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th

-century France has often been described either as totally centralized, with an already strong State, or as lacking any kind of economic regulation after the abolition of guilds and quality norms during the Revolution. During the last 15 years, however, historians have demonstrated the influence and efficiency of various meso-level "institutions" (in the

Part I of the paper gives an introduction to the case study, describing each institution and the economic advantages that it provided to its members. Part II describes the data, the general pattern of private ties between institution members and the evolution of this network (its construction and then its fading after the 1840s). Part III discusses the centralization of this network around the "high bank" and its meaning in terms of individual careers. Part IV finally tries to explain the changing complementarity between private networks and meso-level institutions, taking into account institutional specialization, new elite strategies and the birth of a new kind of organization, the chambre syndicale.

I-Firms, institutions and general interest. Five Parisian meso-level economic institutions.

This paper is part of a broader study of meso-level economic institutions in the French 19 th century. By "meso-level", I mean institutions that were neither a real part of the administration nor spontaneous businessmen or employers unions (corps intermédiaires in French -see [START_REF] Chatriot | Les corps intermédiaires[END_REF]. They enjoyed an official status but their members were not civil servants. They were not paid for their part-time institutional activity and they went on with their profession or business. Especially in the case of businessmen, this leads to two connected questions: why did they accept such positions ii ? If it is, at least partly, because they thought that it would improve their business position, does it follow that these institutions were nothing more than the expression of private interests? This is a very important issue because such institutions participated in decisions on economic policies at a national level (they were asked for advice or they spontaneously advocated particular decisions) and/or in the creation and enforcement of local norms (specific for a town and/or a branch).

From the point of view of the relationships between networks and institutions, such a situation may lead to various patterns. Meso-level institutions could act independantly from any "private", more informal network (the republican ideal) or they could be the mere voice of such private networks (the conspiracy theory, that was often used to criticize such institutions). But we can also imagine more mixed or dynamic situations. Institutions may well have been the place where different "networks" met and looked for a balance between their interests (institutions would create a weak tie between clusters of strong ties). If some institutions proved more efficient than private ties for particular tasks, their success may have weakened the private network; but if they added nothing to what the network already provided, persons without efficient private ties only would have accepted membership -which might in turn change the institution's position, etc. The aim of my empirical study is to find which of such models gives the best description of what happened in 19 th -century Paris.

I must begin with a short presentation of the institutions studied, in order to show why being a member may have been useful for a firm or an individual entrepreneur. Five institutions iii were chosen because my study of the Chamber of Commerce showed that they shared many members and that they communicated in various ways (coordinated campaigns, mutual information, common committees…). Each institution included 10 to 60 members. Their work was collegial. The members were very reluctant to admit the idea of a balance of interests (such an idea was almost taboo in French political thought during the century after the Revolution, see [START_REF] Rosanvallon | Le modèle politique français. La société civile contre le jacobinisme de 1789 à nos jours[END_REF] and they generally refused to describe themselves as representatives of anything. It was only after 1867, when the employers unions (chambres syndicales, see below) had gained influence in Paris, that the commercial judges and the members of the Chamber of Commerce were explicitly chosen as representatives of a given trade [START_REF] Lemercier | Un si discret pouvoir. Aux origines de la Chambre de commerce de Paris[END_REF]. There were obviously forms of representation of interests (of various scales and sorts) and balance of interests before 1867, but they could only with great difficulties be mentioned as such. The idea of disinterestedness, of giving some time for public service, of working for the general interest of the economy, was omnipresent in contemporary descriptions of the five institutions. It placed their members in a double bind: they were elected or appointed as businessmen, because they were currently involved in business, which gave them specific skills and knowledge of other businessmen's reputation, wishes, problems, etc. But at the same time they were expected to use the language of general interest and not to speak as lobbyists for their particular firm or trade. "In the name of whom do the members speak/act?" is a key question to understand the new institutional system created after the Revolution and based on the abolition of specific guilds. Do members fight for general interest (variously defined), for their firm and/or family, for a branch opposed to another one (cotton vs. wool, cotton spinning vs. cotton weaving etc.), for a particular place, for the employers or for the bourgeoisie? This political problem is tied to the question of the relationships between private networks and institutions.

The Commercial Court (Tribunal de commerce)

It was created in the 16th century to judge commercial disputes (usually between merchants) and it was only slightly reformed during the Revolution iv . The Paris Court often influenced the evolution of national commercial law, not only through jurisprudence but also by advocating reforms and by being sought for advice. Commercial judges were active (or, for a small proportion of them, retired) merchants, bankers or industrialists. From 1790 to 1807 and from 1848 to 1851, they were elected by all persons paying a trade tax in Paris. In the other periods, they were elected by several hundreds of notables commerçants who were themselves chosen by the Préfet (who generally asked for, and followed, the advice of the Chamber of Commerce) with no formal criteria, but with the idea that they should have the best possible reputation: it was a kind of elite built by cooptation.

Corruption and favoritism were obvious risks in a court with merchant judges, but they were limited by internal rules and by the possibility to appeal judgements to a higher court including professional judges. Therefore, the advantage of being a judge was probably not that you could always take the best decision for you and your friendseven if it was possible in some cases. But you could probably learn a lot about what to do and not to do, about who was to be trusted and about the state of each economic branch by seeing thousands of cases and hundreds of bankruptcies each year. In addition, being chosen as a notable and then as a judge increased your reputation (such qualities were used in advertising), especially in middle-size business.

The Municipal Council

During the Revolution, a uniform system of local administration with elected councils was created. But Paris remained an exception v . The Parisian Council had less decision power than in other cities, because the Préfet's authority remained very strong. But the Council had at least some influence on economic issues such as the choice of location for new equipments (canals, warehouses…) or the organization of some trades (bakery, butchery...). Most of the time, municipal councilors were appointed by the government, the only exception being between 1834 and 1847, when they were elected by the wealthiest citizens. Of course not all councilors were businessmen, but some were. As an entrepreneur, becoming a councilor gave you access to speculative information (about future streets, train stations, canals...) and allowed you to get in touch with various parts of public administration. In addition, it could probably help to get procurement contracts, at a time when their rules were not too strict.

