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Chapter 4 

Workplace Cultures 

Peter Stabel 

A cloth manufacturer from around 1150 in Ypres, already by that time one of the 

leading cloth manufacturing cities of medieval Flanders, would have had great difficulty 

recognizing his work environment two centuries later in the same city. Not that the 

importance of the industry, nor even the technological skills he required would have changed 

a lot. The most important technological changes had already been introduced before his own 

generation of textile workers. The broad horizontal loom, which necessitated complex labour 

relations, came to characterize urban cloth manufacture probably by around 1100.1 Certainly, 

the range of woollens produced would have differed slightly across those two centuries. In 

the 1350s the output of Flemish cloth workers had become significantly smaller and was 

aimed at manufacturing only the most expensive luxury fabrics. Although they aimed at 

producing large quantities of cloth in different price ranges, the twelfth-century cloth 

manufacturers had already been producing expensive scarlets dyed in the most exclusive 

colours like their late medieval colleagues. Even the division of labour had reached extremely 

high levels by around 1150. More than fifty manufacturing stages were required to produce a 

piece of fine woollen cloth, and many of these were executed by specialist craftsmen, both 

men and women.2  

But despite these great continuities, a lot had changed. Instead of a makeshift 

townscape of wooden market infrastructures, the cities had built impressive cloth halls, 

sometimes, like in Ypres itself, cathedral-like buildings where cloth manufacturers brought 

their woollens for inspection and where these were sold mostly to foreign merchants coming 

from the Hanseatic territories along the Baltic, Italy and the Iberian Peninsula.3 In the 1350s 

textile workers were organized in powerful craft guilds, many of which succeeded in acquiring 

direct access to political power in the city councils.4 But most importantly, many craftsmen 



had also gained access to key roles in the complex manufacturing networks that structured 

the production of cloth. It was no longer mercantile elites who controlled manufacture 

directly, but instead the most successful artisans organized the successive production 

stages.5 Even the urban soundscape had changed. Instead of one bell defining the work 

hours, a multitude of market and labour bells announced not only the beginning and the end 

of the working day, but also the hours for lunch breaks and for marketing cloth and labour.6 

From a highly informal labour market that was dominated by a tiny minority of wealthy 

entrepreneurs, where rules and regulations were limited, serving above all the interests of 

the dominant mercantile elites in providing flexibility and a steady supply of labour, labour 

markets had become much more regulated. Institutional arrangements had been adapted to 

deal with new economic circumstances. Perhaps above all, two fundamental things were 

quite different in the 1350s as opposed to the 1150s.  

Foremost the social identity of the workers and their attitudes towards work had 

altered dramatically. The realities of the workshop had shifted along with them. Work had 

become synonymous for civic virtue, and those ideas reached out not only to the leading 

groups in urban society, but also to the majority of guild-organized craftsmen and retailers.7 

Perhaps this change was expressed most clearly in how the textile trades were described in 

the charters of Mechelen, another cloth city in the Low Countries. In the first part of the 

thirteenth century, cloth weavers and fullers were not allowed to participate in the 

organization of manufacturing. They had no access to entrepreneurship, which was reserved 

to the mercantile elites of the city. These merchants were organized in a merchant guild in 

order to defend their privileges abroad and monopolize political power at home. In the 

charters of the cloth trade, craftsmen were even described as belonging to the despicable 

trades (fallacis officiis). Shortly before 1300, however, the craftsmen gained access to the 

wool trade, first by organizing themselves in formal craft guilds of their own, then by being 

allowed to become entrepreneurs (and enter the merchant guild, albeit with the financial 

penalty of a higher entrance fee). After guild revolutions took place around 1300, a 



watershed occurred when guilds gained access to political power and merchants lost their 

interest in organizing cloth manufacture. From despicable trades, the key workers in the 

Mechelen textile trades became cornerstones of urban society.8  

Secondly, the influence of new urban middle classes on city politics and the 

organization of society and the economy had grown. Through a process of compromise and 

sometimes bloody conflict a new deal was struck with the traditional landowning and 

mercantile elites.9 The changed political economy was felt in each and every workshop. Craft 

guilds and their members started to appropriate a discourse of the ‘common good’ in society 

and packed it with their own value system of solidarity, brotherhood and ‘workmanship’. This 

discourse had roots, of course, in earlier developments. In the course of the twelfth century 

the urban mercantile elites had emancipated themselves from their feudal surroundings by 

creating ‘communes’, an urban body politic that was based on shared values and interests.10 

Although theoretically designed to incorporate all citizens, it had never become all inclusive. 

But by appropriating the idea of ‘common good’, craft guilds did not create an inclusive value 

system either.11 Even if the economic success of the guilds boosted the level of political 

influence of the urban middle classes, not everyone was able to participate in these 

developments.12 There were also losers in urban society.  

Guild ideology was by no means geared towards creating an egalitarian society, not 

even among guild members themselves. If declining inequality rates from the fourteenth 

century onwards seem to imply a more even distribution of economic opportunity and 

economic gain (the redistributive effects of the Black Death were crucial in this process), not 

everyone was able to benefit from the opportunities. Within the craft guilds subcontracting 

flourished, giving entrepreneurial initiative to a select group of wealthy guild masters and 

reducing the other masters to mere employees.13 From then on, formal hierarchies defined 

workshop cultures. There were many thresholds for achieving mastership, and even more 

informal ones for becoming established entrepreneurs embedded in social networks and with 

easy access to capital. As a result success ratios for already established guild families were 



significantly higher, making the task for newcomers much more difficult. Many guild members 

therefore remained wage-earners as journeymen or dependent masters in the service of a 

group of successful guildsmen.14 Women also lost economic agency in the process, and 

even the relatively advantageous circumstances for workers after the demographic collapse 

in the fourteenth century did not allow them to profit from better job opportunities or wages in 

the guild economy.15 Unskilled workers were outside the guild system regardless and found it 

increasingly hard to achieve social promotion. Finally city-dwellers constituted only a minority 

of those who made their living from labour. The majority of the population, even in the most 

densely urbanized regions of medieval Europe, lived in the countryside and continued to till 

the earth. 

