square, at the gate, or else in some male locale, such as the tavern.*? Ledges
built along the base of the church wall and the houses around the piazza
allowed men to sit in the shade and talk of momentous events such as war,
or of public issues such as village or confraternity administration, or of
local pastimes such as hunting. Kinship was an important topic too.** Even
noblemen discussed with rustics their own kin relations, for it was a facet of
their political identity. Men discussed openly the dowry provisions of their
neighbors at the mill while they watched grain being ground to flour.
Militia musters assembled men from several villages; it was a place to
exchange news, and to compete in races and wrestling matches. Above all,
men talked of business, of dare e havere, the elastic cords of debits and cred-
its connecting each of them with everyone else. It is more difficult to find
the tone of conversation, but casual cursing does not seem to have been the
rule among older men, who could be reproached in public for lapsing into
it.* Male banter contained a lot of teasing and mock rudeness not custom-
ary among the women.* It has been written that gossip was a village unifier,
in that it assumed a preexisting community for whom the information
made sense. This outlook is too optimistic. In this intense exchange of
information, each individual no doubt reported their own actions and
words, and those of their kin and their closest allies in the most positive
light possible, while denigrating rivals as roundly as they dared.*® They
would not hesitate to share their indignation with neighbors, to invite them
to be on guard against the disloyal behavior of their adversary. Everyone
had an interest to detect cheaters, so as not to expose themselves unwit-
tingly to harm. The street served as a stock exchange in reputations.

Impression management for the benefit of one’s neighbors made every-
one attentive to their grooming and their appearance, which a hundred
details make evident. Modern preconceptions about peasant dress are often
“miserabilist”; that is, they take wretchedness for granted. The rare contem-
porary painters who depicted peasants often cultivated this condescending
image for the amusement of their rich patrons. Where peasants commis-
sioned their own images, however, such as the ones they left as votive
(ex voto) offerings in shrines, the details of dress tell a different story. The



48  HUMAN NATURE IN RURAL TUSCANY

whiteness of one’s linen, washed in appropriate tubs at home or at the
village trough, advertised that grooming was important. These big tubs
figure in most of the surviving postmortem inventories. The abundance
and diversity of textiles coincided with the financial resources of each
household, but people clearly conceived them as investments in pre-
sentability.¥” Men generally wore somber colors, at least more so than their
womenfolk. Even sharecroppers owned several sets of woolen, linen, and
mixed textile suits, and a few linen shirts. Men understood that proper dress
imparted cues of status and decency. While they wore shirts and breeches of
homespun in the fields, suits of wool and linen served better for public
appearances.®8 Some accessories cost little, such as the rustic going a-courting
who wore an expressive red ribbon around his hat, alla brava.** One young
blacksmith’s overcoat (ferraiolo) purportedly cost 12 scudi, the cost of two
years’ supply of bread!*

The real treasure of fancy clothing belonged to women, often provided
in the trousseau or donamento appended to the marriage contract. About
two-thirds of the sharecropper inventories mention robes of various sorts
(sottane, spalagrembi, zimmara, cammorina, gonnelle) made of bright-hued
silk, sometimes embroidered or otherwise ornamented with needlepoint
designs (racamata). Gold cloth or ribbon trimmed the detachable sleeves
and the headdresses that all grown women wore. The womenfolk of
Vincenzo Lucarini, who worked on the large Oppiano podere for many
years, possessed a gold-colored silk dress. Some of these treasures figure as
“used” in the inventory, signifying that they were not just stored away in
trunks for a rare occasion. Girls and women possessed plenty of accessories
and jewels to enhance their attractiveness, such as silk flowers in children’s
hair, or necklaces of coral and pearl their mothers wore every day. Articles
of clothing and accessories such as these represented months of income
spent on their purchase, even if the women spent time sewing them.”!
Hoards of coral and pearl necklaces, gold rings, and other trinkets appear in
peasant inventories too, alongside the silver crosses and saints’ medallions
worn on chains to denote piety. Husbands “managed” this treasure, for they
might have to pawn it to pay household debts. It constituted a cash reserve
t00.% Families no doubt deprived themselves of other things in order to live
with dignity and decorum, calibrated on the opulence of their superiors.
This was not new in the seventeenth century.>

If women wore ornaments to enhance their appearance, the men carried
weapons whenever they could. Men joined the militia to raise themselves
above the rank of peasants. Militiamen carried daggers as nobles carried
swords, as a social sign of distinction and a vague menace that they would
defend their honor from a challenge.** Others carried swords without being
militiamen, take for instance Virgilio Pilacci, a notorious delinquent who
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confessed to the judge, “T always carry a sword.”> Men and youths carried
swords and knives to games, to a veglia, to the village square, to religious
processions. In a world where many struggled against grinding poverty,
such details constituted markers of success that proved they were winning
life’s battle over misfortune.

Group leisure activity was another masculine trait. Men congregated to
play outdoor games, such as the cacio, a kind of bowling using the small wheel
of cheese as the disk, which also constituted the prize. The participants spiced
up the stakes by gambling on the outcome. If they usually played these games
at the village gate, the Porta Nuova, sometimes they gathered before the
church too, in defiance of prohibitions aimed at removing idle talk and blas-
phemous utterances from the vicinity of sacred places.”® Almost everywhere,
leisure took the form of sitting around talking, eating, and drinking.”” From
the brief evocations of them we have, banquets of sausages and hams over a
jug of wine at home or in the tavern characterized masculine gatherings

By mid-century, male notables sat tranquilly in threes and fours by the
hearth fire, smoking their pipes, the first appearance of a modern vice.*®
The village tavern in Montefollonico—where married men took their meals
over a pot of wine, gambled at cards and dice, caroused with guitars, and
composed verses on absent individuals for the amusement of others—was
more a place of dissolution, long managed by the disreputable Bernardino
Biagi.®® Masculine too was the nocturnal practice of wandering aimlessly
(a spasso) around the village, either with a “Spanish” guitar to sing serenades
outside a girl’s house or for amusement. This intense nocturnal sociability of
young men sometimes turned violent when the youths were bent on mischief
or when the joking, the teasing, and the horseplay touched a raw nerve.®

Mixed company frequented the veglia, an informal winter gathering in a
house where the hearth warmed a steady flow of individuals. They seem to
have been open-door affairs, economical on firewood, which combined
winter chores with relaxed and garrulous sociability. People displayed
differing abilities to make others feel comfortable in mixed company.
Pietro, worker at Le Regge complained to his friend Meio, worker at
Palazzone, that men and women sat rigid and embarrassed, looking for top-
ics of conversation: “you see how they do the veglie here? The men are on
one side, the women on the other, not like they do elsewhere, where every-
body chatters.”®! Music and dancing took place at some, where young males
tried to outdo each other before their hosts and the young women present,
sometimes lapsing into disparaging songs or challenging words that would
have to be vindicated outside.®? Here in a crowded room the men could talk
to women not their relatives. At the veglia, earnest conversations constituted
courtship and the slightest affront to a lad in front of girls he wished to
impress called for some retaliation.
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In the small castello, these informal settings brought together people
otherwise separated by considerable social distance. Nobles were too few in
number to constitute their own group, so they frequented the games, the
tavern, the public square, thereby establishing uneasy relationships with
rustics. Noblemen condemned by their poverty to live in Montefollonico
constantly risked losing face in encounters with low-born neighbors, few of
whom depended upon them completely for their livelihood. Keenly aware
of their own vulnerability, it was important for them, as the higher-ranking
individual, to initiate expressions of goodwill. It helped to be active in com-
munity enterprises in capacities not below their status. The Landucci were
pillars of the religious confraternities and patronized both the new Marian
shrine and the Franciscan chapel.®® The diffuse solidarity of village life pro-
vided a framework for this rough moral equality.** Noblemen hoped to
extract continual confirmation of their social superiority in a hundred little
gestures of submission, repaid with little favors. Giovanni Battista Landucci
desired to preempt another client in the butcher shop, but he and his cleric
friend Giuliano Vettori rioted when the butcher Giovanni Battista Magnoni
snubbed him.%® Few people defied nobles openly, however, preferring to
cultivate the goodwill of well-connected superiors by being dogs instead of
lions. Villagers used the term “friendship” to describe this relation of
trust between people of starkly different status. Laborer Girolamo Rossi
described villagers’ relations with the cavaliere Landucci in answer to the
COmmissario’s query:

I am friends with them, and when he requests (comanda) that I go help in the
country or for some other service, I serve him, and he often requests it. This
winter, the signor cavaliere had conversation by night and day with the
schoolmaster, with the Lieutenant (Lorenzo) Barbieri, with Rev. Giovanni
Nannini and Rev. Giovanni Miseri, with Leonello Penti (the blacksmith) with
Fulvio Carpellini, with Annibale Bai, with Flaminio Barbieri (Lorenzo’s
brother), with Fantozzi (a merchant) and Alessandro Giannetti (the tailor),
who all caroused (hanno vegliato) together at the veglie and other recreations
that took place while the said signor Cavaliere was in Monte. I don’t know if
he is enemy of Francesco Crocchi.®

Others offered token services just to be helpful: Giovanni Battista
Magnoni offered to run errands for Landucci noblemen on his trip to Siena.
Did they need anything, he enquired? People would not have expected pay-
ment for such a trifle, but they tabulated these gestures anyway, for they
implied reciprocal services in future. Vincenzo di Alessandro related that
the canon Manello Tarugi, who had once been his padrone told him to
“carry for me this hare to the podere called Faragatta in the district of
Montepulciano. Being poor and having spent a day without eating, I carried
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it for him hoping to get something for it” © The logic of patron-client
relationship is, after all, built on reciprocal self-interest. By acting
cooperatively, people belonging to different social classes gained access to
resources they would not have otherwise enjoyed.®®

For poor aristocrats, living in Montefollonico had its compensations,
besides the ability to live cheaply. Villagers conceded a certain moral
superiority to noblemen; the magistrate accorded them consideration.
Noblemen and maestri, the two high-status groups, used their moral
influence in commonplace ways to maintain village harmony. In at least
nine trials, nobles intervened in street quarrels to “command” people to
stop fighting, using their superior status much the same way as the parish
priest did to calm the belligerents. They were also mediators of choice to
settle disputes between kin, whose quarrels were not considered suitable for
judicial arrangements. A good many “lodi” drafted by parish priests
employed procurators and arbitrators of noble or notable background.®
Moreover, since most people were illiterate, they required notaries, priests,
and more worldly patrons to write things down for them, including their
shop accounts and sharecropping books.”

Notables were not alone in having status to uphold. In small communities,
congregation and conversation continually reassessed the relative standing
of everyone. Reputations were public commodities, traded like bills of
credit on the market square. Information traveled quickly up and down the
village streets, and from one podere to another, creating what contempo-
raries referred to as pubblica fama, something that everyone knew. Everyone
needed fresh information on everyone else, in order to make their own
plans. Gossip moved in little circles of daily banter, outward from its origi-
nators.”! People feared for their good reputation, and we encounter them
searching for the source of a rumor concerning them.”? Outsiders needed to
establish a reputation of their own if they wanted to remain in the village. It
mattered a great deal to be thought of as one to whom others could extend
credit. “You are a bad payer!” was one accusation that could not remain
unchallenged. For even in a rural economy such as this one, people not only
purchased on credit, they traded promises to pay just like city merchants.
They also committed themselves continually to offer guarantees (sicurta)
on the credit-worthiness of third parties close to them.” Uncertain dates of
payment were the norm, not the exception, in a world where no one could
foresee the price of a commodity or the conditions of sale, making the
payment of wages, payment on purchases, and payment of dowries very
unpredictable. Montefollonico’s men (and sometimes women) continually
engaged in the process of certifying credits and the ability of people to keep
their word.” Credits and debits carried political baggage best calculated
immediately. When Bartolomeo del Felicaia the miller admitted to
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Francesco Crocchi that he did not have enough money to buy a pound of
bread, the latter offered him a couple of coins. Crocchi was too dangerous a
person for one to enter into an obligation with, so Bartolomeo demurred,
saying that when he needed to, he would “fare capitale degli amici””

In a general way, a reputation for trustworthiness was the outcome of
honorable behavior and a willingness to conform to community norms.
The desire to maintain good standing among one’s peers is another human
universal, which manifests itself in local norms. For seventeenth-century
Italy, Claudio Povolo defines honor in men as courage, virility, and pride in
the ability to provide for their families. In a face-to-face community with
continuous interaction, men concerned for their reputation would defend
their kin and carry out their threats, but they would also deal fairly and keep
their promises. For women, honor resided in chastity and devotion to fam-
ily. These gendered definitions were of necessity complementary, an under-
standing that each would commit these important assets to the other.” The
ability to undertake right action in a public forum was something accessible
to almost everyone. Having a good reputation lightened considerably the
social stigma of poor people. There is no reason to doubt that most villagers
shared these values, and there is no reason to think that their preoccupation
with honor and the sensibilities of neighbors was an illusion. The tyranny of
honor and social consideration made sense, because no one could succeed
without friends.”” Self-interest was not a simple thing to determine: short-
term advantages would have to be reconciled with the importance of long-
term acceptance by others, something evolutionary psychologists call a
tradeoff. Egotistical behavior, or the lapses of family members, could besmirch
one’s honor and cause a keenly felt sense of shame, but there were ways to
remove the stain, and recover relative standing by besmirching rivals.”

Collaboration

Assai mane fan presto il pane

(Many hands make the bread quickly)

Honorable conduct had everything to do with economic rationality as we
understand it today. Patterns of cooperation, of competition, of reproduction
are incomprehensible if separated from the harsh realities of traditional agri-
cultural economics and the specific context of seventeenth-century Italy.
Yet I would follow Jan de Vries and Philip Hoffman who think a single
model is sufficient to understand economic life in the past as in the pres-
ent.”” While our basic unit of reference remains the individual, the family
furnished both security and identity for each member; it governed itself
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and projected its image onto the larger community.®*® This makes it
anachronistic to rank a family socially by the economic activity of its
head, where what really counted was the combined assets, talents, and
connections of all.¥!

Rustics in Montefollonico who were not sharecroppers could either be
fairly prosperous entrepreneurs living a semigenteel life in the castello, or
they could be surviving from hand-to-mouth expedients. Land and houses
were part of the search for security that planted families in specific locali-
ties. Stable families bought and sold land and houses routinely, according to
their needs and abilities. Daughters frequently inherited small patches of
land and houses in their marriage contract, and their fathers exhorted the
grooms to spend their dowry cash on real estate, called stabile. Land was sta-
ble, relative to other forms of wealth that wore out with time. We have no
estimo of property after 1598, making it difficult to establish with precision
which inhabitants of the village owned land, and how much. In any case, the
situation was continually changing. At the end of the sixteenth century, 143
non-noble families (allirati) owned taxable real estate in the jurisdiction.®?
Since the tax role listed many adult males with their brothers as joint own-
ers, it confirms that the great majority of stable families enjoyed land of
their own. In 1598, fully 102 families owned 104 houses in Montefollonico
and another 19 houses scattered in the countryside, a couple of which were
deserted or ruined. A few more qualified as merely caselle or hovels. The
land-sales register makes it clear that peasant land coexisted alongside the
more substantial poderi owned by nobles and other city-dwellers.?* Families
were considered well-off if they owned 100 Florins (400 lire) of real estate,
and fully 60 of the 143 families qualified. Most of the others possessed land
or houses worth at least 50 florins, which gave them a cushion of security.

The market value of the land they owned varied considerably. To keep
animals out, peasants had long practiced closing off their most prized pro-
ductions inside a chiusa (enclosure) lined with hedgerow fertilized with
precious pigeon droppings if these were available.?* If they had to choose
between giving up their grain fields or their vineyards, they abandoned the
former. Vines suited these Tuscan hills, which produced the prized vino
nobile of Montepulciano, worth transporting to distant places such as
Rome.® A little vineyard of 300 plants covering merely a sixteenth of a
hectare required only 3 days’ hoeing annually, and gave 120 kg of grapes
and almost 80 liters of wine.® A single hectare of choice vineyard belonging
to the heirs of Nencio Nannini was estimated at 300 Florins. Few people
chose to devote their land to a single crop, however. Around half (128/250)
of the fields described in the estimo were tended by their owners in a care-
fully varied polyculture. This “promiscuous culture” combined vines, trees,
and arable land for grain or pulses (i.e., beans, lentils, chick peas etc.), all in
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the same field. Instead of planting grain in one patch, vines in another, and
olives in a third, as modern agriculture has been doing since the introduc-
tion of the tractor and combine harvester, peasants lined their fields with
fruit trees, then compartmentalized the land in swaths of grain-bearing
stripes separated by several rows of vines and olive, fig, or mulberry trees.®
Promiscuous culture was a sensible adaptation to Mediterranean ecological
conditions, which helps explain its longevity. The various plants sank their
roots into different layers of the soil, so they did not compete excessively for
moisture and nutrients. Even better, the roots of trees and vines protected
the hillsides from erosion. Winter ground temperature was substantially
higher on these patches than on fields exposed to the elements, while shade
from vines and trees sheltered grains and pulses from the summer sun and
heat. Promiscuous culture made better use of the land, compared to leaving
open or “naked” fields fallow. Landlords left half of the arable land fallow
every year, instructing peasants to plough it repeatedly in order to restore
the moisture and nutrients.® That resting field would still produce olives or
grapes, cuttings for fuel, and leaves for fodder. Finally, placing several crops
on a single plot insured against bad luck and the elements. If bad conditions
harmed one crop, chances were that the others were less affected. Vineyards
and olives cultivated alone accounted for another 44, mostly small, plots of
land, while “naked” arable fields comprised 66 more. The tax role listed only
two fields as specialized pasture land.

Landlords extended promiscuous culture in response to rising
population in the sixteenth century. The crop variety impressed foreigners;
wheat, barley, oats, spelt, millet, vetch, and sorghum for the grains; beans,
chick peas, lupins, lentils, and peas as legumes; cabbages, squash, and mel-
ons were common vegetables; tree crops produced olives, figs, and other
fruits—occasionally including edible chestnuts.® Peasants primarily grew
wheat, and secondarily only minor cereals and legumes. Grain yields in this
part of Italy were mediocre, running on average 4 times the seed, but they
oscillated considerably depending on the vagaries of the climate.”® In addi-
tion to producing food, Tuscan peasants cultivated industrial plants such as
flax and hemp, and mulberry trees on whose leaves silkworms were fed.
Saffron was a prized regional production for culinary use and as a dyestuft.
Peasants and village entrepreneurs produced it on some considerable scale
before 1640. Saffron required considerable kitchen labor to pluck the pes-
tles from the crocus and to dry them on special racks, but some households
produced important quantities of it.”* Most poderi produced olive oil. The
small Tuscan trees gave only 5 to 6 kg of fruit on average. Instead of group-
ing the trees into orchards, peasants interspersed them with other crops.
They carried the fruit to one of the few presses operating in the winter
months, for these expensive machines required animal traction to turn the
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screw. Landlords confined hemp cultivation to their best land; it provided
local looms with raw materials for rough cloth and rope. The cut stalks
macerated in pools of stagnant water until they decomposed enough to
strip off filaments to spin. Flax and hemp did not require much labor to pro-
duce, so peasants could integrate its cultivation into the agricultural
calendar.?? All of these products were purchased by the score of village entre-
preneurs who brokered the supply of agricultural products to the cities.
One striking feature of life in Montefollonico was that everyone worked.
Italians measured each passing day in hours after daybreak, with 12 daytime
hours separating sunrise from sunset, and another 12 night-time hours
beginning at dusk. Hours were long or short depending upon the season.”
Oil for illumination was rare and expensive, so people began their tasks at
dawn. The circumstances surrounding each criminal case allow us to see
hundreds of men and women busy at their chores in the village and in the
fields. The gender asymmetry to work reflected a sensible adaptation to
each family’s overall requirements. Autumn was the season of plowing and
sowing for the men, which they accomplished bit by bit on the arable land.
Following the oxen with the plow required three days’ strenuous labor for
every single hectare.* Fallow land required plowing several times through-
out the year in order to clear the weeds and work the moisture under the
topsoil. Working the land with hoes and spades produced more food in the
end, but it took over ten times as long. Sowing seeds was another laborious
chore, requiring a deft hand to scatter them evenly. With the onset of win-
ter, men beat the olive trees with rods to collect the fruit on sheets spread
out below. The principal winter chore involved rejuvenating the vineyard
by planting an offshoot of an old vine into the earth next to it, and allowing
it to grow its own roots, before detaching it from the mother plant.
New growth required careful pruning of each stalk in order to concentrate
the plant’s nourishment in the remaining buds. This laborious and time-
consuming operation, accomplished in wet, bone-chilling cold and bracing
winds, required some skill with a pruning knife. The roots of each plant
required hoeing and fertilizing, as did the supporting olive trees. In late
winter, the men sowed the beans, peas, and vetch, then cleared the ditches
and edged the fields to facilitate drainage. In spring, families dared not
release the famished livestock from their pens into the planted fields, so
men and boys issued forth with scythes to mow the first grass and hay, load-
ing it onto shoulder harnesses to take back to the stalls. Summer brought
the most intense work of all, to harvest the grain with a sickle one armful at
a time. Men then threshed the grain stalks in the yard next to the farms by
crushing them under a trestle drawn by oxen. They winnowed it there to
remove the chaff, shoveled the kernels into sacks to weigh, then carried
them to the mill one sack at a time to have it ground into flour. Men then
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mixed the straw residue with animal excrement and spread the manure
onto the fields from ox-drawn sleds. Hardly had the grain been stored in
pits and attics in September that the fields fairly bustled with people har-
vesting grapes. The village assembly regulated access to the fields, the vines,
and the trees in the weeks leading up to the official harvest date. In the
meantime, apprehensive sharecroppers and landlords, stick in hand and
dogs by their side, watched the fruit ripen on the vines and stood guard in
order to prevent its theft by indelicate neighbors. For men were protectors
and avengers, too. Everywhere, men accompanied the beasts of burden on
their rounds, leading donkeys laden with grain and other merchandise
along the roads and paths of the district, and taking them by the halter to
more distant towns. Men also performed the forest work, climbing trees axe
in hand to cut branches and strip leaves for animal fodder, collecting bun-
dles of faggots, chopping and pruning branches into rods and stakes, hack-
ing tree trunks into poles and beams for a multitude of uses. A few men
tended furnaces producing charcoal for the communal ovens and glass-
works. A brick and lime kiln also produced raw materials for local con-
struction. The kiln was but a hole in the ground, lined with stones and
equipped with feeders to supply the wood and oxygen.”

Women appeared alongside the men only occasionally, on those days
when every hand served to reap the grain or the grass from the fields, or to
pick olives, chestnuts, or grapes. Women did much of the work weeding the
grain fields in the spring and gleaned the summer straw from the fields to
serve as animal fodder, or to substitute as fuel at home. They confined their
forest work to gathering kindling. Wives and daughters usually worked
closer to the hearth and in a different range of tasks. If they occasionally
assisted the men with a hoe or a sickle, women appear more often in the
criminal records milking the animals, minding the garden, or fetching
water in jugs balanced on their heads. Women enjoyed sole jurisdiction over
the poultry that roamed the streets and gardens of the castello, often
scrounging food off the floors of houses. Women sold the eggs to neighbors
for small change. In addition, they tended to the time-consuming chores of
preparing food, washing clothes, spinning, weaving, and sewing, repairing
the harnesses, baskets, and sacks for a new season.” Tending their children
was an added distraction, to which we will return. One woman complained
to the magistrate that being the only woman on a podere was taxing her
strength: “I stay in my house doing my chores, and I mind my own business.
I’'m so tired for being alone in the house.””’

In the village too, work followed gender specializations. Wine-making
took place in burrows underneath houses, called cantina or else in sheds at
the back. Men produced both the stronger wine for commercial sale and the
weak acquata or vinello for normal family consumption. The Landucci olive
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press creaked to life for a few months every winter, when peasants brought
their olives for pressing to a shed in the courtyard next to their mansion.
Although Montefollonico was not a commercial hub, some men minded a
shop, the butcher-stall, the blacksmith forge, and the pizzicaiolo’s meager
stocks of salt meat and fish. People inspected the pickings in the three or
four houses with miscellaneous articles for sale. Men collected outside the
village palazzo to dispatch administrative business and to clear their
accounts with the magistrate and the gabellaio, make their obligatory decla-
rations, pay their taxes and fees, and organize the departure of their animals
for the trip to the Grosseto salt-pans. Every village required a handful of
artisans, such as the blacksmith, the shoemaker, the tailor, the stonemason,
perhaps a professional weaver producing semifinished cloth for sale. The
tailor needed only scissors, needles, and an iron to be able to fabricate pre-
sentable clothing.”® The blacksmith produced an array of metal implements
and blades with his forge, hammer, tongs, and bellows. Few village men
confined their work to a single activity, though. In addition to shoeing the
heavy livestock, the blacksmith was also a veterinarian of sorts, mending the
wounds of men as well as animals. Versatility was surely a virtue, geared to
ensure a family’s survival. The 40-year old Taviano Nannini presented him-
self to the commissario to throw off the suspicion that he had burgled the
Franciscan kitchen. He explained,

I am a soldier and a sergeant, sometimes I'm a blacksmith and sometimes I
work on my land . . . Ten days ago I went with my horse (a donkey) to Foiano
with the father Provincial and his companion (as passengers), and then I
returned home to Montefollonico to be paid for it . . . T have 20 staia of land
(just over two hectares) and my property with my wife’s dowry is worth
300 scudi. This year I harvested 14 staia of grain and 5 some of wine. I do
what I can, for the harvest I pay it with wine and with oil, of which I have
about 3 staia and a half, and so I get by the best that I can. Sometimes I go to
collect wood with my horse, which I pasture on my own land, sometimes
I take on chores of my own and sometimes I help maestro Camillo,
blacksmith, and for other business, I exercise my hoe.”

Most women’s work took place on the margins of a commercial econ-
omy, in household chores and in the myriad activities that helped make
ends meet. Conversations echoed from the doors and windows of castello
houses, where women stood with infants in their arms. Women gathered by
the communal laundry trough outside the wall, or came to fill their jugs
with water at one of several fountains. Occasional housework for neigh-
bors was one way of supplementing income, but payment for this kind of
service was very low.!® Only twice do wetnurses appear in the records, given
the tiny village market for their services and the distance of the castello from
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the city. The records certainly understate the commercial activities of
women. Many tended a bechive in the gardens next to their houses, con-
suming the honey but selling the wax. How often they sold the cheeses they
made is anybody’s guess. People sought them out when they wanted to buy
a couple of eggs, or a handful of salt, or a pot of wine. Many nimble fingers
prepared saffron. One or two wives of notables sold cloth from their houses,
or ministered the bread oven leased by their husbands, and chatted with
neighbors as they fed dough into its maw. Women dominated, numerically
at least, the low-skilled tasks required by peasant manufactures. A few bus-
ied themselves weaving at a loom or beat and combed wool to prepare
fleece for spinning thread. A loom cost only 15 lire, so they appear both in
castello houses and on sharecropping farms.!! Most women spent long
hours spinning thread from flax, hemp, or wool for home use. Perhaps the
best illustration of the work of women in the textile industry at home
would be their role in raising silkworms. At the end of April, while the crops
ripened in the fields, women placed little pieces of linen containing larvae
into their aprons to spur the maturation with their body heat, or else
inserted them inside their mattresses. The newly hatched worms they laid
onto wooden frames and deposited fresh leaves for them to eat. Periodically
women removed the fetid worm excrement and assorted detritus and
added new leaves, until the worms grew to maturity by the end of May. A
new framework built of twigs gave the worms a support on which to spin
their cocoons. After several days, minders placed the cocoons in the sun or
in bread ovens to kill the chrysalides, sparing some to produce new eggs for
the next year. At the end of the process, they carried the cocoons to owners
of cauldrons in towns, where workers unwound them to make thread.!%?
Maddalena Selvi and her daughter Caterina Romani once identified them-
selves as “spinners,” but the term was a bit disingenuous, as if they wished to
feign humility. The Selvi were among the first brokers of mulberry leaves
and silk spinning in Montefollonico, and the revenues they derived from it
would not have been negligible at all.!®®

Few of the tasks just enumerated needed much in the way of equipment,
except perhaps winemaking that required expensive barrels. A poor family
possessing a ladder, sickles and a scythe, a wooden pitchfork, a couple of
hoes and shovels, some pruning knives, baskets and harnesses would be able
to perform almost any task for anyone who wished to hire their services;
and if several adults pooled their labor, they would do better than merely
survive. Rural entrepreneurs did not need much capital, either. Most pos-
sessed only basic equipment and a donkey, but they could still flourish by
renting mills, presses, and ovens. It would be inflating vocabulary to call
them “bourgeois” or even “merchants,” although a few families roosted not
far below the lower rungs of the aristocracy. Some of them served as agents
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and managers, taking in hand the planting and harvesting of crops,
collecting the taxes, and commercializing the harvest for absentee noble or
ecclesiastical landlords. These people were also likely to lease lands belong-
ing to pious institutions, not extensive enough to consolidate into
autonomous poderi. Landlords established leaseholding pacts called censi
with entrepreneurs who promised to pay 7 percent of the property value in
rent. They could work these lands themselves but often preferred to hire
laborers at a half-lire per day. Living in the village, close to the lands they
leased, these entrepreneurs supervised the work teams themselves. Each
maintained his own small clientele of neighbors and relatives willing to
work with him, for conscientious workers were always in demand.
Leaseholders stocked wine and grain they could supply to a market and
planned to make a modest profit.!*

A good work ethic even served aristocrats well. Noblemen, when they
resided in the village, took an active hand in supervising their sharecroppers
and in collecting and selling their produce. Noblemen enjoyed other forms
of revenue, however, detached from agriculture. Many purchased state
bonds, luoghi di monte, redeemable on request or on term. These bore 4 to
5 percent interest in the early seventeenth century. Living from one’s rents
and financial investments was an ideal situation for aristocrats, and the
Italian bond market was still the most advanced in Europe.!®> Noblemen
held a variety of administrative offices in Siena and its hinterland, if they
were considered suitable for them. These brought them moderate prestige
and an additional modest income. The grand duke reserved more presti-
gious posts for them, such as the “habit” admitting a nobleman to the order
of Santo Stefano. This office required only a few years’ residence in Pisa, but
the income accruing to it lasted a lifetime. Two or three Landucci members
of this military order lived in the village and concerned themselves princi-
pally with agricultural details. Regardless of the social level, everyone in
Montefollonico worked in tandem with others, in an economic world built
on exchange and complementarity of function. If landlords, workers, and
middlemen all understood the need to cooperate with everyone else in
order to flourish, they were certain to calculate their individual advantage
in entering into the bargain.

Most economic exchange took the form of barter, but small coins in a
variety of denominations passed from hand to hand. Money paid taxes,
built a dowry, purchased the bolt of city-made luxury cloth and the jewelry
that we find in postmortem inventories, or paid for evenings carousing in
the tavern. In a bad year, cash reserves could buy provisions of chestnuts
carried in from the Monte Amiata district. Men of every status needed to
find some way of acquiring it. Seasonal work in the Maremma, the sale of
grain, a barrel of wine or an animal, the dispatch of a packet of saffron, a few
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days’ work threshing grain or pruning vines all produced cash.
Sharecroppers and castello dwellers alike hoarded up their coins in pots and
hidden caches. It was best to keep one’s finances a secret from prying eyes,
and to pay debts and make expenditures only when necessary.

The preceding image is a stable one, and indeed, the rhythms of rural
work had not changed much since the late Middle Ages. With the gradual
decline of manufacturing costs in the early modern era, a traditional agri-
cultural economy such as Montefollonico’s provided fairly good results. In
1580, few areas were as commercially dynamic as central Italy, which was
fairly bursting at the seams with people. The continual growth of cities and
small towns, and the transferal there of the most important landowners
brought about important changes in commercial agriculture. Absentee
landlords could no longer supervise the work carried out daily on their
land, and so needed to adopt a system that worked better for them. Long-
term relationships with workers were preferable to short-term ones, for
they reduced the uncertainty for both sides. The solution was sharecrop-
ping, in its Italian form called mezzadria. Sharecropping itself was not a
recent invention. Its elegant simplicity, dividing a crop between the owner
of the soil and those who tilled it, encouraged almost everyone to resort to
it. Widows without menfolk to work for them, priests who lived off specific
patches of land, and anybody who owned some property but had neither
the time nor the energy nor the inclination to perform the work themselves
could have the land worked by someone else without any cash expendi-
ture.!% The sharecropper needed some supervision by the landlord, to be
sure, but if he produced little, he received little in return.

The late medieval novelty saw urban landlords combine adjacent parcels
of land into a self-sufficient farm, a podere, and lease it for several years to a
peasant family by a written pact. By the fifteenth century, the system flour-
ished around cities in central and northern Italy. Sharecropping on poderi
became the most widespread form of land exploitation there from the late
sixteenth century until the advent of mechanized agriculture in the 1950s.
In Tuscany, it accounted for 70 to 80 percent of all cultivated land. We
should assume that any institution so durable must have been erected on
solid foundations of a practical, not ideological, nature. Sharecropping was
advantageous for noble landlords, especially urban ones, who could let out
their lands and livestock to people of little means, while keeping the initia-
tive. They depended upon the diligence of the sharecropping family to pro-
duce an adequate return on their land, and if they were unhappy with their
performance, they could terminate the lease. If satisfied, they could keep
them on the estate indefinitely.!”” Sharecropping also served the interest of
the small tenant who could not afford to buy and feed oxen of his own.!%
Normally, the owners handed over the land and the house and paid half the
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expenses of supplies, the tools, the seed grain, and farm animals, while
peasants paid the other half and supplied the labor of their entire family.
The landowner made a real investment in land and working capital.!® The
system was flexible enough to integrate new plants and products into the
mix without disrupting its basic structure. The landlord often forbade
the sharecroppers to work off the podere, but this entailed providing them
with everything they needed to survive. Poderal sharecropping was never-
theless an urban invention, designed to produce everything an urban family
might consume as well. The landlord or his agent retained the complete
initiative of what was planted, and they instructed the tenant when to sell
the surplus on city markets. The landlord could also authorize hiring day-
laborers and adolescent farm-hands at low wages to help manage the
work.!'® When the landlord lived nearby, he paid careful attention to the
work of his sharecropper and issued daily instructions. This made him a
small-scale trader in agricultural commodities, either out of his barn or
from city storehouses and attics. We find cases of sharecroppers acting in
fiduciary roles, however, making grain and livestock sales on behalf of the
absentee landlord. Noblewoman Penelope Buoninsegna trusted her share-
cropper Vincenzo Gabbiai with the sale of a sizeable amount of grain, the
cash from which he hid in a pile of straw on the barn floor.'!
Montefollonico’s network of poderi was virtually complete in 1620.
There was always some variation, whereby larger ones split up and smaller
ones merged, but the total number never oscillated much from 75, ranging
between 6 and 25 hectares each. Important landlords owned numerous
poderi in several communities. The exemption of property owned by
Sienese nobles from the estimo makes it impossible to fix precisely the
degree of inequality of ownership in Montefollonico, but the seventy-odd
poderi surely occupied the lion’s share of the marquisate. We can derive a
general idea of the structure of land ownership around 1660 from a surviv-
ing tax roster.!’? Of the 72 identifiable poderi owners, only one, Valentino
Rubenni at Sant’Antimo, worked the land himself. Nobles held the largest
share, with the Landucci alone owning a quarter of the farms. The Foresi,
Buonamici, Buoninsegni, and Moreschini owned only eight poderi among
them. Sienese nobles not resident in the village owned another 16 poderi,
making 42 noble-owned farms in all, a clear majority. Ecclesiastical institu-
tions, principally convents of nuns in Siena, Montepulciano, and Pienza,
owned 13 poderi. Their administration also fell largely to Sienese nobles.
About 10 percent of the poderi belonged to the community itself, via the
confraternity, whose revenues funded so many charitable initiatives. Only
eight poderi belonged to non-noble houses in the village; the Selvi and
Mazzoni owned two small ones each, the Nutarelli, Barbieri, Carpellini, and
Miseri possessed only one each. While individual families gained or lost
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land, consolidated poderi, or split them up, this pattern remained substantially
the same at the end of the century. This tabulation of ownership of individ-
ual farms is a bit misleading, however. If we look at the 14 poderi most
heavily taxed in the 1660s, the village confraternity, local and Sienese
nobles, and the religious institutions account for all of them.

In order to achieve the proper balance between land and workers,
landowners periodically replaced the family working on their podere. This
mobility of labor was critical to the working of the system. But this mobil-
ity did not disrupt family life, because the entire family moved together.!!?
The Sienese state’s largest landowner, the Ospedale della Scala, regularly
sent inspectors to assess each podere’s productivity. If there were not enough
adult men to produce grain for the city, the family would have to be evicted
and a more suitable one brought in to replace them. Many broken families,
deprived of a male breadwinner, withdrew from the farms to finish their
days in poverty in the castello, surviving on the odd-jobs grouped commu-
nities offered.!!'* An appropriately sized family spared the sharecropper the
trouble of hiring extra labor, although he might hire extra hands at key
moments such as reaping. More often, the sharecropper hired a young lad,
a garzone, to mind the livestock and to help with farm tasks. He sometimes
paid their tiny salaries with second-hand clothing.

Podere sharecropping pulled the population down from its medieval
castello dwellings and established it on self-sufficient farms. But the podere
was often too small for the peasant family to live comfortably. The share-
croppers’ chief headache was debt, particularly when grain prices sank after
1630. Cristoforo Selvi and his son-in-law Luca Romani quarreled often with
their sharecroppers because Colombaio and Casaccie were the smallest
farms, each six to seven hectares of partly wooded high-altitude land.
Casaccie still yielded the sharecropper 131 staia of wheat, chick peas, and
minor grains in a bumper year (1639), enough to feed ten people.!'® A poor
harvest would leave the sharecropper without enough grain to survive. He
would need to borrow food and seed grain from the landlord’s portion.
Peasant families could compress their own consumption to escape debt,
and sell off their own portion of the livestock or part of it along with much
of their share of the wine and cheese, but many, perhaps most of them, owed
money to their landlord. Sharecroppers went first to their padroni to request
aid and loans. Common sense compelled the landowner not to refuse, even
if reimbursement seemed unlikely, out of fear that desperate peasants might
abandon everything and that it might be difficult to find replacements.!!®
The impact of this debt is difficult to gauge. Landlords sometimes appeared
before the magistrate to exact repayment from former sharecroppers, for
sums in the hundreds of lire.!"” Taking a sample year, following the difficult
harvest of 1626, just under a dozen cases of sharecropping debt came before
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the village commissario. Giovan Felice Foresi brought forward six of those
himself. He was in some difficulty and needed to mobilize all his credits to
stave off bankruptcy. In three or four cases landlords employed the court to
drive off the sharecropper. Cesare Landucci gave notice to Santi at Perezzeta
after complaining about his excessive cutting of trees on the podere wood-
lot, for grazing other people’s livestock on his land, and for raising other
people’s pigs there (no doubt sharing the “fruits”) without asking permis-
sion. Driving sharecroppers from a podere and into another jurisdiction just
made it harder for landlords to collect debts, however, and the heirs of
indebted sharecroppers were free to repudiate their father’s inheritance.!'®
There was also a legitimate fear on the landlord’s part that the sharecropper
might give up and leave the land untended. Fabrizio Landucci railed against
Santi Morbidi who without warning left the Pozzo di Qua podere to take up
another belonging to the sanctuary of San Biagio.'” Ongoing debt might
have been a structural cost to the landlord as much as the sharecropper, if
the latter could not reimburse him. It would pay to analyze the charitable
clauses in Sienese noblemen’s wills to see how often they pardoned share-
croppers their debts as a pious gesture. Just as debts to shopkeepers formed
part of a continuing relation between buyer and seller, to the buyer’s advan-
tage, landlords may have retained indebted families on their property in the
hope of someday recovering their loan. Pardoning sharecropper debt was a
way of maintaining a working relationship as well as clientage ties, which
were often the same thing. Landlords probably pressed their tenants harder
in the eighteenth century when the denser rural population made alterna-
tive reliable families easier to find. Sharecroppers’ debts could not be liqui-
dated by having them sow more seed, for grain was expensive to produce.
A few good harvests could be costly for someone already with bulging
stocks of grain to sell. The cereal production of the Sienese territory
declined even faster than the population, after international grain prices
collapsed in the mid-seventeenth century. Landlords actively curtailed
wheat-growing and thus limited the harvest to whatever they thought was
adequate for peasant survival.!?’