The General Board (conseil général, also called conseil de régence) of the Bank of France (GBBF) It was created in 1800, like the Bank itself. It included three censeurs and fifteen régents and, after 1806, a governor and two subgovernors vi . It defined the Bank's general policy (e.g. the level of interest rates or the creation of new types of banknotes) and it answered to the firms' particular credit requests. During the century, the Bank's field of action became more and more national (as opposed to Parisian), but the members of the GBBF had to live in Paris. The governor and subgovernor were appointed by the government, whereas the régents and censeurs were elected by the Bank's most important shareholders. The turnover was slower in the GBBF than in the other institutions considered here: changes only happened when a member died or resigned. In such cases, a candidate supported by the GBBF would often -but not always -be elected. Being a member of the GBBF allowed to directly influence the French financial policy, in general and vis-à-vis specific firms. It was probably the best place to get information about the liability of all major firms.

The Discount Council of the Bank of France (conseil d'escompte)

It was created in 1803. Its role was to decide whether the Bank would accept each commercial paper presented by a Parisian firm. The members of the Discount Council were therefore expected to have in-depth knowledge of the reputation of each firm. They were appointed by the GBBF. Whereas most GBBF members were bankers, the discount councilors were generally specialized merchants or industrialists (some trades being nearly always present, like wood trade or bookselling). The frontier between the two institutions, however, was not hermetic: no less than 25% of discount councilors became régents or censeurs of the GBBF. The members could get in-depth knowledge of the state of Parisian firms and they could influence the choice of firms which were given credit.

The Chamber of Commerce

The Paris Chamber of Commerce was created in 1803. There were Chambers of Commerce in the Ancien Régime, but not in Paris. They were abolished in 1791 along with the guilds. When they were re-established, their role was -in theory -only advisory. In fact, some of the Chambers regained their previous powers to administer local equipments and services and to define local norms. In Paris, the Chamber was above all an important source of advice and statistical information for the government as well as for local Préfets. Advice and statistics obviously could be biased in favor of one branch or firm, even if the Chamber generally adopted the language of general interest. Given that the authorities did not have many alternative sources of information, the Chamber influenced many decisions. In addition, from the 1840s onwards, the institution began to create or to administer equipments for merchants such as a library or warehouses. The first members were elected by a few businessmen who had themselves been chosen by the Préfet de la Seine. Their followers were chosen by means of pure cooptation up to 1832 vii . Then they were elected by 50 to 60 persons, including the outgoing Chamber but also the commercial judges and a few other voters chosen by the outgoing Chamber and the judges. In 1849, for one election of the whole Chamber, all persons having paid a trade tax for a few years could vote. After 1852, the Chamber was elected by the same notables commerçants who voted for the Commercial Court.

Being a member of the Chamber made you part of practically every decision-making process in economic policy (national as well as local), which means that you had access to lots of insider information, particularly about what the government was planning to do in the next months. In addition, you could try to lobby for your economic sector, but you had to do it indirectly: direct claims in favor of one given branch where not part of the institution's rhetoric. But if you were able to translate your firm's or sector's interest in terms of general interest of the French economy and to convince the other members, you would be able to get what you wanted.

For each of the meso-level institutions studied here, there are good reasons to think that being a member could be good for your business. But we have to consider that it was also time-consuming and that there were alternative means to get information, reputation or influence. Direct lobbying toward the administration and private ties (marriage etc.) with local or national authorities were one of these means. It is difficult to compare their efficiency to that of being present in the institutions. But it is also difficult to find a prominent business family, known for its private links with the State, that was totally absent from the institutions studied here. Apart from such relationships with the administration, the economic elite also benefitted from internal networks. Before the age of the modern communication means, correspondents in provincial or foreign cities (who were often part of the family) played a very important role in banking and commerce; before the expansion of joint stock companies, family firms were a majority in most industrial branches [START_REF] Hirsch | Les deux rêves du commerce. Entreprise et institution dans la région lilloise[END_REF]. What will be considered here is the interaction between such private networks and institutions: do the members of such networks use institutions as a complementary tool -for which networks and which institutions is this true?

II-Private ties among institution members: a general description

Network data

If we want to study the relationships between private networks and institutions, we have to define the private networks we are interested in, and it is not an easy task. In some well-documented individual cases, it may be possible to stress for example which uncle helped the person to become a member of an institution and why this membership was useful to the family firm viii . In another case, we may discover the economic and institutional utility of classmates or very remote kin. But such narratives convey two risks. First, if we do not have an a priori definition of a tie, we will probably always find network explanations of anything, since each pair of prominent entrepreneurs probably have some kind of tie, if we allow very weak and indirect ties. But then the question is: Why are some very weak ties efficient, while the great majority are not? The second problem is a problem of symmetry and of historical information. Is our well-documented case typical? Aren't we more reluctant to give a narrative about an entrepreneur without well-known private ties in the milieu? To give a general view of the networks between all members of meso-level institutions helps to consider the entrepreneurs with less links and those without memoirs and biographs. Since I wanted to reach such a general view, I had to define what I meant by "private tie" and to concentrate on the strongest ties in order to get reasonably complete information. I included first and second degree blood ties (father-son, cousins...), but also marriage ties between lineages and economic partnerships above a given duration and importance. Such borders are more intuitive, but I tried to concentrate on the strongest ties and to keep homogenous criteria. For example, in "marriage ties", I included not only the common case of father-in-law-son-in-law links but also everything that I considered to be recent and well-known alliances between two lineages. I will treat those different kinds of ties simultaneously, even if this choice is questionable. The underlying question is: do members of the same family share the same economic interests (since it is obvious for partners)?

