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Class History: Officials of the Venetian State, 1380-1420
By Monique O’Connell

Prosopography, the study of a class or group of people through collective biography, has its roots in genealogy, something that flowered in the Middle Ages and persists to the modern era.
  In his 1971 article on the method and practice of prosopography, Lawrence Stone drew a distinction between those who used collective biographies to answer larger historical questions and antiquarians, those who simply collected biographical information for its own sake.  Stone stated unequivocally that “In terms of psychological motivation, these obsessive collectors of biographical information belong to the same category of anal-erotic males as the collectors of butterflies, postage stamps, or cigarette cards.” Stone went on to explain the phenomenon as a “byproduct of the Protestant Ethic.”
   Stone himself is one of the most famous practitioners of prosopography; in The Crisis of the Aristocracy, 1558-1641, he relied on carefully reconstructed collective biographies of the English elite to argue that the overall prestige and wealth of the aristocracy suffered during Elizabeth I’s reign.
  Using collective biography to draw general conclusions about the elites of a particular society is not, of course, a practice limited to historians of early modern England.  Over the course of the past century, historians of medieval Florence, papal Rome, Mamluk Egypt, the Ottoman empire, and the Roman republic have all used close prosopographical analysis to demonstrate relationships between elites and society, to reconstruct career paths and patronage networks, and to recognize patterns in family life, social mobility, and trading patterns.
  The appeal of this method is particularly strong for historians focusing on periods where there is a lack of source material, and Anglo-Saxon England, the Byzantine Empire, and the later Roman empire are all the subject of massive ongoing  prosopographical projects.
  There is now a journal, Medieval Prosopography, entirely devoted to research using collective biographies, as well as regular international colloquia and conferences on the subject.

Over the last thirty years, the practice of researching and analyzing collective biographies has been transformed by the widespread use of computer technology.  Whereas many early studies focused on better-documented elites, the computer’s entrance into the archive made possible large-scale investigations into the lives of the middle and lower strata of society as well.  The Florentine archives, for instance, hold a vast number of records for the medieval and early modern periods, and there the combination of collective biography with computerization has proved fruitful.  The most obvious example is David Herlihy and Christiane Klapisch-Zuber’s monumental study Les Toscans et leur familles, based on their coding of economic and demographic data from the  Florentine Catasto.
  The book proved to be extremely influential, challenging or amending many long-held beliefs about Florentine history.  Anthony Molho directed a team that applied similar coding techniques to the archive of the Monte delle Dote of Florence, and Herlihy, Molho, and R. Burr Litchfield collaborated on the electronic edition of the Florentine Tratte, a database of officeholders in the Tre Maggiori and Florentine guilds from 1282 to 1532.
  Both the Catasto and the Tratte are available on-line at Brown University, and thus continue to provide a significant resource for scholars.  The studies that have emerged from these projects all used the data to draw conclusions about family structure and relationships, as well as the way these family relationships affected the functioning of the Renaissance city-state.
  In the words of John Najemy, this “conceptual and thematic expansion of the field, or arena, of politics to include an array of social forms that not long ago would have been relegated to the history of private life…is certainly one of the most significant advances of Renaissance historical studies in recent decades.”
  This breakdown of the strict boundaries between public and private, which has been championed most influentially by Giorgio Chittolini, has led to a wide redefinition of the structures and practices of power in the Renaissance state.

In Venetian history the practice of prosopography has been conditioned by the clear delineation of the Venetian patriciate.  Unlike in Florence, Rome, or Milan, a noble man’s identity was defined through his father’s and grandfather’s membership in Venice’s Maggior Consiglio, not through the perhaps more ambiguous factors of wealth or social status.   Stanley Chojnacki’s pathbreaking 1974 study “In Search of the Venetian Patriciate” defined for the first time precisely which families were a part of this closed oligarchy, systematically identifying Venetian noble houses extant and participating in politics from the period of the Serrata (1297) through the fifteenth century.
  Chojnacki’s work has been followed by a number of others focusing on the patriciate— Rösch looking at pre-Serrata Venice and Hunecke and Cowan turning to the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries.
  And as scholars increasingly turn their attention beyond the Venetian patriciate, collective biographies offer possibilities for the cittadini and popolo classes as well.
  All these studies point toward more fluidity in class membership and social structure than the traditional picture of Venice shows.   