Work Cultures in the Countryside  

For most medieval Europeans farms, fields and pastures remained the main places of 

work. In general most of Europe was characterized by an unstable and changing relationship 

between two basic types of rural work. On the one hand peasants worked on farms. Labour 

relations were organized within the context of the household, in most parts of Europe a 

nuclear household. There were gender specific roles: weaving textiles and brewing were 

originally among the tasks of women; hard physical labour on the field such as ploughing and 

even harvesting was usually entrusted to the male members of the household. But in general 

family members shared labour, and wage labour by outsiders was kept as limited as 

possible. On the other hand there was work on the estates of the landlords (‘demesne 

farming’), whoever they were, and on larger independent farms. Here work could no longer 

be provided by the household alone. Labour varied in these often different organizational 

constructs, from bounded labour on manorial estates, where serfs were obliged to do labour 

services for their lords usually in exchange for access to their own land, to free wage labour, 

often seasonal but sometimes also permanent, leading to more stable relations between 

employer and employee.16  



This duality of work in the countryside did not mean, however, that it was an 

unchangeable world, nor that it lacked common features that connected both types of work 

environments. Custom was important in deciding workplace cultures: physical boundaries 

had to be set, often with the involvement of the community in highly ritualized procedures, or 

the community had to agree to collective agricultural practices, like crop rotation or access to 

the all-important commons.17 But power relations aggravated by the increasing Malthusian 

tension between population growth and food supply in the thirteenth century and the 

demographic cataclysm of the fourteenth century changed workers’ lives as well.18 The same 

holds true for the power of nascent and developing markets, concentrated throughout most 

of Europe in cities and small market towns. All these elements changed the conditions under 

which people worked and the ways they thought about work. Regional diversity was perhaps 

even stronger for rural work than for urban work despite the immense disparities of urban 

ratios across Europe. In some regions barely five to ten per cent lived in towns, while in 

others urban ratios reached 25 to 40 per cent. Whereas craft guilds or guildlike institutions 

were present in one way or another in most European cities of some importance, recent 

research into rural society has demonstrated enormous differences across Europe, not only 

in the organization of agriculture or the quality of the land, but foremost in the different power 

relations that determined access to land and labour, the so-called social property relations. 

As a result labour practices differed strongly from one region to another. 

This diversity had old roots. As recent scholarship about the large (post-)Carolingian 

rural estate has shown, the relationship between labour and land and the impact of the 

coercive power of landowning elites differed dramatically between the Carolingian heartlands 

in Northwest Europe and Mediterranean Europe with its Roman ‘inheritance’ (let alone the 

more peripheral regions of Anglo-Saxon England, Scandinavia and Central Europe), leading 

to fundamental differences in the nature of rural work.19 In the ensuing feudal society of the 

tenth and eleventh centuries, so-called tenurial land gradually lost importance in some 

regions, certainly in what had been the Carolingian heartland, while it remained as or even 



more important in other regions, most notably in early Norman England of the eleventh and 

twelfth centuries. The nature of those relations was not stable either. Social homogenization 

seems to have characterized the emerging feudal society: the social categories of slaves and 

free were gradually transformed into a more generally unfree and bound labour force. Yet 

this homogenization did not result in similar patterns across Europe. In some regions 

serfdom remained important until the end of the Middle Ages and sometimes even beyond 

(England, Catalonia) and in others serfdom became even more important in the late Middle 

Ages (Eastern Europe). But in most regions of western Europe where demesne farming was 

the norm, serfdom and the fixed relations between work on tenurial and manorial land 

gradually dissipated. Monetization of labour relations in the countryside, especially after 

1100, strengthened this process.  

Work identities were primarily constituted by access to land, but access to land 

changed over time. As a rule, prior to 1000, landowning elites started to usurp royal authority 

and political authority fragmented. Europe became characterized by cellular power 

structures.20 This process often led to different kinds of labour relations, levels of 

commercialisation and monetization, sensitivities about the juridical status of peasants, etc. 

No wonder that this patchwork of different systems also led to a patchwork of ways in which 

workplaces were organized, of who was involved in them and who could profit from easier 

access to land and property. The fact that peasants wanted to guarantee the continuity of 

their holdings is a key element for explaining the relationship between the users of the land 

and their labour. In most of western Europe tenurial land constituted the most dynamic part 

of the rural economy. It was land in theory owned by large landowners, but in practice fully 

owned by peasants in exchange for increasingly monetized rents. On the one hand inflation 

eroded these rents and land became more affordable. But on the other hand peasants were 

also threatened by demographic growth and the permanent risk, in regions of egalitarian 

inheritance practices, that their holdings would be split up into tiny plots. High levels of 

indebtedness among peasants resulted. With each generation they had to rearrange 



properties in order to keep them sustainable. Sometimes hierarchical relations developed 

between tiny peasant smallholdings and larger farms, which had gradually grown from 

manorial land or from clustered peasant plots. As the lord’s income eroded because of fixed 

monetary rents in many places, various waves of ‘feudal reaction’ led to changing power 

relations and increasing duties on peasant income outside regular land rents.21 Moreover in 

some specific regions, commercialization pushed the rural economy towards specialization in 

order to meet the demand for food, fuel, building materials and raw materials in growing 

cities, particularly Paris and London, and of course the dense urban regions of northern Italy 

and the Low Countries.22 

Hence extreme variety according to place and time characterized the workplace of 

most peasants. But they had one element in common. Whether bound by manorial 

arrangements (serfs), or in practice or legally free (peasants), wage labour in the countryside 

seems to have been rare before the thirteenth century and despite increasing urban demand 

and the introduction of more productive agricultural techniques, room for specialization was 

limited.23 The need to feed an ever-increasing population led to the dominant cultivation of 

cereals. This meant that as a rule peasants tended not to be specialists. In particular regions, 

of course, cattle and dairy farming, sheep, woodland and vineyards were predominant, yet 

most peasants had plots of land dedicated to mixed farming. Most work took place on one’s 

own farm (or in some regions on the lord’s manor) and the basic unit of work was defined by 

the family, even in this period mainly the nuclear family, in which the available labour was 

pooled. Wage labour was, as a rule, limited on these small peasant holdings.24  

The basic unit of work was, of course, different on large farms. Thanks to the spread 

of leaseholding from the thirteenth century and the rise of urban investors, the scale of 

agriculture changed dramatically in some regions. This required labour drawn from outside 

peasant households. Long-term contracts with servants, both male and female, constituted 

the backbone of agricultural work on large farms. Servants often lived on the farm and 

