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INTRODUCTION

Foreword
As a very general remark, these papers are concerning populations which diverge as to their

setting both in history and in space: on the one hand the European data (two villages in Belgium;
the Moscow region; the city of Venice and the two rural villages of Madregolo and Casalguidi in
Italy; the Scania rural villages) are covering quite the entire 19th century, on the other side the
Japanese families get through the 18th and the 19th century, while the Liaoning Bannermen in
Northeast China are followed between 1650 and 1950. A further consideration could be get: apart
from Venice all researches refer to rural populations and quite all are concerning delimited
populations. While Alain Arrault and Paul Servais from one side and Jurgen Schlumbohm from the
other are facing both demographic behaviour and family formation from an approach regarding
theories of family building systems, the other contributed papers are based on data which are placed
within a “strategic” research program - namely, that of the EurAsian project on Population and
Family History. As it refers to the EurAsian project there are several optics of analysis, covering a
wide range of the demographic behaviour: infant and child mortality (Breschi and Derosas), first
marriage patterns (Tsuya and Kurosu), family organisation and strategies (Blum et alii), household
structure and economic stresses (Alter et alii, Bengtsson and Dribe). From a methodological point
of view, all the authors (with the exception of Arrault and Servais, Blum et alii, and Schlumbohm)
make use of the discrete-time event history analysis to reveal how demographic processes within
the household context responded to short-term economic stress: in other words they are all
concerning risk management within the family, taking a multiple-dimensional approach to
demographic phenomena. This is the characterising and unifying methodology of the EAP group.
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Anyway, even though the linguistic terminology to defining population events and facts (for
instance: while “family”, in its several typologies, is not strictly comparable between Italy and
China, Belgium and Japan, Russia and Sweden, so “age” has not everywhere the same significance)
is not really identical, due to the fact that we are facing with populations which are characterised by
very typical cultural heritages (for instance, infant mortality between Catholic and Jewish
populations in Venice), a first confluence of results can be achieved. That is, within any ample
environment, the variability both of family forms and of fertility, mortality and nuptiality
constitutes the rule, especially for past populations, and it is the first result of diverse environmental
situations and not-homogeneous demographic conditions. The geography of space on one hand and
the demographic and socio-economic structures on the other have always acted to generate
markedly differentiated population processes and behaviours.

The base of such variability is depending upon different factors, such as age, gender,
occupation, education and so on. The demographic pattern of a traditional population is
substantially conditioned by cultural (1), social and economic factors, all linked to the geographical
environment in which that population is living. Generally speaking, a population is constituted by
sub-groups, each of them with differentiated cultural features (including religious, social and
economic aspects), so that the demography of such population is the average result of the
demography of each single sub-group. In other words, the general feature of a population is
constituted by the variability of the demographic phenomena characterising its components. This is
the first result or lesson we could get from  the contributed papers to the session. However – and
this is the second lesson – it is necessary to start new ways of research, unearthing new materials
with the support of the increasing statistical sophistication, so to get innovative questions and more
comprehensive answers.

Since the family constitutes the set within which any demographic event is originated, we’ll
begin summing up the ways the family performs in its life cycle. As a comparative basis we’ll take
the European (or, it is better to say, the Italian) family structure and its behaviour.

A first approach: the family and its demographic tangle
Within its spatial differences and residential patterns (namely, rural villages as it the case of

all papers), a population is organised in families of different size, thus with different roles or family
relations, both in Europe and in Asia. It is widely known that these roles within the family (head of
family, children, grandchildren, and so on), according to gender, change with the passing of time
because of the impact of many factors. For example, within a demographic system characterised by
high mortality, high fertility and high marriage age – like that of most European countries until the
late nineteenth century - about 20 to 30 per cent of the whole population was acting as head of
family, and quite everywhere people were most likely to become family (or group – as Campbell
and Lee say) head in their 30s. Instead, the role of wife was acted by a proportion less than 20 per
cent. The role of head was hold with marked differences by sex: while male heads of family were
about one third of the whole male population, female heads of family were less than 10 per cent of
the female population (with additional variability according to urban or rural areas): a proportion
depending above all on their status of widowhood. But this pattern is not so universal everywhere –
that is, neither in Japan, nor in China - and at all times.

