COMMON SECURITY FORUM

Population Growth and State Policy in

Central Europe Before Industrialization

Sheilagh Ogilvie

June 1995

CENTRE FOR HISTORY AND ECONOMICS




This paper was presented at the conference on Population and Security, held at the Centre for
History and Economics, King’s College, Cambridge on 17-19 February 1995. The programme
on population, consumption and security at the Centre for History and Economics and the
Harvard Center for Population and Development Studics is supported by the Pew Glohal

Stewardship Initiative,



Population Growth and State Policy in Central Europe Before
Industrialization

L Introduction

This paper seeks to answer the following question: Does the history of presenl-day
developed socicties sugpest that it is desirable or [easible W institute state policies to
restrict rapid population growth - particularly high fertlicy by poor people - in less-
developed economies? Comparisons between the development process of Europe in the
past and that of poor countries in many parts of the world today are dangerous for a
number of reasons, among which T will only mention the enormous dillerences in social
mstututions, the wehnological environment, and international rade and politics. However,
the historiecal record is sometumes invoked 0 argee that population erowth should be
viewed as gencrally - perhaps invariably - consututing the [undumental source of
economic insecurily and socio-political conflict in human sociedes.!  This paper explores
the economic and demographic development of Central Europe [rom the seventzenth o the
nincteenth century, in order 10 find out how much weight should be placed on such
arguments from history.

With the enormous growth of the state from about 1550 onward, governments in
Central Europe began to adopt policies directed at controlling the growth of population in
the name of public secunity. These policies touched upon all aspects of demographic
behaviour, bul by far the most severe and thoroughly implemeanted were those direcled al
controlling fertility. This paper examines the nature of statc demographic policies, how
they vared across Central Europe. how much success they enjoved, and whether there is
evidence that state control of demographic behaviour did increase collective security.

Cenural Europe is a4 good context in which to examine these questions for scveral

reasons. First, to a greater extent than any other part of Europe, Central European states



early developed the administrative structures - including, crucially. the paid, local-level
burcaucracics - which enabled them w adopt a highly interventonist stance toward many
aspects of everyday life. In this they were more similar to modern states than was pre-
industrial England. where until the nincteenth century the state relied largely on unpaid
amalteurs - villuge constables and local Justices of the Peace - and was therclore unable w
exercise control over local behaviour without the cooperation of local elites. Particularly
in the ficld of population policy, Central European states have long heen recognized as
having developed political regulation of marital and sexual behaviour o a level quite
unknown in England, and far beyond the other continental countries. This was
acknowledged in 1868 by Karl Braun, a leading German economist, in an essay directed
against the so-called pofinsche Ehekonsens (politcal consent o marmage) which, although
it was reaching a peak in the 1860s, had prevailed in most Central European states for
Centunes;

Readers ... in Germany, Austria and Switzerland will understand me when [

speak of forced celibacy [or the propertiless. By contrast, this will be hard for

those in France, Ttaly, Belgium, England, etc. The latter do not know the

institution of which I wish to speak. and T am convinced that it would have

been much betier i we in Germany had never made its acquaintance either”
Thus Central Europe provides a completad test-case - a5 perhaps no other pre-industrial
socicty does - [or examining the aims, implementation and effectiveness of state policies
to control human reproduction in the name of public security.

A sccond reason Central Europe provides a good context for addressing these
questions is that Central European economies grew relatively slowly throughout the early
modern period, and industiialized very lale by European sandards. While industrial ‘take-
off’" occurred in Britain berween 1760 and 1780, and in Belgium, Switzerland, and France
over the next few decades; in Germany it did not take place until 1835-50, in Bohemia

around the same time, and in Austria not until much later in the nineteenth century.”
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Although some German regions, especially the Rhingland and Saxony. expericnced a
phase of ‘pre-industnalizanon” from about 1780 onward, with scattered establishment of
mechanized factones, industnalization proper did not hegin even here until abour 1815,
Many other areas, especially in the east and the south, failed to industrialize until the late
nincteenth eentury or even later.” Thus the population growth which took place in
Central Burope in the sixteenth centwry. and resumed after 1650, co-existed with relatively

low levels of material well-being and sluggish growth rates. In this, as well, carly modem
Centrtl Europe was more similar to many modem less developed countries than were, for
example. early modem England or the Low Countries, where from the sixteenth contury
onward cconomic growth was much faster,”

A third factor that mukes Central Europe a good context for examining staie
population policies 15 the extraordinanly late survival there of social insututions other than
the state which regulated sovial, economic and demographic behaviour: wvillage
communities, seigneurial systems with powerful landlords, privileged wwn corporations,
urban and rural guilds, and guild-like merchant companies. While most of these
institutions began to break down in England and the Low Countries in the sixteenth
century {(or even earhier), and some began to weaken in France and Switzerland in the late
seventeenth century, in most territories of Cenral Europe they only began to be challenged
in the late gighteenth century. and many retained at least some of their powers long into
the nineteenth century, giving 4 special characeer 10 Central European industrialization ®
In this way, o, Central Europe was perhaps more similar 10 modern less developed
countrigs, where population growth and economic change are occurring in a framework
sull partially shaped by traditional institutions.  For all these reasons, pre-industrial Central
Europe may provide a fruitful context for considering present-day demographic policics.

This paper begins, in Section I1, with a brief survey of the relevant characteristics



of Central European societies between circa 1504 and circa 1870, Section I examines
the regulation of demographic behaviour in these societies: first, the controls exercised by
institutions other than the state (landlords, villages, towns, guilds); then the proliferation of
government policies after cirea 1550; and finally the variations in the intensity of
demographic regulation across dilferent Central European territories. Sections IV and V
analyse available empirical findings to provide answers W two guestions: Did state
policics suceessfully influence demographic behaviour? And did political control of

fertility in Central Europe before industrialization indeed increase collective security?

11, What was carly modern Central Burope like?

Central Europe, for the purposes of this paper, encompasses not just present-day
Germany, bul the entire area covered by the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nalion
up o 1804, Politically, economically and socially, this arca was enormously fragmented
and vancpgated. Before the nineteenth century, what we now call Germany did not exist:
inslead, it was a conglomeration of some 384 separatz sovereign jurisdictions - indeed,
almaost 2500, when the sovereign estatcs of Free Imperial Knights are also taken into
account. This conglomeration included 85 dominions of Free and lmperial Cides; 136
ecclesiastical territones, belonging largely to bishops and relizious houses; and 173 secular
territorics ruled by princely dynasties, some small and relatively enclosed, but many larger
and interspersed with the territories of others, and some (such as Brandenburg-Prussia)
scattered across Europe from Poland (o the Netherlands, Almost the only thing they had
in common was that they spoke the same language, and were loosely organized, along
with what are now Austna, the Cizech Republic, and parts of western France, northern
Italy, northern Slavenia and Croatia, and southern Poland. into a constitutional entity

called the Holy Roman Empire of the German Naton.” Tt is this geographical area that I



will be discussing in this paper.

The constitution of the Empire meant that until 1804 everyone living in the various
states of Central Europe was in theory subject 1o the Habshurg Emperors in Vienna and
could appeal against their own princes to the hnpenal courts, diets and circles. However,
in most everyday mallers, the individual states of the Empire were independent sovereign
countrics, It was not unul 1814-5 that the plethora of Central European principalitics was
reduced 1ooa mere 39 (incloding Avstria), not until 1834 that they even fommed a customs
union, and not unul 1871 that all (except the Austman lands) were unified into a single
state, the German Empire, headed by the King of Prussia.

Pohtical ragmentation and the two-level strucnire of impenal and termitonal
gavernment created on the one hand considerable social and economic diversity, but on
the other a number of shared pressures and experences which gave rise o common
features in all Central European societies, Diversity arose hecause economy and society
were segmented, over very small geographical arcas, by trade and immigration barrers,
and by differences in economic policies, currency, weights and measures, ransporation
infrastructure, the level and distnhution of texanion, warfare, diplomatic alliances, religion,
cducation, and law, Above all, cach state in Ceniral Europe possessed a different legacy
of social insttutions, and thus a different framework for economic activity.

However, there were also common pressures ¢realed in all Central European
societies by the two-level structure of imperial and territorial state, the competition
between them, their participation in networks of outside alliances and conflicts over
spheres of influence, and their geographical location in the centre of Europe. In
combination. these helped to generate a situation of almost continual warfare in most areas
of Central Eurape from 1618 until 1814, This warfare induced - or compelled - both the

Imperial and the territonial states enormously 1o expand the size of their anmies and



bureaucracies, the level of wxation, and the inteasity of social and economic regulation ®
To achieve this, they were foreed o obtain the support of traditional social groups and
mnstitutions: noble landlords, privileged cives and towns, village communities, guilds and
merchant companies, Almost all the Central European states did so by issuing and
ciforcing corporale privileges for these instutunons and social groups, privileges which
ultimately came to cover almost every scctor of economic and social activity - including
the privilepe of marryving and sewing up a family of one’s own. Only within the
[ramework of corporate privileges were individuals permitted W make economic and
demographic deeisions.” Historical demographers of Central Europe, whatever their other
disagreements, invariably stress that ‘in the corporative societies of the early modern
period, marriage was a privilege and by no means & right' *°

Thus early modern Central Europe was characterized by enormous economic, social
und insttutional variation over very small geographical distances, but also an overarching
commaon paticrn of cconcmic backwardness, powerful corporate institutions, and strongly
interventionist states. It is within this context that there arose, from the early seventeenth
century on, the most draconian system of demographic regulation ever observed in human

societies before the present dav.”