ix The answer was not obvious for the actors themselves, as is shown by the discussion of a project forbidding the simultaneous election of close relatives or associates in Chambers of commerce (Chambre de Commerce de Paris, 1850). In the case of the commercial courts, a 1810 law (still enforced in the 1860s) enacted a compulsory king's authorization for relatives (by blood or marriage) at the first and second degree to be judges in the same court, even if the alliance followed the election x . My decision to include both kinds of strong ties is due to the important place of family firms in the 19 th -century; Jean-Pierre Hirsch has described partnership as a " complementary instrument of family strategies, used to settle those questions not already resolved by means of marriage; for it encompassed other sectors of the family domain and for different lengths of time " [START_REF] Hirsch | Les deux rêves du commerce. Entreprise et institution dans la région lilloise[END_REF]. This phenomenon is not specifically French: even in places where it was easier to create a bank under the form of a stock company, commercial banks appeared as "the financial arms of extended kinship networks" [START_REF] Lamoreaux | Banks, Kinship, and Economic Development: The New England Case[END_REF].

My dataset includes all the men who were members of at least one of the five institutions examined in this paper at least for a few months between 1800 and 1871. 1871 was chosen because of the change in the political regime and because the chambres syndicales (employers unions) took control of the elections to the Chamber and the Court from ca. 1867 on, which opened a new period. For the more dynamic part of the study, the 822 men in the dataset were classified in 4 groups ("periods" or "generations") according to the date of their first election or appointment in one of the institutions considered here: 1785-1803 (when most of the institutions were created or reformed) for 92 of them, 1804-1831 for 253, 1832-1848 for 275 and 1849-1871 for 294. 1831 and 1848 are years of political changes and reforms in the appointment procedures of some of the institutions (with an important turnover). Some of these men are already well-known thanks to historians who found and published invaluable information about their kinship and economic ties (in addition to those already cited, [START_REF] Gille | La banque et le crédit en France de 1815 à 1848[END_REF][START_REF] Bergeron | négociants et manufacturiers parisiens du Directoire à l'Empire[END_REF][START_REF] Chassagne | Le coton et ses patrons[END_REF] were among the most useful for me). A majority of my network data comes from these studies, although I found additional ties in archival records and I am still trying to improve my information. This means that this information is slightly asymmetric depending on periods and institutions. But the strucure that I found seems very robust to small changes in the data.

A general, static view: a very heterogenous network

If we only consider first-degree kinship ties (father-son, brothers), we can distinguish 33 family groups of 2 to 4 men including only 9% of the population. In the vast majority of cases, we know that these men were associates too, at least for a part of their life. Such strong ties (which in fact mix successions, indirect successions and simultaneous involvements in the same or in several institutions) seem to be very unusual among the members of meso-level institutions. The picture shows little change if we add more remote but still close kinship ties (grandfather-grandson, uncle-nephew, cousins). We then see 42 groups of 2 to 5 men, including 13% of the population. But a dramatic change appears if we include marriage ties as well as blood ties (graph 1)

xi . 38 components including 2 to 65 men -all together, 24% of the population -appear. As for partnership ties (graph 2), 15% of the men considered here have at least one such tie inside the population. The graph shows one very large component with 68 members and 23 other groups of 2 to 4 simultaneous or successive associates.

15% of the ties between relatives by marriage are at the same time association ties; 22% of the associations unite allied lineages. It is difficult to comment on the magnitude of these figures because of the lack of comparable studies, but we should bear in mind first, that the majority of the private ties between institutions members are "not so strong" and second, that we deal with two distinct kinds of ties in the majority of cases. Graphs 1 and 2 nevertheless show similar pictures, with one large and complex core "network" (or, more precisely speaking, "component"), many small groups and a majority of isolates. 24 men appear in the main component of the kinship network as well as in the main component of the partnership network. The two components are therefore not exactly the same. For example, Laffitte used association more than alliance, at least with people involved in economic institutions: he may have used alliance to create ties with other milieus. But we find the same kind of people, namely high bank families, at the core of each network, which gives an incentive to mix them and to describe the global network.

Here it is important to stop and wonder what such large groups (or "private networks") could mean for their members. Were they conscious of the existence of such structures? Did they share something (interests?) or did they exchange something (information?) preferentially inside such groups? The answer is not obvious, as the groups vary in density. It seems obvious that Latteux and Pénicaud did not consider each other as relatives and they probably did not even know that a path could be retraced between them. But qualitative evidence xii shows that sometimes, 4 or 5 degrees of separation seem a short path. And it is probably even more the case if a redundancy exists, creating "cliques" in terms of network analysis xiii , like in some parts of the largest component, for example around the Delessert or the Davillier families. In fact, in each network, the large component seems to be a mix of cliques (which often describe family firms) and bridges built by particular individuals, such as Jean-Baptiste Say. In this case, his economic activities were second to his intellectual work and did not last very long, but can we say that this bridge must be ignored? With many similar ones, it builds, in the whole network (graph 3), a quite dense component with few weak points (erasing one or a few people would not be sufficient to destroy it) xiv .

If we mix all kinds of ties, we find one large component with 132 individuals (16% of the population), 31 smaller components with 2 to 9 members and 586 complete isolates, who represent 70% of the population (graph 3). We must therefore bear in mind two facts. On the one hand, a large majority of the members of economic institutions are not even remotely linked to any of their "colleagues" -if we take kinship ties and strong economic ties into account. On the other hand, many of the small, densely tied family/firm groups are merged in one large component whose members are probably not aware of its general structure, but which also very probably constitutes a dense milieu where many things -information above all -are exchanged. This component is something specific: on the contrary, the majority of small family groups remain isolated. Here we have something to interpret that is neither a family nor a group of people only defined by objective attributes, but a set of -even remotely -interconnected persons. This component doesn't necessarily have a collective strategy, but it probably influences individual economic and institutional careers. The fact that many well-known "high bank" families are part of this component reminds us of the flexibility of partnerships in this economic sector (although ties like "being directors of the same stock company" are not included) and of the fact that high bank is connected to more specialized merchants or industrialists (coal and iron merchants, forge and mine owners, wool, wood or wine merchants…) as well as to economists. A networkoriented view of the "high bank" may help to a better understanding both of this particular sector and of the world of meso-level institutions. The history of the "high bank" itself, gaining influence after 1815 thanks to the government loans and confronting "new banks" after 1848, has therefore to be considered [START_REF] Plessis | Régents et gouverneurs de la Banque de France sous le Second Empire[END_REF][START_REF] Bergeron | Les Rothschild et les autres. La gloire des banquiers[END_REF][START_REF] Stoskopf | Les patrons du second Empire. 7, Banquiers et financiers parisiens[END_REF]. Is it correlated to the co-evolution of networks and institutions?