In general, the child’s role was performed by a large number of people. In European
countries children represented, in fact, a high percentage, as they were about 35 to 40 per cent of the
whole population, while their proportion seems comparatively lower in Japan (no more data are
available concerning Asian countries). Again, (this seems to be a uniform pattern quite everywhere,
in Europe so as in Asia) male children had a more substantial role, as they were assigned the role of
remaining within the families, taking over the role of the head of the family and inheriting the
fathers’ occupation when the time came. As much as the male child had the duty to carry the family
name and transmit it to his children, so he had, in general, the duty to inherit his grandfather’s name
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(2). Conversely, daughters had a different role: they lost their family name by marrying and,
usually, their destiny was to leave their family when they got married (3).

As a very general picture, in Europe as in Asian countries, children are considered as such
until the family structure is modified, usually by the death of the head of the family, or when they
marry or they go out of the family. Consequently, the role of each member within the household is
mainly depending both on his/her age and on his/her relation with the head of the household – in the
same way in European countries as in Northeast Japan. However, it is evident that whatever
classification of roles within the family is used, and whatever “catalogue” of family distribution (for
instance, the Laslett’s one) is available, the different cultures existing at the base of the definition of
the family must be taken into due account (4).

Hence, if we assume a uniform and time-constant level of fertility, in areas of low migratory
rates, marriage and death appear to be the only factors affecting the family structure and modifying
the roles within it, namely the relations with the head of family. And within the same family
typology a different number of persons living under the same roof there exist. However, there are
other factors which came to complicate the picture of family relations: again, not only the dynamics
of the demographic régime but the influence of legal and customary models both of inheritance and
succession and of acquisition of non-kin members (mainly servants) when needed.

These differences had effects in many aspects of social life, and were originated by the
existing ideologies about the marriage as a societal and religious event, in the same way as by the
number of new “niches” (i.e. nuclear family households) that young couples could form of their
own, separate from their parents (5).

Undoubtedly, this differentiation was both function of the residential model chosen after
marriage – that is, according to the family type the newlyweds constituted - and of the different
‘possibilities’ to re-marry allowed to widowers in comparison to widows (6). The residential or
post-nuptial model is ”neolocal” when the husband automatically becomes head of the new family –
as it happened in Europe and in Northeast Japan where normally a non-inheriting child formed his
own household (a new “branch”) upon marriage (Tsuya and Kurosu). The post-nuptial model is
“patrilocal” when the young wife follows her husband in his family, and “matrilocal” when the
husband moves into the house of his spouse. In these two last cases both the bride and the
bridegroom are recorded as a ‘child’, in any survey. This situation is performed, in general, in the
case of a young man carrying out the same activity of his father or of his father-in-law. It is within
the interrelation between age at marriage, residential model and socio-economic structures of
unmarried persons that the marriage expectancies of past populations and, as a consequence, the
family sets were created. Also, it is evident that these marriage expectancies depended upon the
number of unmarried persons available by socio-professional group within a certain territory - that
is, upon the chances of marriage exchanges between groups and territories (7). It was the complex
of these factors (which are referred to the general outline of the “marriage market”) that conditioned
the marriage age.

