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The historical literature provides a mixed judgment on late medieval/early
modern Tuscan sharecropping. Some work suggests that sharecropping was
beneficial for tenants because landlords provided capital inpurts for
impoverished rural inhabitants. Other worlt notes that tenants were exploited,
and that some landlords did not, in fact, provide sufficient capital. One of
Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber's findings from their examination of the Catasto of
1427 is particularly intriguing in light of this debate. They found that
sharecroppers were the least likely of all the rural Tuscan residents to mention
livestock on their Catasto declarations, but were unable to provide a complete
explanation of this finding (1985:118-119). Were landlords negligent in
providing livestock for these farms? If so, sharecropping may have held few
benefits for tenants. They also noted, however, that the Catasto provided an
incompleie record of loans and livestock, because these were neither 1axable
assets nor allowable tax deductions.

To reconsider the provisioning of share-tenancies, 1 examine the Catasio
declarations of two Mugellan parishes, San Piero a Sieve and Santa Maria a
Spugnole, where 1 matched landlords to tenants' declarations, providing two
estimares of loans and livestock on each holding. These results show that in a
majority of cases, the loans declared by landlords and tenants matched. On
the other hand, the declarations diverged widely with respect to the livestock.
The fandlords’ declarations indicated that livestock was also provided on a
majority of the fanms, even though the tenants' declarations rarely indicated
this. These results suggest that share-tenanis may have had more access o
livestock than Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber's resuits indicate, because they
used only the tenanis' declarations, Below, 1 review some of the historical

* The archival research was facilitated by fellowships from the Social Science
Research Council, the 1IE Fulbright Agency, and by NSF grant #0100635. Writing the
results was facilitated by a grant from the UCLA Faculty Senate. Cynthia Maya, Dylan
Riley, and Zulema Valdez helped with data preparation and/or research. Cynthia
Maya's time was provided by the UCLA Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies.
Gina Corti assisted with the ranscriptions. | am grateful 1o Anthony Molho who
helped me (o locate crucial archival sies.
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literature on sharecropping in late medieval and early modern Tuscany. Then,
I explain how the declarations of landlords and tenants can be marched and
present the results from these matched declarations.

The Rise of Sharecropping in Tuscany :

In Tuscany, sharecropping began to spread well before 1350 and
continued throughout the fifteenth century (Jones 1968). Herlihy and
Klapisch-Zuber's data suggest that in 1427, 56.6 percent of rural families were
smallholders (they may have leased a few, additional plots), 18.9 percent
were sharecroppers, and 4.3 percent were fixed- term lessecs (Herlihy and
Klapisch-Zuber 1985:115-7). Their evidence shows that sharecropping spread
between 1427 and 1469 in the four rural quarters of the Florentine coniado
(1985:117-118). In Santo Spirito, the percentage of sharecropping families was
33.7 in 1427 and 39.3 in 1469; in Santa Croce, it was 25.7 in 1427 and 29.3 in
1469; in Santa Maria Novella, it was 22.4 in 1427 and 32.4 in 1469; and in San
Giovanni, it was 19.1 in 1427 and 18.5 in 1469.

For some rural inhabitants, sharecropping was an improvement over
smallholding. The sharecroppers’” half of the produce from large, partially
consolidated farms, may have provided more income than the entire yield
from smallholders' modest, scattered ptots (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber
1985:240; Klapisch and Demonet 1975:425). However, sharecropping was a
mixed blessing. Share leases rarely lasted more than five years and the threat
of eviction was omnipresent. After the depopulations of the 1350s, the
situation of the rural inhabitants may have improved, as tenants were scarce,
land was more plentiful, and rural mobility was high. Some evidence suggesls
that lessees’ attempts to improve the terms of their contracts were
unsuccessful (Jones 1956:195, 1968:224). Tenant's obligations may have even
increased (Mirri 1959:555), Perhaps as a result, rural residents, often the
wealthier ones, lefi the countryside for economic opportunities in Florence
(Herliby 1968:266-8; Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:112-115).

Sharecropping leases had detailed prescriptions specifying the terms of .

the tenancy. The tenants had to reside on the land and were responsible for
“working it well” (bene lavorare). "Working it well” was elaborated in
statutes and leases and included specific rotations, ploughings, dates of
sowing and harvest, intensive cultivation by digging and manuring, digging
ditches, pruning, and cultivating vines and olives (Jones 1956:194-5). Some
of these leases included labour services and some tenants were responsible
for the expenses associated with working and maintaining the farm or
because they specified tenant’s labour services or additional crops, “first
fruits”, reserved for the landlord (Kotel'nikova 1974:20-21: see also Piccinni
1985:152; Pinto 1980:300-306). Tenants were not allowed to cur vines ar
frees, remove hay, straw, or manure, to assume anoiher lease, or to tzke a
job in Florence (Jones 1968:223). At least some landlords provided capital
investments for their farms or tenands, such as oxen, cash advances, or
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physical improvements (buildings, walls, ditches) 1o increase productivity
(Emigh 1993).

