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1INTRODUCTION

While the well-known and nearly forty-year-old Hajnal-model dividing Europe into two
household formation patterns has received long-standing criticism, most criticism has
been based on theoretical aspects or local data with small case numbers. More informa-
tion on the household formation patterns of East Central Europe (the ‘eastern’ pattern
according to Hajnal’s terminology) has so far rarely been available. This is particularly
true for the territory of the former Habsburg Monarchy and the historic Hungarian
Kingdom. The MOSAIC project aimed to collect information on micro-census data
preserved in different European countries and to build up an online database so as to
open up new research possibilities on household structure and marriage patterns.
The Hungarian MOSAIC sample is based on the data of the 1869 population census
and consists of more than 6,000 households. It contains individual data and covers
all important geographic regions and ethnic and denominational groups pertinent to
that period (Hungarians, Germans, Slovaks, Southern Slavs, Romanians, Roman and
Greek Catholics, Calvinists, Lutherans, and Greek Orthodox population). By analysing
the data we can separate the residence patterns existing in the Carpathian basin in
the middle of the nineteenth century and test whether a simple dichotomous pattern
(‘western’ or ‘eastern’), a west-east slope, or a special pattern with more transitional
variations existed in this vast Central European area. Besides the cultural variable de-
nomination (which is equivalent to ethnic affiliation in some regions), we can also use
geographic (region) and social (profession) ones. We would like to better understand
whether the different types of household formation can be linked to ethno-cultural
variations, or if they are (at least partly) the results of special sorts of local possibilities
of subsistence. The existence of clear cultural (denominational) or west-east regional
differences will be regarded as confirmation of Hajnal and his successors’ view, while
the dominance of other factors concerning household structure (‘'mosaic-like’ regional
patterns or the role of socio-professional status) will be considered as falsifying the
dichotomous model.

2 RESULTS OF FORMER RESEARCH

Research on historical household structure and the rules and patterns of household
formation have been a central field of family history and historical demography since the
1960s. The structure of co-resident and co-operating units can be regarded as a core
element of any society, whether past or present. In pre-industrial societies households
were not only the groups of people living together but also the units of demographic
reproduction, work and consumption. In other words, they can be considered the
framework for everyday life. Households were formed first of all by relatives, and the
relationship among co-resident persons related to one and another were formed by
production, taxation, the customs of inheritance, etc. Therefore the study of household
structure in the past can reveal some key elements of the societies under investigation
and the literature related to the topic is extremely rich. In this paper we cannot provide
a comprehensive analysis of the research of the last fifty years', but we do try to outline

1 In this respect, we quote the work of Tamés Faragé (2003) which provides a very useful survey of the research
up until the millennium. Also see: Oris - Ochiai 2002. For newer summaries see: Gruber - Szottysek 2012 and Szottysek
2012



its main contours by concentrating first of all on the results of Hungarian historical
demography and family history.

Research on household structure and family history has been dominated by
the works of John Hajnal and Peter Laslett since the 1960s (Hajnal 1965, 1982, Las-
lett 1972, Laslett 1983, 1988). This domination appears to be accepted with slight
modifications in some cases, and criticised and rejected as well. Authors on this
topic - whether accepting or rejecting these views - always use them as a base of
comparison to help determine theoretical position. Hajnal distinguished between
‘Western’ and ‘Eastern’ marriage patterns (1965), and some years later extended
his theory both in space and time by formulating the theory of "Western’ and
‘Eastern’ patterns of marriage and household formation (1982). His suggestions
were connected to and supported by the studies and methods initiated by Peter
Laslett (1972). Their dichotomous ‘east-west’ model, in which the uniqueness of
Western social and economic development was taken as a given with roots trac-
ing back to the Middle Ages and explained by cultural and mental characteristics
(rationalism, prudence and individualism), incited a lot of research. Moreover, the
household typology suggested by Laslett made a large number of comparative
studies possible and managed to falsify the former evolutionary model of family
and household formation. Later on, and as the results of micro-level studies on the
topic multiplied, the basic model was refined. These studies discovered new and
local variations, which had to be taken into theoretical account. This eventually led
Laslett (1983) to admit the existence of transitory zones between ‘East’ and “West’
(a middle occidental German and a Mediterranean one). Hungarian researchers
suggested the inclusion of a transitory Central European pattern, whose charac-
teristics derived partly from the region’s geographical situation and partly from
its highly varied ethnic and cultural conditions (Andorka - Farago 1983). Austrian
researchers further refined the model, suggesting newer local patterns in South-East
Europe (Mitterauer 1999, Kaser 1996). All in all, the great diversity of local patterns
has been identified several times (Burguiére - Lebrun 1986, Todorova 1993, 1996,
Fauve-Chamoux - Wall 1997, Livi Bacci 1998, Farago 2003, Szottysek 2008, Gruber
2009, Ori 2009, Gruber - Szottysek 2012), as has the ideological background and ori-
gin of this kind of regional division, (Schlumbohm 2000, Szottysek - Zuber-Goldstein
2009) and the possible connections to other divisions (van de Kaa 1999).

At the same time, the anthropologist Jack Goody questioned the basic relevance
of the Hajnal model, considering ‘West-East’ differences as exaggerated and overly
generalised. He also questioned the connection between the unique ‘Western’ model
(late marriage, the high proportion of the never-married in older age groups, the domi-
nance of nuclear family households and life-cycle servitude) and the development of
industrial capitalism (Goody 1996). Others regarded works influenced by Hajnal and
Laslett’s thinking as attempts to justify the global hierarchies of the modern world and
highlighted the approach’s Malthusian roots (Melegh 2002). French researchers several
times demonstrated the diversity of France with respect to household formation, and
suggested Le Play’s family types (nuclear, communitarian and stem family) instead of
Hajnal and Laslett’s models (Burguiere - Lebrun 1986. 63). They also drew attention
to the problem of rigid geographic separation instead of using more flexible cultural
terms?. Later on, newer determinants of household formation like the type of settlement

2 Itis also worth mentioning that criticism of geographic separation or the rigid dichotomous model could also lead
to a confirmation of the basic idea of the Hajnal model. Thus Andorka and Faragd, in suggesting a more refined model and
the inclusion of transitory zones, admitted the existence of ‘Western” and ‘Eastern’ patterns but stressed ethno-cultural
characteristics (historic Hungary as a mixture of ethnic groups of different cultures and traditions (1983)). Similarly, Peter
Teibenbacher stressed the importance of ethnic characteristics in household formation instead of regional separation
(2008).



and socio-professional status also emerged (Fauve-Chamoux - Wall 1997, Lundh 1995).
Overall, it has become clear that family history not only needs a more refined geographic
model but also a flexible and multi-causal explanation taking e.g. geographic and cultural
conditions or socio-professional status into account?®.

With regard to Hajnal and Laslett’s models, the other basic elements of criticism were the
static feature of the sources and results they used, and that they did not take into account
all those demographic constraints and determinants (infant, child and adult mortality, or
migration) which directly affected the structure of households (Berkner 1972). According
to Berkner and his successors’ view, mortality and migration were decisive factors in the
formation of household structure; households passed through cyclical change during
their lifetimes which was decisively determined by the above-mentioned demographic
phenomena, by the rules of inheritance and by the chronologically dynamic labour force
demand of family households (Chayanov 1966). Therefore, household structure was a
continuously changing phenomenon, in which demographic, cultural and economic de-
terminants played the decisive role, instead of exclusively cultural and mental ones. So

- instead of revealing the regional patterns of family and household formation - recent
research has aimed to understand the dynamics and functioning of households. Since
longitudinal series of household lists or series of regularly repeated population censuses
have seldom survived, the most frequent method is analysis of cross-sectional data by
age of household members (synthetic cohort approach), focusing on structural changes
over the household life-cycle (Reher 1997).

As regards Hungarian research, it is worth distinguishing between macro- and micro-
level studies and results. The scholarly efforts of Rudolf Andorka and Tamas Farago
came only few years after Hajnal and Laslett’s ideas. At the macro level Farago proved
that complex household forms spread in Hungary between 1787 and 1828 (1977)%. But
at that level of research he could not decide whether a spreading Malthusian crisis with
local overpopulation or a total crisis of the whole feudal agrarian system was causing
the process. Also at macro level, Farago tested the relevance of the Hajnal line using
data of eighteenth-century enumerations (2003)°. His results showed that there were
regional patterns of marriage and household formation in eighteenth century Hungary,
in which migration and mixing of ethnic groups played a decisive role. Thus Farago si-
multaneously refuted the dichotomous model and the mechanical regional division, and
supported what may be termed the culturalist explanation of Hajnal. Later on, attempts
were made to deconstruct the Hajnal line using settlement level macro data (Ori 2009).
The results of this research confirmed Faragd’s statements about the existence of more
alternative marriage and household patterns, drew attention to the role of settlement and
farming types, but also to that of ethno-cultural characteristics in household formation
(Ori 2010).

Important research efforts took place at the micro-level from the 1970s as well. A series
of analyses using eighteenth-century household lists (Status Animarum) was published in
the 1970s and 1980s. As a summary, Andorka and Faragd considered Hungary as being
in a central position between the ‘West’ and the ‘East’ in terms of marriage customs and
household formation (1983). Péter Pozsgai tried to clarify the household notion used by

3 Thus Mikolaj Szottysek showed (2008. 417) that the Polish-Lithuanian area cannot be regarded as a homogenous East European
region. The frequency of multiple-family households - contrary to former views - was negatively correlated with the spread of the
system of East European ‘second serfdom’ (i.e. the important role of large manorial estates and compulsory labour of serfs).