As we can get from 19th century Belgium, “another decisive determinant of the
emancipation was the competition among the sibling group” (Alter et alii). This is seen in terms of
preference about celibacy (due to “some kind of increasing returns to scale” in household with
many unmarried children “en file d’attente”), therefore “children tended to leave home following
their birth order when a younger was ready to replace him/her”. “In the Land of Herve, specific
analyses have demonstrated that each member of a siblings group had the same chances to access to
marriage, that sex or birth order didn’t work in an almost perfect egalitarian family system. But
when an individual lost his/her chance – and especially when a girl failed – he/she was constrained
to leave to left the followings take their own chance”. In their approach, emancipation means
leaving home both by marriage and emigration. Anyway, emigration and marriage do not play the
same role within the family: there is always a distinctive behavioural pattern depending both on
gender (i.e.: sex, age and marital status) and profession. This birth order hierarchy was particularly
strong among sons and in the context of patrilineal stem family system. However, the fact that a
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person could not get married successfully could depend on a complex of several factors: physical
and health status, beauty, professional or religious status, psychological aptitude to marrying, and so
on. Was it also depending on – or controlled by – birth rank? At last, another intriguing problem is
coming out. Is birth order (for surviving children at the age at marriage, obviously) a factor of
selection of marriage? “…there was a strong hierarchy by birth order of offspring within household
that strongly influenced the order of marriages among offspring” (Tsuya and Kurosu). (8). The
pattern of access to marriage within the wealthy families, the aristocracy, was strictly bounded to
birth rank. What happened within “the other part of the world”? What happened in the rural
families, or in the artisan family, in the landless? Was there a distinctive model for each socio-
professional group? How long the search of the spouse was limited by the dimension of the specific
marriage market (that limited by the adage “wives and ox of your country”) and by birth rank? This
could be a perspective of comparative research too.

In Europe as in Asian countries, it seems that within the family, every relation between roles
(husband/wife, father/children, and head of family/other members) is set into a strictly hierarchical
frame, which does not allow contrasts or oppositions among people. It represents a grid without
internal dialectics, as there is always a common factor linking people together, within a thick fabric
of solidarity, which can be avoided only by migration or, more generally in a second instance, by
marriage. This common factor is given by the daily survival. Every decision is subordinated to the
answer to give to the external world, with the goal of family survival and its adjustment to the
conjuncture. It is not a chance, for example, that in many European countries – again, especially
those of Roman Catholic religion – another factor played an important role, together with migration
and marriage and after that mortality had acted, as to control the number of persons that could live
within the family – specifically to redistribute within the family the burdens of hard times: the
abandonment of newborns (9). Does it played the same role as infanticide in other countries?

While each member of the family is free to build his/her own future, although it is the family
and its articulation that constitute the structure to which refer for every decision, as a body whose
strategy of survival is chosen by whoever counts more, depending on gender and age, because “who
produces more, he counts more”.

After all, it was the actual demographic tangle that could explain – in part – the way with
which the family reacted to intervening risks and adapted (or, resigned) itself to the games of the
fate. So as it is well illustrated by Breschi and Derosas for the city of Venice, by Bengtsson and
Dribe for some Scanian villages, by Campbell and Lee in Northeast China, by Alter and alii for two
rural areas in Belgium and by Tsuya and Kurosu for the rural villagers in Japan.

A second approach: the family and its economic tangle
The spatial differentiation of the family structures is markedly influenced by the elements of

distinct demographic systems, outlined by fertility, nuptiality and mortality levels and by the
intensity of migrations. Nevertheless, the demographic system does not act alone in determining the
population processes. There are also the influences performed by the economic structure and by the
social distribution of groups within the whole population, as distinctive agents of the family
structure. This is the terrain where all the papers found elements of a general uniformity of results.

As the family represents a body in continuos adjustment, it is within itself that the decisions
about its components are made, with respect to the way each member can and must co-operate. A
specific economic value is assigned to each member of the family, according to age, gender and
relation to the head of the family. Both the specific way of production of the family-enterprise (as
represented by the occupation of the head of the family) and the typology of the family define the
activity of the members. Roles and functions of the family members are distributed according to the
specific economic sector of the head of the family – that is, according to the different relationship
between work and property. The farmer’s family, producing its own food, and making its own tools,
is organised in a different way from the artisan’s family which must purchase all is necessary to live
and work. But the same farmer’s family is structured in different way according to the type of
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property: owning peasants are not the same as those leasing land nor as those just only wage
labourers. In any case, the head of the family must depend upon the work of all other members.