became integral members of farmers’ households. Their wages were often substantially 



lower than those of irregular workers, but in exchange they were provided room and board 

and a certain degree of employment security. Because real wages tended to decline in the 

period of medieval growth and were irregular at best in periods of crisis, job security was no 

small asset.25 But the small workforce active in long-term contracts was usually not sufficient 

to deal with the seasonal peak periods of the agricultural year. Besides the permanent 

household a floating labour force was also occasionally put to work. Most workers were 

probably peasants who had their own smallholdings in the vicinity and combined work on 

their own holdings with wage labour on large farms. This was possible because the 

countryside was characterized by chronic hidden unemployment. Because of the seasonal 

nature of agriculture and the changing relations between land and population, a lot of the 

available labour was underused, a phenomenon that became more acute as population 

pressure built up and the average size of holdings declined. As land became ever more 

scarce, extra input of labour became available to increase land productivity, but at the cost of 

declining labour productivity. The relations between small peasants and large farmers were 

not entirely monetized, although irregular pay undoubtedly constituted a welcome addition to 

the income of smallholders. Relations of dependence were involved as well, as poor 

peasants often lacked the capital to invest in expensive agricultural tools and draft animals, 

mostly horses.26 Some cattle for manure and dairy was often all they could manage, and 

therefore they relied on large farms for these services.27 When proto-industrial development 

came into play, at least from the late Middle Ages onwards, the supply of raw materials and 

the control of financial and commercial networks proved another element in the hierarchical 

relations between large farmers and poor peasants.28 

But specialist labourers were also involved. The uncertainties of weather conditions in 

the relatively short harvest period and the labour intensive harvesting procedures in grain- 

and wine-growing regions meant aristocratic landowners and later large leasehold farms 

needed to attract extra labourers in peak periods. Work cultures were completely different for 

these seasonal specialists. In contrast to peasants they were often very mobile, travelling 



beyond the boundaries of their usual locale (their own village or cluster of villages).29 

Habitually they took on the form of established gangs, including both men and women. The 

phenomenon seems even to be growing in the late Middle Ages, when labour became more 

scarce. Travelling gangs of specialist labourers often used their bargaining power to 

negotiate higher wages than other rural groups, who were often prepared to undercut normal 

wages in exchange for more permanent employment or relations of dependence. As such 

these groups probably developed a working culture of their own and a proper identity. They 

were, however, not alone in doing so. In fact the countryside boasted a lot of other specialist 

trades. 
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Besides agricultural work, many other activities took place in the countryside. Every 

village had its share of non-agricultural trades.30 Blacksmiths, millers, soldiers, even 

specialist trades like moneylenders and, of course, clergymen abounded. Although sources 

do not allow scholars to trace their activities, they are duly recorded in charters and 

accounts. In some regions these activities even outnumbered agricultural ones. In mining 

settlements hundreds of workers, skilled and unskilled, clustered around one central activity, 

leading to often complex entrepreneurial relationships and a proper working identity of 

miners, linked to transfer of skill and knowledge.31 In the period of the bipartite estates in the 

post-Carolingian era, manufacture of textiles on large estates was sometimes concentrated 

in workshops, so-called gynaecea, employing above all unfree women.32 As a rule a lot of 

activities in the countryside, agricultural or not, were gendered just as they were in cities. 

Women tended to be active in brewing and textile production.33 Yet this gendered identity 

was not always stable. As proto-industrial textile manufacture developed in the countryside in 

the late Middle Ages, the weaving of linen or woollen fabrics was usually entrusted to male 

members of the household, while spinning was exclusively female.34 In general, non-agrarian 

activities became increasingly important as commercialization took off, and in many regions 

an equilibrium had to be found between work in industry (mainly as miners and proto-



industrial textile manufacture), in shipbuilding and fishing in coastal regions and in land or 

river transport. The spread of proto-industrial activity, and the added income it generated for 

households, even lowered the threshold for splitting up peasant holdings, leading to tiny 

farms that barely allowed the household’s survival. But as a rule, these developments did not 

seem to have altered workers’ identities that much. The household itself, and the reservoir of 

labour contained in it, remained the core of the labour system. It was also the starting point 

for all kinds of collective action, from the organization of common land to legal actions 

against an oppressive lord. Because of the necessities of agriculture (manure, tools, capital), 

complex relationships among holdings of various sizes developed. The larger holdings were, 

the more they relied on wage labour with all its hierarchical complexities. Only seasonal work 

gangs or specific kinds of non-rural and proto-industrial work (not textile manufacture, but 

rather seasonal activities like fishing or shipbuilding or mining) led to different workers’ 

identities, with a higher degree of mobility or collective action of workers.35 

The Mysteries of Trade  

If the travelling gangs of harvest workers were characterized by high levels of 

mobility, high wages, gendered working patterns and a proper working identity, other 

specialist workers also developed such attitudes, linked as they were to a lifestyle of 

movement, specialist skill and a specific workshop culture. No other group has been as 

famous as the craftsmen who built the medieval cathedrals, belfries and castles. Skilled 

workers at these huge building sites, from architects to stonemasons, were often recruited 

from distant places, and their skill as craftsmen constituted their identity and prestige.36 

Stonecutters and building masters started to use their own signs and marks to distinguish 

themselves as specialists. They boasted about having been employed at particular sites, and 

they developed their own collective identity, with rules and practices that not only guaranteed 

the excellence of their work, but were designed to transfer skills and status, in short the 

mysteries of their trade across generations of craftsmen. 



Building workers were not the only ones to develop their own collective identity. 

Travelling groups of entertainers similarly acquired a distinct work identity as did those 

engaged in intellectual trades, like teachers and scholars, for whom migration and mobility 

were key elements.37 Less known is the fact that also the most important medieval 

manufacturing industry was characterized by movement. Textiles workers developed a group 

identity in part because clerical elites, who had a disdain for this type of manual labour 

anyway, viewed their activities with great suspicion. The monks of Sint-Truiden near the 

River Meuse in present-day Belgium called textile workers ‘the most presumptuous and 

arrogant of all’. But in their disdain, they recorded at the same time what must have been the 

first examples of industrial collective action and workers’ rituals in Northwest Europe. They 

described how in the early twelfth century travelling weavers gathered in a ritual around a 

ship on wheels that was rolled into town and how they kept watch over the ship, a watch that 

turned into a celebration for a substantial part of the town’s population. Workers were also 

linked to all kinds of heretical movements. Some decades later the ‘wretched weavers’ of 

Arras, another important cloth city of the Low Countries, were suspected of belonging to 

Manichaean sects. Clerical authors explained how they gathered in their huts and cellars to 

practice their heretical ritual and described these weavers as highly mobile, moving from 

place to place, and as uncultivated and dangerously greedy. Undoubtedly these testimonies 

reveal the existence of a sense of group identity around 1100, long before any formal 

association came of age.38 Weavers did not hesitate to associate their work with the deeds of 

Christ and saints.39 As such, the nature of manual work became an intricate part of an 

emerging common identity. But it was still far from generally accepted yet.  