4 Later on he extended this statement to the first half of the nineteenth century. His sources were county-level summaries of
the 1784-1787 census and nineteenth century enumerations of the non-noble population (1804-1828). He used rather crude vari-
ables for measuring the complexity of households: the number of married men per household (conjugal units) in the first case, and
that of sons and son-in-laws per household in the latter one. His results and methods were strongly criticised by Ildiké Husz (2002),
although her micro-level results did not refute Faragd’s findings.

5 His sources were the county-level summaries of the non-noble enumerations (Consriptiones Animarum) (age at first mar-
riage, percentage of servants) and those of the 17841787 census (mean household size and the number of conjugal units per
household).



18-19" century Hungarian census takers. He carefully compared successive censuses in
a North Hungarian micro-region and suggested use of Chayanov’s approach to under-
stand household dynamics and the revision of Laslett’s typology in order to classify the
households of a different - ‘Eastern’ - society (Pozsgai 2000, 2001a, 2001b)®. lldikd Husz
analysed a longer series of church household lists in Zsdmbék, a large village close to
Budapest, inhabited mostly by eighteenth-century German settlers (2002). In accord-
ance with Faragd’s results, she managed to prove that household structure changed over
time in the first half of the nineteenth century, that is to say more complex households
became more frequent until around 1830, after which time the opposite development
could be found. In her view, the main cause of this process was the changing difficulty
of leaving the parental home (particularly for non-heirs in a system of stem inherit-
ance). In this respect the role of cultural factors (the system of inheritance) and some
exogenous ones (economic development, possibilities of having new plots and those of
out-migration and mortality) appears to be important. Gyula Benda studied the social
changes of a small Transdanubian town (Keszthely) between the middle of the eight-
eenth and nineteenth centuries. The process of inheritance was particularly stressed in
his work on demography and the study of household structure (Benda 2002, 2008).
He emphasised the role of farming and subsistence in household formation, which was
reflected by differences by district within the town. The centre of the town (higher social
strata, artisans, day labourers, domestic servants) and the neighbouring vineyards were
characterised by a majority of simple-family households (and also by the great number
of single persons or non-family households), while households in the parts of town with
an agrarian population appeared to be more complex. Thus, he drew attention to the
role of socio-professional status, the complexity of the larger settlements in economic
and social terms and to that of inheritance in forming spatial separation and household
structure. Using qualitative analysis of wills and cases of inheritance, he succeeded in
demonstrating that families who owned properties in different parts of the town (e.g.
arable lands and vineyards) divided those properties when parents were still alive, and
particularly in vineyards heirs got some part of their inheritance after their marriage.
Most male heirs therefore moved out of the parental home after marrying and were
consequently registered as persons living in separate simple-family households, even if
co-operation and common farming did not come to an end while one of the parents was
alive. Benda and Husz emphasised the importance of the process of inheritance, which
may partly explain the cyclical changes of household structure in accordance with two
different types of succession (stem inheritance and equal partition among sons). Their
works - together with Levente Pakot’s newest paper using Chayanov’s approach (2013)
- open up new perspectives to understanding household dynamics, and draw attention
to important new aspects in order to go beyond seemingly infertile attempts of regional
division and cultural classification.

To sum up the results of Hungarian research, despite a long period of intense ef-
fort many questions remain unresolved. We are therefore unable to clearly define the
main determinants of household structure in the pre-industrial era or discriminate
between the causes of the results identified in different analyses. It is therefore not
clear whether ethnic affiliation (Farago 1985, Husz 2002, Ori 2009), the full and dif-
ferentiated regional context (Farago 1985, Ori 2009), the type of settlement (Benda
2002, 2008, Faragd 2005, Melegh 2000, Ori 2005, 2009), social position (Benda 2002,
Faragd 2005), farming (Pozsgai 2000, Benda 2002, Ori 2005), inheritance (Husz
2002), changes during the household life cycle (Pozsgai 2000, Husz 2002, Farago

6 He tried to take into account the fact that a considerable number of extended-family households were led by widows or widow-
ersas the custom of retirement was basically unknown among Hungarian and Slovakian peasants in the nineteenth century. He also
tried to separate stem and joint families as the results of two types of inheritance and cultural norms (Pozsgai 2000. 207-209.).



2005, Pakot 2013) or changes over historical time (Benda 2002, Faragd 1977, Husz
2002) mattered first of all or whether a combination of all these factors played a role
in household formation.

The Hungarian MOSAIC sample, which contains a much larger dataset than has
been available to prior research, may help us to contribute to resolving these problems.
One of the great advantages of this sample is that it consists of individual-level data,
which makes more subtle statistical analysis possible. Besides this, the relatively rich
content of the first Hungarian population census carried out by the official statistical
service (containing age, sex, marital status, denomination, socio-professional status,
region, etc.) allows such kinds of multivariate analysis which, taking the possible factors
together into account, may provide us with important results concerning the debates
and issues detailed above.

3 MOSAIC SAMPLE FOR HUNGARY, 1869

3.1 THE TERRITORY UNDER INVESTIGATION: HISTORIC HUNGARY

The territory for which we collected data was one part of the historical Kingdom for
Hungary, which existed before 1918 (Map 1).
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Map 1:

The territory under investigation: historic Hungary (with recent political boarders and the administrative
units of the period prior to he First World War)

The area is sometimes termed the ‘Carpathian basin’, and nowadays extends through the
territories of eight countries (Hungary, Austria, Slovakia, the Ukraine, Romania, Serbia,

Croatia and Slovenia). It was the home of several ethnic groups (Hungarians, Germans,
Slovaks, Romanians, Serbs, Croats, Ruthens or Ukrainians and Jews, etc.) and denomi-
nations (Roman and Greek Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists, Unitarians, the Orthodox,
Jewish, etc.). Besides ethnic and denominational diversity, the area is characterised by



its geographic and economic variety: one can find here the great Hungarian Plain which
was the location of extensive stock breeding (mainly cattle and sheep) and later on wheat
production, extended hilly regions which were centres of wine production and the high
mountains of Transylvania (now in Romania) and Northern Hungary (now in Slovakia or
in the Ukraine) where subsistence was based on extensive stock breeding (mainly sheep)
and forestry.

3.2 BASIS OF THE SAMPLING PROCEDURE:
THE 1869 POPULATION CENSUS
Although several census-like sources could be used to create the sample at the national
level (first of all the censuses of 1784-1787, 1850, 1857, 1869 and 18-19%" century church
registers of households), the 1869 census seems to be the best choice because of its rich
content and the large amount of individual census sheets which still survive today’.

Note: coloured space: surviving census sheets for the whole territory of the given county (lighter: county Ung belonging to present-

day Ukraine); spots or spotted areas: surviving material for separate settlements or smaller regions.
Map 2:
Surviving individual census sheets, 1869

After the compromise of the Austrian and Hungarian political elite in 1867 and the
creation of the double monarchy, the first census of the independent Hungarian Statisti-
cal Office was carried out in 1869 (its exact date was 31 December 1869). In the course of
the census, an enumeration of domestic animals was carried out, and data about places
of residence (e.g. flats/houses) also recorded. Enumeration was house by house, and
every flat received a separate sheet for registering inhabitants (‘Wohnpartel’ - see later).
Name, rank, sex, denomination, profession and the character of employment/profession,
place of birth, status (resident or foreigner), presence and absence (longer or not than
one month) and literacy were recorded. In the remark column notes could be made on

7 Itis worth mentioning that up until 1880 all censuses were carried out with the help of the local administrative authorities
(data collection and summing up was done by the counties), so many individual census lists can be found in regional archives. From
1880 onwards the work was entirely undertaken by the professional statistical service, and individual data were destroyed profes-
sionally. The chances of finding individual census sheets from 1880, 1890, 1900 or 1910 are almost zero. There are some nominative
lists of inhahitants from some places from 1880, which served as a basis for census taking, but they contain only limited population
information. Although some exceptional material survived from later periods, for instance the census of 1941 for Budapest, it was
quite clear that any sampling procedure of micro-data of households would have to concentrate on the period prior to 1880. For
further information see Ori - Pakot 2012.



physical disability, military service, place of origin in the case of foreigners and place of
stay in the case of absent persons®.

A very large amount of individual data can sometimes be found for whole regions,
counties or towns. The urban material contains the entire - or almost entire - censuses of
the towns of Debrecen, Gyor, Székesfehérvar, Szentes, TuUrkeve, Magyarovar, Kecskemeét
in Hungary and Brasov (Brass®) and Targu Mures (Marosvasarhely) in present-day Ro-
mania. The complete record remained for the following counties: Torna (35 villages), Bars
(212 villages), Nyitra (494 villages), Komarom (103 villages), Saros (386 villages), Szepes
(189 villages), Zemplén (463 villages), Zolyom (120 villages). A very considerable amount
of material remained in county Maros-Torda (100 villages), Pozsony (55 villages), Szilagy
(39 villages), Haromszék (6 villages) and Esztergom (8 villages), not to mention separate
settlements (Map 2). We have information concerning the surviving material of county Ung
in present-day Ukraine, but we did not search the Ukrainian archives, and this information
still has to be checked in order to confirm its size.

