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‘What statesman inside or outside the Empire knows anything at all of the facts of Austria? It is a science in itself, nay, it is half a dozen sciences.’
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Preface





When I was a very young man, just after the First World War had ended, I spent several years in Vienna. I became keenly interested in the past of the great Monarchy among whose still-smoking ruins I had arrived, and read up everything about it that I could get hold of. I found general histories going up to the mid-nineteenth century, and for the later period, some personal reminiscences, studies of particular episodes, and also histories of different provinces and nationalities. I also found essays on the weaknesses of the Monarchy which had led to its break-up, but I looked in vain for any adequate general history of the Monarchy telling in narrative form just how and why that break-up had occurred. When I was in Vienna, only one man – Bibl – attempted the task, and I could not regard his book as definitive, or even comprehensive.


I conceived the ambition of writing the story myself.


In 1925 (I think) I talked to the distinguished Austrian historian, A. F. Pribram, and told him of my ambition. I still remember his answer. ‘Yes, we all start with that ambition. I did myself, but gave it up because I did not know fourteen languages.’


I did not myself know anything like fourteen languages, and felt rebuked for my presumption. In any case, the enterprise would then have been premature, for as regards the latter part of the period in question, the flow of necessary material, primary works or secondary works on many special subjects, had hardly yet started. I put my ambition aside and waited for someone better qualified than myself to produce the book which I wanted to see.


But I have waited for forty years. So much material has appeared during those years that an attempt to write such a book as I had in mind would no longer be absurd. But the book of my vision has not yet appeared, and the prospect of its doing so in the foreseeable future seems actually to be receding, at least so far as the old Monarchy’s own historians are concerned. Even in the old days, no Czech, Pole or Magyar even made the motions of writing a history of the Monarchy as a whole: he simply described the sufferings of his own people in the Babylonian captivity of the Habsburgs. The present-day historians of those peoples seem to be adopting the same attitude, only more so. While the Monarchy still existed, its German or Germanized historians were often still able to take a less parochial view of its problems, and such great figures as Springer still wrote Gesammtmonarchisch history. But a change came as early as 1867: Charmatz and Kolmer are already not historians of the Monarchy, but of Cis-Leithania. If we except Luschin-Ebengreuth, who writes of institutions, it is fair to say that the last important work of the type which I have in mind to appear before 1918 was Friedjung’s unfinished Austria from 1848 to 1860. Since then, Pribram and others have investigated the Monarchy’s foreign policy, Redlich and Walter have described its central institutions, and the modern German-Austrian historians have carried on their work with a brilliance and erudition with which I cannot hope to compete. But with the single exception of the venerable Kiszling (himself not an academic) they have, as soon as they have gone outside these central fields, adopted the particularist outlook of the other nationalities; what they write on domestic politics and social and economic developments relates simply to German Austria, with an occasional side-glance at Bohemia. The Hungarians are for them simply lästige Ausländer, and one could hardly gather from their books that the Monarchy had ever contained Poles, Ruthenes, Roumanians or Southern Slavs.


But the tribal histories which the local historians of today are now producing cannot be completely satisfactory even for their own tribes, for the political, social and economic development of each people was bound up with and largely conditioned by that of the others, without some knowledge of which it does not even make sense.


They certainly do not meet all the requirements of the non-Austrian reader, unless he is a diplomatic historian pure and simple. If his interests are wider than this, he will want to know something of what went on in all parts of the Monarchy, who its peoples were, what were the differences between them, by what means and how far they settled those differences, how far and why they failed to do so, what were the cohesive forces which enabled the Monarchy to survive until 1918, and what the forces of disruption under which it collapsed in that year. And this Lebensfrage of the Monarchy apart, something of how its peoples lived.


A man who by virtue of his birth and education stands at a distance from the countries which once composed the old Monarchy finds it perhaps easier than do their natives to take a wide-angled view of the subject, but it is, of course, far more difficult for him to acquire the necessary factual knowledge (which will certainly not have been imparted to him at school) and the no less essential psychological understanding. Thus very few non-Austrians have even attempted any major work on the problem, and of these, only Professor A. J. May, in his Hapsburg Monarchy, 1867–1914, and his Passing of the Hapsburg Monarchy has thrown his net wide enough, and dredged deep enough, to meet the needs of those who seek for more than interpretations; and May’s work, which is truly admirable as far as it goes, covers only a fraction of the period.


So a gap is, in my opinion, still there, and I have, after all, set myself, not to fill it, but to put something into it. No one knows better than myself, how inadequately. I still do not know fourteen languages, and the flood of recent publications has been so copious, especially in the Iron Curtain countries, which have been rewriting their histories on principle, that the proportion of works which I have read to those which I ought to have read is probably lower today than it was forty years ago. But man cannot wait for ever, either on his own perfection, or on others, so I have decided to face the world with my effort, imperfect as I know it to be.


This, then, is a history of the Monarchy, the Monarchy as a whole, and the whole Monarchy during what I regard, for the reasons which I give in my introduction, as the second great phase of its history, 1790–1918. It is primarily a history of domestic developments. These were, of course, constantly and strongly affected by the state and development of the Monarchy’s international relations, but in dealing with these I have, out of considerations both of space and of my own lack of learning, omitted all details of diplomatic negotiations and military campaigns, confining myself to recording shortly the principal events and pointing out their influence on internal developments. The details omitted by me can in any case easily be found in many readily accessible works by specialist historians.


With more regret, but out of the same considerations, I have left out, except for the barest mention, all Kulturgeschichte proper, as distinct from literary, etc., activities which had their importance for the development of national movements. These sacrifices have left me more space, although still less than I should have wished, for the inner political, social, economic and national developments which I have taken as my main theme.


My introductory chapters are designed to show the origin and nature of the problems with the development of which my narrative history is concerned. I have tried to include in them all those facts, and no others, which are relevant to the narrative. Should this book ever fall into the hands of a native of the Monarchy, he will probably complain that much of this is elementary stuff, but my experience as a teacher of many generations of inquiring undergraduate minds has convinced me that most non-Austrians need something like this if the story with which they are then presented is to have any meaning to them at all.


 


Innumerable kind friends have helped me in various ways. It would be impossible for me to list them all, and I trust that those whom I do not now name will not think me ungrateful if I confine myself to expressing my especial gratitude to a few whom I have exploited with particular ruthlessness: Professor Hantsch, Director of the Historical Institute in Vienna, and his staff, especially Dr W. Bihl; Professor Hoffmann, of the Institute for Economic and Social History of the same University; Professors G. Otruba and Walter Knarr, also of Vienna, and Professor Fellner, now of Salzburg; the Director and staff of the Austrian Institute in London, and particularly its ever-helpful librarian, Frl. Erika Strobl; Dr L. Péter, now of the London School of Slavonic and East European Studies, a walking encyclopaedia of Hungary; Professor Skwarczynski, of the same School, for help regarding Poland. Last, but very far from least, the miraculous Mrs Pitt, the only person in the world who can read my handwriting and does not mind doing so, and no mere transcriber at that: a hawk-eyed detector to boot of mistakes in spelling and grammar, inconsistencies, repetitions, omissions and non-sequiturs.


 


Where any place has a name in common English usage, e.g., Vienna, Prague, Milan, I have used that form in writing of it. Otherwise I have used the name most likely to be familiar to the reader, i.e., the German form for places in the Western half of the Monarchy, the Hungarian form for the Eastern, except Croatia, where I have used the Croat form out of deference to the Nagodba. I give, however, at the end of the book a table showing the other names then or now current for the places which figure in my text. Exceptionally, I have referred to Treaties in the form in which they are familiar to readers of history books: the Peaces of Passarowitz, Carlowitz, Pressburg. For proper names, I have used the forms normally used by the bearers of them (except that I have not pandered to the Magyar habit of putting the surname first) except where a person is so familiar to English readers to have acquired a current English version of his name. This is certainly the case with the Monarchs with whom this book deals: Maria Theresa, Francis, Francis Joseph, Charles. I do not know why, but the Archdukes Charles, John and Francis Ferdinand seem to me to go better in English, and the rest in German. There would be a case for Anglicizing some more, such as Albert for Albrecht, but no one ever talks about Charles Louis, and one must draw a line somewhere.


 


I apologize for the inaccurate title of this book. I have adopted it, well aware that it is inexact and offensive to the susceptibilities of many former subjects of the Monarchy, in order to avoid confusion with other books.
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The Monarchy in 1780





The history of the Austrian Monarchy falls into two phases. The earlier, and longer, is, from the point of view of the dynasties which styled and thought of themselves primarily as rulers of ‘Austria’, one of continued upward progress. The territories under their direct rule expand from a small, insecurely held marchland of forest and mountain to a vast agglomeration covering a large part of Central Europe, with outliers further afield; another area almost as great admits their titular supremacy. Their own title grows in dignity from Margrave, liege of the Duke of Bavaria, to Duke, Archduke, many times King, Emperor. This expansion outward goes hand in hand with an inner consolidation and an increase of their domestic power until it approaches the substance, if not everywhere the form, of absolute rule.


Then the tide turns. New rivals appear in Europe. The territorial advance gives way to a retreat in which one outpost after another is lost. At the same time, the forces of absolutism and centralism are driven back on the defensive, then into retreat, by the new forces of nationalism and democracy, until at last the peoples of the Monarchy, allied with its foreign enemies, repudiate not only the character of the Monarch’s rule, but the rule itself. The end has come.