Urban Work: Guilds as Artificial Family? 

Undoubtedly the most important institution regulating cultures of work was the family, 

in the countryside as well as in towns. The relationship between work and household is 

discussed elsewhere in this volume, but in short, little agreement exists about when the so-

called nuclear household, the single most important transition allegedly associated with the 



second part of the Middle Ages, came of age. Many authors claim that it was the Black Death 

that finally decided the fate of the extended family in large parts of Europe, while others state 

that the success of the nuclear family dates from a much earlier period.40 What is 

increasingly clear, however, are the strong differences across Europe. If the demographic 

cataclysm of the successive plague epidemics had a great impact on European marriage 

patterns, which resulted in small nucleated households, they were not the only cause. In 

some regions, even before the plague’s arrival, nuclear families were at the heart of the 

organization of work, and other factors seem to have triggered the pivotal role of the nuclear 

household. It is striking that, in the second half of the thirteenth century, almost one hundred 

years before the Black Death, with the appearance of craft guilds, households, as focal 

points for organising work, entered craft regulations in the Low Countries, never to leave 

again.41  

Because of the inherent demographic fragility of the nuclear family in a period of high 

child mortality and migration, the permanence of the family as a beacon of social stability and 

security for each individual could not be guaranteed over the long run. As a result other types 

of solidarity became necessary. Modern guild historians have often considered these 

associations to be ‘artificial families’. The triumph of the companionate marriage and the 

declining importance of the extended family in the course of late Middle Ages are understood 

to have boosted this phenomenon. It made intergenerational solidarity within the context of 

the extended family more difficult. According to the so-called nuclear hardship thesis, the 

elderly were particularly at risk, because of lifecycle mismatches when solidarity and care 

were directed towards the immediate offspring. Hence alternatives in society needed to be 

organized, and guilds were instrumental in the process because of the complex institutional 

framework they created for providing health care, social security, retirement homes etc.  

For a long time guilds have been understood as political and economic tools against 

a hostile feudal aristocracy and an oppressive commercial elite. But recent scholars have 

seen guilds as positive instruments for organizing solidarity, charity and devotion. Some 



scholars even go so far as to state that guilds primarily embodied the values of brotherhood 

and mutual assistance in urban society.42 So-called ‘poor boxes’ (or ‘purses’) were designed 

to help out guild members who were too old or sick to work. They were financed by 

contributions of guild members who wanted at a later stage profit from the guild box. This 

practice created a network of solidarity within the guild. In some guilds only a part of the guild 

community was allowed to participate (usually the masters), but in others the system was 

much more inclusive. But whether inclusive or exclusive, the ‘poor box’ added another layer 

of solidarity, a community within the community.43 

Some of these institutions were already active at an early stage from the thirteenth 

century onwards, but they seem to have become more numerous over the course of the 

fifteenth century, particularly in northwest Europe. The fact that guilds developed this 

institutionalized system of health care and assistance relatively late strengthens the claim 

that brotherhood and solidarity were core values when guilds made their appearance. In the 

early periods formalization would not have been necessary. And indeed, most guilds had 

started as ‘charities’ over the course of the thirteenth century, and from their beginnings 

many were anxious to develop various, often informal systems of social security.44 The 

charter of the cloth weavers’ guild in Mechelen of 1270, that started this chapter, was issued 

not by the guild authorities, but by the mercantile elites of the city. Yet it states prominently 

how weavers, who were not able to work and earn an honest income, could rely on their 

guild brothers for assistance. They were allowed to visit all the weavers’ workshops where 

they would receive a fixed amount of money to help them through their difficult period. The 

charter was, however, also keen to limit the number of times disabled workers were allowed 

to exercise these rights, and it is not at all certain if these limits were set by the urban elites. 

The internal regulation of the guild seems to have been, even at this early stage in 

Mechelen’s guild history, the prerogative of the craft guild officers themselves.45  

But guild solidarity of course targeted more than financial support. Guilds were 

foremost institutions of sociability. Collective rituals cemented guild solidarity. The collective 



nature of devotion, celebration, guild administration, transition rituals and death moulded 

guild ideology and identity. Social bonds between guildsmen were constantly being renewed 

in weekly masses and in the decoration of guild chapels, and they were present in most guild 

activities. In alms-houses old guildsmen or their widows could spend their final years. 

Secular pageants and religious processions were organized, and in many cities ritualized 

political action was also organized, for example the so-called ‘call-to-arms’ when guild 

members paraded through the city with their armour and banners. In many cities of northern 

Europe guilds provided the backbone of urban militias, a notable practice in a period when 

organized and disciplined foot soldiers were gradually gaining the upper hand over 

aristocratic mounted knights on the battlefield.46 But daily events also helped to reinforce 

bonds among guildsmen. The guild officers organized tours in the cities from workshop to 

workshop to control the activities of their members and take out free-riders. Guild tribunals 

dealt with internal matters. Meals and drinking events celebrated the admission of new 

members or promotions to mastership. Impressive guild houses holding charters and 

weaponry served as visual reminders of prestige and political power. In short guilds became 

a cornerstone in the body politic of urban society.47  
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Guilds also provided the framework in which individual members could organize their 

lives. Their regulation fit the normal lifecycles of average craftsmen. The guild organized the 

transfer of skill during adolescence and took care of disciplining young members; it facilitated 

the establishment of social networks; it allowed entrepreneurial continuities after the death of 

a guild master by allowing widows to continue the businesses of their deceased husbands; 

and finally it assisted guild members and members of their household in their old age.48 It 

would be going too far, however, to state that associational life completely replaced family 

life.49 In late medieval cities, even in those where associations became strong pillars of 

society, family relations remained at the heart of the circles of sociability surrounding 

everyone. Whether they were craftsmen, beguines or single women, it was to family 



members that most turned in their hour of need.50 Surviving wills from this era testify to this 

practice. When for example beguines northern European cities, felt the necessity to draw up 

wills to dispose of their possessions after death, they always put their own blood ties first. 

