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SPATIAL CONSTRUCTION OF EUROPEAN FAMILY AND
HOUSEHOLD SYSTEMS: A PROMISING PATH OR A BLIND
ALLEY? AN EASTERN EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE

MIKOLAJ SZOLTYSEK ©

ABSTRACT: This essay represents an attempt at a re-exdonnat the Western scientific evidence for the
existence of the divergent “Eastern European famdtern.” This evidence is challenged by almogirely
unknown contributions of Eastern European scholasgaling the stark incompatibility of the two cisirses.
This paper is informed to a large extent by R. Walbluminous research on European household amdyfa
systems. Wall's original observation of non-nedfllgi spatial variation within the supposedly homagen
North-Western European marriage and family patieused here as a starting point to show the tiversity of
familial organization in Eastern Europe, which Habn placed at the other end of the spectrum of wha
long believed to be a dichotomous division in Ewap family systems. The diversity of family formsdahe
rhythms of their development in historical EastBurope presented in this literature should finédge us from
a simplistic view of the continent’s familial his{o and especially from the perspective impliediwy notion of
a “dividing line.”

1. INTRODUCTION
The notion that East-Central Europe is the locuscamplex family organization and
familistic societal values has reached the statasgeneral dogma in Western social sciences
and demography, and has wide currency in othelléntaal circles as wéll A few scholars
have criticized these mainstream perspectives endpic from an empirical, conceptual, or
epistemological point of view, and have suggested heed for moving beyond the
stereotypical and artificial divisions of EuropearfWestern” and “Eastern? However, as
the persistent usage by demographers of the diviplmposed by J. Hajnal to explain
European demographic differentials since the Se&vodd War suggeststhe position of
the “revisionists” is still largely absent from matream discourse. Thus, further attempts to
persuade scholars to accept less stereotypicakimafamilies from outside Western Europe
are clearly needed. This essay examines once Hgagxisting literature on historical family
systems in East-Central Europe. However, it seeksdaden intellectual horizons by placing
the literature side by side with almost entirelyjkmown contributions of Eastern European

scholars, thereby revealing the stark incompatybaf those two discourses. | argue that the

O Laboratory of Historical Demography, Max Planclistitute for Demographic Research, Konrad-Zuse-5tr.
18057 Rostock — Germany. Email feoltysek@demogr.mpg.de




Western homogenizing view of Eastern European famdtterns stems equally from three
specific attitudes: 1) the drawing of bold infereadrom partial and inconclusive evidence, 2)
the neglect of the substantial counterfactual estly, and 3) the failure to consider the local,
“native” Eastern European literature on family aleinography.

This paper is organized into four major sectioh®pens with a re-examination of the
evidence for the existence of a divergent “Easturopean family pattern,” followed by a
review of the most vivid manifestations of this cept in contemporary scholarly literature.
Next, well-established—albeit thoroughly ignored-igence from Western mainstream
demography and family history will be revived amnpared with the dominant discourse. In
the third and most extensive section, selectedribomions of Eastern European scholars will
be presented to reveal concepts of familial devakms which came into being
independently of the Western search for sharp ast#rin familial characteristics on the

European continent. The paper closes with a gedealission and conclusibn

2. THE ‘GREAT EUROPEAN DIVIDE': THE WESTERN PERSPECTE/

One of the central tenets of sociological and hisab studies of the family has long been the
existence of a specific, peculiar “Eastern Europgae” of family system. A century after
the concept of “Eastern European” geographic spaterged among enlightened intellectual
elites in the West the idea that family developments in Eastern gerdiverged from those
in the West frequently articulated in 19th-cent@tyhnographies. The German Romantic
August v. Haxthausen wrote extensively about thaviSlagrarian constitution and rural
organization, and argued that the Russian peasavdrg invariably organized in large,
extended, and patriarchally structured famflies

However, Eastern European “specificity” was firsdiptured and, consequently,
juxtaposed with the patterns that are assumedrorgae the West in the works of F. Le Play
’_F. Le Play popularized the notion of a gradigrfamily and household types running from
East to West, and claimed that patriarchal, paallcand multi-generational households could
be found among “Eastern nomads, Russian peasamistha Slavs of Central Europe,” as
well as among the Hungarian populafioA review of Le Play’s mid-19th household model
map reveals a remarkably regular distribution of efiént family types across the countries
of Europe, with clear divisions between the Eastegions of the continent on the one hand,
and the Northern and Western regions on the offfez.line he drew on his map between

those three large macro-regions, which ran apprataty from St. Petersburg to Triest and



then down the Appenin Peninsula, marked the boynbletween the patriarchal families of
the East and the stem and unstable families ditest and Nortt.

Le Play’'s conclusions about family structures instéen Europe were, however,
derived from a study of only seven families who evéargely concentrated in two highly
dispersed regions, from the Urals to Hungary arav&id”’. Le Play’s approach, although
innovative and valuable in many respects, couldllgdit the requirements of modern social
science methodology, especially when it came toeg®izing from single case studies.
Despite these obvious shortcomings, many contempaoseholars still hold Le Play’s
mapping exercise in high este€nBy the second half of the 19th century, howeaebasic
image of the Eastern European family system hahdir been established.

This 19th-century assessment of Eastern Europei@resice sank deep into the
collective consciousness, and was later perpetuatedodern historical demography and
family history, despite the discipline’s otherwiseong revisionist drive regarding other
aspects of older scholarship The myth of the existence of a demographicallyfoum
Eastern Europe, where people marry young and hiy@atriarchal households, was presented
most enduringly and pervasively in J. Hajnal’'s 1@86icle on marriage patterns in Eurdbe
Hajnal summarized his theses, developed on thes lodisan analysis of aggregate statistics
from around 1908, in a very concise statement: “The marriage patémost of Europe as
it existed for at least two centuries up to 194G ws0 far as we can tell, unique or almost
unique in the world. There is no known example pbaulation of non-European civilization
which has had a similar patterd®The “European pattern,” the distinctive featurésvhich
Hajnal considered to be a high age at marriageaahajh proportion of people who never
marry at all, pervaded, according to him, “the vehof Europe except for the eastern and
south-eastern portion.” (ibid) Reiterating Le Play's original spatial exercisétajnal
introduced an East-West gradient in European deapbir behaviors with much greater
force, and argued that “the European pattern ertioder all of Europe to the west of a line
running roughly from Leningrad (as it is now ca)lem Trieste.*® Hajnal significantly
hardened Le Play’s initial distinctions betweentBas Europe and the rest of the continent,
and was keen to equate the marriage pattern ofaesuntries located “east of the line”
with marriage characteristics of “non-European lidations.™ In his 1965 article, Hajnal
also linked the European pattern of late marriagin whe stem family as defined some
hundred years before by Le Play, but he seemeab it as more akin to simple rather than

joint (patriarchal) family systems. Hajnal's texdncalso be read as strongly suggesting the



incompatibility of early marriage behavior (ascdb® Eastern Europe) with simple or stem
family systems believed to prevail in other paftthe continent.

