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times obtained membership in their husbands’ gilds as “sisters.”
In this capacity, wives enjoyed many of the religious, social, and
charitable benefits of gild membership. But sisters were clearly
second-rank gild members; they often paid lower admission fees,
were barred from wearing gild livery, and participated in only se-
lected religious and social occasions.’® Women were accepted in
their husbands’ gilds because their work was needed, but their
involvement in such gilds was limited. Indeed, the extension of
such privileges to women reflected more the interests of the masters
than any recognition of women’s work. In medieval London, for
example, the wives and widows of masters in the most influential
gilds in the city were often granted exceptional perquisites of gild
membership, such as the right to wear gild livery or to attend im-
portant gild banquets. The context here is crucial; the masters of
these gilds were the wealthiest and most powerful men in London,
and the rights they gave their wives and widows were a reflection
of their elite social privileges, not an endorsement of women’s role
within their gilds.!!

Widows of gild masters who continued their husbands’ busi-
nesses were accorded the most extensive gild privileges available
to women; they supervised workshops, took on apprentices and
journeymen, and participated in most social and religious celebra-
tions. But few women ever enjoyed this privileged position; widows
of gild masters who remained active within the gild usually rep-
resented only 2—5 percent of the total membership of any one gild.*
Even these privileged widows, moreover, were rarely allowed to
participate in gild politics. In the vast majority of gilds, no woman
could vote for gild officials, serve as a gild officer, or take part in
gild political and judicial activities.’* And, although many men gained

10 See, c.g., William Herbert, The History of the Twelve Great Livery Companies
of London, 2 vols. (London, 1834—37), 1:83-84, 465—66; Charles Phythian-Adams,
“Ceremony and the Citizen: The Communal Year at Coventry, 1450-1550,” in Crisis
and Order in English Towns, 1500-1700, ed. Peter Clark and Paul Slack (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1972), 57-85, esp. 57—58, 66—67; Abram, 284—-85.

11 See Herbert, 1:59, 68—-71, 8485, for the right of female members to wear the
livery of powerful London gilds like the Grocers and Fishmongers.

12 This figure is confirmed in early modern accounts, which offer more exact
figures for gild membership. See, e.g., Mary Prior, “Women and the Urban Economy:
Oxford, 1500-1800,” in Women in English Society, 1500-1800, ed. Mary Prior (Lon-
don: Methuen, 1985), 93-117, esp. 103-9; Steve Rappaport, Worlds within Worlds:
Structures of Life in Sixteenth-Century London (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, in press), chap. 2.

13 Exceptions to the political exclusion of women were very rare, especially in
England. Abram, 284—85, notes that the 1452 ordinances of the London Shearmen
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civic enfranchisement through gild membership, women—no mat-
ter how influential within their gilds—did not enjoy via gild mem-
bership the right to participate in civic politics. Finally, the privileges
of widows were fragile ones; remarriage to a person who was not
a member of the gild, or to a master of another craft, could result
in expulsion from the gild.*

The experiences of widows emphasize the underlying principle
behind the treatment of women within male-dominated gilds. Most
crafts and trades in the Middle Ages operated out of household
workshops; within the household, materials were processed, goods
were produced, and commodities were sold. Because of the central
importance of this “household economy,” women had to be incor-
porated into the gilds that regulated these economic activities. But
they were brought into gilds more as members of households than
as workers. Widows obtained their relatively high gild status not
through training, work, or service but through a change in marital
status, widowhood. Remarriage outside the gild was discouraged
because its results were usually disruptive; either a widow had to
change trades (moving into her second husband’s workshop), or her
new husband gained control of a workshop in an irregular fashion.
Wives and daughters were also treated more as household members
than as workers. Because the family formed the basic unit of pro-
duction, many gilds exempted the wives and children of masters
from regulations about the number or types of apprentices and craft
workers that could be hired.