A more workable solution to recover credits was to allow tenants other
means of making some money. Many sneaked off the podere to perform
chores for someone else, a venial sin if it entailed work with hand tools, but
a more serious one if the sharecropper rented out the landlord’s ox team
and pocketed the fee.!?! More commonly, village entrepreneurs banded
together the menfolk into work details to reap and thresh grain on
Maremma estates.'?? With a lira for each day’s work—twice the going wage
of work at home, and comparable to the wages of a skilled artisan in
Siena—men returning from there could meet their most pressing
payments.'?* We see one expedition to the estate of La Marsigliana to harvest
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grain in mid-July 1631. A spry sextegenarian, Santi di Gilio, completed the
60 to 70-kilometer trip on foot in just two days!'?* Another group left just
after the grape harvest in October 1646, following their Petroio “corporal,”
maestro Jacomo Rossi. They planned to be gone only a week. Alongside the
reapers, or segatori, provisioners took flasks of wine to sell to the coastal
workers while other peasants made a lire or two by selling bread and other
necessities to their work companions on the trip. Jacomo Crocchi, who
leased the bread oven, helped at the butcher’s stall, and provided wood and
charcoal for village ovens and forges, was a typical recruiter. He assembled
20 men to work five days in the Maremma at the end of August 1655.1%
Whatever the weight of debt they carried, sharecropping gave peasants
access to land and large livestock for most of their lives. It turned them into
versatile producers with a wide range of skills. Tempered by the paternalism
of urban landlords, sharecropping was a form of agrarian capitalism well
suited to early modern Europe.!? It resolved the landlord’s moral hazard by
having the tenant share the profits and losses in every harvest. The relation
exploited sharecroppers if they could not escape from harsh provisions, but
abandonment or repudiation of an inheritance occurred often enough to
make the landlord wary of demanding too much. In the seventeenth cen-
tury, peasant hands were cheap but not plentiful. Still, mezzadria required
patience and a high degree of cooperation between landlords and their
sharecroppers for work to proceed smoothly. Of the 500 criminal disputes
in Montefollonico, only 11 revealed deep tensions between peasants and
their bosses. Like disgruntled employees everywhere, resistance to the land-
lord could take the form of foot-dragging, dissimulation, desertion, pilfer-
ing, and so on.'” Landlords had good reason to think their sharecroppers
would hide portions of the harvest from them. The issue of respective rights
could never be clearly resolved. Landlords enjoyed strolling out to their
estates whenever they wished to pick fruit from the trees and vines, as it
made their ownership real. Sharecroppers preferred to settle accounts in
little ceremonies that separated their share out from their employer’s.
Margarita, wife of Vittorio Monaci, ruptured the bond with her landlords
Cristoforo and Maddalena Selvi, and their daughter Caterina, not merely by
refusing to help them gather up their share, but by demanding an equal
portion for herself. “You ought to tell us first if you want to pick chestnuts;
don’t you think it’s right?” Caterina Selvi retorted, “If 'm on my own prop-
erty, don’t I have the right to come when I want?” When Caterina asked
Margarita to go pick some garlic for her, the peasant woman shot back,
“whoever picked the chestnuts can go pick the garlic, since you come here
with a bunch (branchi) of people!” This was not Margarita’s first quarrel
with her padroni. A month before, she had tried to hide the dried chestnuts
from Maddalena Selvi and took issue with rumors Caterina Selvi spread on
her account. “She said that I am a slut (porca); I am a slut as much as she
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is ... 'm a slut as much as you (te) and a whore as much as you are!” and
threateningly waved her stick at mother and daughter from her perch on
the farmhouse balcony. Cristoforo Selvi complained of this outrage to the
commissario, invoking the “good and holy laws” that would punish those
who insulted their superiors, and the magistrate decreed her expulsion
from the farm.!?

Reciprocally, difficult landlords would bully their sharecroppers
with constant surveillance and continual reproofs. Much of the tension
revolved around the need to integrate livestock into the agricultural system.
Livestock-raising was crucial to traditional agriculture. Historians often
neglect it, because government officials emphasized urban grain provisioning
instead. Seventeenth-century landlords expanded animal husbandry, in
part because falling grain production made room for other activities.
Desplanques calls livestock a “necessary evil,” required to draw the ploughs
and fertilize the fields.'? Animal husbandry ensured peasant survival when
grain was scarce; they could sell livestock they did not consume. Bovine
animals could pull plows, provide manure for the fields, and supply milk,
meat, and hides. The tractors of their day, a team of oxen constituted tangi-
ble wealth. The Landucci sold a pair of oxen for 25 to 30 scudi per animal in
1624, each equivalent to the annual income of a sharecropping family.!*
Given that Tuscan soils were fairly loose, and that ploughs were lightweight
implements, most poderi required only a pair of them.!®! Large livestock
was expensive to maintain, so owners rented cattle out continually for
plowing, drawing sleds and more rarely carts, turning presses, and thresh-
ing (where they helped crush the stalks). Bovine animals were dear to peas-
ants, who bestowed names on them and called to them while they worked.

Mules and donkeys shared these burdens. Owners prized mules for their
capacity to carry heavy loads of 150 to 200 kg and they were surer and faster
than donkeys. Horses carried weights as great as mules, were swifter and
more docile, and could reproduce too, but these fragile animals required lots
of water and precious cereals in addition. So, large animals such as these were
not numerous and were very expensive. Peasants and landlords bought them
at fairs in Montalcino and Radicofani, Sarteano and Foiano, where buyers
and sellers converged from distant places.!** More widely seen and used
because it ate much less, the donkey was the commonplace beast of burden,
costing a few dozen lire depending upon its age and condition. There were
scores of them in Montefollonico, and peasant families owning one rented it
to neighbors as often as they could. Wheeled vehicles were a rarity in central
[taly: carts appear only once or twice in Montefollonico documents.'*?

People kept few animals for just one purpose. Pigs were the
notable exception; peasants slaughtered these in January and February,
and then put their salted flesh in skins. Hog producers required
forest scrub, which fortunately for Montefollonico was not lacking.
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The granducal census of 1640 counted only 40 pigs, proportionally only a
third of the number found in France’s wooded Perigord. Podere invento-
ries imply that their numbers were far greater than reported figures.'**
Sheep were the most common livestock, and every podere bred a few of
these polyvalent animals. An adult, fully grown sheep might have weighed
only 10 to 13 kg, compared with the modern figure of 50 kg. Sheep
yielded only 3 to 4 pounds of poor-quality wool used for making mattress
stuffing and homespun, for these were not the prized, fragile merino
sheep of the Mezzogiorno. They produced cheese primarily, the small
wheels of cacio pecorino that played an important part in the peasant diet.
Landlords and tenants prized sheep for their manure too, which con-
tained a higher azotic and phosphoric acid content than that of horses or
cattle. People occasionally fought over piles of manure mixed with straw.
Goats were the archetypical peasant animal for they would eat almost
anything and produced two kids every year. Their skins served to trans-
port liquids, their fleece made rope, their melted fat made candles, and
their meat fetched high prices. Widow Corintia Bai once sold a kid for 9.5
lire, more than the annual rent of a village dwelling!'%

People who did not own such animals needed to rent them, usually by a
contract called the soccida or stima, enabling them to acquire a mixed herd.
Valerio Sonnini rented from Anacleto Barbieri at Felline, a modest podere,
four oxen, one donkey, and thirty-six sheep, for example.!*® Renting ani-
mals entailed the same moral hazards for landlords and tenants as renting
land. The sharecropper tended to the feeding, to the birthing, milking, and
shearing of the animals and shared the “fruit” in the form of newborns, milk,
and fleece. Peasants could consume or sell their share as they saw fit. Some
peasants took on more heads in spring in order to resell them fattened in fall,
so it is difficult to fix the exact numbers they managed. One of the costs of
raising livestock was salt, which spurred the animal’s appetite, increased its
fertility, and produced finer and more abundant wool. Salt was necessary to
preserve the pork for the year, just as salt was an essential ingredient in mak-
ing cheese. Since salt was a government monopoly, livestock-raising helped
fill government coffers.'”

The drama of livestock-raising was that each head consumed annually
eight to ten times its weight in plant matter. Large livestock required entire
fields of grass and hay for their nourishment, and this explains why
peasants left fallow so much land. They slaughtered calves very quickly in
order to provide veal for the table and milk from the heifer. Despite the
important place of livestock in the economy, little was grown specifically to
feed them. Where scrub land was not abundant, their owners would have to
find substitutes.!* Feeding animals was the greatest strain on community
life in early modern Europe, and it required the most attentive regulation to
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avert conflict. After the grape harvest, the community declared the arable
land “empty” or “vain” and the rights of landowners on it lapsed. Boys then
led animals out to graze on the stubble and the weeds, apparently for free.
Domenico d’Ascanio, garzone of Anacleto Barbieri, testified,

I mind the sheep, I take them out everywhere to graze, in particular at
La Fratta, at La Lista, on the plain, and along the roads. I've never inflicted
damage with them, but I can’t speak for others. I usually go out with others
(garzoni), like those of Papi (Rubenni) or those of Valerio at the Colle. We see
other people, like the women picking up wood, those who mind oxen, and
other people along the roads.'*

Peasants also pastured animals on scrubland, where they scavenged the
undergrowth and the tips of trees. Animals living in the underbrush and
scrounging for food were scrawny and covered in sores. They spent the win-
ter enclosed in stalls and pens, confined to tight spaces in unhygienic con-
ditions, and fed on whatever plant matter their owners could afford. The
lack of forage was especially critical in early spring, before the grass grew tall
enough to scythe. Mediterranean peasants since antiquity stripped the
branches of deciduous and even coniferous trees to provide winter fodder
for them and planted elm trees along the edges of fields with precisely this
aim in mind. The glands and leaves of oak, chestnut, and ash-trees, vine
cuttings, grape residue, olive and nut mash, all constituted food for them.
Men climbed trees to hack off branches or cut them at the trunk and then
stripped the leaves and branches for fodder. Grazing infractions called
danno dato multiplied between March and June, when women and children
pulled up the grass everywhere they could and damaged the hedges that
kept animals out of the planted fields. The rich and the poor often fought
over straw; the rich for making manure, the poor for fodder and for fuel.'*

The only alternative to these expedients was to graze the animals on
the Maremma coast. Transhumance was a well-organized process since the
fifteenth century, when the Sienese state regulated it to raise revenue. The
Maremma opened its pastures to flocks between Ist of September and
1st of May, under the aegis of the Monte dei Paschi bureaucracy. It generated
thousands of scudi every year for the state. Landowners privatized much of
the pasture they grazed on during the seventeenth century, with a corre-
sponding loss to the exchequer. Private owners then rented their lands to
grazers for whatever the market would bear. Every pasture yielded some
“fruit” or another, whether it referred to grass, leaves, acorns, chestnuts,
rosemary, or broom. Not many Montefollonico landlords owned flocks
numerous enough to require transhumance, however. The Nutarelli are the
only family that I find had such dealings with the Monte dei Paschi.'*!
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Whatever the solution adopted, one gets the impression that there were
too many animals relative to the forest, coppice woods, and pasture land in
the district. So the damage inflicted by straying livestock was another struc-
tural feature of agriculture. Every civil register has pages and pages filled
with danno dato complaints, and they constitute but a small portion of the
total number of incidents. Most claims verified by village estimators ranged
between 1 and 5 lire, but many single instances were far more serious. An
errant donkey entered Fabrizio Landucci’s garden next to his house,
knocked over the barriers, and trampled cane fences, inflicting 35 lire worth
of damage on four fig trees. An ox forced its way into the chiusa of Giovanni
Battista Magnoni and ate saffron, vines, figs, and olives worth 25 lire—six
months consumption of grain for an adult! Voracious goats constituted a
Mediterranean ecological disaster. Domenico Goracci’s 41 goats and a pig
straying from Petroio inflicted 49 lire worth of damage to the woods of the
confraternity, during the famine of 1649. These same goats soon after
devoured 15 staia of grain, 23 pounds of flax, and 1 staia of seed in one day,
and a furious commissario jailed Goracci for it.!*?

Magistrates dismissed as disingenuous claims by peasants that their live-
stock did no damage to the neighbors’ land. Most people found informal
ways to compensate for damage so as not to involve the village assessors and
the magistrate, which entailed additional costs and constituted an escala-
tion of conflict. This reinforced their reputation for fair dealing in the com-
munity and imposed a moral obligation on others to deal fairly with them
in turn. Much of the damage was unintentional: child custodians frolicked
as the animals trampled the grain or chewed on tender vine-shoots. But
many accusers argued that the damage was willful, that the youths herded
their animals into protected zones, lifting barriers out of the way. So there
existed a consensus on what was inevitable and what was cheating. Feeding
animals, more than anything else, forced Tuscans to work cooperatively.
The entire rural economy depended upon a myriad of mutually beneficial
exchanges fostering cooperation and reciprocity among neighbors, land-
lords, and tenants. Nevertheless, the same people were deeply competitive
and awaited occasions to seize the advantage.



Competition

A Civil Arena

Il lupo sogna le pecore, e la volpe le galline

(The wolf dreams of sheep, the fox of hens)

Humans, like primates, expect their fellows to cooperate and react with
outrage when others do not conform to the rules. Is the desire for justice
not another human universal? Anthropologists recognize an amazing
diversity in laws and customs around the world, but they have good reason
to think that an individual sense of justice emerges in early childhood,
rooted in the same reciprocity that underpins daily collaboration.!
Notions of right and wrong are rooted in our emotions. Virtually univer-
sal are rules forbidding killing members of one’s group, stealing objects in
others’ possession, raping virgins, or seeking adulterous relations with
married women. Universal, too, is the notion that individuals are respon-
sible for many of their actions. We know that people everywhere deliber-
ately lie, dissimulate, and otherwise cheat their superiors, their peers and
their subordinates.> Cheating and deception come naturally, and every-
body practices them to some degree. These tricks are held in check only by
virtue of a universal vigilance against them, and by the implicit threat of
vengeance. Not only do we resent the people who cheat us, we can also
empathize with victims of violence or duplicity and feel delight in teaching
the perpetrators a lesson.’ This sense of rules and the order that results
from it certainly predates the elaboration of law, which is principally a
codification of the informal rules humans and primates live by.*

In a regime of moral autarky, before the advent of efficient judicial
institutions, families restored the balance through retaliation and
vendetta. Vengeance, however, led to a never-ending cycle of violence
between extended families and clienteles, and the cost of restoring the
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equilibrium could be very high.> In Europe, early feudal lords meted out
more objective justice from their castles. Later, cities imposed their own
tribunals on their rural hinterlands in the late middle ages to check
endemic unrest, and to cast miscreants into urban dungeons. We must not
assume that rustics always preferred to settle accounts among themselves.
Tuscan peasants felt very strongly that they had rights that their peers and
their social superiors must respect, and the magistrate and his court were
bound to uphold them.®

All states recognized two variants of justice: civil (who owes what to
whom) and criminal (who did what to whom). Rustics appeared routinely
as plaintiffs in civil suits.” Few peasants possessed any legal instruction in
the proper sense, but they manned village councils and served occasionally
as priors, village estimators, and santesi who helped administer the confra-
ternity. They knew the procedural universe from watching and from par-
ticipating themselves in local decisions.® All heads of household declared
their revenues: the amounts of grain they harvested or grapes they pressed.
Many composed their testaments before the notary, argued the clauses of
marriage pacts with their future in-laws, answered presentments to the
court to discuss and compose their debts, and debated their share of a
danno dato claim. Sharecroppers knew, and probably negotiated, the
clauses of their sharecropping pacts and calculated mentally how they
could soften its hard edges by turning the spirit and letter of the written
instrument. If legal training was a rare commodity, legal intelligence was
much more widely shared. People with little experience could always draw
upon free legal advice from neighbors who were much more practiced.

In Italy, the reparative function of the judiciary prevailed over the puni-
tive one, dovetailing neatly with the activity of confraternities and guilds to
contain and settle conflict.” Magistrates wielded various instruments to
protect people from abuse by less scrupulous neighbors, without creating
durable wounds in the public body. The marchese and his feudal officials
could punish an offender to the full extent of the law—if they considered
it salutary to do so. This would have been counterproductive to the peace-
making process, however.'” The response to danno dato illustrates their
propensity to de-dramatize routine discord. Low-level courts all over
Europe resolved grazing misdemeanors and abusive exploitation of other
people’s property. In England, manorial courts made “presentments” of
people charged with “hedgebreaking” offenses, that is, removing branches
for fodder and fuel from hedges that kept foraging animals out of planted
fields. The procedure allowed those charged to challenge their accusers,
although they rarely did so."' In Tuscany too, hedgebreaking and abusive
grazing were common offenses, but neighbors usually composed them
without involving the village assessors. Even when apprised of an offense,
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the magistrate decided not to proceed against the culprit if the parties
could settle it out of court, for a few lire. Once a magistrate convoked the
perpetrators, the affair became a low-intensity civil suit. Offenders paid
court costs, paid the assessment of the estimators, paid for the damage
inflicted, and paid modest fines too, pronounced without appeal to the
auditore, all on the word of the messo, the constable, or the guard of the
confraternity estates.!> Only occasionally would magistrates consign
culprits to jail, for negligent behavior causing great damage.

Sharecropping put half the loss to danno dato on the peasant cultivating
someone else’s land, so mezzadri were on the lookout for offenders. They
stood to lose substantial income if neighbors exploited them unchecked.
Danno dato incidents triggered about a third or a quarter of all assault and
battery cases, including at least two homicides, both entailing axe blows to
the head. Most perpetrators were mere boys, sometimes off playing
while their animals strayed. They often lifted barriers and opened passages
through hedges to sneak their animals into forbidden pastures at dusk.!?
When the tenant caught one doing it, he rushed up to the youth and bat-
tered him with sticks or stones, felt to be a better lesson than a delayed
denunciation to a patient magistrate. Lorenzo Chigiotti bludgeoned young
Niccolo Pilacci after finding the latter’s sheep in an enclosure that he was
renting from Cesare Landucci and that he had planted in barley and
pulses. Lorenzo initially denied hitting Niccolo hard enough to draw blood
but justified himself anyway, “I had to get the sheep out of the enclosure,
so that they didn’t cause any further damage.”!*

Danno dato was the most contentious issue between neighbors arbi-
trated “civilly” before the village magistrate. Magistrates prosecuted as
danno dato even the deliberate theft of crops in the fields. This cheating
was quite clearly malicious, but only infrequently prosecuted by criminal
procedures. It often resembles a passive form of sharing, similar to the tol-
erance of allowing women to pick vegetables in other people’s fields.
Mothers sometimes sent their children to pluck figs and grapes from a
neighbor’s enclosure.!® The children were caught and questioned, but their
mother was never prosecuted. Landlords probably preferred to close their
eyes to a misdemeanor committed by a social inferior. It gave them a moral
credit they could redeem in future.'® The magistrate could proceed differ-
ently, if he wished, invoking the accused’s diabolical spirit and criminal
intent. Prosecuting danno dato cases criminally often seemed too rigorous,
even if the victim was clearly upset. One farmhand, Domenico, out mind-
ing his master’s sheep, crept into Benedetto Crocchi’s vineyard and picked
some grapes. The owner happened to come by and caught him in the act.
“Thief, give me back the grapes you stole!” Domenico dropped two
bunches and ran off with a handful of fruit, and in his panic, fled the
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territory completely. No one doubted that these were premeditated thefts,
often committed by seasoned cheaters.!” Other people—such as the poor
woman who cut cabbages in the friars’ garden at dusk—surprised in the
act, sometimes fled the village fearing stern prosecution.'® In small com-
munities such as this one, not many people routinely committed such
depredations, but there were some. Scipione Barbieri, like many landlords,
slept in his fields during the summer armed with a stout stick. He
ambushed Paolo Finucci stealing his figs and had him cast into jail. A wit-
ness testified that Paolo boasted that he knew the whereabouts of all the
fruit in Montefollonico. “Everybody knows that Paolo’s a public fruit-
stealer, so it must be true, and everybody complains about him.” People
were right to be indignant because Finucci was comparatively well-off; his
wife’s dowry was twice the village average.!” Yet the commissario launched
a civil suit. He only handed down stiff fines on several occasions, aug-
menting them in the case of people living outside the jurisdiction (and
presumably more difficult to prosecute).

Most other civil litigation reflected the use of judicial pressure by cred-
itors against neighbors who owed them money, in a world where everyone
owed debts to others and where people repaid them episodically. There
was widespread suspicion that prosperous people built their fortunes by
squeezing social inferiors in litigation, cheating them of their due.”* “Go to
justice!” was a taunt that people of the better sort hurled back against
claims for payment. Studying civil cases quantitatively lets us see how the
magistrate managed these financial wrangles. Affairs coming before his
bench fell into several baskets. Landlords litigated with sharecroppers who
cheated them, or used the court’s solemn procedures to turf them out.
Poor nobles and other landlords often lamented that sharecroppers were
inveterate cheaters who had to be watched closely. Sometimes such cases
passed into the criminal records.?! Brothers who exploited a podere in
common might repudiate their share of a debt or a dowry portion accru-
ing to a sibling once they split their inheritance, a favorite ploy.?* Debt
recovery was the thorniest issue. Many debts were secured on third per-
sons, who stood to have their own property seized on account of someone
else’s tardy payment. Villagers based their credit on the trustworthiness
and the reputation of the borrowing party. Should the debtor die, or
should some unforeseen event change the overall context of the debt rela-
tion, a creditor could sue to recover his property. He might be content to
take instead other merchandise, or else credits the debtor held on other
people. Creditors would also go to court to have the debt recognized by the
tribunal, so that they might convert it into an asset they could spend.?®
They could press the judge to issue them a gravamento, by which the con-
stable and the bailiff would confiscate the debtor’s property. These pawns
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would then be sold to pay the debt and the court costs too. Some men
appeared often in court to demand small sums from an array of creditors
without their reputation suffering from it; the shoemakers, blacksmiths,
and butchers all operated in this manner. Nevertheless, there appears to be
no direct relation between wealth and power, on one hand, and the incli-
nation to sue neighbors to recover credits, on the other: Anacleto Barbieri
and his son Lorenzo did not press the judge for action very often. The most
litigious individuals figure as reluctant payers as well as impatient credi-
tors. The same men figure often in the criminal registers too: Bernardino
Biagi, Jacomo and Francesco Crocchi, Francesco Miseri, Scipione Barbieri.

Each party argued its case before the judge without the aid of
lawyers, although probably not simultaneously in order to avoid heated
exchanges arising from offended virtue.?* Most commercial transactions in
Montefollonico involved very paltry sums, and so the agents never commit-
ted the details to writing. Sharecroppers demanded small sums for unpaid
wages from employers. Unpaid rent, recovery of a pawn, the retrieval of a
tool, the remainder of an incomplete transaction would never justify a writ-
ten notarial contract. The creditor had no proof to his claim other than his
reputation for straight dealing. Creditors sometimes presented their case
with the support of an account book, a ledger, or some other legal instru-
ment. Many people kept shop books or sharecropping ledgers, less as an
accounting tool than as a check against cheating. People who were unable to
make the entries in their own hand turned to guarantors, relatives, or
patrons who could. A few such books belonging to humble people survive:
the carpenter Pierantonio Faluschi’s book still has wood chips wedged
between its pages. The sharecroppers Girolamo and Santi Maccari inserted
a variety of documents and operations into the pages of their book.?®
Village artisans and leaseholders of communal assets routinely displayed
these to the judge to collect payment from numerous clients at a time. For
creditors these papers reduced the transaction risks considerably. Judges
used these written “proofs” when they had them, but they accepted hearsay
and witness reports too, all part of a pubblica fama.?® On the basis of these
documents and sworn testimony, the magistrate decided on the validity of
the claim and then issued some execution warrant. Where issues of succes-
sion and tutelage prevented the judge from seeing clear in the murky depths
of family secrets, he could ask the bishop to proclaim a monitorio. People
with knowledge of suspicious actions (such as the theft of a receipt for
dowry payments obliging the in-laws to pay the dowry twice over) could
reveal them to the priest in the secret of the confessional.”” Neighbors
whispered there what they knew of family secrets.

To learn the identities of litigating parties, I have selected all the cases
for several months of 1619 and five unexceptional years: 1627, 1635, 1644,
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1655, and 1667.® There was little evolution—except that after 1650, the
ecclesiastics, being more numerous than previously, appeared more often
as instigators. What leaps to our attention is that people instigated civil
proceedings against their equals, and their social inferiors, but only infre-
quently against their superiors. In 1627, 73 individual litigators brought
claims against over twice as many defendants, though some people
appeared several times. Four of the creditors and a larger number of defen-
dants were women, not always widows or spinsters. Five of the 65 litigants
in 1635 were similarly women. They might represent themselves or even
their husbands, if absent. The ability of women to litigate varied a great
deal with their social status, their wealth, and their connections—and no
doubt with their strength of character too.** Lucilla di Marcantonio, the
sbirro’s wife, was twice agent and once a defendant in 1619 and appears
twice more as an agent in 1627. Casually insulted once as a moglie di sbirro,
Lucilla was no pushover. Fourteen noblemen brought claims in 1627
against two noblemen and a noblewoman, six men of the middling sort,
and forty-one peasants (two of whom were women). Noblemen were not
subject to the magistrate’s authority but they could marshal the court
against people who were. Pretia, wife of the sharecropper Vincenzo
Mazzoni, complained to the judge that the Sgr Giovan Felice Foresi was
not subject to the jurisdiction and that his complaint was illegitimate. She
threatened to charge him with harassment (molestia).*® Risky behavior on
her part? Foresi was suing all his debtors in a desperate attempt to save his
own patrimony. Portia di Adriano, another married woman, challenged a
civil presentment from Sgr Flavio Buonamici. The entrepreneur Arenio
Barbieri demanded “with all due reverence” that Buonamici prove his alle-
gations more substantially.®! Still in 1627, men of the middling group too
litigated often, with 23 individuals bringing suits against 11 men of the
middling group and 52 peasants, 4 of them women. They prosecuted but a
single noble and no ecclesiastic, who would not have accepted a challenge
from a commoner before the marchese’s magistrate. Finally, at the bottom
of the hierarchy, 32 peasant litigants (including 3 women) sued 15 minor
notables and 31 other peasants. The literate Benedetto Stefanucci managed
multiple lawsuits simultaneously (seven as the creditor, twice as the
debtor) in what appears to be a pattern of peasant chicanery.

After 1650, there was no fundamental shift in these patterns, even if
ecclesiastical institutions and individual priests launched more suits. The
confraternity launched a few cases in 1655 through its lay manager
Francesco Crocchi. Twelve priests or representatives of urban pious insti-
tutions (of 66 individual litigants) brought suits against notables and
sharecroppers almost equally. Four noblemen and three noblewomen
availed themselves of the feudal magistrate, also roughly equally against
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notables and peasants. Nineteen male notables brought suits against 25
notables (some figure several times) and 33 peasants. Finally, 26 individual
peasant men brought their own cases to the magistrate, against 15 notables
and 20 peasants. Rustics were not always socially isolated in these contests.
Lucilla Ghezzi, orphan minor of humble background, asked the magistrate
to designate someone to defend her legal interests before the court, and
Fulvio Carpellini consented to do it, presumably as an act of piety.** These
samples tend to show that conflicts opposed people of the same social
group and those in lower orders in a general tussle for resources.”> To
recover their property, peasants could and often did sue individuals
somewhat more prosperous than themselves.

The notables took a severe beating during the mid-century economic
crisis, reflected in a wave of suits against each other. Some of these suits
revealed the plaintiff’s desperation: Jacomo Crocchi’s butcher bills of 7 April
1655 identified people owing small sums for meat consumed a long time
ago.** Once creditors sensed that someone was on the verge of ruin, they
advanced to claim their share. The wounded party would then strike back
in countersuits to recover money owed to him. The bad situation of Carlo
Mazzoni, a semiliterate stonemason who leased village revenues, is a good
illustration. His revenue predictions proved too optimistic in the after-
math of the great famine. He figures as the party sued in 15 different
instances, by a wide variety of people in Montefollonio and beyond. He
brought forward eight suits against the baker, the butcher, the miller, and
the tavern-keeper to recover his debts in turn. If he could not satisfy his
creditors, there was a good chance he would spend time in debtor’s prison.
Imprisonment for debt was so common that there was little stigma
attached to it. It was one way to pressure a creditor who might otherwise
abscond and leave unpaid bills behind. The amount of the debt mattered
little: Valentino Rubenni, the prosperous peasant, threatened Mariana
Bazzi with imprisonment for unpaid rent worth less than two lire. Creditors
menaced with prison debtors whose wives possessed enough property to
satisty the credit. Dowries were a way for couples to put part of their patri-
mony out of the reach of creditors. As property of the bride, its status was
always ambiguous.* Placing a breadwinner husband in prison, and having
him pay for his own incarceration usually convinced their wives to offer up
their own assets voluntarily in exchange for his freedom.

There is not much direct information on imprisonment for debts in the
civil justice registers, barely half a dozen cases of it for the five years men-
tioned above. The principal victims were residents whose business dealings
took them farther afield, into the jurisdiction of the Sienese Corte di
Mercanzia, where debtors were routinely arrested. Nobility was no imped-
iment to imprisonment for debt. Scipione Landucci and his brothers were
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so burdened with debt that they decided to repudiate the paternal estate.
His father’s creditors clapped him into debtor’s prison as soon as he
returned from years of exile. He spent three years incarcerated in the aristo-
cratic dormitory in Siena, while negotiating ways to extinguish his father’s
debts and in so doing become eligible to hold public office.*® The Sienese
salt tribunal held its distributors to ransom too; it confined Arenio Barbieri
to the village palazzo, where he brought a cot and other necessities while he
worked out a compromise.”” Creditors imprisoned other Montefollonico
notables outside the fief, such as blacksmith GiovanBattista Borri in
Sinalunga. What can we conclude? Wealthy people used the courts dispro-
portionately in order to defend their property, but the rules did not favor
them exclusively: hence the public confidence in the institution of formal
justice. We encounter this confidence in criminal justice too.

Criminal Process

The competitive ethic in this face-to-face community often resulted in
criminal action. We are fortunate to possess an exceptional number of com-
plete trials for our village, with the resulting sentences in most cases and
their final mitigation by the marchese. The village commissario and the
auditore in Siena were not the only magistrates with jurisdiction over
Montefollonico’s inhabitants. The diocesan vicar in Pienza prosecuted
delinquent ecclesiastics. These trials record the dialogue between the mag-
istrate and each of the parties in conflict, along with the depositions of the
witnesses. Like most historical sources, the records are not transparent. Trial
transcriptions yield only a partial and slanted picture of the prosecution of
criminal disputes and the punishment of offenders.”® Lurking behind the
vivid procedures we possess, are all the criminal actions never denounced,
or else denounced but never prosecuted. From the archives, we can only
ascertain that people brought some cases to court without ever knowing
what proportion they are of real offenses.® Criminal archives nevertheless
lay bare the web of social relations existing in specific communities.
Moreover, the trials teach us a great deal about judicial procedure, the prac-
tice of inquest and interrogation, the culture of the judges, the tenor of the
sentences, the sensitivity to different crimes. Few of these cases required
much preparation in legal theory. Magistrates often sought extrajudicial
solutions to conflicts.*’ In any event, the commissario did not judge the case
himself, properly speaking, even though he made his opinion clear to the
auditore and suggested appropriate penalties. The auditore functioned
much like a French royal judge, in that the magistrate making the final
decision on guilt or innocence did not concern himself with prosecution.
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The chief objection to those who reject counting and categorizing
criminal cases in Ancien Regime judicial systems would be that in many
ways, the mechanisms for deciding to prosecute offenses resemble our
own. Today, police agents and public prosecutors with finite resources
investigate some complaints over others, on the basis of their objective
gravity or the keen emotions they trigger. In Montefollonico, there is every
reason to think that people never reported the great majority of minor
thefts. Indeed, some of the plaintiffs tell us so. The commissario prosecuted
most such offenses civilly under the danno dato heading, even though the
terms he employed—rubbare, scarpare—clearly denote criminal intent.
Minor thefts, affairs of scolding and insults often appear in the registers,
but the auditore did not punish them harshly, and sometimes he dismissed
them as trifles not worth prosecuting. But it does not follow that he dis-
missed just as summarily cases of housebreaking and nocturnal theft, of
“mugging” (called assassination), of cruel pranks, confrontations in village
squares between armed males, symbolic attacks on persons of rank, homi-
cides and near-homicides. I believe that the archives are a good reflection
of the cases that provoked the most outrage in the victim, in the
magistrate, and in the community at large.*!

Apart from the nobles (who could be prosecuted in Siena—and often
were), none was immune to prosecution. Humble people had immediate
recourse to the tribunal to complain of their betters. Alessandro Fei, a sim-
ple garzone who was shaken up but not hurt in a danno dato confrontation,
marched straight to the magistrate to complain against the priest
Giovanbattista Barbieri, son of Anacleto, and brother of Lorenzo—three
powerful men.* Complained Fei, “I'm a soldier of His Serene Highness
and I'm a respected man, and certain words must not be said to me!”*
Since even known prostitutes went to the magistrate to curb the pranks
played on them by local youths, criminal justice was not something intim-
idating to peasants in their communities. People perceived justice as a
right, and they expected judges to dispense it to everyone equally. The
demand for it underlay the juridical system.**

The commissario usually composed criminal procedures in the first-
person narrative of the participants, complete with the ruses, the outrage,
the meanderings of people not used to giving formal testimony.* In a half-
dozen instances, the accused and the witnesses answered insolently to the
magistrate, who did not always respond to the provocation. The office
of the sindaco dei malefizi put the burden of accusation on a public official,
not the plaintiff, to circumvent a tendency to omerta and secret accommo-
dation. We find a couple of cases in which more powerful people prevailed
upon the sindaco not to lodge his complaint, but the sindaco felt strongly
about justice too, and apparently had little to lose by defying his petitioners.*®
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What is more, just to be safe, he brought forward incidents that resulted
more from horseplay or accidents where the protagonists were clearly
friends still, leaving it up to the magistrate to decide not to carry forward a
charge after listening to the participants and recording their story.*” The
magistrate could also initiate proceedings on the basis of an anonymous
denunciation, or on the advice of an unnamed “friend of the court” (proba-
bly a noble or ecclesiastic exempt from feudal jurisdiction), although this
was not frequent.

The magistrate’s first concern was to prevent an incident from spinning
out of control and giving rise to graver offenses that would polarize the vil-
lage into warring factions. One instrument he wielded was the pace
e tregua by which he ordered both parties in a dispute, and their relatives,
to keep the peace on pain of an enormous fine. The purpose of this
restraining order was to cut short a process that escalated to premeditated
murder and to feud. These were not notarized agreements and must not be
confused with peace accords, called paci, which tend to disappear after the
late sixteenth century. Florentine paci e tregue were documents containing
specific pacificatory articles, secured by a money bond posted by the guilty
party or his guarantors.”® In Montefollonico the pace was instead a decree
that was broadcast aloud by the messo in the village minutes after an alter-
cation.® He announced the magistrate’s suspension of arms first from the
village palazzo, then repeated it before the house of the combatants, and
finally at the oven in the village square. “I proclaimed it loudly, that is, since
I had no trumpet, I shouted it loud.” Villagers within earshot asked for
details they passed along quickly. By issuing the decree, the magistrate
hoped to induce the victim and his family to reflect before acting out their
outrage.”® A fresh confrontation would entail heavy fines levied on the
instigator on the grounds of truce-breaking. Ordering culprits to post
large amounts of money as guarantees would simply not have been possi-
ble for anyone—for richer families were liable to larger fines. I have not
found a single instance in which these monetary penalties were actually
levied on those who dared defy the consequences. Of vendetta incidents
there were several, one of which was fatal. Rinaldo Barbieri ambushed the
messo and confraternity guard Domenico Barbieri with an axe when he
was alone in the woods. Domenico had denounced Rinaldo for repeated
danno dato violations. The auditore sentenced him to death in absentia,
after he fled to Rome.*! Nothing resembling the durable feuds still com-
mon in Corsica ever occurred in Montefollonico, however. The array of
draconian laws devised everywhere in the sixteenth century to summarily
dispatch bandits fell into abeyance.*

After dissuading any retaliation, the commissario moved beyond the
sindaco’s report to record the victim’s complaint, and he examined the
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wounds, if any, himself. In most cases, he described an array of bruises,
scratches, and small cuts, which he sketched into the transcript. Where
women were battered in places not normally uncovered, he deferred to the
description of midwives. Serious cases he referred to a surgeon who
pronounced a medical verdict on their gravity. A mortal wound was one
from which one might die. The commissario asked the plaintiff to name the
people who were present, and this gave him a short list of persons to sum-
mon, beginning with those closest to the affair. He questioned all of them
in secret, after having them swear on the Bible to tell the truth. “I will tell
you how it happened as if I were at my confessor’s knee, I'll tell it true!”>
Not every named witness was called. Women appeared unsystematically,
depending on whether there were other people available. As a rule, women
were not enthusiastic witnesses. They sometimes pleaded poverty, imply-
ing that their testimony would be less trustworthy. The magistrate could
always detain them in order to loosen their tongue, as it happened with
Domenica Fiducci, who dared not denounce the prominent villagers who
tormented the schoolmaster monk until after two days of incarceration.
“After I beseeched the angels to make me remember,” she delivered up the
names the commissario expected, though insisting that she learned it only
through the Voice of the People.** Boys and young men, both victims and
aggressors, suffered no such inhibitions. They were not usually informed
of the reason they were called to testify—but it was an open secret.
Sometimes the messo told them after reading the writ in the street before
the house. The magistrate proceeded by compiling a list of questions
requiring objective answers, first of all to establish the reality of the accu-
sation, and then to determine the particulars. He did not often delve into
the aggressor’s motives, although people usually gave him one. The
dialogue cast the complaint into a legal mould. The magistrate’s questions
probed whether or not blood was drawn, whether or not the victim had
fallen, whether or not the blade had been unsheathed, or whether the
culprit was a militiaman entitled to bear arms for his defense. These specific
markers helped the commissario—and the appellant magistrate in Siena
reading the transcript in order to assign a sentence—determine objectively
the gravity of the offense.

