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Introduction

This book is concerned with the historical geography of a part
of Europe which had very limited coherence as a distinct region
before 1945 when, as a consequence of the Second World War,
Germany and her sphere of influence in Central Europe was
split by rival socio-economic and military alignments. A new
political barrier appeared which seemed ‘from both sides of the
fence rather like a frontier in the old Roman sense, separating
civilisations that consider each other as barbarian’.! Historically
however it is convenient to follow the thinking of W.J.Cahnman
in recognising two great socio-political fields of east and west,
the former defined by the Soviet boundary of 1939 and the
latter in terms of the ninth century Carolingian Empire.?
Between the two fields lies a ‘marchland’ territory extending
from Scandinavia through the North European Plain and south
to Pannonia and the Balkans, a belt in which various
independent and mutually antagonistic powers have emerged.’
The term ‘shatterbelt” might also be applied, to indicate an area
with conflicting state or great power interests.* Despite (or
perhaps because of) strong cultural stimuli: Frankish and
Byzantine (Catholic and Orthodox) or Western and Ottoman, it
has never been possible for this region to be unified either within
itself or through annexation by-powers in the east or west. As
E.Fischer points out, there were forces striving for unity but they
never accomplished their goal.’ A.P.Vlasto thus refers to the
‘soft centre’ of Europe inhabited predominantly by Slavs
through which a frontier between east and west would have to
be drawn, a frontier which ‘would reflect in its oscillations the
relative vitality...of east and west expressed in their bids for the
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spiritual allegiance of the Slav people’.® In the late ninth century
a strong impulse from the east penetrated as far as Moravia but
a political frontier could not be drawn so far to the northwest
and by early eleventh century the tide had turned. A crown for
St. Stephen in 1000 marked Hungary’s establishment as a
Catholic bastion, subsequently reinforced by the economic
importance of Venice and the expansion of German settlement.
And after the havoc wrought in Constantinople by the crusading
movement in 1204 Latin unity in the Balkans was further
frustrated by the rise of the Ottoman Empire under whose wing
the Orthodox Church was able to find sanctuary.

Cultural and ethnic anomalies, thrown up by a complex
historical evolution, have consistently impeded unification
during the Medieval and Modern periods. Since Medieval times
the greatest potential for unity has arisen through German
leadership, which became most assertive during the nineteenth
century with the emergence of an economically powerful
German Empire acting in concert with the Habsburg and
Ottoman Empires.” Yet the simultaneous rise of nationalism in
the Balkans, drawing strength from both Russia and the west,
posed an overwhelming constraint so dramatically projected by
the tragic waste of two world wars. It is interesting to recall that
for the German geographer, J.Partsch, ‘the threefold belt of the
Alps, Middle Mountains and Northern Lowlands dominate the
landscape and scenery of Central Europe: wherever one of these
elements dies out Central Europe comes to an end’.® But the
topographical idea, with its transitional landforms and
intersecting trade routes, was then lined up with the area of
German civilisation and economic penetration. G.G. Chisholm
reinforced this view in a thoughtful review of Partsch’s book. He
saw clearly that unity came not from landscape but rather from
German and Austro-Hungarian economic and political
interests.” It says much for the arrogance of nineteenth century
imperialism that F. Naumann could write at the height of the
First World War to advocate a massive power bloc embracing
over thirteen million square kilometres and extending as far as
the Asian frontiers of the Ottoman Empire and the overseas
territories of the Netherlands.! He rejected any notion of ethnic
superiority for Germans or Magyars and emphasised common
interests. Although the desired treatment of non-Germans might
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differ from that actually meted out by the advancing war
machine there was no understanding that the force of
nationalism would never allow the German Kernland to
integrate with such a vast alien periphery. Chisholm clearly saw
the vulnerability of such an edifice to Russian attack.!' And
these words were certainly prophetic, for the Russian advance
has duly taken place and apparently destroyed any validity that
the notion of Central Europe may have possessed.'> For the
foreseeable future the problem of Central Europe has been
resolved and one consequence has been the creation of a tier of
eight communist states which on the whole (recognising here the
ambivalence of Albania and Yugoslavia) have become associated
with the eastern bloc. (Figure 0.1) According to S.B.Cohen this
area constitutes part of the domain of Eurasian continental
power which stands in a state of dynamic equilibrium with the
trade dependent maritime world.!3

The Russian advance has done more than merely undermine
the regional coherence of Central Europe. It has brought a sharp
change in foreign policy by the powers of Western Europe.
There can be few reappraisals quite as decisive as the one which
replaced British and French collaboration with Russia in two
world wars with the present ideological and military
confrontation. Such a change was clearly anticipated by
H.J.Mackinder in the development of the ‘Heartland’ theory to
warn of the danger for the west that would emerge from the
union of the Heartland and ‘Eastern Europe’.'* Of course the
controlling power is the USSR, rather than Germany as
Mackinder supposed, and the prediction that such a union
would ultimately lead to the assumption of world power by the
Heartland power has not been vindicated. The vulnerability of
the Heartland to nuclear attack inhibits any dramatic advance
for the time being and provides a technological basis for an
effective containment strategy, provided there is the political will
in the ‘Rimland’ to exploit it as a basis for effective
negotiation.'> Nevertheless Mackinder was surely right to point
out that a solution to the problems posed by the Central Powers
would bring more challenging questions to the fore.
Unfortunately any conscious effort to act on this advice
immediately ran into a great dilemma, for while an alliance with
Russia against Germany ran the risk of Russian expansion into
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Figure 0.1: The Countries of Eastern Europe Today
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Source: Modern atlases.

the centre of Europe and the takeover of the whole of Eastern
Europe as Mackinder defined it (that is the area from the Urals
approximately to the Lubeck-Trieste line) there was not always
a chance that a rupture in relations between Russia and the
western powers would precipitate a German attack guarantee
that failure to do so would not precipitate a German attack on
Russia or else bring about a closer union between them on the
lines of the nineteenth century Holy Alliance. Out of the
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dilemma has come an Eastern Europe with unprecedented
ideological unity. The union may not be entirely harmonious,
for nationalism has not been suppressed and serious divisions
have occurred in both political and economic matters.!®

Yet the current view of FEastern FEurope has become
sufficiently conventional to warrant a historical geography text
complementing material already available for both Russia and
Western Europe.!” Such a work is necessary to examine the
region’s marchland or shatter belt status, both as an exercise in
its own right and as a context for studies of the post-1945
period, concerning problems and strategies which often arise
directly out of past experience. However in view of the large
scale of the project it has been found desirable to divide the
work into two volumes. This volume deals with the
modernisation of eastern Europe between 1815 and 1945 while
the earlier history is dealt with in a companion volume.

PHYSICAL BASIS FOR MIGRATION AND
SETTLEMENT (Figure 0.2)

The settlement history of Eastern Europe cannot of course be
divorced from the complex physical geography although the
significance of the regional environment is not to be measured in
simple terms.!® Table 0.1 reveals that there are substantial areas
of high ground. 23.2 percent of the land lies above 500m. with
the proportion much higher in the southern part (37.1 percent)
than in the north (11.6). However, given the lower latitudes and
higher sunshine levels in the south much of the mountain zone
has a significant agricultural potential and there are valuable
mineral deposits too. The four Balkan countries and the
southern half of Hungary have mean July temperatures in excess
of 20 degrees centigrade; and with the exception of Baragan,
Dobrogea and Moldavia rainfall exceeds 50cm/20 inches.
Certainly in Prehistoric times there do not appear to have been
any major constraints on settlement. While the Mediterranean
with its tideless seas and extensive coastlands, conducive to
stock-rearing and arable farming was of the utmost importance
in early cultural, economic and political developments it is
equally evident that ‘the variety of relief, the availability of
navigable rivers (particularly ~ the Danube) and above all the
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Figure 0.2: Aspects of settlement and physical geography
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frequency of either grassland or easily cleared open woodland
on loess soils made much of Central Europe and the Balkans a
corridor for early movement’, clearly separated from the
Mediterranean by the Dinaric Alps and associated structures.!”
Migrants found their way into Eastern Europe from the Aegean
via the Morava-Vardar corridor or from the Black Sea, with
westward movement possible either along the Danube or across
the steppe-lands which gave ready access through Silesia
towards the Elbe and via the Carpathian passes to Pannonia.
Perhaps the amber routes best exemplify the role of Eastern
Europe in transmitting new cultural elements across the steppes
and North European Plain, thereby nourishing such remarkable
responses on the continental periphery as the Scandinavian Early
Bronze Age. But with regard to political development it is
evident that there have been several distinct natural regions with
resources capable of inducing a powerful sense of unity which
has complicated the emergence of stable larger units.

However any review of early settlement must acknowledge
that the Middle East was the important diffusion centre so that
the southern parts of Eastern Europe were the first to be affected
by Prehistoric migrations. The northern zone of coniferous and
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Source: Modern atlases and statistical yearbooks

deciduous woodlands must have appeared relatively unattractive
on account of its peripheral position in relation to many of the
early cultural developments. However the Germans and Slavs
were eventually able to colonise the whole of Eastern Europe’s
largest lowland zone and initiate economic developments which
emphatically eclipsed the south in Late Medieval and Modern
times. This relative revaluation of the resources of the northern
and southern parts of Eastern Europe could be seen simply as an
accommodation to the emergence of Western Europe as the
centre for innovation and the market that could draw surplus
primary production most easily from areas immediately
adjacent. But it also is evident that the fuel and mineral
endownment in the north was particularly suitable for diffusion
of the Western European industrial revolution with the hard
coal of Moravia and Silesia, the soft coal of Bohemia and
Saxony, an abundance of salt and a useful endowment of iron
ore and other minerals. In the south light industries were more
backward technologically and therefore less competitive, while
the relatively high transport costs to west European markets
reduced the profitability of international trade and encouraged
the persistence of traditional social structures. It is therefore the
access between Eastern and Western Europe that is crucial in
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Relief and land use

Table 0.1
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conditioning development options rather than the resource
endownment of Eastern Europe per se.’’ Although power was
concentrated at the Baltic approaches, the northern areas were
much more closely in touch by virtue of the navigable rivers
draining to the Baltic and North Sea whereas in the south the
Dinaric barrier complicates access to the Adriatic and the
Danube, with its many navigational problems, drains
southeastwards to the Black Sea which is then some 6000 km.
from the great ports of Western Europe. Thus the plight of the
Balkans in modern times, as the periphery of an inevitably
backward empire, is underlined. The Ottomans, like the
Byzantines before, tried to interrupt the trade flows between the
Western Europe and the Orient but they were unable to
capitalise on their successes and the Ottoman economy drew
relatively little benefit from the interaction.

So it is established that while Eastern Europe has always been
eminently congenial for settlement and economic development it
is handicapped by remoteness from the major shipping lanes of
the Baltic and Mediterranean (and even greater inaccessibility in
relation to the Atlantic theatre in Modern times). Highly
favoured districts capable of functioning as ecumene for state
development have been compromised by the potentials for
continental and global power which usually place Eastern
Europe in a marchland position, either between the gates leading
the Baltic and Black seas or else between the sea power of the
west and the land power of the east. But within Eastern Europe
it is clearly relevant to discriminate between north and south,
separating the territory of Czechoslavakia, the GDR, Hungary
and Poland from the rest. Some basic information is presented
here to supply national profiles and also to compare the two
regional groupings. Table 0.2 deals with settlement patterns and
shows the north as the more densely settled and highly
urbanised part of Eastern Europe. And Table 0.3 presents
several indicators of social and economic development
portraying the south as a relatively backward area.

It is also worth pointing out that for the south (Albania,
Bulgaria, Romania and Yugoslavia) the popular term ‘Balkan’
may be used as an alternative label. This is a rather enigmatic
regional name, basically derived from a Turkish word indicating
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Table 0.2 Settlement patterns 1930-1980
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‘Southeast Europe’. However there has always been a certain

used by A.Zeune in 1789 wishing to avoid both the political
label ‘European Turkey’ and the obvious clinical alternative

a heavily wooded mountain ridge. It seems to have been first

imprecision as to the true limits of the Balkans.?! The mountain

core of Bulgaria and Macedonia is rather too restrictive

at least

it may be supposed that fairly civilised hill country (with forest
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Table 0.3: Socio-economic indicators 1980

L]
s
: .
-} s :
PR i 2 3 E
i 3 Pl N
i 3§ : s i 7 3 3
Fuel consumption '000 kg coal equivalent 6.5 Toh 3.8 5.6 5.9 5.7 .2 2.0 3.5 4.8
Steel production '000 kg 1.0 Oule 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.5
Cement production '000 kg 0.7 0.7 ©Oub 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.6
Production of television sets (100) 2.5 3.5 349 2.5 2.9 0,0 2.4 2.7 2.1 2.6
Produttion of cars (100) 1.2 1.1 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.2 Ouk 0.B 0.6 0.8
Meat production "00 kg 0.9 1.0 1.3 08 1.0 0.7 0.k 0.6 0.6 0.8
Foreign trade turnover '000 U.S. dollars 2.0 2.2 1.7 1.0 1.5 2.2 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.4
Foreign trade deficit '00 U.S. dollars (a) +0.2 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.5 +1.3 0.8 3.5 1.6 0.9
Annual growth of national income percent = 3.0 h.2 J.2 0.6 2.2¢ 5.7 6.3 b6 S5.5¢ 3.5
Rajlway freight transport '000 ton/lm 43 306 2.3 3.8 3.6 2.0 3.4 1.2 2.2 3.0
Railway passenger trahsport '000 passenger/km 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 0.9 1.0 0.5 0.8 1.1
Radio and television licences 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.4 [ 0.5
Hospital beds (1000) 7.8 10,3 B.h 7.1 B.l 9. 9.3 6.0 7.9 8.0
Doctors (1000) 3.2 2,6 2.8 2.4 2.7 3.0 1.8 1.3 1.B 2.3
Students (100) 1.3 0.8 0.9 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.5 1.2 l.1
Note: All figures are calculated on a per capita basis expect where

otherwise started

a 1976-1980 average

b Exclusing Albania

e Estimate

Source: Statistical yearbooks.

and meadow) is included because the word dagh would be more
appropriate for wild and rocky terrain.?> However despite
Zeune’s sense of political detachment there is little doubt that
the label has been appropriated for the European possessions of
the Ottoman Empire. Connotations of disunity (as well as
backwardness) have arisen and may be attributed to incomplete
conquest by both the Byzantine and Ottoman Empires and the
considerable amount of decentralisation tolerated by the latter,
to the point where attempts to overhaul the administration after
the Young Turk revolution merely provoked further resistance
and the outbreak of the Balkan Wars which reduced the Turkish
stake in the Europe to the Istanbul-Adrianople bridgehead. Well
might M.I. Newbigin ask in 1919 ‘where racial purity does not
exist (and) where stable nationality has not developed what
form of human group is possible?’?? Since the First World War
the link with politics has continued and the famous Yugoslav
geographer ].Cvijic (1868-1927) had no scruples about
advocating the Danube-Sava-Isonzo line as the northern limit to
accommodate the new political realities.”* Most recent usage has
included the Danube plains of Romania and finally, to
harmonise with state boundaries, the whole of the latter
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country. However the progressive enlargement of ‘The Balkans’
serves to magnify the disunity of the area (even without
considering Greece and Turkey). Despite its geographical
centrality there is little prospect of Belgrade playing the same
role in future as Sirmium did in the Roman period.

METHODOLOGY

The chapters cover quite long periods of time so that broad
themes can be developed without excessive repetition. The
present geography is seen as the outcome of a desperate search
by new nations in the marchlands of Europe to organise their
defences and accelerate the processes of modernisation. And in
turn the belated manoeuvrings of the inter-war years must be
rationalised through the tight grip maintained through the
nineteenth and eighteenth centuries by Habsburg, Ottoman and
Russian imperialism. But failure to modernise is not only the
consequence of centre-periphery antagonisms within the empires
but more fundamentally of inability to match the progress of
Western Europe with unhindered access to the oceans. The
study is continued in a companion volume on ‘The making of
Eastern Europe: from the earliest times to 1815°, explaining the
change in relations with the west as the overland trade routes
were eclipsed by the seaways. Furthermore, the Medieval states
are seen as the outcome of Dark Age migrations and the prior
transfer of technology from the Middle East. In view of this
stripping off of overlays there might be some justification for the
organisation of chapters in a regressive sequence, working back
from the present deeper and deeper into the past. Some work of
this kind has been done in France but in Britain there is a strong
consensus against such practice.”’ ]J.L.M.Gulley found it
appropriate to take his readers backwards through time to trace
the origins of the various elements making up the Wealden
landscape of southeast England.?® But given the long timespan
of most of the periods adopted in this book it seems that the
mental leaps required by the reader, to connect the end of one
period with the beginning of the previous period, would be too
daunting to countenance. And the function of the book as an
historical study of Europe’s shatterbelt also justifies a convential
sequence of chapters.
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Such is the philosophical ferment over ‘explanation’ in
geography today that any writer needs to clarify his position.
The view taken here is that established facts must claim priority
and to that extent the case for positivism seems fundamentally
unanswerable. However human behaviour should be understood
as well as explained and to that extent the idealist stance,
seeking to relate actions to ideas, is adopted.?” But it is deployed
very much as a critique of positivism and not as an alternative.?®
Arguably it is desirable to go further and recognise the
importance of individual initiative in a wider structural context
introducing  collective  values or ideology. Particularly
controversial in this context is the Marxist view of socio-
economic development related to the three stages of feudalism,
capitalism and socialism. Marxism is superficially attractive in
the sense that a progressive method is necessary to trace the
modernisation of societies in a specific territorial framework
evolving through Medieval and Modern times.>?’And it is not
unreasonable to deduce through historical materialism a
progression from local subsistence to regional and national
specialisation on the basis of comparative advantages and to
combine with this a pattern of social evolution from feudal
interdependence to a more sophisticated relationship between
free peoples and welfare states. But the obsession with class
conflict as a prelude to revolutionary upheaval not only devalues
cultural and political forces of change but burdens the study of
past periods with such an awareness of evil and injustice as to
inhibit objective appraisal. Furthermore it is quite unacceptable
academically to equate Marx’s socialism narrowly with the
theory and practice of those regimes which claim to act in his
name. Hence the perspectives of many East European scholars
based on the assumption that the socialism imposed by their
ruling communist parties was bound to emerge and that the
capitalism sustained under former East European governments
was a transient aberration cannot be appreciated.

The crudely negative approach to the pre-socialist periods
taken by many East European writers is of course the product of
what J.R.Lampe and M.R.Jackson describe as ‘the dialectical
struggle between the technical mode of production and property
relations that puts capital against labour and creates the
correspondingly antagonistic classes of bourgeoisie and
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proletariat’, whose interests it would appear can never be
reconciled through negotiation between the parties or through
the mediating role of the state.’® But Marxist perspectives on
change in Eastern Europe have also been stereotyped by the
assumption that the British experience provides the classical
model of development from feudalism to capitalism and that
alternative routes to modernisation cannot exist.>! This tends to
result in a selective view of national history with a process of
capital accumulation by the bourgeoisie, supported by overtly
discriminatory government policies and challenged only by a
succession of peasant revolts and factory strikes. And this is to
say nothing of the propaganda requirements of East European
regimes wishing to project their own ‘achievements’ over the
weight of ‘contradictions’ accumulated by their predecessors. It
must however be conceded that the reduced pressure on East
European academics to demonstrate their political awareness
has made it much easier for them to write history that balances
the inevitable conflicts between different interest groups with
impressions of mutual support in reaching specific economic and
political goals. Paradoxically perhaps it is now in western
countries where the most spectacular examples of historical
writing subordinated to the needs of the class struggle can now
be found. The structural approach adopted in this book can
only be described as pragmatic, recognising the inevitable
competition between interest groups as alternately stimulative
and demoralising and suggesting elements both favourable and
unfavourable to growth in the policies of individuals and
institutions.>? External pressures have often restricted the range
of options available to decision makers in Eastern Europe but
have never removed entirely the reasonable exercise of choice.
Finally it is always a problem for the geographer to decide on
the optimum level of spatial referencing. For this work the
prominence of research on broad themes by historians and the
lack of familiarity with topographical detail on the part of many
readers effectively forces a somewhat generalised approach,
compromised only by a judicious sprinkling of case studies.
Major topographical features are usually assigned their English
labels and this conveniently avoids the need to mention the
range of titles used by the various peoples of East Europe
through centuries of fluctuating political organisation. For
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settlement names the problem cannot be so easily overcome.
English names are used for capital cities throughout the book
but all other settlements are given the proper name appropriate
to the period. However to make for easy linkage with the
present nomenclature the present name is also supplied on the
first occasion in the chapter that each place is mentioned.
Problems of course still arise, as with the multinational empires
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries where the language of
the imperial power is usually recognised rather than those of
subject peoples.

g
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The Century of Peace 1815-1914



1
Political Geography

Following the Napoleonic upheavals it was, as Lord Castlereagh
insisted, the duty of politicians to ‘bring back the world to
peaceful habits’.! Broadly speaking they were successful for
further major conflagration was prevented for almost exactly a
century. And it proved to be a century of unprecedented change
in Europe with the growth of urban-industrial interests at the
expense of rural-agrarian society, while transport was
revolutionised by steam power applied to both railway
locomotives and ships. The old system of dynastic states, largely
autocratic in character, gave rise to a new pattern of nation
states with elected legislatures: political power became less of a
monopoly of hereditary governing classes following the
appearance of substantial bourgeois elements (Figure 1.1).
Eastern Europe however did not share fully in these important
political and socioeconomic developments. To be sure
constitutionalism became a reality. Those parts of Poland taken
over by Russia were promised a constitutional regime, as a
kingdom within the empire under the Congress of Vienna, and
through Prince Adam Czartoryski ‘Congress Poland’ obtained as
liberal a constitution as any in Europe. Furthermore it was
stipulated in 1815 that a constitution, allowing for an assembly,
should be provided in all the member states of the German
Confederation (a stabilising force set up under Austrian
presidency). Shortly after, in 1830, the Romanian Principalities
of Moldavia and Wallachia were blessed with constitutions
formalising the curious status of these provinces simultaneously
under Ottoman suzerainty and Russian protection. Yet mere
provision of constitutions (long delayed in Prussia where
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Figure 1.1: Political geography, railways and urban development ¢.1880.
Inset: growth of coal and iron production 1840-1900
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Frederick William (Friedrich Wilhelm) III’s promise was not
fulfilled until 1848) did not guarantee liberalism and democracy.
In the great empires dominating Eastern Europe control was
exerted by hereditary dynasties entrenched in power and
disposed to cooperate with each other in the interest of stability.
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For Tsar Alexander of Russia presented European leaders at
Paris with his Treaty of Holy Alliance under which rulers would
agree to govern their states as branches of the Christian
community and render mutual service to each other. Such a
symbolic accord was perhaps an understandable reaction to
revolution, but this initially secret Russian initiative was deeply
mistrusted by liberals, especially when set alongside the
agreement of 1815 under which the Habsburg Empire, Prussia,
Russia and the United Kingdom agreed to maintain the military
alliance for twenty years. Time would show how the ‘eastern
bloc” would use this arrangement as justification for intervening
wherever a threat to the status quo could be detected.
Conservative writers like the German theorist Adam Miiller saw
the state as an organic unity directed by absolute power, a
strong reaction to the emphasis placed by Montesquieu,
Rousseau and others on the rights of man. Liberalism was
contained and only briefly in 1848 did pent-up tensions erupt in
a series of revolutionary struggles in different parts of Eastern
Europe.

The three eastern powers were largely responsible for
redrawing the map of Europe in 1815. The Russians, who had
contributed so much to the overthrow of Napoleon, obtained
the greater part of Poland (more than had been gained under the
eighteenth-century partitions) and held on to Finland and
Bessarabia (gained in 1809 and 1812 respectively); while Austria
regained Dalmatia and Istria as well as portions of Carinthia
and Carniola. Prussia made progress in Saxony as well as the
Rhineland, but regained only part of her Polish territory which
Napoleon had appropriated for his Grand Duchy of Warsaw.
These powers were highly reactionary after 1815 and rightly
saw nationalism as a threat to empire. In the Habsburg Empire
the ‘Metternich System’, named after Austria’s highly intelligent
foreign minister, was based on a frank recognition of conflicting
ethnic elements (German, Italian, Magyar, Romanian and
Slavic) that only an absolute monarchy could direct successfully:
local diets might be acceptable but parliamentary institutions
could not be accepted at the highest level. Reaction is perhaps
best brought out by the meeting Metternich convened at
Karlsbad (Karlovy Vary) under the auspices of the German
Confederation in 1819: nine principal German states drew up a
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series of decrees (later ratified by the Confederation’s diet at
Frankfurt) to impose press censorship and stricter control of the
universities. A further indication appeared at Troppau (Opava)
on the occasion of the second meeting of the Quadruple Alliance
(actually a Quintuple Alliance with the admission of a now
suitably conservative France in 1818): here the three eastern
powers issued their protocol, declaring that they would not
recognise changes brought about by revolutionary wars and
would intervene with force if these changes threatened
neighbouring countries.

The policy was implemented almost immediately as the
meeting resumed in Laibach (Ljubljana) and authorised the
Habsburg emperor to despatch an army to Naples to restore
King Ferdinand to an absolutist throne. In the same spirit the
Russians coped speedily with unrest in Warsaw in 1830 against
the harsher policies of Tsar Nicholas I: the 1815 constitution
was replaced by a new statute and Poland was now treated as an
occupied country with persecution of rebels and closure of the
universities at Warsaw and Vilna (Vilnius).2 And in 1846, when
the peasants of Cracow (Krakow) rebelled, the free city set up
under the Congress of Vienna was fully absorbed into the
Habsburg Empire.®> This small state had been one of the
curiosities of 1815 and arose simply because neither the
Habsburg nor Russian emperor could agree to the other
governing it: Russia wanted the ancient capital and was
particularly anxious to keep it out of Austrian hands since it
would provide a bridgehead on the Russian side of the Vistula.
But as the railway lines approached the city from Berlin, Vienna
and Warsaw the idea of autonomy for a major international
junction became less palatable, especially when a relatively
progressive government in the city conflicted with the more
conservative regimes outside. However events in the Ottoman
Empire followed a less reactionary course. A revolt by Prince
Alexander Ypsilanti of Moldavia, inspired by the Greek cultural
revival, was put down by the sultan but the savage Turkish
suppression of a Greek revolt in the Morea led to intervention
(under the Congress System) on behalf of the rebels and the
Treaty of Adrianople/Erdine in 1829 brought autonomy to
Greece, Serbia and the Romanian Principalities. For in the
Balkans it suited Russia to give qualified support to nationalism
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as a means to a long-term expansion in the direction of Istanbul
and hence a more progressive consensus was reached by the
powers in which concessions were made to nationalism in the
Balkans, without however threatening the basic integrity of the
Ottoman Empire. Russia even signed the Straits Convention in
1841 (closing the Bosphorus and Dardanelles to foreign
warships in peacetime) although this curtailed the power
(virtually of Ottoman protector) she had previously enjoyed
under the Treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi (1833).

Nationalism was nurtured by social reform as in
revolutionary France where the destruction of privilege inspired
the sense of common purpose among the masses that became an
essential ingredient of modern nationalism. Understandably
reactionary imperial governments saw a dangerous precedent in
this and could hardly welcome such militant expressions of
national sentiment as J.Fichte’s Addresses to the German Nation
at the founding of the University of Berlin (1808), just before the
great national uprising under Napoleon. Yet there was another
major force in the development of nationalism, albeit one whose
potency was not at first recognised. J.G.Herder’s ethnographical
work among Baltic peasants developed into a lifelong study of
German language and culture that led him to associate national
identity with culture, and particularly literature. There were
idealistic rather than subversive implications to this for the
national groups identified through cultural criteria would be
parts of the greater whole of humanity. Herder’s message was
an influential one in Eastern Europe, where the political map
had been drawn up in 1815 with dynastic rather than national
interests in mind. Even the German Confederation was a poor
substitute for a genuine national state. The ethnically anomalous
boundaries of the empires remained a source of grievance while
attempts to suppress nationalism almost certainly contributed to
the cause over the long term. In 1826 scholars at Berlin started
publishing a major historical series Monumenta Germaniae
Historica, complemented by the work of I.Lelewel (historian)
and A.Mickiewicz (poet) for the Poles and of F. Palacky for the
Czechs. And it is also relevant to point out that the Greek
nationalism which influenced the Balkan peoples in the
nineteenth century had a literary source.
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Widespread disturbances occurred in Eastern Europe in 1848
when action was apparently triggered off by news of uprisings in
Paris.* There was no blind rush to copy the French: rather it
seems the events in Paris exerted a psychological pressure on
Czechs, Hungarians and others to seek remedies for their own
problems. Liberal demands for reform were pressed most
powerfully by middle-class industrialists and professionals
seeking a more influential role in political life. The late 1840s
was a time of economic difficulty in both town and country and
significantly these were the years that spawned the Communist
Manifesto, published in 1848 by K.Marx and F.Engels. In the
background stood the force of nationalism, expressed in the
Habsburg Empire through wider powers for the local diets. The
revolution began with speech making by L.Kossuth at the
Hungarian diet meeting at Poszony (Bratislava). The demand for
a democratically-elected parliament and other major reforms
was echoed by similar action in Prague and, surprisingly,
conceded by the emperor who felt obliged to yield after
Metternich had fled in panic. In Bohemia a Pan-Slav Congress
was convened to demonstrate the unity of Slav peoples in
various parts of the empire from Croatia to Galicia. But this
meeting was inconclusive since the geographical separation of
the various peoples, their cultural and linguistic differences and
their political inexperience left them exposed to reactionary
nobles who wanted to restore Habsburg authority. In Hungary
however there was effective leadership under Kossuth, inspired
by the vision of a cohesive Hungarian state: attempts by Vienna
to rescind the constitutional reforms brought a declaration of
Hungarian independence and it required a concerted military
effort including intervention from Tsar Nicholas I to defeat the
rebellion and drive Kossuth into exile. It is significant however
that Kossuth and fellow reformers such as Count Istvan
Szechenyi envisaged a multinational Hungarian state including
Croats, Romanians and Slovaks who were expected to accept
Magyar authority. At the time this double standard was a
weakness since the Croat leader Jellacic supported Vienna
against the reforming Hungarians, but it bore fruit later through
the constitutional compromise (Ausgleich) that was reached in
1867. Defeat of the revolutionaries in Hungary was followed for
a time by absolute rule from Vienna as the Habsburg Empire
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became for the first and last time a fully unitary state. But there
was still widespread sympathy for Kossuth’s idea of a great
Magyar Hungary among all sections of the population,
including the landowners only a few of whom were
expropriated. Thus the capitulation of the Hungarians to the
Tsar at Vilagos did not have such reactionary consequences as
the defeat of the Czechs at the Battle of the White Mountain
two centuries earlier.

In Prussia also news from France provoked demonstrations, in
the streets of Berlin. A representative constitution and freedom
of the press was promised, followed shortly after by another
dramatic statement from the king, Frederick William IV, that
Prussia would soon merge itself into a united Germany. There
were uprisings in other German states, including Saxony, and
these were effective in revamping the German Confederation
which now emerged as an assembly of democratically elected
representatives at Frankfurt. But these promising developments
were again frustrated by subsequent events. In Prussia, as in the
Habsburg Empire, the establishment found new reserves of
strength and the assembly was abruptly dissolved. The Frankfurt
parliament was dominated by the middle classes of a politically
unified Germany, seen as a precondition for economic growth
because concerted action against foreign competition was
needed. But there was disagreement over the power of the new
German government (centralised or federal), over the role of
monarchy (the radicals were advocating a centralised republic)
and the territorial extent of a unified German state: should it
embrace just those areas where Germans were clearly in a
majority or extend to those parts of Prussia and the Habsburg
Empire with a predominance of non-German people? The
arguments of the two sides—Kleindeutsch and Grossdeutsch—
were both persuasive but the former proved more effective. A
little Germany would be ethnically coherent and would respect
the rights of non-German nations like the Czechs and the
Magyars, whose best hopes lay, according to F.Palacky, in a
federation with its focus of power on the Danube rather than in
a German national state with a centre of government further
north. For Palacky, an ardent Bohemian nationalist, Habsburg
leadership was appreciated, for after declining a seat in the
Frankfurt parliament he had written that if the Austrian state
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had not existed ‘we would be obliged in the interests of Europe
and even of mankind to endeavour to create it as far as
possible’.> The Kleindeutsch also contended that exclusion of
Habsburg lands would leave Austria free to concentrate on
eastward colonisation and on the extension of German
civilisation and economic interests. As with the Hungarians so
with the Germans there were clear signs of an aggressive
nationalism combining the nation state with a pseudo-colonial
‘periphery’ where German interests would predominate despite
non-German ethnic majorities.

However the whole Frankfurt initiative, completed on a
Kleindeutsch basis in 1849 in the absence of Austrian
representatives, was in effect vetoed when Frederick William TV
of Prussia refused the imperial crown, allegedly because it was
offered by ‘master bakers and butchers’ rather than brother
monarchs. At the same time Frederick William’s own plan of
1849 for a ‘Prussian Union’ of German states (outside the
Habsburg Empire) was upset by the failure of a majority of
states to send representatives to a national assembly at Erfurt in
1850. The reason for this failure lies mainly in the determination
of the Habsburgs to retain authority of the old German
Confederation whose federal diet was summoned to meet at
Frankfurt in 1850 by Prince Schwarzenberg who was now
directing foreign policy in Vienna. Broadly speaking the
revolutionary years 1848-9 projected a spate of liberal and
national ideas greeted by a curious mixture of initial panic and
stiffening reactionary resolve. Despite the significant advances in
constitutionalism and peasant emancipation the imperial
governments were able to preserve the spirit of the 1815 accords
and stave off a general conflagration. Yet because devolution
could not be realised through liberal channels the conservative
forces ruling over modernising industrial states were soon
confronted by the more ruthless nationalism of the age of

Realpolitik.