1. How was demogsraphic behaviour resulated in Ceniral Euranean societizs?

German historical demographers dale the inensification of demographic regulation
i Central Europe 10 the sixteenth century, with the emergence and rapid growth of the
modern state,” By about 1550, not only were Central European states extending their
regulatory activily into many new areas of human life, but they were taking over the
regulatory apparatus and responsibilities of the increasingly ‘nationalized’ post-

Reformation churches.” They were also offering - in exchange for local conperation



with state policies - a new degree of enforcement and codification to the demographic
regulation which had traditionally been exercised by landlords and peasanl communilies in
the countryside, and urban corporations, craft guilds and merchant companies in the

towns. "

A, Dermoeraphic regulation by traditonal instibutions

Feudal landlords m Central Europe had long enjoyed a vanety ol instilulional
powers over peasants, including over their marriage, settlement and geographical mobility.
This was the case in all European societes durng the medieval period. By about 1500,
however, landlords in Central Evrope west of the river Elbe - where a manonal system
called Grundherrschaft dominated - largelv ceased o operate their own demesne cstales
hy using labour dues (rom serfs, and instead leased land out 1o independent peasants who
paid rents in cash or kind. Some western landlords still retained considerable control over
peasanl marriage and settlement, but others lost it entirely. East of the river Elbe, where a
manorial system called Gursherrschaft dominated, landlords retained large demesne
estales, oxtorted labour dues, and exercised wide insdrutional powers over (heir peasants.
Indeed, after about 1600, in a process sometimes called the ‘second serfdom’, they greatly
exlended their institutional powers over the rural population, with the support of the state.
Here, peasants’ marriage. settlement and mobility were wholly dependent on permission
[rom the feudal landlord, who himself constitued the state on the local level.

Differences in instinurional powers meant that castemn and westermn Central
European landlords enjoyed quite different measure of control aver demographic
bechaviour. At the same time, differences in righes over peasant labour gave them quile
different incentives as lar as peasant demography was concerned. Landlords in eastern

Central Europe, 50 as o increase labour services, dues paid on marriage and inhentance,



and the probability that holdings would be fammed by vounz and vigorous serfs, tended to
restnet emigration from the feudal domain, permit immigration, and encourage serfs to
marry early and have large families.”” Landlords in western Central Europe, by contrast,
sought to maximize rent revenues, and thus tended to restrict marriage except for owners
of full peasant holdings, prevent sub-division of farms, prohibit the settlement of land-poor
and landless people who could not pay rents, control immigration, and sometimes even
expel paupers.'® 1L musl be stressed that these are generalizations: the actual powers and
incentives of landlords hoth east and west of the Elbe depended on the particular
institutional framework, the actual density of population, and the specific production
functions of agnculture and rural indusiry in each regional economy.

The two different manonal systems in castern and weslern Central Burope also
created different powers and incentives for peasants and peasant communitics. In the cast,
peasant communities were much weaker because they were estricied in many ways by
feudal landlords; thus they had much less ability to regulate their members’ demographic
hehaviour. Their incentives were also different. First, the landlord often imposed lump-
sum demands for corvée labour on the village at large; the more people there were to
perform them, the less the burden on each village member. Second, relatively unlimited
powcers of landlord expropriation destroyed the incentive for peasants 1o delay marriage in
order to accumulate savings. Third, poor relief was provided primarily by the family,
which - as we know from medern less-developed societies - provides an incentive o
marry young and have large numbers of offspring for insurance purposes.

In western areas of Central Europe, by contrast, peasanl communities were often
very strong, and exercised enommous control over their members' actions, including

marriage, reproduction and mobility. Their incentives were also different from those in

peasant communitics in the east. Taxes and rents were paid i cash or a propartion of the
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harvest, not as labour, so there was an incentve to adjust the family labour force in such a
way as o opumize the perfarmance of the farm, not o maximize labour supply. There
were significant opporlunities [or capital accumulation, creating an incentive for peasants
to delay marriage in order to accumulate savings. Labour requirements were provided o a
greater extent through the market than through the family: owners of [ull peasant holdings
had an incentive to place restrictions on the marriage of young people, 50 as to maintain a
sowree of unmarried servants for agricultural labour, instcad of having (0 pay the hizher
wages demanded by marmed labourers with families o support. Central Eurapean villages
had at their disposal extensive common lands, woods and waters, and thus had an
mneeniive 1o restnet ummigration and reproduction so as W prevent over-use.  Finally, poor
reliel was provided primarily by the community, therehy reducing the incentive to marry
young and have large familics for insurance purposes. So village community councils
requued community members W demonstrate their ability w0 support 2 household and often
an inherited right of access 1 common resources betore they were permitled W marry and
set up an independent houschold; immigration and ilegitimate fertility were severely
controlled, except in the aftermath of mortality erises.’” Again, it must be stressed that
this 15 a broad-brush picture: the powers and incentives of peasant communities both east
and west of the Elbe varied according to the institutional framework in the particular
territory and the production functions of agrarian and rural industry in the specific region.
Demographic behaviour in towns was controllad by the corporate institutions of the
town itself, and by its constituent cecupational corporations, crafl guilds and merchant
companics. In bolh castern and western parts of Cenwal Europe, urban communes, guilds
and merchant companies retained enormous power {or much longer than, for example, in
England or the Low Countnies, again often because they enjoyed state support. The town

corporation itsell enjoyed various legal privileges restricting the practce of industry and



commerce in the counwvside, and forcing the rural population to sell agrarian produce in
town markets. Guilds and merchant companies enjoved monopolies and other privileges
over particular sectors of the economy. Both wwns and guilds thus operated as closcd
corporate groups defending access o important monopoly renls. As a consequence, they
had sirong incentives o prevent immigralion by outsiders, and to restrict the reproduction
of their own members. Town councils required that citizens demonstrate citizenship and
their ability to support a lamily in a recegnized Nahrung (‘livelihood'),  which access
was regulated by membership in the appropriate corporate group,” Guilds reguired
would-be members 10 undertake a long apprenticeship and journeymanship, and to obtain 2
cralt workshop of their own, before they were permitted to become masters and marry;
masters were often restricted 1o training only one of their suns in the crafl, providing an
incentive for lale murriage and low fertility. As in villages, so0 too in towns, poor reliel
was provided by the community, reducing the individual incentive 1w have large lamilics
lor msurance purposes and increasing the collective incentive to limit marmage,

reproduction and immigration, especially of poor or high-risk social groups."

B. Demographic regulation by the stae

It is against this existing background of local insttutional controls that we must
assess the growing batlery of state policies in Cenrtral Europe directed at demographic
behaviour from the late sixteenth century onward. These policies were directed at all
aspects of demographic behaviour: at immigration and emigration, at mortality, and -
above all - at nuptiality and fertility,*

Perhaps the best-known state demographic policies of this period were the allempls
which some Central European states made to attract skilled refugees from other countries

by offering them cconomic and institutional concessions: these attempts were loudly
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publicized by these regimes, for religious or poliical purposes. Thus, for instance,
territories in the Rhineland accepted some 19,00K) Protestant refugees from the Spanish
Netherlands between 1567 and 160K, Franconia and Swabia accepted some tens of
thousands of Protestant refugees from Austria after the failed peasants’ war of 1626;
Saxony and Upper Lusatia accepted tens of thousands of Protestant refugees from northern
Bohemia and Silesia alter the Thirty Years” War, as did Brandenburg and Mecklenburg;
some 44,000 French Huguenots setted in Germany after the revacation of the Edict of
Nantes in 1685, and some 22000 Protestants settled in Prussian lermitory aller they were
driven out by the Archbishop of Salzburg 1n 1731/2. Especially the rulers of
Hrandenhurg-Prussia and Hessen-Kassel, but also ather German princes, competed lor
skilled refugees from the Netherlands and France by ollenng them economic privileges,
fiscal advantages, and religious freedom: often, in order o circumvent resistance by their
existing subjects, they senled the éxiles in new setdements or on royal domain lands.™

Indeed, this fact draws atiention to the less visihle side of state immigration
policies. For on the local level, the stringent citizenship requircments which were
exercised autonomously by all wowns, and by villages as well in most western territorieas,
and were enshrined in almost all natonal law codes and enforced by state administrative
structures, meant that it was oflen very difficult for ‘foreigners’ to the community - let
alone to the territory - to immigrate successfully withour special countarvailing privileges
from the prince to overcome the resistance of locdl communites. Although some princes
were strong enough to 1ssue such privileges, the profound and enduring local oppesition
often expericnced by refugee groups even when they did arrive with privileges are a
testimony to the strength of local resistance.™ The princes of Prussia and Hesse were
unusval i riskang such epposiion. and even they did not do it regularly.