In half a dozen cases, the judge dismissed the incident as unproven or as
so trivial as to be not worth pursuing, but he was careful not to incur
charges of denying justice. Once he heard the witnesses and ascertained the
reality of the charge, the commissario summoned the accused. The law
considered a refusal to appear in court to be a legitimate confession, and
the judge could conclude immediately with a verdict of guilt. In a serious
case of assault or vexation, the magistrate would order the constable to
seize the accused and cast him into the cell under the palazzo floor. If he
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would not confess right away, the magistrate put him back for a day or two
before interviewing him again. If the culprit still did not give something
approximating a confession, the commissario drew up a formal indictment
on which to proceed.”® Only after this stage could he confront the accused
with the witnesses and their testimony and then torture the former to
obtain a truer account. Why such emphasis on confession? It was some-
thing Catholics were required to perform, as something that would con-
tribute to their salvation. A good reason for the commissario to seek a
confession was that forensic science was extremely crude and witnesses’
reports were often inconclusive. A good reason for the accused to con-
fess was that the magistrate always rewarded it with a lighter penalty. If
the testimony against the accused was not overwhelming, the commissario
would be constrained to release him for lack of evidence. Should he let his
animus against the offender inflect his judgment, the auditore or the
marchese could always disown him and place him in an awkward position in
the village.

Torture was not a punishment, but a rough manner of questioning.>
Magistrates reserved it for offenses they considered heinous and meriting
exemplary prosecution, but even then the law strictly regulated its applica-
tion. Confessions under torture could not stand alone, but had to be cor-
roborated by other evidence in order to obtain conviction. Most of its
victims walked away without confessing, or judges assigned them a much
lighter sentence. Of almost 500 criminal cases, we have only one interroga-
tion under torture in Montefollonico, inflicted on a young widow who
acted as an accomplice in the theft of grain from the marchese’s reserve
during the famine of 1648-1649. The amount of money involved was
modest, a few dozen lire, but Rutilio Carpellini had lodged her there to
keep watch over it.>” Her real crime was betrayal of trust. She pinned the
blame on an outsider, who gave her 5 lire to attend a veglia, so he could
scoop the grain out through the cat’s door with a fireplace shovel. In order
to determine if she knew of any accomplices, the magistrate Simone
Mangherini subjected her to the strappado for a few minutes. Asked if what
she testified against Volunnio Bettiber was true (that he had knowingly
purchased stolen grain), she cried, “Signor si!, My God, Jesus, help me! I
told the truth, Signor si, Signor si! Jesus, Jesus!” Asked to give a more
detailed answer, she continued, “Signor si, signor si, that’s what I said, and
I said it as the truth, and I maintain it, Jesus, Jesus, come Madonna del
Carmine!” The commissario then instructed the sbirro to lower her gently
and to readjust her arms. Magistrates tortured at least two men on charges
of attempted rape in Montepulciano and Siena, where the dungeons were
better equipped, but both eventually walked free after suffering months of
confinement.*®
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The testimony complete, judges counted their witnesses and their
qualities and then drew upon their legal education to reach a verdict. Many
trials (162 of about 450 procedures before the commissario) stopped before
reaching this point. Often they aborted just after the denunciation, for lack
of witnesses. Other times, some sort of compromise cut them short.
Magistrates encouraged compromise, for if people pursued every
altercation to its legal conclusion, the whole judicial system would become
paralyzed.”® The marchese intervened to resolve the issue personally in at
least 14 cases, and the Sienese auditore in two others. These resolutions
and interventions notwithstanding, most trials concluded with a verdict,
followed by a sentence. Almost 300 (295) sentences involving 416 defen-
dants survive in our legal registers. The auditore found 176 accused not
guilty, and absolved them. That left 240 more with a penalty pronounced
against them. Six of the accused received a capital sentence, but I doubt an
executioner carried even one of them out, since almost all had escaped,
and the one who stayed was pardoned by the marchese. In a few cases, the
auditore sentenced the culprit to a lengthy prison term, but few prisons
were designed to hold people for long periods, and so Francesco Coppoli
commuted those punishments to several months of exile instead. He also
usually commuted the afflictive penalties of the lash and the strappado,
once the victims consented to make peace. Eleven accused were let off
without punishment on the grounds that it would harden them against
their enemies.

Sometimes, the magistrate justified his sentences: that is, he referred
to legal authorities in pronouncing guilt and assigning a penalty.®® A
favorite reference was Prospero Farinacci, whose Praxica et theorica
criminalis (1616) provided a catalogue of offenses and their possible
mutations. Providing so many “limitations” and “extensions” of a
theoretical case, he invited judges to evaluate, distinguish, and other-
wise split hairs to legitimize a sentence they devised themselves using
their “arbitrary” power.®! Such arbitrary discretion liberated judges
from applying the harsh sentences the legal codes recommended. The
trend was toward softer sentences, and Farinacci gave magistrates good
theoretical reasons to be clement. He expected them to judge the “ani-
mus” of the offender and the special circumstances of the crime. A noc-
turnal offense was more pejorative, since at night one could better
presume evil intent.®? The sex of the offenders or the victims and their
ages should influence them too. Judges treated both women and youths
more leniently than adult men. Women’s quarrels never threatened to
explode into homicidal retaliation, and only one woman was bold
enough to strike a man with intent to do grievous harm. Children were
similarly “irresponsible,” their passions were keener, and their interests
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were more trivial. They did not yet function as “political” beings in the
village arena.®

The Gravity of Crimes

Tra asino e asino, non corron se non calci
(Between donkeys, only kicks prevail)

The sentences reflected the varying gravity of offenses in the minds of
victims and magistrates alike. Their scale of values is easily comprehensible
to us today. Smuggling harmed only the marchese. He ordered that people
wishing to export grain, wine, or animals first buy a license from the gabel-
laio, and that in times of penury no licenses would be issued. Villagers
never denounced smugglers openly to the authorities. The 20 cases figur-
ing in the criminal records usually stem from accusations by the constable,
who hid by the road where animals laden with merchandise passed by. The
sharecroppers intercepted on the roads were usually simple executants for
noble or ecclesiastical landlords who intended to sell their products as they
wished. Enea di Benvenuto trembled when the sbirro Marco intercepted
him with his donkey on the road to Pienza, the latter warning that smug-
gling was punishable with the galleys. “What do you want?” argued Enea,
“the grain wasn’t mine! I was just sent by a priest to take it to another
priest.”®* Few local people received any sentence at all for this offense, and
penalties inflicted on outsiders could not be applied. In villagers’ minds,
smuggling was not an offense likely to create bad feeling between neigh-
bors. For his part, the marchese probably lacked the stomach and the
resources to challenge rich churchmen who had their own champions at
court. Better to close one’s eyes and accept the lesser evil.

People let pass many slights in order not to aggravate relations with
their neighbors, like the woman who did not react until someone stole her
wheat sheaves repeatedly.®® People living in small communities hesitated to
initiate quarrels that could one day haunt them. This discretion is particu-
larly noteworthy regarding property crimes. Everyone was expected to aid
their less fortunate brethren, per 'amor di Dio. When the sharecropper
Niccolo di Matteo caught his neighbor Domenico di Vincenzo stealing
honey from his beehives one night, the latter sought to elicit compassion
from his victim. “The devil made me do it. . . brother, take pity on me, I
did it out of necessity!” Niccolo refuted Domenico with his own argument.
“You didn’t have to do it out of need, you ought to have come to me and
asked me to lend it to you, and out of the love of God I would have helped
you.” An abrupt refusal by Valentino Rubenni, the village’s richest peasant
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to grant a loan of two staia of grain to his son-in-law Francesco Giannetti
provoked an explosion of rage that bystanders considered justified.
Rubenni paid for his tight-fistedness by being a favorite target for thieves,
and by being shunned by people seeking godparents.®

Hunger lowered the threshold of tolerance toward indelicate neighbors
and swelled the number of danno dato complaints. Thefts prosecuted
criminally multiplied. In years of hunger, property crimes became the
most visible category. It is a trite observation to state that in times of
extreme hardship, people stole in order to survive. But our documents are
detailed enough and so nicely complemented by other sources that we can
scrutinize this material more closely. Thefts constitute only 17 percent of
all crimes denounced to the magistrate, or 83 of 487. This works out to
only about three cases annually, although that figure increased dramati-
cally during the famines. This proves that people denounced theft incon-
sistently in a normal year, because it provoked less indignation. There was
a tacit understanding that neighbors could glean off fields just like
animals, once families reaped the harvest. Villagers denied to strangers the
tolerance conceded to neighbors. The sbirro caught Bartolomeo di
Vincenzo from Montalcino in the vineyard of Meco Bello, picking figs.
Bartolomeo reasoned that once the vines had been harvested, anyone
could go in. The commissario clapped him in jail instead. This case
notwithstanding, outsiders do not figure often as scapegoats made to mit-
igate local householders’ fears that a crime wave was in process.®’

Only 10 percent (against 37 individuals) of the sentences for about
300 crimes relate to theft. The auditore found only 22 of the accused guilty;
5 saw at least three-quarters of their sentence pardoned by the marchese,
usually after relatives intervened on their behalf. Of the remaining seven-
teen, two were fugitives who would never return to be hung, and one out-
sider was sentenced to exile. The punishment, such as it was, bore down on
a dozen individuals. Even they were treated very differently. Two individu-
als escaped with three days exile. On six others, fines of less than 50 lire
were imposed, and on one that of 100 lire, although these were not neces-
sarily paid. During the famine, the sbirro subjected a half-dozen individu-
als to two brief hoists of the strappado, with the demand that they repay the
damage. The magistrate inflicted exemplary punishment only on the sbirro
himself, Marcantonio di Paolo, who served an unspecified time on the gal-
leys in the 1620s.

Normally the commissario undertook no action beyond registering a
complaint when the plaintiff could not identify witnesses, even when the
accuser had a suspect in mind. Outside of famine times, the magistrates
scrupulously observed whatever guarantees the law provided against the
arbitrary arrest of stable residents, rich or poor. The most vulnerable poor
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in Montefollonico were widows with children, or old and young women
bereft of the wages of adult men. Few of them lived on sharecropping
farms, which required reasonably intact families just to function normally.
Most of them lived in the agglomeration, alongside more well-to-do
households. The proportion of castello households headed by women with
no adult sons constituted about a quarter or a fifth. We might reasonably
assume that they or their children would steal occasionally foodstuffs in
the countryside in order to survive.*® The light penalties meted out on the
few who figure in our registers suggest that it was worth taking the risk of
getting caught.®” When the famine worsened in the late 1640s, judges
processed other women criminally for plundering gardens. Caterina, nick-
named La Diavola, was stealing about 25 heads of cabbage from the garden
of the friars one evening in December 1648, when maestro Pietro Nutarelli
happened upon her.”’ “Bella cosa!” he shouted, and she ran away, disap-
pearing for several months probably anticipating rigorous treatment.
People denounced women only infrequently, though, for two reasons. One
was that petty thievery on their part did not elicit the same indignation in
the victims. The other likelihood is that they were less liable than men to
commit crimes, even those born out of desperation. None of the women
appears as a recidivist.

Risky behavior everywhere is an attribute of males, especially young
males, who show greater willingness to jeopardize their lives and fortunes
in search of status and attention.”! Men always constituted most of the
accused in cases of danno dato, even during the famine year of 1648—1649.
Men made up the majority of thieves the commissario prosecuted crimi-
nally, too. When someone stole over 85 kilograms of wheat flour and
39 kilograms of millet from a mill one night in January 1653, the commis-
sario proposed the names of needy people nearby who could be plausible
suspects. The victim retorted that “sometimes, richer people are worse.”
The sources corroborate this darker vision.”” We often equate misery with
a propensity to steal, in a fairly mechanical way, as if need were sufficient
motivation. This corresponds neither with patterns of delinquency, as they
occur today, nor with the information obtained from the sources we have
for Montefollonico. The dozen individuals who appear as suspects or
accused on more than one occasion certainly do not conform to the image
of the downtrodden poor, which probably prompted their victims to press
charges. Most of the recidivist thieves in the criminale were married and
had children. The great majority of them lived in the castello and
participated in village institutions of the fief and the church. Their theft
was not a desperate measure, but a predatory act. Lattanzio Pilacci and all
his sons, Niccolo, Vincenzo, and Virgilio, for example, figured frequently.
The commissario investigated Virgilio Pilacci after numerous people
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complained that someone had stolen ripe grapes from their vines in
September 1654. It had been a very cold year, and the grape harvest was
meager. The sbirro described him as “universally decried in the whole vil-
lage, as someone who practically lives from plunder.” Virgilio possessed a
vineyard and land enough to produce 5 some (15 staia) of grain, only a
third of what he needed to feed his wife and two small children, but he was
capable of working for others. Villagers lined up to add their grievances,
describing how he plundered other people’s woods for fuel. A village prior,
Valentino di Rocco, lamented that Virgilio always went armed and unpun-
ished, and since many people were afraid of him, none would testify
against him. Everyone knew he was guilty, from the voce populi. In
October, the sbirro finally received the order to seize Virgilio Pilacci but it
was too late, since he had just packed up his belongings and fled the
Marquisate.”

Villagers subjected men such as these to close surveillance, which is a
leitmotiv appearing over a dozen times in the criminal proceedings involv-
ing theft. When he realized that half a dozen sheaves of grain were missing
from the sled on his field, Arenio Barbieri spent a night hiding nearby. He
caught the sharecropper Agostino Gabbiai in the act early next morning.”
At least a dozen victims went looking themselves for the culprits, aided by
a sneaking suspicion. Cesare Bai thought at once that Francesco di Arenio
Barbieri, a sometime stonemason, and his cousin Rinaldo Barbieri stole
millet from his house while he was at a veglia, because Francesco knew
where he hid his house key. Emboldened by the encouragement of his
neighbors, who shared his suspicions, Cesare lurked around the entrance
to Rinaldo’s house until he spotted his millet. He tricked Francesco into
confessing the crime on the understanding that he would hush it up, but
instead brought the sindaco to witness the grain’s restitution. “Now it’s
known by the whole village, which is public.””®> There were only three or
four men at any one time who aroused such strong suspicions. Around
1620, the principal rogue was Bastiano Fanciulli, accused of burgling
about 100 scudi from the shop of Anacleto Barbieri. Barbieri suspected
Fanciulli because of his habit of wandering about with no ostensible pur-
pose, his poverty (meaning that he had to work with his hands), and his
bad reputation. A year later, he stood accused of important thefts in nearby
Torrita, for which the court sentenced him in absentia to death.”® In the
1630s, Pasquino Monaci, called Calcagnolo stepped into this role. He
owned a significant amount of property but had a reputation for carousing
and gambling at the tavern, and for visiting village prostitutes whenever he
had money, while his wife went hungry.” Many people considered the vil-
lage sbirro Marco di Paolo to be an inveterate thief, a reputation not aided
by his role as someone who seized pawns from debtors.”® As he was the sole
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villager with a convict past, his neighbors were not about to forget it.
People also ascribed thieving to character flaws in otherwise tolerable indi-
viduals. Maestro Ottaviano Nannini owned 300 scudi worth of property;
he was a blacksmith who lived with his mother and children, while his
brother was a priest.”” Neighbors described him as a compulsive thief.
Antonio Borzelli, an assertive day-laborer married to a woman called
La Bugiardella (the liaress), stood accused three times. Gregorio Sonnini
stole beehives from two widows one night, leaving telltale clues of wax and
dead bees on his doorstep. Witnesses described him as a carefree youth who
did not like to work. He fled to the papal states, leaving his wife behind to
cope as best she could in the house they owned.®’ Prosecution of repeat
offenders such as these was a sensible reaction on the part of neighbors.

Theft almost always figures behind assault and battery in early modern
criminal procedures, however. Just over half of all cases in the combined
feudal and diocesan criminal archives, 263 out of 490, entailed an offense
against a person, their body, or their reputation. When we remove from the
tally the cases involving infractions against public order—such as those
related to contraband, poaching, carrying unauthorized weapons, resisting
arrest or seizure of goods, and harassment of women—this portion sur-
passes two-thirds. This frequency is quite typical of early modern criminal
jurisdictions. It implies not that people did not often steal, but that victims
were more inclined to denounce to the magistrate outrages against their
persons. Violent crimes were also more frequent than today; we find five or
six homicides and at least a dozen attempted murders among the criminal
procedures in this single, tiny fief. The number of conflicts over the period
would have to be augmented by a third to account for archival lacunae.
Villagers reported violent altercations either to the sindaco or to the
commissario roughly once a month. Were these crimes committed
repeatedly by the same few individuals, or was aggressive behavior too
widespread to be simple “deviance”™?

Who were the aggressors? There were a lot of them, to begin with. Some
372 different individuals figure as participants in these conflicts. Of all the
protagonists, 231 of them figure as the aggressor at least once, and
179 individuals figure as victims only. Violent behavior was not restricted
to a deviant few. It was an instrumental manner of relating with one’s
neighbors. Violence is part of our design, not a disease to eradicate.
Humans and animals deploy violence to achieve specific ends. Frans de Waal
sees measured aggression in primates and humans as a behavior that
strengthens social bonds, since the threat of retaliation for slights usually
leads to compromise and subsequent cooperation.?! Violence was an option
available to almost all the men. Men had a near-monopoly on grievous and
premeditated aggression, which is another human universal. Women figure
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as aggressors in 24 cases however, about 10 percent. They were not insensi-
tive to issues of status in the village and so occasionally put rivals down.®?
After exchanging verbal sallies with their neighbors and scuffling with
them—pulling hair, scratching, and biting—they rushed to the magistrate to
display their scrapes and bruises. It was not infrequent for people of differ-
ent social status to resolve their differences through force. There was some
(often only slight) social disparity between the combatants in almost
30 percent of the cases, but it was not all one way. The aggressors enjoyed
higher status than their victims in two-thirds of those cases (or one case in
five of all conflicts); but in 10 percent of the disputes, humble people
attacked their betters. One was more likely to be struck or insulted by a
social inferior than sued by him. Vincenzo Parisi from Petroio admitted
escalating his quarrel with Francesco Crocchi, who was his social better, if
his moral inferior:

I am a creditor of Francesco for six and a half paoli, for the remainder of a
lamb, which I asked for several times, but it was never possible to get paid,
and today after he lavished me with words and chatter about paying me, I
understood he was just fooling with me, and so we came to insults, and after
he raised a spade to hit me, I drew my sword.”®®

A number of the victims were noblemen. Sometimes the slight against
them was an inadvertent slip, as when the son of a wealthy commoner
remarked in conversation with some noble youths that the university
scholarships for poor aristocrats made some of them insolent.®* But on
several occasions they aimed to cut to the quick; “these signori only buy
liver—they never buy meat,” was village butcher Giovanni Battista
Magnoni’s slur against Giovanni Battista Landucci, a slur that almost cost
him his life.®

Outsiders fought against local individuals in twenty-five cases, or
roughly one in ten. It has been written that local tribunals often designated
outsiders as preferential victims, easier to isolate and punish, because
native delinquents had influential friends.®® Outsiders were rarely
strangers, but it usually took a long period of residence before people des-
ignated them as neighbors. Given the propensity of sharecropping to
reshuffle populations periodically, 10 percent is not a high proportion. I
would not conclude that the court treated outsiders more harshly. On the
contrary, outsiders asked the court and its foreign magistrate to punish
their aggressors. These outsiders were victims in 17 of the cases. Half of
those figure in the years after 1645 when famine tested liberality of every
kind and dissolved the cement of ordinary empathy. In a third of the cases,
however, the outsiders were the aggressors. The surgeon Marcantonio
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Visconti and the weaver Tommaso Fei were exiled to Montefollonico for
bad behavior at home. Some—such as the Nucci brothers, a pair of Torrita
notables who challenged and then battered a Landucci nobleman during a
game of cacio—were there just for a day. Outsiders who were trying to earn
a livelihood would be tested by the men of the village. This was the fate of
the schoolmasters, the glassworks oven-tenders, and artisans working on
special projects. Baldo Bruni understood the implications of his challenge,
seeing his tormentors as delegates for the whole village: “Monte! Monte!
You don’t know me!” the carpenter screamed, his gestures full of menace,
biting his finger in a sign of certain vendetta. He would teach them what
they could expect from him, that he would not turn the other cheek.®’

Baldo Bruni knew that the best riposte to a challenge in a small com-
munity was to strike back, preferably in a public manner that bystanders
would remember, so that everyone would see he was a credible adversary
to be respected.® Mediterranean societies all praised masculine toughness
and courage, when it was combined with cunning and political astute-
ness.® The logic of standing one’s ground becomes clear when we plot the
location of conflicts, which underlines the publicity of the action. Tuscans
acted out their aggression exactly like their French contemporaries, in lit-
tle rituals of communication addressed to everyone.” The castello and its
immediate vicinity, such as the church of Criano and the playing field just
outside the Porta Nuova figure in 153 out of 263 cases. Only 40 percent of
these clashes took place away from the village itself, mostly on the margins
between sharecropping poderi, on the roads and paths that veined the ter-
ritory. Given that human density was greater in the village, and that a more
intense sociability operated there, the magistrate’s bench still attracted
peasants in good proportion.

Most of the cases reveal reasons for the confrontations. Determining
motive was not always the magistrate’s concern. People—and the judges
too, from their frequent comments—felt that provocations sometimes
called for riposte. I have noted 237 motivations advanced in 229 affairs;
34 confrontations indicated no motivations at all. The reasons invoked are
usually more complex than the words on the page imply, since people did
not avow every animosity, but the ones they offered were good enough to
give to the magistrate, even as a plausible lie. By far the most explosive sit-
uation was danno dato—for 57 cases, including two homicides. Danno
dato lurks wherever someone attempted to prevent a neighbor from tres-
passing on their land, or where men came to blows over the refusal of one
of them to negotiate a friendly damages settlement. Danno dato accounts
for almost 30 percent of all confrontations. The other motivation most
often advanced was a confrontation over money or some other disputed
commodity, called dare e havere, cited in 46 instances. Normal economic
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life entailed a vast circle of credit and delayed payment. Put together,
conflict over property emerges in almost half the cases.

But interests come in several guises. Many apparently trivial altercations
were pregnant with issues of social ranking. Pietro d’Orlando Andreucci
lost his temper after a sharecropper neighbor Belardino di Giuseppe called
him a spy. “He called me this to my face on the public square, in presence
of my boss, so I got angry and having a stick in hand, for the defense of my
reputation, and being an honored and respected person and not a spy, I
gave him a few blows with it.” Establishing the pecking order need not take
the form of a physical challenge. It could instead entail mocking gestures
and comments. Someone insulted Anacleto Barbieri by shooting his dog,
decapitating it and slicing off its ears. Anacleto suspected their sharecrop-
per Pasquino Biagi was the culprit, for Lorenzo beat him after an argument
not long before.®! A good half-dozen incidents took the form of scornful
inscription.”? Someone accused Scipione Barbieri, rector of the confrater-
nity, of a variety of sins, in five rhyming stanzas, a few days after they wiped
animal feces on the door and wall of his house. The schoolmaster priest
Fabio Roncaglia was the butt of similar versification tacked up in the
street. In 27 more instances, real combat erupted from play fighting. Boys
often hurled stones or snowballs without malicious intent at first. Some
gestures were cruel pranks: Bernardino Biagi broke a melon he was hold-
ing over the head of a peasant who asked him for payment.”> Games of
cacio or druzzola degenerated into quarrels a good dozen times, over the
value of a shot, or the accidental or deliberate deflection of the wheel, or
over payment of money won and the call to keep playing to win it back.
These were all public events that put the participants on display before vil-
lage notables and could result in loss of face for those unwilling to assert
themselves. Saving face was an issue of real importance for men in
Montefollonico and everywhere violence has been studied, for public
opinion immediately magnified a retreat.*

Most confrontations, whether accidental or premeditated, pitted indi-
viduals against each other. In almost a quarter of the cases, however, the
aggressor did not act alone, but in the company of others, usually kinsmen.
The person at a disadvantage reminded them of the obligation to fight
fair—that is, one on one and between adversaries of similar size and age.”
Over 50 cases entailed multiple attackers, sometimes arrayed in opposing
teams. Defending parents and children from danger was the dominant sit-
uation. The great majority of allies were blood relatives, another behav-
ioral universal that Martin Daly and Margo Wilson have encountered in
modern times and in exotic locales. In contrast, brothers-in-law or sons-
in-law account for only four coalitions, servants and masters for three, and
coworkers for only one single instance. Wives joined their husbands in
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only two cases. The tightest bond connected fathers and sons
(11 instances), paternal uncles and nephews (5 instances), and brothers
(14 cases). Mothers fought alongside their daughters in three cases, and
sisters attacked someone together in a single case. Some fathers enjoying
the cohabitation of adult sons made violent confrontation a family trait:
Lattanzio Pilacci and his sons; Scipione Barbieri and his sons; Jacomo
Crocchi easily rallied his brother’s hothead son Francesco. News of one of
them having a quarrel with a neighbor, would bring the others running
with weapons in their hands. Parents also intervened in children’s quarrels
to bludgeon the youth who made their child cry: Maria Nannini chased a
poor neighbor boy from house to house, pulled his ears, and beat him so
badly that he died three days later, although the magistrate did not try her
for homicide.*®

While the actions cited above all imply a relentless reproductive logic at
the heart of evolutionary theory, their workings are often expressed in
complex or indirect ways. In Montefollonico, belligerents rarely invoked
issues of romantic rivalry: it appears only five times, but two of them were
clear cases of attempted murder. Sexual innuendo unleashed powerful
emotions in both men and women. Passing on salacious gossip and mak-
ing aspersion on someone’s sexual behavior appears in 8 percent of the
cases. The magistrate considered harassment of women to be a grievous
offense—even when they were known prostitutes, for their commerce
served to attract the prurient curiosity of everyone.” Women figure some-
times as beating victims, such as Orizia Farnetani who speculated aloud in
the street on the true paternity of a village notable seeking a wife.”® The
veglia was often the site of tense relations because sexual display lurked just
underneath the cheerful banter. Young men played guitars and sang
impromptu songs, which occasionally teased or otherwise disparaged
rivals before young women. They competed to dance with women they
hoped to marry. A wounding gesture, a bold word degenerated into an
exchange of blows in the dark at parting time. On two occasions, women
accused others of being witches, before blows were exchanged: it is quite
likely that sentimental issues lurked behind the accusations, for love magic
was witches’ stock in trade.

As a rule, civil litigation did not erupt into confrontations prosecuted
criminally. The five sample years drawn from the civil procedures men-
tioned above reveal only two corresponding clashes. Nevertheless, durable
rivalries preceded many incidents whose origins we cannot elucidate if
neither side revealed it to the magistrate. It is difficult to determine which
event, or word, or indiscretion broke the camel’s back and invited imme-
diate retaliation. Most of the cases figuring in these archives are the result
of some argument, a reciprocal exchange of claim and counterclaim,
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reinforced by faces and gestures or the provocative challenge or “mentita”—
”You're lying in your throat!” or “I have you in the ass!” that threw down the
glove. Girolamo Mazzoni, a notable, and his sharecropper Giuseppe di
Virgilio made faces at each other, after quarreling over Giuseppe’s mishan-
dling of a donkey and mixing the white grapes with the red.”® These kinds
of arguments, often short, preceded 201 of about 260 cases, a full three-
quarters. The argument served to warn anyone within earshot of the
impending danger. Witnesses close by usually intervened after the first blow
to separate the combatants and calm them down. More explicit premedita-
tion figures in 37 cases (about 14 percent), when the aggressor, usually car-
rying some kind of weapon, deliberately sought the confrontation. About a
dozen victims complained that their aggressor had acted disloyally, a tradi-
mento, luring them into an ambush by feigning friendliness. Straight deal-
ing called for a more forthright challenge that echoed aristocratic language.
A few hours after the families of Lattanzio Pilacci and Francesco Crocchi
scuffled over the latter’s mistreatment of his wife, Niccolo Pilacci appeared
before Jacomo Crocchi, brandishing his knife:

When I learned that Jacomo committed an affront against my father,
together with his brother, it didn’t strike me as fair that these two young men
should confront an old man, and so I sought him out on the square, and told
him to draw his weapon, that I wanted a duel (questione) with him, that he
shouldn’t have troubled an old man, and that I would give him satisfaction.

Jacomo drew his knife to meet the challenge, but notables on the square
broke it up.1%

Whatever the pretext of the initial clash, repeat encounters with one’s
adversaries increased the danger of committing an irretrievable act. Some
young men living in the castello thought the stakes worth escalating, espe-
cially if they belonged to wealthier families and enjoyed the support of
kinsmen and clients.!®! Only a few risked murderous consequences, how-
ever. After Bernardino Biagi ratted on Lorenzo Barbieri’s nocturnal act of
vandalism against the Landucci coat-of-arms, the rich man’s son retaliated
by dismantling a barrel outside Biagi’s house, laying it out in the snow in a
cruciform. None could ascribe a meaning to the gesture, but Biagi took up
the challenge by setting fire to a haystack in a Barbieri stable sheltering
dozens of animals. During the subsequent trial, Bernardino ambushed the
noble cleric Leandro Buonamici at night with a stick, for having testified
against him. Lorenzo soon surprised Bernardino in the street at dusk and
grievously wounded him with axe-blows. The villagers talked and
speculated but it was difficult to pin specific actions on the combatants.
Lorenzo Barbieri, after enduring harsh conditions in prison, received a fine
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of 600 lire and a year’s exile. His father’s plea brought him home after six
months, and the two enemies lived in uneasy peace for decades there-
after.!®

This classic pattern of vendetta in Italian villages resulted in horrific
homicide rates in previous centuries. Two or three other instances involv-
ing village leaders similarly stopped just short of homicide. The bishop’s
court frequently summoned Lorenzo’s brother Giovanni Battista, to
answer for clashes with various people. The priest once blocked Niccolo
Pilacci’s entrance into the church on the pretext of preventing crowding;
and when the youth slipped by, he seized him, struck him, and threw him
down the steps. A few weeks later Niccolo took a shot at Barbieri as he lay
napping on a bench along a church wall. The harquebus misfired and the
priest ran inside the church as Niccolo approached with an axe while his
brothers, father, and mother looked on. Their respect for consecrated
ground saved the young cleric’s life.!%®

Even in accidental encounters, men usually seized some kind of
weapon. Most men bore arms some of the time, and some men bore them
most of the time. Judicial officials often warned people with weapons to
leave them at home and punished some offenders with fines.!™ Yet, of
about 260 confrontations, arms were wanting in only one-quarter of them.
I do not include the melon that Bernardino Biagi broke over a sharecrop-
per’s head, or the hair ribbon that Margarita Sestigiani used to strangle her
newborn boy. When caught defenseless by an adversary, people often
picked up stones, which figure 27 times. Defending oneself or attacking
someone with an agricultural implement usually implies a lack of premed-
itation: the various pitchforks, sickles, flails and other brutal implements
appear 21 times as weapons. Sticks too figure often, the stout kind that
shepherds carried in the fields. These were properly speaking not weapons,
however. An axe was different. Carried by most country people without
attracting suspicion, it was a favorite offensive weapon, figuring in two
homicides and several failed attempts. More often still, men drew knives,
or placed their fingers on the handle without extracting it from the scab-
bard, which would add to the gravity of their offense. Militiamen enjoyed
the right to bear these, and to draw them too, if someone besmirched their
honor in public. Nonmembers wore them as often as they dared. These
“swords of the people” were used no fewer than 56 times, often inflicting
grievous harm.'®® Michele Barbieri tried to explain away the knife he drew
in a village confrontation, on the grounds that it was properly speaking not
a weapon. The commissario called the expert opinion of village nobles and
an ex-soldier to examine the blade and its cutting edge before weighing the
evidence.!® Militia weapons proper were used too. Swords appear
25 times, and halberds 5 more. The commissario reminded Bernardino
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Biagi that while carrying halberds was permitted on muster-days, he could
not attack someone with it. He replied,

The halberd I took to defend myself and my honor, and I believed I had the
right to do so. I took it to avenge myself, to defend myself from insult, having
been provoked for years...It’s not prohibited for a soldier to avenge
himself and to defend himself from insult with a halberd as a soldier of His
Serene Highness according to the latest statutes of militia.

The commissario absolved him of that charge. Protagonists such as the
dreaded Virgilio Pilacci sometimes bore weapons casually in the village. In
other instances, after an initial encounter, they ran home to get their
weapons, telling their enemy to wait in the street until they returned. In a
dozen more cases, people wielded the deadly harquebus, or musket, often
kept on mantelpieces already loaded for opportune poaching. The sup-
posed victims sometimes claimed that their enemy pulled the trigger but
the weapon had misfired, or that the shot had missed. Fulvio Carpellini,
rector of the Confraternity, claimed that the rich peasant Bernardino
Rubenni fired at him with an harquebus after missing him with an axe, in
a brief skirmish at the latter’s podere over a few lires. There were no wit-
nesses so we have no sentence.'”” So even in a relatively peaceful agrarian
society, men cherished the right to bear arms.

Profiles in Crime

E cade anche un cavallo, che ha quattro gambe

(Horses fall too, though they have four legs)

Most men could expect to encounter violence in their lifetimes, so they
often circulated armed in the anticipation of it. We might conclude, like
Robert Muchembled, that “violence was not exactly a crime”'® But his
conclusion is surely erroneous. In fact, violence aroused villagers more
than any other transgression, and plaintiffs exhorted the commissario not
to let their enemies get away with it. The problem lies perhaps with the
assumption that since many people were violent, we should not brand any-
one a criminal. Muchembled’s sources are at fault here. We do not know
who his wrongdoers were, or what their individual pasts were. Most social
history suffers from the myth of the average man, which posits that ordi-
nary people reacted in violent ways because circumstances forced them to
do 50.1%” Psychologist Marc Richelle considers this passion to discover “the
average man’ to be a tenacious error. Accounting for the variability of
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human behavior makes for a more interesting and infinitely more plausible
explanation.!!? Jerome Kagan’s research emphasizes the great diversity in
emotional reaction from early childhood onward, while Hans Eysenck’s
studies of identical twin behavior explore the biological roots of personal-
ity and its implications for society.!!! Not being trained psychologists,
Tuscan rustics just assumed that some people behaved in an arbitrary and
antisocial manner and that if given the opportunity, they were likely to
take advantage of their neighbors. No doubt they were correct.

A nominative study such as this one can determine who the principal
culprits were, and whether or not there were archetypal aggressors or vic-
tims. A few people were victimized repeatedly, and turned to the magis-
trate to obtain redress. Some were poor sharecroppers, like Alessandro di
Francesco, called Biancone, who figures as a plaintiff six times. Marco di
Paolo, the sbirro is cited as an aggressor four times, but was a victim no
fewer than twelve times. Being set upon by outraged householders was his
occupational hazard. Rutilio Carpellini, the marchese’s gabellaio figures
four times as an assault victim, and as victim of theft in three additional
cases. Valentino Rubenni, peasant landowner, similarly appears a victim of
confrontations (four times) and theft (three times). Montefollonico’s
ambitious commoner, Anacleto Barbieri, figures as victim of confronta-
tions six times, of theft, five times, and never once appears as an aggressor.
Enemies attacked Domenico Crocchi, a village entrepreneur, on four occa-
sions, and he never reciprocated. The archives are incomplete and lacu-
nary, but nevertheless some distinct patterns emerge. Those bringing
complaints most often to the magistrate were neither impotent paupers
nor women. They may have been unpopular, although this was certainly
not true in the gabellaio’s case. But they could strike back at their
adversaries through the marchese’s court.

Most of the men appeared as aggressors once or twice. In the world of
small communities, facing one’s enemies had some deterrent value. Tit-
for-tat is a universal behavioral strategy that everyone understood. Better
to forestall a greater slight by letting it be understood that one could
avenge a minor one with force. De Waal is correct to see social intercourse
everywhere based as much upon the shadow of conflict between individ-
ual interests, as on cheerful cooperation.!!? Since aggressive sociability
springs from the same source as cooperative sociability, any attempt to
eradicate aggression utterly is bound to fail. Individuals’ reputations
hinged on the perception that they could and would defend their inter-
ests.!'® Nevertheless, a significant set of individuals appeared more fre-
quently in the annals of crime. Their actions went beyond what villagers
considered to be the legitimate assertion of their interests, and people con-
sidered them to be bad persons. Maurice Cusson’s model of criminal
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behavior, built on the characteristics of western societies, applies to
baroque Tuscany too. He finds in most juvenile delinquents a pattern of
poor rapport with parents and of antisocial actions on many fronts. Wild
youths enjoyed each other’s company—and the more they frequented each
other, the more criminal situations resulted from it. If their parents and
neighbors just shrugged off these childhood misdemeanors, the youths
graduated to more serious crimes. Much recent literature dwells on
individuals endowed at birth with personality traits characterized by low
anxiety over bad behavior, and fearlessness in the face of authority that
emerges at a very tender age.!'* But a crime is also a “rational” act, whose
perpetrators weigh the advantages and costs at the moment of its commis-
sion, even if their rationality usually operates on a short temporal
horizon.!'”> With age and with children of their own to raise, the costs and
consequences of criminal actions augment. For all but the most incorrigible,
they are no longer worth the trouble they entail.

In order to illustrate the pertinence of Cusson’s model, I have selected
the 20 individuals whose frequent appearance makes them stand out
amongst their neighbors. The number of times they were cited is subject to
caution, for gaps in the records, periodic absence from the village, and the
terminus of trial data in 1665 all result in underestimations. This rogue’s
gallery sheds much light on the dynamics of rural life in early modern
Italy. Some of these individuals were real criminals, by any definition of the
term. Nine, most of whom lived in the village proper, fall into this category.
We do not have an equal amount of information on everyone, but patterns
emerge nevertheless. Eight of them were men. They stand out because they
committed crimes of diverse nature. They appear in the criminal registers
from adolescence onward, and before that they sometimes figure in civil
cases stealing fruit from trees. Decried by villagers for their loutish
insolence and prepotenza, all of them displayed an ardent desire to get even
with their adversaries. The commissario tried most of these men at least
once for murder or attempted murder, usually committed in vendetta. Let
us examine them individually.

Bernardino Biagi was still in his teens when his father, village stonema-
son Pietro, died. His mother Aurelia was the village scold, brought repeat-
edly into court for creating turmoil with her tongue. The marchese’s
auditore sentenced her to a very heavy fine of 50 scudi, had her whipped,
and then exiled her briefly from the village in 1625.1° Much younger than
her first husband, Aurelia married a Neapolitan man in her mature years
after her sons had married, and she moved away without leaving any trace
in the records thereafter. The two Biagi boys who remained in the village,
Bernardino and Niccolo, remained close throughout their lives. They fig-
ured repeatedly in nocturnal pranks, once grievously wounding a sbirro
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from Montepulciano who had come to the village to arrest another man.
They also consorted with wild boys Giuliano Vettori and Lorenzo Barbieri
who had well-connected parents. Confined to a cell after pulling away the
wooden steps from Girolama Biondi’s house, and pressed for a confession,
Bernardino tried to finger Lorenzo for other misdemeanors not under
investigation. It marked the onset of a vicious cycle of vendetta lasting for
several years. Bernardino Biagi was arrested repeatedly thereafter, for theft,
contraband, inciting a riot, harboring bandits, and frequent armed clashes.
The constable Pietro di Lorenzo elaborated on Biagi’s behavior for the
benefit of a new commissario after one incident.