Obviously, neither the advance nor the retreat is quite unbroken. The earlier phase witnesses territorial setbacks enough, some of them enormous in scale, and a hard-pressed or personally feeble ruler sometimes exercises less effective authority than his luckier or more resolute predecessor. The latter period sees reassertions of the central power, and territorial additions – some of these achieved only a few years before the final dissolution. But it is unquestionably correct to speak of an advancing and a retreating tide, and it is not even over-straining the historian’s licence to name a day as that on which the tide turned in Central Europe:1 28 January, 1790. On that day Joseph II, who had pushed absolutism and centralization further than any of his predecessors, admitted defeat at the hands of the Hungarian Estates and signed a Rescript revoking the bulk of the measures which he had imposed on Hungary since his mother’s death. In this historic document Joseph admitted that the advance of centralism and absolutism had been pushed beyond the line which it could hold, and with that admission the retreat, in fact, began.


The subject of this study is the history of the retreat; its narrative proper opens only with the year 1790. But the forces involved are so complex and so special to the Monarchy that the author has thought it well to prefix his narrative with a comparatively detailed description of the condition of the Monarchy before the retreat began. And it has seemed to him better not to take the conditions of January, 1790, for the situation in that year was a highly abnormal one: it was the climax of ten years of revolution (although revolution from above), and the practical problem which confronted Leopold II was what to keep and what rescind of the changes introduced in those ten years. Our picture will therefore be one of the Monarchy as Joseph found it when he succeeded to the sole rule on his mother’s death in 1780. We shall follow this with a summary of Joseph’s own reign, but only a very brief one, before turning to our narrative proper.


I THE DOMINIONS


The possessions bequeathed by Maria Theresa to her son were the following:


The so-called Hereditary Lands (Erbländer), consisting of the Archduchy of Austria, Below and Above the Enns; the Duchy of Styria; the Duchy of Carinthia; the Princely County of Tirol; the Duchy of Carniola, the Counties of Istria,2 Vorarlberg and Gorizia-Gradisca and the City of Trieste.


The Lands of the Bohemian Crown, consisting in 1780 of the Kingdom of Bohemia, the Margravate of Moravia and the Duchy of Silesia (this only a fragment of the much larger Duchy inherited by the family in 1526).


The Lands of the Hungarian Crown, now divided into the Kingdom of Hungary, the Kingdom of Croatia, the Grand Principality of Transylvania, the Military Frontier and the corpus separatum of Fiume.


A number of smaller fiefs in Germany, collectively known as the Vorlande.


The United Austrian Netherlands.


The Duchies of Milan and Mantua.


Galicia and certain other areas formerly belonging to the Kingdom of Poland.


The (later Duchy of) Bukovina.


The Austrian Crown also exercised far-reaching rights over the episcopal sees of Brixen and Trent, which were, however, technically ‘immediate’. The other enclave in the Hereditary Lands, the archiepiscopal see of Salzburg, was more genuinely independent.


These territories had come under Habsburg rule at dates extending over more than five hundred years, and as the result of very various transactions.


The kernel’s kernel of the Habsburg Hausmacht, as Austrian historians usually take it (and Francis I agreed with them when in 1804 he assumed the title of ‘Emperor of Austria’) was the Land of ‘Austria’, the Eastern March, founded in the tenth century (on the ruins of an earlier formation which had been unable to maintain itself) as a Margravate of Bavaria, on the eastern outliers of the Alps, to defend the Danubian frontier of the German Reich and of Christianity against the pagan Magyars. The capable dynasty first entrusted with this task, the Babenbergers, extended its frontiers eastward to the Leitha, northward to what then became the permanent frontier with Bohemia, and westward halfway to Salzburg (this westward extension becoming the quasi-separate Land of Austria Above the Enns3), in 1156 compassed the promotion of its status to that of an ‘immediate’ Duchy (the document confirming this promotion, the so-called Privilegium Minus, is a major landmark in Austrian history), and in 1192 secured the reversion, for the Duke of the day and his heirs, of the sister Duchy of Styria, its neighbour on the south and of similar origin. The male line of the Babenbergers died out in 1246, and their heritage then passed to Ottakar, Crown Prince and later King of Bohemia, who, however, in 1278 perished in battle against Rudolph, Count of Habsburg, and of certain other territories in Central Southern Germany, who had been elected German King five years earlier precisely because his Hausmacht was not dangerously large. In 1282 Rudolph enfeoffed his two sons, Albrecht I and Rudolph II, with the Babenberg heritage, as an escheated fief of the Reich. Rudolph (whose line in any case soon died out)4 was forced to renounce his fief, but Albrecht’s heirs showed a remarkable skill, which was also rewarded by singular good fortune, in augmenting their possessions, chiefly through inter-family compacts under which the survivor in the male line inherited the possessions of both contracting parties. By such or similar compacts they acquired a number of further Reich-fiefs, of similar origin to Austria and Styria: Carinthia and Carniola (then in the same hand) in 1335, the County of Tirol in 1363, the County of Istria in 1374, the districts afterwards consolidated under the name of Vorarlberg from 1375 onward, Gorizia in 1500. Trieste had submitted itself voluntarily in 1382, to escape annexation by Venice, from which a few further districts of Friule were conquered in 1511.
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The main bloc of the Habsburg patrimony now composed the entire south-eastern corner of the German Reich, except the enclaves belonging to the immediate archiepiscopal sees of Salzburg, Brixen and Trent. Meanwhile, in 1453, the Emperor Frederick in, himself a Habsburg, had ratified the so-called Privilegium Maius, which, besides conferring various privileges on the rulers of Austria and the title of Archduke on all members of the Habsburg family, declared all Lands then held by the family to constitute an indivisible entail, hereditable in the male, or in default thereof, the female line of the House.5 The bloc of Lands listed above were thereafter commonly styled the Erbländer, or Hereditary Lands, an appellation which it will be convenient to retain, although by 1780 it had long ceased to be exclusively, or even particularly, applicable to those Lands.6


The Habsburgs were, however, then still no more than a secondary dynasty, having greatly reduced their own power by their practice of dividing the family heritage between them, thus splitting it at times into two or even three blocs. One of its members, Albert V, had ruled also over Bohemia and Hungary, but he had died a couple of years after his accession, and his posthumous son, Ladislas, had died without issue, the two crowns then passing out of the family. Albert had, however, initiated the tradition that the dignities of Roman Emperor and German King were regularly held by the senior ruling Habsburg. The collateral lines having died out, Maximilian I succeeded in 1493 to the entire complex of the Habsburg Lands, and the fortunes of his family now took a sensational rise. Maximilian himself had married Maria, daughter and heiress of Charles the Bold of Burgundy, to whose possessions (the Franche Comté and the Netherlands) he had succeeded on Charles’s death in 1478. His only son, Philip, married in 1496 Joanna of Spain, and their elder son, Charles, married Isabella of Portugal. When Maximilian died in 1519, Charles kept for himself the Spanish and Burgundian territories, with the Imperial title for his own lifetime, but ceded the Austrian possessions to his younger brother, Ferdinand I, who soon after became the beneficiary of yet another astounding marriage transaction. Maximilian had married him in infancy to Anne, daughter of Wladislaw Jagiellon, King of Bohemia and Hungary, while Wladislaw’s son, Louis, married Charles’s and Ferdinand’s sister, Maria. It was agreed that if Louis died without male issue, his two crowns should pass to Anne and her husband. In 1526, Louis, who had succeeded to both thrones ten years previously, perished in the rout of the Hungarian arms by the Turks at Mohács, and Ferdinand thereupon claimed the two Crowns.


The Lands of the Bohemian Crown consisted at that time of the Kingdom of Bohemia, the Margravate of Moravia, the Duchy of Silesia and the Counties of Upper and Lower Lusatia. Of these Bohemia ranked as the senior. It had, indeed, been a fief of the Empire since AD 895, when its princes, after throwing off the overlordship of Moravia, had done homage to the then Emperor, but a member of its capable native dynasty, the Premyslides, had achieved the royal dignity in 1086, and this had thereafter been recognized as hereditary in his line. When the dynasty became extinct (in 1306), the Emperor had claimed the right to fill the throne, which the Bohemian Estates, on the other hand, claimed to be elective, and after they had won, the second representative of the new dynasty, the Luxemburger, Charles IV, who was also himself Emperor, had, in his Golden Bull of 1356, assured the Estates of this right, should his own dynasty become extinct in both the male and the female lines. They had in fact exercised it, when the situation arose,7 from 1439 onward.


Moravia had been associated with Bohemia since early times, having ranked, except for one brief interval,8 as a fief of the King of Bohemia. Silesia had been acquired in 1335, the Lusatias in 1355 and 1368 respectively. The Golden Bull had pronounced all the dominions of the Bohemian Crown to constitute an indivisible whole, but how far this remained valid on the extinction of Charles’s line was disputable, and when the point arose, the Nebenländer had usually claimed not to be bound by the decisions of Bohemia.9


The Lands of the Hungarian Crown consisted in 1526 of the Kingdom of Hungary proper (a kingdom since AD 1000) and the Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia (to which, however, Dalmatia no longer belonged, having been lost to Venice in the fourteenth century), which had become attached to the Hungarian Crown at the end of the eleventh century. The terms on which it had done so are totally obscure, the few texts relating to the event being capable of various interpretations, which are duly given to them by Hungarian and Croat historians respectively. It is certain that so long as the dynasty of the Arpáds, under which the union had taken place, survived, the Croats recognized its right to rule over Croatia, by virtue of a single coronation. The King’s rule in Croatia was exercised through a Viceroy (Ban), and each country conducted its internal affairs separately. Since the latter part of the sixteenth century, the Croats had sent delegates to the Hungarian Diet when matters of interest to both countries were being discussed.