Although they were part of a strong religious community with its own institutional organization 

and with well-established relations of work, friendship or shared devotional experience in the 

community, it was to their children or parents, to nieces and nephews and to brothers and 

sisters that they gave their wealth, and if fellow beguines were among the beneficiaries, they 

tended also to be family members. Similar patterns appear in the case of other town 

dwellers. Certainly gifts to guilds and their social institutions were plentiful, but these gifts, 

however important for the guilds, do not point at their role as alternative families, nor is there 

any contemporary discourse which claims they are taking on this role. 

Formalizing Work 

The economic actions of craft guilds are much better known than their cultural role. In 

most European cities, guilds came of age in the course of the thirteenth century as 

solidarities of people exercising more or less the same occupation. But guilds included 

wealthy entrepreneurs linked to the mercantile and even aristocratic elites of the cities as 

well as impoverished workers working for piece or time wages. And work hierarchies were 

increasingly formalized on the work floor. Guild masters could develop their own activities, 

while journeymen were by definition limited to working for entrepreneurs as skilled craftsmen 

and apprentices, usually under age and under the protection of the masters who trained 

them. But guild hierarchies did not necessarily reflect economic success.51 Masters could 

work as wage earners for other masters; journeymen could, if they possessed skills which 

were in demand, use their bargaining powers to earn relatively high wages and apprentices, 

certainly at the end of their training, seem to have been used as a source of cheap skilled 

labour. Besides these formal guild categories, masters often made use of the labour present 

in their own households by involving their wives, children and servants in the activities of the 

workshop. Complex systems of subcontracting could complicate things further, leading to 



networks of workshops that were organized to meet the demands of particular entrepreneurs 

or merchants.  

Until recently scholars have been reading guild statutes in very legalistic ways. A 

superficial reading of guild statutes can present a seemingly egalitarian ambition linked to a 

carefully crafted and hierarchical world where various thresholds limited entrance into the 

guild and moulded patterns of social exclusion. But guild regulation was carefully drafted in 

order to allow entrepreneurs to achieve economic success through the loopholes of strict 

statutes. Although there was a tendency to curb extreme competition by stimulating access 

to skill and raw materials for all masters and by limiting the negative impact of asymmetric 

access to information for guild members and consumers alike, this did not stop competition 

within the guild.52 Economic success did not only depend upon membership in the guild; 

access to social and financial networks was just as crucial.  

All of this, of course, directly affected the work floor. Medieval artisanal activity has 

sometimes been described as static and not open to much technological innovation. 

Although this may be true in comparison to the dramatic changes of the Industrial Revolution, 

the argument is less convincing in light of everything that went on before. Medieval industrial 

development was not without its technological ‘earthquakes’. The introduction of the broad 

loom, of the windmill and of new mining techniques must have had shattering consequences 

for the organization of labour.53 It certainly had dramatic consequences for the status and the 

identity of the workers involved. If anything, organizational innovations triggered most 

changes in the workplace, and guilds seem to have been paramount in these developments. 

A striking feature of the organization of the workshop in the late Middle Ages is the labour 

market’s much higher level of formalization. Entrepreneurs in the twelfth and early thirteenth 

century did not seem to have been much concerned with carefully regulating labour markets 

and setting wages. On the contrary, they profited from flexible labour relations. It was quality 

standards that they cared about, and these could be achieved through their own 

organizations (the merchant guilds or the city governments they controlled). Before 1300, 



merchants tended to leave the initiative of manufacture to guild masters. They could mobilize 

only limited amounts of capital in order to control manufacturing chains, but they could rely 

on the collective actions of their guild. The craft guilds filled the institutional gap in many 

places, and from this moment on, labour relations on the work floor became meticulously 

regulated.54 Formal labour markets were organized to bring entrepreneurs into contact with a 

floating work force, both skilled and unskilled; hierarchical relations between employer and 

employee were drafted; labour time was carefully regulated and publicly announced with 

clocks and bells. The late Middle Ages developed a standardized and predictable labour 

market, well suited for less powerful employers. Guilds were not only, and certainly not 

primarily, about consumer or worker interests. They were politically dominated by (albeit 

often small) entrepreneurs, and as such, they served chiefly their interests.  

[FIGURE *.3 HERE] 

Market transparency was seen as crucial both for the continuity of the premodern 

economy and to guarantee guild solidarity.55 Free riders had to be taken out by implementing 

complex systems of fines: low for infractions that were only scratching at the surface of guild 

regulation, heavy for those that broke the essence of guild solidarity and jeopardized the 

guild’s reputation. Only rarely did guild courts assess breaches of guild solidarity to be so 

great that removal from the guild was deemed necessary. They did so mostly when the 

position of the guild itself in the city as a whole was threatened. The result was an avalanche 

of sometimes seemingly petty rulings, which in the past were inevitably interpreted as 

conservatism and rent-seeking, stifling entrepreneurial initiative and economic growth, and of 

course guilds did, as we have seen, put up barriers in order to shield their activities.56  

Yet the inflation of petty rules also served other goals than providing an impregnable 

fortress of guild exclusion. If anything is proven by the endless cases of litigation before guild 

and city courts about countless infringements on guild regulation, it is that these rules were 

constantly being negotiated, changed and adapted, and that only rarely did they really allow 



strict monopolies or provide a waterproof system of exclusion. On the contrary, if the inflation 

of guild rules and their attempts to define all circumstances from production and exchange to 

leisure and sexuality of guild members, may seem intimidating, the dense regulation is 

nonetheless full of inconsistencies, even outright contradictions.57 Moreover as research on 

guilds in the Low Countries, England and Italy shows, not all regulations were actually 

enforced all the time.  