In the meantime, P. Laslett elaborated on, regeiatind retold Hajnal's original
hypotheses. Laslett started with envisaging theiBpigy of the English nuptiality pattern by
indicating that marriage in the English context ntethe creation of a new economic Ghit
Soon after, however, he took the specificity of Esigmarriage and household behavior to be
representative for Western Europe as a whole, anthe same time, he described it as a
characteristic which had probably distinguishede“thest and the north of Europe from the
east and the soutf”In Household and family in past timerhat illuminated the Western
familial pattern (“West” meaning mainly Western Bpe and America) were the starkly
conflicted marriage and household patterns obsdrnv8gar Eastern Europe” (rural and urban
Serbia) and in Jap4n Laslett’s perspective on pre-industrial Easteunoe as representing
the greatest intra-European departure from the li&mgtandard,” and from Western Europe
as a whole, can be easily discerned from his vayitut geographically non-systematic,
accounts in the volurg

Laslett’s view of intra-European differences in fhnsystems were crystallized in his
1977 papét. Despite seeing the geography of European faryiyesns as “being complex

2> and acknowledging the limited availability of ddta continental Europe,

and puzzling,
Laslett was not discouraged from making bold intetgtive inferences from single case
studies. He outlined several features of North-WestEuropean households in the Early
Modern era, subsuming them under the label of Western family pattern.” He then
considered large parts of what is often referredst&ast-Central Europe (Latvia and Estonia
in the North, Poland, the Czech lands, northeasteustria, and also Transdanubian
Hungary¥° as belonging to a hypothesized “large intermedamga” between Western and
non-Western family systerfis It was the area with an explicitly “in-betweerdgition (close
to the European “core,” but still not fully “WesteEuropean”), with a cosiderable degree of
ambiguity and a tendency towards permutations arssiple combinations of marriage and
family patterné®. A “European Far East” was represented in Laslettcount by Russia (the
Baltic states were often includéd) This concept provided researchers from the Calgeri
Group with a long-anticipated place where the caxphmily was the “universal background
to the ordinary lives of ordinary peopl®”and therefore supplied Laslett with the missing
element in his mapping exercise.

This now fully articulated notion of the extremdsfamilial organization within the

confines of the European continent was first sultgteed by P. Czap’s study of a single



Russian community of Mishino (some 170 kilometarstieast of Moscow; 128 households
in 1814, with a population of 1,173 persons) duting 18" and 14 centuries, the first work
in English to make extensive use of the “Cambridgpproacf. The outcome of Czap’s
study posited that there was a specific “easterrofigan family type” (as opposed to the
Western one) which was characterized by a highgtmmn of three- or more generational
multiple-family households, a mean household sigeifsicantly greater than five persons,
and a more or less general propensity for earlyiage within the populatich

However, there is a certain level of ambiguity regag the spatial implications of
Czap’s “model” case study. Initially, Czap had reservations about calling marriage
behaviors on the Mishino estate “a robust non-Eemapmarriage pattern” (without inverted
commas)?® and he also seemed to be genuinely satisfiéil an assertion in a later piece of
research that his findings were applicable to lasgeas of pre-emancipation Russia
Nonetheless, he expressed serious doubts as thevHas “eastern European family type”
could have prevailed beyond the ethnic Russiantdaes of the continental part of the
Empire”. Better still, he suggested that the southernrigrarovinces were separated in the
18" century from the central industrial region surrdimg Moscow by a socio-demographic
and familial frontier, although he was unable tdirde the position of this frontier more
precisely®. However, in the early 1980s, the search for sheoptrasts in familial
characteristics and the wish to brand major arédSuocope as having a particular type of
household system were well underway. It was dubitomethodological orientation, and also
to the general ignorance of Western family histmsiabout Russia and Eastern Europe
generally, that Czap’s tentative hypothesis suffetfee mixed fortune of being regularly
assumed to be representative of the whole coustiy even of the whole continent to the east
of Hajnal’s liné".

After the publication of this new evidence on tlastern part of the continent, further
mapping endeavors were possible. In two papersghdal in the early 1980s, Hajnal used the
concept of the “Western European family” to distirsdp between two kinds of household
formation system in pre-industrial times: the sienfiousehold system in North-Western
Europe, and the joint household system (stem fasystems in which one of the sons
married and took over the farm after his parentisect were considered compatible with the
North-Western Europe family systeth) By explicitly calling the paper he published in
1982/1983 a “sequel” to his famous 1965 essay, dla@emed to suggest that the two supra-
national, large-scale family systems he was stuygyiould be spatially conceptualized as

referring to territories west and east of his famdume. However, Hajnal's geographic



references were flawed and imprecise. Since in 19&8e was no substantial body of
evidence available to him for studying Europeant-e&the-line territories, he made no
explicit commitment about the kind of householdtegs that was characteristic of Eastern
Europe in the past. Nevertheless, he was obliviou€zap’s reservations regarding the
interpretation of the Russian data, and used h&hiMo case study as if it were representative
of all of the European East, or at least of alltEasEuropean serf populations in pre-modern
times®. Similarly, he disregarded Laslett's remarks amitig that there was a striking
variegation of East-Central territories when he pech thousands of kilometers south-west
from Mishino to use circumstantial data from Hungand Croatia to supplement his case for
the prevalence of joint family systems in othertBasEuropean regioffs

By contrast, Laslett refined Hajnal's argument addparted from a simple
dichotomous East-West model of European familifledénces, arguing instead for two
additional sets of tendencies, which he saw agjlrigdthe most extreme contrasts in domestic
group organization on the continent. For this amb# mapping exercise, Laslett used a
household composition dataset that was very limigs@n compared to the data used in his
earlier speculative essay from 1977, and treated flam several single location points as
illustrative of regions of Europe which seem to éndnad distinguishable forms of family and
household (these “domestic group tendencies” weest\WWest/Central or middle, Eastern,
and Mediterraneari}. Laslett took the “eastern tendencies” illustraréth the Mishino data
as “justifiably associated with the domestic graipucture of European Russia as a whole
[sic!] and some of its surrounding ared8.0On the other hand, his notion of “West/Central or
middle” tendencies was accompanied by strong gebgral and definitional uncertainties.
He asserted that the area in which such tendeheres been found lacked a clearly marked
pattern, and he therefore proposed treating thaseestic group constituencies as an
intermediate category, though closer to that ofWhest than to the Mediterranean or Eastern
categorie®’. Laslett's “sets of tendencies” in the middle zawenplied geographically with
the claims of Central Europeanists of the 1980g] #nerefore included “small nations
between Germany and Russfal'arge parts of historical Poland—especially théaBesian,
Lithuanian, and Ukrainian territories—would probalile allocated within the zone of the
alien, “Eastern” familial tendenci&s Strikingly, in this influential paper positing “four
region hypothesis” in domestic group organizatiamy two locations were mentioned from
the vast area stretched along the West-East aoms Ildenburg and Vienna in German-

speaking countries, to the Ryazan province soutMa$cow in the east (two Hungarian



settlements). This immense space “in-between” wdgraa incognita” in European family
systems.

Laslett’'s and Hajnal's tentative generalizationseéhéong been held in esteem. This
reverence, as well as the prolonged scarcity &ameh material available for Eastern Europe,
encouraged other scholars to indulge in intelldcagilibristic and bold generalizations.
Wrigley from the Cambridge Group argued that in t&as Europe, “huge and complex
households predominated with extensions both late@nd vertically,” presenting “a
dramatic contrast” with Western European standafis. “Middle Europe,” however,
Wrigley envisioned less uniformity and a wider mknce of family forms intermediate in
size and complexify. French historical demographers would not admitawing any doubts
that “[from Serbia in the south to Courland or &sé in the north, passing through Poland
and Russia, one encounters certain common featailesusehold size which is much larger
than in the West, and a strong propensity for mpigthouseholds™ Reflecting upon several
decades of research, Plakans recently remarkedtlikapropositions about the historical
characteristics of Eastern European family lifenedy that “low ages at first marriage, low
proportions not marrying, high proportions of coeyphouseholds (...) — have retained a great
deal of validity, and can therefore serve as aoséaseline characteristics for exploring the
rest of the nineteenth century®