In Florence, where the ruling elite was institutionally more open, scholars such as Herlihy, Dale Kent, and Roslyn Pesman Cooper have turned to office holding and election registers to define more precisely the composition of Florence’s ruling class over time.
  The same sources exist in the Venetian archives, but until recently Venetianists have not benefited from searchable electronic editions as their Florentine colleagues have.  As Claudia Salmini’s article here details, the Patriziato Veneziano (SAV) was plagued by difficulties of maintenance and access for many years. Giuseppe Del Torre, who used the SAV database for the later period, 1506-1540, discovered that less than a fourth of the rectors sent to the Terraferma ever returned to hold another office there.
  Other projects have used prosopography to reconstruct particular career paths, find the composition of certain offices in the Venetian state, and identify the shapers of policy.  Andrea Zannini has examined the general structure of office holding and identified a number of important trends among office-holding patricians, notably the rising numbers of both offices and patricians in office through the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.
   Alan Stahl and Alfredo Viggiano have both analyzed particular offices in detail, Stahl examining the directors of the Venetian mint and Viggiano reconstructing the careers of those who served as Avogadori di Commun in the fifteenth century.
  Paul Grendler reconstructed several hundred political careers from the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, using these biographies to demonstrate that the most important offices of the republic, as well as the commission assisting the Inquisition, were dominated by a restricted oligarchy of powerful politicians.
   Dieter Girgensohn also relied on collective political biographies to identify and trace the influence of the most  important shapers of Venetian papal policy in the fifteenth century.
  

This direction of research has provided a much clearer and more particular image of the way politics worked and power functioned in the Venetian Republic, and the Rulers of Venice Databank will allow scholars to continue these types of investigations and enrich the image of Venetian politics provided by diarists such as Girolamo Priuli or Marino Sanudo.   Several influential studies have relied primarily on diaries and legislation, sources that are likely to privilege the unusual or are aimed to correct irregularities.  Finlay’s Politics in Renaissance Venice used Sanudo’s diaries to give a vivid picture of the inner workings of Venetian councils and the practices that underpinned Venetian ideologies. 
   There is, however, no Sanudo for the fourteenth or earlier fifteenth century, and the election registers provide an invaluable resource for scholars of these periods to dig beyond the facade of Venetian politics. In fact, the great benefit of the election records as a source are their normative nature—they allow us to understand what happened on a day-to-day basis over a long period, providing a counterweight and an important corrective to the picture of Venetian politics provided by legislation and narrative sources.  Donald Queller, for instance, argued that the Venetian patriciate tried to avoid holding office, basing his analysis on the legislation written to address those who avoided offices.
  Mozzato has now used his analysis of the Voci registers to question the idea of how widespread was this “civic irresponsibility” of the Venetian nobility, demonstrating that many fewer nobles renounced or avoided offices than the legislative record would make it seem. This type of analysis leads to a much richer and more nuanced portrait of how politics and power actually worked in the Venetian Republic.  

As Mozzato highlights in his article, however, the election registers do not provide a complete picture of office holding in late medieval Venice.  The records for the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries contain a number of gaps, from 1354 to1362, 1368 to1382, and 1388 to1437.  As Mozzato points out, these gaps coincide with crucial periods in the history of the Venetian state, which makes it particularly frustrating not to have information on office holding during these periods. 

1.  Filling in the Gaps

There are other sources apart from the Segretario alle Voci that one can use to fill in these gaps, at least partially. The first is the records of the Venetian Senate, which contain both elections to positions that are not included in the Voci registers, such as ambassadors, and references to officials elected to positions that brought business before the Senate, such as governors and captains of the Venetian overseas territories.  The Senate was also responsible for directly electing a number of positions without reference to the Maggior Consiglio, including a number of advisory councils and ad hoc committees, the Savi or Sapientes, as well as a Zonta, or special addition to the Senate.
  There was a great deal of fluidity among these special committees and advisory positions in the fourteenth century, leading Robert Finlay to describe the quattrocento Senate as “an elaborate group of Zonte meeting with the Forty and designated magistrates.”
  In the early fourteenth century, the Senate elected committees of savi to oversee a certain embassy, to resolve complicated judicial or foreign policy matters, and to read and report on letters and communications from outside Venice.  From the mid trecento the Senate regularly elected Savi over Istria, Treviso, and the Savi agli Ordini, (see figure 4.1) and later in the century added the Savi di Consiglio.  The Senate began to elect Zonte, or groups of twenty additional members not subject to contumacia limits, in the 1360s. (See figure 4.2)
   The Senate itself nominated the members to a Zonta, and the list was then approved by the Maggior Consiglio.
  However, neither the Zonte nor the majority of the Savi elections appear in the Voci records, perhaps because they were committees internal to the Senate.   Therefore, these committees supplement the picture of office holding provided by the Voci as well as partially filling in the gap in the Voci registers.  