COMPROMISE IN THE HABSBURG EMPIRE

Support for German interests was clearly seen in the Habsburg
Empire after 1850. The centralised system of A. Bach dispensed
with local diets and concentrated a huge German-speaking
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bureaucracy in Vienna. German was the only language not only
in the army and civil service but in higher education as well
(Cracow University for example was Germanised in 1854): even
secondary school teaching was chiefly in German with the
German language a compulsory subject. In 1859 there was some
decentralisation through the establishment of assemblies
(Landtage) in the crown lands, which in turn sent delegates to
the central imperial council. Yet the method of election to the
Reichsrat was such as to give the German-speaking bourgeoisie
power out of all proportion to its numbers. This formula was
drastically modified in 1867 when, in the wake of a catastrophic
defeat by Prussia in a brief seven week war in 1866, the empire
was not only expelled from the German Confederation but
forced to negotiate with the Magyars led by E.Deak and Count
G.Andrassy to transform the state into a dual monarchy
(Austria-Hungary).

Hungary

In Hungary, where King Francis Joseph (Franz Jesef) wore the
crown of St. Stephen, the Magyars were initially in a majority
among Germans, Romanians and Slavs (Croats, Serbs and
Slovaks) yet they were able to dominate the majority, free from
any control from Vienna in their internal affairs. The main
concern of Francis Joseph and his ministers was that Hungary
should stick to the terms of the 1867 compromise and not press
for further decentralisation (such as the use of Hungarian as a
language of command in the Habsburg army, which would clear
the way for an independent Hungarian army). Pressure could be
placed on the Magyars through the threat to introduce universal
manhood suffrage in the Hungarian parliament, for this would
have destroyed its oligarchic character and eliminated the higher
level of enfranchisement among Magyars. But this tactic could
not prevent an aggressive policy of Magyarisation, evident in
administration and education, which the non-Magyars could
avoid only by emigration. Only the Croats, who had defended
the unity of the empire in 1848, won fair representation and
some rights or local self-government. Toleration of such
discrimination was made possible through some perception of
material progress and the lack of any clear alternative to an
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imperial structure. Yet the Slavs became increasingly restive and
with a total population of 23.6 million of a total of 51.4 million
(almost forty six percent) they were a crucial factor in the
empire’s stability.

Determined efforts to project a national idea arose out of a
Magyar renaissance which generated strong literary and political
impulses. As in other parts of the empire the period began with
German language and culture prominent. The interruption in
the growth of Budapest as national capital, combined with the
subsequent development of trading centres under Habsburg
initiative, created an impression of homogeneity disturbed only
by the rural districts with their stronger Hungarian character. A
major contribution was made by Széchenyi who founded the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences in 1825 and proposed liberal
reforms. By the 1840s Magyar became the official and
mercantile language and various public works were executed in
Pest to express the Magyars’ newly-founded national pride
through the built environment. Perhaps inevitably these noble
sentiments degenerated ‘into selfish chauvinism at the expense of
Hungary’s sizeable non-Magyar population’ for it is arguable
that the failure of the 1848 revolution became unavoidable once
Kossuth rejected the idea of a multi-ethnic Hungarian state,
thereby ensuring that the non-Magyars would back the forces of
reaction in Vienna.® But the victory which eluded the Magyars
in 1848 was achieved in 1867 when the Ausgleich left them free
to promote the doctrine of a culturally superior Magyar race
with a historic mission to control the southeastern marchlands
of Europe against barbarism. Unfortunately the Magyars were
not in a majority in 1867 and hence their goals depended on a
programme of assimilation which not only could be carried out
single-mindedly, in view of the virtual independence which was
granted by Vienna in domestic matters, but would have to be
strongly pressed against the developing cultural programmes of
the principal minorities.

A nationality law passed in 1868 proclaimed all Hungarian
citizens as ‘Magyar’ irrespective of their mother tongue: there
was ambivalence over the rights of the minorities to education in
their own language and confusion over the cultural and political
aspects of non-Magyar nationalism to the point where cultural
establishments could be regarded as subversive. At the beginning
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of the period the Germans controlled the commercial life of
Hungary but in the prevailing climate it was politic to adopt the
new Magyar ideal, especially when public careers were sought.
The towns grew rapidly, thanks to the encouragement of
industry, but their ethnic character changed. In absolute terms
the number of Germans in the towns fell significantly while the
proportion dropped even more sharply, from three-quarters to
one third in Budapest between 1848 and 1880. Only in a few
border towns like Sopron and Koszeg did the German middle
class resist Magyarisation. However in the rural areas
Magyarisation was not quite so effective. The government made
strong efforts through education, with resources put into the
establishment of Magyar state schools, while high standards
were imposed on the religious denominations which had run
virtually all the primary schools before 1867. To maintain
standards it was necessary to accept state subsidies and the
official interference which came with them, culminating in
Count A.Apponyi’s law of 1907 which established government
control over teachers by declaring them civil servants. The net
result was a sharp reduction in the number of primary schools
teaching in minority languages, although the situation varied
considerably between one minority and another.

The Slovaks were an easy target, because of a relatively
weakly-developed culture, while the Germans were seen as a
major threat in view of their established position in society: both
groups lost nearly four-fifths of their primary schools in the
forty years between 1870 and 1910.” For the Germans the losses
were all the more considerable in view of the fact that the
remaining schools were very small in size and hence the great
majority of German children attended mixed-language or pure
Magyar-language schools. This policy was designed to rend the
ethnic ties between the Swabian youngsters and the German-
oriented Swabian village environment and to Magyarise them in
a systematic organized manner’.® Nevertheless while there were
very strong pressures on migrants to the towns to adopt Magyar
ideals there were relatively few pressures in the countryside
outside the school environment. In the rural areas even the
German minority continued to grow albeit slowly and not
sufficiently to offset the decline in the towns. Overall the
German minority decreased absolutely from 1.87 million in
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1880 to 1.82 million in 1910 (and more sharply in percentage
terms from 13.6 to 10.4) although the decline only commenced
during the first decade of the twentieth century: from 1880 to
1900 the German population grew by 6.9 percent compared
with 12.4 for other minorities combined, whereas over the next
decade the German minority was reduced by 9.1 percent while
the other minorities continued to grow by 3.9 percent overall
(though the Slovaks suffered a 1.6 percent decline). Between
1880 and 1910 the non-German minority increased from 5.51
million to 6.43 million, though the proportion fell from 39.7
percent to 35.1. The Magyar population meanwhile grew
absolutely from 6.40 million to 9.34 million and in percentage
terms advanced from a minority position against all the
minorities combined (46.7 percent) to a majority (54.5). Perhaps
a more telling indicator of the Magyarisation policy however is
the fact that in 1910 Magyars accounted for 89.4 percent of
university graduates (1.64 times their share of the total
population) compared with 4.3 percent for Germans (0.41) and
6.3 for the other minorities (0.18).” So there can be little doubt
that Magyarisation was effective. There was naturally great
resentment, but this was not universally felt as the educated
classes saw economic and social benefits in conversion to the
Magyar cause. This was particularly evident among the
Germans who were now torn between their culture and their
socioeconomic status. Political attempts by the Germans to
counter Magyarisation were largely ineffective, apart from the
Transylvanian Saxons. As for the other peoples it is evident that
Magyar assimilation policies stimulated Romanians, Slovaks
and Southern Slavs to air their grievances at a Congress of
Nationalities in Budapest in 1895.1% Opposition to government
policies was maintained for four years when the group broke up
due to internal divisions.

Austria

In Austria the Germans remained a distinct minority with 34.8
percent of the population in 1910, by which time the Magyars
in Hungary had achieved a majority of 54.5 percent. The
Germans struggled to maintain an ascendancy over the Slavs
(Czechs, Poles, Slovenes and Ukrainians) and a significant
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Italian element, yet despite their refusal to take other peoples
into full partnership there was a large measure of cooperation
from the Czechs and Poles in the Reichsrat in Vienna. Indeed
Count Taafe’s rule (1879-1893) was based on a combination of
Catholic, Czech and Socialist parties against German liberals.
The Czechs were astute enough to realise that they could win
concessions in return for cooperation, and accommodations
over administration and education led them to modify a boycott
maintained through the 1870s (and later resumed under T.G.
Masaryk).!'! As a nation without a state the Czechs secured an
important cultural concession in 1882 with the establishment of
a separate university to use the Czech language. This gave the
Czechs a measure of equality with Poles who already had
universities at Cracow and Lemberg/Lwow (Lvov). Since 1848 it
had been possible for lectures in Prague to be given in Czech but
only limited progress was made and the matter became a
political issue in Vienna during the 1870s. However it was a
measure of German intransigence that equality of rights within a
single university could not be agreed between Czechs and
Germans. The partition solution continued until the Second
World War when closure of the Czech university provided a
precedent for the similar treatment applied to the
German institution in the post-war period.'> Also of
considerable political significance was the Ausgleich reached
between Czechs and Germans in Moravia in 19035, although no
similar modus vivendi was possible in Bohemia.

While most ethnic groups were tending to emphasise their
own cultural heritage and project nationalist aspirations the
Jewish outlook was rather different. The Jews had followed first
the Greeks and later the Germans into Eastern Europe to
participate in the development of trade. They gained a strong
position in both commerce and industry in the Ottoman and
Russian Empires, with Eastern Europe becoming increasingly
congenial to them after the persecution of Jews in the western
Mediterranean at the end of the fifteenth century. It seems that
migration took place into Germany as well as the Habsburg
Empire and Romania, especially in the nineteenth century when
the Jewish population increased at a remarkably rapid rate. By
1880 three-quarters of all the world’s Jews were living in
Eastern Europe (including the whole ‘Jewish Pale’ of Russia)
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compared with only 45 percent in 1800. Although their
activities were sometimes restricted in various ways the
enterprise of the Jews was an asset which could not be easily
discounted. As H.G.Wanklyn points out ‘there is no denying the
contribution of the Jews to contemporary economics: whether as
tax gatherers, distillers, small traders, millers, manufacturers or
timber merchants they had a lively sense of the resources of the
region and knew in spite of many limitations how to make use
of them’.!3 These industrious and innovative people were finally
emancipated in Germany and the Habsburg Empire by the end
of the 1850s and in escaping from the restrictions of ghetto life
adopted the values and life-style of liberal middle-class Gentile
society.

Prague experienced a rapid increase in its Jewish population,
through migration from other parts of Bohemia (7.7 thousand in
1857 but 14.9 thousand in 1869 and 28.0 thousand in 1910)
although even faster growth of the Gentile population meant a
fall in proportion from 7.3 percent to 6.0. The last restrictions
on residence were removed in 1859 and then Jews moved out of
Josefstadt (Josefov), the old Jewish quarter, and into the better
sections of the Old Town and some of the inner suburbs where
they were joined by Jewish immigrants from the smaller ghettoes
of Bohemia. By the end of the century the Jewish population
was remarkably dispersed (except for parts of Josefstadt where 8
percent of the Jewish population still resided) although there
was a tendency for Jewish households to cluster within
individual apartment blocks and Jews and Gentiles normally
avoided each other in their home life. The more prosperous Jews
aligned themselves with German society which in turn was
receptive to Jewish support but the less affluent (small
shopkeepers and commercial employees) could not identify with
such a prestigious elite and so the Jews from the poorest wards
tended to hold Czech allegiances. Education was a powerful
factor in the process. Joseph II’s establishment of schools for
Jews used German as the language of instruction and by 1860
German had replaced the Jewish dialect as the principal
language of the Jewish communities. Subsequently attendance at
German public schools accelerated the secularisation process.
However although most Jews were bilingual it is interesting to
see that the introduction of census questions about language for
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everyday use after 1880 revealed a split between German and
Czech which gradually shifted in the latter’s favour as the
poorer Jews began to identify more and more closely with the
Czech majority in the city. It is the position of the Jews between
Czechs and Germans that gives the Prague case a particular
interest. On the whole the Jews wanted their Jewishness
respected as a matter of personal belief but without distinctions
in law or political life. But a Zionist group committed to the
idea of the Jews as a separate people developed in Prague in
1907 and although it attracted only a small following in the
years up to 1914 it reflected mixed feelings about the growth of
national movements and the rising expectations of formerly
underprivileged minorities. Assimilation seemed inevitable, not
only in Prague but throughout Eastern Europe. The only viable
alternative was emigration to the New World which gained
considerable momentum as a result of the pogroms in Russia.'*
The Habsburg Empire was placed under great strain in the
late nineteenth century as a result of the growth of nationalism.
Progress made towards unification in Germany inevitably
encouraged the more powerful groups like the Magyars within
the empire while the weaker groups came to see the dual-
monarchy in a more negative light as an obstruction to their
own nationalist ambitions.!> Even in traditionally loyal
territories like Croatia, adjacent to the old Turkish frontier,
there was a demonstration of sympathy for the Yugoslav idea
through the rising at Rakovica in 1871, although this was
triggered primarily by the Ausgleich of 1867 and the ending of
the special status of the Croatian Military Border in 1871. On
the other hand there was a certain stability arising out of the
long continuity of administrative practice. Moreover the scope
for successful nationalist movements was limited by the strong
support for the empire from Germany and its appreciation by
the UK as an important factor in the balance of power. Since the
collapse of the empire was inconceivable before 1914 the
various ethnic groups worked for suitably limited objectives and
the principle of federation was widely supported.'® However by
1918 support for the principle of an imperial framework to
provide security for small nations in Eastern Europe, very strong
in Palacky’s time, had switched to the radical alternative of
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national independence for which there was a growing number of
precedents in the Balkans at the turn of the century.

UNIFICATION OF GERMANY

In the north the second half of the century was dominated by
the unification of Germany under Prussian leadership.!” First of
all there was a commercial union known as the Zollverein,
which arose out of the measures taken in Prussia in 1818.
Abolition of all internal customs barriers was linked with a tariff
wall around Prussia, along with a regime of customs duties on
goods in transit between different parts of fragmented
neighbouring German states. These pressures led ultimately (in
1834) to the customs union of eighteen states with a total
population of some twenty million. The Zollverein continued to
develop, attracting Baden, Hannover and Oldenburg by 1853
and Holstein, Mecklenburg-Schwerin and Schleswig by 1866,
and was a major contribution to the growth of German unity.
Free trade within Germany allowed for greater specialisation
between the farmers of East Prussia and Posen (Poznan) and the
manufacturers of the Rhineland and Saxony. At the same time
moderate tariff barriers around the Zollverein helped Germans
to compete on foreign markets and incidentally rebuffed such
advocates of heavy protection as Friedrich List who published
his National system of political economy in 1841. A second
forum for German unity existed in the German Confederation.
This was initially under Habsburg leadership, but the
revolutionary parliament agreed to proceed to unity on a
Kleindeutsch basis and the reassertion of Habsburg influence in
1850 was a temporary measure lasting only until 1866.

It is difficult to separate the process of German unification
from the personality of Otto von Bismarck, an ambitious
administrator who was the Prussian envoy to the diet of the
German Confederation from 1851 to 1859 and who came to
realise that a conflict with the Habsburg Empire was inevitable.
From 1862 to 1890 he was minister-president of Prussia and
perhaps the outstanding figure in late nineteenth century East
European politics.!® In the wake of liberal pressure to reduce
military spending he made his famous speech about Prussia’s
role in Germany being determined not by its liberalism but by its




POLITICAL GEOGRAPHY 37

power which resided ultimately in ‘blood and iron’. The age of
Realpolitik (a word first given currency in a German pamphlet
of 1853) meant a blunt assertion of military strength, backed up
by new industrial technology, over sentiment and tradition.
There appears to have been an underlying presumption that
unification was essential for economic advance, to combine a
range of complementary resources and generate the economies
of scale necessary to compete with the other industrial powers.
R.Tilly has argued that the economic factor forced the central
German states into the Zollverein and therefore into the
Prussian sphere of influence, anticipating the outcome of the
Habsburg-Prussian struggle of the 1860s.!"” The Kleindeutsch
programme would not only avoid the liability of a rival political
centre but renounce the extensive backward areas that the
Habsburg Empire would otherwise contribute. George von
Siemens is known to have written to his father along these lines
in 1866, pointing to a clear economic interest in Bismarckian
politics which reached their logical climax in the tariff of 1879,
forging the marriage of ‘iron and rye’.

In the East European context Bismarck’s style can be seen first
of all in his desire for good relations with Russia (evidenced
through offers of military support in crushing a revolt in
Russia’s Polish provinces in 1863) and more provocatively in the
trial of strength with Austria. He prevailed upon Wilhelm
(William) T not to attend a meeting at Frankfurt, to consider
reform of the Habsburg-dominated German Confederation in
1863, and went on to propose a sweeping reform of the
Confederation by establishing a truly German parliament,
recalling the Kleindeutsch movement of 1848-9. Moreover in
clear defiance of the Confederation’s constitution a secret
agreement was reached with Italy whereby the latter would join
Prussia in a war with Austria. When the war came the Italians
were defeated but substantial Habsburg troops were engaged on
the southern front, leaving Prussia to sweep to victory at
Koniggritz (Hradek Kralove), thanks to a brilliantly efficient
mobilisation that made full use of the developing railway
system. The Treaty of Prague brought a German empire much
closer to reality because Prussia annexed several German states,
giving her a continuous territory from the Niemen to the Rhine
and authority over a North German Confederation (twenty-two
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states under Prussian presidency) from which Austria was
excluded. The Zollverein remained in force since a separate
confederation embracing Baden, Bavaria, Hesse-Darmstadt and
Wirttemberg renewed the tariff union with Prussia. The Franco-
Prussian War then gave an opportunity to win over the south
German states and, with the further addition of the Reichsland
of Alsace-Lorraine taken from France, to establish the German
Empire with the Prussian king and minister-president as
emperor and imperial chancellor respectively. The most
powerful national state that continental Europe had ever seen
now came into being as the consequence of the most ruthless
exercise of Realpolitik and military force.’?® This was just as
well since the 1871 frontiers included significant numbers of
people who were not fully reconciled to the new state. Among
them were the Poles from the eastern regions whose
representatives were regarded with much suspicion in the
Reichstag. One of the following studies will investigate the
attitude of the German government to this important minority
problem.

Bismarck’s appetite was satiated by the events of 1871 and
peace was maintained throughout Europe until the First World
War, apart from relatively localised wars in the Balkans. Yet
industrial growth and greatly improved military preparedness,
along with nationalist philosophies which brought the destiny of
one state into conflict with another, created a distinctly ominous
atmosphere. Countries looked for security in alliance systems,
cemented to some extent by secret diplomacy. With the trial of
strength now resolved, Germany and Austria-Hungary agreed in
1879 to come to each other’s aid if attacked by a third party,
and this dual alliance became a triple alliance through Italy’s
adherence in 1882. Serbia was also associated with this defence
system in 1881, followed by Romania in 1883.2! But with this
impressive bloc of central powers occupying such a key position
in Europe it was perhaps anomalous that Bismarck should draw
Russia into the system through a ‘reinsurance treaty’ of 1887
which provided for ‘benevolent neutrality’ should either state be
at war. Rival ambitions in the Balkans between Austria-
Hungary and Russia undermined the Dreikaiserbund or Three
Emperors’ League of 1872, despite its formal renewal of 1884.
The 1887 treaty had little credibility after Bismarck publicly
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acknowledged the existence of the alliance with Austria-
Hungary the following year. Instead the likelihood of a German
attack took Russia into an embrace with France which
developed in 1894 into a clear promise of military support in the
event of a German attack on either party. The UK then became
associated with this rival alliance system in 1904-7.22 As tension
increased at the turn of the century there was heavy spending on
armaments to take some 5 percent of national income in France
and Germany and 6 in Austria-Hungary and Russia. Germany’s
encirclement was arguably an inevitable consequence of her rise
to great power status and her response to the threat of isolation
by land and sea was appropriately resolute. Military planners
were forced to adopt the Schlieffen plan for quick, decisive and
total victory, especially in the west, and saw in the First World
War the stark choice of world power or downfall.?

German colonialism

Although Germany was declared by Bismarck to be a ‘satiated
power’ with no further territorial ambitions, she inevitably
became involved in the colonial question through a mixture of
cultural and economic motives. By 1871 German merchants and
missionaries were hard at work in Africa although Germany did
not have a single overseas possession at the time. Precedents
were hardly impressive: the Great Elector of Brandenburg did
have trading bases in West Africa in the late seventeenth
century, an Austrian East India Company had stations in the
East Indies in 1721 and Emperor Joseph II held the Nicobar
Islands from 1778 to 1785. ‘But these commercial colonial
ventures failed because of the jealousy of other powers and the
lack of strong central government capable of protecting and
stimulating overseas trade’.”* Yet F.List argued in 1841 that
colonialism was an essential part of Germany’s destiny. So
although the government had no overseas ambitions of its own
the growth of a spontaneous colonial movement supported his
efforts to acquire colonial rights in what became German South-
West Africa. Two years later the flag was raised at Luderitz Bay,
named after the merchant who had requested the government’s
help. Cameroons and Togoland followed later in the year.
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A company for German colonisation was founded in 1884 to
raise money for colonies in East Africa and the German East
Africa Company was formed the following year: in 1885
government established a protectorate there (Tanganyika),
following up the commercial deals made between K.Peters and
native chiefs. Interests in the Pacific were acquired in 1884-5:
Bismarck Achipelago, German New Guinea and the Marshall
Islands. By this time there was some official concern about the
rate of emigration from Germany to North America and
colonial settlement was seen as a more acceptable way of
decanting surplus population from FEurope. However the
colonies acquired were not suitable for large scale white
settlement and in any case emigration ceased to be a political
issue after 1900 when there was a net influx of people into
Germany. Territorially development was rounded off by the
Kiao-Chow on the Chinese Mainland (1898) and land ceded by
the French in the Congo (1911). Despite the initiative taken by
commercial interests the colonies were never profitable. The
Germans were inexperienced and the preference for wide powers
for chartered companies had unfortunate results in the form of
native uprisings and labour problems. Nevertheless the colonial
policy was popular at home perhaps because colonies were seen
as part of the trappings of empire and even ‘a piece of the
German soul’ symbolising the reality of Germany’s cultural and
economic offensive on the global scale.”> Government therefore
continued to take its colonies seriously and a new era began in
1907 with a separate colonial office under B.Denburg and
greater support for colonial development through railway
schemes and special training for colonists (note the special
colonial school at Hamburg). There was also backing from a
rapidly expanding navy, built up after 1897 by Admiral von
Tirpitz. Despite rather limited natural resources there was some
success with production of cocoa, copra, hemp, phosphate,
rubber and sisal. Trade grew from an average of 148.7 million
marks per annum between 1901 and 1906 to 338.4 million
between 1907 and 1912, but remained in deficit although
exports rose to 69.5 percent of the import level in the second
period compared with only 40.9 in the first.

Yet the German colonial societies were
complemented, interestingly, by a Pan-German League formed
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in 1893 whose members advocated German domination over
much of Eastern Europe (and the Low Countries) to achieve a
Greater Germany: it was considered regrettable that the 5.5
million Germans who emigrated to the United States in the
nineteenth century could not have been held on the eastern and
southeastern marches to bolster German economic and political
interests. There could be no doubt about the importance of
trade with Austria-Hungary and with the Balkans, to say
nothing of the Middle East where German businessmen
followed up William II’s visits to the sultan in 1889 and 1898 by
accumulating a collection of railway concessions which opened
the prospect of a Berlin-Baghdad Railway at the turn of the
century. For after linkage with the European railway system in
1888 construction pressed on to Ankara (which was reached
with German assistance in 1893) and, by the Anatolian Railway,
to Konia. A convention for an extension of 2.3 thousand
kilometres to Baghdad and Basra was signed in 1903. The
railway would reopen the old trade route to the Middle East,
reaching the Mesopotamian oil deposits and conferring
important military advantages. But inevitably these programmes
in the Ottoman Empire and further afield brought Germany into
conflict with other powers. After the lease of Kiao-Chow and
the acquisition of some of the Samoan Islands the attempt to
establish a fortified base in the Philippines led to sharp clashes
with Japan, Russia, UK and USA. Mistrust generated by the
Baghdad Railway was enhanced by Germany’s attempts to
establish coaling and trading stations on the sea route to India
(including Persia and Yemen) and efforts to secure oilfield
concessions in Iraq. The rivalry extended through to relations
between client states and in view of French involvement in
equipping the Bulgarian and Serbian armies in contrast to
German reorganisation of the Turkish army the successes of the
Balkan states in the war of 1912 were seen as ‘Creuzot’s victory
over Krupp’.

Minorities in Germany: the Poles

The inherent logic of German unification should not obscure a
number of potentially troublesome implications which have
influenced the subsequent political evolution of Eastern Europe.
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Such a demonstration of the power of nationalism could not fail
but encourage one and all to consider where their loyalties lay.
There were a good many people within Germany who could not
identify with a German state: the Poles in Posen and Silesia as
well as the Danes in Schleswig and the French in Alsace-
Lorraine. The position of the Poles in Germany merits
investigation for the light it sheds on the relations between the
partitioning powers and on the process of rural migration. It
also provides some insights into the change in German
historiography in the late nineteenth century when F.Palacky’s
idea of antagonism between German and Slav was placed in the
context of a German mission of Drang nach Osten. The Poles
were most prominent in the eastern regions of the German
Empire (though they were also present in considerable numbers
in Berlin and the Ruhr) and were clearly the largest ethnic
minority with 6 percent of the population.?® Although the Polish
peasants were only slightly involved with national struggles and
the influential Polish nobility followed a distinctly moderate
line, German nationalism in the 1870s tended to view the Poles
ambivalently as actual or potential internal enemies of the state
(Reichsfeinde). Bismarck reasoned that it was in Germany’s
interest to maintain good relations with Russia and there was
nothing to be gained by encouraging the Poles in Germany as a
means of generating agitation across the frontier and forcing
some accommodation by Russia to its own Polish population.?”
He was sure that any relaxation of Prussian Polish policies
would be seen by Russia as a hostile act whereas a hard line
would be a foundation for good relations. “Thus he approached
Prussian (and later German) policy toward her Polish
population less as a domestic question than as a foreign policy
matter of considerable importance’.?® Again if Polish
nationalism did gain the upper hand it could only threaten
Germany, either by enlargement of Germany’s Polish territories
or else by the loss of territory (including Posen and the lower
Vistula) to an independent Poland. Ominously therefore
Bismarck asserted that ‘Polish nationalism cannot be judged
humanistically and impartially by us but only antagonistically’.?’

Bismarck’s first strategy was the Kulturkampf which sought
to frustrate the growth of Polish nationalism, through the
activities of the Catholic Church. Recognising the church as the
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ultimate controller of the national movement, a school
supervision law was introduced in 1871: all schools were placed
under the supervision of inspectors appointed by the state. In
this way the influence of Polish priests was to be contained,
although it seems that this provocative legislation succeeded
only in mobilising Poles to the national cause and the urban
population began to play a much more active role in a
movement which had previously been led exclusively by the
landed nobility.3* Additional measures were taken in 1887 when
it was decreed that the teaching of Polish in elementary schools
was to cease altogether. A further strand of policy arose from
the demographic changes in the eastern provinces which showed
changes in the ethnic balance in favour of the Poles. A high
birthrate amongst Poles was considered a major cause, along
with the Polonisation of German Catholics through the
influence of the priests. But probably more important was the
displacement of small-scale industry by competition with the
large urban-based factories whose manufactures could now be
cheaply and efficiently distributed by rail. Transit trade was
hard hit by the prevailing customs regulations affecting German-
Russian trade and the slump in farm prices even depressed the
agricultural sector, along with related industries like timber,
spirits and wool. Migration from the eastern provinces therefore
accelerated. But it was the ethnic Germans who constituted the
bulk of the migrants, being in a better position to adjust to life
among conationals in the west. By contrast Poles tended to stay
only a short time in alien German-speaking areas and usually
returned home, perhaps with enough money to buy land.
Furthermore the falling profits on the estates led many
landowners to replace their labourers with temporary workers
(overwhelmingly Polish) from Russia who would accept lower
wages. All this resulted in an appreciably faster rate of growth
of the Catholic population compared with the Protestant and
Jewish population combined (33.5 percent between 1849 and
1885 compared with 20.3).3!

Bismarck’s response came in 1885 with the attempt to expel
some 30,000 Russian subjects living in Germany as resident
aliens. The action was not entirely effective for many exceptions
were made and after two years one third of this large alien work
force was still present. For there were many objections, not only
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from estate owners who resented the loss of cheap labour, but
also from Konigsberg (Kaliningrad) merchants who depended
on Russian-Jewish middlemen to maintain their trade and
Silesian industrialists who employed many workers from Galicia
(the Austrian part of Poland). A more positive approach was
taken in 1886 through the Settlement Law (Ansiedlungsgesetz)
to place German peasants and workers in the east. The aim was
to buy Polish estates and replace one rural group (Polish farm
workers) with another (independent German peasants).>?> But
the German peasant farmers assisted by the act were anxious to
use cheap labour and hence the Poles continued to get work,
albeit with a change of employer. Rather it was the Polish
nobility who were singled out by this legislation: they suffered a
considerable loss of morale and attempts to defend their
interests through the Ziemski Bank of 1886, providing money to
help Polish owners to hang on to their estates did not seriously
frustrate the aims of the settlement plan.

By the time Bismarck was replaced by Leo von Caprivi as
chancellor in 1890 the strains between Germany and Russia had
reached the point where it seemed that Poles might well be an
important factor in a future two-front war embroiling Germany
with both Russia and France.’®> In addition Caprivi was
personally less antagonistic towards the Poles and policies were
gradually eased. In 1890 expulsion orders against foreign
workers were revoked: there was frankly little alternative
assuming that German farm workers could not be compelled to
remain in the east and employers could not be made to pay
higher wages. Not that the Austrian and Russian Poles were
much more interested in harvesting German sugar beet than the
Swedes had been earlier. In view of the low pay and the issue of
work permits for periods of less than one year (with the
Karenzzeit, obliging workers to return home at Christmas) many
males preferred the United States or Western Europe, leaving
farm work in Germany to the women. In the field of education
too there was some softening of measures previously taken
against Polish language teaching: public school teachers were no
longer forbidden to engage in extra-mural teaching of Polish and
school buildings were now made available for this activity.

But these changes were hardly fundamental and the limited
reconciliation arose simply because ‘both sides were more or less
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conscripted into a closer relationship by fear of outside forces’.3*
Ethnic Germans in the east still advocated a radical policy and
this is well brought out by the Ostmarkenverein, a society for
the eastern marches formed in 1894 as a symptom of the
division of the east into two hostile camps. Being extremely
sensitive to Polish demographic gains, it wanted the instruction
of all children in German, state subsidies for Germans in Polish
areas, Germanisation of placenames and an extension to
the activities of the Settlement programme. Caprivi would not
therefore repeal the Settlement Law but rising land prices and a
shortage of suitable German applicants reduced its effectiveness
and the gains made by Polish landowners between 1896 and
1914 went a long way to cancel out the losses of some 245,000
ha. from 1861 to 1896. Replacement of Polish civil servants
with Germans was frustrated by reluctance on the part of
Germans to move east, a disposition only marginally affected by
the Hebungspolitik of 1898, a programme of public spending to
increase the attractiveness of the eastern regions and particularly
Posen. There was much new building in Posen itself, including a
Royal Academy (later university) and the Kaiser-Wilhelm
Library, and improved communications by both rail and water
as the Warta was regulated and Posen port developed.
Nevertheless the share of Germans in the towns of the Posen
area continued to fall, albeit marginally, from 55 percent in
1895 to 51 in 1910. Meanwhile the Polish urban community
increased, although the political implications were moderated by
the greatly reduced influence of the nobility in the towns.

Clearly the German government had the will to act but its
discriminatory policies were undermined primarily by ethnic
Germans retreating from the eastern periphery. The extent of
the West-Ost-Gefille can be seen from statistics dealing with per
capita income which show an average for Prussia of 747 marks
and the Kingdom of Saxony of 897 in 1913. However the Saxon
level is exceeded in some parts of Prussia, notably Berlin (1254)
and Brandenburg (962) which contrast with low values for the
eastern regions: 465 for Posen, 480 for West Prussia, 487 for
East Prussia, 576 for Pomerania and 603 for Silesia. Polarisation
on ethnic lines increasd through the turn of the nineteenth
century and the uncommitted were forced off the fence: the
plebiscite in Upper Silesia in 1921 was to see all but 2 percent of
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the population expressing their preference for either Germany or
Poland.

THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE AND THE
SUCCESSOR STATES

The Ottoman Empire provides the best evidence of progress
towards the formation of nation states. Given the inability of the
Porte to hold on to its Balkan territory and the inability of the
powers to agree to any substantial partition of Turkish territory
in their favour the only way forward lay through new states that
would be nominally independent yet economically and
politically subservient to the stronger countries.>® This was also
an appropriate solution in view of the developing sense of
nationalism in all parts of the Balkans, although the emerging
nations were rarely able to realise their territorial ambitions in
full since they tended to become mutually antagonistic, to say
nothing of claims against the imperial powers which could not
be effectively advanced until the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and
the First World War. In the development of nationalism much
depended on the improvements in education but it is very
significant that national churches provided cultural, moral and
political leadership for national movements in the Balkans.
Although individual styles obviously varied there was a basic
similarity in the roles played by the Montenegran vladike, the
Bulgarian exarchate, the Romanian Orthodox Church in
Transylvania under Bishop A. Saguna, the Serbia Orthodox
Church of Southern Hungary under Patriarch J.Rajacic and by
the Croatian Catholic Church under Bishop J.J.Strossmayer.3¢

Montenegro

In the attainment of independence in the Balkans pride of place
must go to Montenegro which was the only area to escape
Turkish domination through the centuries. This was due to the
determination of the tribesmen to exploit the excellent
opportunities for guerilla warfare in barren limestone country
around Cetinje.’” But from the late eighteenth century it was
also possible for Montenegro to gain advantage from the major
struggles between the empires and in 1799 the Ottoman Empire
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formally recognised the country’s independence and the
incorporation of Brda.® The extended frontiers of the state were
successfully defended against the Turks thereafter, with some
gains in the Grahovo area in 1858. But efforts to gain a footing
on the Adriatic at Kotor (1815) and Budva (1840) were strongly
resisted by the Habsburgs and only in 1878 at the Congress of
Berlin did Montenegro gain a narrow strip of coastal territory
between Antivari (Bar) and Ulcinj (the latter agreed in 1880),
along with further territory in the interior around Niksic.
Further gains emerged out of the Balkan Wars as the sancak of
Novipazar was partitioned between Montenegro and Serbia and
this paved the way for the union movement which was clearly
advancing when war broke out in 1914. Montenegro’s political
and economic achievements were remarkable, considering the
meagre resources of the country and the suspicions of certain
powers that annexation of coastal territory would result in a
Russian naval presence in the Adriatic: hence the stipulation in
the 1878 treaty that Montenegran waters should remain closed
to the warships of all nations.?® The country was fortunate in
having four capable rulers who together controlled the country
from 1782 to 1918. They developed a sense of national unity,
separated the functions of church and state and slowly
introduced foreign capital, but the inevitably autocratic style of
government encountered opposition with the growth of
secondary education in Cetinje and Podgorica (Titograd) and
higher education abroad (usually in Belgrade).