It is striking how high levels of product innovation characterized the late medieval 

economy. It allowed, for example, guild masters to follow the accelerating fashion cycles of 

the late Middle Ages, related to everything from dress to art, and thereby to produce 

fashionable new types of dress, panel paintings, tapestries, brocaded silks, and armour as 

well as the right kinds of hats, gloves, belts, sleeves, etc. Skill was paramount in this process 

of adaptation, and guilds were extremely attentive to the transfer of skill. It created the value 

of the product, and guaranteed the income and reputation of the guildsmen. It constituted 

their collective identity. Through all the minutiae of regulation of commodities and commercial 

exchange, it is this concern that seems paramount. 

The concern for skill and constructed value came, however, at great expense for 

some of the workers. Non-guild workers, who in many cities constituted the majority of all city 

dwellers, were relegated to a less formalized economy of makeshift: less protected from the 

adversities of the market, less able to profit from its benefits. Most also became second-rate 

townsmen, as full citizenship increasingly was linked to access to political power and 

membership in one of the corporate bodies in the city. But entrance into the guild system still 

seemed feasible in the late Middle Ages. In the cities of Flanders half of all guild members 

had no pedigree in the guild whatsoever and many, if not most, were newcomers coming 

from outside the city.58 Guilds were still open institutions. Thresholds for outsiders were rising 

nonetheless. More importantly masters’ sons and native-born citizens profited from better 

social networks and access to capital to start businesses of their own. They had 

opportunities to climb the ladder of political power in the guild and city administration. Stories 



of extremely successful newcomers are abundant from London to Gdansk, but one must 

remind oneself that success stories were still to a large extent exceptional. Guilds and their 

effects on the work floor were not always inclusive; they even tended to become increasingly 

exclusive after the Black Death. 

It is probably women who paid the highest price of all.59 Well before the Black Death 

they were banned from formal training schemes in the guild (foremost through 

apprenticeship). There were, however, exceptions. In some cities there were female guilds, 

where, usually under the guidance of male supervisors, women made up the bulk of the 

workforce. In Paris silk weavers were usually women, and the same is true for silk 

manufacture in some Italian cities as well. In Cologne there were several female guilds.60 Yet 

as a rule women were ousted from the regular guild curriculum of apprentice, journeyman 

and guild master in most manufacturing guilds from the late thirteenth century onwards. 

Before 1300 the statutes of cloth towns in Flanders still mention female weavers or dyers 

together with their male counterparts; after 1300 this became rare, and the practice 

disappeared almost completely around 1350.61 The process is simultaneous with the move 

towards manufacturing more luxury fabrics, whose reputation for quality was linked to 

expensive raw materials and, above all, to skill. Women outside the guild training schemes 

could no longer be associated with the end product. This does not mean that women 

disappeared from manufacture. Their role was, however, gradually limited to non-guild-

organized stages of production (in cloth manufacture, for example, spinning and cleaning 

fabrics, which was badly paid and low-status work), while labour on the other more 

prestigious steps of production was gradually drawn into the patriarchal household of the 

guild master. Strikingly these changes occurred at the same time that guild statutes started 

to contain many references to the household as an economic unit. 

Guild Values and Work Ethics: a Culture of Control and Reputation 



The ideology of guild sociability and solidarity was also apparent in new work ethics. 

It was work and membership in the guild that constituted the worker’s identity. In the process 

workers adopted a set of values, which focused on moral behaviour and strict hierarchy. With 

the increasing formalization of labour markets and the nexus of quality and transparency, 

new labour mentalities came to the forefront. Public morality and respectability became the 

core values for every guildsman, and as such they penetrated into the value system of the 

rising urban middle classes. Guildsmen were not allowed to live with a concubine while being 

married to another woman; they could not get involved in prostitution; they were not allowed 

to gamble or be found in improper situations when being drunk; they had to be dressed 

properly in the colours of the guild and honour the public engagements of the guild; they had 

to assist to public guild ceremonies.62 Some guilds went as far as forcing their members to 

dress properly for work. The Mechelen statutes of the cloth weavers around 1300 mention 

that workers should wear decent woollen clothing. It is striking how pictorial representations 

of urban middle classes even in a merchant city as wealthy as fifteenth-century Bruges 

always show citizens dressed in fine woollens, rarely in silk, which remained the fabric of the 

nobility. 

Guilds were permeated with a culture of respectability. There are, of course, also 

economic reasons for this. Reputation was an important asset in developing businesses and 

guaranteeing their continued success. Being disreputable meant being dishonest and not 

worthy of trust. Guilds tried actively to weed out possible infractions. In particular the 

workplace itself was increasingly regulated.63 Teams of guild officers went from workshop to 

workshop, inside the privacy of the home, to see whether guildsmen abided with the quality 

regulations of the guild. The workshop was by no means a purely private space; it was a 

space shared by the craftsmen and their family, by the guild and consumers. Trust and 

control went hand in hand. Social control became even more important towards the end of 

the Middle Ages, when all kinds of disreputable behaviour of guild members were considered 

more and more threatening to the guild’s reputation as a whole.  



But the focus on reputation was not only enforced by the craft guilds and their 

officers; it was also deeply lived by the guild members themselves. It belonged to their way of 

life. This can be seen in court cases, when guildsmen had to develop lines of defence before 

a judge. While asking princely pardon for a sentence from the Duke of Burgundy in the 

fifteenth century, guildsmen in the Low Countries fashioned themselves as loyal subjects of 

the prince and as victims of unbridled passion and circumstance, like all other supplicants 

did.64 But guildsmen usually added other elements to their self-fashioning strategies: they 

were not only loyal subjects, they were also loyal brothers to their companions, the notion of 

brotherhood and solidarity being among the core values of the guild. They were living from 

their own means and from their own work. Finally they had a reputation for being honest and 

utterly respectable as contributors to the urban society in which they lived as well as to the 

common good, which inevitably could only be beneficial for the prince as well. In short, they 

proclaimed, even at a moment of extreme tension when sometimes life or death was at 

stake, their guild identity as being the essence of their actions. They were no longer 

despicable trades. 