State policy toward emigration was also largely mouvated by populationist rhetoric.
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For hundreds of vears, between the ldte fourteenth and the lale ninetesnth centuries,
Gemman-speaking central Europe was, in Pfister’s description, ‘a classic emigration
arca’.” Germans began emigrating to castern Europe after the Black Death in 1350,
continued to do so over the following centunes, and then were actively encouraged by the
Hahsburgs to settle their southeastern European dominions - and help detend them against
the Turk - throughoul the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by offers of land and
suhsidized travel. Shortly after [70X), in addition, inhabitants of German-speaking Ceniral
Europe began 10 cmigraie i cnormous numbers (o North America, Poland and Ruossia and
continued o do so vnul the late nineteenth century. Unul the heginning of the eighreenth
century, Ceentral European states were perfectly ready to let thew supertluous poor
emigrate, but aler about 1750, they began to try to deter emigration through dissuasion
and disinformation.™

Of course, it must be remembered that cach group of relugees whose immigralion
was encouraged by the policies of one prince, had also had their emigration encouraged by
the policics of another prince. The policies of the Ausirian Habsburgs, in particular, were
mainly directed at encouraging emigration of undesirahle elements, especially non-
Catholics, and immigrants into their territorics had to demonstrale a willingness to
conform in confessional mauers.™ Similarly. there were temitories such as the bishopric
of Witrzburg, where as part of a programms 1o control population growth in the eighteenth
century the prince-bishop not only restricted marriage and house-building, but forbade
immigration and expelled paupers.”™ However, both immigration and emigration policies
by Central European states tended more 1n 2 ‘populationist’ than in an ‘anti-populationist’
direction, although at the same ume many Central European states helped enforce
cilizenship requirements by local communities which in reality deterred immigration and

encouraged emigration.



As far as mortality was coneerned, explicit state policies were naturally
populationist in nature, since the enly policy which any state can openly take toward
martality 18 1o seek 1o reduce 1L In actuality, most Central European states did institute
mcasures, beginning i the late seventeenth century, to reduce the impact of epidemic
diseases through prevention, monitoring, quarantining and public hygiene, though close
analysis of these policies has concluded that they were motivated much more hy fear of
sovial disorder than by concern aboul population decline.”” Apart from this, however,
little action was taken by Central European states 1o reduce murtality.

In pracuce, therefore, the most wide-ranging and severe state population policics
were Lthose affecung fertility and nupuality. In almaost every stare except Prussia, these
were directed ar restricung rather than encouraging population growth, and they increased
in severily belween the sixleenth and the mid-nineteenth century, Fertility was addressed
directly through laws designating marmage as the only legitimate institution within which
reproduction could take place, and imposing penalities on pre-marital and extra-marital
conceptions. These were already penalized by landlords (at least in weslern dareas of
Central Europe), village communities, lown corporations, and guilds and companies.
Women bearing children out of wedlock were greeted with a range of formal and informal
sanctions, and the children themselves were excluded from inheritance, community
citizenship, access 0 COMMON Teseurces, exercise of guilded occupations, and sometimes 4
claim on poor relief. This existing system of institutional sanctions was built upon and
greatly expanded by most Central European swates from the early eighteenth century on;
extra-marital sexual activity was defined as a crime, midwives and ordinary citizens were
legally obliged Lo report it, and women bearing illegitimate children were expelled from
communities and penalized m other ways. In the small town of Stockach, between 1691

and 1700 three youths between the ages of 14 and 15 years were actually exceuted for



sexual ‘straying’. These state penalties on extra-marital sexuality increased in severity
over the course of the eighteenth century, and only gradually bagan to be reduced in the
early nineteenth century.™

Once reproduction was contained within marriage, fertility could be controlled by
restiicting permission to marry, Before the Reformation began in the 1520s, marriage was
in law a matter for the church, although in actuality, as we have seen, access to it in the
corporative societies of Central Europe was controlled by landlords, villages, rowns and
guilds.” The confessional conflicts after the Reformation led both the emerging
Protestant and the old Catholic churches to hecome much more dependent an the princely
stale, which alone could defend cach against the rival contession.™  In the Protestant
territories of the Empire, marriage passed from canon to civil law, while in the Catholic
wrritorics, although lformally sull a mauer of canon law, n practce it was wepulated by the
state.™  Throughout Europe, the period between 1500 and 1800 is generally regarded as
one in which marmage was gradually freed from ecclesiastical, feudal, community and
guild control and brought under state legislation,™ However, while in western Curope
the transfer of control over marmnage from tradinonal instututions o the state tumed
marriage into a free civil contract between mdividuals, in Central Europe 1t became a
privilege regulated, especially for the lower social classes, by a system which has been
called the politische Ehekonsens (political consent (0 marriage).,” Beginning in the early

seventeanth century, and with increasing fraquency after the Thirty Years’ War, legislation

instructing citizens and local hureaucrats to prevent people from marrying too young, and
enforcing communmly controls on mamage and settlement. The jusufication for these
measure given in the legislation was twofold; first, such measurcs were necessary o

counteract shortages of servant labour; second, they were essential for preventing further



growth in the numbers of cottagers and landless people, who represented a threat to public
order.  Alter aboul 1700, such legislation proliferated throughout Central Europe and was
widened to apply to the poor in general. Marriage was not altogether forbidden to
targeted groups, but rather people were required to demonstrate their ahility to suppont a
fumily before they would be issued with state permission 10 marry. Gradually, a clear
administrative procedure for state regulation of marmage hegan to he established, although
ul many territores the implementation of this procedure remained in the hands of local
community officials. Moreover, the critena for issuing marriage permits included, hesides
property, oceupational and citizenship gqualifications, a catch-all “reputation clanse’ which

" As Plister concludes in his

was subject o the interpretation placed on it by lacal elies.
recent survey of German demography, duning this peried ‘political regulation subjected

marriage Lo reason of state’, to the extent that ‘one can speak of a system of state-

concessioned marriage, in which free entry into marriage was the exceplion'.”

C. Variation across societies

Although political controls on marriage were almost ubiguitous in Central Eurape
{rom the later sevenleenth century onward, their strictness and concrete operation varied
from one state o another. Broadly speaking, they tended to be much more severs in the
south than in the north of the Empire (2 can be seen in Map 13.7° The most stringent
controls were imposed in the south German termitories, particularly Baden, Wiirttembere,
Bavaria, Wiirzburg and Hesse. The Austrian Hahsburg possessions (Le. present-day
Austria, Bohemia, Moravia, Hungary and Galicia) also restricted access to marnage,
although not so scverely as did the south German states. This was mainly because the
Austrian lands generally did not have such strict community citzenship regulations, and

becanse there was a phase of lLiberalization after the abolition of serfdom in 1782,



However, with the return to more conservatve imperial zovemment in the 1790s, there
was also a return o much more strict marnage controls. The revolutions of 1848, hy
giving power o the local communities, led to draconian marmage restriclions in Austria -
as in many parts of Germany - which were not abolished until 1868, In contrast, some
central and northermn German territories had less severe restrictions than the territories of
Austria and the German south,”

However, 1t is important not to under-esumate the degree to which legal
restrictons on mamage were also widespread amony central and north German
territories.™  Prussia, it is true, had no state restrictions on marriage. However, in its
exlensive territories cast ol the Elbe, the ‘rural subjects” or serfs (who consttuted the
majority of the population) stull required permission from feudal landlords to marry, unul
serldom was abolished n 1807, In many ol Prussia’s western possessions, local
communities exercised some contrel over marriage through citizenship and welfare laws,
as is shown by the fact that the Prussian state expressly forbade these practices in
legislation promulgated in the 18405 Prussiz, mereover, oecupied a unigue position in
the Empire, in this respect as in many others.® The all but total destruction of
Brandenburg-Prussia during the Thirty Years” War had laid the basis for a much more
ahsolutist state contrel after 1648 than was possible in most other German territories,
where even the ‘absolotist” state had to pain the cooperation and consent of still-powerful
social institutions,

Other central and northern German stales were still less able o ignore the powers
of local institutions - rural communities and urban guilds - with the result that in none was
there complete legal [reedom of mamage. According to Matz, Saxony and Holstein are
the only other German states remotely approaching Prussia in freedom of marmage.”

Yet even in comparatively liberal Saxony, marriage was forbidden to all journeymen, to
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single men who had received poor relief, and to poor men not on relief unless they
refrained from begging for a year and showed thay could support a family.™ In
Schleswig-Holstein, no-one could marry whe had received poor relief and not repaid i,
unless he got permission from his home community,” In all other member states of
what was later to become the North German Unien, “for the most parl there were rigorous
restrictions”. ™ In Sachsen-Weimar, those receiving poor relief were deemed 100 poor to
manty, and 4 community could object o a marmage if it threatened to burden community
funds® In Mecklenburg. the state granted absolute power over marriage to landlords,
who used them o restnicl marmage and setdement for cottagers and day-labourers into the
18605 In IMannover, state control of marriages was very strict, and was increased hy
laws of 1827 and 1840 which made state consent for marriage dependent on a whole
range of preconditions.”’ In the Nassau principality of Siegen, although # suceesstul
rural industry was accompanied by 1.5 per cent annual population growth between cirea
1740 and 1770, this was stopped by a rigorous implementation of legal restrictions on
marriage after 1770.% Although there were alse northern and central territories of the
Empirc i which stale ¢ontrols on marriage were relatively lonse, ‘even here the
restrictions were not without their effects on marriage behaviour”,™

Prussia was theretore the only part of the Empire that had ‘freedom of marriage’ of
the sort that existed in England and France™ Tt was not until just before German
unification in 1871 that other Germun states adaptad. more or less, to the Prussian
1

ractice.” Bavaria explicidly declined 10 do so, retaining its restdetions on ‘marriaees of
P - 2

marally and economically weak persons” until 1916.7

I'V. How successful were state population policies?