The spread of sharecropping was influenced by the expansion of
Florentine capital, and in padicular, Florentines® investment in agricuiture
(Cherubini 1967; Pinlo 1982:207-223). Agricultural holdings diversified
Florentines' investment portfolios: profits were lower in agriculiure, but more
secure (Goldthwaite 1980:49-50), Giovanni Rucellai, a wealthy Florentine of
the early-fifteenth century, claimed thar land was an investment that should
balance, not dominate a portfolio (Perosa 1960; cited in Goldthwaiie
1980:49). Florentines purchased land in the rural regions and consolidated
individual plots into larger farms, providing capital inputs, such as loans and
livestock. Consolidation could require extensive amounts of investment,
especially when it required building dwellings for tenants newly relocated
from nucleated villages (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:117).

In the historical literature, Florentine investment is discussed in the
“return to the land” debate: whether landlords were merely interested in
exploiting their tenants, providing few capital inputs and being content with
whatever half of the produce was left for them or whether landlords were
actively involved in their properties. Cipolla, for example, suggested that
urban residents were purchasing property, but not making capital
investments (1949:182), However, other work suggested that many landlords
made investments to improve productivity on their farms. There also is ligle
evidence that Florentines withdrew from business ventures. Herithy (1981)
found no shift from urban manufacturing to agriculrural investments, In 1427,
the upper two 10 three percent of the city’s wealthiest families had no maore
invested in real estate than in business (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1978:254,
cited in Goldthwaite 1980:49). Florentines apparently followed Rucellai's
advice. that agriculwiral investments diversified portfolios, increasing along’
with investrents in other business ventures.

Loans and Livestock .

Loans, livestock, and other capital inputs were a central feature of Tuscan
sharecropping, resulting from this expansion of Florentine capital. In the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, Tuscan landlords, often Florentines,
customarily made loans to share-tenants when they took possession of the
farm (Herdihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:119}. These loans, made by both small
and large landowners, were virtually an inseparable condition of share-tenancy
(Jones 1968:225; Pinto 1980:307). Loans included cash, cattle, seed, grain, fasm
implemenis, clothes, shoes, and food (Jones 1954:177, 1968:225; Kotel'nikova
1974:20,22; Mazzi and Raveggi 1983:28, 291-299; Piccinni 1982:56-59). Tenants
borrowed money from new landlords to pay the old ones, or had outstanding
loans to both (Jones 196G8:225; Kotel'nikova 1974:22; Piccinni 1982:36-59).

‘The use of loans in conjunction with share-leasing is beyond doubt, but
other aspects of rural credit are unclear. Some suggest that tenants were
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deeply indebted (Cherubini 1984:131- 138; Piccinni 1982:204-212), that the
terms of the loans were onerous (Luzzatto 1948:82), and that the size of loans
grew each year (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:119-120). Some landlords
advanced credit with the intent of attracting lenants and binding them tightly
o the land (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:119- 120). Others reduced the
value of the debts in exchange for more control over their tenants (Pinto
1980:312). Some sharecroppers worked as wage labourers 1o reduce their
debis to the landlocds (Pinto 1980:307).

Others argue that some, perhaps even most, lenants repayed their debits
by the end of their tenancies, including one who had borrewed for food
(Jones 1956:196). Furthermore, while some of the loans were undoubtedly
seasonal and discharged quickly, some tenants never repayed their loans and
abandoned their tenancies in response to the combined burden of rent and
debt (Fiumi 1958:494, 1961:130-1; Giorgetti 1974:37; Herlihy 1965:243,
1968:272; Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:106-107, 119; Imberciadori 1957;
Jones 1954:176, 1956:195, 1968:225; Mazzi and Raveggi 1983:28, 291-299;
Niccolini di Camuglizino 1925:16; Pinto 1982:252-329, 423-24). The incentives
for flight were especially great when rural inhabitants did not own land.
Landlords frequently complained about non-repayment (Herlihy and
Klapisch- Zuber 1985:106-107,119-120) and sometimes initiated legal
proceedings (Jones 1968:225). One landlord seized the oxen of his former
tenant, pending repayment of a loan (Jones 1956:196). Other landlords simply
let tenants, and their debts, go (Jones 1968:225). Although tenants
undoubtedly welcomed cash advances and livestock, which may have
provided a dynamism to agricultural production not found in other regions,
they also created ties of dependence (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:118-
120; Jones 1956:195; Jones 1968:234-241; Kotel'nikova 1974).

The terms of the provisioning of livestock were even more variable than
those surrounding loans and their repayment. The arrangenients, for both
smazll and large landlords, included advancing oxen or money (o the tenants
and debiting them to hold the oxen at their own risk, and sharing the oxen at
halves for surrender, repayment or division of price, profir and loss when the
lease expired (Imberciadori 1958; Jones 1956:195, 1968:224; Kotel' nikova
1974:20,23,25; Niccolini di Camugliano 1925:12; Pinto 1980:300-306). Leases
(a soccia) were common ways to provide livestock on share-tenancies
(Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:118; Jones 1954:177, 1956:195, 1968:22,
Mirri 1959:555). Other animals and supplies for the farm were also sometimes
shared or debited 1o the tenant (Jones 1956:195, 1968:224-225; Pinto
1980:300-3006).