3.3 THE SAMPLING PROCEDURE?

Taking the amount of surviving material into account, the censuses from 1857 and 1869
could be the basis of a country-wide sample. As the amount of surviving material is greater
from 1869 and the content of the census richer than that of the 1857 census, we have
chosen the latter one for sampling. In particular, the data on farm animals, houses, and
literacy and the richer data on profession, etc., provide valuable variables for analysing
different demographic phenomena.

Taking into account the spatial unevenness of the surviving material and the fact that
census taking itself and recent data collection and database building alike were carried
out on the territories of different present-day states, it seemed a better choice to create
a sample representative for the historic Kingdom of Hungary than a representative one
for the surviving material.

The principles of sampling were as follows. Though the spatial distribution of the sur-
viving material is very uneven, we tried to maintain a spatial balance, the consequence of
which is that a huge amount of surviving material in Slovakia or Transylvania was repre-
sented at a considerably lower rate than other parts of Hungary where much less material
remains. As a starting point we used the official statistical division of the period, but to
maintain a balance in the spatial distribution of the chosen census material we created
nine smaller regions, the population size of which we could use to assure correct weighting
in the sample (Map 3). We tried to create territorial units that can be easily grouped by
present-day political boarders (Hungary, Romania and Slovakia), and the research can be
continued and extended to present-day countries if deemed useful. Croatia was left out
of consideration at this stage, as was the south-eastern part of the Hungarian Great Plain
(counties Csanad, Arad, Torontal, Temes, Krasso-Szorény, partly in present-day Hungary,
Serbia and Romania) for which we investigated but did not find surviving census material.
On the other hand, the population and territory of those counties belonging to the Ukraine
were included in the sample and were taken into account in the sampling procedure.

As a first step, a rural sample of three per thousand (around 30,000 people and
5-6,000 households) seemed to be rational. First of all, we calculated the size of the non-
urban population of each region. Doing this we used a legal term of the statistics of the
period, which does not cover entirely the urban population but we had no better option
at macro-level. On the basis of this calculation we computed the sample population size
of the regions (Table 1).

8 See Appendix 2 for a detailed description of information recorded on the census sheets.
9 For more detail see Ori 2012.



Afterwards we chose villages one after another for each region until we reached or ap-
proached the planned population size. As a method we used two approaches. In two regions
(Southern Transdanubia and the Great Plain) we only had a few rural communities with surviving
material, urban materials being too large to include into the sample. Here we used the surviving
material (villages, some fragments and outskirts of larger settlements of under 2,000 inhabit-
ants). In other regions we used stratified random sampling, where the settlements were the
sampling units. The first stratum was the region, the second the counties within regions if there
were more with surviving material, and the third was the denominational distribution®. The
task of choosing necessitated use of a random number table using the serial numbers of the
settlements (according to their alphabetical order which is independent of spatial situation).

Middle Upper Hungary

Eastern Upper Hungary

Western Upper Hungary North-Eastern Hungary
Partium
Northern

Transdanubia

Transylvania

Southern
Transdanubia

Great Plain

Map 3
Regional division for sampling

Table 1
Population size of the regions and the sample planned

Number of Ayerage Legally . Sample
settlements size of non-urban b planned
settlements population

Southern Transdanubia 1,450 748.6 1,085,398 10.8 3,245
Northern Transdanubia 1,457 835.7 1,217,581 121 3,640
Western-Upper Hungary 1,475 656.1 967,692 9.6 2,893
Middle-Upper Hungary 889 601.7 534,917 5.3 1,599
Eastern-Upper Hungary 1,983 548.6 1,087,807 10.8 3,252
North-Eastern Hungary 540 1,166.5 629,900 6.3 1,883
Partium 1,270 939.2 1,192,832 11.9 3,566
Transylvania 2,353 826.4 1,944,553 19.4 5,813
Great Plain 451 3,0479 1,374,618 13.7 4,109
Total 11,868 845.6 10,035,298 100.0 30,000

10 Population size and denominational distribution of all settlements are available in Sebék 2005.



In the process of digitalising the data some of the villages originally included in the
sample were substituted by others. In all regions we selected at least two versions so
that we could substitute one or another village in case of missing or bad quality data.
In the Great Plain region the enumeration of the outskirts around Kecskemét offered
a large amount of high quality material so we did not need to include the fragments of
the market town Kunszentmiklds where the indication of the relationship to household
head was missing. In Eastern-Upper Hungary and Western-Upper Hungary four villages
in total were substituted by others because their size and denominational composition
were different compared to what we found in our sources and had originally calculated
(in the Eastern region instead of Dubrava we included Sarisské Dravce and Silickd Jab-
lonica), or because the quality of the census was not high enough (Cenkovce instead of
Vieska and Plavé Vozokany instead of Podhradie in the Western region which cannot
be otherwise identified). Map 4 shows the geographic spread of the settlements in
the sample, while their exact population size and denominational distribution can be
found in Appendix 1.

Map 4:
The settlements of the sample

Table 2 shows the actual sample compared to the planned one. We managed to
maintain the proportions we had originally planned for, and differences are minor. The
Transdanubian and East-Slovakian (‘Eastern-Upper Hungary’) population included in
the sample is a bit larger than planned, while the Transylvanian, Partium and Great
Plain sample populations are smaller than originally planned. Using regions and coun-
ties within regions as strata in the sampling procedure enabled representation of the
geographic diversity of the country as far as was possible. Geographic diversity reflects
economic plurality, the different locations and possibilities of subsistence, which ap-
pear to be important factor behind the very varied demographic conditions observed
and described so many times. At the same time, denomination was a cultural factor
available for all settlements, which may assure the representativity of the sample in
this respect.



Table 2
Population size and proportions in the sub-regions, planned sample and created sample

Number of
Number of
Legally non-urban
. Sample . settlements
non-urban % Sample % settlements .
) planned . - in the
popula-tion with surviving
. sample
material
Southern 1,085,398 10.8 3,245 3,804 12.1 4 2+
Transdanubia fragments
of Mohacs
Northern 1,217581 12.1 3,640 4,067 12.9 53 4
Transdanubia
Western-Upper 967,692 9.6 2,893 3,030 9.6 814 9
Hungary
Middle-Upper 534917 5.3 1,599 1,779 5.7 120 4
Hungary
Eastern-Upper 1,087,807 10.8 3,252 3,601 115 981 7
Hungary
North-Eastern 629,900 6.3 1,883 2,072 6.6 103 4
Hungary
Partium 1,192,832 119 3,566 3,471 11.1 39 6
Transylvania 1,944,553 194 5,813 5,801 16.2 100 7
Great Plain 1,374,618 13.7 4,109 3,781 12.0 2+ 1+
fragments fragments
Total 10,035,298 100.0 30,000 31,406  100.0 2,216 44 entire +
2 groups of
fragments

In the surviving material Calvinists, Roman and Greek Catholics are over-represented
while the Greek Orthodox population is strongly under-represented. The sampling
procedure gave an acceptable result in this respect, and differences have almost
disappeared (Table 3). The proportion of Orthodox population decreased as a result
of the reduced size of the territory used for sampling. In the sample they are still
somewhat under-represented, because in the Partium region we have no Orthodox
villages at all. As for Lutherans, their lower proportion in the sample was caused by
a lack of surviving material relating to Transylvanian German population (‘Saxons’).
At the same time, Calvinists remain a bit over-represented in the sample. In some
cases denominational groups are identical to ethnic groups. Thus Calvinists and Uni-
tarians of the sample are entirely Hungarians, Greek Catholics are Romanians while
Lutherans are almost entirely Slovakians. By contrast, other denominational groups
are heterogeneous in terms of ethnic affiliation: Roman Catholics can be Hungarians,
Germans or Slovakians, and Greek Orthodox can be Romanians or Serbs. Therefore,
denomination can be regarded as a cultural proxy, reflecting (for example) differences
in inheritance rules.
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Table 3
Population size and denominational distribution (%)

Population | R. Cath.| Gr. Catn. | Gr.ort.| Luth. | caiv. | unit. | Jew. |

Whole county 13,663,285 459 11.6 15.2 8.1 14.8 0.4 4.0
without Croatia
Surviving material 1,503,649  56.0 12.8 0.9 8.6 21.6 0.3 6.4

Regions for 10,035,298  46.2 14.6 9.9 9.0 15.9 0.5 3.8
sampling
Sample 31,406 470 15.3 7.8 6.7 183 0.2 4.4