In Hungary, too, the native dynasty died out at the beginning of the fourteenth century (in 1301), and the ‘nation’ claimed the right to elect its own king. Documentary evidence is lacking on what attitude Croatia took at such elections as took place, but it seems to have accepted the Hungarians’ choice.10


On the death of King Louis, obscure situations arose in both groups of Lands. Moravia and Silesia recognized Maria, and Ferdinand as her consort, as their monarchs by hereditary right; and it should be noted that from this date onward the Estates of Moravia, whenever the question arose, consistently asserted their immediate relationship to the Crown, a thesis which was accepted by the Crown. The Bohemian Estates refused to recognize the Habsburg-Jagiello family pact as binding on themselves, but duly elected Ferdinand and accepted his successors after him, until 1619, when there occurred the famous rebellion which ushered in the Thirty Years War. After crushing the rebellion, Ferdinand II issued Vernewerte Landesordungen (for Bohemia in 1627 and for Moravia in 1628) which made the determination of the succession in both Lands a Monarchic prerogative, and thus vested it securely in his own family. Lusatia, however, was ceded to Saxony in 1635, and in 1740 Frederick II of Prussia seized all but a fraction of Silesia, so that the Lands of the Bohemian Crown to which Joseph would succeed on his mother’s death were considerably less extensive than those over which Ferdinand I had ruled.


A Croat Diet also immediately recognized Ferdinand in 1526, but only a small minority of the nobles of Hungary proper ‘elected’ him, and that at a meeting which was constitutionally questionable. The majority elected a national king, John Zápolya; moreover, such effective rule as Ferdinand ever exerted over Hungary was confined to the north and west of the country; the remainder passed under Turkish rule, which was exercised directly over the centre of the country and in the form of a protectorate over Transylvania. Nearly two hundred years passed before Habsburg rule was established both de facto and de jure over the whole country, but Transylvania was reoccupied at the end of the seventeenth century, and under the Peace of Karlowitz (1699) Leopold I recovered all historic Hungary-Croatia except a small strip in the South which the Turks evacuated in 1718 under the Peace of Passarowitz.11 Meanwhile, a Hungarian Diet had in 1683 accepted the Habsburg succession in the male line.


In Hungary, almost alone of their dominions, the Habsburgs departed from their rule of leaving untouched the political identities and frontiers of their dominions, as acquired. They had continued to recognize that all the Lands east of the Leitha recovered by them belonged in theory to the complex of the ‘Lands of the Hungarian Crown’, but Leopold I had kept Transylvania as a separate ‘Principality’,12 with its own Constitution and Court Chancellery. He had also included within its boundaries certain areas, known in Hungarian terminology by the curious name of Partium, which, while not belonging to the recognized historic Transylvania, had been ruled by its princes in the Turkish era. Half of these had been restored to the Kingdom of Hungary by Charles III in 1738; the other half13 were still with Transylvania in 1780.


The southern fringe of Hungary-Croatia was also under a separate dispensation. From the earliest emergence of the Turkish threat, the areas immediately behind the line of the Turkish advance had been organized as a defensive belt under direct military control. With time, this organization had been systematized and the areas concerned removed altogether from the control of the Croat and Hungarian Estates. When the Turks were driven behind the Danube in 1699, the frontier districts from which the danger had receded had been liquidated, but new ones formed behind the new frontier, as far as the Tisza, while when the area between the Tisza, the Maros and the Danube (the ‘Bánát of Temesvár’) was recovered under the Peace of Passarowitz, it was given a similar, but separate, organization, under a military Governor directly responsible to Vienna. In 1777, however, Maria Theresa had agreed to the liquidation of the Bánát, of which the northern portion was restored to civilian administration in 1778, while its southern and eastern portions were turned into Frontier ‘Districts’. The Frontier now constituted a long, narrow strip, running the whole length of the frontier with Turkey, from the Adriatic to the boundary with Transylvania.14 It was under the direct control of the Viennese Hofkriegsrat, and for fiscal purposes, the Hofkammer.15


Another area in South Hungary, the so-called Slavonian Counties, between the Lower Drave and Save, had in 1741 been placed under the Ban of Croatia for administrative purposes, but not legally incorporated in the Kingdom of Croatia.16


The manipulation had brought with it a change in nomenclature. The old ‘Croatia’ had lain chiefly in Bosnia, now still under Turkish rule. The area which now became known as Croatia had previously been called Slavonia, which name was now transferred to the area described, after a transitional period during which it was called ‘Lower Slavonia’.


Finally, Fiume with its hinterland had undergone various vicissitudes, including incorporation in Croatia as recently as 1776, but in 1779 had been constituted a ‘corpus separatum’ under the Hungarian Crown.


It may be remarked that even the mutilations described above were much smaller than it had first been intended to inflict on Hungary, for on recovering the central and southern parts of the country, the Crown had claimed them as its own absolute property by right of conquest, and had for a time administered them as such through an organization known as the Neo-acquistica Commissio. The idea of turning this whole vast area into a new province had, however, been abandoned, and in 1722 the Crown, while retaining ownership of the land (large parts of which were then either settled with free peasants or sold or donated to individuals) had restored it to the civilian administration.


Of the remaining territories under Habsburg rule in 1780, the Vorlande, a set of enclaves in Western and Southern Germany, the most important of which was the Breisgau, were for the most part the fruits of purchases and sales, concessions and counter-concessions, too numerous to detail. Few of them had been very long in the family hands, since most of Rudolph of Habsburg’s original patrimony had melted away quite early.17 Milan, Mantua and the Austrian Netherlands, these former possessions of the Spanish branch of the family, represented salvage retained by Austria at the end of the War of the Spanish Succession.18 The Kingdom of Galicia-Lodomeria, with the Duchies of Zator and Oswiecim (Ausschwita) had been acquired by Maria Theresa herself under the First Partition of Poland; the Bukovina, previously the northern-most tip of the Danubian Principality of Moldavia, had been extracted from the Porte (its over-lord) in 1775 as ‘compensation’ for Austria’s mediation of the Russo-Turkish Peace of that year.


Furthermore it had, as we have said, become habitual since the fifteenth century for the senior member of the House of Habsburg to hold the dignities of German-Roman King and Holy Roman Emperor. On the death of Charles VI, last of the true male line, a Wittelsbach, Charles VII, had been elected to them, but on his death, in 1745, they had reverted to Maria Theresa’s consort, Francis Stephen of Lorraine, and then to their son, Joseph II.


All the Hereditary Lands and the Vorlande were, of course, like the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, parts of the Empire, but not those of the Hungarian Crown nor the Habsburgs’ possessions in Italy.


We may mention here that after its attribution to Francis Stephen, the Grand Duchy of Tuscany was, in 1763, made into a secondo-geniture of the House of Habsburg-Lorraine. On Francis Stephen’s death in 1765, it had passed to his second son, Leopold. His third son, Ferdinand, had married Beatrix, daughter and heiress of Ercole of Modena d’Este, after whose death in 1803 Modena became a family tertio-geniture.




*





As this outline will have shown, the Habsburg Monarchy of 1780 was essentially a dynastic creation. The diligence of Joseph’s maternal ancestors had brought it together, and their single-minded pursuit of family aggrandizement had never been qualified by considerations of political, social, ethnical or geographical congruity; value and availability on the market had been their only criteria. If most of the Lands now composing the Monarchy formed a geographical continuum, this was simply due to the pragmatic fact that neighbouring estates are more easily and naturally acquired, and above all, more easily defended, than those which can be reached only across the territory of another, potentially hostile, ruler; not because any Habsburg had ever thought it improper or absurd that he should rule anywhere.


There was nothing peculiar about this mentality, or these methods. In the days when the Habsburgs built up their fortunes, every princely family, indeed, every baron, knight and squire in his own degree had been following exactly the same objective, by the same means, where he could. But in one respect, the Habsburgs had been unique. They had had their set-backs and their losses, but by and large, theirs had been a success story which no other European dynasty could rival. Again and again, a transaction which might have turned out either way according to the chance whether bridegroom outlived bride or vice-versa, whether this marriage or that proved barren, had ended favourably for them. The lines of Carinthia, of Meran and Gorizia, of Burgundy and Spain and Portugal, of Bohemia and Hungary, had died out; theirs had survived. It was true that it, too, had perished at last: Maria Theresa’s father had been the last male Habsburg of the blood. Yet he had managed to salvage almost all the family inheritance for his daughter, whose son was succeeding to it now, under the old name.


But their very success had, inevitably, been achieved at the expense of homogeneity, of any sort. A little domain of a few villages may bear one face, geographical, social, ethnic: not so an empire so far-flung as the Habsburgs’, sprawling clean across Central Europe, not to mention its outliers. And to the differences imposed by nature between its different parts and their inhabitants, there were added special ones due to the chance of the circumstances of its birth and growth. Fortune had set the cradle of Monarchy at the ethnic crossroads of Europe, where Teuton, Slav and Latin meet, and meet, moreover, precisely at that point which from time immemorial has constituted the last stage of their western journey for Europe’s successive invaders from the Eastern steppes. If the original Marks of Austria and Styria had been German by definition, and in the main, also by population (since the foundation of them had been accompanied by colonization of their empty or sparsely inhabited spaces with German settlers), almost every single new acquisition made by the dynasty, except for the relatively few westward extensions, had brought at least one new element under its rule, and usually more. The first expansion southward had added a Slavonic fringe to the German core; the next, an Italian. The great coup of 1526 had added lands which were the national homes of the Czechs and the Magyars, and each of these had contained also many minorities: Hungary, amongst others, Croats, Serbs and Roumanians. The later expansion had brought in more Italians and Roumanians, also Poles and Ruthenes, Flemings and Walloons.