Bernardino Biagi always has business with the court. He’s a poor man with
wife and children, but since he began to deal with the Torritans (bandits) he
has as much money as he needs, and I don’t know where he gets it, for he has
no other business but the tavern, and he gambles all day during Carnival and
Lent alike, and people think badly of it. People note that he was a poor man,
who had been exiled, who returned and who was seen spending and lending
money, and sheltering bandits carrying prohibited weapons.'”

Bernardino was twice victim of attempted murder. He mellowed a bit
with age and eventually played a salient role in confraternity and devo-
tional life in the village. His neighbors never entrusted him with important
functions in local government such as camerlengo that his literacy and
economic activity—he was innkeeper, agricultural entrepreneur, wartime
sutler for the army—would have authorized.

The adolescent Lorenzo Barbieri behaved similarly. The auditore con-
victed him of sneaking into church at night and smashing the Landucci
coat-of-arms with a hammer and sentenced him to two years’ incarcera-
tion in the galley port of Livorno in 1634. The marchese pardoned Lorenzo
soon after, and so he haunted the village until he made an attempt on
Biagi’s life with a halberd in a nighttime ambush. This cost him at least
six months’ exile in addition to a fine. Lorenzo better directed his aggression
thereafter, though he brutalized his sharecropper on at least one occasion.
Margarita Sestigiani claimed he raped her, and he once ambushed a priest
too curious about his nocturnal visits to a village prostitute. With moder-
ation and his father’s support, Lorenzo flourished, inheriting the mantle of
respectability. He became community camerlengo, lieutenant, then captain
of the village militia band, and ultimately gabellaio. He upheld the Barbieri
status as the foremost non-noble family in Montefollonico.

If Lorenzo Barbieri enhanced his status by challenging the Landucci,
Giuliano di Paolo Vettori advanced with impunity in their shadow. His
parents lived adjacent to the Landucci mansion and Giovanni Battista
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Landucci became his close companion. Giuliano lodged in the Landucci
palace in Siena while a student at the college and seminary, in exchange for
teaching the boys how to read and write. He shocked both judicial and
ecclesiastical authorities from a tender age with his insolent demeanor as a
witness in crimes involving other people—during one interview, he
threatened the judge with impeachment! Later, he consorted with
Bernardino Biagi in nocturnal prowling, looking for mischief to commit.
Notwithstanding this unpromising beginning, his family earmarked
enough property for him to become a cleric, which allowed him to return
to the village in the capacity of a parish priest. His name comes up repeat-
edly in the vicar-general’s criminal court in Pienza, for a variety of reasons.
Not only did he pressure women for sex: the papal Inquisition investigated
him in association with a false demonic possession, for trying to persuade
the demon to tell him how he could seduce Bernardino Biagi’s wife
Bartolomea. Vettori tried to murder village enemies with a musket at least
three times (Giovani Battista Magnoni in 1635, Taviano Nannini in 1652,
and Antonio Penti at an unspecified date). After his attempt on Magnoni,
the bishop exiled him from the diocese for 10 years, but he reappeared as
parish priest at San Valentino in 1639 and soon thereafter slipped back into
Montefollonico, violating the terms of his exile. The bishop’s court tried
Giuliano anew for keeping firearms in his possession. Various people made
offhand comments on his wayward behavior, and he was easily the most
depraved priest in the village. After he made the attempt on Nannini’s life,
the marchese made a personal appeal to the bishop to be strict with him.
Consequently, the bishop deprived him of his benefice for several years.

Slightly younger than those three were Pasquino di Bastiano Monaci
and Virgilio Pilacci, both of whom occupied a slightly lower rung in the
hierarchy. Pasquino Monaci, called Calcagnolo, confronted his neighbors
only as the occasions arose. Godfather to one of Bernardino Biagi’s chil-
dren, he eventually clashed with him with weapons in the street over pay-
ment for some saffron. Virgilio began his career in crime as one of three or
four bullyboy sons of Lattanzio Pilacci. The brothers and their father
tended to confront their adversaries as a group. Prosecuted for premedi-
tated attempted murder at least twice, Virgilio never lost this penchant for
armed confrontation. In addition, he routinely plundered the fields and
fruit-trees of his neighbors and burglarized their homes. The magistrate
finally called witnesses to compile some kind of a record of his misbehavior
without making a formal accusation.!!®

In the mid-to-late 1640s several more youngsters regularly defrayed the
judicial chronicle. Evandro Selvi, son of landlowners Luca Romani and
Caterina Selvi, challenged his neighbors on several occasions and dared the
magistrate to do his worst. The messo he brutalized, Alessandro Bazzi, gave
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a more extended commentary to the new commissario on his bad behavior
and revealed some of the protection he enjoyed.

This ensign is a young man here in Montefollonico who likes to wander
around and commit pranks, but if he had been punished when he fired that
harquebus at the melon, this would not have happened, and when I carried
the summons to him on that account, he threatened to skin me with a knife,
and this is proof that he is an arbitrary person who doesn’t fear God or
Justice. When he swung at me with his knife he said nothing and I said noth-
ing, and then he challenged me, saying to me, “if you tell the action like it was,
I will punish you in a way that will hurt you.” I know he is a person who has
been tried several times on several accounts, and once I heard with my own
ears that he said “You ugly whore!” to his mother, and I heard him blaspheme
too, saying ‘Potta di Dio” and other things. I have heard tell that he doesn’t
respect his mother, and they say that he kicked her, and if Your Lordship
wishes to learn more, he should examine the neighbors... However,
Anacleto Barbieri came to me after, and he was glad when I wouldn’t lay a
complaint. Several people said to me, “don’t lay a complaint, we will get his
family to make it up to you,” but Anacleto did nothing about it. I was really
upset over it, that he was in prison such a short time, and then I thought
better about it and recalled what he had said to me. I'm afraid however what
will happen once he gets out of prison, and I'm afraid of his friend, the priest
Matteo (Barbieri), for they are one soul and one body.

The auditore fined Selvi a record 100 scudi for his attempt on Bernardino
Biagi’s life, and he disappeared soon after being released from his
Montepulciano prison six months later.!® Francesco di Domenico Crocchi
emerged as the violent henchmen of his uncle Jacomo. His father appears
to have been an eternal victim, but Francesco decidedly took another tack.
He appears in almost as many crimes as Bernardino Biagi, over a shorter
period, including two attempted murders of village adversaries. Rinaldo
Barbieri, who lived in the Osteria delle Noci outside the castello, appeared
less often but had an even shorter local career. The sindaco who witnessed
him returning the millet stolen from Cesare Bai, repeatedly accused him of
inflicting damage on the woods near his house. Rinaldo finally retaliated
by murdering his accuser with an axe in an ambush. He then ran off to
Rome never to return.!?

Of the eight men cited here, five belonged to the village elite. All of them
figured as youthful delinquents, and judges tried all of them for a variety of
misdeeds. The lone woman’s profile is a bit different. Margarita Monaci
appeared as a protagonist on several occasions, from the first years of her
marriage to late middle age. She was sharecropper Vittorio Stellini’s wife at
first, working the farm with him and his father, before moving onto the
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little podere owned by Cristoforo Selvi. She first appears in the criminal
archives as the target of an attempted rape, but that case had murky aspects
to it, because—Dby her own account—the alleged rape followed some ini-
tial sexual banter that leads me to suspect she already had some reputation.
Many of the Selvi sharecroppers had reason to complain of the landlord,
but Margarita crossed the line when she chased her landlady out of a
chestnut tree and pelted her with insults: porca padrona! A few years after
their eviction, we find them in the castello, where Margarita had a nick-
name of her own, la Signorina, a tart tongue, and a reputation of prostitu-
tion. What made her different from the handful of other women who lived
from prostitution was that her husband still lived with her. She scolded one
priest in the street for making some hopeful advances, and when he called
her a whore she called his mother the same and carried the cause to the
bishop’s court to a successful conclusion.!?! Nevertheless witnesses con-
firmed her reputation with testimony concerning Pasquino Calcagnolo’s
nocturnal habits. She remained determined to protect her public reputa-
tion, so that she could make her daughter a nun. Margarita sliced a neigh-
bor woman’s shoulder with a sabre for gossiping about her. After she
exchanged similar reproaches with the village sbirro Marcantonio di Paolo,
she clubbed him over the head with an iron bar when his back was turned.

Marco was talking with donna Silvia, saying that I was a spy, and told her
“whore this, and whore that.” I didn’t reply to words like that, but then when
he came to demand the frying pan and started calling me names, I gave it to
him, and then he called me more names, that I won’t repeat here since we’ve
made peace, but I know what they were, then I got mad and did what you
know. Oh, what a row, yes, signor commissario, you know the worst since
everyone in the neighborhood talks, and especially the Signora Moreschini,
and my daughter who’s a virgin, think of it!'??

Margarita continued to live by selling her sexual favors well into middle
age, after her husband died. She eventually married off her daughter to a
complete outsider with a substantial dowry.

Criminals such as these did not stand apart from the rest of the popula-
tion, however. Their actions differed only in degree from their neighbors.
At least another ten individuals figured repeatedly in the criminal court
archives for similar behavior that sometimes included attempted murder.
We could use the contemporary term for it, prepotenza, a compulsion to
have one’s way by force or threats. We have seen Bastiano Fanciulli, a
villager of middling status, a repeat offender in crimes of theft. Two more
seminotables, Tommaso Fei, a weaver, and Marcantonio Visconti, a sur-
geon, exiled to Montefollonico for crimes elsewhere, appear accused of a
handful of crimes each, including attempted rape, assault and battery, and
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assault with a weapon. One village blacksmith, Giambattista Borri, figured
repeatedly in minor scuffles with men and women in his neighborhood,
people who accused him of drunkenness and verbal excess. Niccolo Pilacci,
brother of Virgilio, appeared a number of times as an aggressive youth and
the marchese exiled him after what constituted his sixth conviction, at least.
Giovanni Battista Barbieri, Lorenzo’s brother, committed his first criminal
offense while still a boy.'?* He grew up to become an arrogant parish priest
prone to striking his adversaries. He once avenged himself on the aged and
devout matron Maddalena Selvi by denouncing her to the Inquisition for
superstition. Michele Barbieri rushed to his father Scipione’s aid in
repeated encounters with weapons in hand, and once defied his enemies
with a musket. Francesco Misari used his notable status in the village to
extract wealth and power. He challenged the village priors, the confrater-
nity, and its rector, he then lampooned village notables with derogatory
verse when they denied him handouts meant for the poor. Ottaviano
Nannini grew up in one of the village’s more powerful families and figured
in a number of altercations with his neighbors even as a boy.'?* His ene-
mies made at least one attempt on his life. Ottaviano neglected or squan-
dered his inheritance to the point of surviving by transporting goods with
his donkey. He made a partial recovery in the 1660s, inheriting the estate of
his brother, a parish priest. Only one delinquent individual was a share-
cropper, Bastiano di Francesco, called il Volpe (the fox). He had a penchant
for practical jokes and nocturnal pranks that landed him in trouble repeat-
edly. These people committed more than their fair share of crimes in
Montefollonico, roughly a third of all offenses. Almost all were men. Most
belonged to the best families, living in the village and subject to the
demands of honor and reputation, which made them prone to escalating
an incident and getting even. Not one was considered wretched. These
were the people that magistrates were expected to tame, to intimidate, and
to punish. Did they?

Studies of punishment emphasize that it is most effective when applied
frequently and consistently.!”® Harsh penalties not only dissuade criminal
actions, they also reinforce the respect for the law among those who obey it.
Not punishing a serious offense with a penalty calibrated on the gravity of
the transgression demoralizes both the victims and the bystanders, and it
rightly inspires in them contempt for judicial process.”® We do not know
enough about sentencing and effective punishment in early modern society,
but we do know something about the way it worked in Montefollonico. It is
unlikely that any capital sentence handed down to a criminal was ever car-
ried out. Exile was a fairly harsh punishment, appropriate for poor people
such as la Signorina, whose blow to the constable cost her only 15 lire in fines
but six weeks’ exile. The fines most culprits paid may only have been the part
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(a quarter) that the commissario pocketed. The auditori sometimes recom-
mended corporal punishment that dishonored the victim, but the sbirro did
not often inflict it, either because the culprit escaped or because the march-
ese remitted it. Like patrons everywhere in Italy, Francesco Coppoli routinely
mitigated the heaviest fines, the floggings, and the extended periods of exile
in order to curry favor with his subjects, once the culprits had committed
themselves to make peace with their enemies (havendo la pace).'” The vic-
tims and their families seem to have consented to this last provision, on pain
of displeasing the feudal lord and his magistrates. They likely reasoned that
their personal rancor might lead them to isolation in the future, and their
present enemy might one day become an ally. Having vindicated themselves
in court and being promised that the culprit would make good on the
damages, it was to their advantage to consent to peace.!?

If the heaviest penalties prescribed by the law were rarely applied, it
does not follow that criminals operated with impunity. In the age of
princes and padroni, the law was more of a bargaining framework than a
draconian code. Each mitigated the rigor of the laws by receiving petitions
from below.!? How many judicial decrees were meant to be applied to the
letter? Far from constituting power in themselves, laws simply guided per-
sonal discretionary authority wielded in the interests of stability. The logic
of making exceptions proved that the patron exercised real power: it was a
way of winning the loyalty of his subjects by showing that he cared for
their welfare. It showed subjects that hierarchy was working in their best
interest by mitigating the harshest sentences once some form of peace was
reached with the injured party.

More than the severity of the punishment, it was the certainty of it that
dissuaded would-be offenders from committing crimes in future.!*
Nobody could commit serious crimes with impunity, be they priest or
nobleman, for above them throned the marchese, the bishop of Pienza, the
governor of Siena, and the grand duke, who all considered the mainte-
nance of public peace as the cornerstone of their office. Perpetrators of a
violent act or a significant theft were first punished with flight, then with
arrest and imprisonment for days, sometimes weeks or months. The
accused had to pay the costs of their own incarceration and maintenance,
the expense of their trial, and damages to the victim. The marchese and
gabellaio always expected them to pay the quarter of the fine owing to the
magistrate. In the interim, they could not work. Advancing age and a
greater stake in maintaining the peace no doubt inculcated in most of
them, including Bernardino Biagi and Lorenzo Barbieri, a desire to turn a
new leaf and mend their ways. By then, most of them had established
families of their own to insert into village society.



4

Reproduction

Sexual Destinies

Of all the human universals rooted in biology, surely one of the most
significant ones is the permanence of two sexes, male and female. It has
been written that sexual identities are just the product of learning, and that
they are not naturally part of our destiny.' Surely this is an illusion, a will-
ful blindness to the role of hormones and anatomy, as well as a denial of
the work of generations of anthropologists. Gender categories are univer-
sal because they mesh with the way the world works.? In all human cul-
tures, males and females are seen as having different natures. Sex roles
dominate the working world: everywhere, women take more responsibility
raising children, and men dominate the public and political realms. These
differences are rooted in the way the brain develops, for male and female sex
hormones affect the organ throughout life. In all cultures, men are more
aggressive, are more prone to stealing, and compete with other males for
power and sexual access to women.? This does not preclude that people in
each society articulate the complementarity of men and women in different
ways, for genes do not operate independent of cultural environment.
Nevertheless, in every society, people pair off into couples in early adult-
hood and apply some of their time and much of their interest to the other
sex, which culminates in reproduction. In the sense I use it here, reproduc-
tion embraces not just the sexual act, but also the heavy responsibility of
admitting new lives into the world, and tending them until they become
autonomous.

Italians knew that sex differences were fundamental to social life.
Everything conspired to keep men and women apart from each other. The
sexual division of labor conformed to a natural specialization of tasks in an
agricultural economy. Men tilled the fields, performed the heavy labor, and
managed the family’s relations with the outside world. Women tended the
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smaller animals, the garden, and the innumerable chores of the household
and engaged in childrearing. With such clearly defined roles came a
separation of interests and horizons. Women might not require much
male support if they could cultivate simple gardens themselves and spin or
weave. It was usually possible for them to survive without a male bread-
winner in baroque Tuscany, though they would not flourish.* Sedentary
agricultural societies such as those of early modern Europe, with their
reliance on heavy livestock and extensive grain cultivation, intensive
commercialization, and bureaucratic control, made the contributions of
men crucial to the survival of children.

Marriage is yet another human universal, emerging from the different
reproductive interests of men and women. Men can impregnate any num-
ber of women, should they have the opportunity to do so, and young
women attract them especially. There is no biological impediment pre-
venting a man from flitting from one young woman to another in search of
short-term enjoyment. Women, conversely, are only likely to raise a few
children to adulthood, and must invest enormously in terms of time,
energy, and resources for each one. It is in the woman’s interest to exact
some enduring commitment from a man to contribute to her support and
that of her children, in exchange for continuous and exclusive sexual
access. These reciprocally exploitive sexual strategies provide children with
two parents.” Matrimony compels men to commit to a woman and their
children for the long term. For this to work, the man needs to be reason-
ably certain that the children he provides for are his own. Why should he
remain if he believes otherwise?

Our recently acquired technological ability to separate sex from repro-
duction has removed the underpinnings from early marriage, but in the
seventeenth century, these were still very solid. The path to matrimony in
Tuscan villages was straight and narrow, even by early modern standards.
Italians knew that a girl’s chastity would be exposed to the wiles of more
sexually assertive males, particularly if she were young and naive to their
ways. For the girl and her family, the consequences of an unwanted preg-
nancy were very serious. Even if they gave up the baby to a foundling hos-
pital, the mother would have demonstrated her poor judgment to the
entire community and her subsequent suitors might be less appealing
or/and more exacting on the dowry. For everyone close to her, a girl’s good
reputation was a capital to safeguard, to spare the family from having to
raise children of uncertain or unworthy paternity, and to enable them to
choose the best possible groom for her. Everyone expected her to manage
her sexuality wisely in her own interest.

Men and women inhabited largely different spaces everywhere in
Europe. Nevertheless, the relative integration of the sexes common to
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northern Europe gradually gave way to increasing segregation as one
moved south. The intermingling of sexes, not so unusual even in
Mediterranean France, was much less typical of Italy as a whole, where the
entire community supervised such relations.® In nearby Corsica, and in the
southern Italian regions, where government was weak, families imposed a
death sentence on men who seduced and abandoned daughters. Islanders
deemed it best to erect very high social walls between men and women to
minimize the carnage that vendetta entailed. In northern and central Italy,
the consequences were not as dire, but work and sociability still separated
the sexes. Between them, there was not much banter or aggressive ogling,
and a man’s impertinent gesture could bring him before the commissario.
Fulvio Carpellini pinched the buttocks of a Landucci servant in the street.
After she whirled around and smacked him, he chased her into a nearby
house, but soon repented the action to the magistrate.” Youths did not pair
off before marriage with a public suitor, although widows sometimes did.
Most references to courting males depict them in groups of three or four,
trooping to the house of the innamorata ( the love-struck one) to sing ser-
enades under her window.® They gained entry to the winter veglia still in
their little groups, to play music and dance under the watchful gaze of fam-
ily and neighbors. It was there that they competed and sometimes fought
among themselves for a girl’s attention. As everywhere, the first overt
moves belonged to the man, which placed him in a situation wherein he
risked embarrassment. He could be certain that the girl and her friends
would be evaluating his performance with respect to other males, and it
was crucial for him not to look foolish in their eyes. In front of girls one
was courting, teasing by a rival or even a friend was especially mortifying.
Aquilante di Marcantonio felt humiliated when his friend wandered off
with the guitar halfway through his song. Ridolfo Venturelli attached a fox-
tail to his hat in order to impress a young woman he was courting, and
bludgeoned the prankster who removed it.” Impromptu singing on the
part of boys at a veglia easily turned to teasing and mocking that ended in
assertive youths hurling insults at one another and drawing their swords.
For the evidence in the trials is clear: young men sported swords and dag-
gers in their courtship visits to attract attention, even when they were not
militiamen entitled to wear them. The boys’ apparel also broadcast their
amorous attentions; at the veglia, where he hoped to win a girl’s hand
against his rival, Agnolo Gabbiai sported a hat with a red ribbon around it
(alla brava).'°

If males made the first overt moves, females dressed to attract their
gaze. Their clothes covered them, though, from head to foot. Even the
commissario could not defile their naked bodies by examining their wounds
himself. Girls and young women displayed themselves first and foremost
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by their apparel, headdress, and accessories. Postmortem inventories of
Montefollonico sharecroppers reveal surprising amounts of silken finery
and jewelry that corroborate the observations of travelers that peasant girls
in Italy dressed like ladies in other countries. Wedding gowns routinely
cost the equivalent of 60 days’ labor and often much more, in excess of
10 percent of the dowry amount—and this was excluding the jewels that
were added on. Too young to bind up their hair or wear a kerchief,
preadolescent girls could adorn their head with silk flowers.!!

Courtship was the tacit rationale for a picturesque ritual called the
calendimaggio, a spring festivity in which young men went at dawn to
suspend a maio (flowered branch) with a ribbon on it at the door of their
heart’s desire. Girls emerged from church in procession honoring Our
Lady of the Snows singing “May songs” before clusters of young men and
other bystanders of both sexes watching them intently.!? Rituals such as
these helped spur the creation of couples without compromising the rep-
utations of individual girls. Little knots of adolescent boys and girls then
gathered to converse in the street in view of everyone. One year, some
spontaneous swordplay erupted after one of the boys spilled wine down
the front of a girl’s dress in the street, and it ceased only when one of her
gallant defenders wounded her by accident."” The calendimaggio was suffi-
ciently charged with erotic intent to be banned in 1691 by a decree of
Cosimo III, who also outlawed nocturnal serenades as immoral."* More
generally, the priests kept an eye on everyone’s frequentations and inter-
vened each time they thought it necessary to dampen public lubricity. The
bishop once issued an order to the glassmaker to cease fabricating little
obscene objects that the men no doubt found amusing."

Openly amorous relations between unmarried youths were not
unknown. Cesare Dreuli stole a heavy stone flowerpot with blooming vio-
lets in it off the priest’s garden wall and staggered with it for several kilo-
meters to the podere of his sweetheart. He explained, “When I carried it
I was really sweating, so much that you could wring the sweat out of my
stockings.” The girl’s brother, finding the gallant gesture ridiculous,
retorted, “you must be crazy.”!® Lovelorn exuberance on the part of Tuscan
peasants should not surprise us, for their emotional makeup was identical
to ours.’” Both men and women allowed themselves to get their hopes up.
They sometimes channeled into spiteful gossip their disappointment at
being spurned. Leandro Buonamici, the impecunious nobleman with
minor clerical orders, along with his friends, sang witty songs about
Margarita Romani, whose bourgeois mother married her off to a notary
from a nearby village, when he wanted Margarita for himself. Caterina
Selvi qualified his lyrics not as obscene, but rather as “stupid and foolish,”
next to the coarser lyrics that his friends Fulvio Carpellini, Lorenzo



REPRODUCTION 107

Barbieri, and Domenico Magnoni sang in refrain. Their choir resembled a
charivari that males in small communities acted out to stigmatize the
marriage of a girl to an outsider.!®

These incidents reveal that young people often selected their mates
themselves, before asking their families to provide resources for them. But,
in this sedentary agricultural society, no one conceived of marriage as an
institution uniting two individuals. Family members were on the lookout
against unwelcome suitors. No doubt, the tightest controls governed the
wealthiest families, but this does not signify that humble families operated
on laissez-faire principles. Sometimes they beat their daughters and sisters
to thwart marriage projects of which they did not approve. Lucrezia Doveri
sobbed for her dead parents after one of these beatings, administered by
her brother Livio. He berated her for not living with him, and for going day
and night into other people’s houses. She grumbled too, calling him
“Barbarossa,” after a famous Barbary corsair, and denounced his behavior
to both the commissario and the auditore in Siena. Lucrezia maintained
that her suitor Lorenzo (called Gazzara, or Noisy), was “well-born,
respectable and my equal,” and that Livio’s honor was just a pretext to
avoid paying the 50 Florins he would have to release as her dowry." Young
women—or “girls,” in the parlance of the time—could force their parents’
hand by submitting more or less publicly to their suitor. Only one such
cause ever appears in Montefollonico, however. Porzia Medaglini laid rape
(stupro) charges against Enea di Giovanni, a 40-year-old widower, after her
daughter Margarita went home with him one night and stayed there for
two or three days. He had sought her hand in marriage, and her mother
perhaps consented, but a canonical impediment stood in the way of the
union. The fact that Margarita was over age 25 was not enough to persuade
the diocesan vicar-general to grant Enea a dispensation to marry her.
Confessing to sexual relations was one tactic employed by those wishing to
force the church’s hand, though the commissario needed to confirm by her
testimony that penetration had occurred. “I was a virgin, and the first time
I did evil with him was in my house, and he deflowered me on the floor.”
Asked how she knew he deflowered her, she replied, “I felt wet, though
I didn’t see any blood. It didn’t hurt at all, but I didn’t enjoy it either.” Enea
confirmed her account, that she let him in the house in her mother’s
absence, and that he took her there eight or nine times. He gave her no
money, but exchanged with her a promise of matrimony instead. This
confession deprived Margarita of her honor in a way that made any other
marital choice unrealistic for the foreseeable future. The vicar-general
refused to be manipulated, however, and Margarita’s mother had Enea
condemned by the court to dower her in case some other suitor should
seek her hand in marriage.” Bartolomeo Sodi thought it was worth
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tarnishing his future spouse’s reputation by bragging that he bedded her.
He intended that the story would drive off his rival, Agnolo Gabbiai, who
almost killed him in reprisal.?!

Young people took few such liberties, whatever difficulties they encoun-
tered in contracting legitimate marriage. The girls, especially, were careful
of their honor. According to law, a woman’s virginity was a commodity
confided to her safekeeping, but the legal responsibility for defending it
resided with her father and brothers.”? This seems anachronistic today
when autonomous individuals consider sex to be distinct from marriage
and childbearing. In the seventeenth century, the whole village collabo-
rated to establish reasonably accurate reputations for each girl, for a groom
needed to know that he could trust his prospective bride’s good judgment.
Sensible girls feared that this powerful gossip mill could damage their
chances of a good marriage in very real ways. Every year the village assem-
blymen voted on which twelve of a score of young candidates should
receive charity from the confraternity toward their trousseau (called the
gonnella) and their dowry. There is no trace of debates airing in public spe-
cific stories involving any one girl, for each had her defenders in the assem-
bly, but the council register recorded the competition scores in tallies of
white and black beans.”® Neither the high scores nor the low ones corre-
spond to social rankings based on property. Rich parents did not subject
their daughters to such scrutiny, but comfortable families qualified for
these endowments and took their chances. The assemblymen were cer-
tainly informed of the particulars by their wives and daughters. Villagers
might have a high opinion of girls who later disappointed them. Girolama
Biondi, Margarita Gabbiai, and Margarita Sestigiani scored high before
they became sexually active and finished in the judicial archives. Girls with
low scores would have to settle for less. Margarita Misari’s father Giulio
was reasonably well-off but she scored the lowest in 1640 and 1643. Only
weeks after the second vote, she married the violent sharecropper and
future murderer Rinaldo Barbieri. The two daughters of Paolo Farnetani
figured at the bottom of the heap in two elections. Caterina Farnetani wed the
very turbulent Francesco Crocchi in 1659. A neighbor woman once called
Dorotea Mazzoni a witch: at age 33, the oldest bride I have encountered, this
sharecropper’s daughter married an outsider.

Salacious gossip about the sexual straying of neighbors was a standard
feature of village talk for it established a moral pecking order that ranked
the virtuous more highly. Women’s verbal sparring usually highlighted
accusations of this sort.?* The most frequent accusation was that unidenti-
fied men with dishonorable intentions, called bertoni, crept into women’s
houses at night, or engaged in furtive sex with them in isolated ditches or
behind bushes. A woman who forfeited her good name this way was just
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asking for trouble. Francesca Borzelli’s neighbors testified that women
who let their honor lapse attracted males like flies to dung and were only
getting the attention they deserved. “I think that if she were a clean-living
woman, she wouldn’t be going to Justice so often,” sniffed Lucia di
Pasquino. Their troubles were a rough justice that served to remind every-
one of the value of a good reputation. We saw how Margarita Medaglini’s
gamble to obtain a dispensation to marry Enea di Giovanni failed miser-
ably. Giving up a public reputation of virginity—or even just the benefit of
the doubt—was tantamount to an invitation for other men to seek sex
with her, since none would marry her now, and take care of her (which was
the same thing). Within months of the rape trial, her mother brought
charges against four armed men who tried to break into her house near the
Porta Follonica and drag Margarita away. They would have broken down
the door had not the nobleman Bernardino Landucci and the priest
Giuliano Vettori intervened.? She also attracted the attention of Giovanni
Battista Landucci and Vettori, whom the sbirro found one morning in a
drunken slumber on the steps of her house, after they were unable to gain
entry.?® There are other sad examples. Margarita Sestigiani, a girl of 18,
recently orphaned of her father, claimed she was raped by Lorenzo Barbieri
in the fields distant from the village.

I was deflowered by Lorenzo Barbieri at Ponticello, on the path to his podere
at Felline . . . I don’t know who saw or if anyone heard when Lorenzo forced
me, he took me and threw me on the ground, saying that he would skin me,
and threatened to hit me if I talked, and so I didn’t say anything. And then
one evening they whistled and knocked, (Lorenzo) with Evandro Selvi, and
I wouldn’t open the door, that I respected the house of the Signore Marchese
(who owned the house they were living in) . . . Don’t tell my mother or my
brother, for the love of God, signore commissario, don’t tell them!

Margarita admitted to having sex with several other unnamed persons and
then hid the pregnancy that ensued.?”’

Completed rapes do not appear often in the documents, and their real
number cannot even be guessed. People presumed soldiers were more dan-
gerous than villagers, who were bound by a myriad number of ties to their
neighbors.?® The law considered the rape of a virgin to be an offense wor-
thy of punishment on the galleys, if the woman enjoyed a good reputation.
Most of the potential victims could also count on male reprisals of some
sort.”” The exiled weaver Tommaso Fei (who was married) ambushed
Arsilia di Virgilio fetching water, seized her around her neck, and kissed
her forcibly, then pulled off her coral necklace as he tried to cast her to the
ground. She escaped to the house of her brother-in-law, who confronted
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Fei with his sword. Her brother Giovanni Battista marched to Tommaso’s
house with his sword, daring him to step outside. He immediately brought
the case to the commissario and the girl recounted her story from her bed
to the sympathetic magistrate. He instructed her mother to examine her
body for signs of assault, but she found no marks. Judges wanted proofs of
the reality of the offense before they admitted the accusation, fearing that
machinations on the woman’s part could destroy an innocent man. The
law eventually released Fei, but only after holding him for months in a
Siena prison, where the auditore subjected him to torture.

Fear of what the tongues of Montefollonico would say combined with
the equally sensible fear of being pregnant and spurned by the guilty party,
which would seriously compromise the woman’s expectations even if she
remained with her family. Consequently, premarital sex was relatively rare.
Prenuptial pregnancies become visible by counting time from the wedding
to the first baptism. For 201 couples married between 1611 and 1666, only
three baptisms ensued in the following eight months, a prenuptial concep-
tion rate of 1.5 percent. Rates for France in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries varied between 4 and 8 percent, whereas between a quarter and a
third of English brides went to the altar pregnant.’® Children born out of
wedlock were therefore an infrequent event. A man who reneged on his
promise to marry a girl could not easily be compelled by law of church or
state to wed her. Before the recent advent of DNA testing, it could only
have been her word against his. The priest recording the baptism usually
decided that the paternity was uncertain. Few unmarried mothers dared
accuse a man before the magistrate or the bishop’s court of fathering her
child. Would it not be in her interest to lay the accusation on the most con-
venient individual? How could she prove the charge? Who could believe
the word of a woman who had thrown away her honor, especially when
such lapses were rare? But the community could have its way nevertheless.
If the girl and her family enjoyed a good reputation, the young man risked
imperiling his own. Where male heads of families evaluated girls’ reputa-
tions at the urns every Christmas, they evaluated men’s reputations every
day. A breach of promise could deprive men of work opportunities or credit
guarantees, especially if the more powerful landowners and their wives took
the girl’s predicament to heart.*! The continuous parish baptismal registers
and the criminal archives combined identify only 12 baptisms of bastards
between 1611 and 1666, out of 2,013 infants receiving the sacrament. Most
unwed mothers lived in the Follonica section of the castello, where the
poorest and most vulnerable people congregated. Two of the mothers,
both village prostitutes, appeared twice. These baptized bastards were not
all from local mothers; Faustina d’Agnolo from Pienza may have had
her child baptized at San Valentino to escape the stigma the event would



REPRODUCTION 11

occasion at home. But just as outside examples contaminate the
Montefollonico statistics, so it is probable that kinfolk carried local bas-
tards to nearby jurisdictions to escape publicity. The nobleman Ascanio
Foresi brought his servant all the way from Siena to have her give birth in
the village. Not only did he recognize the paternity; he had Rutilio
Carpellini stand godparent to the little bastard girl. The proud father was
the only man to accept paternity, apart from one man cryptically called
Pietro in the baptismal register. We know little of the fate of the infants.
Margarita Sestigiani unsuccessfully hid her pregnancy and strangled her
baby just after she gave birth to him in a stable. Another died only two
hours after he was born. People carried at least two more to the foundling
hospital San Cristofano in Montepulciano where their prospects for sur-
vival were not good. None of the christening lists identifies bastard
children, nor do they ever figure on the states of souls censuses. Whether
or not the child remained with its mother, the neighbors were unlikely to
forget the event and enthusiastically made capital out of the mistakes of
others.

Marriage was the central event in a woman’s life, if she cherished her
good reputation. Marriage gave her more autonomy than she enjoyed in
her parents’ house, and conferred a measure of social consideration too,
enhanced further after she bore her first child. Perhaps she would have a
good marriage, defined as a status (unlike in the modern West where we
consider marriage more like an ongoing but transitory relationship), which
provided her with security, prestige, children, and tranquil cohabitation.
And, at least during the first half of the seventeenth century, almost all
women married, if only because being an aging figlia was not an enviable
destiny.*? According to the states of souls lists for the three parishes San
Leonardo, San Valentino, and San Bartolomeo, recorded in 1648, 1655, and
1677 respectively, a total of four women above the age of 20 had not yet
married. Two of those lived on a podere. Agnesa, daughter of Antonio del
Ricciarello, a poor man, was still unmarried at 26 in 1677. One unmarried
woman, the servant of Giovanni Cosimo Landucci, may have considered
this function to be her permanent station.

Marriage required long-term planning that both families committed to
a written contract. Parents still living applied for village dowry allotments
and proclaimed the dowry expectations to prospective grooms after the
girls reached age 16 or 17, in the relatively clement decades before 1645.
We catch only glimpses of negotiations behind these marriage pacts.
Sometimes grooms made straightforward proposals to the women they
sought, as in the ill-fated case of Lorenzo Gazzara to Lucrezia Doveri.*®
Fewer than half the brides still had fathers, at any period, and brothers
usually did not wield enough authority to stand in their way. Brides with
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fathers at their side almost always enjoyed larger dowries with respect to
orphans. Parents assembled assets in the form of fields, parts of houses,
and portions of furniture whose total value they never stipulated, and over
which they retained usufruct rights until they died. Establishing one
daughter was not so difficult, if it entailed only redirecting the dowry
the bride’s mother brought into the household. If there were more than
one daughter, or if there were children from two different mothers or
fathers, the arrangements could become complicated. Like aristocrats,
peasants avoided cumbersome dowry payments by resorting to fascinating
strategies of multiple marriages, especially before 1650 when we have five
“double-marriages”: a brother and sister marrying a sister and brother.
The dowry amount stipulated in the contract was a legal fiction, since the
dowry given out to the sister came back to the brother.** These account for
only 10 marriages out of 269, so they were not commonplace.

The marriage contract did not necessarily emancipate the newlyweds, if
the parents invited them into their household. Grooms often committed
themselves to caring for the bride’s family in the bargain. No doubt, this
often happened officiously, without the benefit of a written document.
But the marriage contract was a convenient place for the bride’s parents
to provide for their own future. Sixteen contracts carried this provision,
while three more contained the groom’s promise to feed, clothe, and guide
(governare) a child or two from his bride’s previous marriage until they
were older; 15 was the age of autonomy specified in one contract.
Sharecroppers almost never resided with their father-in-law, but nine
brides moved in with their husband’s father, or more often, his younger
brother.* Castello households followed other principles: of seven cases of
complex households, only three cohabited on the male side. In the remain-
ing four cases, the groom moved in with his father-in-law, and not always
because there were no other heirs. According to a rule long practiced by the
aristocracy, estates could pass to a nephew on the female side if he con-
sented to abandon his patronym and to adopt his maternal uncle’s identity.
Village notables acted similarly. When Luca Romani from Cortona mar-
ried Caterina Selvi and moved in with her father, Cristoforo, neighbors
called his children Selvi for the next generation. Caterina kept her property
pretensions alive through civil litigation on her own initiative. Luca
Romani, qualified professionally as an organist, was an unpopular man
who could never garner enough prestige for his patronym to supplant his
father-in-law’s. The same fate befell Paolo Vettori’s son-in-law Jacomo
Crocchi, even though he was a prominent villager and onetime camerlengo.
The priest omitted his patronym and his children’s on the states of souls
roster of 1648.% Francesco Penti married the daughter of his colleague
Girolamo Nannini, and they worked the smithy together. Francesco
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expected to inherit all the capital (worth a healthy 300 florins) when his
father-in-law died.”” The bride’s widowed mother used the marriage con-
tract as a social security arrangement too, remaining with her daughter
either in her own house, or in the dwelling of her son-in-law, “in the place
of mother,” as one pact put it. One groom promised to pay a substantial
vitto (pension) if ever his mother-in-law should decide to move out.*® The
bride’s mother promised in exchange that he would inherit all her property
if the couple were good and avoided acts of ingratitude! Documents such as
these hint at the influence of elderly mothers and mothers-in-law and
explain why we rarely find them living on their own. Even when the mother
did not cohabit with her married daughter, she was usually close by, detach-
ing part of her dwelling for the new couple and remaining next door.*

The great majority of parents released the dowry bit by bit, over five,
ten, or even fifteen years, if indeed they ever acquitted them entirely. Few
parents placed stacks of good coin on a table at the moment the groom
offered the ring. They limited their cash provisions to a small portion of
the total—say 10 percent—while the remainder constituted a debt on
which they paid interest after several years. Many dowries took the form of
small monetary installments paid at irregular intervals, often recorded by
the priest at the bottom of the contract. When the father died, the brother
assumed the responsibility for continuing these payments, though he
might have daughters of his own to dower. Because so many pacts con-
tained complicated arrangements, I am convinced that many dowry por-
tions were pious wishes, especially for the poorest parents. Five of the
marriage contracts hint that litigation potential poisoned the dowry pack-
age; most grooms were told they must defend their portion from molestia
with their own resources. Since dowry tensions were rife and numerous,
then why not repudiate the agreement? Dowry payments were no different
from the multitude of other debts that bound people to each other. They
always involved outsiders who witnessed the contracts and signed for the
parties, in addition to the parish priest who drafted it. To go back on one’s
word was a dangerous precedent to set, especially if the one who signed the
pact was a Landucci, or any of the prosperous Barbieri, the gabellaio
Carpellini, or other pillars of the confraternity. The potential for losing
face (and future patronage) was considerable. Much better to continue to
pay, or pretend to pay, debts owing to siblings.