Laslett's and Hajnal's hypothetical generalizatipngvided a ready and badly needed
framework for scholars from other fields wishinguederstand recent family, or even socio-
political, developments. Within this framework, tlaatalizing claims and tentative inferences
of family historians and demographers were eagadysformed into “solid” scientific
evidence that helped to substantiate their ownmdaiTherborn, for example, referred to
Hajnal’s nuptiality hypothesis in his global hist@nd sociology of the family to demonstrate
that “the classical European family divide, runningm Trieste to St Petersburg [...] is still
visible in 2000.° In a similar spirit, demographers took Hajnal’sddar division of the
continent from around 1900 at face value, and ofteed it too hastily as an additional tool
for explaining European-wide differentials in demaghic transformations since the Second
World War®. Among some anthropologists, as well, Hajnal'siototof the North-West
European simple family system continues to servamasssential framework for explaining
the relatively weak kin ties in Northern Europe castrasted with the “descent”-oriented and
more familistic regimes prevalent in Eastern Eurapd the Mediterranedn Many recent

demographic studies of contemporary European holsaiructures still take Hajnal's and



Laslett’'s mapping exercises for granted and use the a reference point for the comparison

of patterns observed in nowadays Eastern Edfope

3. DISSIDENTS IN THE WEST: THE RECONCEPTUALIZATION OFHE
WESTERN AND THE EASTERN EUROPEAN FAMILY

All this was taking place—irrespective of the gmogy criticism in the West of the
accuracy of Laslett’'s and Hajnal's accounts of aagl variation in European household
forms during the 1990s—Ilargely because of Richaall®/voluminous research. Richard’s
first piece, in which the topic of intra- and integional variation in familial organization was
first tackled, was a relatively unknown study fratre 1970%. It opened by describing
Laslett’s vision of a typical English household—i.esmall, containing surprisingly few
children and kin but large numbers of servants—uasing “into something approaching a
stereotype, more particularly in regard to meanskbold size, to be applied to all manner of
English communities regardless of location or tipggiod.” Wall then made an attempt to
propose a “correction [to that picture] by chartiweyiations in household size and structure
between the seventeenth and nineteenth centurte®etween one part of the country and
another.®® According to him, not only had demographic rateanged between the pre-1750
and the 1750-1821 periods in England, but, consegtylevarious aspects of household
organization and related phenomena (e.g., thedgawme process) changed too. The most
dramatic modifications of this kind were relatedth® presence in households of kin and
servants, and the number of households headednhglds, even though the percentage of
three-generational households remained rather to®ngland (less than 13 percent). Wall
also observed that there was a substantial rangariaftion between individual settlements in
England: in some of them, it was possible to fihndast no co-resident kin at all, whereas in
other groups, they accounted for more than 10 pemfethe population. All in all, between
1650 and 1821 the share of households with kinatast 10-13 percent in the selection of
English communities, but by 1851 there was a dransdtift, with the share rising to 20
percent”. The changes were not tremendous, but they nelesth seemed to be too great to
be ignored: “Even while it remains relatively robtis the major demographic push of the
eighteenth-century, the English household was tatics Nor, given the variations between
area and area, would it be correct to see Engtisiséholds as variations on one basic tyfe.”

The theme was developed further in Wall's papemfd®91, which took advantage of
the increased availability of published researchl a@ata pertaining to the analysis of

household systems in historic Europe. Wall's pointleparture was to claim “the illogicality



of relying solely on the presence or absence ofakira definition of the household system.”
This was justified by the fact that the number efsons of all types found within a household
varied considerably in different parts of North-Wees Europe (including Spai)
Nevertheless, the figures he provided for the nundferelatives (other than spouses and
offspring) per 100 households by relationship todehold head already tell us a large part
of the story, and are more important here thanratiethodological considerations. Regional
samples from Belgium, Denmark, England, Icelan@, Wetherlands, Norway, Spain, and
Switzerland revealed figures for relatives per bddseholds which varied from five in one
Dutch region to the mid- 20s in countries like Befg and Denmark, to 35 or more in rural
districts of Norway and Iceland. In the case of/asts, the range in variation was even larger.
For Wall, these intra-European differences werdequmodest when placed alongside the
structure of household in some non-European padpukat Nevertheless, this “considerable
variation in household structure even within thefoees of northern and central Europe” led
him to tentatively discern four household pattefrisn the pool of available dath The
author was convinced that the data he assembled“gibetter perspective on what range of
variation can be expected within an area which kl&gnNorth-west European household
system is supposed to dominate.” He added, quitensigly, that “so great is the degree of
variation that it must be doubtful whether Hajna&neralization captures much of the reality
of family and household patterns of north-west [pean societies in the past.” [sR2]

The theme of variation, divergences, and simiksitin European family systems
resurfaced rather forcefully in two papers publaéshey Wall in the late 1990s and early
20008*, both of which investigated the accuracy of Laseand Hajnal's accounts of
regional variation in European household forms.ngsihe sample of English populations
from the 1851 census, Wall showed that up to oftle-bf households in some of these
populations were complex (by complex, he meantrautative percentage of extended and
multiple families). He therefore raised serioushtswabout whether it is justified to claim that
the proportions of complex households were indeedy‘low” in England, as Laslett did on
many occasions. While Richard did not reject elytitbe notion of English specificity, he
perceived it differently from his predecessors. ‘&hs (...) most distinctive about the
English experience,” he noticed, “is its uniformitelative to the variation in household
forms occurring in other parts of Europe.” Fran8pain, and Italy had regions dominated by
simple family households, but, equally, they hagpations with proportions of multiple
family households far in excess of the shares seeany of the English communities.

According to Wall, the latter feature was also enpr characteristic of Eastern Europe. Yet



even there the occurrence of multiple families rhighve occasionally resembled rates
observed in other parts of Europe, in Italy in jeata’®’. Not only could many distinctive
patterns be identified within the confines of pmeustrial North-Western Europe, Wall
asserted, but the pace and timing of familial cleamythe different parts of the continent
likely varied considerabfy.

* * *

If the supposed foundations of the North-Westeunopean familial specificity were
substantially shattered by the research of peojde Wall, the emerging orthodoxy
proclaiming the East-West familial dichotomy was a@ven shakier ground. This
“demographic brotherhood of thought” regarding fhamilial characteristics of the eastern
part of the continent has actually turned out toabemokescreen that hides substantial
differences in research perspectives.

Among of the earliest heterodox investigations itastern European household
structures were Plakans’ studies of the big Latgiarish of Nerft in 18-century Kurland (17
noble estates, 771 farmsteads, 11,040 individifal&h intriguing outcome of this careful
examination of surviving household lists was theseasbation that, despite being
representative of the family pattern that contistearply with what was known for the West,
the complex family in Latvia was not a universahtiee in the lives of ordinary peopie
Plakans’ remarks went largely unnoticed by Camlarisicholars.

In the meantime, Sklar carefully collected censyetevidence for every political
entity of the Eastern European region from arours®01 which she then minutely
decomposed into smaller political ufitsFollowing Hajnal in this matter, Sklar summarized
her analysis in a very concise statement: “(...)Ehst European regions that were to become
Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Czechoslovakia, andaRdlafter World War | did not exhibit the
Eastern European pattern of marriage behaviours,waue actually closer to the West
European pattern.” By referring to values of thegaiate mean age at marriage, she argued
that “nuptiality in these regions at around 1900ofeed the West European late marriage
pattern,” with the mean age at first marriage fhating between 24 and 27 for women, and
between 25 and 30 for men. Sklar observed comntmsalcross Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, and Czechoslovakia in the proportions sirajl different age groups, with only a
slight departure from this general tendency foumdrderritories that were later to become
Poland. She concluded that persons in all thesasdmarried rather late, and moderate
proportions never married at aff.”In light of this abundant evidence, Sklar feltegise in