The variety of geographical environment had naturally brought about, and the ethnic heterogeneity had enhanced, wide variations in the economic conditions and social structures of the different parts of the Monarchy. And while political unity would clearly have facilitated a large measure of mutual assimilation in these respects, there was another feature of the Habsburg expansion which made such unity difficult to achieve. This was the comparatively late date of the family’s rise to power, which had begun only in an age when the movements of the peoples in Central Europe were over, and the area had already achieved its basic political pattern of Kingdoms, Duchies, Margravates and Counties, each bounded by recognized political frontiers and each already possessed of its own political institutions. For centuries after this stage had been reached, almost all changes in the political map of Central Europe had been purely dynastic: they had consisted simply of the transference from one hand to another of this or that Kingdom or Duchy, within its historic frontiers and, at least nominally, without alteration of its political institutions; indeed, when the acquisition had been peaceful and justified by a claim of legitimacy, or by election–and almost all the Habsburgs’ acquisitions had been of one or the other of these types19 – it was customary for the new ruler to swear to keep those institutions intact.


A corollary of this method of Empire accumulation was that the links between the components, at least when first formed, were purely dynastic. Even where subsequent developments associated certain of them in larger groups – the Hereditary Lands, the Lands of the Bohemian and of the Hungarian Crowns – such association did not impair the mutual independence of each component within the group; still less did each group recognize any connection, except the dynastic, with any other. This individuality, constitutional and perhaps even more, sentimental, of the different Lands, was and remained a continual feature of the entire Monarchy, throughout its history.
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It was their political relationship to their subjects which had chiefly interested the Habsburgs, and it is fitting that our survey of the Monarchy in 1780 should begin with a description of its political structure at that date. The picture was, indeed, one of extraordinary complexity, owing to the extremely various nature of the forces involved, and the great strength of some of them, and it may be added that the serious attempts at political unification outside the sphere of the regia potestas had begun only a generation or so before the date of our sketch.


II THE POLITICAL STRUCTURE


In 1780 the only recognized constitutional link between the components of the Monarchy was still the Dynasty, whose rule was acknowledged by all of them in the same, or nearly the same, terms under the Pragmatic Sanction issued by Charles VI (as King of Hungary and of Spain, Charles III) in 1713, and the Hungarian legislation (Laws I and II of 172320) implementing it. These instruments declared all the Lands of the Monarchy to constitute an ‘indivisible and inseparable whole’ and bound all of them to accept as their future Monarch Charles’s heirs in primogeniture in the male or female line, or failing them, the heirs of his defunct brother, Joseph I, until the extinction of the line.21


The Pragmatic Sanction, as such, brought about no change in the mutual relationships of the components of the Monarchy. If some Austrian centralist historians have described it as turning the sum of these constituents into a ‘State’, this would have been vigorously denied in most of the Lands. No Hungarian could ever be found to acknowledge that Hungary formed part of any ‘State’ except Hungary itself. The Belgian and Bohemian Estates were on occasion equally emphatic in maintaining that the only ‘States’ to which they belonged were those of the United Netherlands and the Bohemian Crown respectively, and while none of the Hereditary Lands could claim either sovereignty or statehood, they would presumably have said that the State to which they belonged was the German Reich.22 The usual term for the sum of the Habsburg dominions was, in fact, Haus Oesterreich in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and in the eighteenth Oesterreichische Monarchie or Gesammtmonarchie (if the titles of some of the offices described below contain the word Staat, this was a mere matter of semantic usage). The conduct of the Monarch’s government deferred to this thesis in so far that the Monarch conducted his transactions with each Land in his capacity of its Landesherr, as King of Hungary or Bohemia, Archduke of Austria, Count of Tirol, etc.23


The dynastic link nevertheless meant in practice something more than the bare fact that each Land acknowledged the same Prince, for in pre-Constitutional times the Prince of any land normally enjoyed, jure majestatis, certain important prerogatives in it. The main rights so enjoyed by the Habsburgs, in 1780, can be grouped under three heads:


(1) The right to declare war and conclude peace, to conclude treaties and alliances with foreign Powers, and in general, to conduct foreign policy. The Monarch’s right in these respects was, in 1780, subject to no theoretical restriction whatever.24


(2) Connected with these rights were his prerogatives in the field of defence, where, again, he was usually supreme, subject to a fixed obligation, nearly always explicitly undertaken on his accession, to defend the frontiers of each Land, and in most cases limited by a provision that if he wished to undertake obligations which went beyond his own resources, he must apply to the Estates of his Lands for recruits or money, which they were entitled to refuse.


(3) His financial prerogatives in each Land included the determination of commercial policy and the levying of customs and excise, and, up to a point, internal indirect taxation.


Enjoying, as they did, these prerogatives in all the Lands subject to them, the Habsburgs naturally maintained certain central, pan-Monarchic, services for exercising them. These, in 1780, were as follows:


The Monarchy’s foreign policy had since 174225 been conducted through the Geheime Haus- Hof- und Staatskanzlei, the head of which was in practice the Foreign Minister of the Monarchy. He was also, in general, the first servant of the State, and the holder of the office in 1780, Prince Kaunitz, bore the title of Staatskanzler. This, however, was a title conferred only occasionally, and ad personam;26 heads of the Chancellery to whom it was not granted were usually called ‘Foreign Minister’.


The head of the Chancellery was, it may be remarked, the only official in the Monarchy who took his decisions (subject to the Monarchic agreement) personally; in every other Ministry the system was that known as ‘Collegiate’, i.e., decisions were taken in Committee, by vote.


The military system of the Monarchy had passed through various stages of evolution. In mediaeval days the defence force of each Land had consisted of a local militia, the recruitment and conditions of service of which had been governed by local law and usage. These forces had increasingly been replaced by mercenary armies, which the Lands were required to finance by ‘contributions’ rendered by them in lieu of the personal service now no longer required of them. As this system had in its turn proved unsatisfactory, owing to the difficulty of recruiting and keeping together the mercenary troops, the defence system of the Central Monarchy27 had, shortly before the date with which this sketch is concerned,28 been placed on a new footing. A few relics of the older days still survived. All Hungarian nobles were still bound to obey the call when the insurrectio (levée en masse) was proclaimed.29  The free peasants of the Tirol were under a similar obligation. In the Military Frontier, outside certain ‘Free Districts’ which were exempt from this obligation, every able-bodied male was liable for military service, and those not serving with the colours did duty in rotation as pickets along the Turkish frontier. But the main defence force of the Central Monarchy now consisted of a standing army, the strength of which had been fixed in 1774 at 164,000.30 Of these, 21,000 were recruited in Hungary by voluntary enlistment,31 the rest by conscription, for which purpose all the Hereditary Lands, except the Tirol (which was exempt), the Bohemian Lands and Galicia-Bukovina, were divided into recruiting districts (thirty-seven in number), each of which was allotted a certain quota of recruits. All able-bodied males between the ages of seventeen and forty were liable to conscription, unless they belonged to an ‘exempted’ occupational category, and the quota was, in theory, made up by the drawing of lots. The exempted categories were, indeed, so numerous that in practice this device was seldom used.32
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Austria also enjoyed, under Reich law, the right of recruiting in those Principalities of the Empire which did not maintain their own armed services (she made extensive use of this right especially to procure N.C.O.s, the non-Austrian Germans being regarded as constituting better material even than the Germans of Austria, let alone the non-Germans) and also accepted volunteers from other sources. Regular stations were kept up on the Silesian frontier for the reception of deserters from the Prussian army.


Subjects of the Monarchy could obtain commissions through entry from one of two cadet schools established by Maria Theresa, one for the sons of nobles from her dominions, the other for the sons of serving officers. A commission could, however, also be obtained through exchange from another service, or by simple purchase. In the 1770s a high proportion of the officers in the Austrian army came to it in one of these ways, and they were an extraordinarily varied body. Germans from the Empire furnished the largest contingent, but there were also Italians, Frenchmen, Spaniards, Irishmen and some of even more recondite origin.


The army was administered for the Crown by the Hofkriegsrat, a body established by Ferdinand I in 1560, originally as a small advisory Council, which, however, had since expanded into a permanent Ministry, employing a considerable staff, which was now divided into three departments: the publico-politicum, the judiciale and the economicum. All the regular forces of the Monarchy (including the Hungarian regiments33), came under the authority of the Hofkriegsrat, which also directly administered the Military Frontier and was thus the supreme authority, under the Crown, even for the civilian populations of that area.34 All these forces were sworn to loyalty to the Monarch, and owed no allegiance to any other person or instance.


A third pan-Monarchic service, the Camera (Hofkammer) collected and administered the Crown’s own financial assets – its revenues from the Crown lands, which were fairly extensive in most Lands, including the taxation paid by the Royal Free Boroughs, which were directly subject to the Crown, from mintage, from the revenues derived from the mining of gold, silver and salt,35  the yield of customs and excise and of certain special taxes such as the ‘toleration tax’ paid by Jews, who ranked as ‘Kammerknechte’. This was naturally to some extent decentralized in its operations, and even in its organization: the Netherlands and Milan had their own Camerae which operated independently, subject to the obligation of paying over a quota of their profits to the central exchequer, and the Camerae of Hungary and Transylvania were also nominally independent, although in practice only sections of the Central Hofkammer, from the head of which they took their orders. But the Lands had no control over the operations of the Camera, over the apportionment of the revenues deriving from it, or over policy in the fields lying within the Monarch’s financial-economic competence, although these included questions so important to them as those of foreign trade policy.


The central financial institutions included also a Kreditdeputatio, which administered the national debt, and a Hofrechnungskammer, or Supreme Court of Audit.


The field of operations of these bodies was in practice more extensive than the above words would suggest, for while, according to original theory, the Crown should have ‘lived of its own’, there had hardly been a time in the history of the Monarchy when it had succeeded in doing so. In times of war, actual or threatened, it had always been obliged to call on the Estates of some or all Lands for special contributions, and once the defence system changed over from one of local militias to one of a paid standing army, it had, as we have said, become the practice to call on the Lands which were now relieved of the obligation of providing the service in kind (in the form of manpower) for a financial contribution in lieu thereof. The taxation system had been reorganized after the War of the Austrian Succession by Maria Theresa’s great adviser, Count Friedrich Wilhelm von Haugwitz.