Serbia

Meanwhile in Serbia national feeling was manifest in revolt
against Turkish misrule in the very early years of the century
already discussed. Important progress was also made in the
cultural sphere first by D.Obradovic who championed the idea
that the literary Serbian tongue should correspond with
vernacular speech and later by V.Karadzic who completely
reformed the literary language. Serbia was recognised as an
autonomous principality in 1830 with an independent church
and hereditary prince (Milos Obrenovic).** Russian protection
was agreed but a Turkish garrison was maintained in eight
towns. Progress towards unification in Italy gave momentum to
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the idea of Serbia as the Piedmont of the Balkans, destined to
comprise a core around which other Southern Slav territories
would coalesce. There was a precedent for this in the Serb state
of S.Dusan while Napoleon’s ‘Illyrian Idea’ was a stimulus even
nearer to hand.*! Still more grandiose was the notion of a
Balkan League that might draw together Bulgarians, Greeks,
Romanians and Southern Slavs into confederation with Belgrade
as the appropriate capital. Yet these delusions of grandeur
lacked realism as long as Serbia remained a small backward
state. Even within the South Slav lands there were rival political
ideas, notably in Croatia where a movement towards linguistic
self-consciousness took off in the 1830s. For the Croat
conception of an association of South Slav peoples, the
“Yugoslav’ idea, clashed with the narrow ‘Pan-Serb’ ideology
emanating from Belgrade.*> And although Croat aspirations
were frustrated by the Ausgleich, which consolidated Hungarian
influence, leaders like the Catholic Bishop Strossmayer still
hoped for devolution in the context of the Habsburg Empire,
with a sufficiently enlightened attitude in Vienna to attract the
Serbs into the autonomous province.

Subservience to Belgrade would have seemed repellant to
relatively developed and westernised Croats, especially in view
of the primitive political organisation focussing on the rival
Karageorgevic and Obrenovic families. Members of the
developing class of rich merchants (charshiya, derived from the
Turkish word for market place) would ally themselves with rival
politicians to consolidate their privileged position. The
persistence of Turkish formulas for government provoked some
organised opposition from pro-western factions, like the semi-
secret society Omladina of 1867 which attracted many young
people to its economic and cultural programme, for at this time
neither railway communication nor gas lighting had been
introduced. In 1867 the Turks gave up their remaining garrisons
in Serbia. Independence and some increase in territory was
achieved in 1878. Modernisation went ahead more rapidly
although international relations with the Habsburg Empire
posed a perpetual dilemma since territorial ambitions always
strained relations with Serbia’s natural trading partner. Close
association under Milan Obrenovic (1868-89) contrasted with
growing estrangement under Peter Karageorgevic (1903-14).
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The latter’s reign consolidated Serbia’s independence with
effective domestic and foreign policies, but the territorial gains
of the Balkan Wars (limited only by the Habsburg support for
Albania) had an electrifying effect on the Slavs in Bosnia,
Croatia and Dalmatia which precipitated the crisis of 1914.43

Romania

R.R.Florescu had shown how the Uniate Church in
Transylvania inspired an interest in Romanian nationalism that
was communicated across the Carpathians where the prospects
for a Romanian nation state were more encouraging.** The
diffusion process involved books, published at Blaj and Sibiu,
but more significantly lectures in Romanian by G.Lazar who
was invited to St. Sava monastery in 1816. He was so successful
in drawing students away from Hellenic studies that he was
made to leave the country, though a pupil, I.LE.Radulescu, later
reopened St. Sava as a fully-fledged Romanian cultural
institution. Lazar may have contributed a nationalist component
to the 1821 rising of T.Vladimirescu which delivered a further
blow against Greek influence. In turn this provoked a flight of
some Wallachian aristocrats to Transylvania (fearing Ottoman
reprisals though possible implication in the rebellion). Now
directly in contact with Uniate intellectual leaders they reflected
on their country’s future and began to think of a nation under
which class distinctions could be subsumed. The revolt of 1821
forced the Porte to countenance native rather than Phanariot
Greek princes in both Moldavia and Wallachia.

Foreign controls remained strong through the combination of
Russian protection and Turkish suzerainty, although the former
influence proved progressive to the extent that written
constitutions were drawn up in 1830. But from the cultural
point of view, the ground was prepared from the growth of
nationalism in the middle decades of the century, evident
initially in the opposition to Russian tutelage in the 1830s by a
‘western’ faction that wanted a fully-independent Romania
taken out of the Russo-Turkish context which constrained the
political evolution of the principalities hitherto.*’ British support
for the Ottoman Empire at the time prevented immediate
progress and the events of 1848 did not bring radical change.*®
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However, the removal of Russian influence after the Crimean
War in favour of British and French support for separate
parliaments created conditions in which the Romanians could
act decisively.*” By electing the same prince (A.I.Cuza) in both
principalities the ground was prepared for a union (Moldo-
Wallachia) in 1861 based on the Wallachian capital of
Bucharest.*® Cuza’s radical reforms ultimately brought his
downfall in 1866 and western mediation was then important in
discouraging Turkish intervention while simultaneously
restraining more radical action by the Romanians like a
premature declaration of independence. It was under the
Hohenzollern Prince Carol that Romanian independence was
recognised in 1878 and a stable modernising regime held sway
for the remainder of the period.*’

In the case of Romania the issue of Jewish settlement was
intertwined with the independence question. Movement of Jews
into Moldavia accelerated greatly during the reign Mihai
Sturdza (1834-1847) as people sought a haven from
discriminatory policies of the Habsburg and
Russian governments (and the local administrations in
Bessarabia, Bucovina and Galicia).’ Delicate problems arose
over dual nationality, though there appears to have been some
ambivalence on the part of the authorities (whether they wanted
the Jews as citizens of the principality concerned) and the Jews
themselves (whether they wanted such citizenship as opposed to
protection from outside). Such ambivalence was deepened by the
continuing immigration, making Jews a prominent element in
some north Moldavian towns like Botosani and Iasi (with 4,000
and 6,500 respectively in 1860) and their resistance to
assimilation: ‘their presence constantly reminded the Romanians
that they were a different and an unassimilated minority active
in their country’s life’.’! Hence it was understandable that
restrictions against the Jews should be introduced, as in 1852
when they were temporarily prohibited from residing in the
countryside and obtaining vineyards, or in 1861 when measures
were passed to control Jewish activities as tenant farmers. A
solution was found after 1856 when the Jews seem to have
made up their minds that they wanted political and civil rights
so as to become part of the new state, an attitude which found
an echo among certain Romanian politicians who saw
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advantages in the involvement of an active minority in national
life. The Jewish campaign intensified in 1863, with support from
the Paris-based Alliance Israélite Universelle. The Jewish case
was accepted by Prince Cuza who sought international
recognition of his election as Prince of both Moldavia and
Wallachia, leading to the Civil Code of 1864 which was ‘one of
the most progressive measures granted to the Jews regarding
political and civil rights at that time, especially for any East
European country’.’?

Bulgaria

Bulgarian nationalism was constrained by the domination of the
patriarchate by Greek bishops. Bulgarians in the church
hierarchy were able to stimulate some cultural progress (a
history book in Bulgarian was published in 1762) but it was
only in 1870 that Russian pressure was able to stimulate the
formation of a Bulgarian exarchate within the Orthodox
Church.’3 The appointment of a national leader of the church
outside the authority of the Greek patriarch seems to have led to
greater political activity. The risings of 1876 carefully organised
and, through the severity of the Turkish response, brought
about a Russian invasion, supported by the Romanians. The
operation was entirely successful and the Treaty of San Stefano
provided for a large Bulgarian state.’* This settlement was
unacceptable to the other powers, despite considerable
sympathy for the Bulgar cause. So the Congress of Berlin
reduced the scale of Ottoman losses and divided Bulgarian
territory into two states (Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia) that
would not pose such a grave threat to Serbia or provide Russia
with such a great opportunity to influence Balkan affairs.’ In
the event Russian tutelage was resented and the Bulgarians were
able to make surprisingly rapid progress in pursuit of an
independent course, combining their state with Eastern Rumelia
in 1885 (despite violent opposition from Serbia).’® A stable
regime was established under Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg in 1887
and Bulgaria was led into the First World War on the side of the
Central Powers, with the hope of territorial gains that would
help to re-establish the frontiers of the early Medieval Bulgarian
empires.
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Albania

Several relatively small ethnic groups in the Balkans developed a
growing sense of identity during the nineteenth century but
claims to nationhood were generally overlooked in order to
satisfy the stronger aspirants already discussed.’” However there
was one notable exception, through the emergence of Albania as
an independent state. This development calls for careful
examination, especially in view of the fact that Shoiptar
(Albanian) national consciousness was slow to develop. For a
long time the preservation of a distinct Albanian culture was a
consequence of religion rather than nationalism. In the north
Catholic clergy preserved the faith through works written in
Albanian and in the south a modern translation of the bible was
available for Orthodox Albanians in 1866. But it was among the
Muslims of Korce that revolutionary intellectuals first emerged
in the 1840s thanks to the Greek schools which helped to reduce
cultural isolation. The idea of preserving Muslim Albania in the
context of a reformed Ottoman Empire seems to have given
way, in the face of strong Hellenisation during the 1870s, to an
alternative conception of an Albania nation (komb) that would
have to secure its future on the basis of language and national
literature through a process of struggle accompanying
the collapse of the empire. ‘A generation of Albanian patriots,
when forced to identify either on the basis of language or
religion came to the conclusion that the survival of the komb
ultimately depended on the survival of the language’.’®

But there was no standard written language and in response
to a chaotic situation at the end of the nineteenth century, when
no two writers were using the same spelling, the Turkish
government approved the efforts of S.Frashéri to devise a new
alphabet of latin characters free of diacritical marks. This
‘Istanbul Alphabet’ of 36 letters was widely adopted among the
Tosks in the south and a significant output of text-books
brought about its use among Albanian colonies abroad.
Albanian culture thus became clearly distinct from neighbouring
Greek and Slav lands. Meanwhile however the Gegs in the north
had been using a spelling devised by a Jesuit priest L.de Martino
in 1881 which was less phonetic but more easily printed: it
became known as the ‘Alphabet of the Union’ (the name of a
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patriotic library and political society). The move towards unity
went a stage further in 1908 when an All-Albania Congress in
Monastir (Bitola) agreed to a modified form of the Union
Alphabet. This was to be used concurrently with the Istanbul
Alphabet, although the latter died a natural death some years
later as the last publication to use it was dated 1915.

Nevertheless the really critical period for Albanian
nationalism did not begin until the Young Turk revolution. This
brought an upsurge of national sentiment in Albania with
schools, societies and newspapers founded. However the new
constitution removed all recognition of ethnic groups by
declaring that citizens were Osmanli and this insensitivity,
compounded by the arrogance of the new administrators,
transformed the cultural movement into a revolt, significantly
among the Catholic Malissori on the frontiers of Montenegro.*’
Nevertheless the Albanians had to tread carefully because
assistance from neighbouring countries was not geared to the
creation of an independent Albanian state. Montenegro helped
the Malissori with the expectation of inheriting further territory
from the Turks while the Greeks showed enough sympathy to
embarrass the Turks without however instigating revolt in the
south that would conflict with her territorial ambitions in
Epirus.®® The Albanians had to walk a tightrope. They worked
with the Turks if it seemed that autonomy could be conceded,
as it was in 1912 when an Albanian administration was
accepted for an area embracing the four vilayets of Yanya
(Ioannia), Kosovo, Monastir and Scutari (Shkodér), but also
developing a strong autonomous position in case Turkish rule in
the Balkans collapsed altogether (Figure 1.2).

When the time came for a final Turkish withdrawal after the
Balkan War of 1912 it was largely because of Austrian and
Italian insistence that the growth of Serbia (and to a lesser
extent Greece) should be curbed that a separate Albania was
recognised by the powers, although arguably without any basis
in Albanian nationalism this policy might not have appeared a
viable option. Serbia was denied direct access to the sea but
Albanian territory was partitioned to allow the Serbs to return
to Kosovo and Skopje as integral parts of the Medieval Serb
state of Rasca which had fallen to the Turks as a result of the
fighting on Kosovo polje.! The new Albanian state had never
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Figure 1.2: The problem of Macedonia
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existed as a compact administrative area under the Ottoman
Empire: the vilayet of Scutari was amalgamated with parts of
the neighbouring provinces of Monastir and Yanya, the latter
was split between Albania and Greece while Monastir was
divided into three sections with Serbia as an additional
beneficiary. Only in the north was the frontier not entirely new,
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for there the Albanian-Serb boundary followed the old division
between the provinces of Scutari and Skopje. The position could
have been even more complicated for in 1912 Bulgaria and
Serbia reached a secret agreement over Macedonia whereby the
two states would earmark the territory respectively south and
north of Skopje: Skopje itself and the territory extending
southwestwards of Ohrid was left as a disputed zone.®
However Bulgaria’s defeat in the Balkan Wars prevented this
agreement being implemented. Nevertheless the whole frontier
was most unsatisfactory from the Albanian point of view. Not
only did it leave extensive areas with an Albanian majority
outside the new state but it isolated Albanian districts from their
market centres, most notably in the vicinity of Dibra and
Prizren. It also prevented the Albanians from using the Turkish
road from Santi Quaranta (Sarandé) to the interior because the
important fork where the Korcé and Yanya routes diverged was
left on the Greek side of the frontier. Several writers argued
unsuccessfully for a modified frontier that would add the coastal
area of Ulcinj along with interior districts like Ohrid, Pec,
Prizren and even Yanya.

Of course these difficulties would not have been so important
had there not been a long history of strained relations between
Albanians and Serbs. P.F.R.Artisien has explained how the
Albanian chieftains readily accepted Turkish suzerainty and saw
Islam as a further defence against Serbia’s territorial
expansion.®? Inevitably the Serbs identified the Albanians with
the Ottoman ruling elite and naturally took advantage of every
opportunity to gain territory at the expense of the empire at the
turn of the nineteenth century. The occupation of Kosovo
during the Balkan Wars began a settling of scores as Slav settlers
from Montenegro and Serbia came in to cultivate land taken
from the Albanians. The fears of the Albanians were
conditioned by the history of Ottoman decentralisation for ‘the
Sultan channelled any potential threats to his power into inter-
ethnic rivalry’ and the success of this was plainly evident in the
years immediately before the First World War.®* The Young
Turk Ottomanisation policy of 1908 eventually drove the
Albanians to revolt in 1911 but Montenegran support was then
tinged with ambivalence and minor concessions drawn from the
Turks were not backed by the promised guarantees. When the
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tension generated by this compromise helped to spawn the
Balkan War of 1912 there was no doubt that the Montenegrans
regarded the struggle as a Holy War that would see them in
Prizren. Their advance was halted outside Scutari which fell only
at the very end of the war when the powers had made it clear
that an Albanian state would be created.®> But atrocities
committed by both Montenegrans and Serbs against Muslim
Albanians both during and immediately after the war (only
mildly restrained by threat of Habsburg occupation of
Montenegro) pointed to the genocidal instincts that lay at the
grass roots. Albania’s problems were not however confined to
external relations. In the struggle for mastery of the country the
rival northern and southern traditions were in conflict and it
was the Geg leader Ahmed Bey Zogolli who used his hereditary
authority to triumph over his Tosk rival, the revolutionary
intellectual Fan Noli. It was the same man as Zog ‘King of the
Albanians’ (an oblique reference to Kosovo) who went on to
lead the country through the inter-war years with a pragmatic
compromise of the traditional and the modern. It was only after
the Second World War that the Tosk intellectuals gained the
upper hand: the Gegs disarmed by M.Shehu and the communist
regime consolidated its hold over the whole country.

CONCLUSION

Eastern Europe made dramatic progress during the nineteenth
century and for many people there was a definite improvement
in living conditions with regard to both income and security.
War was by no means absent but engagements were relatively
brief since the greater ease of deployment of troops during the
railway age allowed for a rapid and decisive outcome to most
hostilities. And while there can be no grounds for satisfaction
over the welfare services available in the great cities of the north
and the Balkan countryside, the reduced incidence of epidemics
contributed to substantially higher rates of natural increase. On
the face of it Eastern Europe achieved a remarkable unity, with
Germany and the Habsburg Empire together extending their
economic links with the rest of the region and giving some
credibility to the notion of Eastern Europe as a zone of German
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influence. The railway contributed greatly once again, since
overland transport of raw materials and manufactures increased
many times over the level achieved by the ‘Greek’ traders in the
course of their weary treks. The Berlin-Baghdad concept
reflected a reality which attracted tacit acceptance from the
great powers, all of which could find adequate opportunities for
colonial expansion in different parts of the world. However the
Balkans was always a sensitive area. Both the western powers
and Russia had strategic interests in the Ottoman Empire, while
the cause of nationalism the Balkans attracted attention both
from western liberalism and Russian Pan-Slavism. However the
balance was maintained until the turn of the century. The
Congress of Berlin may be seen as a triumph of diplomacy,
acknowledging the complete independence of Montenegro,
Romania and Serbia as well as the occupation of Bosnia-
Hercegovina and the sancak of Novipazar by Austria-Hungary.
Thereafter the Ottoman Empire’s territorial integrity was
undisturbed in the Balkans for thirty years.®

But Balkan events in 1908 were quite momentous for in the
wake of the Young Turk movement and the Bulgarian
declaration of complete independence, Bosnia-Hercegovina was
fully annexed by the Habsburg Empire (and jointly administered
by Vienna and Budapest) while Turkey regained the sancak of
Novipazar.®” This fait accompli was much deplored by
Montenegro and particularly Serbia who coveted the adjacent
Slav territories. The Russians also resented the rebuff to the
aspirations of a Slav country although it was inappropriate for
them to intervene in the immediate aftermath of the Russo-
Japanese War. A chain reaction of events can then be discerned
in which colonial rivalries in Africa led to Italian intervention
against Turkey at Tripoli in 1911 to counterbalance a stronger
French hold on Morocco. Bulgarians, Serbs and Greeks then
launched a concerted attack on the remaining Balkan lands of
the Ottoman Empire. The victors agreed to a division of the
spoils of 1913, under the Treaty of London, but clearly with
some misgivings.®® Bulgaria unleashed a further round of
fighting, which brought about her defeat and some loss of
territory while Serbia’s expansion, constrained by the granting
of independence to Albania at Habsburg insistence, was not
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sufficient to prevent continued support for nationalist
movements in Bosnia.

A consequence of this was the Sarajevo assassination: Francis
Ferdinand, the heir to the Habsburg throne, was killed by
G.Princip and fellow Bosnian students with evident Serb
complicity. There was no certainty of war as a result of this
outrage since Serbia agreed to most of the points raised in an
Austrian ultimatum. However Austrian arrogance (with a token
bombardment of Belgrade) and German ambivalence brought a
fateful decision in Russia to mobilise as a precaution. This in
turn brought a German mobilisation and implementation of a
long-standing strategy for a two-front war which began with an
attack on France through Belgium. The threat to Belgium was
then the issue that inevitably brought the United Kingdom into
the struggle.®® Other states joined in as their territorial
aspirations dictated. Interest in Serb territory in Macedonia was
a prime factor determining Bulgarian support for the Central
Powers in 1915 (although the failure of the Dardanelles project
and Russia’s offensives made this action all the more logical.”?
By contrast Romanian interest in Transylvania dictated action
on the Allied side, along with Montenegro and Serbia. Although
with cooler judgement war could have been avoided it seems
unreasonably optimistic to envisage continued freedom from
any major conflagration, given the competition between the
major powers and the increasingly potent force of nationalism.
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2
Economic Development: Germany
and the Habsburg Lands

Eastern Europe was by no means unaffected by the rapid growth
of factory industry so evident in the western ‘core’ of Europe.!
The great improvements in transport, through steam power on
shipping lanes and railways, increased scope for foreign trade in
each country’s economy and boosted earnings from staple
exports that could be used to finance industry. The Habsburg
Empire for example imported cotton yarn, machinery, iron
goods and textiles in exchange for wool, timber, livestock and
grain. Industry was all the more appropriate in view of
technological change which provided new options for growth
and the imperative of effective security at a time of growing
conflict between the major powers of Europe which was an
important stimulus to the development of certain types of
industry, just as modest consumer demand from upper and
middle classes encouraged others (Table 2.1). Since the state
carried responsibility for defence and often played a prominent
role in railway development (seen as having important security
implications) it was logical that it should also take a lead in
industrialisation, especially since the rising costs of job creation
(through the factory plant required) often made it quite
impossible for the private capitalist to bridge the technological
gap in the late nineteenth century.

Much of Eastern Europe fell within the German, Habsburg
and Russian empires whose main industrial centres lay largely
outside the region: for example the Ruhr, which was the crucial
element in the commercial growth of the Zollverein, and later
the German Empire, vis-a-vis the Habsburg lands. The Ruhr,
with its rich mineral endowment and efficient waterway
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connections with the coastal ports, found no parallel in Eastern
Europe. But there were secondary industrial areas that lay
within the region. In  Germany the Silesian coalfield was tied
by both rail and water transport with Berlin and it is very likely
that Silesia would have experienced much more rapid
development but for its frontier position and its poverty in iron
ores compared with the Ruhr. Bohemia and Moravia (the Czech
Lands) had coal and iron to supplement a textile tradition and
Bohemia at any rate was accessible by water from the North Sea
by way of Hamburg and the FElbe (Labe) river. However
connections with Vienna were made by the railway and the
binding together of the Czech Lands with Lower Austria was the
dominant strategy. In Hungary the major navigable river, the
Danube, was again inconveniently aligned for trade (though its
use increased after late nineteenth century improvement) and it
required the railway to focus the raw materials of Croatia,
Slovakia and Transylvania on to Budapest. Railways also
connected Hungary, with some difficulty in the case of the
Dinaric Alps, with the Adriatic ports of Fiume, Rijeka and Split,
although it was with Austria that most trade was done. Hungary
in fact was a success story for late nineteenth century
industrialisation because the country’s primary economic role as
food supplier to Austria (in return for the latter’s industrial
products) was complemented by a significant amount of
manufacturing. Some of it was associated with food production
(brewing and milling) but the rest emerged from a new potential
revealed by the railway system in combining individually modest
resource bases.

It is useful to consider the industrial progress made by Eastern
Europe in the nineteenth century in the context of
A.Gerschenkron’s contrast between a self-generated industrial
revolution in the UK and developments on the continent which
required the assistance of investment banks and, where the
problems of backwardness were greatest, the state.” Some textile
industries were able to keep abreast of modern technology by
ploughing back their profits, but by and large the intervention of
the banks can be seen as crucial in modernisation: thus the
conversion of the Skoda plant in Bohemia to armaments
production was financed by Bodencreditanstalt and Bohmische
Escompte-Bank. Again in Bohemia the Zivnostenska Bank was
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Table 2.1: Fuel consumption 1890-1910
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well supported by the local population and developed close links
with the sugar industry. The banks moreover had close foreign
connections and that meant considerable foreign participation in
several major developments, quite apart from direct foreign
investment such as the French interest in the development of the
Tatabanya coalfield in Hungary in the 1890s.? Yet it is difficult
to separate the role of the banks from that of the state, for
governments in all continental countries had to remove obstacles
to self-generated development and, in many cases, play an active
role in the development of the railways. Decisions over tariff
policy could also be critical and it is probably for this reason (as
well as good contact with the German market) that the
Habsburg Empire followed military defeat (by Prussia in 1867)
with an economic boom that lasted until 1873.

ADVANCED AND BACKWARD
ECONOMIES

Levels of industrialisation varied very considerably within
Eastern Europe. The advantage of an early start was very great
and conversely a low level of industrialisation brought
increasingly severe penalties as the nineteenth century
progressed. The more developed economies were better able to
introduce new technology and thereby further increase their
competitiveness. The German chemical industry expanded very
rapidly. It derived its sulphuric acid (a very important
intermediate product) cheaply from non-ferrous metallurgical
industries as a by-product, whereas in the Habsburg Empire the
small size of these industries meant continued dependence on
Spanish pyrites and hence relatively high costs for sulphuric acid
production. Industrial progress, expressed through the incomes
of entrepreneurs, managers and workers, meant heavier
domestic demand for manufactured goods and so the more
developed nations enjoyed the benefit of a more stimulating
home market. German industry was able to thrive with the
support of a dynamic home market and to organise itself in such
a way as to win considerable business abroad. Industries in the
Habsburg Empire were just as prominent as their German
counterparts in the early nineteenth century but were not so well
nourished by domestic consumers: despite a rapid growth of
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population most of the consumers were rural dwellers working
small peasant farms or labouring on the estates for low wages.
Evidently a population surplus may place a brake on industrial
progress, although this point was not clearly recognised until the
inter-war years. Allied to this was the higher level of
urbanisation in Germany and rising demand for a range of
municipal services (gas, electricity, tramways) all of which
created further demand for manufactured goods.

Backward areas could be attractive through their abundance
of cheap labour, but in a wider political entity the advantage
might well by offset by limited local raw materials and by high
transport costs to markets outside the region; and such markets
would very likely be indispensable in view of limited local
market in the backward area itself, where low wages would
necessarily mean low demand for manufactures. Where the
backward area comprised an entire economy, with autonomy in
such areas as taxation and trade policy, then state support could
create industries protected by tariff barriers. But the modest size
of the home market restricted the scale of development and
ensured that the new industries would generate a small
advanced region (probably in and around the capital city or
chief port) surrounded by a relatively backward countryside.
This can be seen in Hungary and Romania where the important
raw material and energy resources were used by the
governments concerned as a basis for national industrialisation.
Industrial regions emerged in the Budapest area (including
Diosgyor, Gyor, Salgotarjan, Tatabanya etc.) and around
Bucharest (extending to Cimpina, Ploiesti and the Danube ports
of Galati/Braila). It was less evident in Bulgaria, Montenegro
and Serbia which lacked important staple exports to generate
capital and service foreign loans. The Balkan countries were
easily intimidated for it was only gradually that the powers
extended full recognition to the successor states of the Ottoman
Empire and even after Bulgaria won her independence the
restrictions on autonomous tariff policy previously imposed on
Turkey were kept in force. Moreover dependence on capital and
expertise from developed parts of Europe made it all the more
necessary to minimise conflict over economic policy.

A further point here is the conservative outlook of an elite
whose power based on the landed estates which generated the
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food surpluses in a system of international specialisation
involving industrial and agrarian countries. However an
impression of excessive polarisation between an all-powerful
landowning class and a poverty-stricken peasantry subjected to
a regime of neo-serfdom must be tempered by some recognition
of a disposition to industrialise in the National interest’ to
support the army, reduce unemployment and gradually improve
living standards. Thus while the elites of southeastern Europe
initially favoured low tariffs in order to push the agricultural
surpluses of their estates into more developed parts of Europe
(and to maintain good relations with the powers) stagnating
grain prices in the 1880s undermined the credibility of an
industrial policy linked to agricultural exports (all the more so
in view of some agricultural protectionism in some developed
countries) and forced a general extension of tariff barriers. The
industrialising efforts of the Balkan countries are invariably
subjected to scornful dismissal by economic historians. Yet there
was a yawning technological gap and continuing political
instability with considerable risks of war that imposed heavy
defence burdens. Moreover there were no favours from the
developed countries. The Balkan states had to accept procedures
used by their advanced neighbours even though they might
constrain independent action, as in the case of central banking.
Although protected by a nominally ‘autonomous’ metallic
standard which did not automatically subordinate the weaker
nations to the pulls and pushes of the advanced economies as a
‘managed’ currency might have done, the peripheral countries
had still, as debtors and future borrowers, to trim their sails to
the wind from London or Paris. This was clear both to countries
like Romania which tied their currencies to the bi-metallic franc
and to those aligned with ‘neutral’ gold, the system used in
London. ‘Central banks of the Balkan states were totally
hamstrung by their overriding obligation to the foreign creditors
to keep their countries linked to the gold standard’.* Balkan
governments may well have ‘floundered’ between a mixture of
policies combining state-sponsored schemes with encouragement
of foreign investment, yet the resulting combination was
effective in maintaining industrial growth and subsequent
development in the area has not used significantly different
methods.’
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TARIFF POLICY

All the states of Eastern Europe were in their own ways sorely
tried over the question of tariff protection. The problem arose
out of the strong British competition after 1815. However the
low tariffs in Prussia dating back to 1818 were adopted by the
Zollverein from 1834. Broadly speaking there was a conflict of
interest between industrialists who wanted high tariffs to protect
them against more efficient foreign producers and agrarians who
believed that high tariffs for manufactures would lead to
retaliatory measures which could be harmful to cereal exports.
Hence a compromise position of low tariff levels in the
Zollverein, incidentally reciprocated by the Habsburg Empire in
1850 when Metternich’s policy of high tariffs was modified with
the aim of joining the club. The tendency towards free trade was
strengthened when Germany repealed the remaining duties on
iron in 1873, but only for a dramatic reappraisal to follow later
in the decade through a cyclical downturn in the economy and
growing competition from American and Russian grain, even in
the German domestic market. Thus when protection was
quickly reintroduced in 1879 it was through an alliance between
‘rye and iron’. High tariffs then became the norm and the
attempt in 1891 by Bismarck’s successor Caprivi to negotiate
simultaneous tariff reductions between Germany, the Habsburg
Empire and some western neighbours (followed by Serbia and
Romania in 1893, and Russia in 1894) generated strong
opposition and removed the new chancellor from office. When
the ‘Central European’ system came up for renewal in 1903 the
scheme was allowed to lapse and tariffs resumed their upward
trend, particularly in the Balkans. Bulgaria’s high rates of 1883
were progressively raised in 1897 and 1904 while both Romania
and Serbia raised industrial tariffs in 1906: Serbia’s move gave
rise to bitter conflict with her main trading partner the
Habsburg Empire.

The tariff debate in Germany raged furiously through the
1890s. The agrarians were now strong supporters of protection
since the new world trading patterns in grain meant that the
Junker farmers were no longer competitive and faced a
continual run-down of cereal growing on the eastern estates if
the home market could not be protected. The case for an



GERMANY AND THE HABSBURG LANDS 73

Agrarstaat rather than a pure Industriestaat was argued out on
the basis of a physically-fit rural population with a high birth
rate that was more useful for the defence of the country than the
physically inferior populations crowded into industrial towns.
Autarky would also remove the risk of military weakness arising
from dependence on imports. But the protagonists of this
school, A.Wagner and M.Sering, came into conflict with liberal
free traders like F.Naumann and M.Weber who felt that this
formula would be more conducive to rising incomes and the
introduction of social welfare programmes. The latter’s cause
has been shown by subsequent history to be the more
convincing and it is difficult to separate from protectionist
arguments the special pleadings of vulnerable groups and
classes. But undoubtedly at the time the landowners in the
eastern regions had the power to press their case and Germans
therefore paid a relatively high price for food in order to defend
the estate economy. It is important to note that Eastern Europe
did to some extent manage to keep up with the challenge from
America and Russia in respect of grain with Romania perhaps
the best example of a crash development based on a suddenly-
opening foreign market, foreign investment, large estates and
ruthless exploitation of the peasant.® In 1910-13 Romania
exported on average 1.45 million tons of wheat per annum, and
was the world’s fourth largest wheat exporter with just over
eight percent of the total.

GERMANY

Germany’s economic performance in the half century before the
First World War was truly remarkable. There was relatively
rapid growth of both the total population and the work force, to
levels exceeded in Europe only by the Russian Empire. Germany
accounted for 15.7 percent of world manufacturing (14.0 for
UK), including outputs of steel, chemicals and electricity that
were the highest in Europe.” Indeed the competitiveness of many
of her consumer goods caused a degree of hysteria among her
rivals.® The total volume of trade grew considerably from 1.96
million dollars in the 1880s to 5.21 million in 1913 and the
excess value of imports (55.6 percent and 51.6 respectively) was
more than cancelled out by earnings from shipping and foreign
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investments. The latter were especially strong in other parts of
Eastern Europe: chemical and electrical engineering in the
Habsburg Empire, metallurgy and oil drilling in Romania and
steel making in Russian Poland (Siedlice and Warsaw). The
trade performance reflects an unusually close connection
between industry and banking: by 1914 about twenty-five
business banks were active in promoting industry and trade,
encouraging the formation of cartels and subsidising foreign
trade (especially in the case of concerns like Deutsche
Orientbank of 1906).