Another type of data embedded in the Senate records was not intended to record an election, but it nonetheless indicates who held which office and when.  For instance, when the Senate sent a set of orders to a territorial official, or when an official wrote to the Senate, his name would frequently appear in the partes.  This information often replicates data recorded in the Voci records.  For instance, on 12 December 1386, Lorenzo Gradenigo was elected podestà of Capodistria, an election that was recorded in the Voci records. Gradenigo also appears as a former podestà of Capodistria in the Senate records on April 29, 1388. Thus, when Voci registers do not exist, these in-context mentions can be used to reconstruct partial information on office holding.  For instance, although there is no list of elections covering the 1390s, Stephano Pisani appears in the Senate records as the podestà of Oderzo in February of 1395.   

There are certainly significant complications in including this information in a database.  Many of the ad hoc committees in the Senate do not have standardized office names, making it difficult to integrate these sources with the Voci registers, where the names of the offices are much more regular.  Secondly, in the case of the names mentioned in context, the date of the record does not correspond to the date of election, as is the case in most of the voci registers. An in-context mention in a Senate record cannot even be taken as confirmation that an individual was serving at that particular moment; many cases indicate that someone had previously held an office (olim) or that someone had been elected but had not yet entered into office (itur).  Yet other entries have no temporal clues as to when the individual held the office in question.  Therefore, the Senate records in the database are slightly different from those taken from the Voci registers. First and foremost, unlike the Voci database, the Senate data included here do not comprise a diplomatic edition.  The records bear much more similarity to the records of the Florentine Tratte where certain information has been extracted and coded.
  Despite the flaws in these data, they offer both a confirmation and a supplement to the Voci data on office holding.  

A second source for data on office holding outside the Voci registers are the lists the Venetians themselves made of office holders.  As Dorit Raines has demonstrated, the Venetian patriciate had a vested interest in recording who held which office, both from a practical perspective and as a way of commemorating family involvement in Venetian politics.
  Many of the extant “pocket guides” Raines references date from the sixteenth century on, but there are lists that include earlier periods.  One of the most significant such resources is the anonymous manuscript ‘Reggimenti’ dalla republica Veneta, which gives simplified lists of officeholders for the Terraferma and maritime state, including only the year and the name of the officeholder.
  Chronicles also provide a great deal of information on office holders as well as other important positions in Venetian politics such as ducal electors. Both manuscript and chronicle sources, like the Senate records, lack a great deal of precision: date of election, patronymic, parish, and other types of detailed information appear irregularly if at all.  Nevertheless, in the absence of the Segretario delle Voci registers for the later fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries, the manuscript lists provide a reasonable starting point to fill in the gaps.  The information in these manuscripts can also be checked against other primary documents, such as court cases, letters to the Senate or the Council of Ten, and in-context mentions of officials in the Maggior Consligio and the Senate.  The final source for filling in the gaps in the Voci record are published lists of office holders compiled by scholars in the course of their research on particular locales or subjects.  


From a methodological point of view, the decision to add data from published sources, manuscripts, and chronicles, the Senate and the Council of Ten, presents both advantages and disadvantages.  The incorporation of multiple sources into the Data Bank offers the opportunity of cross-checking data and identifying or clarifying confusions present in the original.  On the other hand, moving beyond the discrete and finite election registers raises the question of limits—the possibilities for finding mentions of office holding patricians in the vast collections of the Archivio di Stato are almost infinite.  Furthermore, the great variety in the form of this information makes it very difficult to incorporate into a database and maintain both the integrity of the source and clarity for the user.  For instance, many of the authors and editors of published lists of officials normalized the names into their own language, turning the Latin Alvisius into Luigi or Louis, making computerized searches difficult.  
2. Uffici de Extra 1380-1430