In principle, the Crown still financed its central non-military expenditure, viz., the upkeep of the Court, the Privy Purse, out of which special donations were made, and its own administrative services, out of its Cameral revenues; since 1763, also in part out of certain direct taxes levied by the exchequer without consultation with the Lands. The cost of the defence services was apportioned between the Lands on an assessment based on their populations and assessed wealth; this was made every ten years and then notified to the Estates of the Land (in Hungary, to a Committee of the Diet). In the Western Lands the central exchequer defrayed out of the contributio, as this was called, the cost of local expenditure for the housing, provisioning, etc., of the troops quartered in the Lands; it was in return for this concession that the nobles (who had previously been tax-free in most respects) had agreed to submit themselves (i.e., their demesne lands) to a land tax, out of which the bulk of the contributio was derived. In Hungary, the nobles had refused to submit to the land tax, and each Hungarian County still had to pay for the upkeep of the troops quartered in it. The sums paid by Hungary under the heading, known as deperdita, were appreciable. The direct contributio was, however, relatively small.


Central, in another field, and up to a point, was the Crown’s advisory body. This, after changing its form and composition almost with every generation, had emerged by 178036 as a Staatsrat, consisting of three members of the higher nobility, three of the lower, and a bourgeois secretary. Each member of this body was sworn to give his true opinion on any question submitted to him, without fear or favour. Constitutional objections having been raised by Hungary, the competence of this body did not formally extend to the Hungarian Lands. Later a ‘Hungarian Referent’ was added to its members, but he reported independently on Hungarian questions; the other Councillors had no ‘vote’ on these.


All other questions were, in theory, dealt with on a Land by Land basis, being regulated either by the Crown in its capacity of Landesherr, and in virtue of its prerogative; by the Lands’ own ‘organs of self-government’, in virtue of the autonomous rights possessed by them, or through negotiation between the two.


At this point we must interpose an outline of the political structure of the Lands, albeit an over-simplified sketch of a subject of unimaginable complexity and innumerable variants.


The structures of all the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands had by 1780 become almost identical, earlier differences between them having been ironed out in the course of time, chiefly through assimilation of the latter group to the former. The foundations on which all alike rested were the personal distinction which existed in all between their free and unfree populations, and the territorial distinction between the respective domains of the Landesherr in his official capacity37 and the local nobles.


The personal distinction applied to both territorial groups, for the ordinary populations of most areas directly administered by the Camera were not free, but ranked as Kammerknechte. The burghers of the Royal Free Boroughs,38  however, and certain communities of peasants, while not noble, ranked as free men; they owned no direct master except the Landesherr.


The rest of the area of each Land belonged to its nobles. It was divided into ‘manors’ (Herrschaften, or Güter – the former name was usually reserved for very large estates), a list of which, known as the Landtafel, was kept in each Land, and which, normally, could be owned only by a noble, although not necessarily an individual:39 a corporation such as a Cathedral Chapter or a Monastery might, by a legal fiction, be granted ‘noble’ status entitling it to exercise manorial rights.


On such noble land, the direct link between the Landesherr and his subjects stopped at the manor; the unfree populations inhabiting each manor were, directly, the ‘subjects’ (the relationship was expressed by the term nexus subditelae) of the lords; for Maria Theresa herself, while introducing into the relationship certain modifications (the resultant position is described elsewhere40) had, after certain waverings41 resigned herself to leaving intact the political principle, which was that it was the lord of the manor only who was the direct subject of the Landesherr, the man of whom, alone, the latter took direct cognizance. Even where he had requirements which had in practice to be fulfilled by the unfree populations, such as the payment of taxes or service in the army, it was to their lord that he issued the orders, the lord then seeing to, and being responsible for, the execution of them by his subjects, apportioning and collecting the taxes, selecting and delivering the manorial quota of conscripts, etc. He also saw to the maintenance of public order and security among them, and of such services in connection with education, public health, etc., as the law required, and maintained a Court of Justice (usually known as the Patrimonial Court) which was the primary judiciary instance for his manor, himself dealing summarily with minor offenders and remitting others to a higher court, the dividing line varying, here again, with the size and dignity of the manor (the lords of some great Herrschaften were entitled to execute high justice and kept their own gallows, but smaller lords were as a rule competent to deal summarily only with comparatively light offences). When a manor was very small, several of them were often grouped together for the purposes of justice.


Every commune also possessed its own elected Council, which sometimes, by custom or local law, enjoyed a fair measure of autonomy, and could appeal to higher authority against abusive conduct on the part of the manorial lord. The Councils were, however, still their lord’s subjects, not his partners in office.


The manorial lords were thus, looked at from the Landesherr’s point of view, the last link in the chain of his direct authority; from that of the Lands, they were the basis of their political structures, which were simply the machinery through which the manorial lords settled their mutual differences, took joint decisions on matters of common interest where they could do so autonomously, arranged how to carry out orders issued by the Landesherr in virtue of his potestas (such orders naturally going to a single body representing the lords and not to each one of them individually) and also defended their collective interests against him. This was done through a ‘Diet’ (Landtag), for the composition of which practically all Lands had evolved a representational system of ‘Estates’ (Landstände, or simply Stände) which reflected the differences in real power and importance between the different classes of its lords. The pattern had, in this respect also, become practically identical in nearly all the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands (here, too, earlier differences had been ironed out42), although the relative numbers of representatives contributed by each Estate to the collective representational body varied considerably from Land to Land. Normally, the First and Second ‘Benches’ (these were sometimes counted together) were composed respectively of the great Prelates (the Prälatenstand) and the Princes, Counts and Barons (the Herrenstand), each of these being individually entitled to sit on his ‘Bench’; the Rector of the local University (if any) and any important ecclesiastic not otherwise qualified also sat ex officio on this Bench (such representatives were known as ‘Virilists’). The third Bench (the Ritterstand) was composed of representatives of the untitled nobility. The manorial lords were supposed to represent the interests of their respective ‘subjects’, who were therefore not represented on the Estates. Representatives of the Royal Free Boroughs (the Bürgerstand) constituted a fourth Bench, but usually possessed only a single collective vote among what might, theoretically, be a number running into three figures. In the Tirol, uniquely, the free peasants sent two representatives to the Diet. Silesia had only two Estates: the Dukes and Princes, and the smaller nobles.43 The Littoral had none.


The Diets of these Lands were supposed to meet once a year, while Standing Committees, composed of representatives of each Estate, assisted by small permanent staffs,44 were maintained to transact current business.


Even before the reforms described below, some of the larger Lands, notably Bohemia and Moravia, had found it convenient to divide their areas into sub-units – ‘Circles’ (Kreise) – and to keep in each an administrative representative and perhaps a judicial court of second instance. The Circle officials had, however, been only the local representatives and agents of the Estates; they had had no independent powers except in so far as the Estates authorized them to deal on the spot with questions of secondary and local importance. They had had no deliberative assemblages of their own, and no representation in the Landtag.


We may pass over the constitutions of Lombardy and the Netherlands, only remarking that the latter, in particular, allowed considerable representation to urban and middle-class interests. The basic political structure of Hungary was the same as that of the Western Lands, in so far as it, too, rested on the distinction between free and unfree, and on the manorial system. But Hungary was too big to be managed on a two-tier basis. The founder of the Kingdom, St Stephen, had himself divided it into Counties (Comitatus, Vármegyek) setting in each of them a representative of his own authority, the Comes or Ispán. Gradually the Counties had changed their character and had developed into something halfway towards a Western Land. Each still had as its titular head a representative of the Crown, now known as the Föispan, but they had become autonomous entities, possessing a legal personality distinct from that of the Kingdom, exercising their corporate rights autonomously and technically acting in virtue of that autonomy even where they were in fact only giving effect to measures enacted by the government of the Kingdom. They could not refuse to carry out such measures if they were in accordance with the law of the land, nor could they themselves enact any unlawful measure. Subject, however, to this restriction, their authority was unlimited, and they possessed a recognized right to refuse to carry out an unlawful order – and in the situation which had developed in Hungary in the eighteenth century it was in fact possible to question the legality of a surprisingly high proportion of the orders which emanated from Vienna; while the sketchy condition of such laws as existed left the field in which they could exercise their discretion an exceedingly wide one. They had the right to submit their views to the Government on national affairs, as well as local, and to exchange views with each other. They had their own Diets (Congregationes) the franchise for which was enjoyed by all the local nobles, including the very large class of small nobles which was a feature of Hungarian society.45 These electors periodically chose their own administrative staffs, the head of which was known as the Alispán (sub-Ispan).


Large Counties were divided into járasok, corresponding to the Austrian Kreise. The járas was not autonomous.


The composition of the Hungarian Diet reflected this development. It consisted of two ‘Tables’, the first of which was composed of the dignitaries of the realm, the higher Prelates, the male members of families of ‘magnate’ rank,46 i.e., Barons and upward, the Föispáns of the Counties, and two representatives  from Croatia. The Lower Table was composed of Prelates not possessing their own Chapters, certain officials, two representatives from each County and from each of the four ‘Privileged Districts,47 one from the Royal Free Boroughs48 and three from Croatia. Absentee magnates, or the widows of magnates, were allowed to send proxies to the Lower Table, but they could not address it.


The King was under a legal obligation to convoke the Hungarian Diet every three years.


Croatia had its own Diet, composed of local Lords spiritual and temporal, and lesser nobles, with a large number of ex officio members.