Why bother with dowries at all? Modern developments have distanced
us from what would have been considered their obvious advantages.
Repeat childbearing and fearsome rates of infant mortality no longer char-
acterize married life. Today, higher education levels and a low birth rate
give women unprecedented work opportunities outside the home. Much
greater life spans make it possible for people to save up over many years for
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their old age, and heavy taxes levied on high incomes enable welfare states
to palliate the most serious social problems. All these and more were lack-
ing in the seventeenth century. In an agricultural world where women
worked at the margins of the wage economy, and where many married
while still in their teens, they could not possibly accumulate their dowry on
their own, save in exceptional circumstances: Caterina di Jacomo Monaci
brought 10 years of a servant’s salary to her older and well-established hus-
band, Valentino di Rocco.”® A dowry worth 300 to 400 lire constituted a
protective cushion against the deprivations of widowhood, which could
intervene at any moment. While the money was paid to her husband or his
father, it belonged by law to her, and she recovered it automatically upon
widowhood. Dowries were an adaptive mechanism making it possible for
parents to transfer wealth to their daughters at the time of their peak fer-
tility, without compromising their own welfare. Dowries helped ensure the
survival of her offspring, just as passing real estate to sons increased their
chances of success.* We can only guess what proportion of the estate
typically went to the daughters in dowries, but it appears to have been
substantial.

Because the dowry protected vulnerable people from destitution, it
proved the charitable legacy of choice. Tuscans offered a wide assortment
of dowry supplements to establish girls from poor families. Patrons
included the grand dukes, city governments, and village councils operating
through confraternities. Only rich families whose members performed no
manual labor, or comfortable families free from debts, were considered
ineligible. The great majority of brides in Montefollonico were considered
poor under this definition, and most of them went to the altar with the
40 lire provided by the confraternity.*? Paternal and maternal uncles some-
times offered up a few florins each “for the love of God.” The phrase
denotes that they were not legally responsible to dower the bride and could
not be sued for nonpayment. Childless aunts appear only in two or three
cases to provide portions. A bride’s other possibility—but this was
infrequent—was to combine her salary with charity from the same
employer. A Florentine orphan girl went to the altar with a modest dowry
of 60 florins provided by her employer, the noble Borghesi family; half of
it was her salary and the remainder was a gift. Since servants’ wages were
low, offset by the employer’s feeding and lodging them, only older brides
would have accumulated anything substantial. One bride went to the altar
with 100 florins given by the Landucci, “for the love of God,” although such
a large amount implies that she had been an employee in some special
capacity. Dowry portions given as pious charity were also a commonplace
bequest in aristocratic testaments. Signora Domenica Cinuzzi provided
three donations worth 10 florins each to local girls, who also qualified for
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an equivalent amount from the local confraternity. The bride’s brothers
sometimes committed themselves to finding such sources of charity,
especially if their own resources were negligible.

Dowries enabled girls to marry young, often to men substantially older
and more settled.* Youthful marriage spurred population growth from
the aftermath of the Black Death in the fourteenth century until the onset
of the great famines in 1590, but even after the population began to
decline, brides still went to the altar young. For those who married
between 1630 and the mid-century famine, mean age at first marriage was
a youthful 20.2. Bartolomea Nannini was only 14.5 when she wed
Bernardino Biagi in 1632. Fully a third of the brides had not completed
their eighteenth birthday. Their husbands were generally a few years older,
either still working alongside their fathers on a podere or managing one
themselves. On the poderi of San Valentino and neighboring Ciliano
parishes in 1643, wives were on average eight years younger than their
husbands: almost a quarter of them were fifteen years younger or more.
The greatest discrepancies saw widowers marry young brides soon after
burying the mothers of their children.**

Marrying someone outside the community was commonplace in the
mezzadria system. Of the 278 grooms identified in the parish registers,
40 percent originated in parishes outside the fief. Most took their bride
home to their native parish after the wedding, which tended to fall into the
winter months before Lent, or else in May or June before the heavy harvest
work. Other grooms were recent arrivals settling into local poderi. Only
7 percent of the brides who were wed in a local ceremony originated from
elsewhere. Both the immigrant brides and the newlyweds brought home
by their husbands originated in most cases from the local dioceses of
Pienza and Montepulciano.

The bride moved into the groom’s house with her household equip-
ment, whatever furniture her parents could spare, and her donamenti:
dress, jewelry, and trousseau, the value and consistency of which varied
according to her status. Women spent several years sewing and embroider-
ing the clothes that were part of it.* Domenico Monaci compiled a list of
these articles when his daughter Lisabetta married the son of a comfort-
able sharecropper, Jacomo Lucarini, in 1626: a half-dozen dresses of good
material; 4 pairs of sleeves; 14 shirts, most of which were new; 10 new
dresses (spalagrembi); cotton handkerchiefs and kerchiefs; napkins and
tablecloths; 5 bonnets, of which 2 were of brightly colored silk, and a coral
necklace; as well as a chest (forziere) to put them in. Compare this to the
gifts her husband received from his father when he left home to set up
house on a podere alongside his brother-in-law: a large barrel; over a thou-
sand liters of wine; wooden planks; 4 beehives; an assortment of shovels,
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hoes, and other agricultural implements; a table and a bed; a young don-
key; 4 sheets and 5 shirts; sacks, smaller casks, and other assorted contain-
ers, two good suits with stockings, glass bottles, jugs and vases, plates and
glasses, some raw hemp and linen, a pitchfork, two knives and a sword; and
almost a hundred lire in cash.*® Between them, a cornucopia of peasant
wealth!

Parish documents do not often tell us much about living conditions,
however. The court archives underline the shabby condition of many of
the village houses and the poderi alike. Thieves easily removed bricks from
the walls to creep inside locked dwellings. Doors and floorboards often
contained gaping holes. During the day, the doors and windows would
have been open not only to people, but also to hens and pigeons wander-
ing through the rooms. Postmortem inventories give us more detail not
only for poor sharecroppers but for village notables too, whose possessions
constituted a fairly accessible lifestyle model. The activities of cooking,
cleaning, and sociability with neighbors took place in the kitchen hearth,
which was often large enough to sit in. A fully equipped hearth included a
spit for roasting meat, together with heavy pots and pans nearby. Bread,
beans, wine, and cheese were the dietary staples of most people, aug-
mented by the poultry and eggs raised in most courtyards.*” Bread was the
crucial staple since the Middle Ages.*® The essential piece of furniture in
every kitchen was the madia, a trough for preparing bread dough. Though
the tomato belonged to the future, many distinguishing traits of modern
Tuscan cuisine were already in place. Every kitchen possessed a cheese
grater, since the little wheels of cacio pecorino were consumed as a condi-
ment. More affluent villagers expressed their wealth on the table with
crockery. Every household possessed multiple plates and bowls, but the
richer ones owned scores of pieces, with both white and glazed crockery
and terracotta pots and jugs, as well as glasses and pitchers. Simone
Berardi, father of a parish priest, owned silver forks and spoons, in poor
condition and stored away in boxes. The richer villagers distinguished their
homes with substantial pieces of furniture: tables with feet carved as lion’s
paws, armoires placed against the wall alongside weapons racks. Modest
families generally slept in a single large chamber adjacent to the kitchen,
with their effects stored nearby in trunks. There was a confusion of pur-
poses for single rooms, but beds were already important and imposing
objects of furniture—the best ones supporting big mattresses stuffed with
feathers, encircled by curtains, and topped with a canopy. Poverty entailed
being cold. The typical hearth fire, fed by straw and branches, dwindled to
a bare flicker providing little light and no noticeable heat.*” Houses con-
tained a variety of implements such as bedwarmers to economize on pre-
cious fuel. In addition to the kitchen and a sleeping chamber, many houses



REPRODUCTION 117

contained an underground cantina to store wine barrels and a porch or
shed to store equipment. Most castello dwellings possessed a garden too,
abutting against the village rampart. Poderi houses left fewer records, since
they did not belong to local householders, and sharecroppers occupied
them for shorter periods. The surviving buildings today have been modi-
fied substantially over the centuries, but we still derive from them an
impression of solid sufficiency by early modern standards.

Workable Families

Piante tante, spighe poche

(So many stalks, so few kernels)

Marriage was central to women’s existence because it was not distinct from
childbearing, at least not intentionally so. Usually it was not long before the
bride could boast she was pregnant. Almost half of the brides (44 percent)
gave birth within a year of their wedding. Pregnancy was not without its
risks; Alessandra di Giovanni Battista’s pregnancy impressed the commis-
sario enough to record her large belly, “which frightens women and makes
them think about their conscience”® We never capture the birthing
process in conventional sources. The priest recorded the midwives’ identity
only when they baptized newborn infants in peril of dying before the
church ceremony could be arranged. Aldabella di Pasquino was one of
these, baptizing seven infants. Midwives were matronly figures, women of
experience rather than skill, who applied little charms to ease the birthing
pangs.®! Their origins seem to have been diverse, from women such as
Calidonia di Pietro Gabbiai on the disreputable margins of society to the
pious notable Maddalena Bertini-Selvi.

Repeat pregnancies and births were the best way for a mother to ensure
her comfortable retirement in old age, should that happy event transpire.
As in most of the developing world today (where infant mortality is still
relatively common), having numerous children was a wise investment in
the future. So many children! And yet a married couple’s reproduction was
no sure thing. Despite the conscientious ministrations of the midwives, a
high mortality rate for children and parents alike meant that women
would have to marry young and bear children repeatedly just to replace the
adult population. Mario Breschi estimates rates of infant mortality (those
dying in their first year) at between 150 and 220 for every 1000 live births
in the seventeenth century: staggeringly high rates in our time, these are
surely too low.” Mortality rates were so high that the population would
have looked quite young. On the 19 poderi in the parish of San Valentino
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in 1655, 18 contained a total of 65 children, who constituted something
like two-thirds of the entire parish population. Almost a third (31) was
below the age of 10. Conversely, only two adults were over 59 years old, and
only 11 (barely 10 percent) had reached the age of 50. This parish’s youth-
tul face reflected a rebound from terrible famines. The age distribution in
San Bartolomeo parish in 1677 was more typical. On the poderi there,
peasants had an average of 3.2 living children if one discounts adult
co-sharecroppers. This included an assortment of garzome: nieces and
especially nephews who moved in to keep the farm productive. Forty
(47 percent) of 85 people were youngsters below age 20, and only 19 percent
were below the age of 10. Here, 15 percent of the population was over the
age of 50, and 6 percent over the age of 60. The castello population was a bit
different, for it attracted an older population. Of the 112 people living
there, 40 percent were below the age of 20, and 20 percent were under the
age of 10, while 16 percent had reached the age of 50, and 10 percent had
passed the age of 60.

I am certain that Breschi’s rates of infant mortality are too low because
they do not account for infanticide. Neglect, abandonment, and the delib-
erate killing of newborn babies by their mothers is something we
encounter in all human societies, and in some animal species as well.
Martin Daly and Margo Wilson, in their landmark study of homicide, note
that when women kill, the victims are most likely to be their own chil-
dren.>® The cases of infanticide prosecuted judicially are gloomily similar:
the mothers were girls of stable family who had been seduced and
abandoned, and who resolved to hide their pregnancy and their shame. In
Montefollonico, only Margarita Sestigiani went to this extremity.
Pretending at first to the magistrate that the baby boy was stillborn,
Margarita soon changed her story and in a long, teary lament covering
several pages she confessed to strangling the big healthy newborn with her
blue hair ribbon. The magistrate consigned her to the city prison at
Montepulciano and she disappears from view.**

My first suspicions that married women might have been killing their
infants arose from studying behavior during the famine of 1648—49.
Unlike unwed mothers, married women who would kill their children did
not hide their pregnancies. They did not need to adopt a course of action
prior to the moment they chose to keep the child and could weigh their
own and their family’s circumstances when the time came. Parents could
pretend that their child was stillborn or died immediately after birth,
because the thing was common enough.>® Comparing the sex of baptized
children gives us the best insight into infanticide. Fashioning age pyramids
from the states of souls registers for the three parishes just for the poderi
where priests consistently recorded people’s ages, we find only 5 percent
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more males than females in the parish of San Bartolomeo in 1677, in a
generation after the great hunger. On poderi farms in San Leonardo parish
in 1648, on the cusp of the famine, there were 14 percent more males than
females. For San Valentino in 1655, however, the deficit of females was fully
34 percent! The greatest imbalance was in the youngest ages, with the
greatest disparity (6 females/12 males) among those between the ages of
5 and 9. If San Valentino represented roughly one-seventh of the total pop-
ulation, it is not unreasonable to suspect that parents snuffed out the lives
of one or two score of their babies, primarily female, during the famine of
1648-49. Some of these children, again probably female in majority, might
have been left with the San Cristofano hospital in nearby Montepulciano.*®
Other infants might have been carried to Siena, to the hospital of Santa
Maria della Scala, which received a couple of hundred children every year
from the city and the entire state. The scale of the tragedy in 1648-50
would have swamped such institutions, however. The worst years tended
to follow bad harvests. In a number of these years, 1617, 1629, 1635, 1647,
and 1658, the ratio of males to females at baptism was over double, and it
was almost double in several more years. There were two years when girls’
baptisms outnumbered boys, by 50 percent or more, as in 1623 and 1634,
but occasional swings both ways was normal in a population oscillating
between 700 and 850 people. The years where the sex imbalance of bap-
tized infants was greatest did not always coincide with high grain prices;
low prices could be a curse to peasants if they had debts to pay.”” The high
index of masculinity in the 1680s occurred in years where no harvest
shortage troubled people’s lives, but grain prices reached their nadir.
Nevertheless, these great imbalances disappeared in better times.

Let us examine a large portion of the childbearing couples in
Montefollonico, record the number of baptized children born to them,
and then note the frequency of their births. This procedure affords us a
much closer look at the parents whose lengthy birth intervals look suspi-
cious, if the reader will follow me through a brief demonstration in figures.
We have 116 continuously resident couples that display intergenesic inter-
vals (time between births) ranging from 30 to 48 months. Why such a
limited frame? In a world of frequently malnourished peasants and near-
universal maternal breastfeeding, it seems best not to assume some kind of
birth control being used within two and a half years of the previous bap-
tism. If parents were not killing newborns, then the gender balance of the
last-baptized and the next-baptized should be near parity. We have
134 binary relations or couples of births on each end of the gap, between
the harvest years 1616 and 1663. The index of masculinity of the previous-
born child was 135, well above the natural rate of 104; the index of the
next-born was less pronounced, at 123, but still significantly abnormal.
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We can examine the problem more closely by counting the gaps
between births, relative to the number of live births in the same period.
While the long intergenesic intervals we see in the 1620s and early 1630s
did not comprise more than 10 percent of the number of live baptisms,
those of the late 1630s correspond to a third of live births. The 11 couples
with suspicious gaps between their baptisms during the great famine of
1649 and 1650 correspond to only 19 live baptisms in the same period.
Among them, their previous baptized infant was male in fully 10 of
11 cases, while the next-born was male in 8. These figures signify that parents
wished to enhance the chances of survival of their previous-born son at
the expense of babies born not long thereafter; and then tended to prefer a
son for the next child they decided to keep. And who were these parents?
Among the 11 families with long intergenesic intervals, we find one local
businessman, Jacomo Crocchi, whose wife Lisabetta Vettori was the sister
of a parish priest. This couple already had two children. Crocchi had leased
village assets, such as the butcher-stall, and took up leases on agricultural
land.*® The famine conjuncture hit him very hard; we see him suing vil-
lagers for small purchases of meat made much earlier. Another couple a lit-
tle above the peasantry was a literate stonemason, maestro Niccolo Biagi,
and his peasant wife, Faustina Barbieri. Biagi’s affairs had been deteriorat-
ing for a number of years, and Niccolo’s elder brother Bernardino bought
much of his property years earlier in what looks like a loan with land as
collateral.”® The other parents were all peasants of diverse assets and
resources. Niccolo Pilacci lost both his parents during the famine.
Margarita di Giuseppe bore 12 baptized children to her sharecropper hus-
band Luca Barbieri, several of whom later married. This couple’s repro-
duction was already assured. These couples seemed to ease the survival of
their families by killing the newest members.

Anthropologists frequently encounter infanticide because raising chil-
dren is just one of the tasks that married women perform. A child requires
a long-term investment in food, attention, and time from mothers, who
have to make tradeoffs between their own subsistence and reproduction.
Moreover, mothers had to evaluate their children’s chances for survival
immediately after birth, in a world where at least half of baptized offspring
would die before they could marry and reproduce in turn. Mothers had to
make this choice before beginning lactation, which transformed them phys-
iologically and emotionally. Once the mothers became attached to their
baby, and the babies reciprocated, it became more heartrending to abandon
them. This dilemma is quite universal in human societies and so has less to
do with gender ideologies than with the physiology of lactation.*

Historians sometimes evoke a “mentality” that makes it possible for
parents to think that abandoning or killing girls was normal, but the
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concept of mentality is purely tautological—that is, we explain a seemingly
strange behavior by postulating that people had a different mindset from
ours. It would be better to search for the good reasons people had for
acting as they did. Why the parental preference for boys? In Italy, having
mostly boys conferred several advantages. Sharecropping families tried to
do better than simply balance arms to mouths, as they put it. The men pro-
duced grain and wine, the saleable crops. Women performed a range of
useful functions, but their contribution to the production of essential
foodstuffs was secondary. Moreover, girls required dowries that were far
higher than what their earnings could provide. Peasant sons brought
dowries to their parents. Parental acumen could be crudely tabulated in
the cumulative dowries of several sons, offset by only one dowry to pay
out. For parents, having boys entailed other advantages too. Italian chil-
dren did not live separately from their aged and widowed mothers; share-
cropper widows clearly preferred to live with sons more than daughters.
Among poderi families in San Bartolomeo and San Valentino parishes,
mothers living with married sons numbered 15; only 1 mother, who had no
sons, lived with her daughters. Sons were material and emotional security
in old age, and Italian mothers enjoyed high status in the household
betrayed by any number of offhand references in judicial documents and
marriage contracts. We should not see mothers as being disinterested
beings. As much as their husbands, they had good reasons for wanting boys.

There is an interesting wrinkle, however. Most stratified human soci-
eties practice hypergamy, wherein women frequently marry men of higher
social status than themselves. Early modern Italians did as much.
Aristocratic families destined half or more of their daughters to convents
in the seventeenth century. Conversely, the more sons a high-ranking fam-
ily had, the better its chance at social consolidation or advancement.®!
Hypergamy allowed rich commoners to creep into the aristocracy via the
marriage of their daughters to well-born men. Sociobiologists see this
practice as an adaptive mechanism easing the tensions between social
superiors and their underlings, for low-status people could hope to have
high-status grandchildren. While it was in the interest of powerful people
to procreate sons who would in turn beget heirs (unlike their daughters),
it was on the contrary in the interest of poor people who desired heirs to
have multiple daughters. Many women went to the altar without substan-
tial dowries, replacing recently deceased sharecroppers’ wives, for example,
whose widowers were burdened with children. A handful reproduced out-
side the bounds of holy matrimony, usually impregnated by men of higher
status. While sharecropping families seemed to resort to infanticide most
often, and clearly preferred boys, they were not the poorest people in the
community. The landless inhabitants (called pigionali, or renters), widows,
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and isolated individuals residing in the castello agglomeration were the
true poor. In 1702, we have for the combined parishes of San Leonardo and
San Bartolomeo only 9 well-off families in the castello with only 4 boys and
5 girls under the age of 10. Their poorer neighbors, on the other hand, had
only 12 boys for 28 girls in the same age group! At first sight, the numbers
suggest that poor families neglected their male children at the expense of
the female ones.®

The church certainly opposed infanticide, in principle, but we should
not give undue weight to intellectual preferences. What could churchmen
do to curtail the practice? Early in the seventeenth century, the priest bap-
tized only a minority of infants on the day they were born.®® The church
shortened these delays to help parents decide to keep their infant. The
church also considered putting a child in bed with the mother to be a seri-
ous sin that only the bishop could absolve.®* The church encouraged des-
perate parents to abandon infants at the door of a foundling hospital, such
as the one in Montepulciano.%® Only a few infants were left each year for
the whole district, however. There is not much evidence that the ministra-
tions of priests had much effect. Bishops or their emissaries conferred the
sacrament of confirmation on those children who survived early child-
hood. Between 1587 and 1730, we have eighteen confirmation lists for
Montefollonico. The normal ratio of boys to girls past age five would prob-
ably be at or below 100. In 1638, the index of masculinity was only 67. In
some years, the index was close to natural levels, at 102.5 in 1677, 106 in
1625 and 1642, and 109 in 1599. But the aftermath of more difficult years
revealed stunning disproportions of male and female juveniles. The index
of masculinity was 142.5 in 1613 (when the bishop confirmed over
200 children), 125 and 123 in 1632 and 1636 respectively, reflecting the
more difficult years of the mid- to late-1620s; 185 in 1646, 170 in 1654, and
136.5 in the kinder 1660s. Such consistently high rates of masculinity show
that parents were making hard choices about which children to raise to
adulthood. And the profile we find there is reproduced with subtle
variations in the communities nearby.*

It looks like the infanticide of legitimate infants at birth before their
baptism was a routine response to hard times in early modern Tuscany,
and no doubt elsewhere. In bad years, it might have corresponded to a
quarter or a third of live births. It seemed to persist longest among share-
croppers, but the practice was no doubt widespread and may explain the
gradual decline of population across much of Italy during the long seven-
teenth century, from 1590 to 1730.%” Like our routine modern recourse to
abortion, most people could live with infanticide as an unpleasant fact of
life. Whether with boys or girls, we do not find in Tuscany a quick replace-
ment of dead children after a harvest failure. Parents were making fatal
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choices to construct a workable family out of the material that nature
bestowed on them.

Workable families drew their identities and their strength from past
generations. The names that godparents bestowed were already designated
by the parents mindful of family history. Many parents followed simple
rules, but they are not always apparent and there existed a variety of prac-
tices. Tuscany occupies an intermediate position between the considerable
predictability of names bestowed in the Kingdom of Naples, and the wide
variety available to French parents.®® Italian parents bestowed a different
name for each living child and never transmitted their own names to their
children. As in Naples, Tuscans named the first-born son after a grandfa-
ther. Luca di Agnolo Barbieri used Agnolo for his first-born, and Giuseppe,
the name of his father-in-law, for the second son, which implies that both
parents had some say in the matter. Giovanni di Bernardino Rubenni, who
had four sons by his wife Giulia di Giovanni, used both Bernardino and
Giovanni, this last a reference to the grandfather, not the father. Just as fre-
quently, parents bestowed the names of uncles or brothers on the father’s
side. Pietro Bai never used his father’s name Millo for his three sons, but he
conferred names of brothers or uncles instead, Annibale, Cesare, and
Niccolo. Benedetto di Ascanio Stefanucci made repeated attempts to keep
family names alive; he never used Ascanio, but attempted Niccolo twice,
Camillo twice, Cassandra twice, and applied Claudio, his first wife’s
father’s name, once. Noblemen behaved like their commoner neighbors.
Flavio Buonamici tried Leandro three times and Francesco twice, to keep
the names alive. The influence of outside events or of naming fads was very
muted. One of the Landucci sons carried the name Cosimo hyphenated to
another; this was a nobleman’s political homage to the ruling Medici.
Someone bestowed the unusual name Mattia during the Castro War of
1643, where Prince Mattia de’Medici, governor of Siena, commanded the
Tuscan army. Fulvio Carpellini and his wife Ottavia Gazzari must have
been desperate to have children. Ottavia gave birth to Domitilla almost
three years after her marriage; the baby died in infancy, but several years
later, she gave birth to a Pellegrino and a Pellegrina in 1646 and 1647
respectively. These unusual names hint that a pilgrimage to a holy shrine
cured her sterility.®

There was no single family model. The states of souls tell us something
about household sizes and their structures. There was a permanent con-
trast between the podere households and castello families. Only one podere
contained no children. There was on average 7.15 children on the others,
including the garzone and hired labor. For the combined parishes of San
Valentino (1655) and San Bartolomeo (1677), only two were occupied by
people of a single generation, on small holdings. Three-quarters of them
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contained two generations, whether elderly parents with adult children
(sometimes married but without living children) or younger parents with
children as a classic nuclear family. The remaining quarter of the poderi
united three generations under the same roof, as elderly capocasa (aged
mothers) lived alongside their grandchildren. None contained more than
three generations. Men practically always headed the household. When
widowed mothers were still alive, they were listed below the active sons.
More complex households contained one or more married sons
in the house, and a confusing assortment of children and grandchildren.
The priest listed the hired help last, whatever their age. These garzoni
(for the great majority were boys) numbered 20 to 35 individuals drawn
from poor castello households. They were never younger than nine years
old: and before the mid-century famine pushed the age at marriage
upward, very few were older than twenty.

The castello agglomeration contrasted rich families and poor ones. Richer
people had larger families in both cities and villages.”” The 12 families of
notables in San Leonardo parish boasted an average of 3.7 dependent
offspring each, including some adults and grandchildren. The poorer fam-
ilies, often fatherless, contained only 1.8 children on average. Children
sometimes figure in households that appear to be assemblages of more dis-
tant relatives, people whose relationship to the capofamiglia is unclear. In
an era where the principal social safety net comprised of relatives, large
families were tangible wealth and strength. Fragile blood-ties signified vul-
nerability.”! Almost a third of the households contained persons of just one
generation. Some of these consisted of well-to-do bachelors living with a
servant (there were but five servant women in the parish). Only three
households contained three generations.”> The bulk (two-thirds) of the
castello households were made up of two-generation families, though a
good portion of these were headed by widows with small children and a few
aged widows lived with adult children.” Very few people in Montefollonico
lived alone in their room, whatever their social status.

Families were made more workable by this internal cohesion and some
self-sacrifice. Not only were the families unequal with respect to each
other, even the members within each of these hierarchically structured
families were unequal among themselves. The household was not an egal-
itarian structure, and the documents reflect both law and custom. Fathers
enjoyed full legal power over their children for as long as they lived under
his roof. But we would be mistaken to view domestic authority as an
unbending patriarchy passing from father to son. The states of souls
sometimes reveal power relations in the household.” Scribes always listed
the patriarch first, then his “consort,” followed by the eldest son, and by
the other children in order of their age. The variations on these themes
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were quite numerous, if the document’s order is indeed a faithful reflec-
tion of local perceptions. In the castello, Paolo Vettori’s married daughter
Lisabetta lived with her parents. Her husband’s name, Jacomo figures
after hers, his surname omitted. Next came Lisabetta’s younger brothers,
and Lisabetta’s children ended the list. This pattern emerges in other
households too. Vincenzo Ciacci, aged 70, and his wife, Maddalena,
aged 62, were listed as capocasa and consorte respectively. Two daughters
followed, by order of age: Laura, a widow, aged 30, and Portia, aged 28.
Her husband Michelagnolo came last, bearing no last name. The position
of the mother varied depending on her age and social integration, but she
usually wielded no little influence. Sulpizia Mazzoni, a notable’s widow,
was listed as capocasa ahead of her adult son maestro Carlo, a stonemason,
and his sister Lucrezia. Carlo’s marriage would eventually lift him to head
status.”

Social life as a whole was articulated around the production and con-
servation of children. Evolutionary psychologists often speak of the “inclu-
sive fitness” of individuals: it includes the “nepotistic” behavior of those
who sacrifice their own chance of raising children and yet proffer precious
assistance to the offspring of close relatives.”® This behavior was very com-
mon in Montefollonico. Unless they were orphaned, Tuscan children
would remain under their parents’ tutelage until they married. We find
them in their late 30s and early 40s, still not married, living on poderi and
in village houses. Whether sons of sharecroppers or village notables such as
Lorenzo Barbieri, adult sons were in an awkward position, for they could
not marry, enter into contracts, or engage the assets of the house until their
fathers emancipated them formally.”” Younger daughters could be expected
to assist their parents and sisters-in-law until they themselves married and
moved away. Many mothers benefited from the assistance of such close kin
as “helpers” to raise her children. Grandmothers could still fulfill this
role.”® Rich families could hire servant girls or wetnurses; the latter were
not numerous, but they allowed the mother to become pregnant again
much sooner. Resident male kin strengthened the reproducing line too.
Bachelor brothers were the most precious aids: their wages contributed
mightily to the prosperity of the whole household and they bore their
share of the burden of representing the family’s public interest to the com-
munity. This would end when the brother decided to pull his portion from
the estate worked in common, and to move away. Priests were different,
because the church imposed celibacy upon them. Matteo Barbieri lived
with three brothers and his aged mother without any kind of division.”
When the priest was an outsider, he often brought his whole family with
him to share the fruits of his benefice.? His income usually helped send a
nephew to college or to a seminary. The death of an ecclesiastic uncle or
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brother could transform the prospects of penniless youths or middle-aged
men who had never advanced on their own.?!

Universally, parents care profoundly and often selflessly for their
children, with huge behavioral consequences.®? The blood bonds of nepo-
tism have no counterweight in other forms of social solidarity. It may be a
universal among living creatures, great and small.* Parents owed their
children bread, guidance, and protection. Protection was not a vain con-
cept, and fathers and mothers frequently exercised it by thrashing neigh-
bors and their children who threatened their offspring.®* Aurelia Biagi
dismissed her irate neighbor, the smithy Giovanbattista Borri, for his
inability to provide for his family: “he’s a worthless wretch (sciaurato) who
doesn’t keep his family with him, but spreads them out among other peo-
ple, given that he has so little honor.” The solidarity of older children ben-
efited both their siblings and their parents.®® Fathers interceded for their
sons to mitigate judicial condemnations, pledged their good behavior on
pain of heavy fines, and negotiated peace with their sons” enemies.®® For
sons this state of protection could lead to an almost permanent state of
subordination, if fate blessed their father with long life. Adult sons gradu-
ally took on their own responsibilities under their fathers’ roof. Anacleto
Barbieri’s power stemmed in large part from the activities of Lorenzo, who
managed his poderi, served the marchese as gabellaio, and acted as an inter-
mediary between the community and the Sienese and Tuscan institutions
above it; and from the activities of Giovanni Battista, the parish priest of
San Valentino and San Bartolomeo. Both sons lived with Anacleto, took his
affairs to heart, and defended his status against challengers.?” Fathers and
brothers never really relinquished their role of protecting the girls, even
after marrying them off. Lattanzio Pilacci rushed to Francesco Crocchi’s
house after the latter hit his wife, Lattanzio’s daughter, for wasting money.
“I say it’s an ugly shame to hit a woman. Come down here, you wretch!”
His sons Carlo and Niccolo stood by with stones in hand, as the men scuf-
fled. Francesco’s brother Jacomo fetched his sword and ran to the alterca-
tion. The priest Cesare Mazzoni hurried to break them apart.®® Mothers
wielded substantial influence too. Camillo Penti defied the wishes of his
mother and brother Francesco and married without their consent, instead
of living in submissive docility with them.® The bad feelings that resulted
prompted his departure. The influence of mothers over their daughters is
more difficult to trace, for it remained outside the world of written docu-
ments, and daughters rarely left their parents’ dwelling before marriage.

Children were also socialized by other children. We rarely see the girls,
but boys roamed everywhere in tight bands. Certainly the boys who frol-
icked with each other away from parental supervision instructed each
other on the prickly demands of the honor ethic their peer group enforced
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more rigidly than the strictest father. Their horseplay and play-fighting
sometimes entailed durable wounds, but boys strove for acceptance and
for status in these groups right up until they married. Many a parent—
stern fathers included—waited long into the night for his son to come
home, fearing that some young delinquent might have involved him in
trouble, and they had good reason to be afraid.

Parents not only sheltered, fed, and protected their children, they edu-
cated them too. I find no example of fathers instructing girls, who spent
their time close to their mothers in household tasks, and they only occa-
sionally tended animals in the fields when they were older. For them, tra-
dition guided their education and their upbringing entirely. Boys followed
their fathers, if they were not garzoni on a podere, but there was always the
chance that reading could open new vistas for them. We have one glimpse
of a father teaching his son the catechism outside in the street.”® Many
fathers sent their boys to school to learn to read and write. Ascanio Diami,
a well-to-do villager, hoped the infeudation of the village would permit a
threefold increase in the schoolmaster’s salary from the confraternity
revenues, to attract someone learned enough to “tame (redurre) the
boys . ..and by means progressing in knowledge, they become men of
good quality, apt to be useful to themselves and to their community
(patria).”®! Many literate villagers criticized the shortcomings of itinerant
schoolmasters such as the monk Fra Benedetto Gubernale. “You don’t
teach the catechism to the youths (ragazzi), or grammar, either. You're only
good at gambling!” cried their ringleader, Giuliano Vettori.*?

There is no convenient document allowing us to determine levels of lit-
eracy in a systematic way, but the marriage contracts are probably the best.
At the foot of the short acts he penned, the priest asked the parties to
append their signatures. Notaries wrote marriage contracts only for the
rich, so the bundle of 269 contracts for Montefollonico contains none
from elite families, but those of well-to-do artisans and peasants figure
prominently. When neither spouse nor their parents and relatives could
sign, other parties—such as the local noblemen, or village notables such as
the Barbieri—signed the document in their stead. If it is not possible to
extrapolate literacy statistics from them, we still see who could sign their
names and who could not.”® Of the 268 contracts, we have 20 signatures
from future husbands, but not a single one from the brides. One might
object that they would require a male stand-in for the legal act. But some
brides were widows free to marry who they chose. Many widows negoti-
ated the marriage of their daughters, and both future spouses were consid-
ered contracting parties, properly speaking, and the document’s wording
reflected this. Illiterate parties invited people to sign for them, and this was
universal for the women. For illiterate husbands, the signing party was
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usually a notable, but sometimes a brother or a father, which suggests that
literacy was a family asset, not an individual’s. The priest Luca Formichi
signed for his brother Andrea, who was about to receive a very substantial
dowry of 1,200 lire. Clearly the parents invested heavily in the education of
the priest, not that of Andrea, who would inherit most of the family estate
and sire heirs.

The businessmen were almost all literate; Vincenzo, Scipione, Arenio,
and Anacleto Barbieri, capocasa of four distant branches of the same
patronym appended their signatures to a host of documents. The Carpellini,
Nannini, Selvi, Nutarelli, Vettori, and Mazzoni could sign, as could the sur-
geon Marcantonio Venturi. The one who could not, stonemason Carlo
Mazzoni, lost almost everything after he invested in village revenues in the
1640s and 1650s. There was widespread literacy among the artisans who
frequently dealt in leases and other contracts; the Biagi brothers
Bernardino and Niccolo could both sign; weaver Tommaso Fei; the black-
smiths Camillo Penti and his troubled rival Giambattista Borri; the shoe-
maker Lodovico Demone; the sometime butchers and pizzicaoli Jacomo
Crocchi, Giovanni Battista Magnoni, and Francesco Miseri. This skill they
transmitted to their sons or nephews.

More interesting still, because it was infrequent, was the literacy of
peasants. There was something unseemly about it in the minds of many
people. Caterina di Paolo disapprovingly recounted how Gregorio Sonnini
sat beside the hearth with his wife, silently reading some papers he had in
hand. When the sbirro and the messo walked in to investigate a theft,
“Gregorio didn’t say anything, he just trembled and trembled and dropped
the writings on the floor.”** Benedetto di Ascanio Stefanucci could sign his
name, a skill he exploited in his frequent lawsuits. The brothers Jacomo
and Domenico Catinai signed their marriage contracts; but literacy did
not prevent Jacomo from dying of hunger in the great famine. Antonio
Lucarini, the long-term sharecropper of the large Oppiano podere, could
sign his name, but his sons could not. Of the richest peasants, the Rubenni,
only Bernardino could sign his contract. His richer brother Valentino
never appears as a signatory. I would guess that literacy rates for men in
Montefollonico ran in the order of 10 percent overall; they were much
lower for sharecroppers, at around 5 percent.” I suspect that the ability to
write for countrywomen was common only in the aristocracy. The number
of persons who could read, but not write, was surely greater, but they are
impossible to identify. Would the frequent election of pious notables as
godparents allow village women to tap their ability to read?

Giovanni Levi maintains that we lose sight of the true structure of early
modern Italian families if we do not look beyond the single household.
There is much merit in this statement, but like all generalizations, we must
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nuance it. Evolutionary psychology postulates that our solidarities and our
attachments wane relative to the distance of consanguinity.”® Parents had a
lifelong interest in their children’s welfare, and fathers hoped the workable
family they knew would endure after their deaths. There are a score of
occasions in the land-sale register, where land and buildings pass between
brothers in fictitious sales that masked an act of charity.”” Pasquino di
Bastiano Calcagnolo vented frustration at how he deserved better from his
brother Agnolo after having saved him from ruin.”® Siblings, while they
cooperate with each other more than with outsiders, also compete with
each other for parental resources. Not many orphans were taken in by rel-
atives; those who were did not always find peace there. Portia Barbieri
complained that her aunt’s stranezze (caprices) drove her from her pater-
nal uncle’s house, but the aunt was not a blood-relative.”” Relations among
adult siblings are hard to trace and are more visible among men than
among women.

Paternal testaments often exhorted the sons to pool their resources and
to live in harmony, working in common to dower their sisters. Divisions
among brothers, however, often exploded in bitter squabbles leaving traces
in the criminal archives—especially when each had their own children to
nourish, and thus fresh and more compelling loyalties.'® Magistrates were
loathe to interfere in these disputes and prevailed upon priests and nobles
to intervene informally instead. Arenio Barbieri wept when he described
his predicament to the commissario, after he fought with his brother
Giuseppe over a pile of straw. The latter threatened to kill him,

My brother is so angry because we have only a few effects in common, and
we have to divide it. There have been several compromises with Gentlemen
and persons priestly and friars, and he, arbitrarily as if there were no Justice,
never let me have my share. I told him that I wanted to go see the signor
auditore (in Siena) . .. and of the things planned by the auditore nothing
happened . ..I have never been able to have my share, neither in my
mother’s lifetime nor even after she died, so that I am still living in a house
Giuseppe owns, and he wants me to pay rent on it, while he has a house, a
vineyard, a field and a shop, and while I ask for my due civilly through
respectable people, Giuseppe my brother wants to kill me.

Arenio added menacingly, “With all due respect I protest to Your Lordship
that if you do not advance or bring this case forward, I will go complain to
the Signore Marchese that I am unable to get good justice!” The case was
accommodated by order of the auditore Marzocchi and so never came to a
judicial conclusion. Issues such as these usually fell outside the judiciary’s
mandate to keep justice between families, although siblings sometimes
brought their civil and criminal disputes to judges to arbitrate. To acquire
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enough information to make their case, individuals could seek a monitorio.
With the bishop’s authorization, parish priests warned all those aware of
irregularities to come and recount it in confession, on pain of excommu-
nication.!”! Magistrates much preferred that relatives should compose
their differences through a lodo, arbitrated by notables and drafted
by priests. Eight of these survive: they all refer either to dowry payments
or to the division of parental estates and the assumption of the debts accruing
to them.!?