Despite the significant technological and methodological difficulties involved, our inclusion of data from extra-Voci sources has made it possible to reconstruct, at least partially, the missing election registers.  Although any conclusions using these data must be seen as provisory as the project is ongoing, it is possible to make some tentative observations about office holding in the period 1380 to1420.  These forty years present a particularly interesting moment both for the Venetian Republic and for its officials; during this time Venice extended its rule to Corfu and the mainland city of Butrinto in 1386; Argos, Nauplia, and Andros in 1388; Tinos, Mykonos and Negroponte in 1390; Durazzo in 1392; Alessio in 1393; Scutari and Drivasto in 1396; Spalato in 1401; Lepanto and Patras in 1407, Zara, Aussero, Arbe, Cherso, and Nona in 1409; Sebenico in 1412; Zonchio in 1417; and Traù, Curzola, Brazza, Lesina, Pago, and Cattaro in 1420. Venice also ruled Athens for a brief period, from 1394 to1402, and Thessalonica equally briefly, from 1423 to 1430.  Venice extended its mainland dominions equally dramatically during the same period: Vicenza, Feltre, and Belluno in 1404; Rovigo, Verona, and Padua in 1405; Udine in 1420, Brescia in 1426, and Bergamo in 1428.  It was also during the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries that Venice’s territorial state changed from a disparate conglomeration of territories acquired for primarily commercial reasons to a more centralized and regularized group of territories that had a political as well as an economic importance—in short, when Venice became an empire.  Having an empire required an imperial administration, which is where broader questions about the politics and practices of Venetian empire intersects with the picture of administration and office holding one can get from the election registers and other sources.
  

The massive expansion in Venetian territory meant a corresponding expansion in the number of administrators needed to rule those territories.  Zannini has found in the first four decades of the fifteenth century, during this expansion of the Venetian state, the number of government offices grew by 30 percent.
  More precisely, from 1380 to1430, Venice went from having to fill between seventy and eighty offices in the maritime state and fourteen in the mainland state, to more than one hundred in the maritime state and sixty on the Terraferma, doubling the number of people needed to serve in its overseas administration. Interestingly, there is actually a contraction in the number of external offices after 1353, following the loss of Dalmatia to the Hungarians.  From 1367 to1400 the number of maritime offices remains relatively stable (between 71 and 77) and the number of mainland offices fluctuates between sixteen and three.  So there is not actually an overwhelming demand for officials until after 1400, when the number of offices available in the maritime state rises to more than one hundred and the Terraferma offices increase from sixteen to sixty-one. (See Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1:  Uffici De Extra
	Date
	Da Mar
	Da terra
	Total

	1349–1353
	104
	12
	116

	1362–1367
	75
	14
	89

	1383–87
	77
	3
	80

	1400 
	71
	16
	87

	1437
	109
	61
	170

	1493
	138
	113
	251


Sources:  Figures for 1349–87 are based on SegV register  1-3, 1400-1493 are taken from Zannini, “L’impiego publico,” 438, 459-63.

In part, this increased number of offices available was matched by a growing number of Venetian patricians who wanted to hold office.  Frederic Lane has pointed to this connection between the subjection of territory and the rise in available offices, and  Finlay has argued that more patricians were seated in the Maggior Consiglio in part because there were more offices available.
  Cozzi has suggested  that the number of offices in fact  failed to keep pace with the number of people who wanted them, leading to corruption and broglio—campaigning for office.
  Queller has argued that Venice’s patrician government was in large part designed to offer what he calls “welfare jobs” for nobles, particularly in the administration of territory outside the city.
  However, the evidence for these arguments is overwhelmingly drawn from the later part of the fifteenth century—from diarists and chroniclers such as Marin Sanuto, Girolamo Priuli, and Domenico Morosini.  

Election registers provide another approach, and a statistical analysis of the numbers of offices available and the numbers of eligible office seekers offers a second perspective on the relationship between noble office seekers and the territorial administration.   Generally speaking, the overall trend was one of increase, both in the number of offices and in the number of patricians seeking them.  When one looks at the numbers more precisely, however, it seems that the number of offices jumped quite abruptly in the late fourteenth and particularly in the early fifteenth century, whereas the number of patricians eligible for and interested in holding office grew more gradually.    Using the number of Venetian patricians who voted in the elections of Procurator of San Marco, one of the most important elections in the Maggior Consligio, Maria Teresa Todesco has estimated that from 1385 to1425, there were between 550 and 650 nobles in the council.
   A steady growth in the number of nobles in the Maggior Consligio begins circa 1430, roughly a generation after the expansion in the available number of offices. The prologue to a 1442 Maggior Consligio decision setting aside offices for needy patricians does note that the number of patricians continues to grow, but it is important to stipulate that neither this reference nor Todesco’s figures necessarily describes a demographic increase in the patriciate as a whole, but an increase in the number of patricians attending the Maggior Consligio and participating in politics.
  Secondly, virtually all Venice’s new territories were acquired before 1420—before the rise in the number of patricians eligible for office.  It therefore seems unlikely that Venice’s fifteenth century expansion can be attributed to a mob of office seekers demanding posts; much more likely is Finlay’s suggestion that as the number of offices available increased, the number of patricians seeking office also increased, although the jump in offices available was fairly abrupt and the rise in patricians seeking office much more gradual.  