concluding that, in Eastern Europe around 1900h B@é{estern” and "Eastern European”
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marriage patterns prevailed, with the latter befoljpwed by the Balkan countries. She
substantiated her claims by using basic data tevsihmat, around 1900, there were only
negligible differences between household sizet@nBaltic, Czech, and the Polish provinces
and household size in Sweden (with the mean holdsize fluctuating between 4.7 and 5.2
persons); but that there were more significanteddfices in relation to Bulgaria and Serbia
(which had mean household sizes of 5.8 and 7.peotisely). More speculative, but still
very interesting in the context of the discussidnHajnal-Laslett models, were Sklar’s
comments about the relationship between marriageresidence patterns, and the way they
both were buttressed through kinship rules andtioecin various parts of Eastern Europe.
On the basis of “historical and observational stgtliSklar maintained that “in the Czech,
Baltic and Polish territories, the independencewdlear family was reflected in the custom
that the typical peasant farm should support omeilyaonly (...),” and that the peasant
practice was “to leave a farm undivided to one wsdw would marry and remain on the
holding while ‘paying-off’ his brothers and sistds.).” Both of these observations vividly
recalled Hajnal’'s own description of Western Euapatem family societies. According to
Sklar, the emphasis upon the independence of thkearufamily in the Czech, Baltic, and
Polish provinces produced strong pressures thateteno favor late marriage, sometimes
leading to celibacy among the non-inheriting ofiisgr In contrast, the integration of the
nuclear unit into the parental household in thek&a$ created pressures favoring early
marriagé®.

Sklar's observations were close to Hajnal's owncdpion of marriage as being
contingent on the availability of self-sufficienbgtions or niches, and on the inheritance
practices he saw as underlying the formation ofically North-Western European
households. Unsurprisingly, Sklar seemed fond lfceging the dividing line suggested by
Hajnal more towards the east, so as to includeahatries such as Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia,
Poland, and Czechoslovakia into the zone of “Wastemarriage and household
characteristics. Her repositioning of the demogm@apault line in Eastern Europe suggests
that parts of the Lithuanian, Belarusian, and Ukeai ethnic territories of the Polish state
may have been included in the “Western” Z8n®y suggesting there were at least two
distinct marriage patterns in the region, Sklardpgr refuted notions of historical Eastern
Europe as a demographic monolith for the first timenodern population history. Her study
found not only a transition zone along the NorthiBaaxis, which seemed to delineate East-
Central European from Balkan marriage patterns,tbaiso revealed noteworthy differences

within East-Central Europe itself. Finally, Sklaesalysis opened up options for recasting
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Eastern European marriage and family patternseatutm of the 18 century, but only a few
researchers took advantage of the opportunity ptedé.

Chojnacka, a student of A. Coale at Princeton, ggded along similar lines, and
found a true spatial diversity of marriage behavior Tsarist Russia around 1900. Three belts
of marriage regimes stretching from the west ta dsplayed a gradual decrease in nuptiality
when moving from the south to the north of the ¢ourChojnacka confirmed Sklar’s earlier
observation, and suggested a correction to Hajnhypothesis: “[A]pplying Hajnal's
terminology, the non-European pattern — definedaly and quasi-universal marriage — can
be applied in the south and central regions of gemo Russia, but not in the north. The latter
is much closer to the unique European marriagematt' Although Chojnacka was not able
to establish a clear relationship between diffeatterns of marriage and different types of
families, she nevertheless tentatively suggestatl ‘én extended patriarchal-type family”
was dominant “among the Great Russians, with aetsaof modifications among the White
Russians, and to a lesser extent among the UknaifiiAmong the latter, she claimed, “the
nuclear family was more commoff."As we can see, no claim for the universality & th
prevailing family type on Russia’s western fringesgs made here.

Hajnal's hypotheses were also partly questionedth®y authors of the Princeton
monograph on Russta Their collection of figures on the singulate maae at first marriage
and the proportion ever married for Western EuropeBastern European (including
European Russia), and non-European (Asian and akyicsocieties provides grounds for
challenging Hajnal’'s attempt at equating the “Basteuropean pattern” with the marriage
characteristics of “non-European civilizations” mssleading. In both indexes, the contrast
between “Western” and “Eastern” European populati@he latter being Bulgaria, Hungary,
Romania, and Serbia; as well as Ukraine, Belarushuania, Latvia, and Estonia) was
reminiscent of distinctions between the latter gramd non-European populations from the
Far East and North Afri¢d Moreover, there was by no means an unequivoesaiamrder to
marriage and family patterns even to the east ghdlidine. Again, three distinct patterns of
first marriage were detected within European Rygssgit the Baltic republics sharing the late
experience of first marriage long customary in WestEurope ¢ of 0.56 or less in 1897),
and Belarusian and Ukrainian territories displayamg“intermediary pattern” 4l of 0.62 to
0.68) between the above and the pattern of earlyrimgas characteristic of territories
stretching almost horizontally from the Black Seathie Urals. The examination of spatial

distribution of SMAM values for Russia’s westernmgsovinces in 1897 indeed revealed
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quite substantial differences in marriage agesciwhhowever, did not unfold along a West-
East axis, but rather verticaify

A similar perspective was advocated in J. Ehmetigdys of historical marriage
patterns in the crown lands of the Austro-Hungarimonarchy, 1880-1898& Ehmer
pinpointed a striking divergence of the Galicianptmality regime from trends common
among populations of the Kingdom’s other proviitem Galicia at the end of the ile)
century, he suggested, the age at marriage tended much lower: in some regions almost
all men were married by the age of 30, and perntaredibacy was nearly unknownWhen
entering East Galicia, Ehmer observed, “we areifegglvehind the European Marriage Pattern
and Household Formation System.” However, even ghohe treated this area as a
demographic monolith, Ehmer suggested there wasnagdraphic fault line running across
the province which divided it into two parts aloathnic lines. The western part, with the
great majority of Poles (up to 90 percent of thealopopulation) was characterized by
relatively large proportions of never-married malebereas the situation differed greatly in
districts dominated by the Ruthenian (Ukrainianpydation. Importantly, in Ehmer’s view
the eastern Ukrainian family pattern represented»xample of the East-Central European
family type, which was supposed to prevail over ¢idéire Carpathian area and extend into
the eastern Ukraine as well. It was distinguishgdthle pattern of earlier marriage that “might
really be a transitional form towards Eastern Eaeovp Marriage Pattern,” and also by
patrilocal household formation and a strong traditof complex, patriarchally structured
family forms, but by a relatively small householdes Ehmer concluded that the marriage
patterns of the Polish-speaking population in wes@alicia departed only slightly from the
more Western-like tendencies of the other crowndsamf Austro-Hungary. Ehmer's
contribution supplied yet more proof of the needrémiegate the view of family tendencies
east of Hajnal's dividing line. Still, Ehmer’s pice of variety in East-Central Europe was
painted with a broad brush, and the concept ofaasttional zone between Western and
Eastern marriage and household patterns locatedwsbene in East-Central Europe, to which
he subscribed, needed to be fleshed out with a surstantial body of evidence.