Hence, every family is organised according to its economic features, namely the occupation
performed by each member in relation to gender and age. Every typology has its own specific
characterisation, in relation to the occupation performed by the head of the family (i.e. the
profession that marks the family), by the aggregation of other members (relatives or not) and,
usually, by the assignment of specific economic and demographic roles. As an example, we can
look at the roles performed within the different farmers’ families, one run by a so-called ‘share-
cropper”, and the other run by a wage-labourer. The same differences, for instance, as we have
between peasants and landless, in Scania. Within the share-cropper household there will be more
articulated typologies, according to the number of co-living generations; while within the wage-
labourer’s family (but, it is the same as within the urban and village families run by artisans or
traders) the household has the structure of a nuclear or stem family. It is therefore the occupation
performed by the head of the family that dictates roles and number of co-living persons. Within the
frame of a given level of fertility and mortality and within a given socio-economic group, it is the
occupation of the head of the family that explains the differences in the family size. It is the
profession of the head that affects the number of people who, in relation to age and gender, can live
under the same roof. The model seems well grounded in Scania, in Italy and in Belgium (and it is
proved as existing in other European areas) but the other papers do not give the possibility to verify
if it existed in China and in Japan too.

It is mainly within the non-rural households (whichever its typology might be) – unlike what
happens in the agricultural sector – that the few men and women living together have more specific
tasks to perform and their roles are stressed by the small size of the family. In these types of
households, the proportions of those who get activities different from that of the head are higher.

Referring to the European experience, as it refers to the age structure of the (active)
members, there could be pointed two different patterns, according to sex (10). While the
percentages of males involved in the same occupation as of the farmer-head of the family are
growing, the proportions of women performing different activities are increasing. This circumstance
shows a kind of occupational “male slavery”, which is higher in relation to the ageing of the family
members. This relation to the age is not so net within non-rural families. On the contrary, it seems
that the occupational diversity decreases with the age as it regards women, while it increases among
men. It is worth noting that there is only the exception of the younger age class (10 to 24 years),
corresponding to the age of young women who perform activities in order to accumulate some
savings in view of the marriage, that will take them outside the family. The supply of family
employment is therefore controlled, for each phase of the cycle of the family life, by the underlying
structure in terms of distribution of members by age and gender. Therefore, the rural population
“lived in the Malthusian trap and demonstrated a high capacity of adaptation through the
establishment of complex systems of pluri-activity” - conclude Alter, Neven and Oris. Their
statement could well be extended to urban population too and to other European regions, not only to
East Belgium. Is it possible to extend it also to the Asian regions?

Obviously, dependence and independence, as well as identity and diversity, in this approach,
must be interpreted in occupational terms, thus strictly economic, and open the problem of the “time
allocation” analysis within the family. Generally speaking, longer is the time spent in the family,
more rigid becomes the presence of members performing the same activity of the head of the family
and participating to the family income formation. In this view, it seems that women are more
dynamic: older they are, more they seem to adjust to external market activities. Within the same
family structure there were certainly behavioural differences, which, nevertheless, were
corresponding to different life expectations, ruled by gender. Hence, it was the gender and age
composition of family members that conditioned the “economic destination” of the whole family.