Hence, although male-dominated gilds offered women impor-
tant protections and privileges, they also severely restricted wom-
en’s full involvement in gilds and women’s work opportunities
overall. The secondary status of women in such gilds, for example,
left them particularly vulnerable when trade diminished or com-
petition increased. Gilds often responded to adverse economic de-
velopments by placing further restrictions on the employment of
women in the craft, in some instances prohibiting masters from

imply that female members could participate in gild elections. Women sometimes
worked as technical supervisors in gilds (see, e.g., the “isolated incident” of the
London Leather Dyers in 1372, who appointed three men and their wives as ov-
erseers [Abram, 285]). But no evidence suggests that women actually elected officers.
In any case, the joint appointment of wives as overseers emphasizes more the house-
hold basis of production and trade in the medieval economy than a recognition of
women’s rights in the craft. Nor is there any firm evidence that the female officers
present in some of the female-dominated gilds of Paris were elected by gild mem-
bers; instead, they were appointed by the provost of the city.

4 Brentano (n. 2 above), cxxxii; Jacobsen (n. 7 above), 14.
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employing any women at all (except for their wives and daughters).1s
Although as members of households women could seldom be ex-
cluded entirely from gilds, their participation was limited to the
minimum necessary to maintain the household economy.

For work defined as women’s work, the situation was slightly dif-
ferent. Medieval townswomen worked in a wide variety of low-
skilled, low-status, low-paid occupations that never formed into gilds.
Only skilled trades and crafts organized gilds, and those who worked
in nonskilled sectors—whether male or female—worked outside of
gild control.’® Some women’s trades, however, were recognized as
skilled, and even these rarely formed into gilds. The London silk-
workers described by Marian Dale provide the best example of this
phenomenon. Dale shows that the London silkwomen pursued a
skilled craft and trade. As throwsters, they turned raw silk into yarn;
as weavers, they produced ribbons, laces, and other small silk goods;
as handworkers, they made up silk laces and other trappings; and as
traders in silk, they undertook large and lucrative contracts. More-
over, the work of silkworkers was not a mere sideline to domestic
duties, something a wife pursued in moments free from housework,
child care, and labor in her husband’s workshop. Girls served long
apprenticeships to learn the silkworking craft, and wives often con-
tinued to work in silk, no matter what the occupations of their hus-
bands. Silkworking was a true “mystery” (or, as Dale spells it,
“mistery”), a skilled craft with secrets of production and trade passed
only from mistress to apprentice. The women who worked in this
craft had many of the attributes associated with high-status work: they
had valued skills, ran workshops and trained apprentices, invested
large amounts of money in purchases of raw materials and trading
ventures, and stayed in the same craft throughout their working lives.
They also banded together for mutual aid. On six occasions between
1368 and 1504, the London silkworkers sought protection of their
craft and trade through petitions (presented to either Parliament or

15 Abram, 282-84; Power (n. 7 above), 60—62; Shahar (n. 7 above), 198-201;
Charles Phythian-Adams, Desolation of a City: Coventry and the Urban Crisis of
the Late Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 87-94. There
is some disagreement among historians about the effect of urban economic prosperity
or decline on women’s work and their activities in gilds. See, e.g., P. J. P. Goldberg,
“Female Labour, Service and Marriage in the Late Medieval Urban North,” Northern
History 22 (1986): 18—38; Prior, 93—117; Rappaport, chap. 2.

16 To be sure, women worked at many skilled tasks—as spinsters, brewsters,
midwives, cooks, etc.—that were not considered skilled by their contemporaries. In
part, this assessment probably reflected a tendency to undervalue women’s work;
in part, it reflected the fact that such tasks, although skilled, employed skills that
were widely available and widely known.
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the mayor of London), and most of their requests were granted.'” But,
despite their valued skills, large investments, lifelong commit-
ments, and common petitions, the silkworkers of London never or-
ganized into a formal gild. In Dale’s words, silkworking was “pursued
on the lines of the craft gilds of male workers” but was “not recog-
nized as a definite gild.”#