The concept of a transitional zone between Westerd Eastern marriage and
household patterns was later fuelled by anothertriuns scholar. In two publications, M.
Cerman pointed out that Early Modern Central Eunoag be thought of as representing the
transitional area with respect to the European iager pattern and different household
formation systems. By focusing on Austrian and Botae data from the f7and 18

centuries, Cerman blurred the existing geographmaifriage patterns in that part of Europe
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by asserting that there were surprisingly high propns of married males in Bohemia
relative to Austrian areas as early as in th8 déhtury, and by suggesting that there was an
additional North-South fault line in the regf8nHowever, he still argued that in the Early
Modern period Austria shared the same more “Wedlieeh household and family formation
system with Bohemia, but not with Slovakia, wherghkr proportions of complex
households were found together with a lower meanaagnarriage. Cerman was reluctant to
see Slovakian family pattern as representing astéea Hajnal-type family system;” instead,
he claimed it was far more appropriate to view 8loa as being part of a “very broad
transitional zone, whose dominant household paterere strongly influenced by local and
regional socioeconomic and legal contexts.” In GdriEurope, he continued, “there existed
not only an extreme variant of the Western Europgestern (...) in rural areas of Austria, but
also significant variations from this Western Ewap pattern in other regions such as
Slovakia and Hungary (...). The famous Hajnal lineickhappears prominently in the
literature in its role as structural border betw&astern and Western family systems appears
therefore to be diffused by the presence of aréasevfamily forms were more mixed”

Since the early 1980s, attempts have also been atatbnvassing the Balkan family
and demographic realiti&s Although Todorova was very cautious in inferriggneralized
claims from the micro-censuses she examined fol ®le-century Bulgaria, she nevertheless
asserted that the Balkan region should not be purated as a whole into the non-European
or Eastern European marriage and family patterfthioAgh her analysis of data from both
rural and urban areas of Bulgaria generally cordiinthe contrast made by Hajnal between
Western and Eastern European patterns of femaleagey it also confirmed the assumption
that there was relative uniformity in Western Ewwa@gnd the Balkans regarding the average
size of the household and the distribution of thmudeholds by composition. “The
characteristics of the family and the householdhprtheastern Bulgaria of 1860s],” Todorova
concluded, “do not make possible the establishnoérdgome essential difference from the
West European modef® As in many places outside of Eastern and SoutheEa&urope,
Bulgarian family pattern was characterized by tredpminance of simple-family households
(some 60-70 percent of all domestic units), alahgs substantial proportion of extended-
family and multiple-family households (12-16 percesi the latter), with, however, an
allowance for individual cases in which the patteras leaning significantly towards the
Eastern type. Accordingly, Todorova re-concepteslithe South- Eastern European area as
having a great deal in common with Central and Is&t Europe, particularly with regard to

the occurrence of multiple famili&s

14



Recently, S. Gruber used micro-census data fronbi&eand Albania to extract
information on historical household formation andrriiage patterns in both countries, and
found some interesting inter-country differencesibe the general structural similarity of
family patterns. The male age at marriage was highé\lbania, and Albanian men were
married over a longer periods of their lives thiaa Serbs. There were similar proportions of
multiple-family households in rural areas in bothuktries, but they contained many more
cousins in Albania than in Serbia. Almost all of tBerbian households were divided in each
generation, while Albanian households were divites$ frequently. Albanian cities clearly
had higher percentages of multiple family househdlthn Serbian urban locations. The
proportions of unmarried people were quite simiarwas the average household size in both
countries. Gruber’s conclusion was that there aoeenmdicators for different patterns than
for only one family pattern in the two Balkan regi®y. When confronted with the diversity of
family arrangements stemming from an increasing emof micro-structural studies of
Balkan communities, other scholars have rejectedsény notion of typical Balkan household

arrangements.

4. SPEAKING FOR ITSELF: EASTERN EUROPEAN STUDIES ONMAY AND
MARRIAGE

Although the first independent studies on Eastarmofean household structures appeared at
almost exactly the same time as when the Cambrigigeip framework for comparative
analysis of families was completed and was madevknim a wider research commuriity
their sensible voices went largely unheard by Wasseholars. Either they were mentioned
only in passing, without affecting the general pietusually drawn, or they became known to
a wider public too late to halt an ongoing sterpoty of Eastern European demographic
realitie$®. These studies were, however also preceded by meea voluminous literature
from the period between the mid-”l@entury and the early 1960s which anticipated many
threads of contemporary English, Austrian, or Frestudies on the history of family and
kinship, even though they worked on different mdtilogical premises and had different
research goals. In this section, | will first blyefeview these older perspectives on familial

issues, and will then look at more contemporagyditure.

4.1 19th- and early 20th-century contributions
Among the objects of heated debates among Eastewp&an scholars since the laté"19

century has been the issue of “intra-familial relaships” (a term used to describe the totality
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of issues pertaining to familial land ownershighentance, kinship, co-residence, and, to a
degree, residential propinquity of relatives). hagiice, the points of disagreement have been
related to the origins, size, legal character, spatial distribution throughout Eastern Europe
of the so-calledzadrugatype family forms; that is, a family community then modern
studies is frequently categorized as belonging he tesidential community grofib
Following Bogis¢, nearly all of the Southern-Slavic literature kascluded thatadrugais a
relic of ancient all-Slavic forms of ancestral angaation which can be traced back to the era
of first settlement, and several East-Central Eeaopauthors have also signed on to this
theory®. This image, popularized in a simplified versiosnWestern literature, would soon
sink deep into the collective consciousness; analdyavith time, condition the framework of
debates on the geography of family forms in Eutbjy equating those archaic forms of
communal social organization with a supposed prsipeto multi-generational co-residence
over the whole eastern part of the continent, andrey Slavs in particular. However, some of
these early scholars also provided a striking askedgment of the diversity of family forms
in East-Central Europe as early as the lat& déntury, and offered particularly perceptive
differentiations of various patterns of family fasndeveloping in the western and eastern
lands of the historic Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealt

K. Kadlec assumed that in the medieval times that@e European variant of
zadrugal forms known asiiedziat (literally, “something undivided”) represented a
prototypical form of family life common to all Slevpeoples, which was meant to be a
commune of people bound by ancestral kinship wiiljomanage a shared estate under the
guidance of one lead@r However, he also pointed out thadrugatype communes survived
for long periods only in southern Slavdom and ins&tan countries, while in regions
inhabited by western Slavs, they were disappeanige quickly®. Among Poles, they
disappeared earlier than among Czechs, most ltkelgre the end of the T6century. The
disintegration ofniedziat progressed along different patterns among Czech 3lovak
populations, as well. Among the rural Czech popoatit was only occasionally found in the
18" century, while in Slovakian territories (espegiadiround the Carpathians) its remnants
were detected a century later. The more rapid ggooé the individualization of family life
and property laws in western Slavdom was causedlyndiy the influence of Western
concepts, especially the terminology of German lawg was manifested in the simpler
structures and smaller sizes of local “undividechilpa communes” relative to the structures
found in Russian lands, and especially in the Bakaln Poland, as in the Czech territories,

family collectives were rapidly reduced to formstmfhter communes embracing the joint
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familial property in a narrow sense of the term,stmivequently between the father and his
unmarried sorts.

The crowning jewel of Polish discussions zddrugatype family forms were the
works of Balzer and Ltowmieki. Balzer found big family communes in medievahBmia,
in Poland proper, as well as in the Polish easbemderlands, where they assumed forms
identical with patterns known from Southern Slavdom Ancient Rus. However, these
zadrugal forms in Eastern Europe varied in durgbillhey disappeared fastest from the
territories of the Polish Crown and Bohemia, arfdthey lasted longer, then usually as
relatively simple and small two-generational comesgth On the western fringes of Ukraine,
family communes lasted well into the”lﬁentury, both among the gentry and the peasant
population. In some minor regions they did in fagtvive up until the 18 century, but then
only among peasants. Eastern European family coresndiffered also with regards to their
life-cycle characteristics. In Poland and Bohentieey took the form of temporary joint
property groups (sometimes, but not always, alsoesaent entities), which usually split
either immediately or shortly after the demise lné head. Further to the east of Poland,
undivided family units were more durable: out thexemmunes among brothers lasted over
their entire live¥".

towmianski was the first to reinterpret communal propesygtems on Lithuanian-
Ruthenian lands of IBcentury Poland in strictly demographic categorigsportantly,
according to towmiaski, the property communes jointly managing thellarere composed
of separate households, ayms(hearths). The number diymsmaking up a commune could
vary substantially, and in Lithuanian regions wasvdr than in Volhynia and Polessie
(northern Ukraine). Furthermordymsalso differed considerably in size: in the southieelt
of the Lithuanian-Ruthenian lands, they were bighan in the more northern regions of the
Grand Duch¥P.