There was a generally high level of technical training for the
workforce as Germany purposefully combined its industrial raw
materials with the scientific skills of universities, technical
schools and commercial institutes. Research activity can be seen
not only in the brilliant work of leading chemists like
R.W.Bunsen and J.Liebig and electrical engineers like
E.Rathenau and W.von Siemens but in the activities of the
hundreds of trained scientists employed by the leading German
firms. Illiteracy was almost unknown and certainly affected less
than one percent of the population by 1914. To be sure there
were conflicts between labour and capital and Marx’s
predictions about the destruction of capitalism through
revolutionary violence inspired the Social Democratic Party
through the 1880s and 1890s despite Bismarck’s bitter
opposition.” Yet by the end of the century there were calls,
notably from E.Bernstein, for a constitutional approach using
the parliamentary system to achieve a cooperative scheme of
production and with such a reformist programme the Social
Democrats became the largest single party in Germany in 1912.
Cartelisation was a particular feature of German industry and
followed from a less-committed belief in the virtues of
competition and an instinctive preference for the ethos of the pre-
industrial state bureaucracy. The cartels might inhibit innovative
action in the short term but ‘in the long run they could function
as a further stimulus to economic development by sustaining the
level of profit or by facilitating further technological
innovation’.'® They may also have been responsible, at least in
part, for the relatively steady economic growth in Germany after
1880, because of the way in which the domestic market was
regulated.
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As regards German industry in Eastern Europe then Berlin
must take pride of place through the concentration of
engineering firms, especially electrical engineering. Municipal
lighting and transport systems opened up enormous markets for
electrical engineering firms: the rapidly growing city of Berlin
itself generated considerable demand (with electric tramways
and railways) but there were opportunities in other German
cities (five of which had grown beyond 500,000 population by
1914) and as the domestic market became saturated then
business was found elsewhere in Europe and overseas.
A.S.Milward and S.B. Saul emphasise the connection between
the electrical engineering firms and the rapid rate of urban
development:

that they were bigger than in other developed European
economies and that they grew so rapidly may be explained
by the fact that nowhere else in the same period except in
the Mid-West of the United States did so many large cities
grow so quickly to such a size.!!

The industry in Berlin was dominated by 1914 by two giants:
Allgemeine _ Electrizitits-Gesellschaft  (AEG) and Siemens-
Schuckert. The latter originated in the cable and telegraph
business started by W.von Siemens, a former Prussian army
officer, and it gave Germany an impressive lead in the industrial
application of electrical energy, with several notable innovations
including the manufacture of the first dynamos.!? Siemens was
not so active in harnessing electrical energy for domestic and
industrial consumers and it was to cover this important aspect
of the industry that the merger took place in 1903 between
Siemens’ firm and Schuckert which was concerned with current
distribution, using the patents of T.A.Edison and others. The
opportunities here had also been taken up by E.Rathenau whose
company, AEG, was one of the biggest electrical firms by 1890,
far larger than Siemens before the 1903 merger. Both firms had
branches all over Germany and employed thousands of workers
abroad as well, but Berlin remained the core in each case and
Siemens stamped its identity on a particular suburb of the city
appropriately named Siemensstadt.
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Other branches of engineering were well represented in
Germany. The building of steam engines was already well-
established at the beginning of the period, especially in Berlin
and Magdeburg.!? Berlin’s industry was greatly enlarged by
additional firms in 1837 (A.Borsig), 1842 (J.F.L. Wohlert) and
1844 (T.Hoppe), while in Magdeburg the establishment in 1838
of repair shops and later building facilities by Vereinigte
Hamburg-Magdeburger Dampfschiffahrts Com. at Buckau was
followed in 1862 by works in the same suburb established by a
former Hamburg-Magdeburg employee, R.Wolf, who
established a reputation for agricultural engines. Some other
eastern locations emerged: most of them were developed by
private companies: Elbing (Elblag) in 1837 (F.Schichau),
Neubrandenburg in 1840 (E. Alban), Chemnitz in 1847
(R.Hartmann), Stettin-Bredow (Szczecin) in 1851 and Landsberg
a.d. Warthe (Gorzow) of unknown date. But all these
developments were preceded by Seehandlung at Breslau
(Wroctaw) in 1833. Some interesting linkages may be
mentioned: while steam engine building linked backwards to
textile machinery in the case of Hartmann who built his first
engine for internal use, there is a forward link with locomotives
and shipbuilding. In Berlin Borsig built its first locomotive in
1840 followed by Wohlert in 1846 and several others later,
notably Schwartzkopft (Berliner Maschinenbau). Shipbuilding
was well represented by Schiekau in Danzig (Gdansk) and
Elbing. In the aircraft industry Germany was without doubt the
major producer in Eastern Europe and apart from the small
Lloyd factory in Budapest-Aszod virtually all production was in
Germany.'* Two major engineering companies had aircraft
departments: AEG and Gothaer Waggonbau while specialist
aircraft builders were established at Halberstadt (Halberstadt),
Leipzig (Deutsche Flugzeugwerke), Schwerin (Fokker) and
Staaken (Zeppelin) before or during the First World War. The
industry was greatly reduced in peacetime and factory space was
converted to other uses: cars at Gotha (after failure to re-enter
the railway industry) and agricultural machinery at Halberstadt.

All this development was part of a policy evident almost
throughout German engineering to diversify and thereby seek
orders from a large number of domestic and overseas customers:
the high level of specialisation and standardisation prevailing in
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the American engineering industry was not considered
appropriate in Germany at the time. Even the agricultural
engineer R.Sak of Leipzig made many different types of plough
to cope with farming conditions in different parts of Europe,
and  although J. Zimmerman  (later = Chemnitzer
Werkzeugmaschinenfabrik) standardised the production of
machine tools they were still making steam engines to order in
1913. Lacking as large a home market as American competitors,
German firms could not prevent a substantial inflow of machine
tools, agricultural machinery and typewriters which offered
good value for money in view of the feasibility of mass-
production methods. Not that progress was made everywhere in
German industry: the textile industry in Silesia which first
assumed commercial importance in the sixteenth century did not
develop like its Rhineland counterpart as a major factory-based
activity. During the critical mid-century years both coal and iron
cost considerably more at the factory gate in Silesia than in
either the Rhineland or northern England: ‘bad transportation,
the absence of social overheads, the almost total lack of
supporting industry... rendered the marginal efficiency of
investment in the textile sector very low’.!*> Closer to the core of
Germany Vogtland continued to diversify and to mechanise, as
with the assimilation of the Heilmann embroidery machines
from Switzerland in the 1850s.

German agriculture played its part in what was undoubtedly
an economic ‘miracle’, through a steady process of
intensification during the second half of the nineteenth century.
It is widely believed that the grain tariff of 1879, substantially
increased in 1885 and 1887, was a key factor because of the
protection it offered against cheap imports. But ].A.Perkins
places more emphasis on the desire of German farmers, many of
whom were owner-occupiers, to maintain the value of their
land. This led them to take up the option of higher technological
inputs in the intensive arable areas.!® The progress was most
evident in root crops, particularly potatoes and sugar beet,
which increased their share of the arable land from 13.7 percent
in 1878 to 19.7 in 1913. In sugar beet Germany was a world
leader with 21 percent of the sown area but 30 percent of the
production. And while yields in Germany were 13 percent
higher than in France and 25 percent higher than in Austria-
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Hungary the raw sugar yield was superior by even larger
margins (38 percent and 31 percent respectively). Sugar beet was
the principal basis of the high capital and labour inputs.
Calculations over labour requirements suggest a demand
between five and ten times greater than was involved under the
three field system with extensive pasture. But the labour was
required on a seasonal rather than a permanent basis and
consequently the Instleute system arose, whereby cottagers were
provided with a smallholding in return for the labour of the
holder and one other person when needed.” Intensification
however eventually required the return of these holdings to the
landlord and a system of wage labour related to seasonal
migration.

Peasants from the Eichsfeld district near Erfurt first went to
work on the sugar beet farms of Halle and Magdeburg in the
1840s but by the end of the century the habit of Sachsengingerei
(‘going to Saxony’) was common not only in central and eastern
Germany but also in parts of Austria-Hungary (Galicia), Italy,
Russia (Congress Poland and White Russia) and Scandinavia: in
1914 there were some 430,000 seasonal agricultural workers
migrating to Germany across international frontiers (more than
a quarter of them Russian Poles), to say nothing of the internal
migrations for farm work within Germany itself. Some farms
were extremely large with close integration between production
and processing. For example the Nagel farm near Halle, which
started in the 1840s when two brothers gave up their craft as
stonemasons and purchased a 100 ha. of land (extended to 1414
ha. by the mid-1880s when the brothers died), was integrated
with a sugar factory, flourmill and distillery producing alcohol
from potatoes and molasses. Growth continued under new
management to reach 2146 ha. in 1900 by which time a second
sugar beet factory was working on the estate. Management
problems on such complex units seem to have placed a brake on
further expansion, in preference for a system of large sugar
factories (benefiting from economies of scale) working in
conjunction with a number of separate farms, but either way it
is clear that the Junkers who were politically so powerful in
Germany before the First World War were not reactionary
survivors of some bygone feudal age but efficient managers of
successful businesses.
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An important element in the new farming system was artificial
fertiliser, for although the supply of sugar beet pulp as a cattle
feed resulted in a considerable manure output from the farm this
would have been insufficient to maintain high yields on a large
area of cropland. Since crops did not have to be tied closely to
manure production artificial fertilisers allowed greater
flexibility, almost a freie Wirtschaft (free economy) after the
constraints of traditional open field farming. The availability of
potash in central Germany, initially a waste product from salt
mining, helped to make the Magdeburg area a leader in the
agricultural revolution. Potash sales role sharply, after Liebig
discovered their value as fertiliser in 1861, to reach 0.3 million
tons in 1870 and 0.7 million in 1880 and 8.0 million in 1910.
But in addition supplies of nitrate came from Chile while
domestic industry yielded ammonium sulphate from coke ovens
and phosphate (basic slag) from metallurgical works. Fertiliser
dressings per hectare rose from 3.1 kg. in 1878-80 to 15.6 kg.
in 1898-1900 and 42.0 kg. in 1913-4: during the latter period
18.9 kg. was superphosphate, 16.7 kg. potash and 6.4 kg.
nitrogen.

Considerable detail on regional variations in late nineteenth
century Germany has been supplied by F.B.Tipton whose
statistics have been used for the summary views presented in
Fig. 2.1 and Table 2.2.!% Regions may be grouped to harmonise
with the present divison of Germany into its eastern and western
sections and the two halves may be compared in respect of a
quarter-century of development from 1882 to 1907. Population
increased more rapidly in the west (41.4 percent against 31.4)
and so did employment (36.2 percent against 27.9), in both
cases largely due to migration. Employment in industry
increased more rapidly in the west (89.0 percent against 71.9)
and so did employment in the tertiary sector (57.1 percent
against 45.4). On the other hand the decline in agriculture was
greater in the east (8.5 percent against 3.6). This still left
agriculture responsible for a slightly lower proportion of the
total employment in 1907 (34.5 percent against 35.8), but
because a proportion of those leaving agriculture migrated to
the west and did not enter non-agricultural employment in the
east the fall in agriculture’s share of total employment was
greater in the west (50.6 percent down to 35.8 as against 48.2
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Figure 2.1: Germany: statistical regions
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down to 34.5). Clearly however the great change over the
quarter-century was the growth of industry which doubled its
importance in relation to agriculture with 1.22 jobs in industry
for every 1.00 in agriculture in 1907 whereas there had only
been 0.63 in 1882. The figures for the two halves of Germany
are little different: 1.24 and 0.66 in the east; 1.19 and 0.61 in
the west. At the same time there was a marked structural change
in German industry with 1.66 jobs in food processing and
textiles (including clothing) for every 1.00 in building materials,
engineering, metallurgy and mining in 1882 compared with 0.99
(virtual parity) in 1907. The east was much more involved with
the lighter branches with figures of 1.93 and 1.18 compared
with 1.47 and 0.85 in the west.

Probably more interesting are the regional variations within
the two halves of Germany. The western districts are not of
direct concern but it may be noted that two regions (Diisseldorf-
Arnsberg and the Hanse Cities) showed a growth of population
and employment far greater than the average, while a third
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region (Miinster-Minden) joined the other two in registering a
relatively rapid growth of employment in industry. In the east
Berlin-Potsdam dominated the picture with 2.9 times the
average growth of population, 3.5 times the average growth of
employment and exactly double the average growth of
employment in industry. Magdeburg, Merseburg, Oppeln and
(especially) Saxony showed up well but all other regions were
well below average on all three criteria. The impression is one of
powerful migration currents within the eastern regions focussing
on Berlin. Migration into Berlin was equivalent on average to 11.
6 percent of the resident population each year from 1876 to
1890 and then 4.2 percent between 1891 and 1905. These
figures must be taken in conjunction with information for
Potsdam into which area the city was spreading: again migration
was positive, averaging 2.6 percent between 1876 and 1890 and
then 11.9 from 1891 to 1905. Negative rates applied to all other
eastern regions of Prussia, although with smaller losses in the
more industrialised areas of Prussian Saxony (®1.7 percent) and
Silesia (¢1.9) than in Frankfurt a.d. Oder (*3.8), Pomerania (*4.
7), East Prussia (*4.8), West Prussia (¢5.2) and Posen (®5.6).
Some industries in the east were able to achieve the benefits of
scale economies and supply not only the domestic market in the
east but also the growing Russian market as well. Saxon
competition may have destroyed the cotton weaving industry in
Berlin after the Zollverein was formed, but the capital had a
very important stake in the clothing industry. The heavy
chemical industry was progressively relocated to the lignite field
in Merseburg but there was a rising demand for cosmetics,
pharmaceuticals and photographic materials which Berlin firms
were able to specialise in. The railway network facilitated
massive shipments of food and raw materials to Berlin and
equally provided an efficient means for the distribution of
manufactures. Some regions like Magdeburg and Saxony were
able to develop their engineering industries based on the
requirements of agriculture and food processing but this was not
generally the case. “The east developed no processing centres
comparable to Chicago or Kansas City in the United States,

nor did Berlin seem willing or able to fill this role’.!” Ratios of
industrial to agricultural jobs yield values of only 0.36 in East
Prussia, and Posen, 0.45 in West Prussia, and 0.54 in
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Regional economic trends in Germany 1882-1907

Table 2.2
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Pomerania, all of them below 0.60 (for Bavaria) which is the
lowest value in the west in 1907.

HABSBURG EMPIRE

Throughout the period under review the Habsburg Empire was
industrialising, although the growth overall was modest by
German standards (Table 2.3). By the First World War scarcely
more than a fifth of the working population was employed in
industry (22.1 percent in 1910 compared with 55.1 for
agriculture).”?’ Growth was particularly rapid after 1880 with
recovery from the depression of the mid-1870s and a strong
trade connection with the dynamic German economy. The
average rate of growth of industrial production from 1880 to
1914 was a fraction over 4 percent compared with only 3
percent between 1840 and 1880. The industrial structure was
quite diverse but there were significant changes during the
nineteenth century. Textiles were most prominent in mid-
century (indeed the empire’s cotton industry was then greater
than that of the Zollverein) but the share of total production
was restricted to about a quarter by 1910 in view of the growing
strength of chemicals, metallurgy and engineering at the turn of
the century which together accounted for about one-third of all
industrial production in that year. This arose from the ambitious
railway and public works programme under the premiership of
E.von Koerber and the discovery of oil in Galicia where
production rose from 0.03 million tons in 1880 to 2.00 million
in 1909. Food processing also made a modest net advance to
account for another quarter of the total. Nevertheless the heavy
industries were less prominent than in France, Germany and UK
and the empire might therefore be seen as transitional between
the more advanced economies of Europe and the agrarian states
of the Balkans in terms of both the strength and structure of
industry. The reference to ‘strength’ covers not simply the level
of employment in industry but its competitiveness: for in some
respects Habsburg industry was protected and its potential was
very much dependent on the buoyancy of the domestic market.
This was evident from the early nineteenth century when
domestic textile industries, which had changed to cotton and
mechanised under the continental system, raised tariff barriers
to fight off the flood of cheap British exports which threatened
to capture the domestic market after the peace of 1814. Labour
was cheap and machinery could be taken into Bohemia from
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Table 2.3: Economy of the Habsburg Empire in 1841

Economic criterion
A B C D E

Bucovina & Galicia 52.0 38.5 74.0 110.0 1.34
Coast & Dalmatia 15.4 10.1 65.6 25.4 1.43
Carinthia & Carniola 23.0 15.5 67.4 26.0 0.98
Czech Lands 220.7 1729 78.3 283.7 l.14
Hungary 100.0e 60.1 60.1e
Lombardy-Venetia  196.4 136.9 697 55.2) 1.013)
Lower/Upper Austria

& Salzburg 139.7 103.1 73.8 1341 0.83
Military Frontier I1.1 6.1 55.0

Styria, Tyrol &

Vorarlberg 48.3 33.4 69.2 585 1.05
Transylvania 28.1 16.4  58.4

Total 834.7 593.4  71.1

A Industrial production 000 florins

B Ditto large-scale industry

C B as a percentage of A

D Agricultural production ‘000 florins

E Share of agricultural production related to share of industrial
production where latter equals 1.00

a Venetia only

e estimate

Source: N.T.Gross (1968) ‘An estimate of industrial production in
Austria 1841’ Journal of Economic History 28, 80-101. Data is
abstracted from Tafeln zur Statistik der oesterreichischen Monarchie.

Saxony, but the pace of mechanisation in all branches of textiles
was leisurely and productivity remained low. Separation of
spinning and weaving, through different locations and different
companies also reduced efficiency. Exports of cotton yarn (much
of it to the Balkans) and cloth were almost entirely balanced out
by imports of higher quality products.

Bohemia and Moravia (Czech Lands)

Bohemia enjoyed a large share of the empire’s cotton industry in
the middle of the nineteenth century. Most of the spinning
capacity was outside Eastern Europe in Lower Austria, Vienna
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and Vorarlberg: Bohemia continued to take some of its yarn
from these parts of the empire even though much of the material
passed through the province as raw cotton from Hamburg
moving south by the Elbe waterway. However cotton weaving
and finishing were much more strongly represented. In 1835
hand spinning was reduced to just 10,000 people, only a quarter
the level of 1800, but there were still 100,000 domestic weavers,
most of them in the Friedland (Frydlant), Leitmeritz (Litomerice)
and Reichenberg (Liberec) areas of north Bohemia, but some in
the south around Tabor. Even in 1848 B.Schrells was still
employing a thousand domestic weavers in the Braunau
(Brounov) area. There were large print works in Leitmeritz and
in Prague which was the great finishing centre for the Bohemian
cotton industry, accounting for half the total amount of cloth
printed in the region in the mid-nineteenth century. The origins
lay back in 1766 with F.A.Sidnger’s mill on the Moldau, but the
great expansion came after 1825 with the new mills built
outside the walled city in Karolinenthal (Karlin) and Smichow
(Smichov) by 1830 and in Ovenec (Bubenec) and Liben by 1850.
The growth process only came to a halt later in the century
through the raw cotton crisis of the 1860s followed by the
collapse of the Vienna banks in the following decade. Hand
working survived longest in the wool trade and only in the
1880s did mechanised spinning and weaving become more
important than the traditional methods. Briinn (Brno) was the
leading centre, with the Soxlett mill in the town already
employing a thousand workers in 1841, and Reichenberg was
also prominent. Local wool supplies were fully stretched and
imports from Hungary and Poland were needed.

It is evident too that the Czech Lands did not want for
capable entrepreneurs and the aristocratic owners of early textile
manufactories, lacking the skill and technical knowledge to keep
up to date with progress in Western Europe, were usually able
to find middle-class partners on whom complete responsibility
eventually devolved.?! F. Rémheld, with long experience in
cotton mill management, became joint proprietor and manager
of the Count Wallenstein cloth factory at Oberleutensdorf
(Horni Litvinov) in 1919: the factory was fully modernised by
Romheld and a steam engine provided by H.A.Luz of Briinn in
1826. A further example concerns the clothier J.Liebieg who
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built up a cotton and wool empire in Reichenberg during the
1830s and 1840s with a complex of mills using water power
and also a steam engine (installed in 1838 when the water
power proved inadequate). His career as an industrial
entrepreneur began in the late 1820s when he took over a
technically-backward dyeworks originally set up in 1806 by
Count C.C.Clam-Gallas. But the stimulating business climate
attracted independent initiative from merchants and artisans.
This was evident even in the late eighteenth century with the
approval given to the Vienna merchant J.M.Schmidt for a
woollen factory on the Neugedein (Nova Kdyne) estate in
southern Bohemia in 1768: by 1825 the 540 factory workers
were complemented by 5,900 outworkers (7,000 in 1838). And
there is the even more celebrated case of the journeymen
J.J.Leitenberger who married the daughter of a Wernstadt
(Vernerice) dyer and took over his father-in-law’s works in
1764: printing was then related to cloth supplied by independent
domestic spinners and weavers, but Leitenberger brought the
outworker system under his control and gradually introduced
factory working to all stages of production. The Leitenbergers
had a reputation for quality and were among the early prize
winners at industrial exhibitions held in Prague from 1828.
They were also innovators as initial use of British cylinder
printing machines and French panel printing methods gave rise
to E.Leitenberger’s own machine of 1836 which would print
between six and eight colours simultaneously. The family
interest was maintained throughout the nineteenth century and
one of the Leitenberger factories, the printworks of Josefsthal
(Josefuv-Dul) is still working today. On a smaller scale
J.G.Berger, starting as a cotton/linen wholesaler in the 1770s,
purchased a bleaching/fulling mill at Reichenberg in 1793 and
extended into spinning and weaving, finishing up with an
efficient integrated business at his death in 1810: it was his
manager, F.Romheld, who subsequently took over Count
Wallenstein’s business. And finally there is the case of L. and
M.Porges who moved from the ghetto of Prague to join the
ranks of the richest industrialists within a single generation: as
successful merchants they were able to buy a printing factory at
Smichow in 1815 and by taking care to employ the most
capable managers and workers were able to extend
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their business into spinning and weaving instead of buying-in
their cloth. They also made use of Leitenberger’s new print
machinery. However not all initiatives were successful. State
encouragement for the production of linen spinning machines
inspired P.de Girar who supplied equipment to Bohemian
factories. But the cost of the machine spun yarn was too high to
compete with the hand spinners until the perfection of the wet
spinning process in the UK in 1825. The Austrian initiative was
also undermined by financial shortcomings on the part of both
Girard and the government.??

A.Klima has demonstrated a close connection between the
textile and engineering industries, because it was through small
workshops set up inside textile factories to maintain machinery
that some of the specialist engineering firms developed.?> One
workshop at Slapanice near Briinn was started in 1821 by two
Germans J.Reiff and H.A.Luz. A steam engine was built in 1824
for the Offermann factory in Briinn and in 1836 the business
was relocated in the town as an independent concern. In another
instance a group of mechanics, including the Britons D.Evans
and J.Lee and the Czech C.Danek, all with experience at the
Breitfeld mill, set up their own engineering business in
Karolinenthal (Prague). In the case of the two brothers E. and ].
Thomas and another Briton, T.Bracegirdle, there is no record of
previous experience in supervising textile factory maintenance
shops, but E.Thomas did help install a steam engine at the Kittel
mill at Markersdorf (Markvartice) and he went on from this and
similar jobs to start his own factory at Reichenberg in 1829.
This factory was very succcessful and turned out a wide range of
machines as well as steam engines and water wheels. After a few
years the business was relocated as the Taylors moved to
Karolinenthal in 1832, taking over an old spinning mill in a
place that gave them a more central position in Bohemia and
closer proximity to iron supplies. This works became the largest
machine building plant in Bohemia in the first half of the
century with a wide range of products including a rolling mill
supplied to an ironworks at Beraun (Beroun) in 1842. Later it
became part of the Prague Engineering Company (Prazka
strojirenska akciova spolecnost) and eventually passed to Skoda.
Meanwhile Bracegirdle set up his own plant not far from
Reichenberg at Gablonz (Jablonec) in 1835, exploiting a good
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site for water power. His looms became a speciality and he
moved to Briinn in 1843, perhaps encouraged by personal
associations with Offerman and the prospect of cornering the
Moravian market. For in the 1840s the steam engines installed
in the Czech Lands were grouped into two concentrations: one
in the north covering Kladno, Prague and Reichenberg and
another in the south at Briinn and Mahrisch-Ostrau (Ostrava).
Bracegirdle now went on to build steam engines, installing his
own foundry and rolling mill. Interestingly these examples show
links going forward to the major engineering companies of the
Czech Lands. The Danek and Taylor factories, both in Prague,
eventually became parts of the Ceskomoravska-Kolben-Danek
(C-K-D) and Skoda enterprises respectively while in Brinn a
merger in 1872, seven years after Bracegirdle’s death, gave rise
to Erste Brinner Maschinenfabrikgesellschaft (Prvni brenska
strojirna). it is significant that foreigners and particularly British
people played such a prominent part in the development of
engineering in the Czech Lands, a fact clearly acknowledged by
Czech historians back in 1850. There were other cases too, such
as R.Holmes who was in charge of machine shops at Neudek
(Nejdek), J.Park at Beraun and L.Thomas at Graslitz (Kraslice).

Linkages with textiles are also evident in the chemical
industry which was well represented in Prague. D.Hirsch
established his factory to provide acids for calico printing in
1835. F.X.Brosche was similarly engaged although his product
range extended to paints, printing inks and pharmaceuticals.
The first important chemical producer was ].D.Starck whose
sulphuric acid plant near Zwittau (Svitavy) dates back to 1810.
Over the next forty years the firm became a multi-plant
enterprise with a wide product range, including superphosphate
in the 1840s at Kaznau (Kasnejov) and a private source of coal
from the Falknov (Sokolov) Basin.

The iron industry was well represented in the Czech Lands,
with further contributions from Austria and the Southern Slav
lands. Charcoal furnaces in Bohemia were often important
features of the rural estate economy and the supply of metal was
an early stimulus to engineering. The Waldstein ironworks
turned out steam engines, Blansko produced spare parts and
Friedland turned out boilers. A larger scale of industry grew out
of these early charcoal furnaces. Thus in 1826 the Archbishop of
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Olmitz (Olomouc), as owner of the Friedland iron works,
decided to build blast furnaces and puddling plant on the
Mihrisch-Ostrau coalfield at Witkowitz (Vitkovice). The first
furnace (lit in 1830) used charcoal but coke was used in
additional furnaces built in 1836 and 1837. By this time the
project had attracted the attention of the Rothschilds, a Vienna
banking family who saw the value of the works in connection
with the railway contract for the Vienna-Bochnia line
(Nordbahn). In this case the importance of the banker in
stimulating industrial progress is brought out by the support
given by Rothschilds to Prof. Riepl of Vienna Polytechnic who
visited Britain in 1830 and was then to use British experts when
puddling began at Witkowitz. The Rothschilds eventually
bought the works outright in 1845 and increased their stake in
the industry through purchase of the Marieuthal (Marianske
Udoh) iron mines and associated manufacturing plant. Viennese
capital also found its way into the Nucice iron mines and the
blast furnaces and puddling plant at Kladno where the Prague
Iron Company introduced coke smelting in 1856. Kladno was a
long-established centre of iron working but it was overtaken by
the Mihrisch-Ostrau area with its excellent coking coal and
close connections with the railway industry. The contrast was
underlined by the presence of a purely Czech labour force at
Kladno and the retention of small-holdings while Maihrisch-
Ostrau experienced immigration from Galicia and Silesia.

Both centres continued to modernise, for Bessemer converters
were introduced at Witkowitz in 1866 and Kladno nine years
later, encouraged by the railway demand for steel rails. However
there were problems with the local ores until the Gilchrist
Thomas dolomite lining was available (in 1879 at both places)
and heavy reliance was placed on the non-phosphoric ores of
Styria. In the late 1870s therefore one of Kladno’s two blast
furnaces was using Styrian ore to produce pig iron for the
Bessemer converters while the other used a mixture of ores
(including some local phosphoric material) to turn out forge
iron. However it was only at Teplitz (Teplice), where Bessemer
converters were installed in 1873, that reliance on ‘imported’
ores was total. Transfer of ore from Styria to th Czech Lands
was balanced by the return flow of coal, the transport cost being
acceptable in the context of a protected home market. A surge in
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railway demand in the 1880s stimulated further growth of steel
production in the empire which exceeded two million tons in
1913. The Czech Lands gradually increased their share and
profited from the dolomite lining (which increased the value of
the local ores, especially Nucice) and the Siemens-Martin open
hearth furnace which permitted charges of scrap as well as pig
iron. However the level of demand was too great for Styrian
ores to be dispensed altogether (especially at Wilkowitz) and
total production costs were therefore in excess of those
prevailing in Lorraine. The charcoal furnaces were progressively
phased out during these late nineteenth century years although it
is remarkable that until the end of the 1870s they still accounted
for more than half the iron produced in the Czech Lands. The
important consideration seems to have been the persistence of
the estate connection which was only belatedly eliminated by the
joint stock companies. Thus the Firstenberg interest in the
Kladno area was only taken over in 1880 by Bohmische Montan
Gesellschaft and rationalisation of production triumphed over
the forces of inertia no longer fortified by the linkages with
various facets of the estate economy. Likewise members of the
aristocracy (notably Count Larisch and Baron Wilczek) long
remained prominent in the coal industry of Mahrisch-Ostrau.

In some respects Habsburg industry in the Czech Lands was
quite innovative by wider European standards. A large scale of
organisation was evident in the Bohemian brewing industry
where Pilsen (Plzen) was the main centre. Steam power was
applied and important improvements in the production of
chilled lager helped the town to become one of the great
European producers. But the record in sugar beet refining is
even more distinguished. The diffusion process was discovered
at Seelowitz (Zidlochovice) in Moravia by J.Robert, the son of
the founder of the first sugar beet factory in the Czech Lands.
Within a few years the process was taken up by some twenty-
five other factories and for a time sugar refining machinery was
exported to both France and Germany. Particularly successful
was the Prague engineering firm of C.Danek (founded in 18.54)
which eventually became part of the massive C-K-D enterprise
already referred to: the merger of 1927 combined Danek’s
factory with the Prvni Ceskomoravska machine factory, which
started supplying mining machinery and metallurgical plant in
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1871, and with the works founded in 1896 by E.Kolben to
produce power station equipment. The Skoda company of Pilsen
also started off as manufacturers of sugar refining plant in 1859
(then known as the Wallenstein engineering works) but went on
to make armaments in 1890, using their own steel from plant
installed in 1889. The company became a major supplier to the
armed forces of the empire and after the First World War served
the Czechoslovak state and its allies (first the Little Entente and
now the Warsaw Pact), not to mention the Axis during the
Second World War.

Slovenia and Bosnia-Hercegovina

Some industrial successes were registered in Slovenia in the
nineteenth century for once the Napoleonic blockade ended it
was possible to envisage the growth of a cotton industry in the
hinterland of Trieste where Egyptian cotton was landed. Hence
the Aidussina (Ajovscina) cotton spinning mill built in 1828
(with a steam engine to supplement the water power in 1843)
which represents the start of modern industry in the province.**
An integrated spinning and weaving mill in Laibach (Ljubljana)
followed in 1837, associated with the British entrepreneur
W.Moline. Cane sugar refining began in Laibach in the 1830s
but it was undermined by Czech beet sugar in the last quarter of
the century while forest industries were compromised by the
iron industry’s switch from charcoal to coal which boosted the
potential of the Czech Lands. However the paper industry
(which started in 1843) and other forms of wood processing
offered some compensation for the decline of the charcoal
industry. Most important perhaps was the continuation of iron
and steel working despite the concentration of effort on the
Donawitz orefield of Styria. For the railways to Trieste gave
prominence to small coalfields in traditional areas of production
which now lay on the supply line to Italy. The coal of Trifain
(Trbovlje) developed first by the capital of Laibach and Trieste
businessmen and by the French after 1880, was not suitable for
coking but it could be used in the puddling process. This process
was introduced first near Gulenstein (Store) in 1836 (with coal
displacing charcoal in 1840) and later at Ravne near Celli
(Celje). Some plant was dismantled at Gulenstein in 1898 and
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transferred to Donawitz but other units survived at both
locations and a new works emerged at Assling (Jesenice)
through the consolidation of a scattered iron industry in the
upper Sava valley by the Carniolan industrial corporation using
German capital, following the completion of the railway
through the district in 1870. By 1891 all operations were
concentrated in a single integrated iron and steel works.
Exhaustion of local ores resulted in a transfer of pig iron
production to Trieste in 1897 (a more appropriate location in
the context of imported ores) but other capacities were inherited
by the Yugoslav government in 1918 and although peripheral in
the context of the new domestic market the Alpine situation
meant that the new technology of electric steel making, based on
hydro power, could be applied. The large hydro-power potential
was tentatively exploited by a power station on the Sava
(envisaged as part of a chain of developments) and the Fala
project on the Drava was realised by Swiss capital during the
First World War.

Outside capital, dominated by the Vienna banks, clearly took
over in Slovenia after 1870 yet Hocevar argues strongly that the
undoubted economic strength of the ‘Austrian-Czech complex’
should not imply a dual economy situation in enclaves like
Slovenia. For local initiative remained strong and a cooperative
successfully mobilised local savings. This reflected considerable
political development amongst the Slovenes for local political
parties supported the cooperative credit system and it was a
Slovene mayor of Laibach 1. Hribar who took the lead in
founding the local Creditbank (Ljubljanska kreditna banka) in
1900. With a majority in almost all rural districts of Carniola
and most of the towns Slovene parties achieved a majority in the
Landtag in 1883 and gained ground in Gorizia, Istria and even
Trieste, all of which helped in resisting outside economic
pressures.

Bosnia-Hercegovina also stands in contrast to the general
backwardness of the Habsburg periphery for there was quite
sustained state involvement in industry in the late nineteenth
century.” A peasant rebellion against the Turks in Hercegovina,
which threatened to attract a Serb takeover, led to pre-emptive
action by Vienna. The occupation of 1878 and the institution of
a protectorate led to the full annexation of the province into the
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empire in 1908. State involvement in the economy arose from
the need to pay the costs of administration, bearing in mind that
the absorption of a large Slav population was a controversial act
and seen by both Germans and Hungarians in the empire as a
threat to their supremacy. There was considerable scope in
forestry and mining and the Minister of Finance became
virtually a dictator of the province initiating or licensing all
commercial and industrial projects. Thanks to a suitably worded
Ottoman law passed in 1868 all forests became state lands and
the scale of exploitation increased. There was already some
production of oak barrel staves geared to the French wine
industry: the staves were carried in panniers by horses to the
nearest suitable river for floating to the Sava. But now large
concessions were awarded to entrepreneurs like the Bavarian
O.Steinbeis who gained control of 45,000 ha. of woodlands in
the triangle between Drvar, Jajce and Doberlin in 1892.
Transport was provided by roads and forest railways which
made contact with the principal narrow gauge lines and gave an
outlet through Doberlin and Banja Luka as well as through
Sebenico (Sibenik) where the company maintained its own
wharves. Steinbeis also ran his own sawmills with more
specialised plant at Doberlin for woodworking and Drvar for
cellulose. Elsewhere there was a match factory at Dolac, a unit
producing wood alcohol at Teslic and short-lived paper mill at
Zenica.