The construction and deconstruction of the network

There are several ways to create a more dynamic view of the "network of private ties in institutions" that we consider here. Graphs 4 to 7 use a partition of the population in four periods according to the first date of election or appointment to any institution (1785-1803, 1804-1831, 1832-1848, and 1849-1871). The first generation mostly shows small chains, but the 16-persons component already encompasses people who then became the skeleton of the large component of the whole network: the Perier and Delessert families were already linked by other bankers. But connections with the Ternaux-Moreau group (more specialized merchants and industrialists), the Davilliers and the group of intermarried régents around Delon remained to be created -or, if some of these connections already existed by the virtue of alliance or association, they passed through men without any institutional role at the very beginning of the century.

The second period may be viewed as a time of construction and stabilization of the new (or reformed) institutions: their roles were gradually defined and their existence and functions became common knowledge for the economic elite. The graph shows a dramatic increase in the number of members of the network's main component. In 1831, two thirds of the final large component already existed. Its form and subgroups were already stabilized, even if some connections were weak (with little redundancy). Some of the new members entered pre-existing cliques in the component (they appear as followers), while others, like Antoine Odier or Michel Frédéric Pillet-Will, created new links between subgroups and therefore shaped the new large component. Qualitative knowledge of the data shows that the component was at the same time built by these new men (maybe elected because they were common relatives or associates of several already present small groups) and by new ties (new partnerships and new marriages): the milieu defined by the large component was at the same time uniting and selfrecruiting for the institutional positions. This double evolution was very important for the institutional system: from the 253 "new men" of the second period, 23% (55 persons) fell into the large component.

On the contrary, the third and fourth periods not only added less people to the large component, but they did not modify its structure, the new men/ties very often being redundant to older ones. Only 6 to 8% of the new men fell in the large component and they only increased its density instead of reshaping it. It is also noticeable that the smaller components exhibit few new family or firm groups. Moving to statistical accounts of the same reality confirms the existence of a dramatic change at the beginning of the 1830's and of an even stronger tendency to isolation after 1848. Table 1 shows the decrease of private ties among newcomers: it affects every kind of tie as well as the network degree. Complete isolates replace members of the component. This phenomenon points at an evolution of the whole business relational system as well as of the role and identity of each economic institution.

To get a better idea of differences between institutions, we can use a few snapshots (only including members in charge in a given year). As table 2 sums it up, the density of ties inside the institutional world shows a decrease, but with important differences among institutions. The Chamber of Commerce falls from a very high integration of its members in the institutional world to figures around average, whereas the GBBF experiences an increase in ties that goes contrary to the general tendency, but that stops abruptly in the last period. Comparing the 1820s and the 1860s is particularly interesting. The 1823 graph (graph 8) includes, with 15 men, a significant part of the large component xv . Together they hold 8 of the 18 elected positions in the GBBF and 6 of the 15 positions in the Chamber of Commerce, so that they are not far from forming a majority -not to mention 3 of the 12 positions in the Discount Council, 3 of 24 in the Municipal Council and 1 of 25 in the Commercial Court. This group, in which bankers are an overwhelming majority, seems to have an eye everywhere and a significant influence on two major institutions. But is it a group? The pivotal place of Roux and Laffitte in it is unquestionable. The 1820s is the time of the "canals fever" and other speculations of the same sort, involving what is often called "saint-simonian banking" and implying changing configurations of partnerships. Therefore, even if they may compete sometimes, it may well be thought that these men share some common interests and work together to promote them, particularly in the Chamber of Commerce, which is often asked for advice on questions related to canals. In 1863 (graph 9), the situation looks very different xvi . The components are smaller and less dense and the only institution including more than two tied members is the General Board of the Bank of France.

Finally, table 3 gives a more precise account of the weight of each type of "networkprofile" in each institution. It is built in terms of member-years in each period, allowing to include all members at the time and not only the newcomers and to take durations of stay into account. It confirms that even if "isolated" men practically always formed a majority in the Commercial Court and in the Municipal Council -probably above all because these institutions found their members in more various social circles -, there was, even there, a clear tendency towards less network integration. It also underlines the importance of the 1832 change in the Chamber of Commerce and in the Discount Council, whereas the decline of networks in the GBBF occurs later and with less magnitude xvii . Has the GBBF become the only useful meso-level institution for the promotion of the interests of high bank families? Or is it the only institution where they still have an easy access, which would mean that networks are no longer important factors to be elected elsewhere?

III-High bank, private networks and institutional careers

The existence of ties in the institutional world suggests two interpretations. First, the men who are chosen to become new members (or a part of them, as a majority are isolates) are somehow tied to previous members of the institution where they enter or of other institutions. It means that (strong) ties sometimes help to get a position: the market for institutional positions may be compared to the market for jobs, and we may study the role of social capital in such careers. But we also have to consider the fact that the person accepts to be chosen and to spend some time in the institution. We may wonder if people choose their relatives or associates only because they know their qualities, or to help them in an individual career, or also because they want to exercise some kind of collective influence on the institutions (a deliberate network strategy). And if private networks have such strategies, they are only efficient if more powerful strategies do not oppose them. We must consider both points of view if we want to understand the evolution of the whole system.