After the depopulations of the mid-fourteenth century, rural inhabitants
may have had some advantages, because landlords’ control over tenants was
diminished by high rural mobility and the scarcity of tenants. Changes in
tenancy were frequent (Jones 1956:196; Niccolini di Camugliano 1925:16-17).
Some land went uncultivated for lack of tenaats (Herlihy 1968:272; Jones

708

Losins and Livesiock: Comparing Landlords ' and Tenanls’ Declarations from the Calasio of 1427

1956:196; Niccolini di Camugliano 1925:16). This was also true for the
Mugeltan parishes I examine in more detail below. These Catasto declarations
also have references to tenanis who left the farm without repaying the delu,
suggesting that repayment could be avoided.? Funhermore, Matteo di ser
Giovanni, the manager (fattore) of Giovanni di Bicci de* Medici's Farms in the
Mugello, wrote in one of his letters to them that good tenants were scarce.*
The depopulations afier the mid-founteenth century also assured that tenants
had, a1 least with respect to loans and tenancy, some bargaining power. The
provisioning of loans and livestock was of central importance Lo
sharecroppers' overall well-being, since they had few assets of their own.

The Catasto of 1427

In the analyses that follow, I present findings based on the examination
of the Catasto of 1427, a set of rax declarations, taken between 1427 and
1430. 1 examined Catasto declarations in two small rural parishes in the
Mugello, San Piero a Sieve and Santa Maria a Spugnote, north of Florence, in
relatively close proximity to the city. These parishes provide examples of
sharecropping communities where the landlords were wealthy Florentines
who leased land to local residents. The region was relatively prosperous, and
the soil fertile (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:51). These communities had
been transformed by the penetration of the Florentine market economy and
sharecroppers predominated, though some smallholders worked their own
propeny, and some smallholders leased additional holdings. The parish of
San Piero a Sieve is characterized by the flat Aood plain of the Sieve river,
with steep hills rising above this plain. Santa Maria a Spugnole sits above San
Piero a Sieve and is characierized by rolling hills. Wheat, other grains, and
wine were more commonly listed in the Catasto declarations of these
Mugellan parishes than olives. The topography of the Sieve plain made cereal
cultivation relatively easy, since flat land was easier to till.*

For sharecroppers in these parishes, I matched the landlords’ and tenants’

2

*  See for example, the Porata of Cante di Rustico Cavaleanti (Archivio del Caraste,
val. 53, fol. 632r) and the Portata of Giovanni di Bicei de' Medici (Archivio del Catasic
vol. 49, fol. 1146v),

3 For example, Maueo di ser Giovanni suggested renting a farm because it was not
possible o find a better tenant at that time (MAP, Filza XU, c. 3). Mateo alse,
complained about the difficulty of finding honest tenants. In 1440, he wrote to Cosiny,
and Lorenzo explaining that he tried not to be deceived by the tenants, but he coulel
not be everywhere at once. The best solution, be assured them, was to have dealing:
with good people (MAP, Filza X3lt, c. 42).

i Ease of cultivation, of course, was not the only consideration in the Middle Ages
Well inta the thineenth century, serlements on the plaing were obstructed by swamps
and flooding. Poor drainage delayed the full agricultural exploitation of the feruyl-
lowilands. Low lying areas were also unhealihy (Herlihy 1965:237; Herlihy and
Klapisch-Zuber 1985:34).
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Catasto declarations. 1 used both the Portate and the Campioni versions of
the Catasto.? Individuals submilted the Portate to the tax officials, who
recopied the information onto the Campioni and added the appropriate tax
calculations. The Portate and Campioni are similar, but not identical. In some
cases, the Portata conlained some information about loans or livestock that
the 1ax officials did not recopy to the Campione, probably because it
contained no relevant tax information. [ capitalized on Herlihy and Klapisch-
Zuber's previous research on the Catasto of 1427, by using their machine
readable data (1981), which I reformatted into an index, with names, page
and volume numbers, making it possible to search for individuals'
declarations and to match landlords’ and the tenants' declarations. With this
computerized index, 1 could search quickly for landlords’ names and locate
the dectarations of potential landiords with relative ease. When 1, identified a
landlord, I looleed through his or her Portata and Campione for the piece of
property worked by the local resident. In some cases, this was relatively
swraightforward because the landlord’s declaration gave the name of the
worker. In other cases, the name was not identical, but could be reconciled to
someone In the' houschold. In other cases, the worker’s name was not given,
but the property was in the appropriate parish and the match seemed
unambiguous. When I located a possible landlord, 1 also read through his or
her entire declaration for other pieces of land in these parishes. When
property was identified, I also looked through the names given in the confini,
the barders of the property, to try to identify other landlords in the same
region. Thus, I was able to match many of the local residents with the pieces
of propeny they worked. Although there is litde doubt that additional farms
remained unidentified, matching provided 2 reasonable way to identify many
of the landlords. )

Using these matched declarations, I coded information for loans and
livestock for both the tenants’ and the landlords' declarations. In theory, most
loans should have appeared both in the creditor's and debtor's Catasto
declarations. Creditors were subject to tax on the amount of the loan because
it was an asset, while debtors were allowed to subtract their total debts from
their taxable assers. However, the tax officials did not consider loans
contracted between landlords and share-tenants to be true commercial debis
or assets. Consequently, tenants were not allowed to deduct the value of
these loans from their total raxable assets and the tax officials often did not
assess landlords for the value of these loans (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber
1985:16-17,119).