Transylvania had a peculiar constitution, dating from the Middle Ages, although since frequently modified. Its Diet had originally been composed of representatives of the ‘Three Nations of Transylvania’, viz., the nobles of the Hungarian Counties, the Saxons and the Szekels,49 who met to deliberate together on matters of common interest, no decision being valid without the seals of all three bodies, so that in theory no measure affecting the right of any one of them could be passed without its consent. This provision was still in force, Leopold I having confirmed the Constitution in 1691, but the Diet’s numbers had been stretched to include representatives of the Royal Free Boroughs and some other towns, local great landowners and other important persons invited by the Crown in the proportions of four Hungarian nobles and two Szekels to one Saxon, and officials appointed by the Crown. It met (or should have met) annually.


The Military Frontier had no self-governing institutions.


The Government, in 1780, was in process of constructing Estates on the normal pattern for Galicia. It had already organized first and second Estates, for the magnates and lesser nobility respectively, but had been unable to build directly on existing foundations, since at the time of the annexation there had been no legal differentiations between one noble and another. Families of ‘Senatorial’ status had been authorized to apply for the title of Count and those of somewhat lesser dignity, for that of Baron. Those who did so with success (not all applied, and not all applications were accepted) became members of the Bench of Magnates, while nobles paying a minimum land tax of fifteen florins a year (three hundred zloty) were entitled to membership of the Lower Bench (here, again, many nobles did not apply, while according to rumour, a considerable number of rich peasants and even Jews were allowed in, and given patents of nobility ‘to make it so’).


Bukovinian families of boyar status were similarly being invited to apply for the higher Bench, and Mazil families50 for the lower.


Provision had been made for a third Galician Estate, but the authorities had not yet decided what, if any, places in the province were important enough to be represented.


The Estates assembled in Diets constituted, then, the ‘organs of self-government’ of each Land. As opposite number to them, and representative of his own authority, the Landesherr, or Crown, maintained in each Land a representative known in the smaller Lands as the Landeshauptmann; in Bohemia, Galicia and Transylvania, as the Governor. In Hungary, the royal authority was represented by the Palatine (Nádor), who, however, was not exclusively the King’s representative, but the official mediator between the Crown and the Hungarian nobles. As the powers which the Hungarian Constitution vested in the Palatine were too extensive for the Crown’s taste (inter alia, he was the official commander of the armed forces in Hungary) the office was often (although illegally) left unfilled, a Viceroy being appointed in his place. This was the position in 1780. The Netherlands and Milan had Viceroys, usually junior members of the Imperial House.51


These officials had their own staffs, generally known as Gubernia,52 while the link between them and the Crown was maintained through a series of ‘Court Chancelleries’, which were, in fact, the Monarchs’ secretariats for handling their transactions with the different Lands, or groups of Lands (for the Monarchs had never found it necessary to maintain a separate Chancellery for each individual Land). When Maria Theresa ascended the throne there had been four such Chancelleries, the ‘Austrian’, for the Hereditary Lands, which, until 1742, had also carried out the work which was assigned to the Haus-Hof-und Staatskanzlei when it became a separate body in that year, the Bohemian for Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia, the Hungarian, for Inner Hungary and Croatia, and the Transylvanian.53 Correspondence with Milan and the Netherlands was conducted through the Austrian Chancellery up to 1742; thereafter, through sections in the Haus-Hof-und Staatskanzlei.


All these bodies were now situated in Vienna, for whereas Ferdinand I had established the Bohemian Chancellery in Prague, Ferdinand II had transferred it to Vienna, against the strong protests of the Estates, in 1623. The Hungarian Chancellery, after various earlier peripatetics, had been definitely established in Vienna in 1690.
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The general pattern of the governmental machinery was thus, despite the variations in nomenclature, broadly uniform throughout the Monarchy. On the other hand, both the intimacy of the connection between central and local authority, and the degree of independence still enjoyed by the ‘organs of self-government’ varied very greatly indeed from one Land, or group of Lands, to another. The Viceroys of the Netherlands and Milan were almost completely independent – their correspondents in Vienna were in reality little more than post-boxes – and the local representative bodies enjoyed extensive autonomous powers. These will not be described here; it will only be remarked that the fact that these liberties existed, and that their beneficiaries were prepared to defend them tenaciously, was to prove of great importance for the history of the other parts of the Monarchy a few years later.


At the other extreme there now stood the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands, and Galicia. In these the regime was to a high degree autocratic, bureaucratic and centralized, the antique forms through which it was still in part exercised having become mere trappings devoid of reality.


The first of these attributes had, in a measure, always characterized the system of Government in the Hereditary Lands, where the Landesherren had from the first claimed the essential right legis ferendae, with the supreme headship of the administration and the judicature, while in Bohemia and Moravia, where the Crown’s powers had been greatly trimmed under the weak Jagiellon kings, it had, under the Vernewerte Landesordnungen, assumed the same rights as it enjoyed in the Hereditary Lands.54 Bureaucratization, on the other hand, was a relative novelty, for until the middle of the eighteenth century the lack of adequate staffs of trained administrators had forced the Crown to exercise its powers through the Estates’ own apparatus; and the Counter-Reformation – the one really important political initiative taken by any of Maria Theresa’s predecessors – once safely enforced, the Crown had left the new men to work through the old channels with little interference, not troubling greatly about methods so long as the required results were forthcoming – as they usually were up to the end of Charles VI’s reign – nor about the Land’s internal affairs. Up to the same date, centralization, too, had been carried only halfway.


Some of the Estates in both groups of Lands had, however, shown themselves conspicuously unreliable during the War of the Austrian Succession – the Estates of both Upper Austria and Bohemia had sworn fealty to the Elector of Bavaria in 1742 – and in general, the Estates had shown themselves so niggardly and obstructive over the contributio that Maria Theresa had had to break off or renounce more than one military operation for lack of money to pay the mercenary troops in her service. Besides excess of independence, there had also been too much provincial spirit: each of the Ministri and Capi, as the Empress complained bitterly, tried to protect his own Land (in which his own estates lay) to the disadvantage of the others ‘as though they were foreign Lands and not subject to the same Monarch’.55


On the advice, therefore, of Haugwitz, she had carried through a series of drastic reforms. The problem which emerged after sundry transmogrifications (Haugwitz’s original ideas having been modified later under the influence of Kaunitz) was that both groups of Lands, and also, subsequently, Galicia-Bukovina56 were put under a single administrative Ministry entitled the ‘k. und k. vereinigte böhmisch-oesterreichische Hofkanzlei’ (the head of which was known as the Oberste Kanzler), and, justice having been separated from administration, also under a single Oberste Justizstelle, which combined the functions of Ministry of Justice and Supreme Court of Appeal.57


Simultaneously, the surviving powers of the Estates had been further reduced. Their most important surviving right had been that of querying or refusing the contributio. Under Haugwitz’s reforms, the Crown’s requirements in this field were now presented to them only at decennial intervals, but their consent to their assessment was still, in theory, necessary. In practice, however, this right now became purely illusory.58 For the rest, they apportioned locally and collected the taxation imposed by the Crown, administered certain local funds, considered applications for indigenat, and carried out a few other minor duties, mostly for the benefit of their own members. Quite often, the Crown did not even trouble to convoke them for their annual session. It would do so if they were docile, as a token of appreciation and good will; thus Styria, for example, never missed a year. If, as in Hungary, they showed a tendency to be recalcitrant, they were simply not called together. All the important administrative duties formerly performed by them corporately had passed to the Gubernia, over whose workings the Estates retained only so much influence that two members of them were attached to each Gubernium in an advisory capacity. The supremacy of the Gubernia over the Estates were further assured by the provision that the office of Landeshauptmann automatically carried with it the Presidency of the Estates.59


It was not only on Land level that the reforms had swept away the old local autonomy, for another, very important, change had made the Kreisämter (the number of which had been extended until they existed, under various names, in all the large Lands) into sub-branches of the Gubernia, and their staffs into employees thereof. Although, as we have said, the manorial system, as such, had been left in being, its scope had been greatly restricted by the transference of many duties formerly performed by the lords of the manor, to the Kreisämter, which had also been especially charged with the duty of seeing that the lords did not abuse their powers over their subjects. Similarly, the Oberste Justizstelle had taken over the entire judiciary above the Patrimonial Court level, and had substantially restricted the range of cases with which those Courts could deal summarily.


The urban and communal self-governing institutions had been left in being, but subjected to close official control.


In sum, the Monarch’s powers in the Western Lands had now become so extensive as to enable serious writers60 to describe them as ‘unlimited’.


These developments had also brought with them a large amount of centralization as between these Lands. Tribute was still paid to local particularism by the rule that the Landeshauptmann had to be a landowner possessing local indigenat, and the staffs of the Gubernia in the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands had also to be composed of local men.61 But the Gubernia themselves were growing yearly less important. The real authority lay with the Hofkanzlei, which, it is true, sent out its orders separately to each Land, thus respecting their theoretical mutual independence, and the enactments sometimes contained considerable local variations,62 but the general tendency of its operations, and of those of the Oberste Justizstelle, was to turn all these Lands increasingly into a de facto administrative and judicial unity.


Maria Theresa had not attempted to bring the Lands of the Hungarian Crown into this system, although the regime in Transylvania was in practice almost as autocratic. The Three Nations nominally possessed the right to elect the Gubernium (under the Governor himself, who was designated by the Crown), but this was a dead letter. The Crown simply filled the Gubernium by appointment. Moreover, it exercised its right to appoint ex-officio members (‘Regalists’) to the Diet so lavishly that its nominees always easily outnumbered the representatives of the Three Nations.63 The Crown’s ‘postulata’ were thus almost always accepted without argument, and if ever any objections were raised, a little pressure from the local military commander sufficed to silence them.