3.4 DIGITALISATION AND SOURCE PROBLEMS

The digitalisation of the data clearly shows the most important problems we have to
face in analysing them. First of all, while birth date, marital status, religion, and the socio-
professional status of all individuals are clearly indicated on the census sheets, there is no
separate column for household position or relationship to the household head. In theory,
the proper order of persons on the list indicates household position: heads, their spouses,
children, the spouses of children, grandchildren, other relatives and finally non-relatives
would be. However, this was not always followed in practice. Thus the differing practice
of enumerators remains a very important factor: sometimes they indicated the relation to
household heads in the column of names and sometimes not. In the latter case the rela-
tion can be reconstructed by the order, age and family name of persons, to some extent
an indication of socio-professional status (here it was often indicated that somebody
was a family member, housewife, child, widow mother, or any relative supported by the
household head), but many persons’ status remains uncertain (widows and widowers,
relatives or non-relatives, mostly older people or children). The other problem links to
the relatively obscure notion of the household and the differing interpretation of census
takers which was the conseqguence of this uncertainty. While prior to 1850 the notion of
the household used for different censuses and census-like enumerations was relatively
clear, and those sources were similar and comparable in this respect, from 1850 onwards
the Austrian administration set up their own statistical system in Hungary, the household
notion of which was maintained even by the independent Hungarian Statistical Office
after 1867. Prior to 1850 household (familia) meant: “all those living together, and eating
together, either married to each other or not, including servants, etc.”". After 1850 the
notion of Wohnpartei (co-resident units) was used instead of familia which meant: a.)
marital couples with or without child/ren; b.) widowers or widows with child/ren; c.)
single or widowed persons without child/ren who have servants and live alone on their
fortune, office or income®. It is also clear that foster children and other relatives living
together in the same house or flat also had to be included into the notion of Wohnpartei.
On this basis, it does not seem probable that Wohnpartei would have been equal to the
nuclear family according to the original intentions. It is much more probable that the
newer unit of enumeration must have been close to the former household concept (the
community of persons living, farming, working and consuming together), at least in most
cases. But without any doubt, the notion of the “household” became less certain, and
left room for inconsistent interpretation and practice. On the basis of our experiences we
may conclude that Wohnpartei means household in most of the cases, but sometimes
households might have been divided for reasons that remain unknown to us. We do not

11 See the instruction of the 1784-87census: Thirring 1938.151.
12 See theinstruction of the 1850 census: Danyi 1993. 92.



know the logic of this division but it was not automatic, e.g. the proportion of extended-
and multiple-family households was also considerable in many places and we can find at
least some of them in each village. Experiences gained from archive research and data
digitalisation show that the division of households was relatively general in 1850 but later
in 1857 and particularly in 1869 it was much more seldom. In many surviving census materi-
als a considerable percentage of multiple-family households were recorded (e.g. married
couples living together with one or more married sons or daughters or married brothers,
especially if they commonly owned the same house or if they were both landowners). In
other cases or places division was also general, particularly lone older persons, journey-
men and their families, beggars, paupers, married relatives if they were not landowners
were separated although they lived together with the house owners’ families in the
same houses. In all probability in some of these cases living together and subsistence
differed, as these families or persons worked outside of the house owner’s household.
But in Transylvania sometimes even this practice differed: persons who were indicated
as being kept and supported by the house owner or the head of the first household in
the house were separated and registered in different households. Therefore, one has to
act carefully when analysing household composition utilising the 1869 census, but in the
villages where most of the houses was inhabited by one unit (Wohnparter) this problem
does not appear to be serious.

4 METHODOLOGY

In the course of this analysis we considered relatives living together in the same house
as household members. On this basis we could perform the classification according to
the Laslett-Hammel typology (Hammel - Laslett 1974). All these needed the recoding of
households, and in many cases relationship to household heads. Thus the main criteria of
our classification were kinship and living together under the same roof (common house
or flat) and cooking and eating together (using a single kitchen or fireplace in the house),
whereas the problem of common farming or subsistence could not be included at this
level of analysis.

In recoding the households (Wohnpartei, co-resident unit in the original) we changed
the original registration in two different ways. The most common was unification of
separated households, whose members were relatives and lived in the same house and
used the same kitchen®™. In this way we used consequent criteria to reconstruct house-
holds which may exclude the impacts of differing interpretations and practices of the
period. At the same time we may have made the wrong decision in some cases, as living
together didn’t exclude the possibility of separate subsistence and the division of lands
and properties among cohabiting family members. Analysing the subsequent censuses
of 1850, 1857 and 1869 in the north-eastern county of Torna, Péter Pozsgai succeeded in
proving that the division of households into more nuclear families was not automatic and
must have been close to reality (Pozsgai 2000.190). At the same time, the division was
not totally consequent and this kind of micro-analysis could not be followed in this case.
Our method might be problematic, particularly in the case of married brothers who lived
and ate together but who were registered separately. This phase of the household life
cycle reflects the practice of inheritance in the course of which the property was shared
equally among the male heirs. As Gyula Benda showed in the case of Keszthely, this was
agradual process in the course of which some pieces of land (especially vineyards) were
shared out among the heirs even during the lifetime of the father (sometimes it resulted

13 Kinship was determined by clear indications found in the source, or was assumed to exist on the basis of family names
and ages.
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in living separately) but the final division was not carried out while one of the parents
was alive. However, the final division among the brothers after the death of the parents
was not automatic, and one can find many examples of common farming siblings too
(Benda 2002.126.). Therefore, on the one hand, married brothers living together in the
same house cannot be automatically regarded as the members of the same household if
we include the question of farming. But even in those cases the same roof and fireplace
meant a very close relationship, and although the property was divided and regarded
as separate units mutual help must have been evident in most of the cases. On the
other hand, especially in the case of landowners, division was not evident and automatic,
common farming was not seldom at all. Thus we might overestimate the proportion of
complex households if we consider all possible criteria, but the consequent method of-
fered more important advantages.

Table 4
Household typology used in the analysis

la Widowed
1b Single or unknown marital status
2. Co-resident siblings
2.b Co-resident relatives of other kind
2.C Non-related persons living together
3.a Married couples alone
3b Married couples with child(ren)
3.c Widowers with child(ren)
3d Widows with child(ren)
4a.1 Extended upwards, older generation’s headship
43.2 Extended upwards, younger generation’s headship
4.b Extended downwards
4.c Extended laterally
4d.1 Combinations of 4a-4c¢, with older head
4d.2 Combinations of 4a-4c, with younger head
5.a Secondary unit up
5.b.1 Secondary unit down
5b.2 Secondary units down
5.¢ Widowed parent (head) with at least two married children
5.d Co-resident married siblings or cousins
S.e Co-resident married siblings or cousins with retired parent(s)
5.f Two or more kin-linked conjugal couples of unknown kin relationship

The other thing we did was separate non-relatives if they formed a nuclear family (mar-
ried lodgers, servants and employees). All those families could not have been classified
according to the Laslett-Hammel typology if we had not separated them. The co-resi-
dence of nuclear families in Hungary not related to each other was rather common, one

14 Faragd came to the same conclusion in analysing eighteenth-century household lists (1985. 79.). Even if the relatives living
together were separated on the tax lists it was not probable that they farmed separately or that their everyday life was independ-
ent of each other.



part of them was included in the head’s household without any doubt, whereas another
part evidently formed separate households, especially in the case of cottars without
an independent house (subinquilini according to the term of the period) (Farago 1985.
25.). Independent subsistence and forming separate households was particularly appar-
ent when the families of day labourers or servants lived together under the same roof.
Therefore, although the division of non-relative nuclear families into separate households
may be questioned in some cases, the division generally seems a reasonable solution to
providing our database with consistency.

As aresult of these two processes we reduced the number of households compared
to the original database from 6,577 to 6,242, while the mean size of households increased
from 4.64 to 4.89 regarding the de facto population, and the number and proportion of
more complex households also increased™.

In classifying the households we slightly modified the Laslett-Hammel scheme. We
basically followed Mikolaj Szottysek’s classification (2008. 401.), altered in two key
respects: in the extended category we differentiated according to the household head-
ship (considering whether the extended part or the head of the nuclear part was the
household head, or in other words the older or the younger generation,)'® and in the
complex category we distinguished between two or more cohabiting nuclear families in
the group 5b (secondary units down: 5b1and 5b2) (Table 4). We have to make clear that
we consider widowed persons and their children to be a complete nuclear family unit
within a household when they live together with their married relatives or with widowed
relatives with children (parents, siblings or cousins).

In the course of analysis we coded all records of occupations on the basis of the
HISCO coding scheme (van Leeuwen - Maas - Miles 2002), which were later classified
according to the HISCLASS scheme (van Leeuwen - Maas 2011). Finally, the 12 classes
were contracted into five broader categories (Table 5).

Table 5
Socio-professional categories used in the analysis (based on HISCLASS)

Category HISCLASS Name

1 1-6: non-manual, higher skilled manual Groups of higher status (non-manual)
and foremen

2 7 and 9: medium-skilled and lower- Craftsmen (artisans)
skilled manual workers

3 8: farmers and fishermen Farmers (landowners)
10-12: unskilled workers and lower and  Groups of lower social status
unskilled farm workers (unskilled manual)

5 Missing Other

5 CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE
IN HUNGARY, 1869

5.1 GENERAL FEATURES OF THE SAMPLE

The sampling procedure was based on population size and the denominational distribution
of regional populations. The results can be seenin Tables 2 and 3. Table 6 shows the result

15 The share of multiple-family households increased by four percentage points while that of extended-family households by
one percentage point (see below).
16 See Faragd 1985. 145.



18

of sampling with respect to household size and complexity using two crude variables:
mean household size and the number of married men per household. We provide both
the data of the sample according to the original household separation of the source, and
the recoded and modified version that will be used in the analysis.