Those discrepancies were but a signal of much raobstantial differences in the
material and social culture of the Slavic peoplecsithe earliest medieval tinf@sAmong
Slavs the disintegration of lineage groups into Isfamilies had already occurred during the
period of intense settlement between the 7th amll déhturies; however, this process did not
result in the conjugal family gaining primacy ewsheré®. At least in 16th- to 8century
Poland, grand families of the scale of extendedk&@akadrugas did not occur, allowing only
for the occasional occurrence of households of rttwae one married coupfe. However, in
some regions of Slavdom, the strong lineage systewived until very recent tim&%. Small

and nuclear families from the &entury Polish Crown could be juxtaposed withdestial
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communes from Belarus, where at that time thereavgseater share of multiple households
than of single households (even up to 60 percest)the population avoided a general
parcelling of households and extensively used famiroperty communé®® According to
towmianski, the grand Belarusian families from the latelfdModern period were the
continuation of a previously vanished institutioeyalent in the western lands of the Polish

country.

4.2 Czech, Slovak, and Hungarian literature
These early suggestions regarding the presencenofEast-West gradient in family
composition in Eastern Europe provided a uniquendgdor more quantitatively elaborated
studies on the structure of the family. Unfortuhgteontemporary Eastern European family
historians sought to develop these earlier insightg to a very limited extent.

They resurfaced most extensively in the Czech doeb8 literature. The investigation
into family and household structures in the fornd=aechoslovakia dates back to the late
1980s, when “The 1651 Register of Subjects AccgrtiinTheir Religion” Soupis poddanych
podle viry, covering almost all of the lands of historicab®@mia, was first examined with
the use of quantitative techniqu®s Since then, one of the basic premises of Czech an
Slovak scholars studying historical household s$tm@és has been that there may be an
intermediary marriage and household formation paite Central Europ&”. Horska was the
first to introduce the concept of “Central Europeaadel of the family™°® by which she
meant a nuptiality pattern that was transitionaiween the North-Western and Eastern
European models. She also asserted that, durifig 47 centuries, the family household in
the Czech countries never seems to have been gfathi@rchal, zadrugalike’ type: it was
most frequently composed of the parents and childas “elsewhere in Western Europ’”
Several studies confirmed the overwhelming domisaotnuclear households in &nd
17" century Bohemia (up to 79%), followed by extentiedseholds (up to 32%), but only a
very small share of domestic units shared by mioae bne family (up to 9%). In addition, a
significant fraction of the young unmarried popidatin Bohemia was found to have worked
as unmarried servants in the households of notfkiall of these features made it possible to
treat the Bohemian variant of the Central Europgaattern of the family as being more or less
compatible with patterns observed in Western Europe

At the same time, however, Horska and others wati&dan important demographic
fault line passed through Czech lands during thdyBdodern period. Whereas in Bohemia

more complex family types may have been widespoedyibefore the 17 century, the “great
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family” was much more usual in the Moravian Carpatb and Slovakia, where it frequently
involved the co-residence of married brothers asteis in a manner resembling the joint-
property systems of a fraterreadrugatype'®®. A feature that differentiated such residential
arrangements from the Eastern or South-EasternpEarorealities was, however, specific
power relations within households, whereby a cadineg brother could occupy an inferior
position and was entitled to have a share in theséloold consumption only if he performed
various labor services for the brother-head. Themegligible geographical pattern was also
believed to have existed in the Czech lands wittam#s to nuptiality, as the age at first
marriage declined as we proceed from the northwedie the southeastern parts of the
region*®. Svecova drew on ethnographic literature to lihkse two different family and
demographic regimes in the area of the former Gxdoliakia with two types of property
devolution: the one-heir system known asdina jednonastupnickd and joint property
systems known asrddina nedielova. ! She also proposed that there was a decisive turn
along the way from the Eastern type of househalth&ion (odina nedilovto the Central
European pattern (one-heir system), which couldoo@d in Bohemian lands between the
late 16" and early 1% centuries, but not in Slovakid In the latter, the development of
nuclear- or stem-family arrangements wasvented by the family joint-property system,
equal inheritance among sons, the real partitiord, dinally, by the strictly agrarian
environment (Svecova 1966, 85; 1986, 204; 19961@;5also Langer, 1994, 44). Instead,
three- or four-generation families with partiloaalrriage and patriarchal power relations
were quite prevalent; a the pattern which oftersiseed well into the Z0century*® Svecova
was persuaded to consider the Slovakian familyepaths belonging to the “Eastern” type of
Hajnal’s typology, with the Western Carpathiansrespnting within the Central European
setting the border between two different family riscsuggested by himsEtt

A similar variegation of family patterns was alsumnd for late 18th- and early 19th-
century Hungary. Andorka refuted the notion thatypwclear households would have
represented something of a general pattern in Hyn@dthough they were fairly widespread
in the Transdanubian region, places where the sifamaclear households was much greater
and extended and multiple families were much lessglent could be easily found in other
areas of the counttd’. A later study of seven localities from the perisetween 1747 and
1816 suggested that the household structure in &yntgeems to have been intermediate
between western Europe on the one hand and SembiRassia on the other,” but with

allowances that important differences may havetestiwithin the country itséeff®.
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Farago pinpointed those differences more precibglhallocating the marriage and
household organization patterns of several ruraimanities in 18-century Hungary to three
specific categories: the Western European, theeBadturopean, and, finally, the East-
Central European family modeDétmitteleuropaische Familienmodélf. The latter category
was supposed to encompass behavioral patternsegpireg a transition between the ‘North-
Western European pattern identified by Hajnal aadlétt, and the Russian reality. Capturing
the diversification of family forms in the territes of the historical Hungarian Kingdom also
remains a leading research goal for contemporanyglliian historical demography. Both
Farago and)ri found a large degree of patchiness of pattefnmarriage and household
formation across pre-1800 Hungary, which evadessiflaation according to the simple
dichotomous mod&t®.

4.3 Polish scholarship
For the period 1960-2000, there have been a dazeom works which dealt more directly with
the structure of the peasant household during éinielam period in Poland. Most of these
were isolated case studies describing family fomth various typologies devoid of any
reference to the models of familial organizationaleped in the WeSt. Nevertheless, all of
them reported more or less unequivocallydecisive predominance of simple family
households in the historical Kingdom of Poland lestw the 18 and 18 centuries, even
though the territorial basis of these investigatiomas limited almost exclusively to the
western and southwestern parts of the cotdfftriNonetheless, Polish researchers generally
hypothesized that there was a predominance of aubleuseholds over the whole historical
Poland in the Early Modern times, tentatively assgnthe existence of different family
systems operating on the country’s eastern ousskitknowledging the homogeneity of
manorial politics and the effect it had on the peadamily, W. Kula proposed that the
nuclear family spread over the entirety of the $toliorveeobliged rural populatiof’.
Koczerska, in turn, extended the simple family maner the population of nobility, among
whom it had replaced more kin-based residentiangements as early as in thé'bhd 15"
centurie$*’. With recourse only to a very modest body of datastly from the 1% and 18
centuries), Gieysztorowa proposed an operationpbtimesis in which she observed that the
age at marriage in historical Poland declines oeastward trajectory, an assumption which
was recently authoritatively repeated by Kukfo Quite in line with contemporary views
offered by other Central European scholars, Gieyenta has accentuated the borderline

character inherent in the patterns of Polish mabi&haviors. This view was supported by
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later, more comprehensive comparative analysestiality on Polish territories, in which it
was argued that the marriage pattern in 18th-cgrRotand may have been a cross between
the Western and Eastern patterns, although mucerclo the “unique” North-Western
European pattern than to patterns observed in thegétian, Russian, and Ukrainian
territories?*