An iron furnace was built at Vares in Bosnia in 1891 because
there was a plentiful supply of timber to smelt the local ore:
local coal was of poor quality and suitable alternative fuel
would have required a long and expensive rail haul. In addition
to metallurgy there was a chemical industry involving
production of calcium carbide at Jajce and soda at Luka vac, the
latter supplied with brine from the salt deposits of Donja and
Tuzla. Fuel for industry came from the Kreka coalfield. A range
of food processing industries appeared: tobacco factories,
canneries, breweries, distilleries and tanneries, not to mention a
short-lived sugar mill at Usoara. In at least one case the
incentives offered to developers were sufficient to attract
industrialists interested in export to other provinces: thus the oil
refinery at Bosanski Brod imported its crude and then geared
production to Hungarian territory on the opposite side of the
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Sava. However there was no fully integrated programme
embracing all sectors of the economy and transport remained a
problem. The province stood aloof from the main lines of
communication through the Balkans in view of the failure of the
plan for a railway through the mountains from Banja Luka,
Sarajevo and Novipazar into Macedonia, and also to some
extent from the lack of any outlet through Split which Budapest
preferred to retain exclusively for her own needs. Nevertheless
the results were considerable and the new transport system was
complemented by a network of financial institutions.

Hungary

Hungary boasted a textile industry which could meet 70 percent
of home demand in 1913 but the food processing industry
turned out to be a major export. Sugar refining was taken up in
Hungary but the greatest success came in flour milling with
Budapest as the main centre.’® The catchment area extended
over the plain and some cereals imported from Romania were
also processed. The first mill was built in 1839 and another ten
were opened by the time of Ausgleich. The mills were large by
European standards, but of course neither Budapest alone nor
Hungary as a whole had a complete monopoly of flour milling
in the empire. It was only around 1900 that more than half the
wheat exported by Hungary was shipped out as flour. But the
level of specialisation was nevertheless substantial in view of the
earlier prominence enjoyed by the Austrian Lands. The mills
created a local demand for machinery that helped to stimulate
the engineering industry. Indeed there is a parallel between
Danek in Prague and A.Ganz in Budapest, for the latter was a
flour mill employee of Swiss origin who eventually set up his
own factory to manufacture milling machinery. He diversified to
produce electrical machinery in 1878 and by the 1880s had
become a prominent manufacturer of turbines, most of them for
export. As Ganz-Mavag the firm remains one of the most
important in Hungary.

Heavy industry was also sustained by the upsurge in railway
building after the Ausgleich. There was immediate government
support for a steel mill at Diosgyor (using Siemens-Martin open
hearth furnaces) in 1868. This became part of a large state iron
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works, Hungary’s second largest steel producer in 1913. The
main producer was a works at Resiczabanya (Resita) in the
Banat Mountains, owned by the Staatseisenbahngesellschaft
(Figure 2.2). Founded originally as an iron producer using local
iron ore and charcoal the works switched to coke smelting c.
1840 and started steel production with Bessemer converters in
1868 and Siemens-Martin open hearths in 1876. Mention
should also be made of another pre-1867 company, the
Rimamurany works founded in 1852 through the amalgamation
of three small foundries at Ozd with the Salgotarjan works.
Open hearth furnaces were later installed at Ozd while
Salgotarjan was responsible for the finished products. Small
ironworks were later opened up at Zolyombrezo (Podbrezova)
in Slovakia and Vaidahunyad (Hunedoara) in Translyvania
using local iron ores with coal from Mahr. -Ostrau and
Petroszeny (Petrosani) respectively. Except at Resiczabanya
there was no great emphasis on engineering and the various iron
and steel producers forwarded metal to engineering works
in Budapest. There was a particular interest in transport
equipment (related to the railways and Danube shipping (Erste
Donau Damfschiffahrtsgesellschaft). Mention should be made of
the state railways’ machine works which produced its first
locomotive in 1873, and the steamship company’s shipyards in
the capital. Other branches did emerge, as is clear from the
example of Ganz, and also of Weiss Manfred a producer of
tinned food (1884) that went on to become an important
armaments manufacturer.

The proportion of the working population employed in
industry in Hungary almost doubled after the Ausgleich from 8.
6 percent in 1870 to 17.1 in 1910, as the government intervened
increasingly to stimulate those industries it considered most
appropriate. A law for the encouragement of industry was
passed in 1881 in response to growing concern over the high
level of emigration. The stimulus of tax exemption prompted a
burst of investment by the Budapest banks and was followed up
by interest-free loans (1890), tax rebates (1899) and share-
holding (1907). There was help too in providing infrastructure
such as housing and services for workers which would otherwise
have placed heavy burdens on the shoulders of entrepreneurs.
These incentives went a long way towards making Hungary
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Figure 2.2: The industrial complex of Resiczabanya (Resita)
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more self-sufficient in manufactured goods and the employment
generated was of the greatest social and economic importance at
a time when the mechanisation of agriculture was generating
serious rural unemployment. The policy was economically
irrational in the context of the empire as a whole because there
was a deteriorating balance of payments situation after 1900 as
the dual monarchy ceased to be self-sufficient in food and yet
increased imports of industrial plant and raw materials. But
thanks to this highly-motivated regional interest within the
common market Hungary was able to set out on the road to
separate economic development and despite the complication of
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boundary changes (with many Budapest firms cut off from their
supplies of raw materials and intermediates) there was a solid
economic base for the fully-independent state that emerged after
the First World War.

A useful statistical review of Hungary’s development in
comparison with Austria’s is provided by J.Komlos who sees the
1870s as the decisive period not so much because of the political
consolidation after 1867 but rather due to the influx of Austrian
capital after 1873 depression (Table 2.4). “Without Austrian
capital as a catalyst the beginnings of industrialization in
Hungary would have been unthinkable in the 1870s because the
rate of domestic accumulation was insufficient’.?” As regards the
contribution of industry to national product a threefold increase
from 7.8 percent in 1850 to 25.0 in 1913 was registered.
Industrial production was equivalent to only 16 percent of the
Austrian output in 1841, but reached 30 percent in 1914.
Industrial growth rates in Hungary were consistently above the
Austrian rate after 1886 (though mining faltered between 1898
and 1907) and with this creditable growth Hungary
‘ameliorated to a considerable extent her relative
backwardness’.>® Specialisation was quite emphatic. Flour
production was generally greater than in Austria after 1886 and
sugar production reached half the Austrian level by 1913
whereas textile industries, both cotton and wool, remained
relatively small. So the progress of Hungary’s industry at the end
of the century was considerable.

Trade with Austria continued to emphasise an exchange of
Hungarian food for Austrian manufactures but trade patterns
with the rest of the world were almost the reverse. Indeed this
might suggest that Hungary’s progress was impeded by the
common tariff which meant higher prices for both grain and
manufactures and placed a burden on consumers in all parts of
the empire. Certainly Hungarian industrialists and Austrian
farmers fought against the common tariff. So did small farmers
because they could not benefit from the high grain prices: they
could not deliver standard lots of uniform quality grain and
their enterprises had to revolve increasingly around livestock
and livestock products, although prices were not so
advantageous. But nevertheless there seems to have been a
consensus that a break was neither possible nor desirable. While
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Hungarian economic performance 1830-1913

Table 2.4

$°68

6'h9

1'Zh

L¢T 9°8

6 89

LA Y

€0 #0

"0 €°0

d a
[eod

el 01 ZonT
L2l €1 07161
T T €201

I'T 1°80T1
L0 °Sh
0'1T 0°29
6'0 €°Z¢
6°0 0°9%

d o)
anoy4

Z2°0 0°8¢ I°0 6°9%
*» 081 = Z7C¢h

= = * Tl
= = *  Gh
S *= LT
- - *» It
- - *» 9

g O g O
TooM u03130D

€0
n'0
0
0
1’0
0

d

¢°le w0 6°691 81 6°¢
981 €70 6¢01 9% e
00T €0 0°Te 'l h'e
9°€ 6t LSh €T 139
60 20 6L 0 L
80 $'0 Z'12 L0 'z
* 0 ¢ £l
- 0 #e

o] g O g v
ae8ng uoJ] Suranioernueyy

1103038 [eLI}SnpuUl

I'7
1
T
T'e
h°0
80
<0

|

e
[Ar4
e
1219
1
[ArA
1

v

® Butury urinioegnuepy

€l6l
2061
8681
9881
€481
Hh98T
L8]
0E8T

B Ditto as a ratio of the Austrian rate where the latter equals 1.0

A Growth rate per annum over the previous period percent
C Production for the year million crowns

D Anthracite output: units of 10,000 tons

E Ditto lignite

- Nil

* Less than 0.1

Source: J.Komlos (1981) (note 27).



100 GERMANY AND THE HABSBURG LANDS

Hungarian industry might have grown faster there is no
guarantee that the important agricultural and milling sectors
could have adjusted easily to the loss of free access to the
Austrian market.?’ A serious problem for Hungarian industry
was the lack of self-sufficiency in fuel. Whereas total coal
consumption rose by 11.5 percent per annum between 1851 and
1873 and by 5.5 percent per annum from 1871 to 1913
production increases were 11.3 and 4.5 percent respectively. By
contrast Austrian production growth of 10.3 percent per annum
for 1851-73 and 3.7 percent for 1871-1913 was very close to
the growth of consumption of 10.4 and 3.8 percent
respectively.3? Over the earlier period, when Hungary consumed
on average 0.56 million t. of coal per annum, imports accounted
for 12.7 percent; whereas over the later period, with an average
consumption of 3.83 million tons, import levels rose to 29.6
percent (and 32.2 percent for the post depression years 1896—
1913). By contrast over the earlier period Austria needed to
import only 3.4 percent of its average annual consumption of 3.
34 million t., falling to 1.9 percent later when average
consumption was 17.58 million t. (though 5.2 percent for 1896-
1913). Indeed the coal shortage, particularly acute in coking
coal, has been seen as a sign of failure by the Monarchy to make
a concerted and united effort in industry: crippled as it was by
national tensions and a lack of determination even among the
German-speaking middle-class elements to seek transformation
of the empire’s institutions.

Agriculture

1848 brought the abolition of serfdom in the Habsburg Empire
and it is important to consider the effects of this action on the
agricultural landscape.?! There had already been considerable
progress in commuting feudal services into cash payments. This
was very much in the interest of the progressive landowner
because it yielded capital which could be used in farm
modernisation. But a complete elimination of traditional
practices allowed to the estate farms to be cultivated outside the
common field system. In Hungary such farms were already quite
clearly separated from peasant land. There was less pressure to
modernise in this relatively backward part of the empire and
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landowners were happier with the status quo involving the use
of servile labour. The 1848 reforms were therefore different in
the two parts of the empire. In Austria there was no
Bauernlegung (peasant clearance) because the majority of those
emancipated gained security of tenure over lands they had
previously cultivated (while landowners were compensated by
both the peasantry and the state for the loss of labour services).
The nobility were not allowed to purchase peasant lands
because the large domains were subject to only light taxation.
The effect was to help preserve the peasant class and inhibit the
formation of large capitalist farms, because when peasants sold
their land it had to go to other peasants. However as a result of
the emancipation the three field system was replaced by
consolidated peasant holdings. This affected settlement patterns
because a looser form was now appropriate, with farmhouses
standing on the newly-enclosed holdings that were laid off from
the roads. In some cases virtually all trace of the original village
core has disappeared although it usually remains intact as one
element in a more complex structure. But in Hungary less than
half the peasants received any land apart from their plots, while
the landowners were fully compensated for the surrender of
feudal dues by government funds alone. This arrangement also
applied in Bucovina and Galicia. It was very favourable to the
landowners because their estates were kept largely intact and the
presence of a large number of peasants with only tiny holdings
(or with no holdings at all) meant that wage labour for the
estates could be readily available. This was a crucial point in the
whole reform programme. The peasants gained their personal
freedom and this was important in an age which embraced new
concepts of social justice. But both lord and peasant were
relieved of obligations and under the terms of the settlement in
Hungary the peasants were then left with little option but to
seek employment on the estates at low wage levels.

In the more backward parts of the empire the social
relationships of the old regime proved durable because of the
economic reality: ‘once they were dissolved peasant and lord
alike had to recreate them in new forms’.>> One such form was
share-cropping where estate owners did not have enough capital
to provide equipment and wages: peasants could thereby work
part of the landlord’s land, in addition to their own personal
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holding, and would take a share of the proceeds. But the gain to
the peasant was often no greater than it had been under
serfdom. And peasants might still render considerable labour
services in lieu of rent for their houses. Under this system of neo-
serfdom landowners were guaranteed a steady income without
needing to take any significant interest in their land and they
could retreat to comfortable town houses to live a life of leisure
with the day-to-day management of their estate left to agents.
However the feudal arrangements were not abolished in all parts
of the empire, for on the Military Frontier (with the Ottoman
Empire) settlers were initially required to provide military
service in return for their land and land tenure was only
gradually demilitarised between 1869 and 1886. In 1878 the
Habsburgs took over Bosnia-Hercegovina and inherited a
territory where the Turks had similarly organised land on a
military basis, with the peasants obliged to finance the military
activities of both the muslim landlords and the Turkish overlord
(Beg). This obligation accounted for about one third of farm
output and so is comparable with most orthodox feudal
obligations. From 1879 these tenures were gradually changed to
freeholds, but once again modern landholding systems rested
rather uneasily on a traditional base. Local custom had brought
together the various peasant (kmet) households (usually about
ten of them) on each small estate to form a kinship group
(zadruga) with the cultivation of small plots carried on a
communal basis. The conversion of this pattern into one of
consolidated family farms required a revolution which could not
be brought about simply by legislation. Considerable investment
was required to reorganise the zadruga and even when credits
were more easily available (through the founding of an agrarian
bank in the province in 1909) as many as a third of the peasants
continued to farm within the traditional structure.

The contrast between centre and periphery in the empire was
very strong (Table 2.5).>3 The Czech Lands undoubtedly
comprised an important part of the core and here agriculture
was extensively modernised on the Prussian model. Bohemia
and Moravia lay adjacent to German provinces of Saxony and
Silesia, while physical conditions were similar and economic
intercourse was close by virtue of the Elbe waterway. The
structure of landholding was more satisfactory than in many
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parts of the empire with a relatively large number of farms in
the 20-50 ha. category and consequently less polarisation into
estates and smallholdings. The medium farms, which may have
emerged in part because of legislation preventing subdivision
below a minimum size, meant that their production potential
was great enough to justify capital investment and so achieve
higher yields. But it is also evident that the estates were for the
most part progressive and the availability of cheap labour (from
smallholders) was not simply exploited by landowners to win a
high standard of living without any obligation to modernise and
innovate. Nearly one fifth of the land in Bohemia and Moravia
consisted of holdings of 200-500 ha. However the accent on
agricultural improvement was not conditioned simply by ethics,
but rather owed much to the industrial development of the
region which created a strong local demand for output to supply
both private households and food-processing factories. The
industrial build-up also meant that infrastructure was relatively
well-developed in terms of both road and rail transport. The
prominence of hops and sugar beet in the Czech Lands resulted
from the establishment of breweries and sugar refineries and the
introduction of these crops in the first place was financed in part
by the industries concerned. Apart from some early cultivation
at the time of the continental blockades, sugar beet growing
really began in the 1830s with the opening of the first refinery at
Seelowitz in 1837. Tariff barriers against imported sugar
stimulated progress but probably more important were the
compensatory payments received by landowners over the
abolition of serfdom since capital reserves were built up which
enabled  the larger estates to build sugar refineries. By the
1870s sugar production was roughly similar to Germany’s,
although the relatively low consumption levels resulted in a
considerable export surplus. In turn the need to compete in
foreign markets was a spur to increase efficiency and profits
were ploughed back into research to improve quality and reduce
costs. Germany ran into a clear lead in the 1880s and thereafter
but the Habsburg Empire was still a major world producer.

It would be wrong to suppose that these various industrial
crops dominated agriculture in the Czech Lands, because bread/
fodder cereals and potatoes were far more important in areal
terms. But they certainly symbolised the highly productive
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Population and employment in Austria-Hungary 1786-1910

Table 2.5

0’6 LN
€T
[AL L 2]
oz ®'81
€1 hol
8T T4
[T 44
[95:1 3 W4 2
'S 6'6E
ez €761
6'€Z 81
Ll 96
"¢z €92
E| 3

9'¢8
419
L'T1L
0’19
WLl
<h9
L4
7he

f'hE
€46
€19
674
3h

a
ole6l

89'9
26°S~ LLE
s~ 'L
(49 a9 4
h0'C- LEh
L0°9" IN'E
60°0+ £€°C
h0'CT+ L6°S
98’8~ 9T°¢
26721~ i1
I4'Z= 96
I8°€T- 18"
08'¢- 10°%

D) !

2n31onJ1s Juswhordwg

€6°1
LN
89'C
it
L9
68°0¢Z
he'z
094

81701
Z6°0
LR}
£8°8
LE°8E

Y
orel

6Z°Z
L8°1

[44 |
€en'z
L0

1A
L7
€8¢
h'e
(Y444

d

@91’

06°SE LI'h
SI'T  Hi'e
0¢°IT
98°1 (eg<™9
15°¢ Hﬁ MH €
€0°Z 480
88°C 60°C
£9°L 9¢°€
080 610
90°1
96°¢  €CTE
6E°0Z LE°E
Y d
6981

eurAo8adiaH-eIusog

£Z'6Z £9°0C Jeduny-eriisny

981 n'l BIUBAjASURL]

BIMBAO[S X BluOuuRgd

BIUOAB[S % awni4 ‘erye0a)

£€8°€T 1176 Tiesunyg

€91 0671 Baaqpaesop ¥ 01L] ‘erafig

0T 69°1 2ingzreg

¥ erasny Jaddn/iamo

08¢ 8Z'h spue- y23z)

240 1270 B[OIUJRD) X} BIYIULIRD)

940 ENjewWeg ¥ 1580

hh'h BZ'E BIDI[BND) X BUIAODNG

oh'el 21T eraIsny
Y Y
BZBT 98LI
-:uonejndog

B Average annual growth over previous period percent

A Total (millions)

C Migration per thousand of the population over the whole period 1880-

1910
D Agriculture and forestry: percentage share of total employment

E Ditto manufacturing

F Ditto tertiary sector, including armed services

a Military frontier only

b 1879
Source:

W.R.Lee (ed.) (1979) European demography and economic

rowth (London: Croom Helm)



GERMANY AND THE HABSBURG LANDS 105

agriculture of these advanced provinces where uncultivated land
was reduced to insignificance during the second half of the
nineteenth century and where yields for all cereals were well
above the average for the Austrian section of the Habsburg
Empire as a whole (by more than 20 percent for wheat, barley
and maize in 1902- 5). The development of industry was
undoubtedly the main cause of agricultural prosperity, but
arguably the abolition of serfdom was an essential precondition,
despite the surprisingly negative assessment of J.Komlos who
denies that the reforms could have been ‘a sufficient or necessary
condition for the rapid transformation of the countryside’.* It is
also difficult to overlook the lack of any serious population
pressure on the land. For the natural increase of population was
relatively low, with a relatively high marriage age for females
perhaps conditioned by primo-genitural inheritance law
(subdivision of peasant farms in Bohemia being forbidden before
1869). The growth of industry not only attracted many rural
dwellers to the towns but sustained relatively high incomes
which could hardly fail but stimulate the farmer. In such an
environment almost all sections of the agricultural population
had an interest in the elimination of serfdom and the removal of
checks to a capitalist mode of production.

In sharp contrast to the Czech Lands stood the overpopulated
provinces of Bucovina and Galicia which maintained the custom
of early marriage through an era of falling mortality rates.?
Early marriage was also usual among the Southern Slavs, for the
system of kinship groups meant that men did not need
independent resources before they started a family of their own.
But the lack of important raw materials and natural lines of
communication tended to limit manufacturing to local demands.
The towns could not therefore absorb many people from the
countryside and this limited scope for short-wave migration
placed more pressure on agriculture and suppressed rural
incomes in general and the capacity to stimulate manufactures in
particular. Furthermore the railways allowed local demands to
be met by distant producers working to a larger scale of
production. The cheapness of rural labour could not be
exploited to much advantage because of low productivity arising
from traditional practices and lack of mechanisation. In 1902
farms of less than five hectares accounted for 80.3 percent of all
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holdings in Galicia, 85.7 in Bucovina and 87.4 in Dalmatia, and
their incomes were kept small by the heavy subsistence demands
of large families and the lack of opportunities for the production
of industrial crops on the same scale of the Czech Lands.
Following the phylloxera crisis in Italy Dalmatia began to
increase its wine production, but the disease spread eastwards
by 1890 and undermined this promising initiative. Other cash
crops like oil seeds and tobacco did not prosper to any extent.
With such a poor performance and no easy way of increasing
output there was little incentive to borrow money for carrying
out farm improvements. In view of their unsatisfactory financial
situation peasants were penalised by high interest rates imposed
by private money lenders while established credit societies
tended to support the larger holdings which were able to
mechanise. Given the prevailing social patterns, with low
incomes which prevented large scale emigration to the New
World until the turn of the century, the only solution lay in
seasonal work either in the ‘core’ provinces of the Habsburg
Empire or in Germany.

An intermediate situation can be seen in Hungary where a
distinctly backward agriculture was transformed by the railways
which, in the context of free trade within the empire, allowed
Hungarian farmers to bypass local markets and export to
Austria.’® The demand however was mainly for grain (wheat
and maize) which was eminently reconcilable with a landholding
system of large estates. Indeed it could be argued that after the
suppression of the Hungarian revolution the establishment of a
free-trade system was inspired in part by a desire to perpetuate
Hungary’s status as a primary producer, a function which was
further consolidated by the legislation abolishing serfdom in
such a way as to ensure that the estates would be well-
compensated and fully supplied with cheap labour. Given such
encouragement the Hungarian landowners were able to keep a
tight political grip on the country and promote legislation (for
agricultural export subsidies and rural credit facilities) to help
create a modern commercial agriculture. The free trade between
Hungary and Austria went hand in hand with tariff barriers
against outside producers and, although the low cost of New
World and Russian grain increasingly ruled out Hungarian
exports to Western Europe, the maintenance of high prices with
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the Habsburg Empire was a great comfort. Further income came
through the development of large flour milling in Hungary.

There was genuine development effort on the part of the
landowning aristocracy, with the oft-quoted example of Count
Széchenyi (a pioneer of stockbreeding, mechanisation,
agricultural banking and rural transport) coming immediately to
mind, but arguably the country’s social development was
constrained by the grip of the estates. With falling land prices in
the late 1870s holdings were squeezed between the large
properties on the one hand and peasant smallholdings on the
other. Estates over 5750 ha. (10,000 hold), like the massive
Eszterhazy properties, accounted for 2.26 million ha. in 1867 (8.
4 percent of the total) but 5.46 million in 1914 (19.4). The
growth took place, at a time of stagnating cereal prices, at the
expense of medium-sized farms (115-5730 ha.) which
accounted for 12.03 thousand ha. in 1867 (44.9 percent) but
only 8.92 million in 1914 (31.6). Perhaps surprisingly the
smaller farms (below 115 ha.) remained quite stable with 12.53
million ha. in 1867 (46.7 percent) and 13.85 (49.0) in 1914.
However while the practice of equal division of property among
heirs guaranteed proliferation of small farms (and meant that
the concentration on large holdings was less marked than in
Austria and Germany) there was a rapid turnover among
farming population which undermines the notion of apparent
stability. The situation was basically similar in all parts of
Hungary but the proportion of land in large and medium farms
was generally above the national average along the Danube and
Tisza and below it on the Danube-Tisza interfluve, along the
eastern edge of the Pannonian Plain and in Transylvania.3”

With strong political backing Hungarian agricultural output
grew steadily by about 2 percent per annum between 1867 and
1913. Yields increased and so did the cultivated area (at the
expense of woodland and pasture). Much of the credit for this
must go to small farms (below three hectares) because their
stocking levels were much higher than on large holdings (above
350 ha.) for pigs (3.60 animals per ten hectares compared with
0.41), cattle (2.67 and 0.35) and horses (0.75 and 0.06),
although levels were identical for sheep (1.39).3% But the social
costs in Hungarian agriculture as a whole were considerable
because the smallholders and farm labourers (many of them
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landless) failed to prosper: thanks to the indifferent price levels
of the last quarter of the century, the increasing mechanisation
which reduced labour demands at harvest time (steam-driven
machines could be easily deployed on the plains), and the
belated industrialisation drive. Employment was generated by
the rapidly-expanding railway network and by land
improvement schemes. And emigration further reduced
population pressure with 1.3 million people leaving between
1869 and 1910 (one fifth of the natural increase). But this was
insufficient to prevent conflict as low wages and heavy seasonal
unemployment brought action through harvest strikes. The
stresses did not erupt in any full-scale peasant revolt such as was
experienced in 1907 in Romania, a country which adopted
many elements of the Hungarian model. It may be significant
that Hungarian agricultural exports did diversify after 1880
with meat and poultry (significant for the smallholder) rising to
equal grain and flour by the First World War.
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3
Economic Development: The Russian
and Ottoman Empires

RUSSIAN POLAND

Russian Poland was closely studied by the anthropologist J.
Obrebski who noted the changes in peasant society at the time
of emancipation.! As in other parts of Eastern Europe the upper
classes and the peasantry seemed to live in different and
mutually exclusive cultural worlds. While the former enjoyed
their urban contacts and continued to experience quite rapid
cultural change, in sympathy with trends in the continent as a
whole, the peasantry ‘was atomized into a number of closed
independent village communities each of which independently
had to undergo the slow and cumbersome process of breaking
its social and cultural isolation, of adopting and assimilating the
national institutions (and) finding ways to participate in the life
values and activities of the nation’.> Of course serfdom did not
restrain all movement from the village entirely, for there were
pilgrimages to holy places such as Czestochowa and some
seasonal labour was required in the timber industry for wood
cutting and rafting. Migrant labourers remained at the margins
of village society and were not subject to conventional morality,
but they were appreciated for the information they carried and
provided a precedent for the later migrations to the industrial
cities and the New World. Emancipation in 1864 was a great
event for the villagers were now freer to assimilate innovations
brought in from the towns.> Opportunities in the towns drew
more migrants away from the countryside but there were also
the ‘push’ factors which emerged through the growth of
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population and the consequent reduction in the size of the
family plots allocated in 1864. Equally important was the
reappraisal of the woodland, as a result of the growth of
the railway system, for whereas the landlords had first
welcomed peasant efforts in land clearance and reclamation
(against a share of the crops) they now rationalised the
woodlands and saw the peasant agrarian and pastoralist as the
greatest enemy to young forest. ‘His penetration was stopped,
his free access refused, his legal titles questioned, his customary
rights denied and his utilization of the land ordered to comply
strictly with the law’.#

The industrialisation process was linked with rising market
demand during the middle decades of the nineteenth century as
the estates invested more in the land and increasingly demanded
rents in cash.’ Industry developed behind tariff barriers which
were high enough to protect the new enterprises without
creating difficulties over the import of capital goods. Industrial
development in turn encouraged further developments in
agriculture with the abolition of serfdom and intensification of
both cropping and livestock under a system of peasant freeholds
as demanded by radical politicians: the result was a supply of
labour and of food for the growing towns. This process of
mutual reinforcement slowed down in the face of competition
from American agriculture, but industrial growth continued
because of the market opportunities in other parts of the
Russian Empire. Rising tariff barriers ruled out any chance for
Polish industry to compete in western markets, but there were
tremendous opportunities in the east since the technical lead of
several decades, enjoyed by the Kingdom of Poland by virtue of
its relatively early industrialisation, gave its manufactures a
competitive edge, especially when German entrepreneurs crossed
the frontier and set up textile and iron industries in fodz and
Sosnowiec respectively.

The most remarkable industrial centre in Russian Poland was
Fodz. The town was associated most closely with cotton, but a
woollen industry also graduated to a factory scale of operation
around 1870, sustained by the migration of workers from
Saxony, and it employed about as many workers as the cotton
trade by 1900 (about 50,000). This was a considerable
achievement since the woollen industry was relatively small in
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Figure 3.1: Growth of the textile city of Lodz
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79—in Polish with English summary.

Russia as a whole. It seems that the development of Y.odz started
with the founding of a number of industrial settlements on state
demesne land between 1820 and 1840 (Figure 3.1). Linen cloth
was produced from flax grown on the smallholdings and the
first factories appeared on the Jasien river where corn-milling
sites were taken over. A woollen industry also emerged with
centralised spinning and finishing (partially mechanised) and a
putting-out system for weaving. The skilled labour of the area
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was then attractive to German industrialists who wanted to
jump the tariff barrier and produce cotton cloth in Poland for
the Russian market. The steam-powered cotton mills induced a
large urban complex with the formerly separate villages fused
together and a main thoroughfare provided along the traditional
axis of movement from the old market centre of Yodz to the
bridges over the Lodz and Jasien rivers. The concentration was
remarkable and seems to have arisen from the desire of the
entrepreneurs to remain in close proximity (for infrastructural
and social reasons) in an area where growth was still restricted
to the state demesne (large sections of which were rendered
unsuitable for development through poor drainage or forest
cover). Dispersal did take place, to Pabianice, Zgierz and other
places, but it was restrained and may have been restricted by
lack of suitable labour outside the area affected by the early
nineteenth century government initiative in Congress Poland.
Also of great importance to the industry of Russian Poland
was the eastern section of the Silesian coalfield (Dabrowa) with
its mining and metallurgy. However the lack of iron ore and
good coking coal meant that imports of pig iron were needed
and steel mills were often built by foreign entrepreneurs who
had their own supplies of pig in Germany and wished to
penetrate the Russian market. Moscow industrialists of course
made propaganda out of this German influence in Polish
industry and they waged a ‘Moscow-fodz War’ with their
competitors in the ministries of St. Petersburg in the mid-
1880s.° A formal customs barrier could not be erected between
one part of the empire and another, but Polish cotton producers
were penalised by a significant increase in import duties on raw
cotton, in response to which there appears to have been some
development of the industry just across the border of the
Kingdom of Poland in Bialtystok. On the whole Poland was able
to keep its share of total Russian industry largely intact.” While
the value of production of Russian industry rose from 1.12
thousand million roubles in 1887 to 2.90 thousand million and
1900 and 4.58 thousand million in 1908 the Polish share fell
only slightly from 14.7 thousand million to 13.0 thousand
million and 12.6 thousand million: along with Moscow, St.
Petersburg and Ukraine it comprised the industrial ‘core’ of the
empire. The final stimulus from the Russian market was the
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growth in demand in foundry work and engineering just before
the First World War. Statistics presented by A.Jezierski illustrate
the developments very early. Foreign trade per capita in US
dollars rose only slowly from 2.8 in 1820 to 7.6 in 1864, during
the period of largely autarkic industrial growth and then
reached a figure of 81.6 in 1910.8 Meanwhile the share of trade
with the Russian Empire which rose from 17.2 percent in 1820
to 42.0 in 1864, reached 67.0 in 1910.

SERBIA

The economic situation in Serbia was inevitably conditioned by
Ottoman regulations and since much of the country remained an
integral part of the empire until the Balkan Wars the ambivalent
attitude of the authorities towards craftsmen and traders,
including controls against free movement, prevailed. The Islamic
prohibition on usury was not absolutely enforced but it was
strong enough to delay the development of commercial banking
and credit until the second half of the nineteenth century. The
imperial Ottoman bank was established in Istanbul in 1863 but
this was mainly to meet the requirements of the state and banks
serving more general requirements only became prominent in
the 1890s. Moreover the immediate economic effects of the
Serbian uprising were negative. The siege of Belgrade killed off
the transit trade with the Habsburg Empire while banditry and
the imposition of illegal local tariffs disrupted the trade
southwards towards Thessaloniki. Plague and disease resulting
from war took a heavy toll while further losses of population
arose through migration to Vojvodina. The Habsburgs tried to
exploit this population so as to gain influence over the Yugoslav
nationalist movement. The international trade that was such a
prominent feature in the Romanian Carpathians was inhibited
in Vojvodina by local animosity to immigrant merchants and
government controls over smuggling. However the Serb
livestock trader Milos Obrenovic put his commercial skills to
good political use by negotiating an end to the rebellion against
the sultan in 1815 and then arranging for the formal grant of
Serbian autonomy in 1830. While the financial resources that
were so important in bribing Ottoman officials into
acquiescence were generated through various internal
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irregularities, the generous scope for such malpractices was a
reflection of the livestock trade with the Habsburg Empire with
Serb exports of pigs more important than consignments from
Hungary. Obrenovic was able to manipulate the powers given to
him by the Porte under the autonomy agreement to control most
of the income from the trade in the 1830s (despite increasing
involvement by peasants who sold animals to middlemen across
the river from Belgrade) and thus built up capital for the
modernisation of the country.