A network centered on the high bank

May we define the large component of the global network as "the high bank"? Even if some high bank families are to be found in smaller components (like the Foulds), it is noticeable that no high bank family of the first generation (as defined by [START_REF] Bergeron | Les Rothschild et les autres. La gloire des banquiers[END_REF] is either totally absent from the institutions or isolated from the point of view of private links between institutions members. Only for the members of the Chamber of Commerce and the councils of the Bank of France do I have homogenous data about their business activity. I classified them as "bankers" if they were at least one time defined as bankers in contemporary records xviii , "merchants" if they were at least one time defined as "négociants", a word associated with the idea of a non-specialized, large scale trade, and "specialists" if they were always defined by a specialty (e.g. wine or iron), either as merchants or as industrialists. The members of the Chamber of Commerce have a mean degree of 2.7 in my dataset xix , but the bankers among them have a mean degree of 5.6, compared to 1.3 for merchants and 1.6 for specialists. Three quarters of the bankers belong to the large component, compared to less than one third of the others. And only 12% of the bankers are isolates, compared to half of the others. These differences hold for each of the periods. In the GBBF too, three quarters of the bankers (but also two thirds of the merchants) belong to the large component, compared to one quarter of the others. In the Discount Council, the tendancy is the same, although it includes less bankers and less members of the large component.

On the other hand, the largest component is not only "the high bank". From the 69 members of the Chamber of Commerce who are part of it, only half called themselves bankers, at least sometimes (and not all of them were part of the high bank families as defined by [START_REF] Bergeron | Les Rothschild et les autres. La gloire des banquiers[END_REF]. The same is true for the 63 members of the GBBF in the component (often the same persons, in fact). But the bankers are the core of the component, according to any measure of "centrality". For example, we may wonder how many of the component members each man can "reach" by a path of length two (with one or two ties between them). The mean figure for the Chamber members is 15, but it is 22 for the bankers and 12 for the others. With the maximum reachability at level two (20 to 45 reachable persons), we find bankers, but also Vital Roux, Jean-Baptiste Say and Jean-Baptiste Chaptal. They are merchants or industrialists and not bankers, but above all they play a very important role in the birth of business schools and in saintsimonian networks. The group that seems to weigh most on economic institutions is united by these persons and not only around prominent high bank families.

We have to understand both the weight of this group, with its internal strong and weaker ties, in the institutions, and the limits of this weight, since the large component is always a minority and seems to gradually disappear after 1832. Many of the members of a private network built around the "high bank" chose to invest time in meso-level institutions -and succeeded in being chosen as members -at a given time, but then, either they were less interested in institutions or they were less successful in their careers.

Private networks and institutional careers

The concept of an institutional career seems useful to understand their behaviour. There is a correlation between being a member or the large component and holding multiple institutional positions. 35% of the men with at least two positions are part of the largest component (and 55% of those with at least three positions) whereas only 43% (resp. 22%) are isolates. Here we must probably consider at the same time the economic rewards of institutional participation, but also more individual and abstract rewards, in terms of prestige and access to other types of positions. Historians of the 19 th century elite have shown the importance of philanthropic activies or of collecting pictures, for example, for bankers or industrialists (among others, [START_REF] Bergeron | Les Rothschild et les autres. La gloire des banquiers[END_REF].

Being involved in meso-level economic institutions seems to be partly related to the same taste for fonctions gratuites, non-utilitarian activities; at the same time, it provides economic advantages. Finally, some less prestigious positions may be understood as a first step in a career.

The members of the largest component seem to have had the best institutional career opportunities. They spent an average 13.2 years as members of at least one of the institutions considered in this paper xx , compared to 11.8 years for members of smaller components and 6.5 years for isolates. That's why the large component, with only 16% of the population, provides 30% of the years spent by members in the institutions, while the 70% of isolates only account for 52% of years spent. The fact of having at least one tie in the world of institutions therefore seems useful. Having a large degree, in networks terms, also has a specific effect: the men with one or two ties spend an average 11 years in the institutions, compared to 12.6 for those with three or four ties and 15.6 for the 54 men with five to fifteen ties. The degree seems here more significant than the fact of belonging to the large component.

If we look at careers in each institution separately, the figures are less clear. The main effect of private ties seems to be an easier transition from one institution to another, more than re-election in the same institution. Each one shows a specific pattern. In the Commercial Court, the lowest average durations are found among members of the large component (3.5 years, compared to a general mean of 4 years) and among men with at least 5 ties (3.2 years). And they do not have more chances than the others to become president of the Commercial Court. On the other hand, in the GBBF, the average duration of stay is 8.5 years for isolates, 11.8 years for members of small groups, 18 years for members of the large component and 20.9 years for people with at least 5 ties inside the large component. It seems partly due to an entry at a lower age (especially after 1832 and even more after 1848). In the Chamber of Commerce, in each period, we also find a lower age of election (two or three years under average) for members of the large component, but they don't stay longer in the Chamber. Reelection seems to be more correlated with real involvement in the institutions' activity xxi .

This points in the direction of a hierarchy of institutions, at least from the point of view of members of the large component. If you have many ties, you will invest less time and involvement in institutions like the Commercial Court (the role of judge is very time-consuming, not very prestigious and a majority of cases deal with small, local trade), but you somehow need to begin with this kind of position, even if your network also helps you to enter places like the GBBF at a lower age. It seems (from career paths and qualitative evidence) that the Commercial Court was considered by members of prominent families as a compulsory first step, sometimes described as a stage [traineeship], to improve their skills and to gain reputation. The Chamber of Commerce was somewhere in the middle of the hierarchy, between more local and more political institutions xxii . It was probably a first step for some members and an achievement in itself for others.

Giving such details is useful to show that the effect of networks is by no means uniform. It dispels the too simple idea that "capital goes to capital", that any kind of resource may be transformed to any other kind and that every individual's aim is to hold every possible position. Each group probably has a specific institutional strategy and the evolution of the institutions' roles and appointment procedures may induce changes in priorities. It is only thanks to a comprehensive study of the system of institutions, including economic, social and political perspectives and taking into account the scales of individual, group and institution that we may be able to interpret such results.