The hypothesis on the visible nuclearization of ifprforms throughout the majority
of Korona lands in the Early Modern period, whichsantroduced above, was supplemented
by other studies of both rural and urban commuiti€opczynski’'s study of a few dozen
parishes in central and western Poland from betw&&0 and 1800 showed that the majority
of peasant households had a nuclear structurethedhe relatively high mean size of the
domestic group resulted from the spread of hiredasgs and co-residing lodgers. The
marked increase in the number of multi-generatidaalilies on the lands covered by his
investigation was only brought about by peasantagchisement of the second half of the
19th century?®. Referring to Kuklo's study of six urban communstief the 18 century
Polish Crown provided even greater certainty reiggrthe domination of the simple-family
model in central Poland’s lands. In the urban asntéhe two-generational family was
prevalent (making up 66-85 percent of all domesitnits), followed by unusually high
proportions of solitary househofd& According to Kuklo, the household structure i th
Polish town of the pre-industrial era must be dfassas “typically West-European’®’ For
the cluster of rural communities in 18th-centuryle§Sia (today southwestern Poland),
Szoltysek found a moderate age at marriage, thendme of simple-family households, and
a high incidence of life-cycle servants. He foutrdrsg indications of a stem-family pattern in
those places, accompanied by cases in which thesnofdhousehold formation did not vary
much from the neo-local principles prevalent in theNestern Europe, or which followed
exactly this type of pattetff. As Szoltysek has argued, if the European greédelin family
systems suggested by Hajnal really existed, it ggatainly not located in Upper Silesia. It
would be necessary to search for it farther toetst°.

Indeed, Laszuk concluded that, in the mixed Pdlstarusian rural areas in the
northeastern Polish Crown lands, the dominatiorthef Western type of family was not
unambiguous in the late 7century. By and large, however, the simple fantjlpe still
occupied a superior position and the share of jfaimtly-type domestic groups was small,
and only among the nobility rose to more than feercent of total househofd& According
to another author, the negligible importance of tirgenerational families in the Polish

eastern outskirts resulted from the widespreadtipa@mong newly married couples of
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gaining economic and residential independence. ifdgvidualization of property and
residence, the argument goes, was the core orgamabprinciple of the family household
on the Polish eastern outskirts, both in th& a8d the 19 centuries. Differences between
different ethnic groups (e.g., Poles and Ruthesjian this regard were supposed to be
smalf**

A more precise identification of the long-expectanhilial and demographic border in
historical Polish territories was attempted in 8&m®k’s studies of living arrangements in
different regions of Poland-Lithuania (more than0D® peasant households fro the"18
century were analyzetff. The analysis initially revealed the juxtapositiafra more complex
family system in the eastern communities with a bgemous, but simple, family pattern in
the western Polish lands. However, a closer loothatdata showed that, at the end of the
18th-century, not two but three household and fammdgtterns with substantial numerical and
gualitative differences existed in the historicalligh territories. The structural progression
within larger regions, Szottysek demonstrated, lgealways moved in the same direction:
i.e., from less kin-centered, more nucleated, amolatal households in the west; to much
more notable levels of household complexity in Rdla more eastern territories. However,
even on those eastern outskirts (e.g., in Belathes)family pattern still differed markedly
from paradigmatic examples of the Eastern Europeanly type detected in Russia. These
findings were taken as indicative of the existent@ wider Eastern European area with a
similar family pattern at the end of the™8entury, with basic commonalities in household
size and structure prevalent across Lithuania,rBgeJd&Red Ruthenia, and western Ukraine; as
well as Slovakia and the northern part of Hung@ny.the basis of these results, they provided
more evidence disputing the assumption that larggspof East-Central Europe were
dominated by a homogenous family system. Theseinfysd further demonstrated that
Hajnal’'s dichotomous notion of Western and Eastemmope from around 1900 cannot be

transposed onto earlier periods.

4.4 Family and household studies in Lithuania, B&aand Ukraine
Until recently, Belarusian, Lithuanian, and Ukraimi scholars showed a general lack of
interest in studying domestic groups in socio-Hisa perspective®. However, as early as in
early 1960s, VisSniausk&idemonstrated that the “grand indissoluble fam{&ri equivalent to
the term “joint family” commonly used in Westermrtenology) never constituted a dominant
household form in ethnic Lithuania between th& a6d the end of the T&enturie$®* The

nuclearized family system in Lithuania was a direohsequence of lineage relationship
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decomposition, which affected the Baltic countrigarting in the 18 and 14 centuries,
followed by a marked decline in family communesttBof these processes were additionally
strengthened by the agrarian reforms of the mifl-téntury, which brought about the
introduction of the three-field system and the maiosystent®>. An increase in peasant
compulsory labor obligations imposed upon them &ydlords in 18-century Lithuania
caused the accumulation of family labor on the imgidand, in consequence, led to a drastic
rise in the share of multiple family householdd.ithuania (33 percent of all domestic units
in the years 1700-1800). Paradoxically, howevee, dhly moment when in some parts of
Lithuania really complex multi-focal families coulde found was during the 1930s and
1940s, that is, when capitalism already was adalite**°,

Some Belarusian scholars applied similar approach#®eir handling of the problem
of household structure in various Belarusian ethaicitories between the end of the™6
century and the mid-i7century. Kapyski's analysis of 252 settlementseaded that, on
average, one household was comprised of no more ltfaconjugal family units, and that
more than 85 percent of all households had only @ymgugal family unit. Most of the
remaining multiple-family domestic groups contairtet small families co-residing. Also, in
Belarus, the transition from the "l&o the 1% century was marked by an increasing
simplification of peasant residential patterns, amuke-family households made up the
majority of domestic units over the entire Belaansiterritory®’. Referring to a more
extensive dataset (over 30,000 peasant hearth&)p&ohas proposed a regionalization of
family forms in various parts of the Belarussiamt pd the Grand Duchy of Lithuania at the
end of the 16th century, with a major change ooguan a trajectory of movement towards
eastern territories. Whereas the proportions offarmely hearths to the general number of
peasant households amounted to 73% in the westetroipthe region, it dropped to 66% in
the central region, and even to 46,5% in its eagiart®,

Referring to his study of several communities froemtral Belarus, Nosevich asserted
that, based on his review of the™®6entury data, there was no reason to draw a sharp
distinction between family structures in Easterd &estern Europe. He demonstrated that
nuclear-family households were absolutely domimarmelarus in the second half of the 16th
century (between 70 and 89 percent of total hoddshoand that in some places this pattern
developed even earlfd’. At the same time, however, he noted the emergehee more
complex family pattern in central Belarus during tt8" and 19' centuries, which he linked
to the gradual increase in feudal obligations inggo®n the peasantry by the Eastern

European landlordd’. Nonetheless, over almost the entird’ t@ntury, the rural population
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in Belarus was found to follow a pattern of ratheyderate household complexity, which was
in marked contrast to the features characteristithe 19th-century Russia. According to
Nosevich, this “balanced” household pattern mayehbeen widespread and persistent in
some other parts of Eastern Europe, including eont.ithuania, Ukraine, Estonia, Karelia,
and parts of Hungat§". Towards the end of the I&entury, the family pattern in Belarus
gradually transformed into more communal forms ase typical of the vast regions of
Russia, with the share of multiple-family houselsoli$ing significantly above 50 percent. It
was this 19th-century phenomenon, but not its wariantecedents, that made the distinction
between family structures in Eastern and Westerofiuso attractive to Western schotéts