The regulations for livestock were even more complicated. The Catasto
regulations state that livestock and loans on all farms were supposed 10 be

% The archival sources are Archivio del Catasto, vol. 177 (Campione), vol. 142

(Portata) (Santa Maria a Spugnole); vol. 321 (Campione}, vol. 144 (Porarta) (San Piero
a Sieve); vol. 330bis (Aggiunte) (Sana Maria a2 Spugnole and San Piero a Sieve).
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declared, although it is not entirely clear whether both the fandlords and the
lenants were supposed to declare the values (see Karmin 1906:21-22),
Landords were taxed on the livestock on their farms, but were allowed 1o
subtract one florin from the value of the rents for each pair of oxen given to
the tenants to work the propenty (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:14).
Livestock held by rural inhabitants was taxable, but the pair of oxen used for
cultivation was tax exempt (Heslihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:119). These
regulations, however, were applied unevenly (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber
1985:14). Siill, however, many landlords and tenants declared the values of
loans and livestock, although the Catasto declarations are partial records of
these assets (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:118-119; Jones 1968:224).

Comparing Landlords' and Tenaats' Declaratlons

in this section, I compare the monetary values of the loans and livestock
declared by the tenants to the value declared by the landlord in the parishes
of San Piero z Sieve and Santa Maria a Spugnole. In these two parishes, 1 was
able to match, with reasonable cenainty, forry-six landlords' holdings 10 local
tenants. For these holdings, the landlords declared the mean value of these
loans to be 19.27 florins, while the tenants declared the mean value to be
12.73 Aorins. In a large number of cases, however, the amount declared by
the landlord and tenant was virtually identical. The mean difference was
composed primarily of a few cases where the landlord declared a loan not
mentioned by the tenant or where the debt declared by the landlord was
much larger than the value declared by the tenant. In ewelve of these forty-six
cases, a non-zero amount was declared by both landlerd and tenant and
matched exactly. In another eleven cases, neither landlord nor tenary
declared any loans. In another ten cases, landlords and tenants declared an
amount that diverged by no more than five florins. Thus, in thitty-three of the
forty-six cases, the landlords' and tenants' declarations of loans were Similar
or identical. In two cases, the value of the loan that the landiord declared
could not be determined from the declaration. Overzll, then, the landlords
and tenants agreed about transactions involving loans.

In the remaining eleven cases of the forty-six (excluding the two where
the value could not be determined), thére was a large discrepancy between the
landlords’ and tenants’ listing of the loans. It is useful to distinguish berween
two types of discrepancies, first, between non-matching amounts where one of
them is zero, and second, between non-matching, non-zero values. A value of
zero indicates that the declaration made no mention of a loan — either
because no loan was made or because it was not declared. In these cases, it is
unclear whether landlords and tenants disagreed about their transactions, or

§  These holdings are not necessarily single, consolidated pieces of land. In some

cases, for example, these holdings were declared 2s separate plots on the Pomarta, hut
summarized in the Campione as a single holding.
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whether one of the parties simply did not declare the value. In cases where
non-zero amounts do not match, it is somewhat clearer that there may have
been a dispute about the transaction. In seven of these eleven non-matching
cases, one of the two parties declared no debt (in six cases, the tenant declared
no debi, in one case, the owner declared no debt). For example, Agnozzo di
Lotto and his brothers, residents of 5anta Maria a Spugnole,” worked farms of
Gostanza d'Uberto Cavalcant® and Gostanza di Rosso Cavalcant.” Although
Agnozzo declared a fifty-florin debt 10 Gostanza d'Uberto, which maiched her
declaration, Agnozzo’s declaration made no mention of a forty-florin loan that
was listed on the declaration of Gostanza di Rosso. In general, it is impossible
1o tell whether there was a dispute about how much money was owed or
whether one of the parties simply did not declare the loan.'® Some tenants and
landlords may not have declared these loans since the amount was irrelevant
to the tax collectors. In most of these cases, however, the documents simply do
not match and there is no way to resolve the discrepancy between them.

In a relatively small number of cases, however, only four of the forty-six
cases, a non-zero amount declared by landlord and tenant greatly diverged.
One of these cases is the declaration of lacopo di Tura, a reéident of Santa
Maria a Spugnole,!! a tenant of Averardo di Francesco de’Medici. Averardo
provided a prestanza of forty-five florins, twenty-two staia of grain, and four
stata of biada)? In contrast, Tacopo listed a debt to Giovanni d’Averardo de’
Medici of ten florins, thireen lire, and thirteen soldi. lacopo also declared a
debt to Nanni di Domenico, the manager (fattore) of Giovanni d’Averardo for
four lire. :

In ane case, the discrepancy between non-zero amounts declared by
the landiord and tenant can be partially resolved, because different
explanations of the amounts were given on the declarations. Cecco di
Nencio, a resident of Santa Maria a Spugnole, declared that he owed
Cosimo and Lorenzo di Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici thirty-four florins.'?
Giovanni's declaration, however, stated that Cecco had a prestanza of
fifteen florins, oxen valued at twenty-five florins, and other livestock (bestie

T Archivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 517v-518r (Campione) and vol. 142, fol. G051-

606¢c (Partata).

8 Archivio del Catasto, vol. 79, fol. 459v (Campione) and vol. 53, fol. 1131r-v
(Portata).

?  Archivio del Catasto, vol. 74, fol. 154v (Campione) and vol. 38, fol. 342v (Portata).
¥ Did tenants purposefully reduce the amount declared on the Caasto, a public
record, to ry 1o lower their overall debt? Or did landlerds increase the amount for
analogous reasons?

1 acchivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 510r (Campione), vol. 142, fol. 572 (Portata).

12 Archivio del Catasto, val, 81, fol. 453r (Campione), vol, 60, fol. 85r (Partata). To
calculare the monetasy value of this prestanza, | used the values of the crops given on
the declarations for caphalizing the yields.