In contrast to the initiative of the alien plenipotentiary Kiselev
in the Romanian Principalities, here in Serbia the native
Obrenovic established a bureaucracy, nourished by rising taxes
(all now payable in cash which in turn pushed the peasantry into
trade), and began to make internal travel more secure (although
significant improvements to the primitive road system did not
come until 1845). However as an illiterate Obrenovic did not
appreciate the importance of education and the first high school
in Belgrade did not open until after his abdication in 1839. This
was just one year after the promulgation of a constitution
(ustavobranitelji) which had been drawn up under Russian
pressure on the Romanian model. The towns were small, with
Belgrade only 18,000 in 1834 and Uzice (Titovo Uzice) with 12,
000, but there was nevertheless a significant migration of Serbs
to take over the commercial functions previously discharged by
Greeks who were not displaced by discrimination over the issue
of trade passports. Subsequently Jews were compromised by
barriers to Serbian citizenship and permanent residence in
Belgrade in the 1840s. Macedonian and Tsintsar (Vlach) traders
were still prominent but even here Serbian partners were being
accepted. Further growth in the towns was restrained by the
virtual freeing of trade in 1838 which prompted a rapid growth
of shops, inns and fairs in the countryside. Nevertheless the
record of progress up to full independence was by no means
insignificant, with a modernisation of the administration and the
economy that was backed by Habsburg credit, but as in the
Romanian  Principalities,  without  official =~ Habsburg
penetration.” And there was a large group of precani Serbs
trained in the Habsburg lands whose return home was crucial
for the progressive enlargement of the bureaucracy.
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There was no immediate surge forward after independence.
Serbia inherited a textile industry involving braid, hemp rope
and woollen cloth manufacture in the Leskovac and Nis areas as
a result of the annexations of 1878. But it was essentially an
offshoot of the Bulgarian industry and depended on free access
to the Bulgarian market which was closed as a result of the
Serbo-Bulgarian war of 1885-6: subsequently the export of
textile machinery from Bulgaria to Serbia was banned and
imports of goods from the latter was subjected to high tariffs.
The rope industry of Leskovac was well-founded on local raw
material but opposition to modern methods by the urban
artisans frustrated most attempts at modernisation through
investment of foreign capital. The few native entrepreneurs who
were able to effect a transition to a factory system tended to
migrate to Belgrade. Food processing made some progress but in
modern mills turning out fine white flour there was a tendency
to overcapacity as exporting proved difficult. The Belgrade
klanica (meat-packing plant) opened by the Serb engineer
M.Savcic in 1897 was a success but the high prices paid for live
animals in Vienna discouraged processors elsewhere in Serbia.
Building materials were needed for urban construction but
progress in engineering (very important for defence and the
railway programme) was constrained by the low level of
technical education and the need to import metal.

The political strength of the peasantry may conceivably have
constrained industrial development in Serbia by placing
increasing tax burdens on the non-agricultural population after
c. 1890.1° On average the non-farmer paid 2.2 times as much
tax as the farmer in 1862—6 but the difference widened to 6.8
times in 1902-6. This may be related in part to the growth of
indirect taxation which was common in all parts of Europe in
the late nineteenth century, for the peasantry was able to
prevent the introduction of such indirect taxes as would
seriously affect them. Instead commercial substitutes for home-
produced goods (kerosene for tallow candles and cooking oil for
hog lard) were highly taxed as urban luxuries. Again the
tobacco monopoly was never so complete that it destroyed the
subsistence sector in the countryside while peasant purchases of
salt, a commodity carrying a high tax, tended to fall as cropping
replaced stockraising. While the tax burden does not appear to
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have been a major issue among industrialists it did fall heavily
on the artisans and labourers, and the increasing level of
taxation correlated with a decline in urban crafts and indeed
with a decline in urban population, relieved only by the growth
of Belgrade which benefited most from government spending
and its multiplier effects. It has even been suggested that the
protection of the agrarian population was a deliberate act by the
state to avoid proletarianising the peasantry by holding it in
tutelage through low taxes. But reference to ideological reasons
seems excessive: ‘it was under the radicals that the peasants
made their biggest gains but the latent strength of peasant power
in opposition blunted attacks on their interests and prevented
the reversal of their gains’.!’ Of course there can be no
guarantee that a policy of squeezing the peasantry would have
had desirable economic effects. Greater resources to establish
state industries under protection might have been generated at
the expense of declining peasant morale which could have
affected agricultural exports and increased rural-urban
migration. But this was not an option open to the Serbian
government in the post-feudal age and it is possible that in other
Balkan countries too (Bulgaria at any rate) it was the small non-
farm population which supported the rising cost of government.
Nevertheless industrial growth in Serbia was most impressive
after 1906: in that year a tariff war was initiated by Austria with
the aim of subordinating the Serb economy. But the Serbs found
other markets for their livestock and then growth of domestic
manufacturing reduced their dependence on the empire still
further. Over four hundred manufacturing enterprises were
established between 1906 and 1914.

BULGARIA

In contrast to both Serbia and the Romanian Principalities the
whole of Bulgaria remained an integral part of the Ottoman
Empire through the first half of the nineteenth century and so
experienced the frustrations of unsuccessful reform during the
Tanzimat era. But the record was not by any means entirely
negative, for there was growing trade with the rest of Europe
and the need to increase agricultural exports to pay for imported
manufactures. This should in theory have strengthened the
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ciftlik system but in fact the rising tax burden, coupled with
more efficient collection procedures, led to the transfer of a lot
of land to Bulgarian peasants. Momentum increased through
mid-century since the reform decree of 1839 quickly did away
with the once strictly-enforced Ottoman grain monopoly and
the first Bulgarian wheat exports to Western Europe arrived in
1842. The demand of the Ottoman army for meat and leather
made for a buoyant livestock trade. The peasantry were not
entirely satisfied since the harvest tithe rose from 10 to 12.5
percent in 1858 and traditional corvée labour obligations were
extended into the railway age when major construction projects
were undertaken. And further animosity was stirred up by the
reform of administration in the large vilayet of the Danube
(comprising northern Bulgaria) under the 1864 reform of
provincial government. Unfortunately the main task of the
Pomak (Bulgarian Moslem) governor Midhat Pasha was to
increase tax revenues in a wealthy province disrupted by the
migration of Circassians from the Crimea in 1862-3.12

Rising tribute brought little benefit to the Bulgarian peasants
and increased their sympathy for the national movement in the
following decade. But there can be little doubt about the
increasing Bulgarian involvement in their regional economy.
This can be seen in commerce, for the 1839 decree allowed
Bulgarian merchants to trade freely throughout the empire and
therefore the large Bulgarian business community in Bucharest
(numbering as many as 10,000) was able to enjoy even wider
opportunity and so help to establish a more sophisticated money
market in Bulgaria. Subsequently the Turks showed some
preference for Bulgarian community leaders (chorbadzhiia) as
mayors and tax collectors in each town and small councils were
established to represent different interest groups, notably the
craftsmen and merchants. These innovations were stimulating,
especially because the chorbadzhiia were closely associated (as
tithe collectors) with the Phanariot Greek hierarchy of the
Orthodox Church and could therefore apply pressure from the
commercial/industrial community for improved education
facilities in the Bulgarian language which contributed to cultural
and economic development as well as the rise of national
consciousness. '3
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Despite imports of manufactures there was a significant
amount of artisan industry which it has been argued ‘gave the
Bulgarian lands an economic and perhaps a political advantage
over the Macedonian and northern Greek lands several decades
before the creation of a Bulgarian state in 1878.'* Many
Pomaks were active in the Rhodope and elsewhere exploiting
the local wool supply and water power for fulling. But in the
towns there were 60,000 artisans among a total urban
population of 200,000 (1866) and merchants were outnumbered
three to one. Unfortunately while some craft industries managed
to expand on a factory basis the majority were undermined by a
flood of cheap manufactures from the more developed states
during the 1870s and 1880s. The demise of the urban craftsmen
in Bulgaria was particularly rapid after independence with the
loss of Ottoman markets, the emigration of the conservative
Turkish population and changes in taste among the Bulgarians.
However the upland town of Gabrovo had an important meat
and footwear trade and was also busy in the production of
rough woollen cloth (aba) and braid (gaitan): the
entrepreneurial skills of one gaitan artisan, I. Kalpazanov, in
investing profits from lucrative war-time trading in modern
machinery gave rise to Bulgaria’s first mechanised textile factory
in 1882. Karlovo also had an important gaitan industry with
foot-powered looms introduced into domestic workshops early
in the century (although no large-scale factory industry ever
emerged) and Koprivshtitsa made progress in building a clothing
industry based on aba cloth brought in from Pazardzhik.

Most remarkable however was the cloth mill at Sliven opened
by D.Zheliazkov in 1834. He was able to put his training in
Russian industry to good use largely because Ottoman officials
singled him out for financial support in order that shortfalls in
cloth deliveries to the Ottoman army from Plovdiv and
Thessaloniki should be made good. Information for the period
up to the Crimean War suggests that steam engines were
imported from the United Kingdom for spinning while weaving
was carried out in domestic workshops. Finally Plovdiv
developed a clothing industry (1848), although more importance
was attached to the organisation of domestic workers who made
coarse cloth for the Istanbul market right up to the First World
War, despite the complication of tariff barriers after
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independence. But on the whole the quality of Bulgarian textiles
was poor and it was not until 1906 that a Bulgarian
entrepreneur gained technical expertise from the Czech Lands to
open a small woollen mill in Sofia and compete with imported
cloth more effectively. Cotton cloth made some advances,
though the slow spread of cotton cultivation prevented any
significant backward linkage into agriculture, while flour milling
was embarrassed by the inefficiency of shipping between Ruse
and the Istanbul market that resulted in a loss of quality and
reduced profit margins. There was also an iron industry at
Samokov south of Sofia, linked with the production of
agricultural implements, although the failure to replace charcoal
with coke led to an increasing switch of capital from industry to
banking and commerce in the 1850s and 1860s.

By and large therefore Bulgaria’s industrialisation was
disappointing and there were political repercussions as radical
movements sprang up during the 1890s, nourished by populist
ideas from Russia. The main thrust came from bourgeois
elements but the peasants were responsive because, although the
creation of the Bulgarian state led to the expropriation of ciftlik
lands and the creation of smallholdings, living conditions
declined through low prices and heavy tax burdens.!’
Government insensitivity over rural welfare (altering the method
of taxation payment between cash and kind to gain maximum
advantage from cereal price fluctuations) and the poor harvest
of 1899 led to the formation of the National Agrarian Union
(Bulgarski Zemedelska Naroden Soiuz with which Alexander
Stamboliski was closely associated.!® It has been argued that the
Bulgarian government missed a golden opportunity at this time
to promote railway construction to stimulate growth in the
metallurgical and engineering industries.!” However a fatal flaw
in this speculation is the limited endowment in coal and iron ore
which has made the modern iron and steel industry in Bulgaria
heavily dependent on imports from the Soviet Union. Bulgaria
had little option but to import the bulk of the manufactured
goods required, mainly from Germany (and to a lesser extent
Austria-Hungary).!® The banks of these countries provided
loans to Bulgaria in order to encourage trade and travellers were
most assiduous in learning the language and customs of the
country before they went out to sell. The Germans were well
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placed to accept agricultural products from Bulgaria whereas
Austria-Hungary maintained high tariff barriers. According to
figures published by M.L.Falningam total Bulgarian trade with
Austria-Hungary between 1907 and 1913 was 75.2 million
dollars compared with 48.1 million for UK and for Germany 61.
7 million (the Austrian superiority arising largely through
German re-exports). The German performance was particularly
impressive because during the previous seven years (1900-1906)
total trade was only 30.9 million dollars. Much of the growth
arose through railway contracts which not only created demand
for German metal and metal products in Bulgaria but, by
completing the railways to the ports of both Burgas and Varna,
stimulated overseas trade as well.

ROMANIA

D.Chirot has looked carefully at Romania from the point of
view of modern colonialism and sees an important change
taking place in the 1820s through the weakening of Ottoman
control.'”” Although suzerainty over the Principalities was
retained until independence in 1878 this power was little more
than symbolic. In the political sphere Russia was strong by
virtue of its right to protect Christian subjects of the sultan,
while economically the powers of Western Europe gained an
important footing through the Treaty of Adrianople in 1828.
Modernisation owes much to Count P. Kiselev who was
appointed plenipotentiary in both Moldavia and Wallachia
during a five year Russian occupation. It was the Russian
intention to bring the landowners under political control and
evolve a more moderate and stable regime for the peasantry. His
great works were the Organic Statutes (Regulamente Organice)
which provided the Principalities with a constitution for the first
time. Progress with agrarian reform was another aspect of
Kiselev’s work which went a long way to modify the view of
Russian influence as one tantamount to requisitioning of grain
and livestock for marauding armies.”’ There was a rapid growth
of commerce, both internally (within and between the
Principalities) and externally. Development of ports along the
Danube, especially Braila and Galati, reflected the growth of
overseas trade. But at first the most rapid growth seems to have
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been with the Habsburg Empire and in contrast to delays in
improving navigation on the Lower Danube work went ahead in
1838 to improve the road from Bucharest across the Carpathian
frontier to Brasso (Brasov) in Transylvania. In response to the
commercial opportunities there was a substantial movement of
Jews from Polish and Russian lands into Moldavia, which
Kiselev was powerless to prevent: he did however ensure that
Jews would not own rural land and would not become involved
in manufacturing, thus restricting them spatially to the towns
and occupationally to commerce. Industry was not very
prominent at first, although the village craftsmen and urban-
based artisans were numerous and some stimulation of large-
scale production through tax exemptions and monopoly
privileges anticipated the more elaborate schemes for state
encouragement of industry at the end of the century. This kind
of initiative was the result of the establishment of six
government ministries under the Organic Statutes. A permanent
police force was established along with a postal system and a
small standing army. Reference may also be made to progress in
public health outside the capital and in the diffusion of more
progressive agricultural techniques involving rotations and new
crops.

Large-scale industry, was almost completely absent before
1850. Attempts by the princes of Moldavia and Wallachia to
introduce factory industry to lasi and Bucharest in the late
eighteenth century were frustrated by the backward war-torn
environment for which the monopolies and tied labour forces
could not compensate effectively. From the 1830s food
industries appeared at Braila and Galati, but Bucharest saw the
greatest development. The Gh. Assan milling, oil-pressing and
brandy distilling enterprise of 1853 was the most impressive
development in mid-century and was one of the first to use
steam power. Import substitution was the main objective and it
is interesting to note the efforts made in Moldavia to reduce
dependence on Transylvania (then part of the Habsburg Empire)
for paper and iron. However the paper industry established at
Piatra Neamt in 1841 was a short-lived venture while a
visionary scheme for an iron industry using local ores and
charcoal in the same area (Bistrita Valley) was upset by lack of
financial backing. Heavy industry did not make an appearance
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until after the unification of the Principalities. In 1859 the
Mehedinteanu refinery opened near Ploiesti for the production
of kerosene while the 1860s saw considerable progress in
foundry and engineering industries with the Freud, Lemaitre and
Wolff factories all established in the Dimbovita, for the suburbs
on the lowest river terrace attracted most of the development
until the railway arrived at Filaret on the higher ground to the
south. Bucharest was the obvious location for large industries in
view of its administrative and local market importance, not to
mention its proximity both to the Danube and the oil-producing
districts of Buzau and Prahova. On the other hand there were
locations in the Carpathian zone which offered greater security
and reservoirs of skilled labour and these considerations took
the Kogalniceanu military clothing factory to Tirgu Neamt in
1858. The Neamt monastery had a considerable reputation for
woollen textiles which resulted in a diffusion of skills
throughout the district. Numerous domestic workers were
integrated into the factory system with its various sections from
carding through spinning and weaving to dyeing and
finishing. Monastery equipment was taken over after the
secularisation of church lands in 1863, and additional
machinery was brought in from Galati, despite the atrocious
road conditions. The industry did not survive beyond the 1880s,
but the potential of the Carpathian valleys, draining into the
main north-south corridor of the Siret, was increased by
commercial exploitation of oil in the Bacau district and by the
development of the railways in the 1870s. Since then large-scale
industry has been a permanent feature of the eastern
Carpathians.

Industrial growth was constrained in the 1870s by the lack of
high tariff barriers to defend Romanian manufacturers from
foreign parts. But policy was reversed in the following decade in
response to falling cereal prices and a protectionist stance
towards farmers in some of the more developed countries. After
introducing special measures to encourage paper and sugar
industries in 1881-2, the Romanian government went on to
raise tariffs in 1886 (sparking off a tariff war with Austria-
Hungary which lasted five years) and to introduce stimulative
measures for large-scale industry (industria mare) as a whole.
The results can be seen through an official industrial survey
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(anceta_industriala) of 1901-2 and another survey, of firms
receiving state encouragement, carried out by N.I.Pianu in 1906.
The results were substantial and J.R.Lampe contrasts the 1911-
13 per capita output in manufacturing and mining in Romania
(111 lei) with Serbia (77 dinars) and Bulgaria (45 leva). For
agriculture and forestry however Serbia recorded the highest
value with 320 dinars compared with Romania (274 lei) and
Bulgaria (209 leva).”! Romania’s relatively impressive
performance in industry is attributed to various factors
including the rich raw material endowment, good access to the
main lines of communication in Europe and a large domestic
market. There was a considerable migration of Romanians from
the Habsburg Empire after independence and this provided an
important reservoir of skilled labour especially in Bucharest, to
say nothing of the commercial skills of the Jews. In addition
there was a Liberal Party committed to industrial development:
many invested personally in industry while the party as a whole
worked for government support of national industry. And with
such policies dating back to 1886-7 (and the sugar production
subsidy before that) Romania was well placed to go forward
during the 1890s, a decade blessed for the most part with high
cereal prices. Banking institutions developed considerably. With
a monetary system tied to the French franc (as in Bulgaria and
Serbia) the foreign banks channelled in outside capital.>?> But
native banks played a prominent role in industry like Banca
Marmarosch-Blanc which encouraged the Vienna-based Goetz
timber company to extend its operations to Romania after 1873.
Yet the momentum showed signs of flagging after 1900: living
standards ceased to grow as the once virgin cereal lands filled up
and world prices stagnated. The saturation of the home market
with domestically-produced manufactures (though not so much
in textiles where import levels were still high) meant that an
industrialisation policy based on import-substitution had largely
run its course. Cartelisation (very evident in cement, flour and
sugar industries) discouraged initiative while the exhaustion of
the supply of immigrant labour resulted in a shortage of skilled
workers. And the Liberal policy of national industry had a
bearing here for the antipathy to foreign interests, particularly
Austro-Hungarian and German, extended to the skills of
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immigrants who formed such an important part of Romania’s
growth potential.

The geography of industry was highly uneven.?> There were
three areas where the share of employment in large-scale
industry exceeded the share of population (Figure 3.2). The first
was Ilfov-Prahova and covered a relatively well-developed zone
extending from the Danube at Giurgiu to the Hungarian border
at Predeal. Rail communications were available along this axis,
with international connections at both ends. Bucharest
supported a wide range of activities (including engineering,
textiles and food processing industries) while Ploiesti shared
with Cimpina the oil refining and oilfield engineering business of
the Prahova oilfields. Giurgiu had a ship repairing business and
a sugar factory while Comarnic produced cement, Azuga
attracted brewing and clothing and Busteni acquired textile and
wood processing units. A second region covered a block of
counties in north Moldavia, extending from the plateau in the
east to the Carpathians in the west. The Siret corridor offered
international rail connections, ample industrial water supplies
and a range of raw materials from complementary lowland and
mountain environments. Food processing was represented (sugar
at Roman and Sascut near Adjud and flour milling at Botosani)
along with textiles (Bacau, Buhusi and Iasi), paper, cellulose and
sawmilling (Bacau and DPiatra Neamt) and oil refining
(Moinesti). The third region covered the two counties of Braila
and Covurlui, including the Danube ports of Braila and
Galati, with engineering, flour milling and sawmilling industries
(also cement and textiles at Braila). Altogether the three regions
accounted for 77.5 percent of all employment in large-scale
industry. Ilfov-Prahova was particularly dynamic after 1900
with a growth of population well in excess of the national
average and an inflow of foreign capital to the oilfields.
However small-scale peasant industry remained an essential
component of the industrial geography. The anceta industriala
of 1901-2 reveals that 61.8 thousand small enterprises
employed 132.7 thousand workers, nearly four times the
employment generated by just 410 large enterprises (35.5
thousands). The small businesses were most numerous in the
more developed regions and were more prominent in the towns
than in the villages in such areas. By contrast in the backward
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Figure 3.2: Industrial region in Romania 1902
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areas where towns were small and large-scale industry almost
completely absent the small-scale industry was based largely in
the villages.

Industrial development had an important bearing on the
nineteenth century debate over landholding in Romania. The
servile status of most Romanian peasants was confirmed under
Kiselef’s governorship. The Russians needed local elements to
run the economy and they were also anxious to develop the food
producing capacities of the Principalities: hence the constitutions
drawn to respect the privileges of the elite.>* Neither the events
of 1848 nor the subsequent Crimean War affected the position
of the boieri but after the unification of the Principalities Prince
A.L.Cuza attempted a radical modernisation of landholding in
1864. This was done by confirming the landlords as owners of
at least one third of their estate while the abolition of serfdom
left the peasants as owners of their small plots. But while the
reform was well-intentioned it left the peasants with nothing
more than a smallholding and the additional income available
through labour on the estates became less and less attractive as
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A comparison of landholding structure in Romania and Serbia

Table 3.1
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world wheat prices were affected by the low production costs of
the American farmer (Table 3.1). There was little scope for more
intensive agriculture since the Austro-Hungarian market was
closed to Romanian cattle exporters in 1882. While further
reform of landholding and labour contracting was certainly
needed the inevitability of continuing rural overpopulation gave
most credibility to the strategy of industrialisation and
protective tariffs were raised during the 1880s.2° However the
jobs in the factories could not be created quickly enough to ease
pressure on the land and hence the demand in agrarian circles
for tariff reductions that might (with reciprocation from the
Habsburg Empire) improve the condition of the peasant over the
short term. A radical agrarian programme was drawn up by V.
Kogalniceanu in a pamphlet of 1906, demanding a new regime
of labour contracts and stronger banks that could purchase
estates and allow for division of the land into peasant farms.
Differences in outlook were fundamental in all cases of rural
overpopulation but they were particularly clear in Romania
where industrial development was making good progress and
also where a flagging latifundia system was being manipulated
by rapacious estate managers (arendasi) seeking cheap peasant
labour. A battle of wills over leasing arrangements at Flaminzi
near Botosani led to violence that spread rapidly through the
country and gave rise to the last great peasant revolt in Eastern
Europe.?® It led to some concessions by way of financial support
for a modest land purchase programme to create new
smallholdings but the estate system remained basically intact
until the land reform of 1921. And then, as the Liberal party
had anticipated at the turn of the century, the land problem was
revived in the form of non-viable peasant farms from which
escape has only been possible through a continuing
industrialisation programme, reaching its climax in the post-
period.
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4
Transport and the Railway Age

For both its economic development and its wider security
governments in Eastern Europe were obliged to invest in the
new technology available for water and rail transport. The idea
of freedom of navigation on the major rivers gained ground
after 1815 and new arrangements, including the reduction of
tolls, were made for the Danube in 1856 and the Elbe in 1863.
Plans to connect the major navigable rivers by canals were given
more serious consideration in view of the growing economic
needs related to the distribution of domestic and imported raw
materials as well as manufactured goods. There was also a
strategic value, through scope for the development of naval
forces by the great continental powers. Heavy capital demands
and serious technical problems limited development in the first
half of the century but after the Crimean War great progress
was made on the Lower Danube and this use of available
technology, in the face of economic and political stimuli,
constitutes a worthwhile case study. However it was the railway
that dominated transport planning in the late nineteenth
century. A cast iron plateway was laid at a mine at Claustal in
the Harz Mountains around 1775 and short mineral lines
worked by horses must also have existed in the Silesian coalfield
because a locomotive was supplied to work one such system at
Konigshiitte (Chorzow) in 1815. But efficient steam locomotives
were required before long distance public railways could be
contemplated and hence the effective baseline was George
Stephenson’s demonstration of the multi-tube boiler with the
locomotive ‘Rocket’ at the Rainhill Trials near Liverpool in the
UK in 1829. Four years later the German economist F.List
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proposed a railway system for all Germany based on Leipzig
and radiating out to the other major German towns. The plan
was not considered feasible but nevertheless Eastern Europe’s
first long distance steam railway opened in 1839 between
Leipzig and Dresden. And after some initial caution
governments became favourably disposed to railway
construction in view of economic and strategic benefits arising
from fast transport. Once again the network reflects the balance
of economic and political pressures with the Balkans an area of
particular complexity.

WATERWAYS

Foundation work on the waterway system was carried out in the
eighteenth century particularly in the north. Under Prussian
initiative connections were made between the Elbe, Oder and
Vistula rivers through the Havel/Finow and Bromberg
(Bydgoszcz) canals in the period 1743-85. Further east a canal
triangle linked the Vistula and Bug with the Pripet and
connected both these systems separately with the Niemen during
the first half of the nineteenth century. Meanwhile Berlin
benefited from the Oranienburg Canal (1831-8), the Landwehr/
Louisenstadt Canal (1845-50) and the Berlin Ship Canal (1849-
58), which improved contacts with the ports (thereby giving
access to British sea coal) as well as other parts of Germany.
Steam power increased the value of the waterways: steamboats
of the Sachsische Dampfschiffahrtsgesellschaft linked Bohemia
with Saxony in 1826 and domestic services in Bohemia between
Prague and Melnik began in 1841.! Germany led the way after
unification and although most developments lay outside Eastern
Europe (notably the foundations of the Mittelland system) an
interrelated group of developments east of Berlin, following
from the projects mentioned above, yielded a Berlin-Stettin
(Szczecin) Canal for 600 t. barges by 1914.

Outside Germany the financial and technical problems were
too great for rapid progresss to be possible. In the Habsburg
Empire a commission was appointed in 1896 to improve the
Elbe between Prague and Aussig (Usti) for vessles of 800 t. and
build a new port in Prague at Holesovice. More significantly a
Black Sea-Baltic Sea canal was suggested in 1901 after some
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earlier abortive initiatives: a basic Oder-Danube Canal through
the March valley would throw off links to both the Elbe and
Vistula while a second major canal would run from the Danube
(at Linz or Vienna) to meet the Moldau (Vltava) near Budweis
(Ceské Budejovice) with the Moldau canalised downstream to
Prague. Thus the distribution costs of Silesian coal would be
reduced and industry in the empire would compete more
effectively with German manufactures. But the scheme did not
rest on solid economic foundations and the Canal Act was in
fact a brilliant political initiative by Austrian Premier E.von
Koerber who sought a close community of interest among the
nations of the empire by implementing public works. Koerber
was appointed in 1898 during a period of particularly severe
national strife in Bohemia. Efforts to appease the Czechs
through concessions over their language, giving parity with
German, were resisted by Germans while a division of Bohemia
into Czech and German sections was opposed by the Czechs
because it destroyed the historic unity of the province. Koerber
hoped that preliminary work on the canal would be complete by
1904 and that the project would be implemented over the
following twenty years. Only minor preparatory work was done
up to 1918, thanks to a successful dilatorische Taktic by the
Finance Minister who was wary of escalating expenditure that
might follow a major scheme that had not been adequately
researched and which threatened to compete with state-owned
railways (in particular the new Tauernbahn which was meant to
improve rail links between Bohemia and the port of Trieste).?
Other abortive projects included the canalisation of the Vistula
at Cracow (Krakow), leading in turn to a futher canal link
between the Vistula and Dniester. Some thought was given to
canals in Hungary but projected links to ports on the Adriatic
(Fiume (Rijeka) and Trieste) and Aegean (Thessaloniki) were not
proceeded with.

The Danube

Resettlement of Pannonia and the growth of cash cropping in
the Balkans in the eighteenth century meant increased local
traffic on the Danube and its tributaries: Tisza and Sava. But
there was some awareness of the scope for large scale shipping
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along the Danube in the intrigues of a skilful merchant
A.L.Adamich, who was able to react positively to frustrations
over Napoleon’s Continental System. He not only supplied the
Illyrian Provinces with salt but arranged for the wearisome
overland routes to the Habsburg Empire (from Prussian or
Russian Baltic ports to Brody in Galicia, or from Thessaloniki
through Macedonia and Bosnia to Brod on the Military
Frontier) to be developed by shipping on the Black Sea and
Danube to projected ‘free ports’ at Brod,Orsova, Semlin
(Zemun), and Zagrab (Zagreb).? The project was however upset
by the fall of Napoleon and the end of the Continental System.
But the amount of traffic on the Danube began to increase in the
1830s since Turkish acceptance of through shipping from
Pannonia was given real significance by steamships which could
make relatively easy progress upstream against the strong
current. Water mills still created difficulty and vessels had to
cope with the ‘boat bridges’ linking Buda and Pest. There was
also the need for lightering at the Iron Gates where the Romans
had previously found it necessary to construct a towing path.
Attempts to blast a deeper channel were unsuccessful in the
1830s and improvement was restricted to road building between
Moldova Noua and Orsova by Count Széchenyi between 1834
and 1837. Only after the Congress of Berlin in 1878 authorised
taxes to finance new works was it feasible to build the Sip Canal
and avoid the most dangerous rapids. Financial difficulties
delayed the start of operations and it was not until 1893 that a 4.
5 km. channel was blasted out at the Iron Gates. The depth was
adequate for barges of 700 t. but there were no locks and
upstream traffic still had to contend with strong currents: hence
the towing service provided by a winch steamer, replaced after
allied seizure during the First World War by a locomotive
running on an isolated section of railway along the canal bank
and retained, thanks to the more powerful conventional
steamers coming into service, until the completion of the Iron
Gates hydro-electric project. The Sip Canal was one of six
improvements, the others being Stenka (1.9 km.), Kozla (Cozla)
(3.8 km.), the Szvinica (Svinita) Canal at Greben (4.0 km.),
which enjoyed the services of the winch steamer when it was
released by the allies at the end of the First World War, Jucz (1.
3 km.) and Prigrada (2.2 km.).*
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The Lower Danube

In the development of maritime trade one of the more
impressive developments occured on the Lower Danube at a
time of expanding cereal exports to Western Europe.’ The
Romanian Principalities were able to produce cereals cheaply
and were free to trade on world markets, once the constraint of
the Ottoman monopoly was removed by the Treaty of
Adrianople (1829). However the only ports available to the
Romanians were on the Danube at Braila (for Wallachia) and
Galati (for Moldavia), the Black Sea region of Dobrogea being
under Ottoman occupation until 1878 (Figure 4.1). And the
shipping lane along the Danube upstream to the twin ports was
a hazardous one because the Danube distributaries were
tortuously winding and complicated by shoaling, with even
greater hazards at the estuary through very shallow water over
the bar and sudden exposure to strong easterly winds. The
greatest depth of water was usually found at Sulina and hence
this channel was normally used in preference to the Chilia and
Sf. Gheorghe rivers, but even here the depth was sometimes
reported to be less than four metres.® Hence loaded vessels had
to reduce their draught in order to cross the bar and for this
reason Sulina developed an important lightering business,
largely in the hands of Greek sailors who accounted for the
majority of Sulina’s thousand or so inhabitants in the early
1850s. But the lightering system was highly unsatisfactory,
partly because of the dishonesty of the lightermen and partly
because of the strong winds that could easily disrupt the
reloading operation beyond the bar: when such conditions arise
‘the vessel must get up her anchor, or slip it, and stand out to
sea if she can; and if she cannot do that she must go on shore as
has occurred more than once. The lighters in the meantime must
find the best way into the river again and in doing so they are
sometimes lost with all the grain they contain’.” On one
December night in 1855 a terrific gale sent twenty four sailing
ships and sixty lighters ashore off the mouth and more than
three hundred men were lost.

The British engineer C.Hartley graphically described the
Sulina entrance as ‘a wild open seaboard strewn with wrecks,
the hulls and masts of which, sticking out of the submerged
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sandbanks, gave the manners the only guide where the deepest
channel was to be found’.®* However the physical problems were
overshadowed by political issues. For centuries the Lower
Danube lay deep in Turkish territory and the river remained
completely closed to foreign shipping until late in the eighteenth
century when the first concessions were made in Austria’s
favour. The Russians were also in contention and they were able
to supplement the right to navigate the Black Sea and the straits
(first conceded by the Ottomans in 1744) with control of the
Lower Danube: this arose through the advance of the Russian
frontier to the northernmost distributary, the Chilia (through
the Treaty of Bucharest 1812), then to the Sulina in 1817 (under
a protocol, confirmed by the Treaty of Cetatea Alba (Belgorod)
in 1825) and finally to the Sf.  Gheorghe in 1829 (Treaty of
Adrianople).” The latter treaty allowed the Russians to operate a
quarantine station at Sulina to ward off plague epidemics from
Bulgaria. But it was widely believed that the system was
operated unfairly in order to divert shipping towards Russia’s
own port of Odessa. For the quarantine station was opened at
precisely the time that grain shipments to the west began to
increase and some political commentators gave prominence to
the way in which Russia was interfering with British commercial
interests. The issue was all the more sensitive in view of the
principal of free navigation on the major rivers of Europe
enunciated by the Congress of Vienna (1815): although the
Danube was not internationalised at the time any artificial
restrictions tended now to become important areas of conflict.
The commercial difficulties were brought into stark focus by
grain shipment costs to England of 80p per quarter for Galati
contrasting with 42.5p for Odessa and were a constant source of
irritation underlying the rupture of the British-Russian entente
and the deterioration in relations leading to the Crimean War.!°
It is very much a matter of speculation how far the Russians
deliberately obstructed navigation through the quarantine
station. It is also uncertain how far they deliberately neglected to
dredge the shipping lane over the bar by abandoning the simple
Turkish method of attaching a rake to the stern of ships leaving
Sulina. If there was neglect and inefficiency this could easily
have arisen from the difficulties of administration in a remote
corner of the empire. But the issue was hotly-debated in Britain
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Figure 4.1: Navigation in the Danube delta
A Gneneral map of Dobrogea
B The dykes at Sulina

C Cut-offs in the Sulina distributary
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and deliberate obstructionism was more readily supposed than
was the presumption of technical and administrative problems

that the Russians were unable to solve. The Russians were
apparently sufficiently in control to ensure that protection
money paid to the Russian embassy in London was effective in
preventing excessive local interference. There was an alternative
route to the Black Sea, by land across Dobrogea. A canal was
considered in the late 1840s and some road traffic developed
during the Crimean War. Eventually the Turks granted a
concession to a British company for a railway from Cernavoda
to Constanta opened in 1860.!! But the railway had only limited
capacity and did not seriously detract from the all-water route
through the Danube delta. This was a subject of great interest
after the Crimean War, which had broken out in no small
measure because of frustration over Russia’s control over the
lower Danube. Her frontier was now pushed back well clear of
the Danube and to prevent any other single power from
imposing another stranglehold the delta was internationalised
under the Treaty of Paris.!?