1 Dominique Cardon, La draperie au Moyen Âge (Paris: CNRS Éditions, 1999) and Franco Franceschi, Oltre il 
tumulto. I lavoratori dell’Arte della Lana fra Tre e Quattrocento (Firenze: Olschki Editore, 1993), 33-66. 
2 John H. Munro, ‘Medieval Woollens: Textiles, Textile Technology and Industrial Organisation’, in The 
Cambridge History of Western Textiles, ed. David Jenkins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 181-
227; Peter Stabel, ‘Les draperies urbaines en Flandre aux XIIIe-XVIe siècles’, in Wool: Products and Markets 
(13th - 20th Century), ed. Giovanni Fontana (Padua: CLEUP, 2004), 355-80. 
3 Marc Boone and Peter Stabel, Shaping Urban Identity in Late Medieval Europe (Leuven: Garant, 2000). 
4 Hugo Soly, ‘The Political Economy of Guild-Based Textile Industries: Power Relations and Economic Strategies 
of Merchants and Master Artisans in Medieval and Early Modern Europe’, in The Return of the Guilds, eds Jan 
Lucassen et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 45-71. 
5 Georges Espinas, Les origines du capitalisme, 1. Sire Jehan Boinebroke (Lille: E. Raoust, 1933); Hans Van 
Werveke, De Koopman-ondernemer en de ondernemer in de Vlaamsche lakennijverheid van de Middeleeuwen 
(Brussels: Royal Academy, 1946).  
6 Peter Stabel, ‘Labour Time, Guild Time? Working Hours in the Cloth Industry of Medieval Flanders and Artois’,  
Low Countries Journal of Social and Economic History 11 (2014): 27-53. 
7 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly, Worthy efforts: Attitudes to Work and Workers in Pre-industrial Europe (Leiden: 
Brill, 2012), 342-9. 
8 Peter Stabel, ‘The Move to Quality Cloth: Luxury Textiles, Labour Markets and Middle Class Identity in a 
Medieval Textile City. Mechelen in the Late Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries’, in Europe's Rich Fabric: 
the Consumption, Commercialisation, and Production of Luxury Textiles, eds Bart Lambert and Katherine Wilson 
(Farnham: Routledge, 2016), 159-80. 
9 Marc Boone and Jelle Haemers, ‘The Common Good: Governance, Discipline and Political Culture’, in City and 
Society in the Low Countries, eds. Bruno Blondé et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). 

                                                           



                                                                                                                                                                                     
10 The ‘communal’ movement also took root in the countryside. Peter Blickle, Kommunalismus. Skizzen einer 
gesellschaftlichen Organisationsform (Munich: Oldenbourg, 2000). 
11 M. S. Kempshall, The Common Good in Late Medieval Political Thought (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1999). 
12 Guido Alfani, ‘Economic Inequality in Northwestern Italy: a Long-Term View (Fourteenth to Eighteenth 
Centuries)’, Journal of Economic History 75 (2015): 1058-96; Wouter Ryckbosch, ‘Economic Inequality and 
Growth before the Industrial Revolution: the Case of the Low Countries (14th-19th Centuries)’, European 
Review of Economic History 20 (2016): 1-22. 
13 Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly, ‘Subcontracting in Guild–Based Export Trades, 13th-18th Centuries’ in Guilds, 
Innovation, and the European Economy, ed. Maarten Prak (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 81-
113. 
14 Peter Stabel, ‘Social Mobility and Apprenticeship in Late Medieval Flanders’ in Learning on the Shop Floor: 
Historical Perspectives on Apprenticeship, eds Bert De Munck et al. (New York: Berghahn, 2007), 158-78. 
15 Peter Stabel, ‘Working Alone? Single Women and Economic Activity in the Cities of the County of Flanders 
(Early 13th-Early 15th century)’, in Singles in the Cities of North-West Europe, eds Julie De Groot et al. (London: 
Palgrave McMillan, 2016), 27-49. 
16 Our knowledge of rural work is framed by the best-studied case of medieval England. See John Hatcher and 
Mark Bailey, Modelling the Middle Ages: the History and Theory of England's Economic Development (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2001). 
17 Erik Thoen and Tim Soens, ‘The Family or the Farm: a Sophie's Choice? The Late Medieval Crisis in the Former 
County of Flanders’, The Medieval Countryside 13 (2005): 195-224. 
18 Robert Brenner, ‘Agrarian Class Structure and Economic Development in Pre-Industrial Europe’, Past and 
Present 70 (1976): 30–74. 
19 Adriaan Verhulst, The Carolingian Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); Chris Wickham, 
Framing the Early Middle Ages (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); Jean-Pierre Devroey and Anne Nissen, 
‘Early Middle Ages, 500-1000’ in Struggling with the Environment. Land Use and Productivity, eds Erik Thoen 
and Tim Soens (Turnhout: Brepols, 2015), 11-70. 
20 Marc Bloch, La société féodale (Paris: Albin Michel, 1939); Chris Wickham, Medieval Europe (Yale University 
Press, 2016). 
21 Guy Bois, Crise du feodalisme. Economie rurale et démographie en Normandie orientale du début du XIVe 
siècle au milieu du XVIe siècle (Paris: FNSP, 1976). 
22 Bruce Campbell et al., A Medieval Capital and its Grain Supply: Agrarian Production and Distribution in the 
London Region, c. 1300 (London: Institute of British Geographers, 1993). 
23 Richard H. Britnell, The Commercialisation of English Society, 1000-1500 (Manchester: Manchester University 
Press, 1996). 
24 Erik Thoen and Tim Soens, ‘Contextualizing 1500 Years of Agricultural Productivity and Land Use in the North 
Sea Area: Regionally Divergent Paths Towards the World Top’, in Struggling with the Environment, eds Thoen 
and Soen, 455-99. 
25 Christopher Dyer, Making a Living in the Middle Ages: the People of Britain 850-1520 (London: Penguin, 
2002), 183-6, 346-62. 
26 John Langdon, Horses, Oxen and Technological Innovation: the Use of Draught Animals in English Farming 
from 1086 to 1500 (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1986). 
27 Richard Jones, ‘Understanding Medieval Manure’, in Manure Matters: Historical and Ethnographic 
Perspectives, ed. Richard Jones (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), 145-58. 
28 Sheilagh C. Ogilvie and Markus Cerman, eds, European Proto-Industrialization (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996). 
29 Simon Penn and Christopher Dyer, ‘Wages and Earnings in Late Medieval England: Evidence from the 
Enforcement of the Labour Laws’, Economic History Review 43 (1990): 356-76. See also the chapter by Nicholas 
Brodie. 
30 Various contributions in Mireille Mousnier, ed., L’artisan au village dans l’Europe médiévale et modern 
(Toulouse: Presses universitaires du Mirail, 2000). 
31 Philipp Braunstein, Travail et entreprise (Brussels: De Boeck, 2003). 
32 Verhulst, Carolingian Economy, 75-6. 
33 Judith Bennett, Ale, Beer, and Brewsters in England: Women's Work in a Changing World, 1300 to 1600 
(Oxford; Oxford University Press, 1996). 
34 Rudolf Holbach, Frühformen von Verlag und Grossbetrieb in der gewerblichen Produktion (13.--16. 
Jahrhundert) (Stuttgart: Steiner, 1994). 