There was, however, a real, as well as a nominal difference in the position of Inner Hungary. The corpus of laws which made up the Hungarian mediaeval constitution did not limit the Monarch’s powers much more than did the corresponding instruments in other Lands, except, indeed, in two important respects: that they made legislation dependent on agreement between the King and the ‘nation’,64 and that they allowed the latter a formally enacted jus resistendi against illegal action by the King.65 But Hungary had maintained her rights where other lands had lost theirs. Leopold I had once annulled the constitution, but the national resistance had been so vigorous that he had been obliged to restore it soon after, with the sole exception that the jus resistendi was abolished, and the position as regards legislation was defined by the words ‘as the King and the Estates assembled in Parliament (dietaliter) shall agree on the usage and interpretation thereof’.


After the great Rákóczi rebellion, Charles III had confirmed his promise, adding the assurance that he would never rule and administer Hungary except by its own laws, existing or to be enacted in Parliament, and customs, and not ‘after the pattern of other provinces’. None of the bodies through which it was governed (in particular, the Hungarian Chancellery) was to be in any kind of dependence on any non-Hungarian body: the only authority recognized by Hungary was that of its own king.


These assurances were very far from giving Hungary complete self-rule. They did not give her any more voice than that possessed by any ‘province’ in the conduct of foreign policy, or defence, and the independence promised to her Camera was never more than nominal. The Consilium Locumtenentiale which was the top-level organ of administration, was in fact a Gubernium like any other, and although the Hungarian Court Chancellery, from which the Consilium took its orders, was in name subject only to the King of Hungary, it was often the hands of the Austrian Chancellery and Staatsrat which drafted those instructions which came to it through the mouth of the king. Finally, the Crown got round its obligation towards the Diet by not convoking that body at all, except to ask it (as it was still formally asking the Diets of Bohemia or Styria) for men and money (Charles, after he had got his way over the Succession Law, convoked the Diet only once again during his reign, and Maria Theresa, only on her accession and twice thereafter); and by treating any subject on which some ancient document did not give the nation an irrefutable right to speak, as one which the Crown was entitled to regulate at its own discretion, by Rescript. Education, ‘colonisation’, religious questions, industrial legislation, even the peasants’ obligations to their lords, were so treated. When it was not a question of law, the minutest local and personal questions went up to the Chancellery, through the Consilium, and were decided by it.66


Nevertheless, Hungary’s size, her strategic importance, her inaccessibility and the resolution of her noble class, had enabled her to maintain successfully the principle that she constituted an entirely separate body politic, linked to the Habsburgs’ other dominions only through the Pragmatic Sanction, and quite unconnected, so far as her interna were concerned, with any of them, and in certain important respects she escaped the reality of central control. Her nobles retained intact the cardinal privileges of exemption from taxation, an extended right of habeas corpus and exclusive eligibility to public office. Her judiciary remained completely independent. The Counties, unlike the Austrian Kreisämter, were never etatized, and this provided a strong brake on the working of the central bureaucracy, since apart from their autonomy, they also provided the executive power through which the Crown gave effect to its decisions. Thus if they did choose to object to any demand, they put the Government in a position of real difficulty.


Finally, less because its law was different than because it could mobilize so large a de facto power of resistance, Hungary was really able to keep its consent to the contributio more than a formality. Here it was helped by the fact that when it was first assessed (in 1724) the country was exceedingly impoverished and depopulated after the Turkish Wars. Later Diets, in 1728, 1751 and 1765, did indeed vote increases to the contributio,67 but only after debates the legality of which the Crown did not question, and not proportionately to the country’s increase in wealth and population. It had also, as we have seen, maintained its exemption from conscription, so that it was able also to bargain over the number of ‘volunteers’ which it would allow to be enlisted, and to keep that figure, too, a relatively low one.


This real tenuity of the links between Hungary and the rest of the Monarchy and the real limitations of the Crown’s authority in it were cardinal factors in the structure of the Monarchy, much of whose political history after 1780 consisted of the Crown’s attempts to reduce Hungary to the status of ‘other provinces’, and the Hungarians’ resistance to them.
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The question of self-government versus autocratic control was, of course, only one aspect of the administrative problem of the Monarchy: the nature and quality of the resultant government was another. In this respect a very great difference indeed had developed since 1750 between the Western and Eastern halves of the Monarchy. The advantage in human comfort does not lie wholly with the West, for the ultimate objects of the changes carried through were only in a very minor degree the welfare of the subjecta, but far rather the military efficiency of the State, to which the predilections and the happiness of the subjecta were sacrificed ruthlessly enough. In her later years Maria Theresa came to think in more human terms, but by that time her son’s influence was intruding itself into the picture. Many of the ‘reforms’ were thoroughly vexatious,68 aimed solely at reducing the leisure, and the pleasure, of the people in order that they should have more work and money to give the exchequer. Others were simply changes for change’s sake, the spiritual offspring of bureaucrats who suddenly found the toy of power in their hands. But whatever the motives, the Vereinigte Hofkanzlei had developed within a few years into a vast body which combined in itself the functions of a dozen modern Ministries – Interior, Education, Church Affairs, Commerce, Public Works, Agriculture and Forestries, Social Welfare – almost everything, in fact, that human ingenuity could think up, short of Foreign Affairs, Defence and the financial business still transacted by the Camera. Every branch of it was engaged, not only in supervising what was already being done in those fields, but itself drafting for the Monarch’s approval new ‘laws, ordinances and enactments’ which, since no one could say them nay, were at once put into effect if approved by the Monarch. By 1780 a generation of this bureaucratic rule had advanced the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands to a level of modernization far ahead of that reached by Hungary, not to speak of the newly acquired Galicia. The effects of these thirty years were plainly visible in the economic, social and cultural picture of the Monarchy; although they had, of course, only supervened on earlier conditions created by nature and by the past history of the different Lands.
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The dignities of Roman Emperor and German King, both enjoyed in 1780 by Maria Theresa’s son, Joseph, were very little more than titular. The Emperor could not intervene at all in the internal affairs of the German Princes, nor call on them to take any joint action without the consent of the Imperial Diet, and this was practically unobtainable. His revenues from the few dues and taxes which were his perquisite did not even cover the expenses of the surviving Imperial institutions, the Reichskammergericht in Wetzlau and the Reichshofrat in Vienna, both of which were, moreover, so hopelessly corrupt, inefficient and dilatory that even Joseph, after a futile attempt, had given up hope of reforming them.


III ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL CONDITIONS


In 1780 the Austrian Netherlands and Milan stood no less far apart from the rest of the Habsburg dominions in respect of economic development and social structure, than they did in all other ways. With their dense populations (estimated in 1786 at 2,000,000 and 1,300,000 respectively), their busy cities, their flourishing trade and industries, their prosperous merchants and entrepreneurs, decent craftsmen and self-assured peasantries, they belonged in these respects where geography and history placed them, in Western Europe.


Very different was the state of the rest of the Monarchy. Most of the Hereditary Lands had never known wealth or ease. The Marches which formed the core of them were, except for the Danube valley, where agriculture was practicable on a modest scale, a mere tangle of forest-clad mountains, threaded by narrow and tortuous valleys which only rarely opened out into more spacious basins, and those usually occupied by lakes or marshes. The hill-slopes were fitted for little beyond cattle-raising, the forests inaccessible for exploitation except for local building or charcoal-burning. Of the other resources known before modern times, the iron of Styria and Eastern Carinthia, the gold and lead of the latter province, the silver and copper of the Tirol and the salt of Upper Austria were important, but the richest of the salt-mines lay outside Austrian territory, in the domains of the Prince-Archbishop of Salzburg, and difficulties of transportation limited the operations of the iron-mines to small-scale work: their chief products were scythes and nails.


It was, indeed, their inaccessibility that saved the Marches from succumbing to the barbarian attacks against which they had been founded, and under which their predecessors had perished; but the same inaccessibility denied them the possibility of accumulating wealth. They lay, moreover, on the very outskirts of civilized mediaeval Europe, far from its centres of wealth, or from the trade-routes linking them. Between the twelfth and the fifteenth centuries Vienna derived some prosperity as an entrepôt for the considerable traffic then passing by road or water between Central Europe and the Levant, but the Turkish conquest of the Balkans and Hungary put an end to this traffic and turned much of Austria into an outpost again. The only important trade-route now running across its territory was that which linked Italy with Germany via the Tirol. For the rest, the Hereditary Lands were thrown back on their own resources, which condemned their sparse population69 to its old fate of a laborious uphill struggle against difficulties, natural or man-made. The latter were still far from inconsiderable. The peasant risings of the sixteenth century inflicted much damage precisely on the most prosperous Lands. While they escaped the full force of the Thirty Years War, the losses inflicted on them by the Counter-Reformation were not negligible.70 In Upper Austria in 1663, 288 out of the 605 houses in Steyr were empty, 240 out of 426 in Wels, 133 out of 219 in Enns, 200 out of 288 in Freistadt. 120 out of 288 houses in Linz were uninhabitable. Lower Austria, Styria and Carniola were ravaged by Turkish armies (most notably, the great force which besieged Vienna in 168371) or small raiding parties, or scarcely less destructive bands of Magyars, and their resources were further constantly and heavily taxed to maintain the defences against the invaders. Another recurrent and dreadful visitant was the plague, which in some years and some places carried away half the total population.72


Nature had dealt more generously with Bohemia and Moravia. The soil of their central plains was fertile and communications across them easy, while the mountains of the periphery had contained deposits of gold and silver which in the thirteenth century had produced the richest yields in Europe, and were also well adapted for the growth of certain industries, notably that of glass, which had early acquired a European reputation. In the early Middle Ages Bohemia had ranked among the wealthiest lands of Europe. It had conducted a flourishing trade with Germany and Poland, and thanks to the enlightened policies of several of its kings, had contained a far larger number of towns, relatively to its size, than any Alpine Land.73 Silesia, while less naturally fertile, had early developed a textile industry which was very advanced for its age.