It is worth repeating that it was within the non-rural families, run by artisans, labourers,
traders or others (with the highest number of nuclear families), that there is the highest proportion
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of members performing an activity different from that of the head of family. We could conclude
that the differentiation of activities in non-rural families was determined by the fact that, unlike
what happened in rural families, the family relations were less rigid, and less conditioned by the
dependence of activity on which the whole family was linked. We must bear in mind that the
farmer’s family was strictly controlled by the owner of the land, who even intervened (in the case of
Italy, for instance), through the head of the family, in the decisions to marry taken by any family
member. Within both the rural families of wage-labourers and the urban families, the only element
of control was operated by the market and its laws (the “demand” and the ”supply” of products and
work force generated by the family), as well as by the economic conjuncture. The latter can offer a
key to interpret the heterogeneity of activities, in order to better facing the conjuncture. If the
occupation of the head of family was not entirely sufficient to create the family income, there was
someone else (according to the family typology), who could contribute to face these economic risks,
if only with emigration. All that confirms that - taking again from Schlumbohm – “the family
system would not appear as a rigid mechanism nor a fixed set of rules, but a complex and malleable
aggregate, subject to change by the actors’ strategies”. But these strategies were depending on the
external world and on the blasts of fate.

As a sort of conclusion
In this frame, the way with which occurring risks are faced comes to play a very important

role. In all the papers, it is evident, “risks” are those originated not only by economic factors – i.e.
shortage of agricultural products, poor harvest, famine, bad climate, etc., which affected prices (11)
– but by demographic crisis too, due to epidemic factors, which turned out in sudden high mortality
rates. The picture designed by all the papers is very articulated and of a really interest. Even if, in its
more detailed plugs, the puzzle is not perfectly satisfying - because the data point out certain
differences in the actual responses to risks (12) - the result is that any strategic program planned
within the family (how many children leave to get married, for instance, or what more profitable
activity could be chosen) was frustrated by the “conjuncture”, or by fate. All the everyday life was
entangled in events that could not be controlled. Or, maybe it is better to say, that no control could
be checked but only later, taking advantage of the few residual “means”. In other words we have to
deal with attempts to rearrange the family system, obviously following different ways, according to
the dimension and the depth of the crisis. In short, any family system could not maintain itself but
through controlling marriage and migration solutions (13). And the fact is that any individual event
(marriage, migration, birth and death) has to be led back to this natural “niche”, where whatever
strategy to moderate the fate sets up.

At last, all papers demonstrate the necessity and the importance of getting under study the
intriguing family systems (intriguing, due to its very distinctive forms, owing to the interplay of
both the demographic and the socio-economic factors) in a very broad approach.

At the beginning of this paper, the variability of the demographic and family systems has
been pointed out as being the distinctive aspect of all the contributions to this session. Then, this is
the same specific result: a relevant variability both of behaviours as reaction to crisis and of
attitudes facing the intervening risks.

A further consideration we have to get. All papers prove: (i) the necessity to build up
conceptual models for the research in demographic history, but without letting entangled in
preconceived patterns; (ii) the necessity to look for new materials, which do really exist
everywhere, not only in Europe, as new rich sources for social scientists; (iii) the necessity of being
aware of the fact that any analysis does not give better answers but rather aids to ask better
questions. This is, summing up, the lesson we can get from these research studies.
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NOTES