Between the lale sixteenth and the late nineteenth century, therefore, Central
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Curopean states adopted measures directed at controlling human demography to a far
greater extent than states in other parts of Europe. But just how how successful were
these policies?

The most well-known policies. those directad at migration, were spectacularly
incffectval.  Although in mdividual localities and regions, expulsions and re-settlements of
refugees could produce short-term effects, the long-term demographic impact was minimeal.
The largest migration movement initiated by any Central European stale was the expulsion
of 150,000 Prowestants from Bohemia by the Austrian Habshurgs after the Thirty Years
War. Although large numbers settled in particular German regions, particularly Saxony
and Lusatia, they were casily absorbed in @ German population which had fallen
catastrophically during the war. from 15 million in 1618 1o 10 million n 1650, The
population loss in Bohemia was swillly made good by early and universal marnage, and
immigration of Catholics. The scale of the Bohemian expulsion, moreover, was altogether
exceptional: as a general rule, the religious refugees offered asylum by Central Eurapean
states numbered a few hundreds, at most a few thousands, and were received at scattered
intervals.™

Antempts by Central European states Lo prevent emigration were evén more
ineffectual, particularly when - as so often - emigrants had no property which could he
confiscated. Berween 1083 and 1800, despite repeated prohibitons on the part of many
Central European states, an estimated 230,006 to 1 million people emigrated out of the
Empire, the largest migration movement of European origing in the period.™ This was
followed by an even larger wave of emigration in the first half of the nineteenth century,
with almost 8,000 persons leaving Germany between 1815 and 18495

This leaves mortality and fertility. Before examining the success of state palicies,

it 15 important 1o assess the relative importance of fertility and mortality for demographic



growth in Central Evrope. Traditionally it has been argued that, in contrast to England,
where the motor of demographic growth was fertility, in Central Europe it was mortality.
But recent research in German historical demography casts doubt on this view. The
argurnent for the central imporlance of mortality relied excessively on a single study of
Bavaria, and it is now argued that the data used in this study were narrow, aggregative
and superficial, that Bavana was demographically unrepresentative of the rest of Central
Europe, and that the resulls of this study are contradicted by recent calculations of
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mortality tahles for various regions of Germany,™ German historical demographers
increasingly emphasiee the role of lertility, Empirical studies for Central Furope show
that even the typical 10-30 per cent fatality rate of epidemics such as bubonic plague
could be made pood within less than ten vears through carlier and more universal
marriage, which could push fertility up to as high as 65 par thousand.” For the
nineteenth century, econometnc investigations by lonnadis and Leg lind thal in Prussia
between 1818 and 1866, “the rate of growth of populadon ... was primarily attributable o
an increase in the hirth rate, rather than to a decrease in the death raie” ™ Although the
mortality school is far from defunct, Phister's 1994 summary of recent findings comes
down decisively on the side of marial ferulity, especially for the period from 1750 on™
Available evidence from death-sermons and family reconstitudons shows that
average expeclation of life in Central Europe steadily declined herween 1300 and the mid-
seventeenth century. The fall was particularly marked during the Thirty Years” War,
during which male life expectancy fell by nine years (although that of women rose
shghtly). After 1650, life expectancics began W nise again, reaching 30 vears by 1700,
and 32.5 years by 1750. No further improvement in life expectancics occurred between
1740 and 1804, but there was another slow rise to 35 years by 1850, A major source

of the increase in Life expectancies in Central Curope between 1630 and 1740 is thought to
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have been the reduction in the incidence of epidemics. especially the disappearance of
bubonic plague from most areas of southern Central Eurape after circa 1670 and from
most parts of the north after about 1750."" There is considerable debate ahout whether
the disappearance of the plague owed anything 10 state policies to control epidemics:
while some studies emphasize the role of state measures, the most thorough and recent
German study of the plague follows French plague scholars in concluding that plague
probahly disappeared hecause of an exogenous decling in the virulence of the disease.®

Against the effects of deliberate state policies directed at epidemics, which may
have reduced mortahty, must be set the uniniended results of other state policies which
mcrcased mortality,  For one thing, there were the ublguitous trade bamers which, by
hindering the grain trade, helped maintain famine in Central Europe until well intw the
nineteenth century, when it had been cradicated from the Netherlunds and England since
the seventeenth century. It is widely recognized that famine and malnutrition not anly led
to subsistence crises, but provided favourable breeding-grounds [or epidemics.™ As
Blaschke has shown, the costs of shipping a grain such as millet from Pima o Hamburp
on the Elbe in 1671/74 increased the price for customers by 22 per cent, of which more
than 60 per cent consisted of the customs fees which had o be paid at the approximately
35 customs posts - and this was a minimum, since as is well-known, waler transport was
by far the cheapest form of transportation before the railway.™  If anything, freight and
customs costs within the Empire rose, rather than fell, in the course of the eighteenth
century, helping to generate and sustain terrible subsistence crises such as that of 1770471,
the severity of which was highly correlated with transport prices.®

A second way in which state policies probably increased mortality - although
unintentionally - was through the conunual wars which the various states of Central

Europe waged hetween 1618 and 1814, Not only did these directly cause loss of life



through violence, but they, two, disrupted trade and production, created subsistence crises,
and ahove all spread disease. According w Pfister, a large number of the subsistence
criscs and epidemics which struck Central Europe between 1618 and the later eighteenth
century can bhe associated with invasions and woop movements, and he concludes that “in
this sense, the fact that Germany suffered almost continually from war in the first two-
thirds of this [the eighteenth] century must be assigned substantial demographic
significance”.® In Central Europe, therefore, the net effect of state activitics was mos
probably not to decrease mortality, but o increase il

What of the impact of state policy on fertility? As we have seen, there is a
growing tendency to regard femility as the motor of demographic growth in Central
Burope. Ferulity certainly appears likely to have been more susceptible to state policies -
at least intentional policy measures - than was mortality.  Morcover, as we have seen, the
most wide-ranging demographic policies adopted by Central European states were, in fact,
directed at fertility.

At first sight, it may seem that stae policics to Lmuat ferulity, both direcdy through
control of illegitimacy and indirectly by restricling access to marriage, were guite
successful. During the period of most draconian controls on illegitimacy, from the lale
sixteenth 1o the late eighteenth century, illegitimacy rates in Central Europe expenenced
an all-time low.”” Similarly, the period during which political controls on marriage were
developed systematically - from the later seventeenth century to 1870 - was also ong in
which the mean and median age at marriage and the percentage of people never marrying
stayed high or even inercased in most parts of Central Europe.,™ In England, where there
was no political control on marriages, average age ar first marriage {ell by 2-3 years [or
both men and women between 1673-59 and 1800-25, and probably continued to fall up to

the 1870s, before beginning a slight rise again untl 1910L* In Germany and Austria, by



contrast, avallable studies suggest that average age ar first marriage and percentage of
people never marrying stayed high and cven increased throughout the eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, reaching a peak in the decades berween 1830 and 1870, and
heginning to fall only after about 1870,

Within the Empire, as well, marriage ages and celibacy rates appear to have heen
in general higher in southern Germany and Austria, where political controls on marriage
were more severe, than in northern and central Germany or Bohemia where they were
more lenient, although a variety of regional economic and institutional variables led o a
wide dispersion of demographic patterns within this broad outline.” For Germany, the
remarkable concentration of higher celibacy rates in the south (and in northermn and centeal
lerritories with restrictive controls on marmage) can be seen clearly in Maps 2 and 3.
Within the Austrian lands between 1750 and 1815, populaton grew by S per cent in
Bohemia, where the Tast controls on marriage were remaved m 1781, while it grew only
10 per cent in Austria, where controls were relained and, indeed, strengthened from the
17905 on.” Regional comparisons of population growth rates across German territorics,
although only available for the first half of the ninctcenth cenlury, appear to reflect the
regional pattern of institutional controls on marriage and fertility. Thus in Prussia and
Saxony, with the least restricive marriage legislaion anywhere in Central Europe,
population growth rates between 1816 and 1864 were 1.5% p.a. and 2% p.a. respectively;
in the eastern provinces of Prussia. population growth rates were very high. at between
1.7% p.a. and 2.5% p.a.. By contrast, in German territories with severa restrictions an
marriage and settlement, population growth rates were much slower in this period: 0.5%
p.a. in Wiirttemberg, 0.7% p.a. in Bavaria, 0.9% p.a. in Baden, 0.9% p.a. in Hesse, 0.4%
p.a. in Hohenzollern, and 0.4% p.a. in Hannover.™

The overall pattern of development of fertility, nuptiality and population growth in



Central Europe thus does not contradicl the idea that state policies had an impucl.
Knodel's cautipus conclusion for the nineteenth century applies equally to the eighteenth:
*The general pattern of change is reasonably consistent with what would be expected 1l
these laws were influencing the age of marfage’.”