The absence of gild organization among the London silkworkers
is typical; in most medieval towns and cities, even the most skilled
female trades and crafts never formed gilds. The only exceptions
known to date are found in large Continental cities: Rouen, Paris,
and Cologne. At least five female-dominated gilds existed in medi-
eval Rouen, but little is known of their histories. All focused on the
textile trades, particularly in luxury items or linen (one of the city’s
major exports), and women had some measure of political power as
gild officials in at least one of the gilds.»® In late thirteenth-century
Paris, seven gilds (out of more than one hundred) were exclusively
female or female dominated.2° These gilds specialized in detailed

17 Dale (n. 4 above), 324-25, 331-33; Kay Lacey, “The Production of ‘Narrow
Ware’ by Silkwomen in Fourteenth and Fifteenth Century England,” Textile History
18, no. 2 (1987): 187-204, esp. 188.

18 Dale, 324. Lacey, in “The Production of ‘Narrow Ware, > has extended Dale’s
research on the London silkworkers, identifying by name some 123 silkworkers and
confirming Dale’s general conclusions.

19 Charles Quin-Lacroix, Histoire des anciennes corporations d’arts et métiers
et des confréries religieuses de la capitale de la Normandie (Rouen: Lecointe Freres,
1850), 106-7, 120-26, 580-84, 646—-61, 684—88. In the early fourteenth century, the
spinners, over 80 percent of whom were women, were ruled by eight gardes, two
of whom were women. Quin-Lacroix discusses all of the Rouen gilds but never
focuses on the almost exclusively female membership (which is obvious in the gild
statutes he reproduces) of the spinners, linen merchants (two types), ribbon makers,
and embroiderers. Further archival work is necessary both to uncover the complex
history of these women’s gilds in medieval Rouen and to discover whether such
female-dominated gilds existed in other Continental cities. The eighteenth-century
history of some of these women’s gilds in Rouen has been investigated by Daryl
Hafter; see “Conference Reports: Economic History Association 46th Annual Meet-
ing, Hartford, CT, 26—28 September, 1986,” in Urban History Yearbook (Leicester:
Leicester University Press, 1987), 91-92.

2 The ordinances of five of these gilds were noted in Etienne Boileau’s late
thirteenth-century survey of the Parisian gilds (René de Lespinasse and Francois
Bonnardot, eds., Les métiers et corporations de la ville de Paris, X111 siécle: Le livre
des métiers d’ E. Boileau, Histoire générale de Paris, 5 [Paris: Imprimerie Nationale,
1879], 68-72, 74-75, 8384, 207-8). The ordinances of another two female gilds
(the embroiderers and the makers of fancy embroidered purses) were recorded
slightly later, in the last decade of the thirteenth century (René de Lespinasse, ed.,
Les métiers et corporations de la ville de Paris, XIV-XV siécle, Histoire générale
de Paris, 17, 3 vols. [Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1886-97], 2:166—67, 3:9-10). Many
other gilds in Paris were mixed gilds, and some of these—like the linen merchants,
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handwork and luxury textiles—spinning silk, weaving silk ribbons,
and producing various types of fancy headgear and purses decorated
with silk, gold thread, and pearls. The women in these gilds op-
erated independently of their husbands, sons, and other male rel-
atives, and they could become gild mistresses regardless of their
marital status. Of the ninety-three members (eighty-one women and
twelve men) of the embroiderers’ gild, for example, none of the
twenty-five women identified as wives had husbands in the same
trade, and none of the twelve women identified as daughters had
fathers in the trade. Indeed, ties between women might have been
more important in such crafts than ties between women and men;
the embroiderers’ gild included four sets of mothers and daughters
and four sets of sisters.2! The relative independence of the working
activities of these women is confirmed in the membership roll of
the gild of purse makers. Although most medieval lists regularly
identified women in terms of their dependent relationships to men
(i.e., as a daughter, wife, or widow), only seven of the 124 female
purse makers were identified by a relationship to a man (four wives,
two daughters, one niece).2?