Having many private ties in the world of economic institutions may have provided a more various institutional career to an individual and sometimes allowed him to start it at an earlier age. Family reputation or support from inside the institution (in a context of cooptation) appear as substitutes for personal experience in business, skill in writing, etc. The lack of any official certification of economic skills or knowledge (there were few business schools and law faculties practically didn't teach commercial law or economics before the 1870s, see Le [START_REF] Lucette | L'enseignement de l'économie politique, 1815-1950[END_REF]) strengthened this effect of reputation conveyed by private networks. But it does not imply that families pursued collective strategies aiming at controlling or influencing institutions or at least at being present inside them (in order to be informed of what was happening and able to promote the family's or firm's interests). Looking for direct successions in each institution may help to investigate this other question. We have seen that the only institutions with a significant weight of private networks were the Chamber of Commerce, the GBBF and maybe the Discount Council. But in fact they experienced, strictly speaking, few direct successions.

The Chamber of Commerce experienced an important turnover because of rules limiting re-election. Such rules offer many opportunities to observe successions, but among ca. 320 elections to the Chamber, 20 at most (6%) may be considered as direct successions between relatives or associates. There was almost no succession after 1820. They were more common in the GBBF. With the same criterion, ca. 20% of elections to this institution may be considered as direct successions, and they are more evenly distributed along time. In the case of the Discount Council, direct successions seem to account for less than 10% of appointments. The General Board was also the only place where such questions were openly spoken of in written records, with candidates speeches to the shareholders calling back to the former position of a father, brother-in-law, etc. [START_REF] Plessis | Régents et gouverneurs de la Banque de France sous le Second Empire[END_REF]. Election by shareholders seems to have resulted in more cases of direct succession than can be found in direct cooptation (as in the Chamber of Commerce). Such a paradox can be explained. In the case of pure cooptation (or appointment), the person(s) who decide generally have access to information on the specific skills and individual opinions of the candidates. On the other hand, the shareholders were not always personally acquainted with the men they had to choose, may have had a more limited understanding of the nature of the GBBF's task and consequently tended to trust in a family or firm name. Direct succession seems to be less the result of deliberate favoritism or personal acquaintance than of a lack of information leading to rely more heavily on symbolic assets. The kind of network built around the high bank (dense, but relying on "not so strong ties") could perfectly fit such needs of reputational information.

IV-The co-evolution of networks and institutions

Anyway, even in the GBBF, 80% of elections cannot be defined as direct successions between two strongly tied persons. Even when mixing several kinds of private ties and various configurations of succession or simultaneous involvement in institutions, 70% of the members of meso-level institutions appear as isolates. And even among people with at least three different institutional positions, there are still more than 20% of isolates. Some members were the only representatives of their family and firm in the world of institutions. It may have three different meanings. First, the size of the densely knit high-bank milieu may not have been sufficient to provide members to all the institutions studied. This simple explanation is questionable at least in the case of the GBBF and the Chamber of Commerce, and it doesn't account for the evolution of the place of networks. Second, there may have been good reasons to include "people without networks" in the institutions; third, a choice may have been possible, for members of the large component, between transferring their networks in the institutions (by cooptating relatives or associates) and separating networks from institutions.

Using such hypotheses, we can try to understand the evolution that we saw in our data, involving a general decline of private ties among newcomers in meso-level institutions (and between them and their predecessors) and the fading of the large component. What is difficult is to understand both the structure of opportunities (which institutions did exist, what they were able to provide to firms in terms of information or influence on economic policy, what was required to become a member in terms of skills or available time…) and individual or collective aims (for example, did the bankers want to make more profit or to retire and live like gentlemen?). It is difficult, but it helps to escape lazy explanations like "modernization implies less weight for private ties, especially kinship ties". Finding a less dense and structured network in the last period does not mean that "networks do not matter anymore", nor does the structure in the first years deserve to be called "archaic". There are still families, firms (even family firms) and groups trying to control institutions in the end of the 19 th century. But career paths, functional links and hierarchy between institutions have changed.

To illustrate some aspects of the evolution leading to the image of "less networks", I will concentrate on three important factors: the specialization of institutions; the concentration of the large component's strategies on the Bank of France; the growing place of careers based on alternative resources, namely expertise and representative character. Then I will suggest a possible interpretation of the general evolution in terms of quest for information.

Effects of the division of institutional labor

The idea of a growing specialization among meso-level economic institutions, starting at the beginning of the 1830s and accelerating after 1852, is supported by qualitative and quantitative examination of what the institutions did as well as by data on individual career paths. Each institution gained new, more routine-like attributions and had to meet more frequently; the number of members often increased, but not in sufficient proportion. For example, from the 1850s onwards, the Chamber of Commerce had to discuss every change in railway rates and many technical questions about weights and measures, which left few time to the discussion of general economic issues. The increase in the number of cases submitted to the Commercial Court led the judges to separate in more or less specialized "chambers" and to spend more time in the court. Each position became more time-consuming and required more specialized skills; it also implied more internal division of labour, which left less space for "generalists". At the same time, bank itself was becoming a more specialised activity (more distinct from international trade or insurance for example), so that bankers were perhaps less praised as "experts in everything". The notion of "expert" of each trade was indeed more and more used.

In addition, new meso-level institutions were created or reinforced to deal with new problems, such as disputes between employers and workers or patent questions. Multiple involvements in many institutions seem to have become at the same time less common and more diverse. There was no longer a typical career path or a simple set of institutions, articulated around the Chamber of Commerce and the Bank of France, that could be "the place to be" for a densely connected economic elite. In my dataset, the men who entered the system after 1848 were much more likely to be elected to only one of the five institutions than before (table 4)

xxiii . An increasing division of labor, both between institutions and inside each institution, meant the end of the previous complex institutional careers that members of the high bank network praised so much. Now they had to choose where to invest, and they had less arguments in terms of general competence to keep control on all institutions.