However, precise investiganons into the existence and nature of marnage
restrictions on the local level, and their conerele demographic effects, are hard o obtain.
The few available studies refer almost exclusively to the nineteenth century. However,
their results cast doubt on the impact of state restrictions by themselves, at least lor this
period. Given that government was probably more effective in the mineteenth century than
carlicr, this casts doubt on the impact ot state demographic pohicies in earlier perods.
There is no clear chronological association between changes in state marriage legislation
and changes in marniage hehaviour. In Bavana, for instance, the lowest marnage rates for
the whaole of the nineteenth century actually preceded the resinictive legislation introduced
in 1825, and there is no posidve correlation between changes in state marriage legislation
and long-term movements in nuptiality.” A local study of the Wiintemberg town of
Esslingen in the nineteenth century, for gxample, finds a ‘low degree of effectiveness of
the legal ohstacles 1o marriage’.” In a demiled smdy of state controls on marriage in the
south German states in which they were most severe in the mid-ninetesnth century, Klaus-
Tirgen Matz finds a relatively modest effect. In Wilrttemberg and Baden, the legislation
prevented more than six per cent of all intended marriages; in Hesse, where local
communities werg weaker, somewhat fewer: and in Bavaria, ‘cerainly more™.™® The
usctulness of such percentages is diminished, of ¢ourse, by the [act that failed applicants
may have re-applied, and - on the other hand - that unknown numbers of people may have
been deterred by the laws from applying at all

Even such unsatisfactory studies as these, however, suggest that the percentages of
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marriages actually prevented by state lagislation, even in southerm Germany, are too low to
explain the obscrved rise in marriage and celibacy rates in Central Europe during the
period 165()-187(, or the differences in population growth rates hetween ternitories with
restriclive marriage laws and those with more liberal ones. As has been pownted oul i
different ways by Schuz in 1848, and Matz and Ehmer in our own day, political controls
on marriage tended to be more severe in those Central European territorics in which
village communitics, town corporations and guilds were strongest, and in some, such as
Mecklenburg, in which the great landlords had an interest in restricting marriage and
séllement.™ That is, stale controls on marnage were largely a response W0 pressure by
traditional corporate msuttions and local elites, and their apparent success was largely
owing to the contrals already exercised on marnage and temlity by these groups and
institutions. Stale enforcement may have strengthened these practices and contributed
their survival, but the vast majonty of the demographic impact was already heing achieved
on the local level, through traditional institutional arrangements directed at defending the

Nahrung (Ylivelihood’) of privileged corparate groups.”

V. Did political control of demographic behaviour create ereater securitv?

The fact that the survival and strength of traditional social institutions in most parts
of Central Europe was partly owing 1o state enforcement of their regulatons, and that
conversely the strength of the staie derived partly from its symbiotic relationship with
Iocal institutions, makes it difficult to disentangle the relative effects of state legislation
and other institutional regulations on any given secter of life. However, whatever their
relative contribution, in combination traditional institutional arrangements and state
policies appear lo have contributled o mainlaining - and indeed increasing - marriage ages

and celibacy rates in Central Europe during the period leading up to and including



industrialization (in stark contrast to the development in Eritain). Thus Central Europe
does provide an example of an apparently successful set of state policies - admittedly
crucially dependent on cooperation by local msututions - 1o control population through the
repulation of ferulity and aceess to marmiage,

These policies were defended by both theorists and law-makers in Central Furope
in terms of public well-being and corporate secunity of Nahrungen (‘livelihoods 1.3 Ts
there evidence, however, that these policies actually did increase collective security -
however defined - in Central European societies between the seventeenth and the mid-
mineleenth centunes”  According o a wide vanety of generally accepted measures of
collective security - economic growth, mortality rates, social polanzanon, and socio-
political conflict - the answer appears o be ‘no’,

One way of measuring security i$ in terms of economic well-being. Indeed,
nowadays it 15 often argued that state policies to control terulity are necessary [or
ceonomic development to take place. But in Central Europe, state policies o control
fertility did not show any association with rapid economic growth, Compared (0 Englund,
Francec, and Belgium, where there were no state restrictions on marriage, Central Europe
was economically backward, not only in its factory industrialization mn the nineteenth
century, but also in its agricultural and proto-indusitial development during the
sevenieenth and eighteenth centuries™ Within Central Europe. the economy was
generally more productive and advanced in northern and centrz] areas of Germany, where
controls on marnage were least severe and population grew rapidly, than in the south and
m Austria, where marmage was controlled most strictly and population grew more slowly.
Saxony and the Prussian Rhineland, where political ceontrols on marmiage were least sever
of anywhere in Central Europe, and population grew rapidly, also industrialized earliest,

between 1790 and 1815, while Wirtlemberg, Baden, Bavaria. Hesse and Austria did not



industrialize untl after 1850, Within the Austrian lands, Bohemia, where political controls
on marriage effectively disappeared after the aholition of serfdom in 1782, industrialized
much earlier and more successfully than Austria, where such controls survived and were
strengthened in the 1850s and 18605, Bavaria, the only German terntory which retained
political and local institutional controls on marnage after German unification in 1871, and
where population grew relatively slowly, was also, as 1s well-known, one of the mos!
hackward economies in Germany into the early twentieth century ®

Although cconomic growth does nol necessarily give rise to economic security for
the population at large, living standards and life expecrancics were certainly lower in
Central Europe than in Western Europe, and lower in those areas of Central Europe whose
agrarian and industrial sectors grew least rapidly. A striking example of this is provided
hy the fact that “the industrial pans of Rhineland and Westphalia in Prussia, and the
kingdom of Saxony ... the most developed early industrial regions of the country” were
largely spared the terrible food shortages of the late 18405 ™ Thus, if anvthing, stale
controls on marriage in Central Europe were negatively correlated with economic security
[or the population.

This is not to argue that the strict controls placed on population growth by the poor
societies of German-speaking Central Europe were a cause of their poverty. However,
there is little evidence that poverty led to the demographic conwrols, either: after all, the
eastern provinces of Prussia were among the poorest in the Empire and yet enjoyed the
relatively liberal Prussian marriage legislanon. Rather, it seems more likely that the
association between strict demographic controls and economic stagnancy observed in
central Europe was not cavsal at all: rather, both phenomena were caused by the same set
of underlying fuctors, The late survival of strong corporate privileoes - by communities,

towns, guilds and merchant companies - both prevented agniculture and industry from
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adopting new technigques and practices in response 1o a changing economic environment,
and created the incentives o devise strict demographic regulations (and the local power to
enforce them). Both rapid economic growth and rapid population growth threatened the
existing rents of privileged groups; where they managed to maintain their institutional
powers, these groups used these powers Lo resist both economic growth and population
erowth. That is why the politische Ehekonsens and economic stagnation are so olten
ohserved in association in pre-industrial Central Europe.

A second way of measuring secunity is in tzrms of length of human lifte. Mortality
in Central Burope was correlated with living standards, even in the era of plague and other
epidemics, as 1s shown by clear differences in life-expectancy berween social groups.™
Thus lile expeerancies were not simply randomly distributed across the population, but
were subject to human control, at least to some extent. But in Central Burope favourable
life expectances and improvements i maortality rates are not found in the areas with strict
institutional controls en marriage and slewer population growth rates. In the period from
1740 o 1800, during which the political contral of mamiages greatly increased throughout
Cenlral Europe, life cxpectancies in Central Europe did not increase.™ Even aller 1800,
when life expectancies once again began to increase in Germany as a whale, south
German territories did comparatively poerly. Thus in Wirttemberg, where state controls
0N marmiage were very stnct and population growth rates the slowest in Germany hetween
1816 and 1864, the death rate rose from 2890 per thousand in the late 1820z w 31.90 per
thousand in the 18505

A major component of total mortality until the late nineteenth century was infant
mortality.”” Infant mortality in Germany shows, if anvthing, a positive chronological and
geographical correlation with state controls on fertlity, Thus infant mortality in Central

Europe markedly increased in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centunes, when



political controls on marrigge were being introduced with increasing intensity.™ Between
1820 and 1860, precisely the period of the most strict enforcement of the political control
of marriages, infant mortality raics increased in most parts of Germany.”

There were also clear regional differences within Central Europe: infanl mortality
was much higher in the south than the north. Thus in the eighteenth century, infant
mortalily rales were 9-25 per cent in northemn Germany, compared 10 33 per cent in some
areas of the German south, especially Bavaria.™ In the period 1810-80, as well, infant
mortality was consistently higher in Wirtiemberg (32-36 per cent), Baden (23-28 per
cent), and Bavaria (30-33 per cent) than in Prussia (17-21 per cent) or the German Empire
as a whole (23 per.cent in 1871-80)."

The causes of these regional differences are sull a maner of debate. One possible
factor was infant feeding practices: breast-feeding, which improves infant survival, was
practised more in Protestant than Catholic regions, and it is thought that this may explain
the high infant mortality in Catholic Bavana. However, the scuthern Protestant territory
of Wiintemberg also had higher infant mortality rates than the northemn Protestant territory
of Friesia, and although this may be associated with shorer duraton of breast-feeding, the
empirical basis for this view is rather insecure.™ Moreover, the regional differences in
infant mortality within Germany survived as lae as 1871-1933, by which time
confessional differences and infant feading practices exercised much less influence on
infant mortality than did marital ferility and illagitimacy rates ™

This raises the possibility that a major cause of higher infant monality rates in the
German south, at least in the nineteenth century, was higher illegitimacy, The regional
differences in illegitimacy in Central Europe were striking: in 1845-50 the illegitimacy
rate was 20.5% in Bavana, 11.8% in Wiirtemberg, and 11.3% in Austria, while it was

only 7.53% in Prussia, a rate equivalent 1o the 7.4% found in France and the 6.7% obscrved
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in England. Contemporanes certainly helieved that the high illegiumacy rates in southern
Central Europe after 1800 were a direct conseguence of strict controls on access to
marriage.® State demographic policies may thus have directly decreased human security
insofar as it was reflected in high infant monality rates.