Some of these gilds were also governed by female jurés, the gild
officials in Paris responsible for supervising apprenticeship con-
tracts, inspecting work for quality, and generally enforcing gild or-
dinances. But only one of these gilds (the weavers of silk headdresses)
was actually managed exclusively by women; in all the others,
women shared power or played no role at all in the gild’s governing
structure. The subordinate political role played by women in their
own gilds is especially striking in the case of the silkspinners and
purse makers; despite their all-female memberships, these gilds
were supervised by male jurés, who presumably had no practical
experience in the craft.2 All the jurés of these women’s gilds, more-

bath-house keepers, and the makers of pins, rosaries, and various types of silk adorn-
ments—clearly included large numbers of women. See also E. Dixon, “Craftswomen
in the Livre des Métiers,” Economic Journal 5, no. 2 (1895): 209-28.

21 G. B. Depping, ed., Réglemens sur les arts et métiers de Paris, rédigés au 13e
siecle et connus sous le nom de Livre des Métiers d’Etienne Boileau (Paris: Impri-
merie de Crapelet, 1837), 379-80.

2 Tbid., 383—-84. There were also two women who were sisters, an aunt and her
niece, and a mother and her daughter in this gild.

3 There were two gilds of silkspinners, differentiated by the size of the spindle
used. The language of their ordinances indicates their memberships were exclu-
sively female, as does the membership list of the purse makers. Nevertheless, all
three gilds were governed by appointed male jurés (although the silkspinners who
used a small spindle also had two preudesfames, who possessed some powers of
supervision); Lespinasse and Bonnardot, eds., 69-72; Depping, ed., 382-84.
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over, were appointed by the city provost, unlike many of the male-
dominated gilds, which frequently elected their own officials.?

In late medieval Cologne, three gilds—silkmakers, linen yarn
finishers, and gold thread spinners—were women’s gilds.? Like the
women’s gilds of Rouen and Paris, these Cologne gilds specialized
in luxury goods and textiles. And like the women’s gilds of Paris,
these Cologne gilds were subordinated to the male power struc-
ture—men were appointed to administer gild affairs, and the wom-
en’s gilds were the only ones excluded from participation in civic
government.2® The mistresses of these Cologne gilds ran profitable
businesses, trained their own apprentices, and supervised the tech-
nical aspects of their crafts, but their control of their work was
nevertheless limited by their place within and dependence on the
family-based economy. In most cases, the mistress-wife produced
a valuable export commodity that was then marketed by her hus-
band or another close relative. The Cologne silkmakers provide the
best example of this family-based economy. Almost all silk mis-
tresses were married, only their husbands could be elected to su-
pervise their craft, and many of these husbands were employed as
silk merchants who exported the silk fabrics manufactured by their
wives. The mistresses of the Cologne gilds worked at a skilled,
prestigious, and lucrative craft, but their work was structured—at
least in part—by men, both within the household economy and
within their craft gilds.

The women’s gilds of Rouen, Paris, and Cologne are exceptional
instances of skilled women who organized and regulated their crafts.
As gildswomen, they had to endure more external supervision (from
males) than did gildsmen, but they nevertheless exercised consid-
erable economic power. They controlled craft secrets, trained ap-
prentices, determined prices and quality, and hired journeywomen.
They suffered some restrictions not imposed upon male gilds, but
“their powers over their craft were real.”?” If these women were
able to take advantage of their skills to organize into gilds, why did
most other skilled female workers—like the silkworkers of Lon-

% There is no indication that in the Middle Ages any of these female gilds elected
their own officials. In the early modern period, however, the female gilds of linen
merchants in both Paris and Rouen elected their own officials; Lespinasse, ed., 3:45—
49; Quin-Lacroix, 120-23, 684 -88.

* Wensky, Die Stellung der Frau (n. 7 above), and “Women’s Guilds in Cologne”
(n. 7 above); Howell (n. 7 above), 124—33.

% There were female officials in the women’s gilds of Cologne, but they did not
have the “broad supervisory and judicial roles” that male officials had; Howell, 129.

2 1bid., 130.