Several hints point at the idea that after 1832 and even more after 1848, they concentrated on the GBBF or left meso-level institutions in general, sometimes to enter the political system more directly (the better chances that they had to become deputies or even ministers should not be overlooked). My micro study of the Chamber of Commerce showed that, although some members of prominent high-bank or tied families kept the influential and visible positions of president or secretary of the Chamber of Commerce during many years after 1832 and even after 1852, they may be seen as exceptions. When they opposed their colleagues on policy matters (for example when François Delessert advocated the law again child labor in the name of philanthropy or when Horace Say pointed at the importance of teaching political economy to merchants, two positions typical for the high bank culture of the 1800s-1830s), there were sharp debates and they only convinced a minority.

The few indicators that we have about the real involvement of members in institutional all-day work point to the same direction, showing a concentration of the large component on the GBBF. Although only half of the régents and censeurs (in the 1850s and 1860s) whom Alain [START_REF] Plessis | Régents et gouverneurs de la Banque de France sous le Second Empire[END_REF] studied were members of the large component, they represented, according to his criteria, more than three quarters of the influential speakers on general matters, probably weighing disproportionately on the Bank's policy and leaving technical, routine discussions to their colleagues. In the Chamber of Commerce, my study of the relationships between network position and involvement in all-day work points to the same direction. Among the first members of the Chamber who entered it in 1803, those who became the founders of the large component were much more active than their colleagues in subcommittees or in terms of number of meetings attended each year. Despite of their multiple economic and institutional involvements, they found time to really participate in the Chamber's advisory activity; on the contrary, their followers were less active after 1832 xxiv .

During the first decades of the century, the meso-level institutions' attributions were not very clearly defined, because a new institutional system had to be created after the abolition of old regulations during the Revolution. But this experimental period, when many individuals, families and firms did not know exactly what to expect from membership in each institution, had an end. In fact, the evolution was rather incremental, even if turning points around 1832 and around 1848-1852 may be found. But around 1870, a new system based on increased institutional specialization was born that did not leave place anymore to an interaction between private networks (especially around the high bank) and institutional networks created by complex careers.

The birth of chambres syndicales: a new form of organization

If we finally concentrate on more strictly economic phenomena, how is it possible to understand the same evolution? "Networks" may be seen as informal institutions allowing to lower transaction costs and/or information asymmetries. It must be added that they are often very useful if you want to confiscate information. Here it may be argued that in a context of economic uncertainty (especially during the Empire wars, when trade prohibitions very often changed) as well as "institutional uncertainty" (uncertainty on where it was important to be present), building a network based on private ties between family firms and on multiple institutional involvements was very efficient for the high bank and the merchants and industrialists around it. Being present in meso-level institutions, even without controlling their decisions, may have been crucial to get insider information.

In addition to information coming from the government (when it asked for advice on its projects, thereby revealing them) or from economic actors in general (who, when they asked the Discount Council for credit or when they brought their cases to the Commercial Court, provided information on the state of their business), meso-level institutions could provide information coming from the other members themselves. This may have been a reason to maintain a certain amount of diversity among members, although cooptation would have authorized one or two family firms to control the institutions. Including people with whom you were more remotely related (whose merit you knew, but with whom you did not necessarily share all interests) could allow you to create a kind of club in order to exchange certain kinds of information: the kind that you did not want to keep only for your firm, but that you did not want to become public either. Keeping a small place for isolates who had proved their merit (for example in the Commercial Court) and who could give information on specialized trades could even make sense. This interpretation is probably accurate for the Chamber of Commerce in 1804-1832, when evidence shows, for example, that many informal discussions about topical economic issues, rumors etc. took place in the end of the meetings. But this closed system did not last very long, because of changes in insiders' strategies of as well as because of outsider protests. An important factor was probably the differentiation between banking, industry and long-distance trade, particularly with the increasing autonomy of "exporters" in the 1840s: they created specific clubs to exchange information on new markets (like China) xxv . At the same time, the idea of a spontaneous organization of trades was no longer associated with archaic and inefficient Ancien Régime traditions, but was openly discussed among economists, bankers etc. as well as in socialist or Christian circles [START_REF] Lemercier | Un si discret pouvoir. Aux origines de la Chambre de commerce de Paris[END_REF], Kaplan and Minard, 2004[START_REF] Rosanvallon | Le modèle politique français. La société civile contre le jacobinisme de 1789 à nos jours[END_REF]. Even in the Chamber of Commerce, from 1849 on, the word "representativité" (representative character) became openly used and lists of candidates mentioned trade specialties. Industrial exhibitions seem also to have played a key role in creating ties between middle-size merchants and industrialists and making them think about new, unofficial organizations. The main union of unions (Union nationale du commerce et de l'industrie, UNCI), uniting dozens of chambres syndicales (form flowermaking to gas lighting) was created in 1859 as a result of these experiments. Along with other, isolated chambres syndicales, it managed to control access to the Chamber of Commerce and the Commercial Court xxvi from ca. 1867 on.

The choice of members had now to be based first on a balance of trade interests and only secondarily on personal merit.

One of the main aims of the new chambres syndicales was to deal with information problems: for example, they asked their members to report on the credit situation of their clients, and this information was only given to other members. UNCI, thanks to its size, could provide many similar services: information from foreign correspondents, legal information and help (about insurance, patent litigation, etc.) and a laboratory for chemical analysis. Chambres syndicales were generally based on cooptation, so that they somehow kept information private, but they were more open than networks only based on families or firms; in the UNCI, there were even information exchanges and common services between various trades. It had took some time to find an institutional form that was neither too small (like the Cercles in the 1840s with their high annual dues) nor too large (you didn't want to pay for something that everyone would have) and that was tolerated by the authorities, before trade unions were officially authorized. But it was finally created.