Another measure of collective security is social polarization, in particular the
growth of land-poor and landless groups in the countryside, and journeymen and wage-
workers in the towns, The political control of marriages in Central Europe did not
entirely prevent the growth of such groups. but it does appear o have reduced it. This
can be seen from the divergent responses m southern and northern parts ol Central Europe
to what has been called ‘proto-industnialization’:  the growth of rural export-industries
berween the sixieenth and the nineteenth century. In many parts of England, France,
Flanders and northern Genmany, such proto-industries made possible the expansion of a
rural population which coeld marry and support a family without land. But Baden,
Wiirtltcmberg, Hesse, Bavara and parts of Ausina are well-known 0 have contained
densely proto-industrial regions in which land-poor and landless groups often did not
expand greatly. This 18 associatad with the power of local communities and landlords to
prevent the marriage and settlement of people who could not demonstrate that they owned
property. and with the widespread regulation of the proto-industrial population by rural
euilds, which also controlled entry.™

Institutional controls on marriage and serlement, therefore, probably did reduce the
cxpansion of propertiless groups in the German south and Austria, This was, after all,
precisely the aim of communities, guilds and landlords in seeking o restrict access
marriage. Bul did this increase securily? The answer to this question depends on whether
the expansion of propertiless social groups is taken to be necessanly undesirable or

harmful, Although proto-industrial regions of Austriz and the German south did avoid a
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breakdown in rural social structure, thev also avoided - or art least did not experience - a
transition to factory industrialization. While other pans of Europe and even, pradually,
Germany shilted to factory production. the southern German territories and much of
Austria remained obstinately wedded w domesnc production, and many of these arcas
returned to agriculture rather than industrializing. This was one of the reasons that, as we
saw above, they remained relatively poor: and this was not necessarily in the interests of
collective security, That 15, maintenance of a wraditional social structure is not always a
recipe for economic securily and well-being for the population.

Within northermn Germany. as well, it 1s far from clear that wrritories which
successlully resisted the growth of landless groups through political controls on marriage
and settlement necessarily increased the economic security of their populations. One
available comparison of long-term developments in social structure in regions with a
similar geopgraphical endowment and economic base but differing insututional controls on
marrniage and settlement, 18 provided by the Prussian-ruled Duchy of Ravensberg in
Woesiphalia and the neighbounng prince-bishopric of Osnabriick. Both wemitones
developed dense rural linen industries alongside commercial agriculture from the
seventeenth century onward. Howewver, in the prince-bishopric of Osnabriick,
communities, landlords and the prince exarcised ralatively strict controls on marriage and
settlement until 1810, whereas in the duchy of Ravensberg these were broken down with
the reform of agrarian institudons (explicitly following the English model) by the Prussian
state in the 1770s. Mager and Schlumbohm have shown that it was the breakdown of
these controls, leading to a rapid expansion in the rural linen-weaving population alter
1770, which ¢reated the flexibility - of both agriculture and industry - that enabled
Ravensherg to shift from linen to cotton and successfully to mechanize producton in the

nineteenth century. By contrast. Osnabriick, with its inflexible social structure, returned to
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agriculture, throwing thousands of rural spinners and weavers into wanl and [oreing them
to emigrate to America” In this case, a relaxation of political controls on marriage did
increase the numbers of propertiless people, but this in tum created the flexibility in social
structure which permitted industrial expansion. thereby increasing, rather than decreasing,
collective security for the rural population.

Although a final conclusion would require more systematic empirical studies of Lthe
complex interaction between social structure and economic growth, these regional
comparisons provide some mstuctive illustrations,  In pre-indusinal Europe, liberal
marriage and family [ormation by propertiless people which led to changes in traditional
social structure were not necessarily a recipe for economic insecurity. Conversely,
maintcnance of traditional social arrangements might have provided securty in the short
term for some, but were not necessarily the recipe for long-term collective security for the
whole population.

A final measure of collectve security s Socio-peolideal conflict. It is sometimes
argued that high fertiliey and rapid populanon growth increases the likelihood of conflict,
whether through social polarization or through straight'orward competition for scarce
resources by a population too large for its ecological base. Arempts to draw clear
connections between population growth and secial polarization on the one hand, and war
and rebellion on the other, are bedevilled by the muldplicity of causal influences on both
sides of the equation. Rapid population growth may lake place without rapid economic
growth, creating competition for scarce resources; hut it may also take place, as in
eighteenth-century England, because of rapid cconomic growth, and [ail 10 generale socio-
political conflict, Similarly, even when populauon growth outruns economic growth or
creates a large propertiless stratum, whether this leads to social conflict will depend on

how resources are allocated and how conflict and violence are organized by the
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insttutions of the society in guestion. 1 do not think that one can make any definitive
theoretical claim ahout whether population growth will or will not lead to social conflict,
without a close examination of the sources of the population growth, the nature of the
econamy, and the social and political institutions of the society in question, The only test
can be an empirical one.

In Central Europe, population growth was intentionally controlled by the state,
population grew more slowly than in England, and proletananization increased much less
rapidly, especially in the south which had the most severe demographic restrictions. Yet
Central Furope 15 legendary for being the cockpit of European political conflict between
1618 and 1815 and a major centre of revolt in the European revolutionary year of 154y,
On a European scale, therelore, institutional restrictions on population growth and social
change does not appear to have spared Central Furope from violent socio-pelitical
conllicts.

What about within Central Europe 1self? Did the southern argas, in which
institutional controls on population growth were more effectual, suffer less from social and
political conflict than the central and nonthem areas, where such controls were looser or
non-existent? There were threa phases of violant conflict in Central Europe between 1600
and 1850: the Thirty Years” War {1618-48): the prolonged warfare of the eighteenth
century, much of it between different Central Europeaan states: and the revolts and
revolutions of 1848,

The causes of the Thirty Years” War, and the accompanying spate of popular
revolts and rebellions which are oflen referred o as the ‘crisis of the seventeenth century’,
arc still a matter of lively debate, but population growth is not generally placed among
them.” This is not surprising, since aithough Central Europe saw rapid population

growth in the sixteenth century, growth appears to have ceased and been replaced by
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stagnation or decling in many areas from the 15605 onward.”™ The Thirly Years” War
did not begin unal 1618, some six decades after population had ceased to grow and, in
some areas, had begun to decline. Nor does the empirical evidence support the theory that
cconomic crises or class conflict - for instance, between an emerging proletariat and the
propertied - played any significant role, either in the Thirty Years' War itself or in the
revolts and rebellions which accompanicd it™ Popular revolts and rebellions arvse not
becawse of competition for resources within an excessively large population, or even
hetween propertied and propertiless groups of this population, Rather, they arosc belween
the subjeet population at large and the expunding early modern state, which was extorting
a rapidly increasing proporton of GNP and alse attempting 1o intertere in local economic,
social and religicus life 1o a hithero unknown and - 1o local clites - completely
unaceeptable degree.™ I anything, the Thirty Years' War iself was waged more
severely, and associated with a greater frequency of popular revolts and rebellions, in the
stable and tradiuonal social structures of southern and eastern Central Europe {especially
Bohemia, Austria and Bavaria) where the beginnings of poliucal control of marriapges can
already been seen in the early seventsenth century, than in the north and the west where
political control of mamiage oceurred much later if at all.  Socizl polarization - in the
sense of the growth of propertiless groups - was furthest advanced by this time in Saxony
and the Rhineland, and these weathered the Thinty Years® War betier than almost any
other part of the Empire. with faw if anv popular revolts.

The second phase of ¢conthicl in Central Europe was the almost continual warfare
which raged across many areas from about 1660 1o about 1770, This warlare was
extremely costly in terms of cconomic growth and human lives.'®t However, it was not

accompanied a large degree of popular unrest: most revolts were successfully and

immediately suppressed by the expanding absolutist state. These wars cannot by any



stretch of the imagination be seen as an expression of either social polarzation or conflict
over resources by a population thal was too large for 1ts resource hase. Quite the contrary.
Between 1618 and 1648, the population of Ceniral Europe had declined by some 40 per
cent.™ Thus by 1650, Central Europe had the smallest population, relative to its

respurce base, that 1t had had since 1520; the population did not regain its pre-war levels
until about 1750, The Central European wars of the late seventeenth and the eighteenth
ventury were nol a conseguence of the growth of population or competition for resources
rendered scarce hy population pressure. They were a consequence ol the growth and
activitics of the varous states ol Central Evrope, competing for tax-hases and

territory.'™

The third spate of socio-political unrest in Central Europe arose in the late 18405,
culminating in the ‘revoluons' of 1848, As with the Thirnty Years’ War, the causes of the
revolutions of 1848 are a matter of lively debate. However, population growth is again
not among the causes generally adduced. Mainsiream socio-economic explanations of the
revolutions of 1848 emphasize discontent about the gradual replacement of traditional
institutions by markets, and the increasing fiscal and military impositions of the state, but
not population pressure on resources.’™  An exception is Goldstone's incorporation of
Germany in 1848 into his general medel aceording o which “periodic waves of state
breakdown in the early modern world® can be explainad in 12rms of population
growth, %

Neither chronologically nor geographically, however, do the revolutions of 1848 in
Central Europe show an association with population growth or the political controls on it
The mid-nineteenth century lay at the culmination of more than a century of exceptionally
strong, and quite successful. institutional controls on fertlity in many areas of Central