At least brothers could ordinarily flee acrimonious situations by going
their separate ways. They would always be genetically close. One of the
most dangerous family disputes was the troubled marriage, for the church,
although it allowed separation of persons and property, did not allow
divorce. The human species is everywhere moderately polygynous, and
everyone in Montefollonico understood this. The church wished to
prevent older, more powerful men from abandoning wives close to their
age with the aim of beginning afresh with younger women, which is the
most widespread situation in anthropological literature.!®® It also
forestalled women repudiating unsuccessful husbands in the hopes of
attaching themselves within or without marriage to higher-status men. The
church saw monogamy as a powerful tool by which to share the reproduc-
tive potential and to diminish social tensions simultaneously, but its success
in applying it depended on the relative strength of the institution over the
power of social elites. One pacification strategy the church employed was
to force people to marry outside their circle of kin. The result was to create
a multitude of blood ties through stable populations, thereby reducing the
potential for violence. The church could also annul a marriage if its cele-
bration in some way violated canonical requirements, as when parents
forced a girl into matrimony against her consent. I have found no such
procedure in Montefollonico. More often, the church separated estranged
spouses, although it was not frequent. Cassandra Nannini left her husband
Benedetto Stefanucci and attempted to recover her dowry through the
court.'™ The motives for the breakdown are not clear, but there was an
important disparity in age between them, and Benedetto was a very liti-
gious peasant. He twice named his daughters by Cassandra after his first
wife.!® But a marriage regularly contracted lasted a lifetime for one of the
spouses. Some men were not model husbands and just shrugged when
their neighbors gossiped about them. Bastiano Monaci, called Calcagnolo,
notoriously beat his wife and spent his money on wine and prostitutes.'%
A shoemaker’s assistant wounded his wife with a knife after she berated
him for going to the tavern; both he and his wife dismissed it afterward as
an accident, and the magistrate hesitated to take it farther—and the couple
never figured again.'” Wives would also justify their collaboration in a
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crime on the pretext that their husbands would hit them if they
demurred.!%

Spousal solidarity was held in place by considerable outside pressure.
Not many people were above being harmed by salacious gossip. Honor in
small communities existed in fixed quantities: what one person lost, the
neighbors gained by publicizing the misdeed. Powerful men were some-
times the object of scurrilous writings pinned to their door at night, but
this concerned their business dealings and their lawsuits, not their matri-
monial fidelity. When gossip swirled around married women, the potential
for trouble was magnified. Magistrates were advised to proceed in adultery
cases with extreme caution, and to not allow denunciations of it to be
reported by anyone outside the immediate family, for only close kin were
likely to be truthful about something that dishonored them so deeply. The
late sixteenth-century Sienese magistrate Giulio Nori noted that it was
legal for a husband or father to kill the seducer of his wife or daughter if he
caught him in the act, and to kill her too. Some legal textbooks recom-
mended death by stoning for both guilty parties. However, Nori reminded
his readers that adultery did not disturb the public peace if the family
hushed it up, and advised magistrates that they should not rule too
harshly.!” Early seventeenth-century magistrates such as Cospi recom-
mended that the judge keep the interest of the woman charged with adul-
tery at the forefront and that he proceed only after consulting the prince or
a government minister. We have no record of serious physical altercations
between men on this account, for zealous reaction on the part of the hus-
band confirmed the rumors in the eyes of the neighbors. They must have
savored the cheek of Vittorio di Sandro, Margarita la Signorina’s husband,
who challenged the priest Ludio Bartolomei in the bishop’s court for mak-
ing advances to her: “because he is a poor but honored man, he demands
that the court defend his honor against maestro Ludio.”!'°

Judicial practice punished the woman’s adultery, principally, with a
fine—or with relegation to a monastery (at her husband’s expense) in cases
where it obtained a conviction. The existence of this “double standard” of
sexual responsibility is sometimes held to be a cultural artifact. Keith
Thomas argued this explicitly, writing that “society” directed men and
women and trained up its daughters to tolerate men’s frailties, although he
conceded that this attitude had a very long pedigree in Europe and could be
found in many other societies too.!!! But reifying society (or “culture” in
modern parlance) will not do. We must look elsewhere for an explanation
for a social phenomenon so widespread and tenacious. The reason for the
discrepancy in the prosecution of female adultery over male adultery is
obvious. In the absence of artificial forms of birth control, illicit sexual rela-
tions produced children of illegal or uncertain paternity—children whose
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very survival was an affront to the husband. Sexual straying among married
individuals triggers powerful and universal emotions in both men and
women, but their reactions are not identical.!'> Women could object to a
husband’s absence from the home, and to his diversion of household
resources to another bed. Clashes among women on these grounds never
entailed the use of weapons or rent the village into homicidal factions.
When Domenica, wife of blacksmith Camillo Penti learned from a neigh-
bor that her husband lusted after Faustina, wife of Niccolo Biagi, she lay in
ambush for her rival behind the village wall and battered her. But fights
such as these were without other consequences.!’* Women who enjoyed
good reputations deserved the support and protection of their husbands
and kin, and expected to be honored by their husbands and children in their
old age. Both the church and the state recognized that a married woman
had a monopoly on her husband’s resources and commitment, and they
put a straying husband in his place by banishing the offending woman. On
the other hand, loose talk about a woman’s adultery was held liable to drive
a husband to kill his wife, create bad blood between families, and sully the
good name and paternity of the children simultaneously. Only the adultery
of women was likely to disrupt the public peace.!!

When a man’s suspicion focused on his wife, the result was acrimony,
heightened vigilance, seclusion, and beatings that reveal the emotional
power of jealousy. The bishop’s court summoned parish priest Alessandro
Giannetti after he berated Livia Crocchi in the street for the rumors about
her adultery. Giannetti first warned her brother-in-law, the notable
Scipione Barbieri, instructing him to inform Livia of the village talk, with-
out telling her husband Benedetto. Barbieri exploded, “I want to know
who is spreading this chatter, and I want you to tell me!” The priest claimed
that he had to say something, because people noticed that maestro Baldo
Bruni, a carpenter from Montepulciano, frequented her house too much.
She, not her husband, brought a charge of slander against the priest, claim-
ing he called her a “whore” and a “cow,” and the court reprimanded him for
his indiscretion.!'® Some of the complaints against abusive husbands leave
the impression that these men had good reason to feel vulnerable. Women
whose husbands left the village to work in distant parts—often for weeks
together—moved in with their relatives for the security of their persons
and their reputation and might be blamed if they did not. Still, some
women attracted gossip. Francesco Fidi’s young wife Virginia appears
several times in murky circumstances. Her Sicilian husband, who had
business in the Maremma, once ordered her out of the house and insulted
her within earshot of her paternal uncle, who came to her defense. Fidi
later denied his remarks to the judge. Neighborhood women were not slow
to spread stories about her. “I'm a better woman than you!”(employing te
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instead of the more polite voi), she warned old Maddalena Selvi. She
promised that when her husband came back, he would do up Selvi’s head
for the holidays. But still the gossip swirled around her. The irascible
Giovanbattista Borri called her disonorata in the street, and once more she
defied him to prove it.!'¢

Few situations were as fraught with potential for explosive violence as
sexual jealousy in a married couple. Domenica di Biagio attracted the jeal-
ous ire of her husband Adriano di Paolo, not long after she brought a stalk-
ing charge against a neighbor, Benedetto di Gilio, while Adriano was away
in the Maremma. The commissario cast Benedetto in jail until his accuser
admitted that she was anxious in her husband’s absence, and was no longer
certain that anybody knocked on her door. A year later, her husband
inflicted a brutal beating on her, assisted by her young stepson, while the
farmhand looked on. The magistrate, who was professionally inured to
bad behavior, called this battering “an ugly action the likes of which are not
to be inflicted on an enemy.” Adriano repented after his arrest, and the
magistrate released him.'"” Why were the men so touchy? Evidence from at
least three of these turbulent marriages implies that the husbands were
older than their wives by a number of years, either because they had been
previously married, or because they were already established with business
interests elsewhere at the time they married young women.!'® The hus-
bands’ periodic absence for weeks at a time added to their vulnerability,
since their wives might be seduced by men more attractive than them-
selves.!’ Men who knew that their wives had cheated on them could not
launch an accusation without weighing the consequences of attacking a more
powerful man who had friends and relatives who would rally to his defense.
Competitive neighbors were not slow to remind a man how his wife’s adul-
tery diminished him in their eyes. “You are a goat, and you have horns, and
from your horns, you can make knife handles, and I took your wife home
twice having found her fucking with bertoni!” taunted Vincenzo Filippi to his
adversary Vincenzo Venturelli.'”®® Francesco Penti came to blows with his
sister-in-law after she flashed the symbolic sign of horns at him.

Being cuckolded was not a symbolic shame for men. Bringing up one’s
own children entailed a life of scrimping and sacrifice, a continuous invest-
ment of time, of energy, and of worry. Bringing up the children of a rival
male was shame compounded daily by injury, especially if neighbors’
tongues wagged about it. Rival males were all around them. Magistrates
took women’s complaints against stalkers very seriously. Agnese, called
Bellows, steeled herself to denounce young Francesco Crocchi after he
crept into her house while her husband Pietro del Bravo was away in the
Maremma. “Do me this service!” he wheedled. “I took a stick and waved it
at him; then he said, consent to my wishes, or I'll skin you. I got angry and
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answered, you worthless disonorato!...leave this house, I am a
respectable woman and am astonished at you!” “I've liked you for a long
time,” continued Crocchi. “I only like my husband!” To which he
responded, “If you want, you can come to the Costa and stay three or four
days, and there are four more of us waiting for you.” “Get out, scoundrel,
I'm a respectable woman and I want that my husband should always go
with an open brow!” Crocchi jingled coins in his pocket. “Although I am
poor, I don’t need your money.” She began to cry out and he left, warning,
“If you talk or denounce me, I will skin you wherever I find you.” “T'll send
you to the galleys! Justice must punish him!” she ordered the magistrate.
“He wanted to take away my honor, something that nobody ever did, and
Pve always been and am now a respectable and honored woman, as
everyone knows!”12!

Crocchi knew, however, that poor women such as her would sometimes
trade a good name for food, clothing, and protection. The richer inhabi-
tants of the village, such as Lorenzo Barbieri, were most commonly cited as
people who frequented them. At two lire each time (an amount mentioned
twice), sex with consenting women was a luxury that only the better sort
could afford. It was not a vice they kept to themselves. Men trooped in
threes and fours to the houses where they hoped to get lucky. To ward off
some of these tensions, the priests kept close watch on illicit sexuality in
the village and issued discreet summonses to suspects without arousing
the publicity a trial would occasion.'? For the little diocese, the bishop’s
tribunal issued such warnings once every two weeks, ordering men not to
frequent specific women and commanding straying women to quit the
diocese immediately on pain of excommunication. A large proportion of
offenders were priests, designated only by their initials and their parish.
Most of our priests figure at least once.

Passing On

Vigna piantata da me, moro da mio padre, olivo da mio nonno

(The vine, I planted; the mulberry by my father, the olive by my
grandfather)

It is inappropriate to dwell too long on family feuds and troubled
marriages, for these cases left the most documents. Insisting upon their
exemplary nature would be much like studying marriage and childhood
today solely from the sordid contents of family court archives. The testa-
ment is a much better place to see an individual’s social network at life’s
conclusion. Like the marriage contracts, testaments secured the survival of
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the elderly and of the unmarried children. We do not have many wills for
Montefollonico; the 65 documents I have found emanate from men
and women in almost equal proportions. Testators usually dictated them
to the notary when at death’s door, and most of them had dependents they
wished to provide for. Like the marriage contract, the testament was the
product of long reflection, modified to reflect life’s accidents. As in most of
southern Europe, custom commanded that sons inherited the land and
daughters were dowered, so parents designated unmarried daughters’ por-
tions in the instrument. It did not pay to concentrate the wealth into the
hands of a single male or female heir, however, for—in an era of high
mortality—there was no guarantee that one branch of the family would
flourish and multiply relative to another. Whatever the careful plans laid
by parents in their testaments, and their exhortations to maintain concord
and community among the heirs, adult siblings went their separate ways
once they were married and founded families of their own. But while sons
inherited, and they generally did so in equal portions, they often saw little
of it until the surviving parent died. Regardless of the legal status of prop-
erty ownership, elderly people did not relinquish their patrimony without
exacting some guarantees from their children. Spouses granted their sur-
vivor the usufruct or enjoyment of the entire estate, usually without any
obligation to keep records of their management. On occasion, husbands
made their wives the universal heir, and both inserted terms of endear-
ment into the instrument, thanking their spouse for devotion and services.

Not everyone needed to make a will. Succession operated according to
fairly simple customary rules. One could make a will in order to break with
custom—but few people innovated here. Inheritance practices are best
understood from the predicament of individual testators. The situation of
men and women was not the same, nor was the position of parents identi-
cal to those who were dying childless and without grandchildren. Among
men, testaments citing children and those without such heirs are almost
equally divided: 17 had children, 16 did not. Men with children or grand-
children conformed to the traditional pattern. Sometimes the parents had
already established one of their sons, but I have not found a single case of
material discrimination against one son, even in the aristocracy, unless
that offspring had joined a religious order and took a vow of poverty.
Rather, fathers used the testament to compensate younger sons in some
way to offset having invested in the education or establishment of an older
sibling. There was one exception. The miller Girolamo del Filicaia disin-
herited his son Bartolomeo for refusing to pay for his release from debtor’s
prison or to give him food during the famine. The beneficiary was not kin,
but Leandro Buonamici, a poor noble condemned by poverty to live as a
bachelor cleric with his mother in Montefollonico.'?*
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The chief beneficiary of a man’s will was almost without exception his
wife. The widow almost always saw her discretionary power increase, even
though the death of her spouse was a cruel blow to her material well-being.
Qualifying her donna e madonna, husbands granted their wives near-total
control over the administration of their estate as long as they did not remarry,
in order to aid their children’s survival.'’* Only Scipione Barbieri subjected
his wife to the administrative tutelage of a male relative, but in doing so he
assigned her a vitto (pension) by which she could live autonomously if she
chose. These husbands did not intend to control their wife’s fidelity beyond
the grave, but wanted to guarantee that their estate would pass to the couple’s
children and not be usurped by a second husband. Sometimes these bequests
were poisoned gifts encumbered with debts that the designated heir could
repudiate. Noble Anton Maria Foresi protected his wife by restoring
her dowry and granting her usufruct of the rest; he foresaw that his principal
heir, Dr. Anton Maria Tolomei, might not want to inherit his debts, and
substituted his brother-in-law as universal heir if Tolomei declined.'*

Men with no children could still be expected to make testaments as
their property was vulnerable to competing claims, and customary rules
were less constraining. Some practices were widely observed. Of six mar-
ried men, four made their wife the universal heir, which was much more
than just the right to retrieve their dowry and their personal effects before
moving back to their father’s house. Other widows received their dowry,
their donamenti (trousseau), their jewels, and the usufruct of the joint
estate until they married someone else.!?® Of the sixteen childless testators,
five were bachelors; two of those were wealthy notables, whose celibacy
allowed nephews to marry in their place: take for instance Gabriele
Moreschini who left his property to his married brother Adriano.'?” Most
of these childless men designated their nephews as if they were sons, divid-
ing up the estate equally among the boys. The girls were less often men-
tioned. The priests willed their estates to brothers or nephews, on the side
of their male relatives if there were any, and on their sister’s side thereafter.
Cesare Mazzoni bestowed his substantial share of the estate on the sons of
his brother Girolamo, and dowered the daughters with several hundred
florins each.'?® One man left his property to the local shrine, the Madonna
del Criano, after apportioning furniture and sundries to his widow. We
cannot always determine the exact kinship relation of the principal benefi-
ciary, but it is still easy to generalize that succession rules helped kin pro-
portionally to their blood proximity to the testator. So we are best served
not by imagining tight male lineages surviving over generations, but rather
of the predominance of “ego” and of his immediate offspring. Each gener-
ation repeated afresh the process of passing on its patrimony in ways that
would help its children (and its genes) prosper and multiply.
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Women’s social situation differed from that of the men. Of the 31 who
made testaments, only 6 had living children or grandchildren. The rest
were more at liberty to spread their estate among elective recipients, and
testaments are a good place to uncover the network of personal attach-
ments that connected adult women. Women’s wills often multiplied
recipients of particular bequests that rewarded friends and servants for
affection. Women with children or grandchildren invariably designated
them as universal heirs, but they selected the sons before the daughters.
Amidei Branchini designated her aged husband Anacleto Barbieri as her
heir, but she substituted her three sons after his death in the same sentence.
She specified that her property would be divided among the sons equally,
even though Flaminio had left Montefollonico long ago.!? There are no
“typical” testaments in this small pool of women with children. Olimpia di
Bernardino, a poor woman, was freshly widowed when she gave birth to
her daughter 24 years previous; she gave the infant over to relatives, while
she hired herself out as a wetnurse and a servant. Her daughter, who even-
tually married a blacksmith’s son, inherited her widowed mother’s life
savings.'”* When Zifile di Giovanni Bazzi made her testament, she left her
infant grand-daughter Caterina in the hands of the noble Landucci, using
the language of piety and protection to beseech them to look after the
infant.!!

Women with no children were freest of all. In most cases, they had lit-
tle property to bequeath, but this was not always true; 10 of the 25 were
married—their husbands either inherited their estate outright or
received the usufruct of it, a symmetrical provision to the one figuring in
men’s testaments. Lucilla di Vincenzo allowed her husband the usufruct
only as long as he remained a widower. These women were less attached
to lineage than their husbands; they had moved from one patrilineal
household into another and established new loyalties. Nevertheless, a
large majority of women left either the usufruct or the principal succes-
sion to blood kin, and most of the remainder confided their property to
their husbands. The great originality of testaments of women who had
no children was their propensity (in 6 out of 25 cases) to designate reli-
gious institutions as their principal heir, and religious sanctuaries figure
as important beneficiaries in some others. Doniella and Niccola
Lorenzoni, two young (and presumably healthy) sisters making a joint
testament in 1678, passed half their estate to their maternal uncle, a
parish priest, and left the other half to celebrate masses for the souls of
their parents.!*> Noblewoman Penelope Buoninsegni dictated no fewer
than seven testaments between 1622 and 1642, naming and replacing
heirs and beneficiaries at whim. She finally granted her sister the
usufruct of three poderi, but placed the trusteeship entirely into the lap



138  HUMAN NATURE IN RURAL TUSCANY

of her Sienese confessor with no strings attached, confident that he
would dispose of them judiciously. Such wills might reflect the greater
piety of women, but the rising age at marriage resulted in a greater
number of unmarried women with few lineage obligations.!** The age of
marriage was rising because times were becoming harsher.



Invention

he analysis so far has hardly taken the passage of time into account.

And yet it governs everything. Change is a universal process for
humans, who have no equal in the animal kingdom when it comes to
adaptability.! This truism does not explain why small, simple societies
tend to become larger, more complex ones. Adaptation to changing cir-
cumstances does not necessarily denote progress, but who can deny the
cumulative growth of social complexity in every human group over the
last 15,000 years? Humans have a longer period of dependency than any
other primate, the most complex kin structures, and the widest genera-
tional overlapping, all of which help to transmit information and “social
intelligence.” This social intelligence becomes more accurate with usage,
because humans everywhere display the same reflective rules of thumb
that enable us to correct mistakes. Robert Wright invokes three important
cognitive features that fuel invention: a genetic predisposition to want to
understand how the world works; language, which enables us to strike
bargains and share knowledge; and the universal desire to win the esteem
of our peers, superiors, and subordinates, which works to reinforce the
group to which we belong. Humans are gregarious social animals who
compete for prestige and status, and their emulation generates key dis-
coveries whose effect is to ratchet upward the number of individuals and
the complexity of their societies over time.? No doubt different peoples
progressed (I use this word consciously) at different speeds, depending
upon their numbers, their population density, the ease of communication
and transport, and their ability to defend themselves or to conquer oth-
ers.” History, then, seems to move eerily along in a single general direction
that the philosopher Peter Singer calls the “expanding circle” that moves
outward from families and clans to tribes and nations. Over time, this
ring of solidarity has expanded outward from chiefs and aristocrats to
embrace property holders, women, prisoners of war, and the mentally
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handicapped. All have become worthy of moral consideration and enter
our circuits of reciprocity.? These theories of invention help us explain the
situation of rural Tuscans trying to resolve their predicament several
centuries ago.

Economic Collapse

Le disgrazie sono come le ciliegie, una tira l'altra

(Misfortunes are like cherries: pulling one brings another)

Early in the seventeenth century, Italians still led Europeans in economic
development. Their high-quality urban manufactures found markets all
over Europe and beyond. Italian merchants were intermediaries between
European and Middle Eastern markets, while bankers financed war and
trade throughout the vast Spanish empire. Beginning in 1618, the Thirty
Years War (which would not terminate for Italy until 1659) abruptly ended
this situation and hastened the onset of relentless economic decline. Italy’s
traditional customers abroad were no longer willing or able to purchase
the expensive, labor-intensive products of urban artisans.” After a decade
of economic malaise, a brutal epidemic of bubonic plague swept away a
quarter of the population of northern Italy in 1630. Another plague pan-
demic in 1656 killed a comparable portion of people in Genoa, Rome, and
southern Italy. Endless war worsened the situation and impeded any quick
recovery, for Italian states subsidized on a large scale the military opera-
tions of the Spanish and Austrian Habsburgs. They lost millions of scudi in
war damages and through loss of investment opportunity and suffered
outright loss of capital when the king of Spain repudiated his debts in mas-
sive, repeat bankruptcies.® In Tuscany, the crisis of 1619-1623 marked the
end of the long Renaissance expansion. Customs duties on exports in 1630
were only half the level as those of 1615. The next three decades brought
plague, then famine, and finally prolonged hunger on a scale not seen for
hundreds of years.”

The sharp decline of urban industrial production is relatively easy to
chart. We are not as certain about the evolution of the rural economy. Peter
Musgrave suggests that the countryside still experienced a measure of
prosperity.® He is not alone in seeing the seventeenth century as a period of
economic “restructuring,” from a regime dominated by city artisans pro-
ducing luxury objects for export, to one based on widespread semiskilled
manufacturing in small towns and country workshops, producing goods
for local consumption. An official inspection tour of the Sienese state in
1676 did not neglect to note the thriving manufactures in small towns such
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as Montalcino, Piancastagnaio, and Castel del Piano. There were similar
examples all over northern and central Italy.’

Throughout southern Europe, people became poorer as the population
contracted. In Spanish Old Castile, the population declined by almost a
third between 1590 and 1630, but the modest households lost their land to
richer ones, and people trafficking in agricultural products lost their liveli-
hoods.!® Something similar happened simultaneously in most of Italy.
Local studies of agricultural economies in north-central Italy all stress the
sharp population decline there.!! The Florentine state’s population contin-
ued to expand moderately until the census of 1622, after which it began to
recede. In the Sienese Stato Nuovo, the population peaked before the end
of the sixteenth century, falling from 140,000 inhabitants in 1589 to
120,000 people in 1612 and 113,000 in 1640. It was surely substantially
lower after the famine of 1648-1650.'% The populations of Montepulciano
and Pienza fell by more than half in the 150 years after 1590.!* Continuous
population decline over two generations underscores that this was not a
Malthusian crisis, that is, too many people competing for access to scarce
agricultural land. In a Malthusian crisis, the survivors of famine and epi-
demic live much better than before, because they enjoy access to more land
and work. Rather, population decline reflected a deepening economic
malaise, depressing both the cities and the villages that fed them.

Historians sometimes attribute the decline to a shrinkage in crop yields
consequent to a cooling climatic trend, called the “little ice age.”'* The
worst years brought warm, wet, lingering winters."” Fields giving six grains
for every seed before 1590 yielded only four in the seventeenth century,
and often less than three. Some think that the new promiscuous cultiva-
tion cast too much shade on the fields and prevented the grains from
ripening, for grain yields did not improve until the nineteenth century.!®
Whatever their origin, harvest shortfalls triggered outbreaks of typhus that
could double the annual death toll. Although the Rickettsian bacillus
spread from person to person via head lice, which everyone possessed,
typhus was a social epidemic primarily, closely tied to the standard of liv-
ing of a population. Malnutrition rendered a person much more suscepti-
ble to being stricken by it and to eventually dying from it.'” So the price of
grain served as a barometer of material well-being. Giuseppe Parenti com-
piled very complete series of grain prices in Siena, where Montefollonico
landlords sent their surplus. The price of a staio of grain (a staio fed one
person for a month) oscillated considerably from over 120 soldi during the
difficult years of the 1590s to 90 or 100 soldi in the late 1620s and early
1630s. Prices then plummeted to between 45 and 50 soldi (2.5 lire) in the
late 1630s and early 1640s, which was a mixed blessing for peasants. Those
prices doubled from that low level in 1645 and 1646 when the pinch first
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started to be felt, and then almost doubled again, to 165 soldi in the year
after the harvest of 1648. But the annual mean masks the extremes. The
monthly mean passed from about 75 soldi in the first half of 1645 to
100 soldi in the first half of 1647. The harvest of that year was so mediocre
that the price of wheat surged to 120 soldi a staio just after the harvest, to
150 soldi at the time of the 1648 harvest. Following another poor crop, the
price pushed upward to 160 soldi in September, to 170 soldi by January 1649,
and to 190 soldi in May and June, before tumbling by over half in the weeks
following. The harvest of 1652 was also deficient, so prices jumped back up
to almost 150 soldi before the next one. Never again would wheat prices
reach such heights, although in 1678 and 1716 they briefly hovered around
140 soldi a staio. People would adjust to the high price of wheat by reducing
their consumption, and by consuming inferior foodstuffs such as chestnuts,
barley, and millet. Inevitably, the high prices entailed brutal consequences.'®

To pay for grain, people sold whatever assets they had. Owning prop-
erty protected peasants from exploitive contracts, for tilling their own soil
furnished them with a safety margin. In Montefollonico, the land tax reg-
ister (gabella dei contratti) recorded the accelerated transfer of land and
houses to new owners with every crop failure. Smallholders gradually lost
their stakes in bits and pieces to wealthier neighbors. Sellers frequently
inserted clauses in the contract entitling them to recover their land within
a couple of years of its sale, but such an event rarely occurred. There were
spurts of land sales in 1627, and then more between 1629 and 1632, in the
aftermath of bad harvests. A couple of bad years occurred in the early
1640s, caused this time by extremely low agricultural prices, which pre-
vented people from paying debts with the proceeds of their crops. The
most sustained real estate transfers, both in number and in value, ran from
1647 to 1651, as people sold their rows of vines, their fields, their cellars,
their back yard gardens, their houses, and finally even the rooms in which
they lived. A respectable house and its garden cost between 600 and
700 lire; a humble village casalino sold for a mere 42 lire or three months’
agricultural wages. In the 1630s and 1640s, people sold off parts of
dwellings in which they owned a share, for sums equivalent to a few weeks’
wages. Women, widows, and heirs appeared almost twice as often as ven-
dors than as buyers (84/45), especially in the most desperate years between
1647 and 1651. Everything that could be sold was gone. Then the number
of sales collapsed, leaving the impression of exhaustion. A decade later, new
land sales signaled the bankruptcy of village entrepreneurs who could no
longer stave off their creditors. Land values in the 1650s were minimal; for
decades thereafter, the value of land and the frequency of its sale remained
low. The clauses in the contract providing for the eventual recovery of the
property fell into disuse in the 1640s, since its probability seemed derisory.
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The famine of 1648 was the worst to strike early modern Italy. Coming
after two mediocre years, the harvest failure in Montefollonico tripled the
annual tribute to death in the village, with respect to the previous
15 years." A judicial inquest on the death of Jacomo Catinai, whose body
was found inside a mill on 21 November 1648, learned that poverty forced
him to send his wife back to her mother’s house with the children. He
seemed dazed and deaf when neighbors spoke to him, a mere shadow of
his former self.?’ Hunger’s harvest is most visible where two or three peo-
ple died in the same house within weeks of each other.?! Famine hit the
castello smallholders especially hard. The victims included at least six male
heads of families, sometimes accompanied to the tomb by their children
and their widows. People also succumbed to hunger in San Bartolomeo
and San Valentino parishes. If the increase in burials there matched those
in S. Leonardo, the fief would have lost at least 70 people (10 percent) to
famine alone, exclusive of the 20 to 40 newborns smothered by their moth-
ers. San Bartolomeo fell from 346 individuals in 1638 to just 251 by
December 1650, a drop of over 27 percent. In the smaller parish of San
Valentino, situated entirely outside the walls, the number of inhabitants
dropped from 128 in 1643 to 103 in 1655, a decline of almost 20 percent,
once the demographic recovery had begun. The number of conceptions in
those years plummeted by half or two-thirds, likely caused by amenorrhea,
the suspension of menstruation due to prolonged fasting.?? Montefollonico’s
population of about 700 persons in the early 1650s was smaller by
17.5 percent with respect to 1638.%

Malnourished people often migrated to find temporary relief in
Montepulciano, Siena, or Florence, where the magistrates assigned wealthy
families quotas of poor people to nourish. By attracting famished peasants
into the cities (what else could they do?), authorities unwillingly triggered
hygienic disaster there.? The suspension of nonessential purchases brought
city manufacturing to a halt, so artisans boarded up their shops. A Florentine
chronicler described the crowds of famished refugees who congregated
around churches and whose cries made it impossible to hear mass in peace:

It’s heart-wrenching to see by the roads hundreds and hundreds of poor
women and children who look like mummies, so consumed are they by dep-
rivation and hunger, and covered with scabs . . . and we also see that illness
strikes those who did not suffer (hunger), and they die too, and I think that
of one hundred (who fall sick), fifty of them die, and in some villages and
hamlets, more than half have died.?

Hunger and mortality persisted into 1650, making rural labor scarce and
not always sufficient to harvest the crops.
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These were positive checks on overpopulation, Malthus would have
said. Yet why did a smaller rural population not profit from the decline to
live more at their ease? The answer lies in classic economic theory.
Montefollonico farms supplied food to markets in Siena and the Val di
Chiana towns. Consumers of the late sixteenth century could afford to pay
high prices, 5 lire or more for a 50-pound sack of wheat, and so landlords
provided the goods. Tuscan peasants still owned a substantial amount of
land and could sell their own surplus, or part of their portion harvested
from sharecropping estates, in order to buy fancy textiles, jewelry, crockery,
and other luxuries. Once the city looms fell silent, the unemployed artisans
could no longer pay such high prices for bread.?® When grain prices began
to sag after 1630 and later fell much further in the second half of the sev-
enteenth century, peasants became too poor to constitute a domestic mar-
ket for regional manufactures. We see a vicious circle of economic
regression.

Observers noted the paradox that hard times were characterized by
cheap food.?”” Grain, after all, was an expensive commodity to produce.
Owners of poderi in Montefollonico planted it both to feed their share-
croppers and to supply the city. But city markets were in the doldrums.
Over the century, the per capita consumption of both grain and meat
declined by significant amounts in Florence.?® Extreme poverty afflicted
Siena too, and the urban population contracted even more quickly than
the rural one.? As prices of grain declined, poverty spread: they were high-
est in the 1620s, before the massive downswing following the plague pan-
demic. Apart from sharp upturns following a spate of bad weather, prices
continued to decline until well into the eighteenth century. It was therefore
not possible to prevent famine by sowing more grain, for a bumper crop
could bankrupt the landlord who owned it!*° Instead, landlords cut back
on the seed their sharecroppers planted every year.>! Landlords cut back on
saffron production too, which had been an important cash crop in the first
half of the century. It was heavily reliant on labor, and there were too few
hands now to process the flowers.*?

Were these catastrophes the birthing pangs of a more capitalistic agri-
culture, destined to enlarge the economic circle to include new partners
farther afield? Domenico Sella sees the collapse of urban industry as the
precondition for the growth of protoindustry—the manufacture of
simpler goods by peasant families when the crop cycle permitted it—in the
countryside.”® Landlords coped by planting more leguminous crops such
as beans and vetch to feed the sharecropping family.* Most extended their
vineyards. Tuscan landlords specialized in commercial wine-growing in
the Chianti hills, at Montalcino and around Montepulciano.*® We should
not attribute this novelty to wealthy landlords alone. Peasants preferred to
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keep their small vineyards and sold their grain fields instead, when they
had the choice, for they wished to take advantage of the market trend too.
Judging by the increase in glass production and the transport of wine,
more of it found a market outside the village. Furnaces producing glass
bottles increased in number in the decades after 1640, and the two glass-
works operating seasonally at Montefollonico and Trequanda employed
over 200 people.*® Administrators never specified who made what, but I
suppose that women wove the wicker baskets that protected the flasks and
bottles that were transported by donkey, while men burned charcoal to
tuel the furnace. The shift to wine and protoindustry illustrates a growing
tendency to utilize peasant labor over a greater portion of the year.

The greatest opportunity for “wiggle room” in a depressed economy
came from the extension of silk production. Landlords began planting
mulberry trees around the silk-weaving city of Lucca in the late middle
ages, and the practice spread throughout northern Italy. Urban manufac-
tures produced a wide array of silk cloths woven from thread produced or
brokered by rural entrepreneurs. By 1610, Florentine investment in the
new silk sector overshadowed the declining medieval woolen cloth indus-
try, and the demand for thread continued to grow to the point where, in
1663, the silk industry occupied 15,000 people in the capital.’” In Siena, a
modest silk industry produced velvets and ribbons. Mulberry trees multi-
plied in our Val di Chiana district to feed the looms. Planting trees on the
edges of fields or in promiscuous culture with other crops, landlords and
sharecroppers split the leaves between them, although in portions to the
advantage of the former. Peasants could also plant trees of their own in
their gardens or around their tiny enclosures. Sharecroppers could either
raise their own silkworms or sell bags of leaves to other producers. The
trees required very little monetary investment, although—like vines and
other fruit trees—they needed extensive pruning every several years. Each
might yield on average 150 kg of leaves, worth about 1 scudo in revenue.
Even if the sharecropper kept only a quarter of the production for himself,
the 30 trees on a typical podere left him with 60 to 70 lire net. From the
1620s at least, village notables, including Margarita and Caterina Selvi,
Bernardino Biagi, and Lorenzo Barbieri, brokered the sale of mulberry
leaves.” They supplied cocoons to town artisans equipped with cauldrons to
unwind them and compose the thread. Arenio Barbieri and his wife Solima
operated one of these cauldrons on the village square for a few years, until
they sold it in 1648.> Montepulciano counted 5 such specialists in 1674, and
20in 1711.%

This new economy’s features were put into place in the seventeenth
century: by 1825, statisticians counted 2.8 million vines, 8,000 olive trees,
and 4,500 mulberry trees around Montepulciano, and a flourishing glass
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industry to provide bottles for the wine.*' Still, innovations such as these
did not entirely compensate for the relentless deflation (falling prices) that
was sucking capital out of the economy. Throughout Italy, agricultural
domains leased at 7 percent interest in the first half of the century found
few takers at 5 percent after 1650.*> When Montefollonico peasants sold
their land before mid-century, purchasers often took the opportunity to
round out their own domains by adding land of their neighbors. This
practice ceased altogether by the late 1670s, when grain prices hit the floor.
Why extend one’s property if the investment brought no gain?*’ Landlords
melded their domains into fewer poderi, producing less food.** The size of
sharecropper households shrank correspondingly, from 6.2 persons in
1638 t0 5.6 in 1702.*°

The great famines accelerated economic transformations but there is
little indication that people’s lot improved. How can we measure their
distress? Marco Cattini counsels us to examine rates of conception, but
these are biased by widespread infanticide in hard times. The increase in
the number of migrants would be a good hardship indicator.*® Migration
of indebted peasants was a typical feature of economic collapse in share-
cropping regions.*” With the collapse of the population and the indigence
of the survivors, Francesco Coppoli sought to repopulate his fief as quickly
as possible. In 1650, he issued a decree that people who fled into his juris-
diction to escape civil debts contracted outside of it could live unmolested
in their persons and their property.*®

Other signs of hard times abound. Cautious young adults and their par-
ents delayed marriage as long as possible, or they abandoned those plans
completely. If the mean age of women marrying before the 1640s tended to
be just over twenty, those marrying in the 1650s and 1660s were four years
older! Husbands were still several years older than their brides.* Maria
Fubini Leuzzi notes that around 1600, one in ten recipients of a Florentine
dowry award was too poor to wed within the time allotted. By 1690, over a
fifth of the dowry awards were left unclaimed by candidates the charities
approved.®® The states of soul census lists for San Leonardo and San
Bartolomeo in 1702 account for just over 600 individuals, including close
to thirty unmarried women older than twenty. They were not all destitute.
The priest Formichi lived with two unmarried sisters. One of the daugh-
ters of Lorenzo Barbieri was still unmarried in her thirties. Those who did
marry, wed later in life.

Aristocrats adopted similar policies of retrenchment in order to safe-
guard their patrimonies. About ten Sienese noble families disappeared
every decade between 1620 and 1740, thanks to the practice of curtailing
marriage.”' In Montefollonico, the Milandroni, the Foresi and eventually
the Moreschini too died out completely. Despite this process, or probably



INVENTION 147

because of it, a new pattern of land acquisition emerged in the second half
of the century as the surviving noble houses recovered lost ground—
23 noble purchases were offset by only 4 sales.’? The agrarian crisis of the
aristocracy bottomed out, probably because viable alternative investments
for them disappeared. Banking institutions reduced the rates they paid to
investors, beginning around 1660 and continuing to the end of the cen-
tury, when they did not suspend payments altogether.>® A list of poderi and
their owners in 1694, compiled to levy a new tax, reveals a gradual spread
of ecclesiastical landowning, with priests and religious holding 18 farms, a
quarter of the total. The noblemen’s share dwindled to only 38 properties;
if the Landucci declined slightly to 15, other village aristocrats disappeared
entirely. Sienese noble families accounted for 23 others, about a third of
the total. The confraternity still held six poderi, and one more belonged to
the confraternity of neighboring Torrita. The number belonging to village
notables remained almost identical at nine, but four of them belonged to
Niccolo Magnoni, whose brilliant legal career in Siena enabled him to
acquire the Foresi estates.™

Unrelenting deflation compromised all the projects and investments of
those who leased property and revenues. People may have cooperated
more to avoid costs they bore lightly beforehand. The frequency of danno
dato denunciations collapsed after the famine, since the accused were too
poor to pay the sums involved.> To cut costs, the village assembly substan-
tially reduced the remuneration for the rector of the confraternity, chop-
ping his grain allowance by half, and his wine by a third.>® Provisioners and
tavern-keepers subject to recovering gabelles for the government overesti-
mated their revenue forecasts. People who had purchased village revenues,
mills, and butchers’ stalls quickly acquired debts they could not pay. Heirs
of village camarlenghi found it difficult to close their accounts. The widow
of Jacomo Crocchi owed the Dogana (the Sienese Customs bureau) 451 lire
several years after her husband was camerlengo.”” Sharp tax increases begin-
ning in the late 1630s reduced people’s net incomes still further, making it
more difficult for them to meet their commitments. The downfall of the
entrepreneurs is visible in the land tax register. Francesco Misari, Francesco
Crocchi, Bernardino Biagi, Fulvio Carpellini (the gabellaio’s son), Paolo
Vettori, Caterina Selvi all alienated land, and in some cases their estates were
auctioned off on the order of the Salt Gabelle bureau in Siena.*®

If wealthier villagers succumbed to revenue shortfalls, what must it
have done to the poor? People who worked for wages suffered from the
ambient poverty, even if each lira bought more grain than it did half a cen-
tury earlier. Daily wages outside harvest time for rural laborers hovered
around half a lira (10 soldi). A woman who helped her neighbor part time
received 1 lira per week in food and in kind.”® Wages of adult males
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could attain 1 lira a day in harvest season, but the cost of bread still
consumed most of the wage of an individual with three additional persons
to feed, and people did not find paid work every day. Annual rent for a
small house was a minuscule 7 lira, but numerous peasants could not meet
their rent payments and had to move away.*® The first mention of an aban-
doned house in the gabella dei contratti occurs in 1660. By 1676, senator
Gherardini counted 28 ruined and uninhabited dwellings in the castello
alone, one in four or five. He attributed the ambient poverty to the fact that
the land belonged to either nobles or ecclesiastics, and that only five or six
other families owned substantial holdings of their own. By 1692, when a
new tax on poderi occasioned a new inquest, 31 individuals and pious
organizations owned all 72 poderi. Only four non-noble laymen living in
the jurisdiction owned a podere of their own.®! So industrial decline and
the great famines polarized and simplified rural society between a landed
elite and a landless peasantry, where the lucky ones were sharecroppers.
There was little people could do to offset this process, except maybe pray.