483




Kowaleski and Bennett / CRAFTS AND GILDS

don—fail to organize into gilds? Dale speculates that the artistic
nature of the silkworker’s craft might have discouraged the sorts of
quality and price controls that were characteristic of gilds.2s But the
Parisian women who embroidered jewels and rich threads onto
head-coverings did similarly artistic work, and they nevertheless
formed a gild. And other medieval crafts—such as that of the gold-
smiths (a craft dominated by men)—had significant artistic com-
ponents, and they too developed gild organizations. Dale also
suggests that silkworkers eschewed gilds because they enjoyed the
social and religious benefits of gild membership through their hus-
bands’ gilds. To be sure, most skilled townswomen were married
to gild members, but Dale’s rationale ignores not only the situation
of unmarried silkworkers?® but also the importance of the economic
functions of gilds to any skilled worker, regardless of sex or marital
status. Social and religious benefits aside, silkworkers had much to
gain from organizing their “mystery” into a gild.

Since Dale finished her study of London silkworkers, others
have sought to explain the failure of skilled women to organize into
gilds. Martha Howell has emphasized the importance of the pa-
triarchal household as the basic unit of production; because pro-
duction was located within the patriarchal structure of the household,
women could participate in skilled labor only within the limits
prescribed by male power. Creation of independent female gilds
would have threatened the authority of men as husbands, as gild
masters, and as civic governors. Natalie Zemon Davis has argued
that women were taught to have strong identities as members of
families but weak identities as workers; even the most skilled fe-
male workers were expected to have flexible careers that could
accommodate changes in marital status. Merry Wiesner has ob-
served that the very nature of gilds discouraged the participation
of women; by emphasizing skilled training and by restricting access
to only those privileged enough to receive that training, gilds in-
herently hurt women and other underprivileged groups. Grethe
Jacobsen has suggested that women might have actively resisted
gilds not only because gild organization and regulation acted to the
disadvantage of women (who often preferred to work on a casual
basis) but also because “a trade gild attracted men who would surely

28 Dale (n. 4 above), 335.

2 There were far more women than men in late medieval towns (sex ratios ranged
from 75 to 90 males per 100 females), and many women remained single or never
remarried after their husbands died; see Maryanne Kowaleski, “The History of
Urban Families in Medieval England,” Journal of Medieval History 14, no. 1 (1988):
47-63, esp. 54—-56; Power (n. 7 above), 53—55; Karl Biicher, Die Frauenfrage im
Mittelalter, 2d ed. (Tubingen: H. Laupp, 1910), 5-7.
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dominate it”” And Judith Brown has supported the idea of an an-
tagonistic relationship between women and gilds, observing that
there is “an inverse relation between the ability of guilds to regulate
economic activity and the extent of female participation in the labor
force.’s°

All of these observations have come, as did the observations of
Dale, from specific case studies—Howell on Cologne and Leiden,
Wiesner on south German cities, Davis on Lyons, Jacobsen on Dan-
ish towns, Brown on Florence. Comparative work on crafts, gilds,
and women is virtually nonexistent, and it is through such com-
parative work that we will eventually understand the unusual re-
lationship between women and gilds in medieval towns. The
examples of Rouen, Paris, and Cologne suggest that women’s gilds
were most likely to form in crafts that produced luxuries and export
goods. They also suggest that the high social status of female work-
ers in such crafts probably facilitated gild formation. But the London
silkworkers also produced luxury goods and came from prosperous
merchant families. Why were they different? Unlike silkworkers in
Cologne, the London silkworkers produced only for the (less prof-
itable) domestic market, and they also did not represent just one
segment of a family-based trade. Not all London silkwomen were
married, and even when they were, their work was not necessarily
linked to the trade of their husbands.3! In Cologne, the integration
of the silkworkers’ craft with the trade of their husbands was crucial
to the gild’s formation.32 The relative independence of the London:
silkworkers may thus have worked to inhibit gild formation. This
same independence did not hinder the formation of women’s gilds
in medieval Paris, but the thirteenth-century Parisian economy was
more oriented to the production of luxury goods than was the econ-
omy of London. The remarkable success of women in Parisian gilds
probably resulted in large part from governmental measures to reg-