Europe. Particularly in the south, as we have seen, mamage ages and celibacy rates had



been maintained at high levels and ¢ven increzsed. population growth rates had fallen to
the lowest in the Empire, and social polarization had been kept 10 a minimum. Yot this
did not prevent widespread socio-political contlict in the late 184035, even in precisely
those areas of Central Europe where population growth had been most strictly controlled,
and had n actuality been slowest

A comparison of different parts of Europe in 1848 shows no correlation hetween
population growth rates over the preceding two generations and the severity of socio-
palitical conflict, as Goldstone acknowledges,™ Thus the population of England and
Wales increased by 92 per cent 1800-50, yer 1848 found hinde eche in Britain.'" In the
territories later 10 become Germany, by contrast, populanon rose only 61 per cent 1816-64
(and by only 38 per cent 1815-45), yet the lale 1840s saw much greater socio-political
conflict'™ France, with population growth raizs as low as those in southern Germany,
at 31 per cent 1800-50, was hard-hit by the revolts of 1848 It seems likely that
insofar as economic hardship did contribute o the socio-political conflicts in Europe in
[848, 1t was a hardship caused not by population growth or a rapidly worsening
‘ceological balance’, but by the fatlure of waditional and inflexible social institations to
maintain the living standards of hitherto relauvely privileged social groups in an era of
rapid economic change. '™

This is confirmed by comparisons of the severity of the ravolutions of 1848 within
the Empire, which show no correlation with population growth rates, or, indeed, pressure
on [vod supplies. Prussia, with rapid population growth (1.53% p.a. 1816-64) and no
institutional control of marriage, was the least threatened by state breakdown, while
Austria, with much slower population growth and severe marriage controls, was only
protected from actual territorial dismemberment by Prussian and Russian military

assistance. The German lemitones struck worst by revolt in 1848 were not only Saxony
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and the Rhineland {with few controls on marriage and population growth rates of 2.0%
p.a. and 1.6% p.a. respectively in 1816-64) but also Wirttemberg, Baden, and Hesse-
Darmstadt (with severe controls on mamage and much lower populaton growth rates of
(0.5% p.a., 0.9% p.a. and 0.9% p.a. respectively). In the Prussian provinces east of the
Elhe there was little unrest, despite extremely high population growth rates of 2.00% p.a. in
Easl Prussia, 2.5% 1n West Prussia, 2.3% p.a in Pomerania, 1.83% p.a.in Poseo and 1.7%
p-a. in Brandenburg; the only eastern provines of Prussia which saw significant unrest was
Silesia, with one of the lowest population growth rates of these castern proviness, al less
than | 8% p.a.'"

It might be argued that socio-political conflict was caused not simply by absolutely
high rates of population growth (which it clearly was not in Germany), but by high
population growth relanve o the carrying capacity of the economy. Thus Goldstone
argucs that revolis were severer in the German south and west because of over-population,
citing the oft-repeated fact that partible inheritance in Baden and Wiirttemberg led to rapid
population growth and sub-division of heldings e non-viable economic units, while in
the north and east land was plentiful.'” However, a closer examination of the situation
reveals weaknesses in this analysis.

Baden and Wiirtlemberg had alwavs been arezs of partible inheritance (or at least
had heen so since the fourteenth century), and had always had to deal with sub-division of
landholdings and a potential for rapid populaton growth. As a conseguence, these
societies had developed extremely resiliant safety-valves, in the shape of institutional
controls on setdement and high out-migration, These mechanisms, which continued to
aperate until long past 1848, had, by the carly nincteenth century, reduced population
growth rates in these regions far below their eighteenth-century levels and far helow the

levels observed in other parts of Germany.'” The strong communitics, guilds and other
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social institutions which regulated access 1o livelihoods in these territorics were by the
mid-nineleenth cenlury threalened with the economic change and superior productivity
delivered by mare flexible social arrangements elsewhere in Europe, and this threat w
enuenched institutions and privileged livelihoods certainly contnibuted significantly to the
revolutionary movements in the German south in 18458, But there is little sign of
increasing demographic pressure on the productivity of the land. or a changing ecologicul
balance, '

If anything, bath in the south and elsewhere in Germany, demographic pressure on
the ceonomy had lallen in the carly nincleenth century, as agrunan reforms began to
deliver increases mn output which comfortably surpassad increases in population, cnabling
much larger nambers of people 1o subsist on the same amount of land. Thus between
1816 and 1864, the population of the territories later to hecome Germany increased by 61
per cent, but total agriculwral producnon increased 135 per cent. Grain prices - including
those in the German south - remained extremely stable between 1750 and 1830, and rose
only gradually thereafter, except briefly during the crisis of the 1840s; in peneral, Lee
observes ‘classical symptoms of over-production’ in German agrculture in this period.!”
Moreover, “almost every ares of Germany participated in this process of agricultural
expansion’: thus between 180 and 1850, grain cutput rose 62% in Wiirllemberg, 70% in
Prussia, 108% in Saxony and 210% in Bavaria. This can be set alongside population
increases for 1816-64 of 24% in Wiirnamberg, 72% in Prussia, 96% in Saxony and 32%
in Bavaria.'"" Thus population growth in each of these areas - including Saxony, the
Prussian Rhineland and Wiirnemberg, where revolis were severe in 1848 - was more than
adequately covered by inereases in agranian output, Such findings are bome ount by
econometric investugations which show that in the period 1816-73, the Prussian economy

grew at a faster rate than population growth and that ‘demographic fluctuations, despite
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their short-term intensity, did nol impinge substantially on the pattern of cyclical

. . . . F
development within the Prussian economy as a whale'."

There was no ecological
crisis caused by imbalance berween population growth and food supplies in Germany in
the mid-nineteenth century, and hence such a cnsis cannot be assigned responsibility for
the revolutions of 1848,

A final wst of whether population growth caused socio-political conflict over
resources in Central Europe in this penod is provided hy a recent study of German food

I'iﬁ[S,”E

If any phenomenon provides a test for the shippery thesis that population
prowth and social polanzation cause pressure on resources, insecurnty and sacial confhict,
and that control of these phenomena reduces them., 11 should be tood riots. But neither the
tming nor the regional distribution of Central European food riots bears out this thesis,
Although there were always scattered food riots, according 10 Gaitlus “the onset ol Lar-
reaching food riots in Germany seems 10 have taken place in the crisis years of the
1790s"."" The timing of the onset of food riots in Germany, at the end of the
eighteenth century which had seen the development of encrmous political control on
marriage, does not suggest that the latier had prevented insecurity from arising in Central
European societies.

Nor does the regional distnbution of the various spates of German food niots which
have been studied between the 17905 and 1840 support such a thesis. One study of 26
riots in the period 1790-1806 finds that although the geographical focus of the riots was in
the north, the major centres included not only Holstein (with relatively liberal marriage
legislation) but Mecklenburg (well-known for having the most stringent and throughly-
enforced political contral of marriages in northern Germany).™ The regional
distribution of the second major peak of German foed riots, in 1816-7, has not been

systematically studied; however, nots were severe i Winttemberg, where political control
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of marriages was and had heen severe for centuries, and population growth was slow
compared lo other parts of Germany. !

The major peak of food rots in Central Europe, amounting to several hundred riots
in all, took place in the late 1840s.'% But their geographical distribution dees not bear
cut the theory that acute population pressure on food causes social conflict, since Gailus
finds, as many other European historians have found before him, that ‘the geopraphy of
high food prices, of dearth, and even of hunger, did not coincide with that of food
rioly”."" A number of ‘extreme famine regions’ - the upper Silesian districts of Pless
and Rybnik, the poor regions of the Erzgebirge, proto-industrial castern Westphalia, and
the poor agranan mountain districts of the Odenwald - remained completely free of
rioting. The largest number of riots took place in three parts of the Empire: in Prussia
{where there were no political contrels on marriage and population growth averaged 1.5%
pea. 1816-64), and in Wiirllemberg and upper Franconia in Bavaria (where political and
institutional controls on marriage were the most severe i Central Europe, and population
arowth rales averaged 0.5% and 0.7% p.a., well below the German average of 1.2% p.a.
1816-64). Saxony and the Rhineland, where politcal controls on marriage were weak or
non-exisient, and population growth rates were 2% p.a and 1.6% p.a. respectvely, were
conspicuous for not having any food riows at all in the 18405 '™

Gailus’s analysis of the causes and miggers of food rots within Prussia shows that
the riots were evoked not by population pressure on resources, or even by absolute lack of
food. but by social allocation mechanisms. The eastermn provinces of Prussia, in which the
riols wore most acute, were actually regions of grain surplus, but social and institutional
factors preventad the poor from gaining access 1o this surplus. This was 4 region of
highly traditional social organization. in which the great feudal nobles retained many

institutional and legal privileges despite the formal abolition of serfdom. In the late



15405, it was the nobles who had control of the Prussian grain surplus, as well as of
employment opportunities. [t was because rural people were unable o obtain work in the
winter that they *were foreed W starve in the midst of Prussia’s grain bins'.'™