13 Archivio del Carasio, vol. 330bis, fol. 177v (Aggiunte).
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minuie) for fifteen florns.™ In addition, these declarations may not march
because they were registered at different points in time. Cecco's declaration
is from the volume of Aggiunte recorded in 1429, while Giovanni's is dated
1427.15 This may account for the discrepancies between the values given by
landlords and tenants in five other cases where the rural inhabitants'
declarations were also given in the Aggiuntet® Two of these [ive cases
involved a non-zero amount that did not match, If the tenant’s declarations
from the Aggiunte do not match their landiords’ because of the different
dates of registration, then the number of cases with discrepancies between
non-zero amounts declared by landlords and tenants is very small.

In sharp contrast to the listing of the Joans, landlords' and tenants’ listings
of livestock diverged widely. The mean value of livestock dectared by the
tandlords was 18.34 florins, as compared (o 2,49 fiorins by the tenants. The
difference is composed primarily of cases in which the landlord, but not the
tenant, declared a value for livestock. In only one case, the landlord and
tenant declared amounts that matched exactly. Piero di Bartolo was a resident
of Santa Mara a Spugnole,” and a tenant of Niccola and Cambio di Messer
Vieri de’ Medici.!® Both Piero and Niccola declared that Piero held oxen
valued at twenty forins and no additional information was provided about
the terms. )

In another three cases, the landlord and tenant declared an amount that
differed by five Aorins or less. In another thirteen cases, neither the landlord
nar the tenant declared any animals. In contrast to the listing of the loans,
then, where the declarations were similar in thirty-three of the forty-six
cases, the listing of the livestock was similar only in sevenieen of the forty-
six cases. [n the majority of the cases, twenty-five of the fosty-six holdings,
the landtords, but not the tenants, declared a vajue for livestock. In another
four cases, the landlords declared that livestack was held on the farm, but

H  Monte Comune o delle Graticole, Copie del Catasto, val. 75, fol. 671r {Campione)
and Archivio del Catasto, vol. 49, fol. 1146r (Porara).

15 Archivio del Catasto, vol. 49, fol. 1159v, 1161r (Portaia).

% In the data set of Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber (1981}, eight families are listed as
living in the parish of Santa Maria a Spugnole. whose Campioni are found in the
volume of Aggiunte, vol. 330bis. The names of the heads of the households are:
Agostino di Antonio, Francesco di lacopo Delromagne, Pierozzo di Neri, Tacopo di
Romagnetto, Nino di Giovanni, Salvi di Bartole, Cecco di Nencio, and Berto di
Baralo. Berto di Barnolo, however, probably lived in San Michele a Montecuccoli and
{ did not include him in my dara for Santa Maria a Spugnole. In addition, there were
tovo other Aggiunte declarations that probably corresponded to families residing in the
parish of $Santa Maria a Spugnole, even though Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber caded
them elsewhere: Benedetio di Grazino and Nanni di Piero.

11 archivio del Catasta, vol. 177, fol. 509r-v (Campione) and vol. 142, fol. 570r
(Portata).

18 archivio del Catasto, vol. 78, fol. 482r (Campione}.
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did not repont the value {or the value cannot be determined). Again, it is
impossible to tell whether there was a dispute about how much was owed,
whether the tenants chose not (o declare the value, or whether the landlords
simply provided the livestock under unspecified terms. Unlike the listing of
the loans, however, the declarations of livestock of landlords and tenants
rarely matched,

In some cases, the declarations give the terms by which the livestock was
provided — most commonly, division in halves. For example, Luca di Cola, a
resident of Santa Maria a Spugnole,'? sharecropped a farm of Mona Gostanza
di Rosso Cavalcanti,® who provided a prestanza of twenty-one tlorins and 2
pair of oxen valued at 18.5 florins. In addition, sheep, lambs, goats, and pigs
were held in halves between landlord and tenant. Gostanza gave the value of
the sheep as forty-one florins, ten soldi;, the lambs as at forty-three florins and
ten soldi, the goats as thirteen florins, ten soldi, and the pigs as thirty florins
and ten soldi. On Gostanza's Portata, the livestock were declared to be held
2 mezzo™; on her Camplone, the terms were specified as “pro e danno™. Luca
declared nearly the same values on his Calasto: a loan for twenty-one florins,
oxen at eighteen florins and additional livestock held in halves, sheep at
forty-one florins; lambs at forty-three forins and ten soldi;, goats at thirteen
Rorins, ten soldi; and pigs at thirty florins, ten soldi. Similarly, Giovanni di
Lagio was a resident of San Piero a Sieve?! and a tenant of Tommaso di
Francesco de' Medici.2 On his Portala, Tommaso declared that the family had
a prestanza of twenty-three and one half florins, a pair of oxen valued at,
twenty florins, and three pigs held in halves.” Tommaso's share of the pigs
was seven and one half lire. There is no mention of the prestanza, the oxen,
or the pigs on Giovanni's declaration.

In some cases, the declaration stated that the loan was given for the
purpose of providing livestock. Antonio di Nanni Comandi was a sesident of
Santa Maria a Spugnole,? and a tenant of Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici.®
Giovanni di Bieci de' Medici declared on his Portata that Antonio had a
prestanza for oxen of fifteen florins and other animals {bestie minute) for ten
florins. Antonic declared that he owed ten florins to Giovanni de’ Medici.