An international commission was given the task of improving
navigation but the problems proved so serious that the initial life-
span of two years was progressively extended. Ultimately the
commission was seen as a major force for stability in the
Balkans and in 1883 it was perpetuated for an indefinite period.
By that time the area of the commission’s authority had been
extended upstream from Isaccea to Braila; and in addition to its
jurisdiction over the river it had authority in Sulina town and on
Insula Serpilor where a lighthouse was maintained. The
European Commission of the Danube was initially required ‘to
designate and to cause to be effected the works necessary below
Isaccea to clear the mouths of the Danube and the neighbouring
parts of the sea from the sands and other impediments which
obstructed them so as to put that part of the river and the said
parts of the sea in the best possible state for navigation’. But it
was quickly found that merely raking the river bed (the Turkish
practice allegedly abandoned by the Russians) did no good and
that dredging was equally ineffective. More elaborate works
were needed and the ECD had therefore to decide what kind of
action was needed and, interestingly from the geographical point
of view, select one of three major distributaries. The Chilia
channel was not a strong candidate for although conditions
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were good as far as Vilkov they deteriorated further
downstream as the river divided into at least twelve separate
channels which only fishing boats could navigate. The bulk of
the water was discharged through the Chilia (63.0 percent
compared with 30.0 for Sf. Gheorghe and 7.0 for Sulina), but
that meant that the growth of the delta through deposition of
sediment (42.6 million t. per annum in the 1860s but now 67.5
million) was particularly rapid and any enclosed seaway built
over the bar would have to be progressively lengthened. Interest
therefore shifted to the other two distributaries where the delta
was advancing only slowly. Sf. Gheorghe would require a longer
entrance channel but because it ‘occupied an advanced
geographical position with respect to the coast on either side
and as its frontage was swept and kept comparatively steep by
littoral current...it was clear that the prolongation of works
necessary to keep pace with the new deposits would be
less considerable than at any other mouth’.!3 Furthermore the
river channel through the delta was thought to be much better
than the Sulina river, for the meandering channel had ample
width and depth and short canals could easily be cut to
straighten the course and shorten the distance (ten kilometres of
canal would reduce the distance by 27km.). Finally the Sf.
Gheorghe channel, being the most southerly of the three, offered
the shortest journey for vessels heading for the straits.

However it was clear that the Sulina channel was the one
being used most often and in bowing to strong pressure for
short-term improvements the ECD agreed to carry out
provisional works at Sulina, with Sf. Gheorghe to be developed
through a more elaborate scheme later. There is also the enigma
of the Russian attitude to consider: the Sulina river would be
more convenient to St. Petersburg but opposition to the Sf.
Gheorghe option may also have been tinged by a desire to head-
off major developments which would offer particular benefits to
the maritime powers. As for the nature of the works there was
again controversy but the balance of opinion favoured the
construction of walls to contain the natural river channel over
the provision of canals which avoided the natural outfalls
altogether. The work was carried out between 1858 and 1861
and was immediately successful because the more rapid flow of
water increased the scouring effect and the depth of water over
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bar rose not only to the 4.9m. desired but even to 6.1m. ‘which
the most sanguine never ventured to predict when the works
were begun’.!* Sulina now became one of the best commercial
harbours on the Black Sea coast. Some minor developments
were needed to maintain an acceptable depth of water and
prevent sedimentation arising from offshore currents but the
solid success of the temporary works was great enough for the
Sf. Gheorghe plan to be abandoned in favour of consolidation at
Sulina. Plans were approved in 1866 and the work was carried
out between 1878 and 1881. Once again the work was entirely
successful and the minimum depth of water over the bar
continued to increase slowly, reaching 7.0m. in 1911.

The decision to abandon the Sf. Gheorghe plan may have
been affected by financial difficulties and by misgivings about
the Cernavoda-Constanta railway as well as by the great success
of the provisional works at Sulina. But the outcome was in some
ways unfortunate because although money was saved at the
outfall it was lost through elaborate works needed to improve
the Sulina river between Tulcea and Sulina. Some particularly
difficult sections prone to shoaling were dealt with by dredging
and by construction of groynes and training walls, with work
continuing into the 1880s. Yet it was also found necessary to
shorten the river by cut-off canals, which also helped to reduce
the sharp bends that were increasingly unacceptable in the age
of steamships with vessels increasing in both size and number.!’
The first canal was built in 1868-9, with a cut of just 0.6 km. to
shorten the river by 1.8 km. and remove several particularly
dangerous bends, but a spate of further canal building took
place between 1880 and 1898 and the work was rounded-off by
‘second generation’ canals at Papadia (1894-7) and ‘Great M’
(1890-1902) which cut-off some earlier canals as well as
winding sections of the natural channel. The river was shortened
from 83.8 km. to 62.6 between Tulcea and Sulina and the only
remaining loop was then at Tulcea where diversion of the river
would have damaged the commercial life of the town. The scale
of the works was cumulatively quite vast with a total volume of
25 million cubic metres of material removed to provide the
straight channel with a depth of at least six metres. The cost was
probably considerably in excess of the total amount required to
develop the Sf. Gheorghe channel, but the price paid for the
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piecemeal approach could easily be met from toll revenue.
Traffic grew continually up to the First World War in terms of
the tonnage of shipping (averaging 1.9 million tons during the
decade 1905-14) if not the total number of ships (which
actually declined during the 1890s). Trade involved basically an
exchange of primary products for manufactures, the former
dominated by cereals and timber although meat products were
significant for a time as evidenced by British Army interest in a
Galati port cannery and in pig farms at Calafat and elsewhere.
For the shipping companies the expenditure in tolls was more
than offset by the elimination of the lightering system and falling
insurance costs as the number of wrecks was reduced (3.9
wrecks per thousand ships in 1855-60, but only 0.8 in the
1860s and 0.2 in the 1870s).1¢

The story must be rounded off by considering subsequent
developments on the Cernavoda-Constanta route. The railway
opened in 1860 was not particularly efficient in view of the zig-
zag layout used to take the line down the face of the steep bluffs
which fringe the coast at Constanta. When the Romanian
government purchased the line in 1882 a debt of £113,000
owing to the Ottoman authorities had to be shouldered. The
Romanian takeover followed the annexation of Dobrogea in
1878 (in compensation for the loss of southern Bessarabia which
was then restored to Russia) and was part of a project by the
newly-independent state to establish a port independent of the
ECD. There was always an understandable ambivalence on the
part of the Romanians towards the Commission, for the benefit
of improvements to navigation and the stabilisation of the
Danube frontier against Russian encroachment had to be set
against injury to national pride through an international
authority having jurisdiction on Romanian territory.!” Before
1878 the Romanians had drawn up plans for a harbour in
Bessarabia outside the ECD’s sphere of activities but now with
the territorial changes the idea was transferred south to
Dobrogea. The Turks had made considerable use of Constanta
although the facilities in 1878 were still poor and heavy
investments were needed to extend the quays and reduce
exposure to strong winds. The scheme went ahead slowly and
the port was fully opened only in 1909. Meanwhile the railway
was realigned at both ends: at Cernavoda the ‘Carol T Bridge’
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designed by A. Saligny and built between 1890 and 1895 linked
the railway with the line built from Bucharest across the
Baragan steppe to Fetesti, while at Constanta the railway was
taken down through a tunnel from the plateau surface to sea
level, thereby eliminating the zig-zags which had so complicated
operations on the original railway.!®

The Constanta scheme was quite remarkable considering that
Romanian commerce did not really need all this new capacity.
Braila’s established importance for cereals was hardly challenged
and Constanta’s main business was in exporting oil, assisted
here by a pipeline as well as a railway from Ploiesti.'? it has
however been demonstrated that ‘consideration of economic
feasibility were clearly overridden by technological and political
ambition’ for Constanta was a symbol of Romania’s
independence and the technical vanity of project leaders may
have led them to advocate a large scale approach.?’ The
Constanta scheme stands in sharp contrast to the Danube route
in building optimistically for the future, without concern for
short-term cost-benefit consideration, and in reflecting a vibrant
national interest in distinction to a more sedate international
consensus. However while the vested interests of the trading
community and the ECD made it difficult to divert traffic from
the Danube before the First World War there was always a
possibility that the Romanian government might press the state
railways to introduce concessionary rates to benefit Constanta
against Braila and Galati. Certainly their railway programme
emphasised Constanta with the direct lines from Fetesti to both
Buzau and Ploiesti put in hand (and the former proposed for
extension to Tecuci which would provide a direct link with
Moldavia). Hence the possibility that the canal building on the
Sulina river, while certainly appropriate through the increasing
size of vessels, may have been spurred on by a sense of
competition.

RAILWAYS

It has already been noted that List’s ideas were too radical for
immediate fulfilment and developments were initially piecemeal
as certain individual commercial centres took the lead. Most
remarkable here was the historic market town of Leipzig which
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had been unable to maintain its commercial role during an age
of canal building: lacking a satisfactory water route it sought a
railway to the Elbe at Dresden and this was opened in stages
between 1837 and 1839, over a distance of 115 km. It was
incidentally a link provided for in the List scheme but a route
through Riesa was preferred to Meissen in order to simplify the
engineering works, given the constraint of a ruling gradient of 1:
300: even so it required a 0.5 km. tunnel near Leipzig, a job on
which several miners from Freiberg were employed. By 1849
Leipzig was linked northwards with Magdeburg and the first
Prussian railway was open from Berlin to Potsdam. The Prussian
government was favourably disposed towards railway
construction and the Berlin radial routes progressed rapidly over
the next decade. There was a link with Bremen and Hamburg
ready in 1846 as was another with Breslau (Wroctaw) via
Frankfurt a.d. Oder, extended two years later to the Austrian
frontier at Oderberg (Bohumin), providing the first through
service to Vienna. 1851 saw another route open to Vienna via
Dresden, Prague and Briinn (Brno). Meanwhile by 1847 the first
railway to the Ruhr was open, via Braunschweig, Hannover and
Minden and connections were available to Aachen and
Antwerp. In 1853 Berlin was linked with its far northeastern
frontier at Konigsberg (Kaliningrad) with the exception of the
Vistula bridge at Dirshau (Tczew) which was not ready for
another four years (Figure 4.2). A direct line from Berlin to
Leipzig was opened through Bitterfeld in 1859 while Silesia was
reached by way of Gorlitz in 1867.%!

Later developments included links with the Baltic ports:
Stralsund via Neubrandenburg in 1878 and Rostock-
Warnemunde via Neustrelitz in 1886 (the latter financed by the
Norddeutscher-Lloyd shipping company which wanted to
increase interest in its steamer services to Denmark). Further
improvements to the Scandinavian routes were evident not only
with the Warnemiinde-Gedser ferry of 1903 but the Sassnitz-
Trelleborg service of 1909: the approach to the ferry terminal
involved not only a steep gradient into the station but a train
ferry across Strelasund, replaced by a bridge across to the island
of Riigen in 19335. Of course the tremendous increase in capacity
required by Germany’s late nineteenth century explosion of
population and economic growth required the doubling or even
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quadrupling of certain tracks, but it also led to some duplication
of routes in order to reduce journey times and some
construction of cut-offs to allow radial routes to have their
origins in Berlin rather than a junction some distance away.
Examples of the former include the new line westwards to
Lehrte near Hannover via Oebisfelde and the route to Dresden
via Elsterwerda opened in 1875. A direct route to Siithl across
the Thuringian Forest was built in 1884, involving the three
kilometre long Brandleite Tunnel. The latter type of
development can also be seen in the re-routing of Konigsberg
trains first from Stettin to Frankfurt a.d. Oder and Kistrin
(Kostrzyn) in 1857 and second to Kustrin direct in 1867. Then
in 1873 Konigsberg trains avoided Bromberg thanks to the
direct line from Schneidemiihl (Pita) to the Dirschau bridge, the
same year that an even longer section of new railway gave direct
access to Insterburg (Chernyakovsk) from Bromberg and Thorn
(Torun): from Insterburg there was already a line to the Russian
frontier at Eydtkuhnen and another line northwards to Tilsit
(Sovetsk) and Memel (Klaypeda) was ready in 1875. Provision
of a cut-off can also be seen on a less dramatic scale on the line
to Braunschweig and Hannover. Braunschweig built one of the
earliest railways in Germany (in fact the first ‘state railway’
from Braunschweig city south to Wolfenbiittel in 1838, and
later to Borssum in 1840). A problem arose when the first line
from Berlin ran by way of Oschersleben to Wolfenbtittel (1843)
while the Hannover line was built westwards from
Braunschweig city: a direct line to Braunschweig through
Madgeburg was then built in 1872.

A significant factor in early railway construction was the
individualism of the various German states, for parochial
attitudes persisted despite the facade of commercial unity
thrown up by the Zollverein. The first line from Berlin to
Hamburg had to enter the territory of either Hannover or
Mecklenburg once it passed beyond Wittenberge. The former
option was ruled out by the insistence of Hannover that the
terminal should be in Harburg, on the opposite side of the Elbe
from the Free City of Hamburg. But in adopting the latter it was
necessary to accommodate Mecklenburg’s wishes for the railway
to provide a convenient launching pad for a branch to the state
capital of Schwerin: the line therefore went northwards beyond
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Figure 4.2: Railway building in Germany and adjacent areas to 1900
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Wittenberge and proceeded to Hamburg by way of Hagenow in
preference to an easier route closer to the Elbe. It is also worth
noting that acquisition of land in the then Danish-held Duchy of
Lauenburg obliged the company to carry traffic on a branch line
from Buchen to Lauenburg free of charge, this being the
Lauenburger Privileg wich survived until 1935. Lack of accord
between Prussia and Hannover is again seen in the provision of
railways to other western parts of Germany: the first railway
was built through Hannover itself (Berlin-Oschersleben-
Wolfenbuttel-Braunschweig-Minden) but was followed up by
1853 by a longer alternative route through Erfurt, Kassel,
Altenbecken and Paderborn, avoiding Hannoverian territory
altogether. However with the cooperation of Braunschweig the
same objective was achieved over a shorter distance by
following the latter’s state railway of Wolfenbiittel and then
building a new line through hilly country to reach Altenbecken
through Kreiensen in a detached portion of Braunschweig.
Subsequently access to this route was simplified by the cut-off
avoiding Wolfenbiittel —already noted. This could be
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contemplated after the unification of Germany when the old
state boundaries ceased, to be a factor in decision-making: in
this case the small salient of Saxon territory no longer mattered.
Nevertheless there were some surviving anomalies because
despite increasing consolidation of ownership separate state
railway companies (Linderbahnen) continued until 1920. Until
the First World War many trains from Berlin to Kéln continued
to use the Kreiensen-Altenbecken route although it was longer
and slower than the direct line through Hannover. And the
legacy of rivalry between Prussia and Saxony lived on in the
decision to improve sections of the Berlin-Halle-Saalfeld-
Niurnberg route and switch traffic from the Saxon route via
Leipzig, Vogtland and Hof.

The change after 1870 was all the more dramatic because in
the preceding war with the Habsburg Empire the railway
demonstrated its usefulness to the point where the hostilities of
1866 became referred to as the Eisenbahnkrieg. The Franco-
Prussian War also made use of railways but a number of
shortcomings left the German government determined to
improve the network for strategic reasons. Hence the Imperial
General Staff was strongly in favour of the Berlin-Oebisfelde-
Lehrte line already mentioned and pressed for a purely military
railway from central Germany to the Rhine, to be part of a so-
called Kanonenstrasse connecting the eastern and western
frontiers of the Reich. This involved some new construction to
complete the route west from Blankenheim on the flanks of the
Harz Mountains towards the Lahn valley. To train special
railway troops a purely military railway was built from Berlin-
Schoneberg to Zossen and Juterbog, close to the Berlin-Dresden
main line: it was opened between 1875 and 1897. Going hand
in hand with this awareness of a strategic role was an interest in
nationalisation and state control. In fact there was never any
political desire to encourage competition between private
companies as a way of avoiding monopoly. However Bismarck’s
dream of a fully unified railway administration
(Reichseisenbahnen) was not realised until 1920 with the
formation of Deutsche Reichsbahn. Mixed systems developed in
the individual German states with state and private lines, the
latter prone to take-over when economic difficulties arose. The
state element therefore tended to grow stronger and in Prussia
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the decision to complete nationalisation was taken in 1876 and
largely achieved by 1886. Prussia also took over the railways of

Braunschweig in 1885 and amalgamated with those of Hesse in
1896.

Railways in the Habsburg Empire and the
Balkans

Further south railway building can again be seen initially as a
series of isolated lines conceived as extensions to waterways
rather than as parts of an interconnected railway system. The
earliest example is the 53km. line from Budweis built in 1829
and worked by horses until 1860. By connecting the Moldau
with the Danube this in effect opened up a through route from
Hamburg to Vienna. It was financed by the Vienna banks and
was worked by horses until 1854. The first railway in Hungary
was built in 1846 from Budapest to Vac while the Crimean War
increased interest in rail connection between the Steyerlakanina
(Anina) coalfield in the Banat Mountains and the Danube port
of Bazias.?? The line from Bazias reached Oravicza (Oravita) in
1856 and Steyerlakanina in 1863. Portage railways, connecting
the Danube with the Black Sea more directly than the
meandering delta channels, were built between Cernavoda and
Constanta in 1860 and six years later between Ruse and Varna.
This rather surprising duplication seems to have arisen largely
out of a Turkish administrative experiment in setting up an
administrative region (vilayet) for the Danube with its centre at
Varna, although the port there was better than at Constanta in
terms of both size and exposure.”> A railway connected
Bucharest with the Danube port of Giurgiu in 1869 and other
examples can be seen in the link between Pristina in Macedonia
and the port of Thessaloniki (1873). The first railway building
on Montenegro connected Virpazar on Lake Scutari with the
Adpriatic port of Antivari (Bar) in 1909, part of a grand scale
‘portage’ railway from the Adriatic at Antivari or San Giovanni
di Medua (Shéngjini) to the Danube at Kladovo, suggested in
1901 and given further discussion below. These lines stimulated
migrations by temporary/seasonal workers of various
nationalities, as on the Constanta project where ‘stations
warehouses and cottages for the staff were built by teams of
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Albanian carpenters and masons who walked across the Balkan
peninsula every spring looking for work of this kind’,>* And
leading politicians found ways of influencing railway routes to
their advantages: thus the Bucharest-Giurgiu line bends
anomalously through Comana because the bridge there was
decided upon while M.Kogalniceanu (who owned an estate at
Comana) was in power as Prince Cuza’s chief minister.

Creation of an integrated railway system came relatively
quickly in the Habsburg Empire with the Nordbahn connecting
Vienna with the German and Russian networks through
Bohumin in 1848. The initial aim was to connect Vienna with
the salt mining area of Bochnia and throw off branches en route
to places like Brinn (Brno), Olmiitz (Olomouc) and Troppau.
The Olmiitz branch was extended to Prague in 1845 and
continued north to meet the Saxon system at Tetschen (Decin) in
1851. The Nordbahn represented an important coup of the
Rothschild bank and fitted in well with the Witkowitz
(Vitkovice) ironworks which could supply the rails. The line
proved to be an important stimulus to industry in the Czech
Lands and handled cereals, coal, iron and timber in addition to
salt. Also of interest to Eastern Europe was the Sudbahn to
Trieste via Marburg (Maribor) and Laibach (Ljubljana) in 1850.
A line from Budapest reached Marburg in 1860 while Zagrab
was first connected with Laibach in 1862 and then obtained a
separate line to the Adriatic at Fiume in 1875. Construction was
very brisk until the stock market crash of 1873 and by this time
all the main towns of the empire, except those on the Adriatic
coast, had been reached. At this point in time the state began to
take over from the banks as the main driving force behind
railway building. Railways were now seen as strategically and
economically important, and furthermore investment in public
works could help to allay the fears of some national groups in
the empire that they were being neglected. Development after
1873 was particularly rapid in Hungary and the rapid growth of
Budapest was supported by a radical system of main lines which
reached out to all parts of the country, including the port of
Fiume in 1875. There were also connections with the Balkan
countries.
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The Balkan problem

The Ottoman Empire showed some interest in long-distance
railways from Istanbul to Belgrade and Ruse in the 1850s, but
no progress was made. The more ambitious plan of 1869 to
construct a line to Sofia, Pristina and Sarajevo to meet the
Austrian system at Doberlin, for Sissek (Sisak), Zagrab and
Vienna, was aborted by the death of Ali Pasha in 1871.
Branches were intended from Adrianople to Dedeagach and
Yambol, from Plovdiv to Burgas and from Pristina to the
Serbian frontier. The Turks did however start work at each end:
the southern line penetrated as far as Yambol and the Bulgarians
eventually extended it to Burgas (instead of the original Turkish
intention to drive over the mountains to Ruse) while at the
northern end Doberlin was linked with Banja Luka, yielding an
isolated length of standard gauge track to be taken over by the
Habsburg Empire after 1878. It was only in 1887 that a railway
was completed all the way to Istanbul, via Belgrade, Nis and
Sofia. Until the Nis-Sofia section was complete services were
routed from Vienna and Budapest into Romania by way of
Temesvar (Timisoara), Turnu Severin, Craiova, Bucharest and
Giurgiu from where river boats gave access to one or other of
the portage railways across Dobrogea, with the final leg of the
journey accomplished by steamer from Constanta or Varna.
Development was held up by disagreement over the route that
should be followed through the Balkans. Each country naturally
wanted its own national railway company and wherever
possible its own port, tied in firmly with the national territory
by railways. Bulgaria therefore could not accept the Sofia-
Plovdiv-Istanbul line as the logical one for her international
commerce and sought a separate line to Stara Zagora, Yambol
and the Bulgarian port of Burgas. For some time there was
conflict with the western powers who owned the Orient Railway
Company, operating to Istanbul, and did not want to see traffic
diverted to a new line. Only in 1889 did Bulgaria manage to
raise funds for the Burgas line. Habsburg hostility to Serbia
caused problems over the Belgrade route but was eventually
accepted by a convention representing the interested powers
(Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, Serbia and the Ottoman Empire) in
1881.
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The conflicting interests of the powers continued to dominate
Balkan railway building. Italy’s greater involvement in Balkan
affaris was sought by both Montenegro and Serbia as a counter
to Habsburg influence but whereas Italian interests favoured
railways penetrating eastwards into the Balkans from the
Adriatic coast Habsburg ambitions related to lines running
southwards from Pannonia. Italian commercial interests can be
seen first in Montenegro in 1903 when the government set up a
state tobacco monopoly to be administered for fifteen years by
an Italian company. This led to the establishment of plantations
with skilled labour brought over from Italy and a factory at
Podgorica (Titograd), not to mention the resentment of
Montenegrans who had previously sold tobacco cheaply on the
local markets.”> A more grandiose concept then emerged with
Montenegro as a bridgehead for Italian economic penetration of
the Balkans, including the Ottoman Empire which was anxious
to diversify its foreign relations. Basic to this strategy was a
railway crossing the peninsula from the Adriatic coast in the
direction of the Danube, first suggested in 1901 between Scutari
(Shkodér), Podgorica and Kladovo, a Danube port from which
access could be gained across the river to Turnu Severin and
both the Romanian and Russian railway systems.?® A different
route from Antivari to Nis through Prizen and Pristina was
suggested by the prince of Montenegro: it would also involve
crossing the Danube but near Vidin which would offer a link
with the Romanian railways at Craiova.

However such railways were exactly the reverse of the line the
Habsburg government wished to construct from Sarajevo to
Mitrovica (Kosovska Mitrovica) to outflank the ports on the
upper Adriatic in which Italy had an interest. Habsburg support
for this Sandschakbahn (named after the sancak of Novipazar)
seems to have contributed to a spectacular burst of interest in
railway projects to help modernise the area and overcome racial
and religious animosity: as von Koerber had envisaged in the
Czech Lands everyone might unite around public works projects
that would intensify local interaction and also place the Balkans
in closer touch with other parts of the continent.?”
Unfortunately the interests of the capitalists could not be
reconciled. The Antivari Company made an agreement with
Montenegro in 1906 for a railway inland to Virpazar on Lake
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Scutari. This was opened in 1909 along with port facilities and
an embryonic industrial zone in Antivari. Meanwhile a broader
Danube-Adriatic consortium emerged to further the ‘Slav
Railway’ through Montenegran, Ottoman and Serb territory to
the Danube at Kladovo. And the Habsburg proposal was
renewed in 1908 by Count A.Aerenthal who wanted to develop
political links with Balkan states and open up shipping routes to
Egypt and the Far East.”® By this time the Sandschakbahn had
become more feasible on account of the completion of a narrow
gauge line from Sarajevo to the Bosnian frontier at Uvac in
1906. There was a difference in gauge between Mitrovica and
Uvac but any extension into Turkish territory would assist
economic penetration and generate more traffic for the Uvac
line. The line would be even more important if the existing
Bosnian system, with branches to the northwest (Jajce) as well
as the southeast (Vardiste) of Sarajevo were to be used for a link
between Uzice (Titovo Uzice) in Serbia and Split. None of these
projects succeeded since plans were upset first by the Young
Turk upheavals of 1908, followed by the Balkan Wars and the
First World War. When economic planning resumed in the
1920s the political-territorial situation was transformed.
Although the international routes in the Balkans were slow to
develop rapid progress was made through the turn of the
century as each of the nation states attached a high priority to
railway building. As well as reaching Burgas in 1890 the
Bulgarians pushed railways to Pernik (1893) and Varna (1897).
Access to the ports from Sofia was improved by the link from
Plovdiv to Stara Zagora and the Trans-Balkan line previously
contemplated by the Turks was built in 1913 between Stara
Zagora and Gorna Oryakhovitsa. It is worth adding that in
many parts of Eastern Europe the nineteenth century railway
system was rounded off by narrow gauge lines which were
relatively cheap to build and operate, and therefore more
suitable than standard gauge railways in areas with rugged
terrain or limited economic potential. Most remarkable here was
the Bosnian narrow gauge system which took off from the
standard gauge Zagrab-Belgrade railway at Slavonski Brod and
reached Sarajevo in 1879. It then continued eastwards to
Visegrad and southwards to Dubrovnik, reaching both these
destinations in 1906, though the latter line paused for some
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years at Metkovic (1890), a port on the Neretva improved to
accommodate vessels of 700 t. in 1882. North of Dubrovnik a
branch led off to the naval base of Zelenika on the Bay of
Kotor. A connection with Split was contemplated but this
proceeded no further than Bugojno (1894) due to lack of funds.
Meanwhile the Serbs were building narrow gauge lines to Uzice
and Zajecar in 1912. After the First World War and the creation
of a Yugoslav state these narrow gauge systems were extended
across former international boundaries (Vardiste-Uzice 1925) to
connect Sarajevo with Belgrade (1928) by narrow gauge
throughout, with new sections needed at Cacak-Lajkovac (1922)
and Obrenovac-Belgrade (1928) via Visegrad and also with the
Montenegran towns of Niksic and Podgorica (Titograd) by way
of Mostar. The First World War also gave rise to some narrow
gauge railway building in the Balkans. The link along the
Struma Valley from Radomir to Damirhasar was later rebuilt to
standard gauge but the branch from Skopje to Tetovo and
Ohrid has remained narrow gauge ever since.

It cannot be too strongly emphasised that certain parts of the
Balkans languished in a state of extreme backwardness to the
extent that even the most modest modernising achievements
were major undertakings. This applies especially to the borders
of Montenegro and Serbia with the Ottoman Empire where
there was no compelling economic potential and where
grandiose projects with a political inspiration were not backed
strongly enough to ensure a success. There was of course plenty
of business for the horse caravans operating from railheads like
Mitrovica and Uvac distributing imports from Thessaloniki and
Trieste respectively and stimulating a limited amount of local
trade as agricultural products (cattle, cheese, honey, skins and
wool) as well as timber and wax were exchanged for cereals,
coffee, salt, sugar and tobacco. And the disposition of the few
railway branches to penetrate the Dinaric Triangle also ensured
the continuing eclipses of the ancient trade routes across the
mountains to the Adriatic ports of Dubrovnik, Durrés and Vloré
and provided some justification for the alignment of the
Albanian frontier. The roads were modernised in some areas to
handle wheeled traffic and so make up for the lack of railways.
Montenegro was connected by road with Kotor by way of
Niksic, Podgorica and Cetinje, with branches to Antivari via
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Virpazar and Plavnitsa (Lake Scutari), and a projected link to
Andrijevica and Pec. In Albania the Via Egnatia from Durrés
inland towards Monastir was bad but Shkodér had its link with
the coast (San Giovanni di Medua) and the Turkish interest in
connecting their main administrative centres with the coast led
to a serviceable road from Santi Quaranta (Sarande) to
Monastir (via Korcé) and Yanya (Ioannina). Again in southern
Bulgaria the Turkish military road from Khaskovo south to
Komotini was improved after the Balkan Wars and there were
important road links from Sofia to the Aegean via the Struma
valley and also with Skopje via Kyusdendil and Kumanovo:
these latter routes were considered in connection with the
‘Bulgarian Railway’ to connect Romania and Bulgaria (by
bridge at Calafat-Vidin or Turnu Magurele-Svishtov) with
Thessaloniki, though the Turks were reluctant to agree to the
section from Kumanovo to the Bulgarian frontier at Guyetsevo
because it might encourage expansion into Macedonia.

It is instructive to examine the contemporary literature for the
reports they contain of the expeditions of contemporary
travellers.”” The German geographer K. Hassert was active in
Albania and Montenegro and he emphasised the acute difficulty
and discomfort of travelling: ‘for weeks the clothing cannot be
changed and the traveller is obliged to spend the nights without
a bed and exposed to the torture of innumerable insects’.>
There was also real insecurity on account of the bandits
operating on Albanian (i.e. Turkish) territory ‘who frequently lie
in ambuscade and treacherously shoot down their victims’.3!
Much the same point was made by W.H.Cozens-Hardy who
saw the dangers not only to the private travellers but more
generally to the economy, for the trade of local centres of light
manufacturing (like Prizren) was restricted and the emergence of
a commercial timber trade effectively ruled out. However the
‘old idea that every occupation except fighting is beneath the
dignity of a man’ was given every encouragement Dby
shortcomings over the delimitation of the Montenegran-Turkish
(i.e. Montenegran-Albanian) frontier after 1878, including the
failure to use such clear physical features as the Cujevina gorge.
The proposed transfer of certain Albanian territories to
Montenegro greatly exacerbated tensions in the area and forced
certain ad _hoc modifications.?? Travellers also paint a rather
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depressing picture of living conditions. The inhabitants of the
barren karst depended on dirty melted snow from the previous
winter (stored in petrol cans) for their water supply during the
summer season and the agricultural potential of the lowlands
around Lake Scutari was largely unused on account of the
unhealthy fever-ridden swamps, perpetuated by the regime of
annual flooding of the basin. The problem of malaria in
Macedonia was also highlighted: the native population might
develop immunity but indolence was seen as the result.’
Movement was normally quite limited. The zadruga persisted in
the Novipazar area with small units of society almost totally self-
contained: groups of two or three such units might be found
situated in small basins and plains or at valley heads, though
people would occasionally congregate in large numbers at the
monasteries for religious festivals or join in the moba
(communal agricultural work).?* Meanwhile population appears
to have been rising, judging by figures quoted from the Turkish
census for the sancak of Novipazar: 152,000 in 1892 rising to
220,000 in 1911, an increase of some 45 percent in barely
twenty years!> The growth was apparently more pronounced
among Moslems than Christians since the former accounted for
53 percent in 1892 but 59 in 1912. Small wonder therefore that
the powers should have looked to railways as a force for
economic and social development provided they could be
reconciled with the strategic interests of the sponsors.

The impact of the railways

The impact of the railways was of course very considerable,
although this was an inevitable consequence of the status of the
railway as the principal means of transport throughout Eastern
Europe towards the end of the century. There was a functional
link between the railway and virtually every element of
economic, political and social fabric of the region. The strategic
importance of the railways can be seen most significantly in the
vicinity of the Three Emperor’s Corner’ (Dreikaiserecke) where
the frontiers of the German, Habsburg and Russian empires
converged. The great entrenched camps constructed at Crakow
by Austria, Posen (Poznan) by Germany and at both Ivangorod
(Deblin) between Dublin and Radom and Novo Georgievsk
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(Zakroczyn) near Warsaw by Russia were all conveniently
situated on the railway. The same applies to the lesser fortresses
built in Galicia by Austria at Czernowitz (Chernovtsy), Lemberg
(Lvov) and Przemysl and connected with major installations
across the Carpathians by separate railways and with each other
by the axial route from Cracow to Czernowitz. The German
fortresses were at Breslau, Danzig (Gdansk), Glogau (Glogow),
Konigsberg and Thorn while the Russians had installations to
complete a quadrilateral at Brest Litovsk and Goniodz
(Goldap).’® The main bastion of the Romanians was at
Bucharest where the largest entrenched camp in Eastern Europe
lay at the heart of the railway system with a constellation of
outer forts connected by a ring railway.3” The importance of the
railways to Romanian defence is also seen in the construction of
lines close to the eastern frontier along the river Prut (though
out of artillery range) from Dorohoi and Botosani to Iasi, Birlad
and Galati. The Ottoman Empire looked at railways essentially
in military terms and the line north from Thessaloniki to
Mitrovica, completed just before the stock market crash of
1873, was intended as a means of quelling disorders in
Macedonia: the link with the Serbian railways was agreed in
1888 but connections across the Bulgarian and Greek borders
were not permitted. Equally the railway was a focal point for
cultural policies by virtue of the need for efficient
communication in a vast company structure. In Hungary the
railways were inevitably drawn into the Magyarisation
campaign and in 1907 a bill was presented to make Hungarian
the sole language of the national railway system, even in
Croatia. It has been argued that this created enough
consternation among the Croats for some of them to favour a
link with Serbia which in turn prompted Vienna’s somewhat
alarmist identification of Serbia as the ‘Piedmont of the South
Slavs’.