(1)  The role of religious and political ideologies has been clearly described by Servais and Arrault,
and by Schlumbohm. In his paper Schlumbohm states that anyhow the regional pattern of family
forms, in Germany like in other European countries, can be explained to a large extent by the
patterns of inheritance and succession there existing. A more complete understanding of family
systems cannot therefore be reached without a more comprehensive knowledge of both the legal
and customary aspects of succession. Even the way as to face risks. However, there is another
problem to think about: how far religious (and political) ideologies could have influenced the way
to register demographic events (specifically births, marriages, deaths)? Which is the
epistemological significance at the base of population registers in different countries? How does it
change with the passing of time? Maybe, the response to these questions could in some way affect
researches concerning very distinctive populations (or cultures). We refer, for example, to marriage
registration in a Catholic population which is very different to the marriage registration in pre-
industrial Japan, where “marriage and its registration were largely contextual, being influenced by
local customs and socio-economic developments” (in Tsuya and Kurosu’s words. And that points
out some problems when measuring the timing of marriage).
(2)  Alain Blum, analysing the transmission of first names between father and son and between
grandparents and stepchildren, arrives at the conclusion that the relation between grandfather’s and
step-son’s first name is higher than that between father’s and child’s one – quite the same we can
found in other countries of Europe. This is one of the complex cultural grids, which binds together
male generations. Just the same results are characterising the Liaoning Bannermen studied by
Cameron Campbell and James Lee (maybe, due to the peculiar nature of the registers). What
happens in other non-European cultures?
(3)  Is there, in the history, any relation between the (legal or customary) capacity to maintain and
transmit the female family name and the social or cultural role of women?
(4)  There are two striking differences between Europe and Asia, as it concerns the pattern of (first)
marriage: the first is depending on the concept of “universality” - i.e., marriage is quite universal in
Asia but not in Europe. The second refers to age: i.e., age at marriage was very low in Russia, Japan
and China, but very high in other European countries – both for men and women, and independently
of the type of the family (the two families where the marriage was originated), but not
independently of the model of residence chosen after the marriage by the newlyweds.
(5)  In his summarising picture Schlumbohm highlights that “marriage was normally bound to the
formation of a new nuclear family household; but, to the extent that the number of niches could be
increased (…) young couples formed household of their own separate from their parents; to the
extent that the number of niches could not be enlarged, people accepted several married or widowed
generations co-residing”. Is that conclusion valid everywhere and at all times? Undoubtedly, we
need more researches from this point of view. A more question: are the different patterns of access
to marriage between males and females and between rural and urban areas, in terms both of age at
marriage and of proportions of marrying (see the papers by Tsuya and Kurosu; Campbell and Lee;
Bengtsson and Dribe; Alter et alii) mainly depending on the number of “niches” available?
(6)  The question of remarriage is a crucial topic in several societies, but it seems that little has been
done in order to place the concept in a broader, comparative demographic framework. It was in fact
strictly depending not only on the demographic framework but on the most general characteristics
of the marriage market: that is, not only on the demographic régime (above all on the mortality
level) and on the structure of marriageable population, but on the customary patterns of inheritance
and succession and on moral and religious codes. Maybe, remarriage was the very different and
selective response to mortality and divorce we can find between Catholic and not-Catholic regions.
While “dead parent was often replaced through remarriage of surviving parent” (as Tsuya and
Kurosu say) that was not the case in Catholic Europe, where remarriages were very limited. And it
seems depending on gender differences too. While a widower could successfully get remarried quite
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everywhere, in Catholic Europe; a widow had higher chances to remarry only where both the
societal behaviour and the conditions of the marriage market were more favourable. Passing from
mountainous villages constituted by little private properties and large communal property to rural
villages and to commercial and urban centres, the proportions of widows remarrying per newly-
widows are progressively declining, while the same proportions for widower are growing. In
general, these proportions of remarrying widows are quite one third of the proportions of widowers.
(The measure or remarriages as percentages of remarrying widowers/widows upon the total of
marriages could be intriguing and does not succeed to highlight remarriage as a “strategy” to
maximise the marriage network or to solve some problems arising from family disruption by
mortality. Moreover, it is not really direct the association between death rate and female remarriage
rate). All that suggests that at the base of different institution of remarriages there were different
modes of production and of livelihood too. (These examples are from family reconstitution studies
in Italy concerning widowhood, but not divorce, as basis for remarriage).
(7)  As a matter of fact, in those marriages in which both the newlyweds are living (before marriage
celebration) in the same environment (village, town or other) the age at marriage of the bridegroom
is generally lower than the age of the bridegroom who is living in a different environment
respective to the bride. And this is the result obtained by Tsuya and Kurosu in their rural villages in
Japan. In other words: if a young man could not find his spouse “within” his marriage market and
he ought to go “out” and look for a girl, he needed time, and his actual age at marriage was
therefore higher. The fact is that single men were more “mobile” than single women, as it concerns
the marriage: single men played the role of “seekers”, while single women were “searched”. From
the point of view of the bridegroom, females born in the village tended to marry at the same age
than females coming from elsewhere – is that the same conclusion we could get from Japanese rural
villagers? Are the differences between Europe and Japan or China depending on the fact that in
countries of Roman Catholic religion the marriage was celebrated in the parish of the bride? Was
the different (stem?) family system prevailing in certain areas (everywhere?) of Europe - and not in
Japan - dictating the female age at marriage? This is a problem to go into a more depth, in a
comparative approach. A further consideration is that the same pattern concerning the
interrelationship between age at marriage and residence before marriage is found in remarriages, in
Europe but not in Asian countries.
(8)  But, was the pattern limited only to the stem family system? Or, because both of the fact that
marriage was universal and of the fact that age at marriage was very low, birth order selection to
marriage was not everywhere completely respected?
As a reference, let us see the following table containing the distribution of marrying children by
birth rank and order of access to marriage. The data concern a group of 1696 reconstituted families
with almost one child/daughter married in the countryside of Tuscany, throughout the 18th century
– a period and a region characterised by prevailing stem family system, and by very high age at
marriage, both for sons and daughters.