These results also show that the usual practice in these parishes was for
landlords to provide either loans or livestock, or both. In thiny-eight of the
forty-six tenancies, either the tenants’ or the landlords' declarations indicated

¥ Archivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 510v-511r (Campione), vol. 142, fol. 573c-v
(Portata).

®  archivio del Caiasto, vol. 74, fol, 154v (Campione), vol. 38, fol. 342r (Ponata).
Archivio del Catasto, vol. 321, fol. 530t (Campione), vol. 144, Fol. 516r (Portara).
Archivio del Carasto, vol. 79, fal. 565v (Campione), vol. 55, fol. 867v {Portata).

"¢ 3 porcielli che sono mezi loro coste la mia parte lire 7 1/2"

Archivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 505r (Campione) and vol. 142, fol. 554 (Portata).
Monte Comune o delle Graticole, Copie del Catasto, vol, 75, fol. 471r (Campione)
and Archivio del Caasto, vol. 49, fol. 1146r (Poriata).
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that a loan or livestock had been provided. In three cases, no loans were
declared, but the landlords’ declarations (in one case the tenant's as well)
indicate that livestock was provided. In six of the cases where neither a loan
nor livestock were provided, the holding was a small piece of rental praperty
where loans may not have been customary. In one case, the holding was
described as twenty-one separate pieces of land. In the remaining one case,
an entire podere was rented, without any indication of either loans or
livestock being provided. Thus, the usual practice of landlords renting large
farms in these parishes was to provide loans in cash and/or livestock.

In typicai cases, the landlord provided a loan and livestock, both of
which were declared on his or her declaration, while the tenant declared the
loan, but pot the livestock. For example, on the declaration of Lapino
d’Azzino, a resident of Santa Maria a Spugnole,® a loan from Giovanni de’
Medici was declared for thiny florins.”” On Giovanni de' Medici’s declaration,
the same debt for thirty florins was listed, in addition o a pair of oxen, valued
at twenty florins on the Campione, other livestock (bestie minute) valued at
twelve florins. Similarly, Stefano di Lotto, 2 resident of Santa Maria a Spugnole
listed a debt to Giovanni de’ Medici for fifty florins on his Catasto.*® Giovanni
di Bicci de’ Medici's Catasto listed the loan for fifty florins, in addition 10 a
pair of oxen valued at twenty-two florins and sheep valued at twelve florins.?
These are particularly interesting examples, because Giovanni di Bicci's
manager (fatiore), Matteo di ser Giovanni, apparently wrote these Portata
declarations, so it seems unlikely that the disagreement in the postings could
have arisen from an oversight. The Portata declarations do not explicitly stare
that Matteo wrote them, but the handwriting seems to be the same as the
stgned letters from Matteo to the Medici family ¥ Matteo may have seen no
purpose in listing the oxen on the tenants’ declarations. However, even when
Matieo wrote the declarations, minor inconsistencies could occur. Matieo also
apparenily wrote the declaration of Antonio di Nanni Comandi, a resident of
Santa Maria a Spugnole,’* and a tenant of Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici?? As

% archivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 508r {Campione) and vol. 142, fol. 5691
(Portara).

7 Monte Comune o delle Graticole, Copie del Cartasto, vol. 75, fol. 671r (Campione)
and Archivio del Catasto, vol. 49, fol. 1145v (Portata).

®  prchivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 508r (Campione); vol, 142, fol. 568r (Portata).

¥  pMonte Comune o delle Graticole, Copie del Catasto, vol. 75, fol. §70v (Campione)
and Archivio del Catasto, vol. 49, fol, 1145r (Porata),

#  See, for example, the leters cited above: MAP, Filza XIIL, c. 3; MAP, Filza XIli, c.
42. Although Maueo wrote some portions of Giovanni's Portaia, the listings for the
Mugellan farms do not appear 10 be in his handwriting.

31 Archivio del Catasto, vol. 177, fol. 505r (Campione) and vol. 142, fol. 554r
(Portata).

37 Monte Comune o delle Graticole, Copie del Catasto, vol. 75, fol. 671r (Campione}
and Archivio del Catasto, vol. 49, fol. 1146r (Portara).
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discussed above, Giovanni di Bicci de’ Medici declared on his Portata that
Antonio had a prestanza for oxen of fifieen Norins and other livestock for ten
florins, while Antonio declared that he owed ten florins to Giovanni. Small
inconsistencies, such as this one, however, could have easily arisen from
slightly different registration dates.

Other landiords in the region followed the same practice of providing
loans and livestock, and the listings on the declaraiions followed the same
pattern: the amount of the cash advance matched, but the value of the
livestock was declared on the landlords’, not the landlords’ declaration. For
example, Puccino di Sandro was a resident of Santa Maria a Spugnole?? and a
tenant of Simone di Giovanni, the wealthiest local resident of San Piero a
Sieve.* Both Simone and Puccino declased a prestanza for fifty florins and
Simone also declared oxen of the value of eighteen florins and fifteen goats
and sheep valued at three florins and fifteen gold sold/i,

Discussion

The examination of these Catasto declararions in the parishes of San
Piero a Sieve and Santa Maria a Spugnole suggest that almost all the landlords
provided some form of loan to their tenants, either in cash, in animals, or
both. It also suggests that animals were provided more often than Herlihy and
Klapisch-Zuber's evidence, based on the tenants’ Catasto declarations alone,
would suggest (Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:118-119). While tandlords
often provided livestock, and recorded their presence on their Catasto
declarations, tenants rarely declared them. Thus. sharecroppers may have had
more access o livestock than may be indicated solely on the basis of their
own Catasto declarations.