% Howell (n. 7 above); see also her “Women, the Family Economy, and the
Structures of Market Production in Cities of Northern Europe during the Late Middle
Ages,” in Hanawalt, ed. (n. 3 above), 198—222; Natalie Zemon Davis, “Women in
the Crafts in Sixteenth-Century Lyons,” Feminist Studies 8, no. 1 (1982): 47-80;
Wiesner, Working Women in Renaissance Germany (n. 7 above), 3; Jacobsen (n. 7
above), 11; Brown (n. 3 above), 212. One major study of women’s work, Alice Clark’s
Working Life of Women in the Seventeenth Century, was published before Dale
studied the London silkworkers (1919; reprint, London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1982). Clark only briefly discussed skilled women’s crafts (195-96), emphasizing
her judgment that the family-based economy of medieval towns encouraged women’s
work. She did not deal specifically with the issue of gild organization in the Middle
Ages.

31 Lacey, “The Production of ‘Narrow Ware’ ” (n. 18 above), 193-94, 200—204.

2 Howell, Women, Production, and Patriarchy, esp. 130—33.
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ulate luxury crafts, crafts whose products were used by the realm’s
wealthiest and most powerful people. The craft gilds in Paris, more-
over, formed earlier than did those in London, and this might have
worked to women’s advantage. By the fifteenth century, many of
the women’s gilds in Paris had either disappeared or amalgamated
into larger gilds, and women, although still active workers in the
crafts, appear to have lost much of their political and judicial power
as jurés.®

Whatever the reasons why most skilled female workers did not
organize into gilds, the results were clearly devastating. Dale does
not carry her story of the London silkworkers into the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, but if she had, she would have shown the
consequences of the silkworkers’ lack of formal organization. Over
the course of these two centuries, men slowly took over control of
silkworking. This change reflects both changing economic condi-
tions and the vulnerability of the unorganized female silkworkers;
because the female silkworkers of London had not formed a gild
to protect their craft, they lost that control to men. When men took
over the craft, they formed a gild to protect their trade.?

3 The later history and ordinances of these gilds may be found in Lespinasse,
ed. (n. 20 above), 2:170-77; 3:1-4, 13-39, 296—300. By the late Middle Ages, the
ratio of female masters and journeywomen may also have changed. The relative
number of women working in late medieval Parisian crafts probably was the same,
but women may have been more likely to be employed as wage workers rather than
as masters. Indeed, further research on female-dominated gilds should address not
only the numbers of women in particular crafts but also their relative power and
place in the gild hierarchy (and how their position might have changed over time).
If the possibilities for advancement to a mastership became increasingly limited in
the late Middle Ages, the continued gild membership of wage-working women
actually may have aided their exploitation. Wensky, “Women’s Guilds in Cologne”
(n. 7 above), 649-50, e.g., notes how exploitation of the silkspinners by the silk-
makers became worse “as a result of the adoption of capitalist practices.”

3 By 1555, silkweaving had come under the control of the powerful Weaver’s
gild, which forbade anyone of the silkweaver’s craft from taking on women as ap-
prentices. Similar ordinances occurred in 1577, and in 1596 no woman was allowed
to work as a silkweaver unless she was the widow of a gild member. A 1595 complaint
of the Yeoman Weavers against immigrant weavers also singled out for criticism the
foreigners’ willingness to share the secrets of the trade with women (who then
married men and brought them into the trade, thus adding to the competition in the
trade); for all these ordinances, see Frances Consitt, The London Weavers’ Company
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), 1:229-30, 292, 312—14, 320. Separate male livery
companies were established for silkthrowers in 1630 and silkmen in 1631 (W. Carew
Hazlitt, The Livery Companies of the City of London [1892; reprint, New York:
Benjamin Blom, 1969], 138—39). Women were probably still employed in these
crafts, particularly in the handwork associated with silk adornments, but their work
was clearly much more controlled and their opportunities to run their own businesses
as silkmistresses were severely curtailed. See also Clark (n. 30 above), 138-43. A
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The silkworkers of London, then, serve as a somber reminder
of how some medieval notions of “community” worked to the dis-
advantage of women. Since most skilled work prone to gild orga-
nization was done by men, most gilds were male dominated, and
if women were tolerated within them, they were second-class mem-
bers. They enjoyed some of the religious, social, and charitable
benefits of gild membership, but they were firmly excluded not
only from its political perquisites but also from many of its more
important economic and social privileges. Although some women’s
crafts and trades had sufficiently high status or sufficiently skilled
workers to make gild organization possible, few gilds were actually
formed. In some towns, such as Rouen, Paris, and Cologne, such
women did form gilds, but even these were less autonomous than
the gilds of men. In most other towns, like London, such women
did not organize into gilds and were thus vulnerable to competition
and loss of trade.