Tab. 1.- The marriage selection by sex, birth rank and order of access to marriage

rank of birth of marrying children
order of RA RB

marriage M F M F

families with 2 married
children

in order 48.9 66.0 44.0 45.6
in delay 24.1 12.7 9.4 4.8

in advance 27.0 21.3 46.6 49.6
total 100 100 100 100
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families with 3 married
children

in order 41.8 60.3 33.8 40.7
in delay 38.9 17.0 13.1 6.0

in advance 19.3 22.7 53.1 53.3
total 100 100 100 100

families with 4 married
children

in order 31.5 56.8 35.5 35.4
in delay 52.0 23.7 16.0 7.1

in advance 16.5 19.5 48.5 57.5
total 100 100 100 100

families with 5+ married
children

in order 23.9 43.4 20.3 24.4
in delay 60.9 34.2 17.4 8.8

in advance 15.2 22.4 62.3 66.8
total 100 100 100 100

RA: birth rank considered separately for sons and
daughters
RB: birth rank considered as sole for all children, indipendent of their
sex

These families got a mean of 5.9 children born, with 4.1 surviving to the age of marriage and 1.9
married. The data confirm a certain under-registration of marriages of males, due to the fact that the
marriage was registered in the parish of the groom and to the fact that male mobility (not only for
marriage) was higher than female mobility, mostly for singles. But they suggest also that the
chances of marriage were varying (both RA and RB) according to the number of children in
marriageable age living within the family. Therefore it is evident that age at marriage too was
varying according to the relationship between birth rank and order to access to marriage, and it was
depending on the chances each child succeeded to gain within all others brothers and sisters. In
short, the possibility to get married “in order” (that is according to the birth rank) was declining
with the growing of the number of children to marry. The greater was the number of children “en
file d’attente”, the greater were the disorder and the upset in the pattern according which “who is
born first he gets married first”.
However, the proportions of children marrying “in delay” are also growing with the number of
siblings suggesting that, in fact, it was not really easy to marry all the children due to economic
factors. And this could explain, in part, why marriage was not really so universal in Europe as in
Japan.
(9)  Neither Breschi and Derosas, nor Alter et alii, touch on the eventual presence of families
abandoning their children. And yet the abandonment of legitimate children to foundling hospitals
was one of the most distinctive “strategies” that was recurred to, as to face periods of hard crisis.
(10)  This picture refers mainly to Tuscany, at the 1841 census. In tab.2 we have distributed the
members of the household by age and sex in relation with the profession of the head.