The construction of railways to suit imperial and national
requirements inevitably meant that regional interests were in
some cases overlooked. Thus the interest of both Austria and
Hungary in direct communication with the Adriatic ports ruled
out a railway line along the Sava which would link Semlin
(Zemun) with Fiume and replace the less efficient river and road
route. The tendency for development to emphasise links with the
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outside world was certainly born out widely in the Balkans since
foreign capital was interested in international trade flows rather
than domestic integration. The railway has therefore been seen
as ‘a factor in international specialisation and as such tended to
keep the area in its state of backwardness’.>® However opting
out of the modernisation process has hardly ever been seriously
perceived as a viable option and it is arguable that the more
complex rail networks that emerged later in the century, as the
state railway companies were formed (Romania 1882, Bulgaria
1884, Serbia 1889) to counteract private monopoly powers and
generate economies of scale, provided considerable opportunity
for regional development in both advanced and backward areas.
In Bohemia the construction of direct links between Vienna and
the various industrial districts, like the railway through Znaim
(Znojmo), Iglau (Jihlava), Kolin and Numburg (Nymburk) to
Jungbunzlau (Mlada Boleslav) and Bohmische Leipa (Ceska
Lipa) begun in 1868, did not prevent the emergence of a
complex radial system based on Prague which was well-placed
to be included on major international routes such as Berlin-
Vienna and also to generate linkages with industries throughout
the region. Prague’s demand for coal gave rise to the Bustchrad
line through Kralup (Kralupy) to Kladno while for similar
reasons Briinn was quickly connected with Rosice (1856) and
Teplitz (Teplice) with Aussig (1858).

As regards the more backward areas there has been some
interesting research to throw light on the situation in the eastern
regions of Germany, where the railways developed rapidly after
1881. In East Prussia, Pomerania, Posen and West Prussia,
together comprising 34.8 percent of Germany, there was only 4.
09 thousand km. of railway in 1881-2, or 20.4 percent of the
total (20.0 thousand km.), but 10.28 thousand km. or 27.6
percent of the total (37.2 thousand) in 1912. By contrast more
developed areas in Eastern Europe (Brandenburg, Saxony and
Silesia, comprising 30.2 percent of Germany) suffered a relative
decline at the turn of the century with 7.08 thousand km. of
railways in 1881-2 (35.4 percent of the total) but 11.80
thousand in 1912 (31.7 percent).>® Moreover in the backward
regions the railways came to be more prominent than
population shares (24.1 in 1881-2 and 19.7 in 1912) merited,
while in the more developed areas (with population shares of 35.
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6 in 1881-2 and 36.2 in 1912) the position deteriorated from
near parity in the earlier year. The effect of this development on
the urban centres was however contradictory. The better
integration of the eastern regions led to a rapid growth in the
leading centres. Kongisberg and Posen became important nodes
in the system and so their production and trade functions were
greatly strengthened. However the smaller towns did not have
any great potential.

Railways and economic development

The improved transport system had an important bearing on
economic development. Faster and cheaper services made it
easier for a region to distribute the products of its ‘base’
industries. But in turn the region became more accessible to
outside producers with the result that competition intensified.
Hence the net result was that industries that were particularly
favoured by virtue of raw materials or by labour/entrepreneurial
skills prospered from widening markets while activities that
were less efficient for whatever reason were now likely to
contract once the protection previously afforded by high
transport costs was lost. Of course the cheapness of railway
transport can be exaggerated and high construction costs meant
that freight rates had to be set well above the mere operating
costs. It cost more to send cotton yarn to Bohemia from Vienna
by rail than from Manchester by water and agricultural
products were charged more for a short overland journey to the
Danube than for transfer along the river over a distance fifteen
times as great. Nevertheless, the railway may be seen as an
important catalyst for modernisation and industrialisation in
particular. Until 1840 the ruling elite in Prussia was clearly
hostile to industrial development and even railway projects
received scant support. The Zollverein, according to this
analysis, would tie up with German power politics rather than
economic policy.** However R.Tilly argues that in the following
decade the economic and strategic role of railways was
appreciated and a regime of subsidies and interest guarantees
was introduced in 1842: even the possibility of government-
owned railways was contemplated.*! The railway construction
boom of the 1840s continued into the 1850s and created a solid
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base for further industrial progress by the 1860s. The
proportion of total government spending related to commerce,
which rose only slowly from 16 percent in 1821 to 19 percent in
1847, reached 31 percent in 1866. The change of attitude was
underpinned by the events of 1848 which cleared up latent
political tensions by cementing a progressive alliance of
aristocratic and middle class forces with a common interest in
economic development allied with containment of the
proletariat. It would be unreasonable to see the railway as the
sole cause of this transformed political climate, but clearly there
is an interaction between economic and social development
processes, with the state as intermediary, and the railway as an
important new element in this dynamic functional system.
Various studies have explored the economic impact of the
railways. It is significant that in Germany and the Habsburg
Empire industrial growth was most rapid in percentage terms
during the middle decades of the century at the beginning of the
railway era. This has been demonstrated through coal output by
N.T.Gross who compares annual average increase for Germany,
Austria and Hungary over two periods: 1851-71 and 1871-
1913. The first period’s figures are 8.7, 9.0 and 11.6
respectively, compared with 4.5, 3.2 and 2.0 for the second.*?
The same applies in the case of lignite production in Austria and
Hungary with 9.0 and 11.6 percent during the first period
compared with 4.5 and 6.5 for the second, when an almost
inevitable decline in percentage figures is emphasised by the
depression which according to Gross started in 1873 and did
not finally lift until 1896. Then in the case of Germany R.
Fremdling notes the stimulus to the engineering and
metallurgical industries. Between 1838 and 1845 only 29.1
percent of the 175 locomotives purchased by the Prussian
Railways were manufactured domestically; all the rest were
imported from Belgium, UK and USA. But over the next eight
years (1846-53) import substitution made rapid progress and 82.
9 percent of requirements (554 locomotives in all) were met by
German industry.*> Again whereas only 10.2 percent of the
stock of rails on the Prussian Railways was of German origin in
1843 the proportion rose to 48.4 percent in 1853 and 85.4 in
1863 (the balance accounted for by Belgium and the UK).
However it is worth adding that the success of the iron and steel
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producers in Germany came in part through cartelisation,
especially marked in the later decades. Vertical integration
became popular because it allowed manufacturers to get their
inputs at cost rather than the higher cartel price; it also
increased efficiency and lowered the riskiness of introducing
capital-intensive methods.** It was again the stimulus of the
railway to domestic industry (backed up by an obligation to use
home manufactures wherever possible) that led S.M.Eddie to
suggest that ‘the activity of the state in promoting railroads was
more important to the growth of Hungarian industry in the late
1880s and the 1890s than was any direct industrialisation
programme either at that time or later’.*®

The significance of the railway for the growth and siting of
industry can be seen very clearly in big cities like Budapest
where manufactures showed a clear preference for lineside sites
and neighbourhoods with railway stations in close proximity
(Figure 4.3). A radial network embraced the whole country,
easing the flow of foodstuffs and raw materials into the capital
as well as the distribution of manufactured goods sent out to the
provinces. By contrast extension of the railway system to remote
districts could make it very difficult for local industries to
compete with the larger units in the capital. Such were the
differences in opportunities which developers in the peripheral
areas had to recognise. A provincial administrator in Danzig,
G.von Gossler, belatedly attempted to channel government
funds into industrial projects during the 1890s with the
emphasis on local linkages and local technical training and
research. He was successful with his plan for a technical
university in Danzig achieved in 1904 but the prior failure of the
steel works in 1901 was a severe blow. Meanwhile East and
West Prussia were even further behind. Saxony was in a stronger
position: raw materials were relatively plentiful and where there
was a long-standing tradition in metal-working and textiles. The
policy of the state government in Saxony was more sympathetic
than its Prussian counterpart to the construction of railways to
stimulate local industry and as in Bohemia a widely-dispersed
engineering industry emerged. ‘All the towns of the Ore
Mountains (Erzgebirge) show a rapid growth in population
beginning with the year of their connection to the railway
system’.*¢ Towns at railway junctions seem to have developed
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Figure 4.3: Evolution of industrial zones in Budapest in relation to the
railways
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most rapidly, for example Aue where the line from Chemnitz
(Karl Marx Stadt) built in 1875, intersected the earlier link
between the coalfield of Zwickau and the ironworkings of
Schwarzenberg. The successful textile machinery works of
E.Gessner was jointed by other enterprises many of them started
by former Gessner employees: in 1905 there were twelve
engineering firms in the town employing nearly two thousand
people.

On the whole railways permitted industrial linkages over
considerable distances and then enabled the producers who
could generate economies of scale to distribute their products
over a very wide area. Perverse rate fixing, as in Bosnia and
Hercegovina, where basic charges were much higher than in
Hungary and increased disproportionately with distance, was
fortunately rare. Slovenia provides an interesting example of the
variable impact of the railway on local industrial prospects as
resources had now to be appraised in a wider context.*” A
cotton textile industry started in 1828 as a result of the import
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of Egyptian cotton through Trieste, but the opening of the
Vienna-Trieste Sudbahn in 1854 exposed the industry to
competition from the Czech Lands, with negative effects that
were also seen in the local glass industry dating back to 1824.
However the railway provided the opportunity for woodcutting
on a large scale and the papermaking industry around Laibach
became profitable enough to attract Viennese as well as local
capital and so modernise its operations in the 1870s. Again, the
local coal was sufficient to resuscitate the traditional iron
industry on the basis of raw material from the Styrian orefield
and markets in the Trieste shipyards. The major development
was the Assling (Jesenice) steelworks in 1891, but there was also
some modernisation and expansion of the Trifain (Trbovolje)
coal mines which had remained in a depressed state since the
decline of the sugar refining industry. In 1873 a joint stock
company was formed with the assistance of Wienerbankverein
and the railway became the most important customer. And as a
result of the coal supply the glass-blowing industry was able to
switch from potash to gas.

It is also worth nothing that the construction of the Nordbahn
arose out of the desire by the Rothschilds’ Creditanstalt of
Vienna to link up with the metallurgical industries of Moravia
and the salt mines of Silesia. The same concern later struck out
eastwards to Transylvania in order to stimulate industry in a
province where the lack of navigable rivers had previously
inhibited large scale development and forced the farmers to
concentrate on the export of livestock. The railway reached
Karlsburg (Alba lulia) in 1857 and from this trunk line a branch
was thrown off from Deva to the coal mines of Petroszeny
(Petrosani) which began their rapid growth. The railways
allowed some local linkage of coal and iron ore and furnaces at
Calan, Nadrag, Ohaba Bistra (Otelu Rosu) and Vaidahunyad
(Hunedoara), some with histories stretching back into the
charcoal era, were able to produce on a large scale for the
Budapest steel mills and engineering works. The Rothschilds’
railway enterprise Staatseisenbahngesellschaft (STEG) was also
involved in the Resiczabanya (Resita) metallurgical works which
developed steel making and engineering branches. In fact this is
an interesting example of the importance of the railway for an
individual plant.
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Development at Resiczabanya, on the basis of local field and
raw materials, meant initial marketing difficulties. Some 1,500
peasants were employed in carting finished goods (metal and
engineering products) as well as the iron ores obtained at Vasko
(Ocna de Fier) near Bogsan (Bocsa). In the 1872 Resiczabanya’s
first steam locomotive was despatched to Vienna for exhibition
with the aid of twenty-four pairs of oxen. The engine was
hauled across rough country to Oravicza on the railway built to
connect the Steyerlakanina coalfield with the river Danube at
Bazias. In 1873 however a narrow gauge line was built to
Bogsan from where a standard gauge connection led on to
Temesvar and Budapest: the Bogsan-Resiczabanya line was
converted to standard guage in 1909, although narrow gauge
lines were still needed locally to bring coal from Secu and
manganese from Delinesti directly to the works and to take the
iron ore of Vasko to the main line at Bogsan. With this network
of local industrial lines as well as the connections with the
outside world the importance of carting declined. The same
evolution pattern applied to links between Resiczabanya to
Steyerlakanina as the estate road leading directly south to
Steyerlakanina through Krassova (Carasova) was supplemented
by a devious rail link through Ovavicza (a distance of 125 km.
compared with 25 km. by road). And around Steyerlakanina
itself a network of narrow gauge railways was put together to
handle the mineral and timber traffic.
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5
Settlement Geography and a General
Assessment

POPULATION AND SETTLEMENT

It is by no means easy to establish the population of Eastern
Europe during the nineteenth century. Reliable figures for the
Balkans are not available before the last quarter of the century
and the figures presented in Table 5.1 cover substantial areas
outside the region (the western sections of Austria and
Germany) while excluding Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro
and Russian Poland. Furthermore comparable figures for
specific years can only be obtained in some cases based on
adjustments of census figures according to natural increase. But
tentatively it may be claimed that the population of the region
increased by 18.2 percent between 1870 and 1890 and by 26.6
percent over the following twenty years. For both periods the
rates of growth in the Balkans were higher than in Austria-
Hungary and Germany, though not by large margins. The fall in
mortality resulted in rising rates of natural increase which
reached 18.3 per thousand in Bulgaria and 15.8 in Serbia
between 1900 and 1909. In all countries except Bulgaria the
birth rate fell from 1880-9 to 1900-9 but not rapidly enough to
match the falling death rate (Table 5.2). The demographic
transition began earlier in the north.! In Upper Silesia for
example the mortality level declined around 1860 and mortality
peaks were greatly reduced, thanks to progress in controlling
certain infectious diseases. However rates of fertility and natural
increase remained high for some time and the delayed response
by the birth rate to falling mortality levels seems to have had an
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Table 5.1: Population growth, 1870-1910

Country/ Population (millions) in:  Growth (percent):
Group 1870~ 1890~
1870 1890 1910 1890 1910

Germany &

Austria-Hungary76.95% 90.72 114.39 17.9 26.1
Austria 20.38* 23.71 28.57 16.3 20.5
Germany 41.06 49.43 64.93 20.4 31.%
Hungary 15.51 17.58  20.89 133 18.8
Balkans 9.04* 10.93* 14.28*% 20.9 30.6
Bulgaria 2.75% 3.27% 434 18.9 32.7
Romania 4.60* 5.50* 7.03* 9.6 27.8
Serbia 1.69% 2.16% 2.91* 27.8 34,7
TOTAL 85.99*% 101.65* 128.67* 13.2 26.6

* Calculated from the nearest available census figure on the basis of
natural increase figures. Emigration is not taken into account.

Source: B.R.Mitchell (1980) European historical statistics 1750-1875
(London: Macmillan).

economic basis. Non-agricultural employment in the towns
induced rural-urban migration to such an extent that fertility
controls were not needed: migration from the Silesian
countryside was great enough to induce a rise in agricultural
wages until 1900. The urban areas showed higher rates of
fertility and natural increase than the rural districts and the
growth in the labour supply encouraged further industrial
development.

Migration

Population movement thus appears fundamental for the late
nineteenth century. All over Eastern Europe people were leaving
the rural areas. Rural-urban migration developed within the
various city-regions but there was considerable long-wave
migration too, reflecting the variations in the rate of urban-
industrial growth and the continuing scope for rural
colonisation in the steppelands of Baragan and Dobrogea.
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N.Todorov has described the migrations from the Balkan
Mountains, Macedonia and Thrace by people wishing to take
up farming in Dobrogea or to engage in commerce at the
famous Bazargic fair.> FElsewhere some growth of rural
population was achieved when people were able to take up
seasonal work in factories, forests and mines and retain their
home in the countryside. Indeed a little-explored feature of
industrial development at this time was the way that it
continued to integrate with a rural way of life despite the factory
system. New technology made it appropriate to substitute servile
labour for free wage labour, quite apart from reformist
pressures with a humanitarian inspiration. Landowners could no
longer afford to maintain a mix of agricultural and industrial
enterprises by exploiting their feudal privileges even assuming
managerial skills and access to capital. Peasants could not be
coerced into performing transport services with their own
draught animals but they could still take on such work in return
for wages. W.Dlugoborski remarks that in transport of mining-
smelting products ‘the owners of mines and iron works used
almost exclusively hired peasant draught-horse service’ and for
some peasants this activity became their main source of income,
relegating agriculture to a secondary role.> Meanwhile landless
peasants or smallholders who did not possess their own draught
animals would tend to take up work in the mines and factories
themselves in view of the higher wages and better conditions of
employment compared with labouring on the large agricultural
estates. Initially the employment opportunities would be greatest
in close proximity to the new industrial installations but with
the improvements in transport and particularly with the arrival
of the railways the labour catchment increased. Thus in 1848 76.
5 percent of workers in the Maihrische-Ostrau (Ostrava)
coalfield came from an area within fifty kilometres, compared
with 17.0 percent for adjacent regions and 6.5 for other regions
of Austria, but in 1879 the comparable figures were 38.0, 28.5
and 33.5 respectively. With these greater distances there would
have to be migration (weekly, seasonal but also permanent) to
the place of work where the demand for new accommodation
would generate employment in service industry and increase the
flow of workers from agriculture.
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Natural increase of population, 1820-1909
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On the other hand peasants in villages situated near to mines
and factories could remain in agriculture, even after the railway
had reduced the opportunities for carting, by renting rooms to
factory workers and by supplying goods to the expanding local
markets. For as the population of the industrial centres
increased there were stronger local food markets for the farmers
to supply: the peasant economy could compete with landowners
as well as with traders who brought in rural products over
greater distances. However the possibilities for continuing
agriculture near to industrial settlements were reduced by
pollution and by opportunities for a change in land use. Where
the land contained limestone, fire clay, gravel or some other
material the peasant could open his own quarry or sell the land
to another operator. More generally the growth of factories and
their infrastructure increased land prices in the immediate
vicinity, thus making sale of land for urban development
difficult to resist. So the peasantry became the proletariat, but
still not a homogenous class: landless peasants became industrial
workers but ‘rich peasants found their place in new society as
independent craftsmen, lower middle-class merchants, tenement-
house and restaurant owners’.* The peasant producer might
survive further from the settlement if he could compete with
food brought in by rail from further afield by turning to
dairying or vegetable growing. But it was only in the main
industrial centres where a radical economic and social change
took place and throughout Eastern Europe there are cases of
‘industrial-agricultural regions where farming could still profit
(from) being very close to industrial works of small to medium
size which would not become a threat to farm existence and
where slow progress in (the growth of the) railway system
helped to establish the local products’ market’.® Yet stagnation
in industry could lead to overpopulation of villages and so
impede development of the peasant economy.

However the dominant trend was the movement of younger
people into the towns, often taking advantage of the newly-won
freedom to work for their own benefit. The importance of the
social stimulus may have been all the greater, judging by
Obrebski’s perceptive comments about village life in Poland
where innovations were often resented. For example the group
reaction to urban dress was clearly negative.® Of course certain
improvements in housing did pass through the collective filter
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system and became accepted as an enrichment of the traditional
cultural pattern. The process of change was hardly painless and
elderly people perceived an open revolt by the young against old
traditions and despaired at their disappearance: particularly
traumatic was the breakdown of the authority of parents and
elders and the erosion of the extended household that had
previously been the hallmark of the traditional patriarchal
family. The father was no longer a symbol of the family group’s
economic potential and social importance: seasonal migration
for wage labour gave independence to individual members and
inevitably introduced new social values. The social conflicts of
the village in turn may have stimulated a preference for town life
and the severing of all links with the village. Advancement in the
towns was not constrained by stifling conventions and young
people with a peasant background could rise to the middle
classes, given suitable education and sponsorship, and so
fraternise with elements of the former landowning class whose
economic position had been undermined by the loss of serf
labour necessitating a transfer to menial employment in the
towns. Obrebski’s perceptive comments thus provide a
sociological perspective which can be set against the much more
widely studied economic record of the last hundred years. The
unification of urban and rural culture was plainly obstructed by
serfdom (making civilisation in Eastern Europe increasingly
distinct) but adjustment to the opportunities offered by
emanicipation has been a long-term process, conditioned by
peasant perceptions of the rural milieu as opposed to the urban
way of life and by government policy: this has wavered between
support for the peasantry, through improvement of their
smallholdings and recognition of their culture as the essence of
national identity, and incitement to migrate by large scale
industrialisation in the towns linked with a collectivisation of
agriculture.

Emigration

At the highest level there is the international migration which
has already been discussed with reference to the Jews and
Russian Poles. In addition however there was some movement
into Eastern Europe of Italian decorators and stoneworkers,
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many of them finding work in the Habsburg Empire and
Romania. Immigrants appear to have acquired skills in the
construction industry so as to harmonise employment
opportunities with migration preferences. In the other direction
there was the flow of emigrants to the New World. J.D.Gould
has made a thorough survey of emigration from Europe in the
nineteenth century.” He sees the constraints inhibiting migration
being gradually reduced in the years up to 1914. Particularly
important here was the cost and time of travel. The average time
taken for the Atlantic voyage in the mid-nineteenth century was
44 days for sailing ships and 14 for steamers, but steamer
services continued to accelerate and the fastest times came down
to 9.7 days in 1875, 7.6 in 1890 and 4.5 in 1914. There was a
saving in cost to say nothing of reduced ‘opportunity cost’
through loss of work during the voyage, and also the value of
reassurance arising from reliable steamer schedules after the
uncertainties of voyages by sailing ships with all the hardship
and boredom arising from long delays due to bad weather.
Information came to a large extent from printed material which
was being distributed to an increasingly literate population; it
also arose through overseas contacts developing as a result of
trade. On all these counts (publishing, literacy and trade) it
would be reasonable to suppose that the higher income
countries would export a larger proportion of their population
and hence the tendency of the emigration phenomenon to follow
the process of modern economic growth across the face of
Europe. In Eastern Europe knowledge of New World
opportunities was quite limited until late in the century, while
village communities remained strong and administrative
impediments could make it difficult to obtain passports.
However there were considerable variations in the extent of
emigration even in the years immediately before the First World
War when some countries were still not as ‘emigration
saturated’ as some western countries had been decades earlier.
Also the rate of return migration was relatively high in some
parts of Eastern Europe. Some two-thirds of all Bulgarians,
Serbs and Montenegrans in the United States were temporary
sojourners rather than long-term settlers (compared with nearly
one half for Austria, one third for Hungary and only one fifth
for Germany). East European settlers found it hard to identify
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culturally and linguistically with the New World while the more
limited opportunities for seasonal migration within Europe
meant an Atlantic crossing even for a short spell of work away
from home. Although the bonds of the village community
loosened in the late nineteenth century the importance of
peasant farms ensured a strong link with the land, except in
Romania where the greater prominence of estates may account
for the lower level of return migration: just 18 percent.

In Hungary J.Puskas has identified a period of ‘full-fledged
mass migration’ from 1899 to 1913 which developed out of the
preparations made over preceding decades.® The average annual
rate (per thousand of the total population) was 2.7 for 1899-
1903, 6.4 for 1904-8 and 4.5 for 1909-13. However only in
one year (1905) was emigration heavy enough to cancel out all
the natural increase, and except for the peak years of 1904-8
the loss of natural increase ranged from a third to a fifth. It
seems that emigration fever developed most strongly in
peripheral parts of the country, especially Slovakia, followed by
western Croatia and southern Transylvania. These emphases
cannot be correlated with variations in the population/resource
ratio. Rather it seems that the areas far from the industrial pull
of Budapest were most prominent. But this is only a credible
argument if it is seen as a reluctance to move to an urban life-
style and a preference for a country home which was thought to
be attainable with money earned through a temporary stay in
America with its relatively high wages. It is also likely that
emigration was strongest in some peripheral areas because of
contacts across the frontier with Czechs, Germans and Poles
who had been keen to emigrate at an earlier date. However the
emigration habit gradually became more widespread because the
eight districts that accounted for half the migrants in 1900-1
generated only one fifth in 1910- 11 after a decade when the
total number of migrants rose by 70 percent. But the peripheral
bias was still quite strong if only because passports were more
difficult to obtain in lowland regions where cheap wage labour
was wanted by the estates. In fact it was largely because of the
fears of industrialists and landowners over labour supply that
politicians were inclined to talk emotively of ‘ghost villages’ and
the progressive feminisation of rural communities. Even if the
migrants returned home they might be corrupted by the
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international ideal of the New World and so become ‘the
incendiaries of passions and disaffections’.” Yet in view of the
failure of industrialisation to keep pace with the demographic
boom emigration helped to reduce poverty and the money sent
home was of great economic importance. There was no case for
the restriction of migration, which had been common under
mercantilism, and the governments of Austria and Hungary
aimed at supervising the emigration process with an emphasis
on Fiume (Rijeka) rather than Bremen and Hamburg.
Nevertheless there was some feeling of failure at the volume of
emigration and more thought was given by political leaders to
the problems of the landless agrarian proletariat.

Urban growth and town planning

There was a rapid growth in the population of the towns arising
from industrial development and the growth of commerce in the
late nineteenth century. The traditional country fairs continued,
although they tended to become more specialised as merchants
dealt in specific products of the peasant economy and marketed
these goods at fairs up and down the country throughout the
year. Local weekly market trade also prospered, for it was quite
crucial for the supply of foodstuffs to the growing cities: the
problem of high food prices noted in Buda and Pest in 1852 was
dealt with by providing new market places and removing the
restrictions which limited the trading to two days per week.
Peddling also persisted through the turn of the century. Slovaks
would market linen cloth from their home villages right across
the central and southern parts of Hungary and in some cases
crossed the frontiers of the Habsburg Empire to sell their wares
in Romania and the Russian Empire. A relatively new
development however was specialised trading from fixed shops.
There was evidently some such trade in exotic goods (dyes,
spices and sugar) in the eighteenth century but the late
nineteenth century shows a marked increase in scale with
emphasis on foodstuffs and on four groups of industrial
products: textiles; steel and iron-mongery; pottery china and
glass; and haberdashery and fancy goods. Several factors
account for this trend. First of all the truck system was losing
ground in the nineteenth century and eventually it was
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prohibited outright. Agricultural labourers ceased to be paid in
kind and hence there was a growing demand for shops selling
groceries and miscellaneous goods. ‘Small shops appeared with
resilient promptitude where they were needed by the population
which they could then serve regardless of the weather and the
time of day’.'? There would be a considerable increase in the
number of general stores in the towns and the appearance of
shops in villages where there had been none before. Secondly
however the introduction of mass-production techniques in
industry paved the way for an increase in specialised trading.
Merchants were no longer involved in the production process
(traditionally in finishing) and the increasing availability of
standardised products, branded and packaged ready for sale,
meant that the trader needed relatively little expertise in
manufacturing. Special shops therefore tended to replace small
industries which had previously been in direct contact with
consumers. Finally the great improvements in transport, with
railway systems complemented by country carriers, made it
relatively easy for goods to be distributed from a factory or
agricultural district to a chain of retail outlets. Of course the
provision of retail trade establishments showed considerable
variations and data for the different parts of the Habsburg
Empire in 1902 indicates a much better level of provision for the
Czech Lands than for more backward parts of the empire such
as Bucovina, Galicia and especially Dalmatia. And the
disparities tend to be rather greater for specialised shops than
for shops dealing in foodstuffs and miscellaneous items.

Railways and urban development

The railway was an important factor in the uneven process of
urban development since the best-placed cities would, arguably,
be able to increase their size and influence as the railway
handled industry’s new materials and finished products more
efficiently than before and made medium—and long-distance
passenger movements to large cities more feasible. Empirical
work in Poland demonstrates that towns at nodal points on the
railway system invariably developed quite rapidly while small
towns served by a single link were less dynamic.!! This point
can be expressed in more sophisticated terms through the
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disproportionate growth of the main regional centres which
were the focal points for the evolution of the railway system in
the first place. Thus the railway development in the eastern
regions of Germany was drawn to Konigsberg (Kaliningrad) and
Posen (Poznan) whose production and trade functions were
greatly strengthened as the east became more closely integrated
into the German economy. By comparison the smaller towns did
not have any great potential. The small agricultural centres
(Ackerburgstidte) that emerged in the early nineteenth century
became increasingly less dynamic as the century wore on.
Urbanisation levels were quite low in the east as a whole: 26.9
percent in 1816, falling to 22.9 in 1840 (after a rapid growth in
the rural population) and then advancing slowly to 24.2 in 1871
and 33.7 in 1910.'% These figures yield values of only 96, 84, 73
and 71 respectively in relation to the Prussian average of 100.
This relative inferiority also applied to the spacing of towns, for
the area of land per town exceeded the Prussian average by 26
percent in 1816 and 1840 but by 28 percent in 1871 and 33 in
1910, and in average size values of 84, 74, 65 and 53 emerged.
At the same time the railway could be used for suburban
movements and hence the outward spread of the great cities was
stimulated. And in a sense of course the railway necessitated
such a suburban explosion through the heavy demands made on
land in city centres for construction of stations, yards, depots
and warehouses. In the case of Berlin the change was all the
more dramatic because improvements in urban transport had
for long been delayed by a restrictive monopoly on carrriage
operation. Horse-drawn omnibuses were introduced in the
1840s but even so ‘the size of the city seems to have been
pressing against the limits of the technologies of local
transportation’.!> The railways showed little initial interest in
commuter traffic but a Ringbahn was completed in 1877 and
supplemented by the Stadtbahn in 1882. The main line
Dresdener and Nordbahn companies also started to stimulate
commuter traffic in the late 1870s through the construction of
suburban stations following the precedent of Lichterfeld station,
built by the promoter of the surrounding suburb. Of course for
suburban transport there was hardly a railway monopoly as the
network was rarely developed specifically for surburban services
while the priority for long-distance trains made the railway
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inconvenient for cross-city movements until rapid transit
systems were built. The link between transport services and
suburban growth is to be seen much more clearly through the
tramways. This theme has been explored by F.W.Carter in the
context of Prague and the changing distribution pattern of
workers’ residences brought out for one of the city’s leading
employers.'*

In view of the emergence of a considerable middle-class
population in the commercial and industrial centres the railway
was also able to modify the urban geography through increased
access to the holiday resorts. Although there is not the same
emphasis on coastal resort towns as in Western Europe the
mountain climatic stations and health resorts experienced
considerable growth. One example is the old mining and
metallurgical centre of Zakopane in the Tatra. This was already
quite well-established before the railway arrived from Cracow
(Krakow) and Neumarkt (Nowy Targ) in 1899. In 1873 one Dr.
T.Chatubinski of Warsaw began what turned out to be annual
visits ‘bringing many distinguished friends for rest, recreation
and the simple life’.!> Sanitary conditions were not at first
suitable for invalids but convalescents were recommended to
make the journey to Zakopane and, as further interest
developed through the promotion of the Tatra through picture
and prose, Zakopane was given the status of health resort under
the control of a municipal council with power to levy rates. The
railway allowed the potential to be more fully exploited and the
early twentieth century years saw Zakopane established as a
important tourist resort and as a curative centre for pulmonary
and tubercular diseases. The road network improved and hotels
and cafes multiplied, many of the buildings adopted a distinctive
local style of architecture developed by S. Witkiewicz from the
traditional Gorale cottage. A water supply was organised in
1906 and a hydro-electric generating station at nearby Kuznice
began to supply current in 1920.

Railway building also affected the port towns, for those which
were first to benefit from rail communications had the
opportunity to capitalise on what was at the very least a short-
term advantage over their rivals. One such case involves the
Adpriatic coast where Dubrovnik continued its relative decline on
account of the delay in opening up the hinterland by railways, in
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contrast to Fiume and Trieste. Railways reached Sebenico
(Sibenik) and Spalato (Split) from Bosnia and Serbia via Prijedor
(narrow gauge) and from Croatia via Ogulin (standard gauge).
But the most important links were even further north. The
railway brought rapid growth to Trieste, but more important for
Eastern Europe was the expansion at the now-Yugoslav port of
Fiume (Rijeka), with a ten-fold increase in its export trade
between 1870 and 1910. It is doubtful if this commercial and
industrial boom would have taken place if the Magyars had not
been intent on developing their own rail system in preference to
linking up with the Sudbahn for Trieste. A link between Fiume
and Trieste was eventually completed but high freight rates
limited its importance. The railway eventually arrived in
Dubrovnik (1906) but it was only a narrow gauge line, part of
the Bosnian system, and quite inadequate to allow Dubrovnik to
recapture its once extensive Balkan and Pannonian hinterland.
Nevertheless a number of shipowners continued to be based in
Dubrovnik and in terms of shipowning the harbour at Gruz,
adjacent to the Medieval port, emerged as Yugoslavia’s leading
port. However it was reduced to second place by 1926 and was
overtaken again, by Ploce on the Neretva, a modern port built in
1937 and provided with a railway connection in 1940 (now
converted to standard gauge and electrified). There is still one
shipping company based in Dubrovnik and the range of
industries processing local raw materials (both agriculture and
fishing) is considerable, but increasingly the town’s maritime
and commercial skills are related to the tourist industry.

It remains a major task to investigate the development of the
urban network in Eastern Europe through census searches and
numerous calculations to allow for changes in boundaries and
status through time. Even monographs dealing with individual
countries are few and far between.!® But a broad impression
may be gained from the list prepared by E.Reclus for the third
volume of his Nouvelle géographie universelle published in Paris
in 1878. The census sources all date to ¢.1870. Berlin was the
only million city (1.08), followed by seven cities with a
population exceeding 100,000: Warsaw (0.34 million), Budapest
(0.30), Bucharest and Breslau (each 0.24), Prague (0.22),
Dresden (0.20) and Leipzig (0.13). Another fifteen cities fell into
the 50,000— 100,000 bracket: in descending order—Danzig
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(Gdansk), Iasi, Halle, Stettin (Szczecin), Galati, Chemnitz (Karl
Marx Stadt), Briinn (Brno), Szeged, Posen, Szabadka (Subotica),
Cracow, todz, Pilsen (Plzen), Reichenberg (Liberec) and
Sarajevo. Then 37 towns registered a population between 235,
000 and 50,000. Thus the number of large towns was small:
only 23 with a population exceeding 50,000 of which the
majority (18) were in the north. In areas where the railway had
made an appearance the main administrative and commercial
centres were many times larger than the smaller towns in the
same province: despite industrial growth towns like fodz and
Reichenberg were small compared with their regional capitals—
Warsaw and Prague respectively.

Primacy was not caused solely by the railway of course, for in
Serbia in 1866 Belgrade was the largest town (24.8 thousands)
and despite its peripheral position it was already nearly four
times larger than Pozarevac (6.9), Sabac (6.5) and Kragujevac (6.
4). But differences increased later in the century and some
interesting evidence of differential rates of change comes from
Croatia-Slavonia where the population of the seventeen towns
almost doubled from 144.7 thousands in 1869 to 221.3 in 1910
(Table 5.3)!7 However the towns with more t