Table 6

Mean household size and the number of conjugal units per household, Hungary and Transylvania
and the sample, 1869

Mean Number
De facto Number of Number of of married
) ) household
population married men households , men/
size
household
Hungary and
Transylvania* 13,219,350 2,691,677 2,871,755 4.60 0.937
Original sample 30,518 6,133 6,577 4.64 0.932
Modified sample 30,518 6,133 6,242 4.89 0.983

*Source: Census 1870. 85.
Note: De facto population: the actual population enumerated on the spot (visitors staying there for a period shorter than one month

excluded and temporary absentees included)

We can see that household size was larger and household structure more com-
plex in the sample analysed here compared to Hungary and Transylvania as a whole.
Modification of the sample (the contraction of households originally registered sepa-
rately) did not cause large differences, and it clearly resulted from the method used in
the course of the recoding. Our original sample otherwise very faithfully reflects the
mean household size and the variable of household complexity related to the whole
country.

Concentrating on the demographic features of the sample, first of all we examine
the age distribution of the actual (de facto) population.

Females Males

70+ H
65-69 [ T |
60-64 I —
55-59 [ 1l
50-54 [
45-49 | 1l
40-44 [ | 1l
35-39 I'm I
30-34 [} |
25-29 I
20-24 I
15-19 |
10-14
5-9
0-4

3000 2000 1000 0 1000 2000 3000

nevermarried married I widowed [ other

Figure 1:
The age structure of the (de facto) population by marital status, MOSAIC Sample, Hungary, 1869
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The census sheets provide detailed information on the age of each individual (year
of birth)” together with marital status. The shape of the age pyramid is that of a young
population with high infant and child mortality. In higher age groups one can see smaller
or larger breaks in the evenness of the pyramid, for instance in the 20-24 age-group,
which might be the result of former high infant and child mortality (for example, the great
cholera epidemic of 1849 or the economic crisis of the years before that). In addition,
in younger age groups migration could help shape the pyramid (see later). Regarding
marital status, females clearly married earlier than males, and even under the age of
20 a considerable part of the female population was married. In the higher age groups
only the widowed are visible besides the married, though there were some divorced or
cohabiting persons and married ones who lived separately. Therefore marriage customs
can be characterised by early marriage among females, and marriage was quite general
in the population. Indeed, above the age of 30 there were very few persons who were
never married and they were first of all males and presumably servants. Widowhood
was characteristic first of all of females as a consequence of their much worse chances
of remarrying and wives’ probable longer lifespan than their husbands'®.

31,406 persons were registered in the villages and outskirts of the sample. Of them,
97.3 per cent was local (resident) people whereas 2.7 per cent consisted of foreigners.
The members of the first category formed the so called de jure population, regardless of
their presence at the date of enumeration.

Table 7
Population in the sample by residence and absence/presence

Present Present Absent Absent
temporarily | permanently | temporarily | permanently Total
D @) (3) @)

Resident N 16 29,692 15 828 30,551
population % 0.1 97.2 0.0 2.7 100.0
Foreigners N 24 810 20 855

% 2.8 94.7 0.1 2.3 100.0
Total N 40 30,502 16 848 31,406

% 0.1 971 0.1 2.7 100.0
De jure population 30,551
De facto population (2+3) 30,518

Almost three per cent of the local population was permanently absent or temporar-
ily present in the households (which means that they were otherwise absentees) at the
census date. They outnumbered the foreigners who were present in the households at
the census date. The surplus of absentees was around one per 1,000 related to resident
population in 1869. We cannot consider it simply as a balance of migration as one part
happened within the villages. Of the permanently absent population (97.6 per cent of
the resident category) 81 per cent was registered as a child of the household head and

17 The exact date of the enumeration was 31 December 1869. It has the advantage that all individuals registered in the census
who were born in the same calendar year had the same complete age.
18 For widowhood and remarriage in nineteenth century Hungary see Pakot 2009 and Pakot - Ori 2012.
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worked in foreign households as servants or other employees. Similarly, almost 40 per
cent of the foreigners permanently present were servant or employee, 13.1 per cent of
them were household heads who moved in with their families, and one part of them
must also have been servants. In the following parts all calculations related to the whole
population will be made for the de facto population.

Table 8 shows some other characteristics of the sample population. As we have
seen, marriage was a general custom, and at age 50 (an average value calculated for
the age group 46-55) the percentage of the never married was below three per cent
in the case of men and women alike. The singulate mean age at first marriage (SMAM)
was particularly low in the case of females, while the male value was also lower than the
ones observed for Western Europe, though the highest numbers (26-27 years of age
on the Great Plain and Transylvania or in the western part of present-day Slovakia) are
not very far from them. The proportion of servants and employees in households can
be regarded as rather underestimated, since around 12 per cent of household heads
registered independently worked as lower-skilled or unskilled farm workers (first of all
as day labourers but also as servants - that is to say working as servants on the basis of
a permanent contract but maintaining their own households).

Table 8
Mean age at first marriage, percentage of the never married at age 50 and that of servants and employees,
Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

% of the never % of the never % servants
MSMAM FSMAM married at 50 married at 50 ’ ’
employees
(men) (women)
25.7 20.8 2.6 2.9 4.8

1599 2024 2529 3034 3539 4044 4549 5054 5559  60-64 6569

— Neads e SETVANS, €MPlOYEES total

Figure 2:
The percentage of the never married males (de facto population), Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Figure 2 shows another aspect of marriage. It is clear that the mean age at first mar-
riage for the total male population is around 25 years of age, and above 45 the propor-
tion of the never married stabilises at a very low level. At the same time, the curve of
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household heads shows smaller differences. Some of them became household heads at
a very young age (i.e. under the age of 20), presumably after the death of their fathers.
However, becoming household head also meant marriage, even at a relatively young age.
Household heads married earlier, and around the age of 35 the rate of the ever married
reaches its maximum, which remains stable as heads did not remain unmarried. The case
of servants and employees was quite different. About 20 per cent of them remained
unmarried even in older age groups. Moreover, they married older than the other part of
the population, though it is clear that we cannot speak about life-cycle servitude in their
case. Servant status was present along the whole male life course and a considerable
percentage had a family. Shepherds and others of marginal status made up the largest
group of the rural population that remained unmarried in the studied period.

100 -

0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70+

M child M head M spouse child in-law
M parent M parentin-law sibling M sibling in-law

M grandchild other relative inmate employee, servant

Figure 3:
The reconstructed life course of the de facto male population, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Although we have cross-sectional data at our disposal, household position (the
relationship to household heads) by age group makes the reconstruction of life course
possible (Figures 3, 4). In this case we created fictive cohorts from the data of different
generations (see for instance Szottysek 2008. 408-410.). The ordinary life course of
males was rather simple and in most cases consisted of two phases: they began their
life as children, and after the death of their parents they became household heads. The
presence of grandchildren in younger age groups and that of children-in-law, siblings,
parents and parents-in-law in higher age groups demonstrates a considerable frequency
of complex household forms. The presence of relatively old ‘children’ (aged 40) proves
the same. Servitude was characteristic of younger age (about age 10-30), though this
status accompanied the whole life course. Living as a relative in a family also occurred
in childhood, whereas living in a household as a non-family member was more general
in old age.
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Figure 4:
The reconstructed life course of the de facto female population, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Females were most likely to go from being children, to being spouses, and then to
being household heads. In their case the child-in-law status was much more pronounced,
as they moved into the households of their husbands’ parents after marriage. Similarly,
the status of other relatives (which in contrast to males occurs at older ages too), or
inmate, parent, parent-in-law were also much more frequent compared to males in the
last phase of the life course. The timing and frequency of servitude was very similar to
that of males. Therefore the main difference between the male and female life course
is that women lived much more frequently in dependency, in the households of others
(parents or other relatives, parent-in-laws, husbands, children, children-in-laws, other
relatives, even non-relatives) and they became household heads only at older age after
the death of their husbands.

5.2 HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE

We can see that early marriage in the case of females, the general custom of getting
married, the different feature of servitude (first of all the presence of married servants)
fits into the ‘Eastern marriage pattern’ depicted by John Hajnal. At the same time, the
later age of marriage among males somewhat modifies this homogenous picture.

After classifying households according to the modified Laslett-Hammel typology, it ap-
pears that more than 70 per cent of households consisted of nuclear families”. Our recoding
of households resulted in only a slight modification, the share of multiple-family households
increased by four percentage points while that of extended ones by one percentage point
(Table 9). If we compare it to results related to Eastern Europe and gained from a larger
amount of data, it may remind us of Mikolaj Szottysek’s eighteenth century ‘West’ Polish
pattern (2008. 401.). The 10-14 per cent of multiple-family households resembles the same
data of eighteenth century German and Slovak villages situated in Hungary. At the same
time, reconstructed household structures for Hungarian and especially southern Slav

19 See Appendix 3 for detailed data of classification of households.
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villages show much higher shares in this category (Farago 1996. 256.). Therefore and
despite the artificially increased share of more complex households, it shows the features
of some kind of transitory ‘Central’ or ‘East Central’ European model. At the same time, as
compared to the distribution of households, a larger part of the population lived in more
complex forms, as mean household size increased in parallel with household structure.