The Ukrainian literature on family history bringgtyanother surprise. The overall
description of the Ukrainian family system was dnawp with an emphasis on the powerful
drive towards the independence of both individwaisl family units in various historical
periods, and on the uniquely “nuclear” characterttef Ukrainian peasant famtff. The
simple family, it was argued, decisively prevailadhe Ukraine as far back as in the second
half of the 18 century, making up an estimated 84 percent opadsant famili¢é*. The
behavioral dimension of this characteristic was @mm dictating that kinsfolk only
occasionally formed joint production and residdntiaits. Even in those cases in which this
happened due to poverty or other circumstancesg thiere no seniority principles, no joint
property rights, or concept of the community of vamong the co-resident familfés Other
scholars acknowledged the co-existence of bothlsandl “big, undivided joint-families” in
Early Modern Ukrainian lands, but noted that a dgpiextension strategy involved the
addition of only one son who stayed at home in etgimn of taking over the farm after the
father's death. Moreover, the co-residence of redrirothers sometimes encountered if-16
century Ukraine was generally temporary in charatte

While most of the folklore studies were focusedlos late 19th century, some authors
were suggesting that, in parts of the Ukraine,“dvand patriarchal family” did not actually
exist throughout the entire Early Modern petidQuite often, it was argued, those distinct
family households were in essence patronimic conitiesrof related persons who frequently
cooperated economically on their shared plot ofi{h Other scholars presented a more
variegated picture, and proposed various caesarastk the beginning of the spread of the
simple-family form across Ukrainian territories. dseding to some, a more pronounced
disappearance of joint families in Ukraine was seen until the beginning of the™.@entury,
though the process remained incompfetedccording to others, the popularization of single

family households in both right- and left-bank Ukeadid not occur until the 1770s or even
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later, although the simple two-generational houkkllefinitely became a dominant family
type by the mid-19 century®’. The risks involved in uncritically transposingethoncept of
the small nuclear family onto the realities of theriod from before the half of the "19
century are clearly indicated by more contempoiasgorical-demographic research in the
Ukraine™*,

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

A substantial number of the #9and 28-century works of family historians, historical
demographers, and political economists and sodsig/orking on demographic issues were
concerned with the spatial designations and dimssiof Europe. Having been preoccupied
with establishing borders, drawing borderlines, addtinguishing between different
demographic and family systems in historical andtemporary Europe, scholars of those
genres developed their own “symbolic geographidsthe Eastern European demographic
spacé™ Early generations of experts in family organiaatand structure were in the habit of
searching for striking contrasts in familial chdeaistics, and were often prone to speak in
terms of dichotomous East-West contrapositionss Tendency to underplay variations in
family living arrangements in the European East wrégized even among Western scholars.
As early as in 1990s, D. Kertzer argued that “eadiirope, like western Europe, displayed a
diversity of household systems in preindustrial eh which were linked to “regional
differences in political economic arrangements exalogical conditions*®?

Indeed, the picture of the formation and structofefamily forms in vast eastern
territories that has been painted in Eastern Eanopéstorical-demographic literature appears
largely incongruent with the postulates of Westenientists. In substantial stretches of
Eastern Europe (including territories to the edghe border area suggested by Hajnal) the
nuclear-family model was found to have been prentalat least during some historical
periods. Over substantial sections of this parthef continent—again with the inclusion of
some regions from outside the “line”—neo-localiseems to have remained a dominant
practice of household formation here and there.,(égthe Ukrainian lands), undoubtedly
constituting the very fabric of a prevalent faniiiideology. Contrary to a widely held view,
according to which Eastern European complex fampdjterns supposedly made economic
sense for both the Eastern European peasants etghtliords, given the circumstances of re-
feudalization to which the two sides found themesshsubjected”, in-depth studies of
manorial practices have suggested that seigniatitiiority often provided strong incentives

for neo-local household formation among the subjachers. While many scholars showed
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an inclination toward a belief in the geographidadersity of family forms in the European
East, others maintained that some “borderlandglystt from patterns dominant throughout
the majority of its territory. The works of Lithu@m and Belarusian scholars clearly indicate
that, in some historical periods, the actual déferes between the East and the West in terms
of the composition of residential groups were mleds pronounced than expected, or were
even negligible. The spatial and temporal variatiorthe external forms of familial life, so
characteristic of Eastern Europe, is an importagairment in favor of jettisoning the concept
of the “dividing line” entirely, or of substitutingt with the notion of temporally fluent
transitional zones which are always unstable argestito transformations occurring in
distinct contexts and for different reasons.

This does not mean, however, that all of the cladEastern Europeanists should be
accepted uncritically. Eastern European literaturéamily forms was mainly exiguous. Well
into the 1990s, it was screened off from the maimrent of European thought. The
substantive weight of the observations made byethesearchers was frequently diminished
by the fact that the available source material wessearched only cursorily, and by the
application of a amethodology largely detached ftbenmainstream solutions and concepts.
The method of deduction from applying examplesteid of undertaking a comprehensive
review of the problems, led to the coexistence offlecting and often irreconcilable
perspectives on the issue. The archived materedented to support certain arguments has
often left much room for dispute with regard tee thccurate categorization of familial
forms'>°. With a few notable exceptions (especially thedhostudies appearing since 1967 in
the journal Polish Demographic Pakt quantification was used only rarely, making the
assessment of the representativeness of the pedstimdings difficult, if not impossibfe®.
Most observations were restricted to the serfdonogdeaving aside a vast topic of familial
behaviors in the post-enfranchisement-¥rd_ast but not least, in some national discourses
the entire dispute pertaining to the historicaltsoof various family types has sometimes
taken on a highly ideological character.

What is needed here is a research program carefatymenting the contours and
variability of household, nuptiality, and life-caér patterns for various Eastern European
regions by using spatially organized historicatist&gal data. The essential part of this new
agenda would be to identify and differentiate tbenposition and behavior of multiple sub-
populations in a given area or society of Eastamope. By revealing significant variations in
household formation, marriage, residence pattendsveelfare functions of the family group

separating these sub-populations, a much more adageography of family patterns, both in
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terms of its spatial and temporal aspects, coulddhgeved®®. Instead of utilizing traditional
simplistic notions of dividing lines and “ideal fagnsystems,” this new scientific program
would inevitably adhere to a more sensitive focnghe nature and permeability of frontiers
and transition zones, and the ways in which faindiad demographic borders have been
crossed and diffused, both across space and ower ti

It is definitely possible to undertake a resegoobigram of this kind for the Eastern
European space. We have just begun to take adwanbégthe ongoing micro-data
revolution—i.e., a combination of digitization, émhet access, and harmonization of
surviving census and census-like materials—to cadlly investigate the differences in

European historical family systems over space and {seewww.censusmosaic.oygEast-

Central Europe—with its mixture of historical leges; cultural propensities, and ecological
factors—will definitely remain at the center of toiscal debate. A range of comparative
projects have been started to provide new insightis the variation and evolution of
European family systems and to improve our undedstg of the causes underlying their
continuity or discontinuity over space and tirie

Although partly impressionistic, the findings oddstern Europeanists discussed above
revealed enough diversity of family forms and ire tthythms of their development in
historical Eastern Europe to finally free us frorsimplistic view of the continent’s familial
history, and particularly the perspective impligdtbe notion of a “dividing line.” The crux
of the argument here is that breaking away fronomdygenizing view of Eastern Europe’s
family and demographic past can help scholars ztudéze more thoughtfully recent
demographic processes taking place in the eastatnop the continent. It may also serve
policy analysts to better understand the role aftdnical heritage in the socio-political,
economic, and demographic currents of the new mermsia¢es of the European Union, as
well as of some potential candidates for membershipthis context, a consideration of
particular meanings calls to mind the words of thest cited historian of East-Central
Europe, O. Halecki, who wrote back in the 19504 tbae of the main defects of (...) the
basic distinction between Western and Eastern Eul@s in the impression obviously
created that all of what is geographically ‘Eastésralien, or even opposed, to ‘Western’ —
that is, truly European — civilizatioff®. Historical studies of the family can draw lessons

from these insights.
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