Territorial office holding was not only a question of numbers.  Overseeing the installation of a Venetian administration in a new city was an incredibly sensitive task—the Venetian governor had to set up a Venetian judicial system and military institutions while at the same time placating possible resentful local nobility and adjusting to a new law code and local customs.
  The Venetian army or the Venetian fleet was of course there to deal with any serious resistance, but a misstep by a Venetian rector could undermine the long-term stability of the regime.  A number of cities and territories entered the Venetian dominions not through conquest but by negotiation, and it was convenient for both Venice and the subject territory to maintain at least the idea of a voluntary submission.
 An overly authoritative or demanding governor could hinder the establishment of this delicate balance.  In short, setting up all these new Venetian regimes was not a task the Republic could entrust to any Venetian patrician off the back benches of the Maggior Consligio. Particularly in the first few years of Venetian rule, it was absolutely essential that the Venetian officials in charge be experienced in the problems of governing outsideVenice. 


The question then becomes how the Venetian republic found the right men to fill this newly expanded number of posts in the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries.   Typically, in the fourteenth century Venice chose prominent and experienced men to fill the most important posts in its maritime colonies.  Were they able to continue matching experienced men with the most important posts?   The first fact to emerge from an analysis of these officials is that despite the growing number of offices to fill, the overwhelming majority of the men who were chosen as the first Venetian rulers to subject cities were experienced legislators, diplomats, and judges.  In the early period (1380–1400) there were few changes in the way Venice filled the top offices of its new regimens with experienced men, and the typical pattern of an official who served in the maritime state in this period was to go abroad, serve, and come back and sit in a council or a judgeship, as it had been in the fourteenth century.  Simone Darmer, who served as Bailo of Corfu in 1392, is a good example of this pattern.
  After returning from his embassy to Constantinople in 1382, he served as a Savio del Consilio and a savio over Mestre; in 1386 he left Venice again for the governorship of the maritime city of Canea, followed that with a term of service in the Istrian city of Capodistria, and then returned to Venice and took a seat on the commission charged with revising the statutes of Capodistria, as well as the committee that oversaw monasteries. In 1392 he went to Corfu, and on his return he served again as a Savio del Consilio. Darmer’s service fit into the more general pattern of alternating service outside Venice with terms on the city’s councils and magistracies.  


Already in the early period there is a trend that becomes much more pronounced as Venice continues to expand after 1400—the same men were involved in establishing Venetian rule in a number of locations.  Michael Contarini, for instance, served as a provveditore in 1386 on Corfu, immediately after its takeover, as provveditore in Argos in 1390, and as provveditore in 1392 in Durazzo, again at the moment of its entry into the Venetian empire. 
   Another of the provveditori in Corfu, Saracino Dandolo, had previously been part of the group that tried to recover the Venetian fortress on Tenedos.  In 1387 Dandolo served as Bailo in Negroponte, where Venice was in the process of formalizing its rule over the island, and then after serving as Captain of the Gulf in 1392 he followed Contarini as provveditore of Argos in 1394.
  The same thing happened on among the regimes of the Venetian Terraferma.  Fantino Dandolo served  as podestà in Padua in 1412, went as podestà to Verona the following year, and returned to Padova in 1418.
  After Venice conquered Brescia in 1426, Dandolo was appointed podestà there in 1427. Vitale Miani returned to Padua as captain three times, in 1413, 1422, and 1432, serving as podestà in Udine in 1426 as well as Negroponte in 1416.
  Giacomo Surian served as captain in Vicenza in 1404 and as podestà in Verona in 1405.
  Rosso Marino moved from the podestaria of Verona in 1406 to the same position in Padova in 1407.
  All these men clearly had the skills necessary to set up a new regime, and as they moved from city to city in the Terraferma or in the maritime state, they created networks of connection and drew on increasing reservoirs of experience. 