Table 9
Household structure by main household categories, mean household size (de facto population), Hungary,

MOSAIC sample, 1869, original and modified version

Mean
Households Population household
Size
Original Modified Modified
Frequency % Frequency | Per cent | Frequency %
1Solitaires 228 35 190 3.0 190 0.6 10
2 No family 148 23 141 2.3 446 15 32
3 Simple-farmily 4919 748 4380 702 19357 634 44
households
4 Extended- 633 96 654 105 3563 117 54
family households
> Multiple-family ¢ g 99 87 U0 6962 228 79
households
Total 6,577 100.0 6,242 100.0 30,518 100.0 49

Most of the households were led by men, and only 13 per cent by women (Table 10). Fe-
male heads were older, as may be expected, since they took over mostly after they had
entered widowhood (Figure 5). Consequently, the households led by women were more
polarised than those led by men. Older mean age of female heads resulted in a higher
share of extended and multiple-family households on the one hand, and solitaires and
non-family households on the other. At older ages they had a greater chance of living
together with one or more married child or children as well as living as widows alone or
together with non-relatives (Figure 6).

Table 10
Household heads by sex, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Frequency %
Men 5,417 86.8
Women 825 13.2

Total 6,242 100.0
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Figure 5:
Household heads by sex and broad age group, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

5.3 THE DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE:
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Examination of household structure by the sex of the household heads leads us to the
issue of the factors that influence household composition. The distribution of households
by Laslett and Hammel’s main categories varies by the sex of household heads (Figure
6). The effect of the sex of the head works in all probability through the different (older)
average age of female heads compared to that of males. Households led by women
(mostly by widows) entailed special stages of the household life cycle, mostly by be-
coming widowed: living alone and living with children dominated in younger age groups,
whereas living in more complex household forms became increasingly apparent in older
age groups (Figure 8). Therefore, the sex of the head must be regarded as an important
determinant of household structure.

%
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Figure 6:

Household heads by sex and household category, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869
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Figure 7.
Household structure by the age of heads (males), Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

It follows that the age of the household heads is also a factor we have to take into ac-
count when considering household structure. It is apparent that living in a simple-family
household dominates the whole life course of men. Being alone or living together with
relatives or non-relatives without forming a nuclear family is characteristic of younger heads
below the age of 30. Extended- and multiple-family households are present throughout
the whole life course (for instance young heads living together with their widowed parents
or married brothers as well as unmarried ones?®), but it becomes much more frequent
above the age of 45 (mostly living together with married sons or daughters: 8.2 per cent
of the households examined). Figure 7 demonstrates well the characteristics of the male
life course. Becoming a household head at a young age meant that someone had lost at
least one of his parents and most frequently lived as a married head in a simple-family
household, or less commonly alone or together with others (relatives or non-relatives) if
he was not married. The presence of widowed parents or parent-in laws was very com-
monin all age groups. It is also clear that the division of property did not happenin every
case after the death of the parents, or that it happened only in theory; the co-residence
of married brothers was not very frequent but not insignificant either (3.1 per cent of
all households, mostly in younger age groups, see Appendix 3). As we have seen, the
probability of living in more complex households increased with age, which meant first
of all that the classic form of multiple-family households with secondary unit(s) down
(a married couple together with their married child/ren). But about 88 per cent of these
households consisted of a couple living together with only one married child. At this level
of analysis it cannot be ascertained if these are classical stem families, or whether they
were formed by demographic factors, first of all by mortality. We assume that mortality
had a decisive role in shaping that proportion, and while the probability of living with
one married child must have been very limited, the chance of living with more married
children was even much smaller.

20 Living together with retired parents was rather rare in Hungary. See Appendix 3: this type makes up only 0.5 per cent of
all households in the present study.
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Figure 8:
Household structure by the age of heads (females), Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

We have already discussed some of the characteristics of female heads. If women
became household heads at a relatively young age that meant living alone (almost 30
per cent), living in non-family households (more than 20 per cent) or bringing children
up as widows (40 per cent). Around ten per cent of all households led by young women
consisted of widows, her children and other relatives. Later, the chance of living alone
or in non-family households decreased rapidly, whereas the probability of leading more
complex households increased in parallel. In older age groups almost 60 per cent of all
households led by women meant that widowed heads lived together with their married
child(ren). At the same time, the frequency of living alone or in non-family households
increased (Figure 8).

Therefore, the second important factor influencing household structure is the age
of household heads. This means that household structure was not static but altered
continuously throughout the life cycle, as stated by Berkner (1972) and his successors
for more than forty years.
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Figure 9:

Households by denomination of heads and household category, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869
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Religion as a cultural proxy (which can be substituted in some cases for ethnicity,
and in all probability affected household structure through inheritance customs) also
seems to influence household structure. Jews mostly lived in nuclear family households
while Lutherans (more or less Slovaks) and Orthodox population (partly Romanians,
partly Serbs) appear more likely to live in complex households. But in this case too, we
have to take into consideration the fact that the spatial or socio-economic distribution
of the denominational groups must have had a strong impact on the differences by the
denomination presented here (Figure 9).
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Figure 10:
Households by the socio-occupational status of the head (based on HISCLASS), Hungary, MOSAIC
sample, 1869

In order to examine the impact of socio-professional status on household structure
we used the HISCLASS categories detailed in Table 5. In 59 cases we had no data on
occupation. The distribution of these households seems to be characterised by the high
percentage of solitaires who were first of all lone women. Living alone or in non-family
households was more frequent among non-manual workers (mainly the local intelligentsia)
and unskilled manual workers (day labourers, farm hands, shepherds, etc.). These two
groups, together with craftsmen (artisans), can be characterised by the small percentage
of categories 4 and 5 (extended- and multiple-family households). Farmers (landown-
ers, mostly landowning peasantry) lived most frequently in more complex households
(categories 4 and 5). Here the labour force demand of agricultural work resulted in a
higher frequency of multiple-family households, that is to say the necessity of using more
of the adult labour force resulted in a larger household size (5.7 as opposed to 4.9, the
mean of the whole sample population), which could be resolved by relatives living and
farming together. All these suggest that the use of the foreign labour force (servants and
farm hands) and relatives were alternatives of each other, and that the use of the former
played a relatively smaller part in agriculture. Accordingly, the use of servants or farm
hands must have been a factor which impacted on household structure, and this impact
must have varied by occupation and the age of household head (by the household life
cycle) or by household category. We expected the presence of servants to be highest
in that phase of the household life cycle when the presence of children under age (basi-
cally under the age of 15) was strongest, and when the producer/consumer ratio in the
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households was least favourable?. At the same time, we assumed that use of a servant
labour force was more frequent in nuclear family households.

It is clear that the role of the foreign labour force in households (the percentage
of households with servants and other employees) was not particularly significant,
and the percentages are rather stable and low throughout the household life cycle
(Figure 1). Relatively high and rising shares can be observed in the first phase of the
household life cycle during the (presumably) most vulnerable period. In this period the
number of children under age in the households grew rapidly, similarly to mean house-
hold size. The mean number of children (under 15) increased until the head reached the
age group 40-44, while the percentage of households with a servant began to fall well
before that at most from the age group 35-39 of heads. It means that about 10-15 years
after the mean age at first marriage children who could help in the subsistence of the
families appeared in the households, and this went together with the diminishing role of
the foreign labour force. Similarly, in older age groups of heads the share of households
using servant work grew somewhat, counterbalancing the loss resulting from the growing
up and leaving of children. To sum up, we can conclude that the role of the foreign labour
force was not considerable. It is also interesting that in contrast to pre-industrial Swedish
examples (Lundh 1995. 56-57.), mean household size did not decrease significantly in
the later phase of household life cycle despite the growing up of children. It means that
a much more considerable share of them did not leave the parental household and thus
formed more complex types.
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Mean household size, mean number of children and the percentage of households with servants, employees
and children under the age of 15 by household heads’ age, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Table 11 shows that the percentage of households with servants and employees was
higher in complex household types than in nuclear family households. This proportion was
naturally highest among non-family households, where the typical form of co-residence
was living together with servants or employees. Servants appeared more frequently in
extended family households because this type was more common in the earlier and later
phases of the household life cycle, that is to say during the most vulnerable periods of

21 According to Christer Lundh (1995. 62-63.) and Levente Pakot (2013. 36.), who conducted studies looking at pre-industrial
Scanian and Transylvanian villages, the producer/consumer ratio was least favourable during the first 10-15 years after establishing a
new household, thatis to say it was a period when the living standard of the household members decreased. A similar deterioration
followed when the household head passed the age of 60.
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life. At the same time, we should bear in mind that other factors might have been at work
that remain hidden in the analysis. Servants were often present in households in addition
to adult family members if the size of the farm or the number of farm animals made it
necessary. Servants were even hired in one part of larger multiple-family households in
connection with the size of lands or the number of farm animals, factors, for which we have
no information in the source material. Another aspect we should take into consideration
is the fact that use of the foreign labour force did not entail co-residence in a common
household with them. The use of the labour force of day-labourers and other waged workers
was also very common. It was only seasonal and does not appear on the census sheets,
though in some regions or villages, for example in centres of wine production, it must
have been very frequent. Thus, the relatively low percentage of simple-family households
with servants does not mean that in those households the foreign labour force was not
used but that it was seasonal and the hired workers lived outside the given households.
The number of farm animals and the different types of farming the households relied on
are important factors, the impacts of which on household size and structure will be the
object of another analysis.