At the same time, private information enterprises such as financial journals and services enterprises such as patent offices also multiplied from the 1830s-1840s onwards, and the State tried to create statistical information on the economy in general. It may be argued that this diversification of information sources, along with the fact that being a member of a meso-level institution more and more implied to concentrate on technical matters and less and less to enjoy discussion with other members of the elite, reduced the "club function" of these institutions. It raises the question of the nature of the new sources and ways of information exchange for high bank families: maybe the answer is to be sought in the new kind of selective network built by interlocking directorates of stock companies from the 1860s onwards. As for the new men from chambres syndicales, they made a different use of meso-level institutions, either as forums to promote sector-based interests or as tools to create public services useful for small and medium business.

Even if more private, strong ties probably kept important roles in some sectors of the economy, the system of meso-level institutions was less and less embedded in them; it relied on more impersonal notions such as représentativité and on more formal private organizations such as chambres syndicales. Inside the chambres syndicales, family or partnership ties may well have played an important role (for cooptation of new members, choice of the president, etc.), but this role was now concentrated at the level of the most basic organization. Meso-level institutions were part of a division of labour where what mattered was the knowledge of a particular economic sector: they were no longer another place to meet each other and the good place to meet some outsiders for high bank families. It does not mean that institutions became more "objective" or "efficient": they became the place for a balance of particular interests and they still could provide insider information and opportunities to their individual members. But the boundaries between institutions and private networks were different.

Conclusion

Studying the evolution of a private network between institution members helps to understand the available choices and the strategies chosen in order to answer general problems of transaction costs reduction and information asymmetries in a changing economic and institutional context. I stressed the diversity of possible articulations between investment in private ties and in formal institutions -with the unofficial chambres syndicales as a mixed solution. The actors may have chosen only one of these strategies or tried to combine them.

The purpose of this paper is partly methodological. Facing the growing use of the word "network" by historians, it may be useful to differentiate between sorts of networks and to investigate their origins and consequences. Assessing what formal analysis allows us to understand -and what it cannot do -was another aim xxvii . Quantitative results and graphic illustrations appear useful to retrace a global structure and to give some evidence on the weight of a specific network on a specific behavior. But, like every kind of formalization, this method is very sensitive to choices in data coding; more generally, it is only useful if the researcher has a substantive knowledge of the field. Changing scales is one interesting thing that may be done with network analysis: it is useful to confront the points of view of the whole structure, of small groups and of individuals. It requires qualitative information on each scale.

In addition to methodological lessons, this attempt at a systematic treatment of the "networks question" gives original results not only about meso-level economic institutions and institutional careers, but also about business itself. Even in the already well-studied field of the high bank, it helps us to understand the limits of this milieu and the chronology of its changing institutional strategies. More generally, the network study falsifies simple assumptions like "social capital allows election or appointment to any position", allowing a more precise test of various hypothesis. Such a study raises questions of comparative nature. It would be very useful to conduct similar research particularly in smaller French cities. It has often been argued that the larger the city, the more anonymous the personal relationships: does this hold for business elites? On the other hand, information problems were probably very specific in Paris, which may have been the source of specific institutional strategies and may explain why a union of chambres syndicales appeared very early in the capital. More generally, my results, for example on the proportion of successions or on the effects of networks on election age, may serve as references for other studies that would address the question of notables in political or scientific institutions as well as in the world of business in 19th century France. An enormous work has been done in collecting biographies of elite members, but it is often difficult to extract general results from such data. Here I suggest possible ways to treat them in order to answer to precise historical questions. This table takes into account the duration of stay of each member in each institution. For example, if one person is in the large component and spends 10 years in the Chamber of commerce and 20 years in the GBBF between 1800 and 1831, he will give 10 and 20 memberyears to the component; if one isolate spends only 2 years in the Commercial Court, he will give 2 member-years to the isolates. 

  

  

Table 1

 1 The decrease in the number of ties

	Date of first membership	Average degree		
	in any institution	in the whole network	
	1785-1803		3.8	
	1804-1831		3.6	
	1832-1848		3.1	
	1849-1871		2.9	
	Degree = the number of different persons to whom the person is tied.	
	Date of first membership	Percentage with at least one	
	in any institution	strong family tie		
	1785-1803		17.4%	
	1804-1831		15.0%	
	1832-1848		14.8%	
	1849-1871		8.2%	
	Strong family tie = father-son, brother, grandfather-grandson, uncle-nephew, cousins.	
	Date of first membership	Percentage with at least one	
	in any institution	marriage tie		
	1785-1803		23.9%	
	1804-1831		13.8%	
	1832-1848		7.7%	
	1849-1871		7.8%	
	Date of first membership	Percentage with at least one	
	in any institution	association tie		
	1785-1803		32.6%	
	1804-1831		20.2%	
	1832-1848		10.9%	
	1849-1871		7.1%	
	Date of first membership	% isolated	% in small	% in the large
	in any institution	(in the whole	components (in the	component (in the
		network)	whole network)	whole network)
	1785-1803	48%	15%	37%
	1804-1831	63%	14%	23%
	1832-1848	77%	13%	10%
	1849-1871	83%	10%	7%

Table 2

 2 Percentage of the members of each institution in a given year who are tied to at least one member of any institution in the same year

	1803	1823	1843	1863

Table 3

 3 Percentage of the member-years of each institution due to members of the large component and to isolates

	1800-	1800-	1832-	1849-
	1871	1831	1848	1871

Table 4

 4 Percentage of the members of each institution who have also been members of a least one other institution who have been members of several institutions appear in more than one line. On the contrary, in the whole population, they only count for one. That's why the figures for each institution and for the whole population may not seem consistent at first glance.Key to the labels used in the network graphs

	Date of first membership	1785-	1804-	1832-	1849-
	in any institution	1803	1831	1848	1871
	Chamber of Commerce	92%	87%	97%	61%
	Discount Council	72%	67%	47%	89%
	Commercial Court	61%	39%	33%	18%
	General Board of the Bank of France	53%	68%	53%	26%
	Municipal Council	32%	34%	31%	12%
	Whole population	34%	28%	25%	12%

People