The Church Triumphant

Quando il grano ¢ nei campi, ¢ di Dio e de’ santi

(When the grain is in the ground, everything depends on God and the
Saints)

As Ttalians shifted their wealth and their aspirations from this life to the
next, the church expanded. An irrational reaction? Edward O. Wilson
claims that “the predisposition to religious belief is the most complex and
powerful force in the human mind, and is an ineradicable part of human
nature.”®> We have lost the context of early modern religion, before the
Enlightenment took the terror out of hell, and before modern science and
the welfare state homogenized the life experiences and expectations of
most people. I see little reason to decry religion as a harmful illusion, even
if no claim to eternal life is true. Religion provided direction and stability
in individual lives, it infused society with a sense of community and it pro-
moted a broad range of prosocial attitudes and practices: everything from
obligatory days of rest, to monogamy. Religious teachings sensibly con-
demned violence and avidity, promising punishment for sinners and
rewards for altruists in the afterlife. Religious strictures and pious institu-
tions enhanced the social integration of the poor and the sick. In a world
of short life expectancies, death could come at any age, in every social class.
People reasonably conceived of their very existence as one in which the
earthly portion was but a brief chapter in a longer story. They protected
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themselves in this world by adhering tightly to their family and its patrons.
They could propitiate powerful friends in the form of saints in the next
world to call upon in time of need. It does not follow that people “believed”
all religious precepts in an uncomplicated way.®® In the seventeenth century,
there was no viable alternative to a religious conception of existence: that is,
while atheists did indeed exist in villages as in universities, there was no
compelling correctness in their skepticism.

Traditional Catholicism placed great emphasis on devotions to
extraterrestrial powers. Individuals and collectivities strove to propitiate
them in order to achieve some beneficial effect. The Madonna loomed
large in this picture; she was not so much a friend as a Divine Mother who
possessed boundless maternal empathy. She elbowed most of Her lesser
competitors out of the picture after 1550. Most of the devotional circles
and burial societies in Montefollonico consecrated themselves to Her cult.
The other devotional companies placed themselves under Her protection
too: the Madonna del Rosario in San Bartolomeo and the Madonna of the
(umbilical) Cord in San Gismondo. Similar altars existed in every commu-
nity. The baroque chapel of the Madonna del Criano surged out of the
ground between 1607 and 1608. The miraculous image of the Madonna it
sheltered remained a favorite destination for religious legacies and beauti-
fication funds. Local nobles provided significant amounts of money and
time to embellish the church and manage its property.®* Marchese Coppoli
marked his solidarity with his vassals by making his own contribution to
the shrine, and the village council unanimously elected him perpetual
manager (operaio) in 1627.% If noblesse oblige guided aristocratic charity,
we should not underestimate the popular appeal of this devotion. In our
small sample of seven people who willed their estates by testament to a
religious institution, three designated the new church. Many others made
it the object of specific legacies. Art objects (whose manufacture and
appreciation constitute another human universal) heightened the special
nature of sacred places.®® Each new inventory of the chapel’s effects was
longer than the one that preceded it. The 1675 inventory included six reli-
quaries, two pairs of silk angels, along with a cluster of silver ex voto offer-
ings, and some ex voto paintings celebrating the miracles operated by the
Virgin. The 1680s saw the nadir of grain prices, but managers still found
money to decorate the church with important paintings to place behind
the altar bordered by sculpted gilt frames.®”

In Catholicism, divine power emanates from special places where the
saints work their wonders more efficaciously. People undertook proces-
sions and pilgrimages to those sites to capture this power for their benefit.
Typically, these shrines were situated close to the walls of towns and vil-
lages, such as the Madonna del Criano. The roadside chapel on the way to
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Petroio, which I first encounter in 1636, was also consecrated to the
Madonna.®® Close by, shrines to the Madonna delle Grazie outside
Montepulciano and the Madonna della Quercia near Lucignano attracted
pilgrims from the entire district. Even more famous were the Madonna di
Seggiano across the Val d’Orcia, and the recent Madonna del Provenzano
shrine in Siena.®® Villagers could go farther away: the register of miracles
for the Madonna della Quercia shrine outside Viterbo, over a hundred
kilometers south, records pilgrims from Montefollonico. The most cele-
brated shrine in Europe sheltered the Virgin’s house at Loreto near
Ancona, and it too attracted our villagers.”’ With so many listening posts,
the Virgin crowded out other saints. Testators invoked few individual
saints besides the Madonna. Priest Giovanni Nannini invoked five differ-
ent saints in his will in 1673, but he was living in the more highly charged
religious atmosphere of Siena.”! Saints lingered on in medallions carried
around the necks of women and children. A baby confided to the hospital
wetnurse Veronica Fei by her gypsy mother sported medallions of
S. Lodovico and S. Elena to ward off evil.”?

Women adhered more closely to this religion of “devotions” than men,
and they frequented churches more assiduously. But they were not neces-
sarily more docile to priestly direction.””> Women seized the occasion
whenever the priests let loose their grip. Midwives administered emer-
gency baptism to infants whose lives were in danger of slipping away
before a church ceremony could be arranged, and they did so with alacrity.
Both rectors of San Leonardo did their best to inhibit this practice. Women
pressed forward during the New Year’s ritual at the confraternity to receive
the Acquarella (diluted wine), while rich matrons assisted the distribu-
tion.”* Girls sang “May songs” in a special mass at the church of the
Madonna that announced their marriage eligibility to the community.”
Women sited family benches in church, particularly in San Bartolomeo
near the altar of the Rosary, and disputed its emplacement with their
neighbors.”®

Their enthusiasm contained elements the clergy called superstition.
Two young sisters bludgeoned with a rock another girl coming out of mass
at San Valentino, to avenge being called witches.”” The reputation did not
cling just to peasant girls. The Sienese branch of the papal Inquisition
summoned old Maddalena Selvi to Pienza in 1659. A landowner, a broker
of silk leaves, and a midwife, she was the village’s most popular godmother;
one daughter was a nun in the convent of San Carlo at Pienza and another
married Luca Romani, an organist. The Holy Office summoned her grand-
daughter Margarita Romani alongside her to answer to charges of super-
stition. Maddalena explained that she kept a written prayer from her
mother, who in turn received it from the general of the Franciscans in
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Florence. She had it read to her (for she declared herself illiterate)
whenever she was in pain. She also admitted to making signs of the cross
and saying the Hail Mary over people who suffered from risipola, an acute
inflammation of the skin: “One after the other I apply to that spot an egg
yolk, rosado oil, woman’s milk and lettuce, as I was taught by one doctor
Valentini in Montalcino.” Margarita possessed a little pouch with her
“devotions” in it that she had received from her aunt in the convent, but
claimed she could not read their contents. “I had them copied at
Radicondoli while I was there with my husband who was the (judicial)
vicar for that place . . . At Radicondoli I gave them to four or five women
(to help soothe the pangs of childbirth). Some it helped, others it didn’t.
For me it didn’t help.””® Therapeutic magic was extremely commonplace
in central Italy. The Inquisition also monitored reports of suspicious enti-
ties. The widow Margarita di Bernardino claimed she was possessed by a
devil called Bufalo, which called for exorcism by a priest. Giuliano Vettori
interrogated Bufalo on the way he might seduce Bernardino Biagi’s wife
Bartolomea. Bufalo would not cooperate in an immoral scheme, for
Bartolomea was a good woman. “Why can’t I use your help to achieve my
desire?” harangued Vettori. “You must have changed your nature now,
since you are always supposed to deceive good people. Begone, instead of
joking with me, or else teach me the way to do this evil so that I can find
the way to achieve my end!” When Bufalo would still not comply with an
act that would offend God, Vettori concluded, “Now I know you aren’t for
real!” The Inquisition agreed, trying Margherita for feigning possession,
and it prosecuted Vettori too.

Chapels and parishes had different functions. Parishes were adminis-
trative jurisdictions whose principal priest held a benefice or revenue
attached to his position. He performed a number of obligatory functions:
celebrating mass on Sundays and on the many feast days, overseeing
catechism instruction, administering the sacraments of baptism, hearing
confession and bestowing penance, giving communion, celebrating mar-
riage, and conferring extreme unction on every member of his congrega-
tion. Priests obtained their benefices from various patrons, only rarely the
bishop. The canons of the Pienza cathedral appointed the rector of San
Valentino, and for a long time they took six-month turns serving it.
(Canons were wealthy priests who collectively, in their chapter, adminis-
tered large churches and the lands attached to them.) The Augustinian
monks of San Martino in Siena selected the rector of San Leonardo,
the largest parish. A parishioner’s assembly elected the rector of San
Bartolomeo. In 1618, only San Valentino was a pieve, with a baptismal font.
The bishop erected San Leonardo as pieve in 1625, to reinforce parish-based
devotion.”
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The bishops’ activism animated a long period of church reform and
growth we call the Counter-Reformation. Spurred by the Protestant chal-
lenge, Catholic authorities pursued sensible reforms enhancing church
discipline and cohesion. The Council of Trent rehabilitated the old doc-
trines and channeled popular piety in an orthodox direction. Protestant
sympathizers fled Siena by the time the Council of Trent finished its
sessions in 1563. Reinvigorated piety fueled a massive building boom of
shrines, and new vocations swelled the religious orders in the subsequent
decades. Few towns benefited as much from the resurgent church as
Montepulciano that was home to several cardinals, including the powerful
future saint Robert Bellarmine. Raised to the level of a diocese only in 1561,
Montepulciano was a major building site: a new cathedral, a Jesuit church
and college, the Conventual Franciscan chapel, and other monuments were
built from scratch or were restructured extensively.®’ This building boom
threatened to come to a halt in the mid-seventeenth century, as the whole
district reeled from the consequences of famine and deflation, but the
bishop levied new taxes in 1653 and 1665 to keep the workers busy.®!

Bishops monitored the growth of the religious institution and of its
revenues as the buildings rose. They undertook periodic “pastoral visits”
designed to bring autonomous entities of the church under their purview
and obedience.®? Giovanni Spennazzi in April 1638 examined closely
Montefollonico’s confraternity, listed its revenues, and admonished its lay
administrators to distribute them more effectively to the poor.*> Girolamo
Borghesi in May 1670 documented the private masses celebrated at the
various altars in the churches and chapels under his purview (that is,
excluding those of the friars’ chapel of San Gismondo). With respect to the
clerics, he verified their titles, determined their attributions, and noted the
income of their benefices.®*

Pienza was a small diocese of barely 30 parishes, only recently detached
from Montalcino. It lost over a quarter of its population between 1589 and
1737, yet it registered striking growth in the number of secular clerics (that
is, ecclesiastics not members of religious communities living apart from
society). Elite families of the diocese turned the parish churches in towns
into collegiate churches managed by chapters of richly endowed canons.
During the bleakest two decades of economic decline, the number of fat
new benefices doubled to 120 positions.®> Montefollonico conforms to the
pattern: the bishop’s inspection of 1613 mentioned only three priests, two
of whom had rural roots. That made one secular cleric for about
300 inhabitants. When Bishop Borghesi lined up Montefollonico’s church-
men in 1670, there were ten clerics, including four holding minor orders
and still too young to be priests: a rate of about one for 75 inhabitants.
They included two nobles and seven sons of village notables. The most
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lucrative benefice brought the holder 40 scudi annually, which was ample
for a single man, but it was not a fortune. Those without a proper benefice
celebrated postmortem masses at individual altars. Modest incomes such
as these still attracted families struggling to remain solvent. From 1613 to
1649, eight candidates from the village received clerical orders from the
bishop of Pienza (this excludes local youths ordained by other bishops).
Giovanni Biagi was the son of the stonemason Pietro and the elder brother
of Bernardino; Giovanni Rubenni came from peasant stock; Alessandro
Giannetti was the tailor’s son. Matteo Barbieri, Giovanni Battista Barbieri,
and Giuliano Vettori were sons of village entrepreneurs and landowners,
while Leandro Buonamici was a noble youth living with his mother. From
1650 to 1669, another 16 youths from the village received their ordination
in Pienza. A few, such as Giuseppe Girolamo, Giovanni Battista, and
Domenico Mazzoni, came from dynasties of priests; Eustachio Nutarelli
belonged to the group of local landowners with college educations.
Members of families, such as Vincenzo Crocchi, Giovanni Miseri, and
Mariano Bai, hard hit by the economic collapse appear too. Giovanni and
Giovan Andrea Penti were blacksmiths’ sons, as was Giovanni Magnoni;
Giovanni Battista Ciacci and Biagio Falciani had sharecropper fathers.%

Parents diversified their sons’ careers in order to maximize success, and
most well-off families steered at least one of their sons into holy orders.
Anacleto Barbieri’s offspring conform to the model too closely for it to be
mere coincidence; Flaminio left home for Siena and Rome; Lorenzo man-
aged family assets in the village, while Giovanni Battista became parish
priest, even though he was temperamentally unsuited for it. Similarly,
Fausto Moreschini lived with his brother Girolamo, a medical doctor con-
fined to village practice. Each candidate to the priesthood required an ade-
quate means of subsistence, in the form of a benefice, an office, or a private
income.” Families incorporated property as a cleric’s dowry, the congru-
ous portion, the assets of which remained under the family roof. A few
families specialized in producing priests. Giovanni Nannini was rector of
San Bartolomeo in 1613. Giovanni Battista Nannini held title to a simple
altar in the same parish in 1670, living not far from his uncle Taviano, the
sometime blacksmith. Taviano’s brother, another Giovanni Battista
Nannini, held the rural benefice of Ciliano and served as schoolmaster in
Petroio. A priest’s benefice gave whole families financial security. The
Mazzoni moved to Montefollonico from Asciano when Cesare obtained
his title to San Leonardo: the father and brother of Paolo Schiavi arrived
from Cortona; the family of Luca Formichi moved into the podere next to
San Valentino.®® Not all candidates intended to be full-fledged priests,
however. For Leandro Buonamici, clerical status was just a pasture that put
his meager fortune beyond the reach of state taxation.



154  HUMAN NATURE IN RURAL TUSCANY

Judging by the growth in the number of priests and in the property
transferred to the institution and its servants via charitable bequests, the
church seemed immune to economic crisis. Sam Cohn estimates from
Sienese testaments that by 1750 the value of pious gifts was eight times
higher than it was in the late 1500s.%’ Thanks to mortmain rules (by which
no property entering the religious domain could ever return to secular
use), bequests of land could never be sold to a layman. I doubt the
ecclesiastics were constrained much by the marchese’s regulations forbid-
ding the export of grain and animals in hard times. The church was rigid
on the principle of exempting from taxes all foodstuffs destined to feed
members of pious organizations.”® It was well known, too, that ecclesiasti-
cal institutions practiced contraband on a large scale.” Ecclesiastics were
often exempt from gabelles and other taxes, and so retained more of their
income than laypeople. Rich convents and monasteries lent their income
to private individuals at rates of interest inferior to official lending institu-
tions, the Sienese Monte Pio or the Monte dei Paschi. Lucia Bonelli-
Conenna evaluates the consistency of Sienese real estate transfer to the
church at 270,000 scudi during the difficult 1650s. From 1668 to 1693,
another 250,000 scudi worth of land and houses passed to ecclesiastical
institutions. Not all church acquisitions figure in the local land tax register,
which leads me to suspect that the marchese exempted them from the
gabelle. In this, he would have favored the church and its mission just as the
grand dukes in Florence conceded similar exemptions to institutions they
considered worthy of support.®? In 1692, ecclesiastical entities possessed
more than a fifth of all the poderi in the state. By the eighteenth century,
Italian governments would be searching for ways to downsize the church.

Ecclesiastical landlords came in several sorts. Individual priests
accounted for five poderi. The Sienese nuns of San Girolamo, San Niccolo,
and Santuccio also owned poderi in Montefollonico. The nuns of the
Man’Agnesa hospital in Siena demanded substantial sums from their
sharecroppers after the mediocre harvest of 1647. Valerio Sonnini owed
more than 500 lire to them, and Domenico Miseri, who must have been
trafficking agricultural products, they sued for over a thousand lire in
money and foodstuffs.”> The nearby shrine of San Biagio owned one
podere, as did the rich Benedictine monks of Monte Oliveto. The
Augustinian fathers of San Martino in Siena, owners of large poderi in
Montefollonico, figure among the principal landowners. Peasants did not
consider these monks as benevolently as they considered mendicant friars,
who begged for sustenance from door to door. An exasperated sharecrop-
per ambushed one Augustinian nobleman of the congregation of Lecceto,
Carlo Spannocchi (residing at their podere to supervise the harvest work),
asking, “What are you trying to get out of me, Father?” Pietro del Riccio
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pinned the monk to the ground, and made him beg for his life, before
neighbors came running to separate them.” Ten years later, a glassworker
quarreled with the Augustinian prior of Montepulciano over a puppy and
then battered him with a stick. The monk granted him forgiveness when
the man asked for it, but laid a complaint with the magistrate nevertheless:
“for I freely pardoned him as I would for anyone to God’s justice, but
[ want Justice to have its place.””

Perhaps people perceived too keenly the contradiction between Christ’s
exemplary poverty, and the business acumen of monastic landlords.
Monks without property enjoyed greater resonance with country folk.
Various orders of Franciscans crisscrossed the zone, living from the alms
people placed in their sacks. Capuchin friars made Montepulciano their
bridgehead into Tuscany, setting up an important convent on a hilltop out-
side town where they trained their novices.”® We know little about the
Observant Franciscans in Montefollonico, apart from the fact that they
established San Gismondo in 1528. Monitoring the friars is difficult
because regular clergy were not subject to a bishop’s authority, so prelates
from Pienza never inspected the monastery on their visitations. Local res-
idents attended the friars’ masses and frequented them for confession,
instead of going to parish priests who knew them better.”” The little
monastery begins to appear more frequently at mid-century, because it
hired Rutilio Carpellini to manage its legal affairs.”® It survived pope
Innocent X’s campaign to reduce the number of small convents.”® The four
or five friars in the cells of San Gismondo after 1650 supplemented the sec-
ular clergymen serving the rural community. It is likely that there was one
clergyman for fewer than 40 inhabitants toward 1670, each exercising
some influence and control over laypeople.

Priests were technicians of prayer and of soul repair, who heard confes-
sion and exacted calibrated penance that admitted sinners to annual com-
munion.'® The parish priest was also the guardian of religious orthodoxy,
but we should avoid limiting our interest to orthodoxy alone. Jean-Pierre
Deconchy argues that the orthodox group compensates for the rational
fragility of its information by the vigor of its regulation. Rather than expect
people to continually reiterate orthodox prescriptions, the organization con-
doned passive acceptance of them and then pounced on people who
strayed.!” It was crucially important for the church’s ministers to be ade-
quately educated in the verbal virtuosity of the faith. This work seemed
largely accomplished in seventeenth-century Italy. Clerics then transmitted
the message of eternal salvation in a way that made sense to most individuals.
Priests were also village peacemakers who rushed to separate combatants,
who stood witness to peacemaking agreements, arbitrated compromises,
and brought future in-laws to agreement over marriage pacts.
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Priests and their allies in commanding positions in lay society bound
people more closely to rites and rules, something they justified by the same
kind of paternalism that governed political power and social patronage.'%?
Every state official from the grand duke downward saw himself as a
parental caretaker of the faith and of good morals.!'®® For both Catholic
and Protestant Europe historians label this process social discipline: the
imposition of a “virtuous circle” (Di Simplicio) denoted by a heightened
sensitivity to sin.!% People saw individual good conduct as the true basis of
social harmony and welcomed repressive action against habitual offenders.
Churchmen had a relatively accurate perception of human nature but they
waged constant war against it. The institution excommunicated anyone
who struck a cleric, of whatever status.!® The process then began in
earnest when church tribunals launched actions against the priests them-
selves, and then extended their initiatives to embrace the entire popula-
tion. By doing so, they no doubt expanded the moral circle again.

While the church succeeded in fortifying the dignity of clerics by these
measures, not all priests were equally effective. What made an effective
priest in a village such as Montefollonico? The two most influential
ones were both rectors of San Leonardo: Cesare Mazzoni (1625-1638) and
Fausto Moreschini (1638-1688). A good pedigree was crucial, for they
would have to thwart the interests of important people and extract credits
and legacies from the reluctant descendants of pious benefactors. Mazzoni
may have been a cousin or brother of Domenico di Cristofano Mazzoni
(1602—1681), posted to the Montepulciano Capuchin convent in 1621 as
Silvestro d’Asciano. The Capuchin was an assistant to Antonio Barberini,
elevated to the rank of cardinal after his uncle Maffeo Barberini was
elected pope Urban VIII in 1623.1% Cesare’s brother Girolamo moved to
Montefollonico with him and anchored their presence with real estate and
political action on the village council. Fausto Moreschini was the offspring
of a recently ennobled family that possessed only modest wealth. His uncle
Adriano Moreschini was also a notable Capuchin friar. Moreschini stepped
into Cesare Mazzoni’s place almost as soon as the bishop ordained him
and he held the village’s principal benefice until his death in 1688.1”

These two charismatic figures stand in stark contrast to most other
ecclesiastics holding benefices there. People expected their priests to be
available to administer sacraments to them and went over their heads if
their conduct was wanting.!® The disciplining campaign against priests
was in high gear by the 1630s. The vicar-general convoked almost all our
priests to his criminal court in Pienza, but they were not all equally
depraved. The troubles of Ludio Bartolomei, rector of San Bartolomeo,
stemmed from the consensual sexual relations he was enjoying with
Giomma la Lombardina, and from a shouting match he had with
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Margarita la Signorina. Suspended and fined, Ludio repented and the
bishop restored him quickly to his post.!” The bishop disciplined other
priests for making public insinuations on women’s failings that the victims
took to the court for redress.!” These were minor sins next to those of
Giovanni Battista Barbieri, who exercised his strident prepotenza against
men and women of every status. The vicar-general summoned him to
answer criminal charges in Pienza at least nine times over a 30-year period.
Barbieri was a choirboy next to his contemporary Giuliano Vettori, who
first appears as a brazen youth in the 1620s. His demeanor shocked both
the diocesan judge and the village commissario in cases where he was
merely a witness. Vettori went on to elicit fear and loathing across a large
portion of the community, though he held the cure of San Valentino from
the canons of Pienza for a few years and won the election to be rector of
San Bartolomeo—no doubt with Landucci support. The Holy Office of the
Inquisition tried Vettori for at least two offenses. The bishop finally
deprived him of his benefice after his third attempt on someone’s life.!!!
Ecclesiastical judges sentenced offenders more leniently than state officials
and were reluctant to inflict corporal punishments. Unlike the lay courts,
however, the bishop’s concern was to punish sin, not restore order. Hence,
no infrajudicial mechanisms encouraged litigants to settle out of court,
and the likelihood of a condemnation was much greater. Few clerics
received complete absolution.

Much of our information on the clergy’s shortcomings comes from
other priests, backed by members of their congregations who corroborated
the complaints. Acrimony among village priests was the rule, not the excep-
tion. They squabbled over money and tithes, first of all. Giovanni Battista
Barbieri scuffled with Moreschini over grain for their respective sacks dur-
ing a ceremony held in the confraternity granary where the three curates
collected tithes. He followed Moreschini outside hurling insults at him and
swore he would get even.!"? Animosities flared anew in April 1654 when
someone nailed up a defamatory placard against the new schoolmaster and
curate of San Bartolomeo, Fabio Roncaglia, that began, “becco, porco, pidoc-
chioso” (billygoat, swine, fleabag).” Neighbors recounted how Roncaglia
had quarreled with Moreschini over the case of a Jew and other matters the
previous fall. Rumors held that Moreschini dictated the content of the plac-
ard to a San Gismondo friar, who served as scribe. The village school was
often a subject of contention among the priests.!'> A month later,
Bernardino Biagi began arguing with the schoolmaster in the street, fearing
that he would be accused of writing the placard. Never very subtle, the
pious Biagi added, “You are an ass and I stand by it . . . I sent my children to
the school and you couldn’t teach them.” When Roncaglia retorted, “You are
a bastard and a mule!” Bernardino rushed home to get his musket and
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advised the priest to do the same, which he did. Neighbors kept them apart,
though Francesco Crocchi egged Bernardino on.!'* These conflicts among
priests simmered until 1662 at least, when a Franciscan friar chosen by the
vicar-general brought the three curates, Moreschini, Barbieri, and Luca
Formichi to an accord. It gave Moreschini precedence over the other two in
processions and in seating. However, whenever all three were called to offi-
ciate at feasts and funerals, the benefactor was to rank them. The document
then established which priest was to celebrate which feast day. To celebrate
additional masses one had to pay extra, so priests disputed these too.!!®

Catholics did not suffer wayward priests willingly. Asked if he consid-
ered Matteo Barbieri’s struggle with Francesco Crocchi to be a public scan-
dal, Ludio Bartolomei confirmed it, “I think so, absolutely, because there
were certain women there who were muttering, ‘Oh, what a charming
priest!” ”!'¢ Many of the plaintiffs were women. Giovanni Battista Barbieri
provoked several complaints about his uncontrolled anger toward parish-
ioners at San Valentino. A sharecropper’s wife he insulted, Caterina Doveri,
marched straight to Pienza to lay her complaint: “T only desire that Justice
should take place”'’” She had already warned the vicar-general that
Barbieri threatened an unnamed enemy from the pulpit, swearing that the
individual would not find a protector powerful enough to protect them
from his vengeance. Caterina Malacarne could not bring herself to confess
to him, or to send her daughter, and they went to other confessionals
despite Barbieri’s threats. He must have known of the mutterings against
him for he warned her, “You won’t chase me from this parish!”!!8

Already, by mid-century, no priest, no matter how well connected, was
immune to disciplinary proceedings. The disciplinary pyramid’s base
stretched clear across Tuscany. Above the bishops throned the papal nun-
cio, or ambassador, who resided near the court in Florence. This Roman
dignitary enjoyed easy access to both marchese Coppoli and the grand
duke. Fausto Moreschini’s sordid quarrels with Giovanni Battista Barbieri
in 1652 over their respective portions of the tithe soon led to graver
charges.""” In November 1653, Moreschini admitted to the bishop’s court
that he had received notice not to frequent a certain woman, but the name
was not specified: “I understood that it was the wife of Bernardino Biagi.”
Two years later, tongues wagged that he frequented the house of the widow
Caterina Nutarelli, where he taught the catechism and letters to her chil-
dren or just sat next to the hearth to talk. Summoned to explain his per-
sistence, Moreschini at first denied he frequented her house; then he
explained how innocuous it was:

she is already mature, she is an honored woman and very respectable, and
she has never given a hint of scandal, but rather edification, and she often
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frequents the Holy Sacraments and does good works, and she is very vigilant
to educate her children by sending them each evening to San Leonardo to
say the rosary to the Holy Cross.

Moreschini then shifted the blame onto his accusers, charging that they
were unhappy with his precedence, and that they were animated by a spirit
of vendetta. The schoolmaster Roncaglia had become an enemy of the
widow Nutarelli, who removed her children from his school: “Everything
stems from the malice of these priests!” Moreschini continued to deny the
charges with perfectly plausible rebuttals. The papal nuncio, however,-
dispatched a letter to the bishop of Pienza to have him disciplined: “for
public edification and correct behavior I love in everyone, but more par-
ticularly in my ministers . . . and if you judge it necessary, communicate to
him my authority that I confer on you . . !

The most intriguing confirmation of this clerical backbiting arose when
it was time to replace Moreschini in 1688. Orazio Ghezzi was a shoe-
maker’s son, whose family came to Montefollonico after the great famine.
His humble background no doubt irritated many, for he held the most
important benefice. An unsigned report sent to the nuncio a few months
after his installation demanded his removal on the grounds that he was “so
incompetent and unlettered that he doesn’t know how to read the Holy
Mass, and was subjected to insufficient examination on the grounds of the
indisposition and great age of the bishop of Pienza, who could not attend
the session . . . and due to the poor training of the examiners he passed,
although with one unfavorable vote . ...” The petition went on to com-
plain of such deficiencies in training as to cause daily scandals and
beseeched the nuncio to order the bishop of Pienza to resubject Ghezzi to
a proper examination. Ghezzi’s response in October aligned 27 parish-
ioners in his favor, 10 of whom could sign their names. The nuncio sus-
pended him from the post nevertheless and ordered him reexamined by
clerics selected by the archbishop of Siena. After Ghezzi passed this new
test, the bishop reinstated him.'?! What are we to make of this? Infighting
among priests was a basic feature of village life, and appeals to higher
authority were a standard weapon. Ghezzi’s adversaries knew to go over
the head of the bishop of Pienza to get results.

Above the nuncio lurked the Holy Office of the Inquisition, a Roman
committee with jurisdiction in affairs of the faith over everyone below the
rank of pope. Adriano Prosperi calls it the only truly centralized power in
early modern Italy.'?? It instructed parish priests in Montefollonico to copy
out complete sentences against high-profile offenders such as Galileo and
Miguel Molinos and affix them to the door of the church. More prosaically,
the tribunal picked up rumors of wrongdoing of local people and solicited
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further information from notables who served as local chancellors, such as
Fausto Moreschini, secretary for Montefollonico. In January 1643, the
tribunal instructed him to take down testimony from a boy and a girl who
accused one of the monks at San Gismondo of pressuring them in the
confessional to have sexual relations with him. The gist of Fra Arcangelo’s
conversation with Caterina Giannetti, the tailor’s daughter, sounded suspi-
cious to her from the outset: “this wouldn’t please God with any person,
especially not with a priest, and I would be committing an offense against
God,” she replied. A neighbor reminded her of the Inquisition’s rules: who-
ever was aware of a similar offense and did not report it was liable to
excommunication. Abuse of the confessional, along with magic and blas-
phemy, was a serious offense in the eyes of the Holy Office. The tribunal
did not move against a suspect before it informed the papal nuncio and
received the grand duke’s permission to proceed. It soon summoned
Father Arcangelo da Seggiano to the Inquisition’s seat in Siena.!?}

Local priests, kept well in hand by the hierarchy, were now bent on
indoctrinating and disciplining the entire population. Visiting bishops
expected each rector, the principal priest in a parish, to show them the reg-
isters of baptisms, marriages, and burials. These enabled priests to reckon
degrees of kinship between prospective spouses and to determine whether
the parties were eligible to marry. The states of souls lists compiled
periodically by parish priests satisfied the bishop that all adults had taken
Easter confession and communion and that the youths had received confir-
mation. The states of souls register was an important sixteenth-century
innovation because people with declared enemies were ineligible to receive
communion. It identified potential targets for peacemaking to the clergy.!**

Policing tells us nothing about how the clergy reshaped the beliefs and
religious practices of Catholics, however. Purgatory is perhaps the most
important reference in popular religion. It was a temporary hell that
cleansed the souls of sinners who would still be redeemed. Purgatory gave
the Catholic religion a softer edge than its Protestant rivals. People per-
formed good works during their lifetimes so that they might leave it more
quickly after their death. Their exertions could also redeem the sins of
other people, their blood kin principally. Any worthy act would weigh on
the scales of salvation. The church marketed a range of products to both
rich and poor, who could participate to the measure of their means and
their apprehensions. The institution of postmortem masses was one such
instrument, whose increasing frequency we confirm in testaments. They
offered people the chance to redeem their souls from Purgatory, and they
subsidized the sustenance of a clergyman in this world.!?®

More truly innovative was the way the church hierarchy sponsored new
confraternities to promote private meditation, interior discipline, and
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correct belief. They were vastly different from those promoting solidarity
and charity run by village councils. Bishops promoted the first without
hesitation and kept a much closer watch over their operation.'”® The
Company of Santa Caterina in the church of San Leonardo, whose male
and female members wore tunics, was one of the oldest. It boasted affilia-
tion with the Archconfraternity of the Cross in Rome. The decorations and
devotional paraphernalia displayed on its altar impressed the bishop in
1670.127 The same company maintained from public donations another
lavish altar in the same church, dedicated to Saint Anthony of Padua,
patron saint of farm animals. San Leonardo also housed a Name of God
confraternity, whose promoters thought it would curb blasphemy and
promote peace. Bishops favored the brotherhood of the Holy Sacrament,
such as the Company of the Corpus Domini in San Bartolomeo, whose
altar the visiting prelate praised.'?® We have for this company the articles as
they stood in 1730. Its 40-odd members were required to pay 1 paolo (just
over half a lira) of dues every year. With every member’s death, each
brother added another paolo and employed the total sum in postmortem
masses for his or her benefit.!? Rosary confraternities, promoted by
Franciscan preachers, were often attached to altars specialized in post-
mortem masses. The Madonna del Rosario chapel in San Bartolomeo pro-
moted alternating prayers, the Hail Mary and the Our Father, with
contemplative pauses to aid meditation on Catholic mysteries. Its com-
pany maintained a lavish altar that contrasted vividly with the shabby one
tended by Giovanni Battista Barbieri.!** Another company formed around
1675 under the invocation of the Blessed Virgin in the church of the Virgin
at Follonica outside the village. It limited itself to 30 members paying
10 soldi each as an entrance fee, the equivalent of a day’s labor for a male
fieldworker. It too celebrated the passing of each member with post-
mortem masses at 10 soldi from each survivor.!*! All these confraternities
marshaled money for chapel decoration, under the watchful scrutiny of
the Quattro Conservatori who were keen to prevent public funds from
being squandered on prestige projects for the well-to-do.!*

Brotherhood processions constituted visible signs of public spirit and
personal piety, at least for the benefit of neighbors and social betters.
Processions expressed social ranking and status in public ways and
strengthened the individual bonds with other members who promised to
support and respect them. Belonging to confraternities and participating
in the increasingly numerous functions they entailed, under the leadership
of priests and monks, were fully rational acts. However, we risk being
fooled by the expressions of unity emanating from the normative texts, for
people brought their worldly ambitions, their hierarchies, and their nepo-
tism into the groups to which they belonged. The company of Santa
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Caterina seethed with competition among the leading families for ascen-
dancy. Cristoforo Selvi incited young Lorenzo Barbieri to smash the
insignia of the company because it carried the arms of the Landucci on
it.!** Someone threw stones at the men gathered in devotion at night
before the chapel of the Corpus Domini in April 1637, hitting some of
them.!** The rivalry between the two brotherhoods erupted in a near riot
on Good Friday in 1640, as Ludio Bartolomei assembled everyone for the
procession down to the Madonna del Criano. The vicar-general’s arbitra-
tion revealed that the Company of the Corpus Domini was founded in
1571, replacing one dedicated to the cult of San Bernardino of Siena that
had failed to protect the village from the mid-century catastrophes. The
brotherhood undertook a cost-benefit analysis of that saint’s cult and
decided to venerate a more powerful patron, yet its members claimed
precedence over Santa Caterina by virtue of the antiquity of the cult of San
Bernardino. A few sexagenarians testified that the Corpus Domini had
always marched on the right side, in and out of buildings, as a sign of its
antiquity. Sexagenarians belonging to Santa Caterina replied that they
often led the way. The members of the latter company made much of their
affiliation with the Roman Archiconfraternity, and two of their members
always stood by the consecrated host with their torches. The bishop’s order
gave the Corpus Domini precedence, where earlier no systematic ranking
existed.'?

Village piety was subject to another influence, almost invisible in dioce-
san archives: the effect of friars. Franciscan friars served in villages such as
Montefollonico as confessors and preachers.!*® Their exhortations trig-
gered the first wave of renewed piety in the sixteenth century. Franciscan
education was often spotty, but their superiors expected them to edify
people by example, first, and by their preaching, second. Capuchins (the
most extreme branch of the Franciscan family created in 1528) from
Montepulciano were very active in the zone. Its young novices collected
alms from castello and poderi homes in the whole district. The novitiate
also hosted one of the first formal city missions we encounter in our dis-
trict, in 1667.1% Even if missioners never set up camp in Montefollonico,
our villagers traveled to neighboring localities to participate in these
events.!*® The impact of missionary zeal is difficult to gauge. The Capuchin
Vincenzo da Isolano was a freelance specialist of pacification missions. The
order’s chronicler claims he extinguished vendettas with an elevated host
at Sinalunga around 1641. “I have such faith in this Christ, that if you do
not reconcile with your enemies, God will strike down your house,” he
thundered, and the house was held to shake. A single oration was enough
to conclude 18 notarized peace treaties at the church entrance, with nine
more before the end of Lent.!* I suspect the presence of similar small-scale
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missionary enterprises in the late 1630s, early 1640s, and again in the early
1660s, for we find a flurry of Francesco or Francesca in the baptismal
register in those years, and the diabolical possession of Margherita di
Bernardino. Full-fledged missions were a later development. Specialized
monks of the Lazarist order set up headquarters in Perugia in 1675 and in
the following decades averaged seven rural missions every year. A Jesuit
contemporary, Paolo Segneri developed a set routine. With permission
from the local bishop, three or four priests set up a winter camp for several
weeks. Local friars and parish priests assisted them in hearing confession
and forming processions. They measured their success in terms of the
number of full confessions they heard. This was the “sign” that the person
was ready to commit to more sweeping behavioral changes. This method
of first committing people to a painless declaration of intention before
pressuring them to change their behavior was psychologically quite
sophisticated; today we call it the “foot-in-the-door” technique. By this
and other techniques of persuasion they pressured individuals to curb
their hate and make peace with their enemies.'*

Schoolmasters continued where missioners left off, attempting to incul-
cate civility and self-control into their charges. Children learned not only
letters there, but also cardinal Bellarmine’s catechism and a whole code of
precepts compiled for their intention. Erasmus of Rotterdam compiled the
most important of these before Rome consigned his work to the Index, but
the Sienese monk Orazio Lombardelli produced a booklet inspired from it
that pedagogues widely used in Italy.!*! Many small details testify to the
church’s taming of local villagers, who could not fail to see the advantages
of Christian brotherhood themselves. Bernardino Biagi gradually became
a village dévot, volunteering to help Moreschini say mass at a podere
altar.!*? Pious references permeate the criminal archives after mid-century.
Caterina di Domenico Bazzi made peace with noble Leandro Buonamici,
pardoning the latter’s insults in a church ceremony, with two priests,
Camillo Penti, a pious smithy, and Caterina Gabbiai, a midwife, all wit-
nessing the reconciliation.!*® The magistrate profited from the heightened
religious climate to remind witnesses that perjury was not just a crime, it
was a mortal sin.'** Francesco Dreuli, set upon by Francesco Crocchi near
a roadside cross, embraced it crying, “blessed cross, You save me!”!%
Leonello Penti cringed when someone told his father he had urinated
against the confraternity wall, underneath a statue to the Virgin Mary.!%
Small anecdotes, perhaps, but telling glimpses of a more pious and policed
community. Imagine the pressure the church could bring to bear on those
individuals who shrugged off its doctrines as trumpery!