Table M
The percentage of households with servants and employees by household category, Hungary, MOSAIC
sample, 1869

Non-family Simple Extended Multiple Total
% of households with 38.7 128 15.7 14.7 13.8
servants, employees
N 141 4,380 654 877 6,242

Regarding regional diversity, it appears that a systematic west-east axis in house-
hold structure did not exist in historic Hungary (Table 12 and Figure 12). Similar to former
analyses based on cruder variables (Faragd 2003), Transylvania in the East or the Great
Plain in the middle part of the country proved to be composed of a simple household
structure, as compared to the other regions. Their data very much resemble those of
the western and north-western regions (Northern Transdanubia and Western-Upper
Hungary). Surprisingly enough, Southern Transdanubia, despite the presence of Orthodox
Serb and other Southern Slav populations, can by no means be characterised by the great
percentage of complex household structure; instead, it is the data of the small town of
Mohacs that could have influenced the results. More complex forms (categories 4 and
5) can mainly be found in the middle and eastern part of present-day Slovakia, and to a
much lesser extent in the eastern region of Partium (present-day Romania) and in the
south-western region of the Southern Transdanubia.

Regional differences in household structure are observable, but we did not grasp
the household characteristics of the regions as a whole. We can only conclude that
geographic situation matters in this respect, and that localities dispersed in space show
rather different types of co-residence. But we have to take into account that regions are
units of complex geographic, economic, cultural and social conditions. The composition
effect is by all means very important, while locality or region in itself as an explanatory
variable of household structure can be hardly interpreted.

To sum up the results of the descriptive statistics of the Hungarian MOSAIC sample,
we succeeded in revealing some factors which apparently affected the structure of
households. The sex and age of household heads directly influenced the composition
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of the co-resident units. The impact of the socio-economic condition (occupation) of
the household heads was similarly clear. At the same time, the use of the servant labour
force was of less importance, the effects of which seem contradictory and the manner
in which it worked remains hidden at this stage of analysis. Religion as a cultural factor
and regional differences also seem to matter, but are very complex and the composition
effect must be considered very markedly in their case.
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Figure 12:
The distribution of households by region and household category, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

Table 12
The percentage of households by region and household category, Hungary, MOSAIC sample, 1869

1 2 3 4 5 Total N
Eastern-Upper Hungary 11 2.0 63.0 10.8 230 100.0 638
Great Plain 2.7 1.7 78.2 10.8 6.6 100.0 775
Middle-Upper Hungary 6.3 1.6 545 125 251 100.0 319
North-Eastern Hungary 42 09 73 71 16.5 100.0 425
Northern Transdanubia 3.2 44 70.7 121 9.7 100.0 849
Partium 2.7 24 69.5 8.2 17.2 100.0 679
Southern-Transdanubia 6.1 24 651 1 15.2 100.0 783
Transylvania 18 18 74.9 9.0 12.6 100.0 1195
Western-Upper Hungary 1.7 2.2 72.2 135 104 100.0 579
Total 3.0 2.3 70.2 105 14.0 100.0 6,242

5.4 THE DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE: A MULTI-
VARIATE ANALYSIS

In this section, and in order to exclude compositional effects, we use logistic regression
analysis to test the impacts of all the factors that have been found to be important in the
course of descriptive statistical analysis (Table 13). The dependent variable was whether
the household was extended or multiple or not (Categories 4 and 5). The independent
variables were region, religion, the age and sex of household heads, their socio-profes-
sional status (HISCLASS category) and the presence of servants or other employees in
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the household. One part of the information refers to household heads (sex, age, religion,
socio-professional status) and the other to households (region and the presence of serv-
ants). All appear to have been important, but the effects of composition must have been
decisive except for age, socio-professional status and the presence of servants. The age of
household heads was apparently linked to household structure, and on the basis of prior
research we may suppose that households were not of a static structure but dynamic
and permanently changing over the household life cycle as a consequence of different
demographic events in the family, the type of subsistence or some exogenous impacts
(mortality, economic changes, the possibilities of migration, availability of lands, etc.).

The results partly confirm and partly modify our former observations. In terms of
regional differences, we can see the high odds ratios of the middle and eastern Slovakian
regions and the low value of the Great Plain, which can be regarded as extreme spatial
variations. The poor mountainous regions were the typical location of multiple-family
households, where the possibilities of forming new households and farms were in all
probability limited. By contrast, the Great Plain was a rapidly developing agrarian area in
the second half of the nineteenth century, which assured quite different possibilities for
leaving the parental household. The low value of the Partium region is surprising, but in
the descriptive analysis the composition of its population (mainly the high proportion of
Greek Catholic Romanians) might result in the relatively high percentage of households
in Categories 4 and 5; after eliminating this composition effect its position has totally
changed. Therefore Transylvania and the Partium region, besides the Great Plain, seem
to be the typical regions of simple-family households. After filtering out composition ef-
fects, the position of Southern Transdanubia also changed somewhat. But at this point
we can confirm our former observation that the regional differences do not show some
kind of west-east cultural slope, and do not support the Hajnal model very much.

Age of household heads appears to be important. The higher probability of living in
extended- and multiple-family households occurs in younger and (to an even greater
extent) in higher age groups. Young heads lived together with their widowed but retired
parents or unmarried and married siblings more frequently than they did some years
later at an older age, when their relatives died or left the household. Later on, especially
after 55 years of age, the probability of living in more complex forms also increased, first
and foremost because the marriages of the adult sons or daughters resulted in a more
frequent occurrence of complex household forms.

Sex of the household heads also mattered. Women became household heads at a
significantly older age than men, generally after entering widowhood. Thus their chance
of living together with their married child(ren) as household heads was greater than
was the case for men. The fact that they were more likely to survive their husbands and
become heads at an older age resulted in a higher probability of living in more complex
households. At the same time, being elderly, female household heads could also increase
the probability that at least one married child remained in the household in order to
maintain the farm and family property.

Greek Catholics (Romanians) and Lutherans (Slovaks) were more likely to live in
multiple-family households than Roman Catholics and Calvinists, while the higher coef-
ficient of Orthodox population is similarly not significant. In the case of Lutherans and
Greek Catholics, the effect of region cannot be entirely excluded, as in our sample they
lived almost exclusively in those regions where the percentage of the multiple forms was
high. Surprisingly, Jews were also very similar to Catholics and Calvinists after filtering
the composition effect out. The very low level of multiple forms among them was without
any doubt the result of their special socio-professional status (they often worked as local
shopkeepers, innkeepers and merchants). But it is also worth mentioning that differences
are smallest here, and that the results are not significant at a higher level in this respect
(except for Greek Catholics).
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The impact of occupation on household structure was decisive. Compared to the
groups of unskilled manual workers, landowners in particular lived in complex house-
holds. The chance of their living in extended- or multiple-family households was almost
four times higher than that of unskilled manual workers (first of all servants, farm hands
and day labourers). Compared to them, artisans’ (craftsmen) households were also more
complex, because the presence of journeymen and apprentices was quite common, who
in many cases were relatives of the family. Disregarding insignificant missing cases, the
local intelligentsia’s households were the least complex, among them Category 2 was
also frequent (living together with servants, etc.).

Table 13
Logistic regression analysis on household structure (extended- and multiple-family households), Hungary,
Mosaic sample, 1869

| mo® | S Nl % |
Region Western-Upper Hungary (ref) 579 93
Eastern-Upper Hungary 144 * 638 10.2
Great Plain 064 ** 775 124
Middle-Upper Hungary 189 *** 519 ol
North-Eastern Hungary 117 425 638
Northern Transdanubia 1.23 849 156
Partium 0.60 ** 679 109
Southern-Transdanubia 139 * /83 125
Transylvania 0.59 **= 1195 19.]
Sex Men (ref) 5417 86.8
Women 164 ** 825 13.2
Age <25 1.32 229 37
26-35 133 ** 1,402 225
36-45 (ref) 1,754 281
46-55 172 = 1,513 24.2
56-65 385 = 905 145
66+ 727 = 434 70
Religion Roman Catholic (ref) 2,985 478
Jewish 0.94 260 472
Greek Catholic 138 ** 898 14.4
Orthodox 122 486 18
Lutheran 131 % 401 6.4
Calvinist 1.06 1,212 194
Occupation  Higher 068 * 465 4.7
Artisan 127 1 612 938
Farmer 395 2,795 448
Unskilled (ref) 2,31 370
Missing 0.56 59 0.9
Servant Not present (ref) 5,383 86.2
Present 091 859 13.8
Nagelkerke R? 0.23
Constant 0.08 ***

***p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, T p<0.]
Note: The variables of sex, age, religion, occupation are related to the household heads, N and % sign the number and percentage

of households in the given category.
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To sum up, the strong impact of socio-professional status as well as sex and age of
household heads has been proven. It confirms the results of descriptive statistical analy-
sis. The effect of servants’ presence is also in harmony with the results of the descrip-
tive statistics, though a lot of other factors (for example the size of land, the number of
animals, the type of farming, etc.) remain hidden. The impact of religion appears weak,
and differences are small and seldom significant. Here the Jewish denomination, which
seemed to be strongly connected to the higher frequency of nuclear family households,
did not prove to be an important factor. In this case the composition effect was strong,
which remained hidden by using descriptive statistical methods. But otherwise the de-
nominational factor, which we regarded as a cultural proxy, had no considerable effect
on household composition. In our opinion these groups are probably too heterogeneous
and broad to directly affect the formation of co-resident groups.