Gailus has also investigated the social resentments manifested in the food dots of the
18405 and, in addition 1o ‘vertical’ resentments by hungry people against well-off hakers
and farmers, he also finds an imporiant component of ‘horizontal” resentments directed
against outsiders and foreigners, especially Jews. One argument sometimes advanced is
that at the root ol all serious “ethnic” ur 'communal’ conflicts, such as those obscrved in
Rwanda or in India in recent years, lies conflict aver resources evoked by rapid population
growth. I contlict over resources evoked by population growth were the source of all
cthnic contlicts - irrespective of the economic, social, mstitutional or political (ramework
one would expect 1o find that the ethnic component of the Central European food riots of
the 1840s was more acule in Prussia, where population growth had nat been controlled by
State restricions on marriage, than in the German south, where restrictions were severe
and population grew slowly, Bul Gailus {inds the opposite. The ethnic resantments
expressed inoan extraordinarily large number of the food riots of the 1840s - particularly
against Jews - were more acute in the southemn states of Baden and Hesse (areas of
poliical control of marriage and low population growth rates of (L9% p.a. 1816-64) than

in Prussia (areas of liberal marniage and rapid population growth of 1.5% p.a.).'%

V1. Conclusion

Central Europe provides an example of a historical developing economy that we
can ohserve over a long peried of dme. in which it was believed by intellectuals, political
authoriies, and local elites that pepulaton growth, and in particular high fertility by poor

people, was a threat o public security. As a consequence, many Central European
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governments, with the encouragement and cooperztion of local instilulions, instituted a
system of political contrels on mamage and sexuality which was unigue in pre-industrial
Europe. At least partly as a result of such measures, the penod leading up to and
encompassing industrialization, during which age al marmiage fell steadily in England and
population began to grow quite rapidly, was one in which Central Europe saw a continual
rose 10 marrage age and cehbacy raies, and relatuvely slow demographic growth.

But there 1s Iitde evidence that this led o greater security, however we define this
quality. In all the ways in which we can measure security, Central Europe was less well-
¢ff than parts of Curope in which there were no political controly on marmage and fertility.
Those areas of Central Europe which had the most stnngent controls - the south German
states and Ausiria - were also least well-off, according to all these measures., Thus the
economy of Central Europe - southern Germany and Austria in particular - was hackward
and grew slowly unnl the late nineeenth century. Life expectancies did not improve after
1740, and infant mortality was very high, especially in the south. Although Central
Europe as a whole, and the southern areas in particular, did manage to place brakes on the
marriage and settlement of poor and landless groups, and thus succeeded in maintaining
social structures that were profoundly conservative, it is not ¢lear that this was beneficial
from the paint of view of economic growth and collective well-being, This is nol W argue
that politcal controls on marriage caused poverty in Central Europe, any more than
poverty caused political controls on mammage. Rather, both economic stagnation and
demographic regulations were caused by underlying factors, in particular the close co-
operation hetween state and corporate groups, which to a comparatively late date sustained
the powers and ‘rents’ of privileged social groups W resist both economic change and
demographic growth.

The cndeniic social and political conflict which plagued Central Europe from 1618
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to 1815 does not appear to have heen caused by population growth directly, or by scarcity
of resources and social polarization engendered bul such demographic expansion, This
contnued (o be the case into the mid-ninetzenth century, the high-point of political and
institutional contrels on marriage, when marriage ages and celibacy rates were at their
highest in many arcas, cspecially the south, The food riots which accurred throughout
Central Europe in the 17905, the 1810s and the 18405 took place in areas of liberal and
restrictive marriage alike, and the shortages which provoked them stemmed less from
absolute lack of resources thun by the social and institutional mechanisms by which Lthey
were allocated,

As remarked at the beginning of this paper, it 15 dangerous o draw comparisons
between the economic and demographic development of Europe in the past and that of
poor countries in many parts of the world toeday. Both economic and demographic
behaviour are profoundly influenced by socio-political institutions, the technological
environment, and international trade and politics, all of which differed enormously
between pre-industrial Europe and the present-day less-developed world, Yet il is
sometimes claimed that present-day lessons can be drawn [rom pre-industrial Burope. Tn
particular, it 18 sometimes argued that the lesson of history is that papulation growth lies
behind almost all economic crises and major socio-political conflicts within and between
human societies.™

The example of Central Europe. which resembled the present-day less developed
world more perhaps than any other area of pre-industrial Europe or North America,
suggests that the view that population growth is invariably a cause of insecurity, and that
political control of demographic behaviour invariably reduces this insccurity, must he
regarded with considerahle scepticism. The endemic political insecurity, economic

backwardness and widespread poverty which plagued Central Europe between 1618 and



the later nineteenth century cannol be traced to rapid population growth, Rather, it scems
likely that these forms of insecurity, like the political controls on demographic behaviour

themselves, must be traced 1o a political and institutional framework which placed a great
deal of power in the hands of polincal and corporate elites, who used this power W defend
their own privileged Tivelihoods and a waditional organization of society, at the expense of

collective wellare.

Sheilagh Ogilvie
Trinity College

Cambridge CB2 1TO

Please do not quote without author’'s permission,
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Map 2: Percentage unmarried among men sred 25-29 (German
Empire, 1880)
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landlessness  and  proletarianization  universally  throughout Europe, see
Kniedie/Medick/Schlumbohm 1993, pp. 226-32; the institutional reasons for it are discussed
in Ogilvie 1993 and Ogilvie & Cerman 1995, For a discussion of the phenomenon of rural
guilds in proto-industries, which were parmicularly widespread in Central Europe (and
especially southern Germany and Ausiriz), see Ogilvie 1995a,

96.  On Ravensherg, see Mager 1981 and Mager 1982 on OUsnabriick see Schlumbohm
1992 and Schlumbohm 1994,

97.  See the recent survey of this debate in Ogilvia 1992,
98.  Pfister 1994, pp. 11-12.

99, For a thorough exploration of the empirical and thearetical reasons that *class conflict’
cannot be adduced in explanation either of the Thirty Years® War or of the spate of popular

revolts and revolutions in Central Europe during the first half of the seventcenth century, see
Cgilvie 1992, pp. 421-7.

100, On the growth in the proportion of GNP absorbed by the state all over Europe in the
early seventeenth century see Steensgaard 1978, pp. 36-44 and the literature cited in Ogilvie
1992, p. 439 note 84; for a detailed survey of the growing fiscal demands hy the state in
different parts of German-speaking Central Europe, and the conscquences in terms of socio-

48



political conflict, see Ogilvie 1992, pp. 429-31 and passim.
101, Phster 1994, pp. 38-9; Suer & Iippel forthcoming 1996,
102, Pfister 1994, pp. 14-18,

103, See the well-halanced and empirically supported asscssment ol the causes and the
demographic, soctal and economic consequences of Central European warfare between the
Thirty Years” War and the Napoleonic wars in Stier & Hippel [orthcoming 1996,

104, Sperber 1994, pp. 38-63, 2391

105, Goldstone 1991, see pp. 33443 on Germany,
106G, Goldstone 1991, pp. 290-4,

107, Wrgley & Schofield 1981, pp. 334-5.

08, Kollmann 19760, p. 1, Lee 1979, p. 178; for figures on selected regions of Germany
between 816 and 1849, see Killmann 1974, p. 62, Table 1; for the figure of 38 per cent
1815-45 see Hamerow 1958, pp. 19-20.

109, Armengaud 1976, p. 235.

110. This is tacidy acknowledged by Goldstane 1991 in his discussion of the nineteenth
century European revolutions (pp. 290-4), and indeed throughout his empincal discussion of
state breakdown in garly modern societics,

111, Onthe intensity of the 1848 revolutions in different regions of Germany, see Hamerow
1958, p. 107 and Stadelmann 1975, pp, 82-3; on population growth rates of German regions
1816-64, see Lee 1979, p, 178, Table 4.1,

112, Goldstone 1991, p. 336,

113.  Thus, for instance, Wiirttemberg had seen population growth rates of 0.71% p.a. in
1750-94, but its population grew at only 0,49% p.a. 1816-64 (Lee 1979, pp. 145, 168). The
same can be seen in Bavaria, population growth rates peaked at 1% p.a. in 1817-20, but had
fallen to 0.11% p.a. by 1848-32 (Lee 1979, p. 145).

114.  Just as the ecological pressure of population on the land in southwest Germany should
not be uver-emphasized, similarly it is errongous to place too much stress on the capacities
for extending the land in eastern areas of Prussia in this period, as for instance is done by
Goldstone when ke writes that “labor, rather than land, was the scarce commadity in the east’
(Goldstone 1991, p. 337). While setdement was stll going on in 1786, il had largely stopped
by the carly nineteenth century, as is pointed out by lonnadis and Leg, whose econometric
investigations show that although land input in the Prussian economy did slightly increase
doring the period 1816-73, it did not incresse as fast as population. On the contrary, they
find that "land was the scarce factor throughout the period under consideration and land-
saving technigues in agriculture were frequently employed” {lonnadis & Lee 1981, p. 291-2).

115.  Lee 1979, p. 154,

116. Lee 1979, pp. 144, 153, 178,



117. Jlonnadis & Lee 1981, pp. 291, 299,
118, Gailus 1995,

119, Gailus 1995, p. 160,

120.  Hamisch 1979, p. 320

121, Gailus 1995, p. 161 Medick 1985, for slow population growth in Witrttemberg in this
period, see Lee 1979, p. 178.

122, Gailus 1995, p. 161,
123.  Gailus 1995, p. 163.

124.  For regional population growth rates 1816-64, see Lee 1979, p. 178; for regional
distribution ol 1847 lood riots. see Gailus 1994,

125, Gatlus 1995, p, 174,
126, Gailus 1995, p. 180; Lee 1979, p. 178

127, Sce, Tor instance, Goldstone 1991,
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