Marian Dale’s study is important not only for what it exemplifies
about the working status of medieval townswomen but also for what
it illustrates about the history of women who have studied the lives
of medieval women. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, as the study of history was becoming less a pastime and
more a profession, a significant number of women not only gained
training and prestige as recognized medievalists but also undertook,
in some cases, to study the experiences of medieval women.> Mar-

crucial factor in these changes within the silk industry seems to have been a technical
shift to broadloom weaving of silk cloths; see Lacey, “The Production of ‘Narrow
Ware, ” 187; and Eric Kerridge, Textile Manufacturers in Early Modern England
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985), 127-32.

35 Perhaps the most outstanding example is Eileen Power, author of Medieval
English Nunneries, 1275—1535 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922), and
the posthumously published collection Medieval Women (n. 7 above). Others are E.
Dixon, author of “Craftswomen in the Livre des Métiers” (n. 20 above); Emily James
Putnam, author of The Lady: Studies of Certain Significant Phases of Her History
(London: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1910); Annie Abram, author of “Women Traders in
Medieval London” (n. 7 above); and Florence Griswold Buckstaff, who published
“Married Women’s Property in Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-Norman Law,” Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Sciences 4 (1893): 233—64. Alice Clark’s
book (n. 30 above) also includes considerable work on women in medieval trades
and industries. And a late representative of this early interest in women’s history is
Doris Mary Stenton, author of The Englishwoman in History (London: George Allen
& Unwin, 1957). Among those female medievalists of these generations who chose
not to study primarily women are Lucy Toulmin Smith, Mary Bateson, Alice Stopford
Green, Eleanor Carus-Wilson, Bertha Phillpotts, Sylvia Thrupp, Helen Cam, Bertha
Putnam, and Nellie Nielson. For information on the careers of some of these women,
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ian Dale, who in 1928 completed her M.A. thesis on women in the
fifteenth-century English textile trades, was part of this distin-
guished group.?® Since these women were themselves exercising
new options and roles for women, they sought positive images of
women in their research, emphasizing the strengths of medieval
women’s lives rather than the restrictions. Today’s generations of
feminist medievalists tend to view the same evidence in a different
light, seeing more constraints than independence.®”

Department of History
Fordham University (Kowaleski)

Department of History
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Bennett)

see Barbara A. Hanawalt, “Golden Ages for the History of Medieval English Women,”
6-12; and Susan Mosher Stuard, “A New Dimension? North American Scholars
Contribute Their Perspective,” 86-90, both in Women in Medieval History and
Historiography, ed. Susan Mosher Stuard (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1987). Bonnie G. Smith has undertaken a study of earlier generations of female
historians; for her preliminary observations, see “The Contributions of Women to
Modern Historiography in Great Britain, France, and the United States, 1750-1940,”
American Historical Review 89, no. 3 (1984): 709-32.

% Marian K. Dale, “Women in the Textile Industries and Trade of Fifteenth-
Century England” (M.A. thesis, University of London, 1928).

% Some contemporary medievalists do continue to extoll the work experiences
of medieval women, but more recent work has focused on the limitations and re-
strictions faced by these women. For a review of recent literature, see Judith M.
Bennett, “‘History That Stands Still’: Women’s Work in the European Past,” Feminist
Studies 14, no. 2 (Summer 1988): 269-83.
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