At the same time, the impact of regions remained significant even after filtering the
composition effect out. We can say that region or geographic situation matter consider-
ably, even if we disregard the effects of denominational or socio-occupational distribution
or the specific age and sex composition of household heads. This means that geographic
situation has some speciality which we could not identify using this source and these vari-
ables but which affects household formation. Naturally and beyond this, we can suggest
here only some theoretical aspects which may help further examinations. The first factor
which we have to take into account in the future is type of farming. Within the group of
farmers (landowners) we have to separate families dealing with (for example) corn pro-
duction or animal husbandry from those dealing with wine production and forestry. These
specific branches of agriculture had quite different labour force demands and entailed
different organisational forms that could have resulted in different household structures,
and different usages of family members and foreigners in the labour force. These differing
sorts of agricultural production were linked to regions of differing geographic conditions,
and they also have to be taken into account to understand regionality. Another important
aspect may be the population density of the regions or the settlements included in the
sample. We attempted to deal with this latter variable (persons per km?in the villages
studied) but the correlation between this and the percentage of extended- and multiple-
family households seemed to be quite insignificant (the Pearson correlation coefficient
was -0.026) and we did not include it in the multivariate analysis. The effect of population
growth and population density could be still important, however, though the possible link
between them and household composition might be multiple. Strong population growth
and increasing population density might result in a higher frequency of out-migration
from the paternal household and the place of residence as well. However, if the possibili-
ties for out-migration were for some reason not present (for instance because of the
large distances, the remote situation of the given place or weak labour force demand in
the neighbourhood,) then children might have remained in the paternal household for a
longer than was typical and it might have resulted in a higher frequency of more com-
plex household formations recorded by one or another population census. Furthermore,
the structure of the settlements which were connected very strongly with regional and
geographic conditions was in all probability a decisive factor in this respect. The divided
or scattered type of village (like the market towns and their hamlets on the Great Plain or
the mountainous villages and their outskirts on the pastures) might have directly caused
the temporal and sometimes permanent division of co-resident units (the living together
itself) while the strong connection, co-operation and common farming did not finish at all.
In our view it was the probable cause for the high frequency of nuclear family households
on the Great Plain. There, the place of residence of family members might have differed
as they could live or permanently reside in the towns or villages themselves, or in the
hamlets and outskirts which were the real places of agricultural production. Therefore they
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could be registered separately, although common farming and the co-operative units
of subsistence were maintained after physical separation too. This was also the case in
many places in Transylvania and the Partium region, but further research is needed to
illuminate it by collecting more evidence about the correlation of co-residence, farming
and inheritance. At the same time, in the northern part of the country families might
have remained together after the death of both parents and taken over and divided the
family properties. In these cases we formed multiple or extended-family households
on the basis of the fact that they effectively lived together under the same roof. But in
those northern and north-eastern parts the share of multiple-family households was
otherwise high independent of our artificial household creation. Differing inheritance
systems, cultural heritage of ethno-cultural groups, which cannot be described simply by
denominational affiliation, agricultural production, land use, etc., are all possible factors
that might have influenced household formation and whose regional distribution might
have been very uneven. This fact has probably been shown in this analysis in the form
of regional differences. The remaining impact of regional differences clearly indicates
the direction towards which we have to proceed.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In the framework of the international MOSAIC project we have taken a sample for the
historic Kingdom of Hungary consisting of more than 30,000 persons and 6,000 house-
holds. Sampling was based on territorial differences and denominational distribution in
order to assure (to the extent possible) economic and cultural multiplicity. According
to the comparison of the country as a whole and the sample taken, the differences are
insignificant both concerning spatial and denominational distribution, and comparison
of some household variables (mean size of households and the number of conjugal units
per household) did not show significant differences either.

In the course of this analysis we tried to reveal the determinants of household struc-
ture. We pointed out that a large majority (around 70 per cent) of households was of
simple structure, that is to say consisted of one single nuclear family. At the same time,
the percentage of multiple-family households (about 14 per cent) was also consider-
able besides that of extended-family households (ten per cent). The higher frequency
of more complex household forms could be linked to the sex and age of the household
heads. Female heads’ and older heads’ higher chances of living together with married
relatives was proved both by descriptive statistics and multivariate analysis. This result
shows that household structure was a dynamic phenomenon which changed consider-
ably over time. Socio-occupational status appears to be a decisive factor. First of all,
landowning and farmer status was linked to a much higher frequency of more complex
household forms, which can be explained by the higher labour force demand of farm-
ing compared to other professions. Multivariate analysis confirmed the marked regional
variety concerning household structure, but altered the weight of one or another region
somewhat, thereby revealing the role of composition effect. We also have to admit that
spatial variance needs further explanation, because it succeeded in maintaining its
significance after filtering for the effects of age, sex, occupational and denominational
composition. In all probability, farming type, local rules of inheritance, ethnicity, and
settlement type are all factors that we could not take directly into account at this stage
of the research. Denominational differences remained in the course of the multivariate
analysis, but the odds ratios showed weak effects.

If we consider our results with respect to the Hajnal model we can come to further
conclusions. First and foremost, strong spatial differences do not follow a West-East
axis. Second, the decisive role of occupation and social position, the possible role of
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farming and land use, and subsequent and varied labour force demands of households
(besides ethno-cultural features) can be all considered new evidence. This confirms the
necessity of searching for alternative approaches to better understand the mechanisms
and influencing factors of household formation.
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Regional State Archive of County Baranya in Pécs, Hungary (Baranya Megyei Levéltar)
V.42.d. Documents of the market town Mohacs (Mohdcs varos tanacsanak iratai)
Records of the censuses from 1857-1869 (Népszamlalasi iratok, 1857-1869)

Regional State Archive of County Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén in Satoraljaujhely, Hungary
(Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén Megyei Levéltar, Satoraljaujhelyi Fioklevéltar)

XV./83. Collection of population census from 1869 in county Zemplén (Zemplén
varmegyei 1869. évi népszamlalasi iratok gydjteménye)

Lukacovce (Lukasocz)

Medzilaborce (Mezdlaborc)

Ostronica (Osztrozsnyica)

Semjén

Kiscsécs

Kisrozvagy

Regional State Archive of County Heves in Eger, Hungary (Heves Megyei Levéltar)
[V-34. Records of population censuses (Népszamlalasok)
1. 854. Records of census from 1869 in Deménd (Deménd kézség 1869. évi 6sszeirasa)

Regional State Archive of County Bacs-Kiskun in Kecskemét, Hungary (Bacs-Kiskun
Megyei Levéltar)

IV.1609. The documents of Kecskemét town’s senate (Kecskemét varos tanacsanak
iratar)

1. Records of censuses 1857-1870 (Népszamlalasi iratok 1857-1870)

7.d. Czethal, Nyirpuszta, Monostorpuszta

8.d. Urréti puszta

9.d. Csalanos, Halesz, Székto, Téglas

7.3. Orgovany
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b.) Printed sources

Census 1870. A Magyar Korona Orszagaiban az 1870. év elején végrehajtott népszamlalas
eredmeényei a hasznos hazi allatok kimutatasaval egyitt. (Census 1870 in the Crownlands
of Hungary together with the numbers of farm animals). Szerkesztette és kiadja: az
Orszagos Magyar Kirdlyi Statistikai Hivatal. Pest, Athenaeum, 1871.

Sebdk, L. (ed.) (2005): Az 1869. évi népszamlalas vallasi adatai (Census 1869, Data
on Denominations). Budapest: TLA Teleki Laszlo Intézet - KSH Népszamlalas - KSH
Levéltar.
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2 INFORMATION COLLECTED IN THE 1869 CENSUS
Page A. Housing Facilities

Town
Street
House number

The flat is located -inacellar
- in the ground floor
- in the loft
- in which floor
- in attic

The flat is made up of how many -rooms
- closets
- vestibules
- kitchens

The flat is used only for living (i.e. not for business)

Business-related facilities - shops or stores
- pantries
- cellars
- sheds
- storages
- stables
- sheep-folds
- barns

Notes

Page B. Census of Residents

House number

Number of individuals recorded
Name

Sex

Year of birth

Religion

Marital status

Profession(s)

Character of employment/profession
Birthplace

Status (resident or foreigner)

Presence and absence (longer or not than one month)
Literacy (able or not to read, and able or not to read and write)
Remarks
Page C. Inventory of Livestock
House number
Horses
- stallions: - heavy

- light
- total
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- mares: -heavy
- light
- total

- geldings: - heavy
- light
- total

- foals under three years of age

Mules

Donkeys

Hungarian cattle
- bulls
- Cows
- oxen

- calves under three years

Swiss cattle

- bulls

- COWS

- oxen

- calves under three years
Buffalo
Sheep

- “select”

- “common”
Goats
Pigs
Beehives

3 THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY THE DETAILED
AND MODIFIED LASLETT-HAMMEL TYPOLOGY

Frequency % Frequency %
1a 120 1.9 4c 149 2.4
1b 70 1.1 4d1 59 0.9
24 30 0.5 4d2 32 0.5
2b 16 0.3 de 1 0.0
2C 95 15 5a 30 0.5
3a 657 10.5 5pb1 451 1.2
3b 3,240 51.9 5p2 60 1.0
3c 87 14 5¢ 118 1.9
3d 396 6.3 5d 194 31
4al 203 3.3 5e 17 0.3
4a2 157 2.5 5f 7 0.1
4b 54 0.9 Total 6,242 100.0
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