                                                                                                                                                                                     
35 Bas van Bavel, Manors and Markets: Economy and Society in the Low Countries 500-1600 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2010), 242-52. 
36 Roland Recht, ed., Les bâtisseurs des cathédrales gothiques (Strasbourg : Musées de la ville de Strasbourg, 
1989). 
37 Marianne O’Doherty et al., eds, Travels and Mobilities in the Middle Ages: From the Atlantic to the Black Sea 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2015). 
38 Jeroen Deploige and Peter Stabel, ‘Textile Entrepreneurs and Textile Workers‘, in Golden Times: Wealth and 
Status in the Middle Ages, eds Véronique Lambert and Peter Stabel (Tielt: Lannoo, 2016), 240-81 
39 Lis and Soly, Worthy Efforts, 313-23. 
40 David Herlihy, Medieval Households (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard, 1985); Tine De Moor and Jan Luiten Van 
Zanden, ‘Girl Power: the European Marriage Pattern and Labour Markets in the North Sea Region in the Late 
Medieval and Early Modern Period,’ Economic History Review 63 (2010): 1-33. 
41 Stabel, ‘Working Alone’, 38-49. 
42 Gervase Rosser, ‘Crafts, Guilds, and the Negotiation of Work in the Medieval Town’, Past and Present 154 
(1997): 3-31. 
43 Bert De Munck, ‘Fiscalizing Solidarity from Below: Poor Relief in Antwerp Guilds’, in Serving the Urban 
community, ed. Manon van der Heijden (Amsterdam: Aksant, 2009), 168-93. 
44 Steven A. Epstein, Wage Labor and Guilds in Medieval Europe (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 
1991). 
45 Stabel, ‘Move to Quality Cloth’, 159-80. 
46 Patrick Lantschner, The Logic of Political Conflict in Medieval Cities. Italy and the Southern Low Countries, 
1370-1440 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 44-5. 
47 Jan Dumolyn, ‘Guild Politics and Political Guilds in Fourteenth-Century Flanders’, in The Voices of the People 
in Late Medieval Europe: Communication and Popular Politics, eds Jan Dumolyn et al. (Turnhout: Brepols, 
2014), 15-48. 
48 Stephan R. Epstein, ‘Craft Guilds, Apprenticeship and Technological Change in Preindustrial Europe’, Journal 
of Economic History 58 (1998): 684-713; Philippe Bernardi, Maître, valet et apprenti au moyen âge. Essai sur 
une production bien ordonnée (Toulouse: Le Mirail, 2009). 
49 Katherine Lynch, Individuals, Families and Communities in Europe, 1200-1800: the Urban Foundations of 
Western Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
50 Kim Overlaet, ‘Replacing the Family? Beguinages in Early Modern Western European Cities: an Analysis of the 
Family Networks of Beguines Living in Mechelen (1532-1591)’, Continuity and Change 29 (2014): 325-47. 
51 Lis and Soly, Worthy Efforts, 451-68. 
52 Peter Stabel, ‘Guilds in Late Medieval Flanders: Myths and Realities of Guild Life in an Export-Oriented 
Environment,’ Journal of Medieval History 30 (2004): 187–212. 
53 See Valerie Garver’s chapter in this volume. 
54 For an introduction to the literature: James R. Farr, Artisans in Europe 1300-1914 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press 2000) and Lucassen, Return of the Guilds. 
55 James Davis and Peter Stabel, ‘Formal and Informal Trade in the Late Middle Ages. The Islamic World and 
Northwest Europe Compared’, in Il commercio al minuto. Domanda e offerta tra economia formale e informale, 
ed. Giampiero Nigro (Florence: Firenze University Press), 15-37. 
56 For the controversy between guild pessimists and optimists: Stephan R. Epstein, ‘Craft Guilds in the 
Premodern Economy: a Comment’, Economic history Review 61 (2008): 155-74; Sheilagh Ogilvie, ‘Rehabilitating 
the Guilds: a reply’, ibid., 175-82. 
57 Myriam Carlier and Peter Stabel, ‘Questions de moralité dans les villes de la Flandre au bas moyen âge: 
sexualité et activité urbaine (bans échevinaux et statuts de métiers)’, in Faire Banz, edictz et statuts: légiférer 
dans la ville médiévale, ed. Jean-Marie Cauchies (Brussels: FUSL, 2002), 241-62. 
58 Various contributions in De Munck, Learning on the Shop Floor. 
59 Martha Howell, Production and Patriarchy in Late Medieval Cities (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1986); 
Claire Crowston, ‘Women, Gender and Guilds in Early Modern Europe: an Overview of Recent Research’, in 
Lucassen, Return of the Guilds, 19-44. 
60 Sharon Farmer, The Silk Industries of Medieval Paris: Artisanal Migration, Technological Innovation, and 
Gendered Experience (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2016); Margaret Wensky, ‘Women’s 
Guilds in Cologne in the Later Middle Ages’, Journal of European Economic History 11 (1982): 631-50. 
61 Stabel, ‘Working Alone’, 27-49. 
62 Gervase Rosser, The Art of Solidarity in the Middle Ages: Guilds in England 1250–1550 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2015). 



                                                                                                                                                                                     
63 Stabel, Guilds, 187-212. 
64 Peter Arnade and Walter Prevenier, Honor, Vengeance, and Social Trouble: Pardon Letters in the Burgundian 
Low Countries (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2015); Inneke Baatsen and Anke De Meyer, ‘Forging or 
Reflecting Multiple Identities? Analyzing Processes of Identification in a Sample of Fifteenth- 
Century Letters of Remission from Bruges and Mechelen’, Revue du Nord 30 (2014): 23-39; Jan Dumolyn, ‘Let 
Each Man Carry on with His Trade and Remain Silent: Middle Class Ideology in the Urban Literature of the Late 
Medieval Low Countries’, Cultural and Social History 10 (2013): 169-89. 