In a majority of cases, landtords and tenants agreed about the loans.
Several factors may have contributed 1o this correspondence. Some tenants
kept their own accounts, either in the context of the Calasio or in separate
records (Jones 1954:177, 1968:225). Tenants may have recorded the loans in
hopes of tax retief. In addition, the Catasto was 2 public record, and could be
used to enforce contracts, so recording these transactions may have served
both landlords’ and tenants' purposes in recording their rights to a panicutar
asset. Similarly, recording debts may have limited liability. Although
individuals certainly misrepresented amounts on their declarations, it was
unwise o omit completely certain information, because owaership could be
questioned by such omissions. In other cases, the landlord's manager wrote
the tenant's declarations. However, these factors alone cannot explain why
the tenants recorded the loans, but not the livestock.

B Archivio del Carasto, vol. 177, fol. 505r-v (Campione) and vol. 142, fol. 553¢

(Porata).

¥ Archivio del Canasto, vol. 321, fol. 540v-544r (Campione) and vol. 144, fol. 565r-
569v (Portata).
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Neither can the tax incentives, either the assessments or the regulations,
explain the patern of listings of loans and livestock in these declarations.
From the standpoint of the tax assessments, loans were neither commercial
assets nor debis, and were, consequently, generally irrelevant o both the
landlords’ and the tenants’ tax assessments. Yet, the declarations are in the
most agreement zbout the loans. Landlords were supposed o be taxed on the
oxen and other animals, and this could explain the landiords’ practice of
recording the livestock, but this basis for tax assessment cannot explain why
the loans were posted. Again, from the point of view of the assessments,
there was no reason to list any of this information on the tenants’
declarations. Even if the tenants listed the loan in hopes of gening rax relief,
in most cases it was completely irrelevant, Most tenants had no assets, so
subtracting the debts, even if allowable, would not have changed the final tax
assessment.’® Neither can the tax regulations explain this patrern. The
regulations stated that all livestock and loans on farms had to be declared
(see Karmin 1906:21-22). Again, however, this regulation cannot explain why
tenants listed their loans, but not the livestock. ‘

Furthermore, this panern of postings cannot be explained by examining
the tax caiculations on the declarations for these parishes, though these
calculations on the Campione with respect (o the loans and livestock are
somewhat ambiguous. It is often difficult to determine how the taxes were
calculated on the loans and livestock, because these assets were sometimes
recopied from the location on the document where the farm was listed to
the location where the credits were listed. When the workers’ names were
not given for the farms, the loans and livestock from any particular farm
cannot be easily matched 1o names given in the lists of credits. In other
cases, it was difficult to determine exactly what had been taxed because
lists of credits were summarized in the Campione, and so the workers'
names were not recopied.? However, it appears that most landlords were
noit assessed taxes on the value of the loan or the oxen, but were assessed
taxes on any other livestock on the farm.¥ In other cases, landlords were
assessed taxes on some, but not all of the loans, and all the livestock except

¥ In these parishes, the wax officials sometimes transferred the amount of the loan
made by the landiord to the tenant to the postion of the document where the tax
calculations were made. However, this was apparently formulaic, because even if
allowable, when the household had no asseis, deductions were irrelevant to the
calculations. In the cases I examined, the tenants were atways charged the head tax,
even when they had large debis.

¥ For example, see the declaration of Giovanni di Bicci de' Medici, Monie Comune o
delle Graticole, Copie det Catasto, val. 75, fol. 6681-680r (Campione).

¥ For example, see the declarations of Mona Gostanza di Rosso Cavalcanti, Archivio
del Carasto, vol. 74, fol. 154v-156r (Campione); and of Bernardo di Leonardo de!'
Medici, Archivio del Catasto, vol. 79, fol. 55r-56v (Campione).
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for the oxen.®® Some landlords, however, were assessed taxes on the value
of the loans and oxen.®® In these parishes, however, the value of the oxen
and loans were usually irrelevant to the rtax officials, so tax incentives
cannot entirely account for the tenanits’ marked omission of the livestock.
Thus, neither the actual tax calculations from these parishes, nor the overall
structure of the tax assessments or regulations of the Catasio, can entirely
explain the pattern of the declarations of loans and livestock.

Although tax regulations were not the primary motives, it is possible to
speculate about other explanations of these postings, even though 'an exact
interpretation is impossible. The interpretation most consistent with these
documenits is that the landlords were declaring the animals as their own assets,
while the tenants had no obligations for them. Given that tenants carefully
declared their loans, it is possible that tenants did not record the livestock
because they had few obligations or responsibilities for it. If the livestock was
provided and repayment was expected, then the tenants might have declared
it as a debt, as they did with the prestanze, and as was the case when Antonio
di Nanni Comandi declared that the prestanza had been given for oxen.
Similarly, when the animals were assets, the tenants’ share appeared on their
declarations, When the fivestock was not recorded at all, it may Indicate that
tenants were not abligated for the livestock as they were for the loans.
Perhaps the livestock were considered to be similar to other fixed capital
assets on the farm (the house, the outbuildings) thar were listed on the
landlords’ declarations for the tenants’ use, While the tenants had to care for
these assets, they may not have been financially responsible for them as they
were for the loans. This explanation is consistent with the interpretation of the
Catasto as a public document, in which individuals were careful 10 record
major assets and debts to preserve their interest or limit their liability. Finally, it
is possible to speculate that if, indeed, tenants were not financiaily responsible
for the livestock, and this practice was widespread, sharecropping may have
been more advantageous o the tenants than previously recognized. Of
course, these interpretations are speculative. Further research, for example,
with notarial documents specifying more precisely the terms by which the
livestack were provided, would be necessary to establish these points,