Yet when we examine the testaments, we find many different responses
to imminent death. We have 63 testaments dating from 1609 to 1691, with
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most dating from the 1630s and 1640s. There were equal numbers of male
and female testators (several testaments were joint instruments). Only a
few peasants living on poderi made them, and they tended to be richer than
their neighbors. The notaries hastily scribbled a series of replies to their
questions concerning the all-important legacies and made sure there was
at least one universal heir who would inherit all the unspecified rights
accruing to the estate once the legacies were paid out. Although the scribes
tacked on the introductory pious clauses afterward, the documents reveal
a diversity of individual choices. The Rosary and Holy Name confraterni-
ties with their repetitious prayers appealed more to women (14) than to
men (2). The designation of the Franciscan convent of San Gismondo and
its altar of the Cordone attracted three male notables and two women; the
altar of the Corpus Domini that extinguished feuds received alms from six
men and two women. Some individuals desired to be interred in a family
tomb, with their ancestors, or with their children. Over a third of the testa-
tors just left these details up to their heirs.!” Very few people preplanned
their funeral ceremony, even when they were rich. The most elaborate
details, and by far the most numerous pious legacies, were made by
Gabriello Moreschini, uncle of the future parish priest. He was as incau-
tious with his money in death as he was in life, for the debts he left behind
filled many lines."*® A humble widow, Maddalena di Camillo wished to be
buried in a white robe, with torches at the end of her bier. The silence of
most others does not imply indifference to ritual, for most village adults
belonged to the companies that took care of such details.

Mass legacies are a better sign of belief in Purgatory, for testators had to
leave money expressly for that purpose, entrusting it to their heirs that the
request would be carried out. Barely half the testaments left such provi-
sions, however, and only 18 testators left provisions for annual masses,
usually in small numbers. The self-indulgent Gabriello Moreschini
ordered at least 25 annual masses to be sung until the end of time at a
number of different locations in Montefollonico and Siena. Four or five
masses annually were enough for people of modest means. Others just left
a few lire for masses to be celebrated until the money ran out. The priest
Giovanni Nannini wanted 200 of them. The artisan Benedetto Crocchi left
money for a hundred masses, as did a relatively poor widow, Olimpia
Demone. Valentino di Rocco, with a nice touch, asked for one mass annu-
ally for 33 years, the age of Christ crucified. Seven testators assigned the
bulk of their estate to postmortem masses to commemorate their exis-
tence. Six of those were women who had few family ties or lamented that
they were the last alive.

The absence of any pious concern is striking in many of these instru-
ments, however. Cesare Mazzoni, the model parish priest of San Leonardo,
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left no provisions for pious legacies or for masses, leaving only a lifetime
pension for his servant on the condition that she not ask for back salary.
His brother and heir Girolamo Mazzoni likewise left no special clauses in
his will 20 years later: yet three of his four sons became priests! Giovanni
Misari, another priest, ensconced in Siena just left a bit of money for statue
ornaments in Montefollonico. Neither Rutilio Carpellini nor his wife left
money for masses or made any special legacy. The aristocrat Artemia
Landucci left no money for such trifles: her estate supported the offspring
of a son who had become an Augustinian monk, and who deprived his
children of their settlements in doing so. Similarly Leonido Landucci
wished to leave every penny to his sons. Amidea Branchini, wife of
Anacleto Barbieri, left no money for masses or donations but made special
provisions for her firstborn Flaminio, who was in no condition to fend for
himself. Scipione Barbieri, a hard-headed businessman who became rector
and manager of the village confraternity, left no money for any pious pur-
pose. He had five sons, however. The documents tell us that wills balance
personal hopes of salvation against the desire to shield surviving blood rel-
atives from poverty and future vulnerability. The expanding moral circle
could not suppress nepotism.

Making Tuscans

The political realm was another circle whose expansion proceeded apace
with the others, but more quietly. Jean-Claude Waquet characterizes
the Medici state as one in which the desire for stability preceded every
other ambition."* It rings true for the marquisate of Montefollonico, too.
The economic crisis weeded out some families previously ascendant, and it
pushed many notables’ sons into religious vocations. New names appeared
more frequently among the inhabitants of the castello and poderi alike: the
Fantozzi, Ghezzi, Ciacci, Farnetani. Judging by the states of souls for San
Leonardo and San Bartolomeo in 1702, few castello notables could trace
their patronyms to 1600 or even 1630. The hardest fate befell the
Carpellini. Rutilio’s son Fulvio was camerlengo in 1660 and still owned
property evaluated at 12,000 lire. After his death in 1679, his heirs relin-
quished their real estate and the entire family lost status. Bernardino
Carpellini, born in 1660, bore no title in 1702, not even maestro. His
brother Francesco was a household servant in casa Venturini.*® Even the
noble families had changed. The surviving branches of the Landucci
moved back to Siena, their fortunes consolidated. The large house next to
San Bartolomeo was still casa Landucci in 1702, inhabited by an estate
agent. It was called Casa Coppoli by 1732: the house was the marchese’s
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only property in the village when the grand duke suppressed the fief
in 1749.151

Economic decline and the social polarization that ensued concentrated
power in the hands of fewer people. Whereas in 1620 many individuals had
some voice in the village community, everything now conspired to make a
few well-placed individuals more powerful. Everywhere in Europe, the
notables who counted were those best able to mediate village interests with
outside authorities. Giovanna Benadusi has examined this process closely
in the nearby Casentino district. In Poppi, notables pursued marriage
strategies designed to conserve their assets over the long term. By mid-cen-
tury, they were reaching out to make matrimonial alliances with notables
from other villages and with city officials.'® The rise of Lorenzo Barbieri
illustrates this process in Montefollonico. Anacleto lost the post of gabel-
laio to the more congenial and less ambitious Rutilio Carpellini in 1626 or
1627. Unlike his brother Giovanni Battista, Lorenzo learned to control his
aggressive passions and assumed the direction of the family estate along-
side his father, who lived to advanced old age. Old Anacleto Barbieri pre-
pared the ascent by marrying his daughter Portia to Fulvio Carpellini in
1651. Lorenzo cast his net of relations outside the fief around the same
time, becoming lieutenant of the militia band in 1650, a move that earned
him the title of signore. He rose to the level of captain of militia by the
1670s, which gave him purview over bands outside the fief. A bachelor
until his forties, Barbieri married a woman from outside the village who
bore him several children in the 1660s. Camerlengo for several years in the
late 1650s, the official the Medici government entrusted as the tax collec-
tor, rector of the confraternity, agent of the feudal auditore and the
Landucci, correspondent with the Sienese tax administration, Lorenzo
crowned his ascent by becoming the marchese’s revenue agent (depositario)
around 1658. He made a good impression on the visiting senator
Gherardini in 1676.15

This gradual concentration of power in local elites entailed the risk that
they would privatize village resources for their own benefit. Aware of the
danger, grand duke Cosimo I created the Quattro Conservatori to safe-
guard communal assets, by disallowing the alienation of common lands
and expenditures they judged not in the public interest.!** This commit-
tee’s tutelage over the local community was not unlike an adult’s over a
minor, yet another realm of paternalism. Milking public assets was always
easier for rich or well-connected families than for others, especially if they
could afford to pay the rental proceeds to the local treasury. A rare tax ros-
ter we have for 1676 itemizes the dues owed by each podere, and the dues
in grain imposed on the prese (common lands rented out to individuals).
Land rented to 34 individual tenants returned revenues equivalent to the
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poderi taxes, if we convert their grain rents into cash.'® Six aristocrats
among the 34 tenants contributed about 40 percent of the income. Those
not well-off still comprised a majority (20 tenants), but altogether they
paid only a small amount to the community.'*®

While nobles milked public assets to top up their evaporating private
revenues, the Medici maintained the state’s receipts by increasing taxes. The
proceeds of taxes paid to the Depositeria treasury of Siena reached their
peak around 1580, but their intake dropped to merely 60 percent of that
amount by 1636."57 The collapse of export duties and sales taxes after 1618
seriously compromised Tuscan revenues. Spain and Austria squeezed
millions of scudi in war subsidies from the Medici between 1625 and 1642,
and could not reimburse them.!*® The massive shift of property to the
church contracted the tax base still more. The grand dukes repaired the fis-
cal damage by instituting single new taxes in small doses. The challenge of
all taxation was to find people who could afford to pay it. A sweeping cen-
sus of people and livestock undertaken in 1638 aimed to provide a more
accurate basis of calculation for new taxes, which increasingly included the
clergy too.'® Ferdinando II halved the tax exemptions for militiamen in
1632, for they normally belonged to the more comfortable peasantry.'s
The rich inhabitants of every community were instructed the year after to
pay the salt consumption of the poor.'¢!

Government authority in Tuscany was never entirely pyramidal not
only because the church wielded so much autonomous power, but also
because the Medici respected the privileges of the medieval republican
families in the dominant cities.'®* Cosimo I de’Medici and his descendants
raised themselves above the medieval republican committees by incremen-
tal reforms. Without creating a large and invasive bureaucracy intent on
confiscating power to the capital, like the kings of France, the grand dukes
gradually co-opted local decision-making elites into their service. They
confided tax collection not to a new class of state officials as in France, but
instead to the village camerlengo.'> Reforms enacted between 1561 and
1588 strove to pattern the Sienese institutions on Florentine ones, without
ever melding the two distinct states. The grand dukes then slowly emascu-
lated the committees of elected aristocrats by appointing qualified civil
servants to work with them.'®* By 1640, there were about a hundred per-
manent administrative offices in Siena not reserved for nobles, and this
number increased thereafter.'®> Aristocrats could hold these offices too.
The modest salaries they provided compensated for declining grain prices,
falling rates on state bonds, and the scarcity of worthwhile commercial
ventures. Like the “habits” of the knights of Santo Stefano and church
benefices, government offices provided stable, secure incomes and gave
their holders jurisdiction over subjects too. Since not all the Sienese
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aristocrats were wealthy enough to be eligible (riseduti) for the most
important positions open to them, they settled for office-holding as an
attractive alternative.'®® The Quattro Comnservatori tribunal mirrors the
evolution nicely: initially composed of four Sienese patricians designated
from Florence, the grand duke appointed a permanent chancellor and sev-
eral secretaries who guided their proceedings.!®” Non-nobles also used
their legal training to serve in various official capacities, as village chancel-
lors or notaries attached to the tribunal of a podesta. Uliviero Nutarelli and
Marcantonio Palusi, both of Montefollonico, took periodic leave to hold
such offices elsewhere.

To be eligible for these offices, and in order to pursue a career in Siena
or in Florence, candidates needed proper legal training. The granducal
administration encouraged access to higher education for noble and com-
moner families alike. The rush of aristocrats into institutions of higher
learning is particularly striking after 1650. One noteworthy institution was
the college for nobles, a Jesuit-run secondary school under state patronage,
reserved for aristocrats. In addition to the standard humanities program
(in Latin) all such colleges offered, the curriculum of the Collegio Tolomei
offered instruction in the social graces young men would need to exercise
power in polite society. Only 30 percent of the pupils there belonged to
local families, but similar institutions existed in other Italian cities and
Sienese youths studied elsewhere.!®® The state reserved its best positions
for men holding university degrees in law. Granducal bursaries made
places available to study at the two authorized institutions, the University
of Pisa and the Sapienza in Siena for students from the hinterland and
poorer families in the capital.!® A select number of poor Sienese nobles,
and an equal number of commoners, were eligible to receive Mancini
scholarships for university study. A committee evaluated the revenues, the
debts, and the number of children of the parents applying for the assis-
tance.'”’ Some local lads benefited from it because Matteo di Scipione
Barbieri criticized the insolence it bred in them: “You other (nobles) usu-
ally get Mancini scholarships,” he complained to a knot of notables, indi-
cating Fausto Moreschini and Pietro Landucci, “that make you insolent.”
All the young noblemen in town assembled in the street outside his house
and hurled stones and insults at him and his father.!”! “There was Sgr
Flaminio (Landucci) and his brother Pietro, and Sgr Ascanio Foresi with a
polearm, and Sgr Giovanbattista Vieri, Enea Buonamici and Leandro, his
brother the priest, and the priest Moreschini with Francesco, his brother,”
a roll-call of impoverished aristocrats. University education offered them
some hope of social advancement. Typical of educated noblemen of mod-
est background, Guglielmo Moreschini distributed his medical knowledge
for a pittance via the confraternity in the 1660s. The trend professionalized



INVENTION 169

a large portion of the aristocracy and incited nobles to vie for stable posi-
tions in the Medici administration. It also provided a modicum of social
mobility for gifted commoners t0o.7? Bernardino Biagi sent his son to
college in Siena, as did Scipione Barbieri and Anacleto Barbieri. It is not
outrageous to assume that children and adolescents from Montefollonico
frequented the Jesuit college in Montepulciano. The city government did
its best to protect it from the consequence of declining revenues in the
1670s.'> The shining example of social mobility would be Niccolo
Magnoni (born in 1652), son of the notary Domenico (born in 1629), in
turn, son of the unlettered blacksmith and butcher Giovanni Battista
Magnoni. Niccolo earned a law degree in Siena, and by the time of his
death in 1727, was considered by his contemporaries to be a leading light
in jurisprudence.'” The aristocratic chronicler noted with a tinge of irony
that he was able to accumulate not a little real estate by arguing high-
profile cases. By 1692, he already owned four poderi in Montefollonico, of
the nine commoners possessed.

Medici rule enjoyed a broad consensus in Siena by the seventeenth cen-
tury, although no doubt much of that stemmed from a natural tendency to
defer to an established authority that had succeeded in restoring order. The
dynasty rallied the adhesion of Sienese aristocrats without reservation
when it dispatched the adolescent prince Mattias, younger brother of
grand duke Ferdinand II, to fill the office of governor of Siena. The gover-
nor was the sovereign’s representative. Before Mattias, these officials were
simple dignitaries whose power was more formal than real. The granducal
administration saddled governors with a secretary in Florence and
required them to inform the prince of every significant issue in the state.
Governors often complained that Florence left them in the dark or that it
made decisions on Sienese matters without consulting them first.'”> The
respect accorded the governor increased immensely with the arrival of a
Medici prince, nephew of the Holy Roman Emperor. Mattias imparted an
aura of courtliness in which local aristocrats desired to bask. Together with
his Florentine officials, the tax officer (Depositario), and a legal officer
(Auditore) who constituted a board of supervision called the Consulta,
Mattias oversaw all the machinery of government of the Sienese state,
including the fiefs. He functioned much like an Austrian archduke.'”

The grand dukes exercised some of their power from strong citadels
that even today bear their blazons. Besides the citadel on the edge of the
Sienese ramparts, they erected a compact fortress at Radicofani, and another
at Sorano. Grosseto, a fortress of some importance, and the medieval cas-
tles crowning Montalcino and Montepulciano housed more soldiers under
granducal command. Yet the whole Medici army would not have
amounted to more than a few thousand men who functioned more as



170 HUMAN NATURE IN RURAL TUSCANY

security guards than as combat-ready soldiers. The largest contingents of
them garrisoned Livorno and Florence. A roster for the entire Sienese state
in 1699 totals just over four hundred men, quite insufficient to impose
obedience by armed force.'”” On the contrary, the Medici appealed to the
military instincts of their subjects and placed weapons in their hands. For
nobles, they created the order of the knights of Santo Stefano, operating a
galley flotilla from Livorno to combat Moslem corsairs. The 369 Sienese
knights the grand duke (as grand master of the order) admitted between
its foundation in 1562 and 1699 include four Montefollonico nobles.
Ascanio and Aliprando Foresi, admitted in 1641 and 1663 respectively,
were too old to train for combat. The grand duke awarded them the
“habit” as a sinecure. Antonio di Leonido Landucci joined in 1639 at
age 18, with the obligation to serve on the galleys for several years. Leonido
di Lorenzo Landucci, admitted in 1687, was only 12 years old.'”® The
knights were more of a patronage tool than a military force.

The Tuscan peasant militia was also more a virtual weapon than a
deterrent to the grand duke’s enemies. Early in the seventeenth century, its
strength might have crossed fifty thousand, but these were merely paper
soldiers.'”® In 1699, the militia bands in the Sienese countryside alone
numbered over five thousand descritti. Militiamen received cursory train-
ing in the use of pikes and muskets, but like their peers across Europe, they
never formed an efficient military body, if only for lack of a real military
threat.'® Whatever its deficiency as a military instrument, the militia
focused the leadership role on the grand duke. He nominated its cadres
and placed all its members under his privileged jurisdiction.!®! In
Montefollonico, it is impossible to know exactly how many men served in
it, but it was a significant fraction of the men aged between 16 and 45.
There was always a village corporal of militia, as there was an ensign
(alfiere) and a lieutenant, appointed from the better families.

The one war that threatened the state was a unifier of some significance,
because it centered Tuscan loyalties on the Medici dynasty against a foreign
enemy and briefly erased the grand duchy’s internal borders.!#? The Castro
War (1642-1644) pitted Tuscany and its allies Parma, Modena, and Venice
against the papal states under Pope Urban VIII Barberini. Montefollonico
had a balcony seat to watch the operations unfold on the Umbrian frontier,
where the governor of Siena mobilized about ten thousand troops in the
summer of 1643. Mattias was an experienced, if uninspired, commander
who had served as an Imperial general in Germany for most of the 1630s.
Tuscan officers in Imperial and Spanish service came home to help fill out
his units, and even the marchese Coppoli raised a company of troops from
his own revenues to fight his natural ruler, the pope.’** Montepulciano
hosted prince Mattias, his general staff, and mounted escort, while troops
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took up quarters around the sanctuary of San Biagio, with the task of find-
ing draught animals and fodder for them. Enterprising sutlers, one of
whom was Bernardino Biagi, reported to the camp with provisions loaded
on donkeys.!® Villagers served as sentries and escorted provisions, assem-
bled for musters and drilled in formation. Some of them enlisted as sol-
diers in the regular army, as only one of the eight infantry regiments was
comprised of foreign mercenaries.'®® Prince Mattias’s force quickly seized
the Umbrian border towns and pressed on toward Perugia, routing the
papal army at Mongiovino. Our patriotic villagers laid siege to the unpop-
ular schoolmaster monk from the papal states, serving in the village on the
marchese’s invitation. “Vatti con Dio, Papalinaccio!” they cried, while
Giuliano Vettori hammered on the monk’s door. Vettori fetched the corpo-
ral Vincenzo Barbieri to beat his drum and rouse the militiamen from their
beds, the former then seized an axe to smash down the door, crying, “Open
up, cazzo, I want to have your (ti) head!” When Vettori hammered on
Moreschini’s door, where the terrified monk took shelter, the rector called
out, “maestro Giuliano, I won’t open to you.” Vettori threw back a telling
phrase, “I'm not maestro Giuliano, 'm Giuliano Vettori, vassal of his Serene
Highness!” The commissario was away at the time, but informed of the inci-
dent the very next day he took measures to prosecute the delinquents.'%

With the war’s end in the winter of 1644, Ferdinando II disbanded his
army. It occasioned debts that he would have to manage with heavier taxes
and so he sought new sources of income that tapped the revenue of privi-
leged entities. Tuscany levied more taxes on the church than most other
Italian states, principally gabelles (value-added taxes) assessed at lower lev-
els with respect to laymen. Under Cosimo III (who reigned from 1670 to
1723), often stigmatized as a prince too docile to papal policies, the Tuscan
church paid more than ever to the granducal treasury.'®” Florence auc-
tioned off the first state monopoly on tobacco to tax farmers in 1645, along
with other new taxes that subjects of the marchese were required to pay. The
Sienese magistracies governing orphans, the Salt Tax, the Customs Bureau,
and the other gabelles, all possessed jurisdiction in Montefollonico.'®® It was
the site of one of the customs points of the Sienese state, though the village
camerlengo or the gabellaio probably collected the money from merchants
and transporters with their pack-animals.!®® Other taxes struck poor
households. Ferdinando II imposed an estitmo on grain and wine produc-
tion in the Sienese state in 1668, and Cosimo levied a new tax on flour
mills in 1678.!%° Florence made communities collectively responsible for
their taxes, because there was no way the state could verify with precision
the revenues of individual households.!”! Granducal decrees periodically
increased the salt gabelles.!> Yet the absence of a long war spared the
Medici the pain of overhauling the way they collected taxes.
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When Prince Mattias died in 1667, Florence saw no need to dispatch
another governor to oversee the Sienese Consulta. Cosimo III dispatched
Florentine senator Bartolomeo Gherardini, a respected auditore, on a fact-
finding mission throughout the state and each of the fiefs to collect informa-
tion on the workings of the public administration. Cosimo conferred on
Gherardini the task of examining the statutes and mechanisms of all
127 communities in the contado, to study the conflicts between communities
and to examine any litigation between communities and individuals in them.
He paid careful attention to the workings of justice, its accessibility, and its
efficiency in the hinterland. Finally, in 1681, he drew up a list of recommen-
dations to improve the general efficiency of the Sienese administration.

The microreforms that ensued replaced the benign feudalism in
Montefollonico with a benign absolutism, careful to balance the interests
of Florentine nobles, Sienese nobles, and commoners.'”* The secular sta-
bility of the granducal state, as Waquet reminds us, was not synonymous
with immobility. Tuscany was well-run by the standards of the time. At the
top, Ferdinando IT and Cosimo III adopted more personal ruling styles,
relayed increasingly by professional bureaucrats steeped in law, supple-
menting patrician committees jealous of their republican past. While none
of the old institutions disappeared, the grand dukes became the pivot
around which the administrative system turned. What could be more log-
ical than the decision by Cosimo III, in 1685, to withdraw the right of
appeal in fiefs from feudal judges and to place it instead in granducal
hands? The instructions of feudal magistrates in the Sienese state were
henceforth subject to revision by the Auditore fiscale in the Consulta. This
gave the marchese’s subjects permission to petition the grand duke
paterfamilias directly for benefits of all kinds. This measure reaffirmed that
the Medici prince was the ultimate sovereign of all the fiefs.'*> The marchese
Francesco Coppoli died in 1670. His subjects never ceased being loyal to
the Medici dukes, and they returned gradually to the larger polity.
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Conclusion

Imagine again that from some celestial perch we could watch the actions
and reactions of our descendants. What would we see? They will probably
possess machines of stupefying power and rapidity and listen to
outlandish music. Their moral circle might embrace animals, to make vege-
tarians of us all. But once the novelty wears off, we might recognize the same
human universals that we see around us in the developed world today, as well
as in baroque Tuscany or any other historical time and place one might
choose. Instead of imagining change as a linear march toward a new dawn, we
should instead imagine it as a metamorphosis, wherein we retain our nature
even as we change. Culture does not liberate us from our animal status, for
even animals have cultures. The birds, whales, and chimpanzees who adopt
new songs, tools, or manners of communicating do not cease to be animals,
with a nature of their own.'® If one could pardon my paraphrasing the
Italian idealist philosopher Benedetto Croce—who argued that all History is
Contemporary History, in that it draws its pertinence from the need we have
today to understand the processes in the past—I would venture here that all
history is Universal History, part of the larger project of unifying the social
sciences to determine the nature of homo sapiens.

Steven Pinker itemizes some of these human universals in his refutation
of the ineluctability of a Utopian future that so many people equate with
invention and change. People will still identify first and foremost with their
families and seek to bestow special advantages on their kin to the best of
their ability. Economic life will continue to revolve around reciprocity or
exchange, more than on communal sharing. We will recognize distinct
inequalities of power and wealth among individuals and families, though the
range of inequality will certainly vary from one place to another. Individual
and collective outbursts of violence will still occur, for the same reasons as
today, even though its frequency and its ferocity will vary greatly from one
part of the world to another. Individual people will still think and react as we
do, in gendered roles, and display a similar enormous range of talents and
handicaps. Religion will still be around, as will superstition, for people will
still all die. For these are the permanent features of the human animal.

Our ancestors resembled us so much in their psychic makeup and their
social predicaments, that it is entirely legitimate to seek to empathize with
them. I hesitate to make the same claim for our descendants, however, for
the rapidity with which we are acquiring genetic knowledge signifies that
we may soon be capable of devising alterations of gene complexes.
Edward O. Wilson, writing in the 1970s, assumed that this capability was
still far away. But now, in the new millennium, we are approaching the
moment when we might at last be able to engineer a new humanity.
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Note: Names in italics designate salient individuals or families in Montefollonico.

Barbieri, Anacleto (notable), 33, 34,
37,43, 66, 73, 85, 89, 126, 128,
153,166

Barbieri, Arenio (entrepreneur), 43, 74,
76,129, 145

Barbieri, Giovanni Battista (priest), 77,
100, 157-8, 161

Barbieri, Lorenzo (notable), 21, 34,
43,91-2,96, 101, 109, 125, 134,
146, 166

Barbieri, Scipione (entrepreneur), 72,
89,90, 132, 136, 165, 169

Bartolomei, Ludio (priest), 131, 156,
162

Biagi, Bernardino (tavern-keeper), 44,
95-6, 101, 163

Braudel (Fernand), 8

Buonamici, Leandro (noble cleric), 91,
106, 135, 153, 163

Calcagnolo, Pasquino (delinquent), 15,
85,97
Carpellini, Rutilio (shoemaker
notable), 20, 33—4, 43, 80, 94, 155,
165-6
Clergy, secular
Benefices, ecclesiastical, 35, 39, 109,
151-3
Ecclesiastical privileges, 154—5
Ecclesiastics, growth in numbers,
152-5
Ecclesiastics, functions of, 155-6
Giuspatronage, 151
Mortmain, 154
Papal nuncio, 37, 158-9, 160

Pastoral visits, 152—3

Rivalry of priests, 157-9

Tithes, 31, 157, 158

Clergy, regular

Franciscan friars, 155-6, 162-3

Missioners, 162—3

Nuns, 61, 154

San Gismondo convent, 149, 152,
155,157, 160, 164

Community of Montefollonico

Assembly of inhabitants, 12-13, 14,
19, 23, 25, 40, 56, 108, 147

Camerlengo, 13-14, 18, 22, 33, 34,
96,112,147, 165,166, 167,171

Canovai, 16-17

Butcher stall, 16-18, 120

Common land, 16, 30, 166

Estimators (stimatori), 13, 68, 70, 71

Factions, 22, 23, 25, 29, 78

Meat inspectors (ponitori), 14, 18

Messo, 15, 30, 35,71, 78,79

Oven, 2,16-17, 18, 56, 58, 64

Palazzo (village), 1, 2, 15, 21, 29, 35,
57,76,79

Priors, 12-13, 15, 16,17, 18,
19, 21, 22, 31, 34, 42,70, 85,
100,118

Public assets, 14, 19, 166—7

Revenues & tax farming, 14, 16-19,
20, 22,23, 28, 30, 37, 40, 43, 46,
75,128, 147,166, 171

Statutes (community) 11-16, 20,
28,42

Tavern, 2, 16, 41, 49, 59, 75,
130, 147
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Confraternities

Confraternity, lay, 2, 3, 15, 17, 19-20,

22,23,30,40,41, 43, 44, 47, 61,
62,68,70,71, 74,78, 96, 100,
108,114, 115,127, 147, 150,
152,157,168
Corpus Domini confraternity,
161-2, 164
Rosary chapel & confraternity, 150,
162, 164
Santesi, 19-20, 70
Coppoli, Francesco (marchese), 24-38,
81,101, 146, 149, 158, 165, 170,
172
Council of Trent, 152
Crimes & Misdemeanors
Danno dato, 16, 31, 37, 67-71, 77,
834, 88, 147
Homicide & attempted homicide,
71,77, 86, 88,90,92,118
Rape, 80, 96, 99, 107, 109
Smuggling/contraband, 82, 154
Theft, 32, 56, 71-3, 77, 93-5
Violence, assault & battery, 69,
86-93, 130, 133, 148,173
Crocchi, Francesco (delinquent), 15, 44,
52,87,108,133
Cusson (Maurice), 94-5

Depositario/gabellaio, 33, 35
Division of property, 37, 125, 129-30

Economic Life

Artisans, 46, 57, 73, 88, 128

Cash, 59-60

Credit, 17-18, 47, 51, 72-3, 89

Debt, 62—4, 72-3, 113, 140, 1467

Deflation, 146-7, 152

Donkeys, 28, 29, 35, 56, 58, 65, 145,
171

Economic rationality, 52-3

Famine & harvest failure, 17, 34, 75,
80, 84, 118-21, 141-8

Glassworks, 56, 88, 116, 145

Grain prices, 17, 62-3, 119, 141-6

Hemp cultivation, 55, 58, 116

House ownership, 53, 142

Livestock-raising, 65-8

Manufactures & protoindustry, 58,
140-1, 144-5

Maremma, 27, 59, 64, 67

Mulberry trees & silkworms, 58, 145

Olive cultivation, 23, 54-5

Pasture, 27, 54, 67-71

Population decline, 141-6

Promiscuous culture, 53-5

Rural entrepreneurs, 19, 53-5, 58-9,
63,142, 147

Saffron cultivation, 54, 144

Sharecropping (mezzadria) 1, 2, 13,
14, 16, 3945, 48, 51, 53, 56, 58,
59, 60-8, 71-3, 74, 82, 84, 87,
99,106,112,115,118,121, 128,
144-8, 154

State bonds (luoghi di monte), 59,
167

Vineyards, 53

Winemaking, 53, 56, 58, 64, 115,
117, 144-6

Education & instruction

Colleges & universities, 87, 125, 153,
168-9

Instruction & reading, 70, 127-8,
151, 168

Literacy, 12, 96, 127-8

Schoolmaster, 14, 31, 36, 41-2, 89,
127,157,159, 163

University scholarships, 87, 168

Evolutionary theory & theorists

Aggression, 79, 86-9, 94

Animal Behavior, 7

Brown (Donald), 6

Daly (Martin) & Wilson (Margo),
89,118

Darwin (Charles), 5

Emotions, 5-8, 14, 39—40, 69, 77, 90,
94,106, 120-1, 132

Evolution, 7-8, 90

Fitness, 5, 125

Genes, 5, 103, 125, 130, 136, 139, 173
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Human Universals, 5-8, 11, 12, 24,
34, 36, 37,47, 52, 69, 86, 89, 94,
103, 104, 120, 126, 132, 135,

Hunting, 21, 28, 31

Judicial Officials & procedures

139, 149, 173
Hypergamy, 121
Jealousy, 132-3
Kin-group, 12, 22, 40
Pinker (Steven), 7, 173
Primates, 7, 12, 36, 69, 86,
139
Nepotism, 126, 161, 165
Psychology, 5, 8, 129
Rationality, 4-5, 7, 52, 95, 148,
155,161
Reciprocal altruism, 40
Singer (Peter), 139
Waal (Frans de), 1, 86
Wilson (Edward O), 148,173
Wright (Robert), 139

Florence, 20, 24, 25, 26, 30, 42, 1434,
168-9,170
Foundling hospital, 111

Gherardini inspection tour (1676),
148, 166, 172
Government policies & institutions
Castro War (1642-1644), 27, 123,
170-1
Court of Florence, 25, 26,
158
Enfiefment and ‘refeudalization’,
25-6, 31
Government offices, 167-8

Auditore, 30, 32, 35, 36, 76, 77, 80-1,
98,107,110, 166

Capitano di Giustizia, 15, 31-2

Circumvention of trials, 37

Commissario or magistrate, 21,
29-37, 42,50, 57, 63, 65, 68, 72,
76—84, 86, 92,93, 96-101, 105,
107,110, 129,133, 157

Confession (judicial), 79-80, 107,
130

Diocesan vicar, 3, 30, 76, 107

Feudal jurisdiction, 25-6,
29,32

Governor of Siena, 3, 20, 23, 32, 37,
169-70

Inquisition (Holy Office), 97, 100,
151, 157, 159-60

Justice, 15-16, 29-30, 36, 37, 69-76,
77,109,172

Pace e tregua truces, 78

Petitions, 3, 29, 38,172

Sbirro or constable, 15, 17, 18, 21,
30, 32, 33, 35,71, 72,79, 80, 82,
83, 85, 94, 95, 96, 99, 100, 101,
109, 128

Sienese tribunals, 3, 29, 35, 75-6,
147,171

Sindaco dei malefizi, 15-16, 21, 29,
77-8, 86

Torture, 33, 80, 110

Witnesses (judicial), 30, 73, 76-80,

Militia, 202, 28-9, 33, 34, 48, 92-3, 83,93, 163
166, 170
Land-tax register (estimo), Knights of Malta, 23—4
53—4, 61 Knights of Santo Stefano, 23—4, 59

Quattro Conservatori, 3, 14, 19, 20,
29, 161, 166, 168
Salt collection & tax, 13, 28-9, 57,
66,76,147,171
Taxation, 153, 167 Magnoni, Niccolo (jurist), 147, 169
Thirty Years War, 140 Marcantonio di Paolo (sbirro), 32,
Grosseto, 25,29, 57, 169 83,99

Landlords, 1, 54-5, 59—65, 72
Life expectancy, 118



216  INDEX

Marriage & family, 3, 31, 41, 48,
104-13, 115,121, 127,130-3,
146

Adultery, 131-2, 133

Age at marriage, 115, 146

Bastards, 110-11

Courtship rituals, 49, 105-6

Domestic ‘helpers), 125-6

Domestic violence, 130-2

Dowries, 31, 40, 47, 53, 72, 104,
106-8, 111-14, 121, 136, 146

Families, extended, 11213, 123-25,
146

Godparentage, 42-5

Infant mortality, 113, 117-18

Infanticide, 118-22

Marriage contracts, 48, 53, 112-13,
127

Midwives, 44, 79, 117, 150

Naming practices, 45, 123

Premarital sex, 110-11

Romantic love, 106-7

Separation, 44, 130

Trousseau, 48, 108

Usufruct, 112, 135-7

Virginity & chastity, 44, 52, 104,
108-9

Wetnurses, 57, 125, 137

Widows, 14, 31, 60, 74, 84, 105,
113-14, 115,121, 124,127, 136,
142,143

Material culture

Dress & appearance, 47-8, 105-6,
115

Household furnishings, 115-17

Inventories (postmortem), 33, 48

Jewelry, 48, 59, 106, 144

Mazzoni, Cesare (entrepreneur), 43,
136, 156, 164

Medici Grand dukes, 25-6, 27, 38, 123,
165, 166, 167, 169, 170-2

Cosimo I, 12, 167
Cosimo II, 25
Ferdinando II, 38

Cosimo II1, 25, 105, 171-2
prince Leopoldo, 41
prince Mattias, 123, 169
Migration, 115, 146
Moreschini, Fausto (noble priest), 24,
43,153, 156-9, 160, 168

Nobility, 22-5, 29, 30, 35, 36, 42-3, 50,
61, 75-6, 129, 146-8, 167-8
Nobility, extinction of, 1467
Foresi, noble house, 23—4, 43, 61, 63,
74,111, 136, 146, 147,168, 170
Landucci, noble house, 1, 20, 23, 31,
34, 35, 43, 44, 50, 56, 59, 61, 63,
65,68,71,75,87, 88,91, 96, 97,
105,109,111,113,114, 123,
147,150, 152, 157, 168
Milandroni, noble house, 24, 43, 146
Moreschini, noble house, 20, 24, 43,
44,61, 99, 136, 146, 156, 164,
168
Notaries, 29-31, 135

Papal States, 26, 170
Parishes
San Bartolomeo parish, 1, 19, 23,
111,118,119, 121,122,123,
126, 143, 146, 149, 150, 151,
153,156, 157, 161, 165
San Leonardo parish, 1,2, 111, 119,
122,124, 146, 150, 151, 153,
156, 159, 161, 164, 165
San Valentino parish, 39, 97, 110,
111,115,117,119,121, 123,
126, 143, 150, 151, 159, 161,
164, 165
Parish registers, 3, 115
Paternalism, 34-5, 64, 156, 166
Pienza, 2, 3, 15, 21, 31, 97, 141,
151-3
Pilacci, Niccolo (villager), 92, 100, 103,
120
Pilacci, Virgilio (delinquent), 48-9,
84-5,93,97



Prostitutes, 44, 110
Public good, 14, 16, 31
Punishment, 100-1, 157
Debtor’s prison, 32, 75-6, 135
Exile, 76, 81, 83, 88, 96, 97,
99-101
Fines, 13, 17, 18, 29, 30, 33,37, 71-2,
78,83,91-2,95,108-11, 126,
131, 157
Jail, 2, 16, 29, 32, 33, 71, 75, 81, 110,
118, 131
Sentences, 29-30, 35, 76, 79-81, 82,
83, 85,91, 157

Religious sacraments & practices
Baptism, 42—4, 110-11
Catechism, 127, 151, 158, 163
Confirmation (sacrament), 45,
122,160

Demonic possession, 97, 151

devotions, 46, 149-51

Excommunication, 130, 134, 156,
160

Lenten preacher, 19, 23, 31, 162

Magic & ‘superstition, 6, 90, 150-1,
173

Marian devotion, 19, 34, 50, 123,
136, 149-50

Postmortem masses, 40, 153,
160-5

Processions, 40, 106, 149,
161-4

Purgatory, 160, 164

Rubenni, Valentino (rich peasant), 44,
46, 61,75,92-3,94, 128

Selvi, Cristoforo (landowner), 44, 62,
65,162

Selvi, Evandro (delinquent ensign), 34,
97, 109

Selvi Bertini, Maddalena (notable
midwife), 44, 58, 64, 100, 117,
125,133,150

Shop books, 73
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Siena, 3, 14, 20, 23-4, 30, 32, 36, 59, 76,
77,80, 119,141, 144, 145, 147,
154, 167, 168
Signorina, Margarita Monaci, called La
Signorina (prostitute), 44, 64,
98-9, 131, 157
Sinalunga, 2, 162
Sociability
Charity, 19, 31, 34, 40-1, 43, 108,
114-15,129, 149
Conversation/talk/gossip, 467, 49,
51, 90, 106, 108, 130—1
Egalitarianism, 12, 22, 25, 124
Dare e havere arguments, 88
Foreigners/outsiders, 29, 36, 41, 43,
51, 83, 87-8, 125, 129
Friendship, 45-7, 50
Gender categories, 103—4
Hierarchy, 13, 24-5, 37-8, 42, 101,
160
Mediation/arbitration, 34, 71,
129-30, 155, 166
Piazza, 2, 41, 46, 47, 50,
78,145
Play, 49, 50, 89
Precedence, 158-9, 162
Reciprocity, 7, 12, 24, 40, 41, 68, 69,
140,173
Reputation, 44-52, 72-3, 94, 100,
104, 108-10, 132
Terms of address & titles,
21,46
Veglia, 46, 49-50, 90, 105
Vengeance, 7, 12, 15, 39, 49, 69, 78,
81, 86, 90,91, 98
States of souls census, 39, 111, 118,
123, 124, 146, 160, 165
Stefanucci, Benedetto (peasant
entrepreneur), 44, 74,
123,128

Testaments, 42, 70, 114, 129, 134-8,
154, 160, 1634
Torrita di Siena, 2, 3, 31, 39, 85
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Tuscany, Grand duchy, 2, 3, 14,
25,27, 38, 140, 155, 158, 167,
170-2

Typhus, 141-3

Vettori, Giuliano (delinquent priest), 41,
44,50, 96, 109, 127,151, 157,171

Victims, 74-5, 78-9, 81-2, 84-7, 91,
93-4,101, 157

Visconti, Marcantonio (surgeon), 17,
88,99

Weapons, 21, 31, 48, 86, 91-3,
116,170
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