Tab.2.- Members of the family distributed by age and sex according to the professional relation with
the family head

 the head of family is working in
agriculture in other economic sectors

the members are acting a profession the members are acting a profession
age of the same different not ind. the same different not ind.
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members M F M F M F M F M F M F

ROMAGN
A
10-24 29,1 11,1 12,7 24,2 58,2 64,7 23,8 12,3 6,3 30,7 69,9 57
25-39 40,1 12,1 10,3 34,6 49,6 53,3 44,1 12,1 40,4 16,2 15,5 71,7
40+ 41,1 12,4 11,2 37,4 47,7 50,2 33,6 11,2 44,8 25,3 21,6 63,5
total 33,7 11,8 11,9 31,3 54,4 56,9 29,6 13,2 18,7 42,3 51,7 44,5

VALDINIEVOLE
10-24 15,1 10,9 13,6 15,2 71,3 73,9 20,2 10,6 28,9 44,2 50,9 45,2
25-39 20,9 11,4 14,3 25,9 64,8 62,7 35,8 11,5 54,9 71,4 9,3 17,1
40+ 21,1 10,4 15,4 27,4 63,5 62,2 19,9 11,6 66,2 66,7 13,9 21,7
total 17,1 10,8 14,1 21,9 68,8 67,3 22,6 11,2 35,9 58,6 41,5 30,2

PISANO
10-24 60,3 22,2 17,9 37,3 21,8 40,5 23,8 5,1 15,7 29,2 60,5 65,7
25-39 76,9 32,1 13,1 55,5 10 12,4 51,9 7,6 35,6 71,5 12,5 20,9
40+ 65,4 17,2 8,4 44,3 26,2 38,5 32,9 8,9 45,9 66,8 21,2 24,3
total 66,1 22,1 14,5 45,7 19,4 32,2 31,5 6,9 24,1 51,3 44,4 41,8

Percentages on the number of males and females respectively by each age group.
Heads of family not in professional activity are excluded.

The data refer to three different areas and to rural population: the Romagna is up in the Apennines
mountains and its population (35.000 inhabitants - mostly were shepherds and woodcutters,
seasonal migrants) is mainly formed by little private owners living inside extensive common lands;
the Valdinievole (38.000 persons) is a hilly area cultivated by little farms but characterised also
with the presence of paper mills; the Pisano (90.000 inhabitants), located in the plains in the south
of the river Arno, is the reign of share-cropping. These economic and geographical differences
explain the distinctive pattern of the family members’ activity and their peculiar relationship with
the head.
(11)  As it concerns well being indices, too much importance maybe is given to prices as a basis to
estimate levels of real income, and this could explain why certain results, i.e. responses to crisis, are
ambiguous. However, one must make clear if prices were, in a certain way, under control and if
they were more controlled really in periods of crisis.
(12)  For instance, in Scania there was very different propensity to migrate between social groups:
“landless and semi-landless appear to have been left rather unaffected by short-term economic
stress”, and the reason is found in “the more compressed and structurally determined leaving home
process” concerning children aged around 15 “as a result of a generally demand for labour in these
households”. On the contrary, in Belgium, high risks of migrating were associated with short-term
economic stress (as measured by increase in the price of rye).
Another different pattern is that concerning marriages and economic fluctuations in the short run. In
Sart, an increase of the price of rye (rye was the main cereal used for bread, and as such had an
important role on the Belgian markets) was associated with a lower likelihood of marrying, while in
Scania there appears to be little connection between the likelihood of marriage and short-run
economic fluctuations. But here it did exist a negative effect of real wages on getting married in the
higher social classes, while other groups did not experienced any similar effect. Are these
differences due to the distinctive marriage pattern of the social classes? The question arises when
we look at Tokugawa Japan, where, indeed, marriages were highly responsive to changes in local
economic conditions. Or, were there different ways to accessing to resources (like marrying
chances) within the family, between Scania and Belgium, due to the existence of distinctive social
boundaries, not existing in Japan? How much were these differences between countries depending
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on the different nature of the source of data? Was the interplay between migration and marriage
most sensitive to crisis than to “normal” periods?
(13)  Migrations and marriages appear to be the most sensitive and important factors of family
behaviour. And this was only to be expected – in historical populations, characterised by “natural”
fertility and when mortality is depending mostly on external elements, not on the individual choice.