In the third and fourth decades of Venetian expansion, when there was an increasing number of newly established regimes to be staffed, a small number of specialists continued to set up the regimes, but because of the sudden demand for experienced men in this area the ideal of serving abroad and then returning to the city broke down.  Instead, a small core of officials rotated through the external offices, creating a cadre of elite specialists in regime stabilization. Iacopo Gradenigo, for instance, passed the majority of his life outside Venice.  He served as podestà in Perugia and in Padua twice, as provveditore oversaw the takeover of Scutari and Drivasto in 1398, and also served as rector in Canea and podestà in Ravenna.
   Egidio Morosini headed regimes in Corfu in 1403, Verona in 1407, Padua in 1409, Verona again in 1410, Zara in 1412, Padua again in 1414, and Crete in 1417, where he died in office.
  Another such specialist was Marino Caravello, who served as castellano di Coron and Modon in 1396; bailo of Corfu in 1399; Captain of the Gulf in 1402; Podestà of Capodistria in 1403; Captain of the Gulf a second time in 1405, when he led the capture of Dulcinigo, Antivari, and Budua; podestà of Padua in 1406, and captain of Padua in 1409.
  These men spent the early decades of the fifteenth century rotating from place to place in the Terraferma and maritime states, serving as Venetian representatives at crucial moments in the establishment of new regimes.   Men like Morosini, Caravello, or Zaccaria Trevisan, who served in Padua in 1405, Verona in 1408, Zara in 1410, Padua again in 1412, and then as an inspector in the maritime state in 1422, formed the most obvious part of this cadre of specialists in establishing regimes, but they were certainly unusual in the number of offices they held.
   Men who held three or four offices would be more typical, like Marino Loredan, who served in Vicenza in 1412, Treviso in 1413 and again in 1419, and Vicenza again in 1421; or Pietro Arimondo, who served in Durazzo in 1407, Zara in 1409, and Crete in 1414.
  


This pattern of repeat office holding, while small from a statistical point of view, loomed large in contemporary Venetian consciousness.  There were periodic complaints in the Maggior Consiglio against the monopolization of high office by the few, indicating a growing tension over the distribution of offices outside Venice.  In 1395, the Maggior Consiglio considered subject communities’ rights of appeal to Venetian magistracies and ordered that rectors remain out of office for as long as they had been in it; otherwise, the council reasoned, appellants might fear that the rector whose decision was under appeal could return.
  In 1408 the Maggior Consiglio ruled that officials had to wait a year before being reelected to another post, and in August 1410 the ducal counsillors introduced a motion to the Maggior Consiglio restricting repeat office holding, saying that it was only just that offices should be shared equally between eligible nobles.
  The council imposed a four year moratorium on office holding for those who had served as count or captain of Padua, Verona, or Zara, a prohibition that was at times ignored as the careers of Fantino Dandolo and Egidio Morosini demonstrate.  During this period of territorial expansion, there was clearly tension between the principle of sharing offices equally among all patricians and the practicality of putting the most experienced men in positions of power.  It seems that for the most powerful offices of the territorial and maritime states, practicality trumped principle, because the same men continued to be elected repeatedly to territorial governorships and the Maggior Consiglio heard further complaints in 1428, 1432, 1443, and 1450.
  

Looking beyond the specific moment of territorial acquision, the evidence suggests a larger pattern of specialization within the Venetian patriciate. Ideally, holding political office was an unspecialized or unskilled job, something Venetian patricians did out of a sense of duty or collective responsibility.  There were no formal qualifications or training in order to hold office, and Zannini has observed that loyalty to the Venetian state sometimes counted more than individual ability, particularly because short terms in office limited the amount of damage any one office holder could do.
    The existence of specialists in regime stabilization suggests that while the lack of specialization might have been the case for many lower-level offices, the higher offices of the territorial empire in Venice were treated differently.  These were jobs that took a particular type of experience, and the electoral system functioned to put experienced men in positions where they were needed.  This pattern, in turn, speaks to a larger conclusion about the nature of power in the Venetian Republic—part of its famed strength lay in its flexibility.  As the Voci records and the associated Databank continues to reveal a normative picture of Venetian politics, the way this flexibility operated within an institutional framework will become clearer, and we can hope, this new evidence will continue to invigorate the larger debate on Venetian politics and the way power worked in the Renaissance.    
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