*  For example, see the declarations of Antonio di Talento de* Medici, Archivio del
Catasto, vol. 79, fol. 33r-v, (Campione); Federigo di Francesco, Archivio del Catasto,
vol. 75, fol. 281v- 282r (Campione); and Niccola and Cambio di messer Vieri de'
Medici, Archivio del Catasto, vol. 78, fol. 481r-488v (Campione).

¥ For example, see Simone di Giovanni, Aschivio def Catasto, vol. 321, fol. 540v-544r
{Campione) and Domenico d'Andrea, Archivio del Casasto, vol. 177, fol. 498r-v
{Campione). Interestingly, bath Domenico and Simone were rural landlords, Simone,
a local resident of San Piero a Sieve and Domenico, from a rural pacish in the Mugella.
As Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber note, rural landlords were sometimes not given the
same deductions that urban landlords were given (1985:14). Here, this may be also the
case, since urban landlords were sometimes not taxed on the oxen or loans.
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Conclusions

This evidence helps 1o explain Herlihy and Klapisch- Zuber's result. They
found that sharecroppers were least likely of all rural inhabitants to declare
oxen on their Catasto declarations. The evidence presented here shows that
tenanis’ tax declarations under-estimate the extent of livestock on
sharecropped tenancies, because landlords often provided livestock, but the
tenants did not record this information on their declarations, possibly because
they were not obligated for these animals. While the evidence presented here
comprises only two rural parishes, it is cerainly plausible that some tenants
and landlords in other regions had similar pracrices. Indeed, the historical
evidence presented earlier suggests that the range of experience in these
parishes was not unusual. If so, Herlihy and Klapisch-Zuber's evidence
underestimates the prevalence of livestock on share-tenancies,

This evidence addresses the larger historical debate about whether
sharecropping was beneficial for tenants. One central issue was the
provisioning of these farms. If the landlords were not providing loans and
livestock, then tenants obtained few advantages from sharecropping. On the
other hand, ihis evidence suggests that landlords’ inputs, loans and livestock,
may have been relatively widespread, suggesting at least some benefits for
tenanis, The couniryside remained relatively depopulated until 1460 (Herlihy
and Klapisch-Zuber 1985:73) and tenants remained scarce. If landlords
competed o provide tenants with favourable leases, practices beneficial 1o
tenants may have spread. Furthermore, this evidence suggests that landlords’
provisioning of livestock in padicular was more widespread than suggested
by previous research. If landlords in other regicns also provided livestock
that was not recorded on the tenants' declarations, then the provisioning of
livestock may have been more widespread than previously thought. In
addirtion, if tenants had few financial obligations for this livestock, their
situvation may have been even more advantageous, Thus, overall, the
evidence points to some advantages of share-tenancy. Further research in a
wider range of rural parishes with the Catasto of 1427, other Catasti, and
notarial documents could establish the prevalence of the provisioning of
loans and livestock and suppost this interpretation of the pattern of listings of
loans and livestock.
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APPENDIX ONE. Values of Loans and Livestock Declared by Landlords
and Tenants in the Mugeflan Parishes of San Piero a Sieve and Santa Maria
a Spugnole, by Holding (in florins).
[andlord's Tenant's Landiord's Tenant's
Value of Loan Vatue of Loan value of Livestock Value of Livestock
21.00 210U 50.76 50.14
7.9 ] 38.63 43.63
6.00 3.00. 1.00 0.88
10.00 11000 30.00 0.60 °
17.00 14.00 14.00 0.00
30.00 .00 14.00 0.00
15.00 3400 40.00 Q.60
24.00 13.00 26.94 8.00
50.00 30 00 21.75 0.00
92 86 RURGE SB.79 0.00
50.00 - 53000 34.00 0.00
30.00 30.00 32.00 . 0.00
15.00 15.00 16.00 0.00
30.00 50.00 39.81 0.00
49.45 1341 28.50 0.00
16.00 16.00 26.00 0.00
48.00 30.00 26.31 0.00
3613 36.13 NA 0.00
15.00 .00 10,00 06.00
0.00 000 20.00 20.00
NA 1200 NA 0.00
NA 23.00 NA 0.00
40.00 4U.00 NA 0.00
12.00 12.00 0.00 0.00
9.00 R.NO 0.00 0.0C
40.00 0.00 22.00 0.00
23.00 0.00 39.00 0.00
12.00 0,00 18.00 0.00
30.00 0.00 35.00 0.00
5.00 0.00 £5.00 G.00
2350 Q.00 21.88 0.00
27.00 0.00 30.00 0.00
40.00 G 43.00 .60
0.00 0.0 9.00 0.00
0.00 0.(H) 2.00 0.00
6.00 250 Q.00 0.00
0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 1.30 0.00 0.00
.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00
Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 .00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00
Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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