Here it was man that had been the destructive agent. All the Lands of the Bohemian Crown had suffered cruelly in the Hussite Wars of the fifteenth century. In spite of these, Bohemia is estimated to have contained some two million inhabitants in 1500, and Moravia and Silesia, another million each, and the population of Bohemia in 1620 is put at three million. Then, however, came the devastations of the Thirty Years War, which afflicted Bohemia more heavily than any other European land. Its towns were largely laid in ashes, its industry was ruined, its artisan class, with many of its nobles and even peasants, driven into exile, its very soil passed out of cultivation. Modern writers put its total population at the end of the war at only nine hundred thousand; some estimates are even lower. Moravia had suffered almost as severely.


Hungary, although never so densely populated or so highly developed economically as Bohemia, had also known considerable prosperity in the Middle Ages. When Louis the Great ruled over it in the fourteenth century, its population had been about three million, and it had boasted forty-nine Royal Boroughs, over five hundred ‘market towns’ and more than twenty-six thousand villages. Its gold mines produced more than three thousand lb of gold annually, more than five times as much as any other European State. By 1500 the population had risen by another million.


But Hungary, too, had fallen from its high estate, later than Bohemia, but even more terribly. Here it was the Turkish conquest and a hundred and fifty years long occupation of the centre of the country, with its accompaniment of fighting and slave-raiding – both extending across the frontiers into the areas not actually under Turkish rule – that had spread over much of the country a desolation which the wars of liberation at the end of the sevententh century had made almost total.74 By the end of them the population of the Lands of the Hungarian Crown was down to about three millions (until recently, most estimates put it lower still), nearly all of it concentrated in North-West Hungary, or, to a lesser extent, Transylvania. In the centre of the country, most of the surviving population had huddled for safety into ‘village towns’, each of which harboured the survivors of twenty or more deserted villages. The population of the largest of these, Debrecen, was only eight thousand in 1720, and between each such agglomeration and its neighbour might stretch twenty-five or thirty miles, unmarked by human habitation save for a gypsy’s or a herdsman’s hut. South Hungary was in worse state still: in 1692 the three large Counties of Baranya, Tolna and Somogy had numbered between them a population of only 3,221 souls, 1,652 of them in the single city of Pécs.


It was, of course, not man alone that suffered under this devastation, but also his works. Cities fell into ruins, villages disappeared without a trace as the unfired bricks crumbled back into the clay of which they had been fashioned. The Bohemian industries almost died out. Prague in 1674 could muster only 355 artisans, as against 1200 when the Thirty Years War began. Iglau, where seven to eight thousand persons had been employed in the cloth industry, was left with only 300 burghers. ‘Town’ in Hungary had become simply a name for a large agglomeration of peasants. When Hódmezövásárhely, a community of seven thousand, wanted to rebuild its church in 1747, not a single carpenter, stone-mason or brickmaker could be found in the commune; it had to send away for all its craftsmen.


Even in the Hereditary Lands, it was the most skilled and enterprising elements of the population that the Counter-Reformation drove into exile.


The agriculture into which the economy had everywhere relapsed had itself returned to the primitive. The surviving inhabitants of Central Hungary had abandoned cereal farming for cattle-breeding, in which it was easier to evade the eye of the tax-collector. For the same reason, barns were no longer used to store such vegetable crops as were still raised; they were hidden out of sight in underground holes.
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It is true that the middle of the seventeenth century had marked the nadir of the economic fortunes of the Alpine Lands and Bohemia, and the beginning of the eighteenth, of those of Eastern Austria and Hungary. Since then all districts had made recoveries, some of them, in some respects, very large ones. With the end of the most destructive wars, and the abatement of disease (the last outbreak of plague in Vienna was in 1713) the population of Bohemia had recovered by 1750 to about one and a half million; after that it had been increasing very rapidly, and in 1780 was over two and a half million, and that of Moravia, about half as much. Rump Silesia had about three hundred thousand. The rate of increase in the Historic Lands had been slower,75 but their population is estimated to have reached something over four millions (Lower Austria, 1,200,000; Upper Austria, 600,000; Styria, 750,000; Tirol, 550,000; Vorarlberg, 100,000; Carinthia, 270,000; Carniola, 400,000; the Littoral, 200,000) by the same date, while the increase in Hungary, where the natural growth had been supplemented by immigration from the Balkans and by the systematic operation of colonization known as the impopulatio, had been even spectacular. In some areas, where the previous devastation had been particularly severe and the immigration very intensive, the population had risen six, eight, or ten times and the total, for all the Hungarian Lands, was now some nine and a half millions (just under six and a half millions in Inner Hungary, nearly one and a half millions in Transylvania, 650,000 in civilian Croatia and 700,000 in the Military Frontier).


Economically, these increases spelled almost pure gain for the Monarchy, for the population was still almost everywhere well below the economic optimum. Most of the increase went at first into agriculture, which before then had been undermanned for its struggle with nature. Now swamps could be drained, brakes cleared, favoured areas put under intensive cultivation, practised by new methods which were gaining and sometimes applied to crops such as tobacco (later, maize and potatoes76) which had formerly been unfamiliar. Some of the masters of the land on which these processes were carried through accumulated big fortunes and lived very luxuriously, by their own standards.


The tastes of most of them were, however, not very diversified. They stood themselves large living accommodation, entertained their friends lavishly, and kept enormous armies of domestic servants (who came to constitute a considerable fraction of the population), but did not buy manufactured articles on anything like the scale of a modern family. Moreover, since manpower meant wealth to them, they opposed any development of nature to draw it off their fields so long as it was in short supply – a condition which prevailed in large parts of the Monarchy until well into the nineteenth century, and was a factor of great importance in the economic history of the period which we are studying. Their wealth thus contributed relatively little to the diversification of the economy, and another factor with the same retarding influence was the policy of the guilds, which had developed the science of restrictive practices to a pitch from which any later age could have learned. Nevertheless, as one generation of internal peace followed another (most of Charles VI’ wars were fought outside the Monarchy), the demand for diversification did inevitably grow, not least under the stimulus of the luxurious Courts kept by Charles and, in spite of her poverty, by his daughter.77  The number of artisans and shopkeepers increased, and the towns expanded to receive them, and the old staple industries of the Monarchy – Bohemian glass, Silesian linen, Moravian woollens, Styrian iron – began to revive.


Meanwhile, moreover, the mercantilist doctrines of the age had found their adepts in Austria. As early as 1684 Johann Hörnigk had published a pamphlet entitled Oesterreich über Alles, wenn es nur will, in which he argued that if Austria developed her own resources, she could not only avoid the necessity of importing anything, but could herself become a big exporting country, besides enjoying greatly increased internal prosperity. His doctrines were taken up and elaborated by another writer, Johann Becher, and certain attempts were made to translate them into practice in the reigns of Leopold I, and still more, in that of Charles. What Charles effected for communications, in particular, was not insignificant, and the beginnings of some Austrian industries which later became important also date from his reign. Most of his attempts to introduce new industries came, however, to little, for various reasons, including the resistance of the landlords and the inexperience of the entrepreneurs; in any case, they did not very greatly affect the Austria with which we are concerned, since it was found easier to develop industries where they already existed, notably in the Netherlands and Silesia, than to found new ones elsewhere. The biggest development in his reign was in the luxury industries which grew up round the Court in Vienna.


But Maria Theresa, that remarkable woman, had a strong sense of the practical, and was keenly interested in economics from the day of her accession.78 One of the first acts of her reign was to reactivate the semi-dormant planning offices set up under her father. Then the loss of Silesia, the most highly industrialized of her all provinces, increased this interest, under the dual stimulus of the need to make good the loss of the province (which had also disrupted the economy of Bohemia), and to revenge herself on ‘the Prussian’. Industries were encouraged to move over from the lost province into the Monarchy (which they did on a considerable scale and with extraordinary rapidity), and entrepreneurs and skilled workers brought in, sometimes by morally questionable devices, from other countries, being then given facilities in the shape of exemption from taxation, subsidies, monopolies, etc., for the employers, and for the men (and also for workers inside the Monarchy) exemption from military service and from all restrictions on domiciliary rights in towns. Important was the classification, introduced in 1754, of industrial enterprises into Kommerzialgewerbe and Polizeigewerbe. The former, which were trades working on a large scale, and for a wide market (these included textile and metal works, glovemakers, opticians and jewellers, but also sculptors and painters) were as a rule freed from all guild restrictions, which continued to apply only to the second category, of establishments working for purely local markets (butchers, bakers, etc.).


As early as 1746 a central body, the Universalkommerzdirektorium, had been called into being to deal with the reform of tariffs,79 the development of communications by land and water, the importation of industrial plant and the conclusion of trade agreements for the whole Monarchy. In 1753 tariffs were imposed against Prussia, with the avowed object of ‘ruining Prussian Silesia economically’. In 1764 a tariff wall was erected round the whole Monarchy (except the Tirol, which was exempted owing to the importance to it of its transit trade) and in 1775 this wall, which was afterwards extended to take in Galicia,80 was raised further, to an average of thirty per cent, the importation of many foreign articles being forbidden altogether. Now the internal tariffs between the Austrian and Bohemian Lands were abolished. Attempts were made to find new markets for the Monarchy’s products in Russia and Turkey, and Trieste and Fiume (already declared free ports by Charles VI) were expanded to handle the trade.


Many of Maria Theresa’s early experiments were no more successful than those of her father and grandfather, and both the governmental machinery and the methods used by it were changed repeatedly. The old difficulties had not yet been overcome, nor the basic economic structure of the Monarchy in any way transformed. The ‘factories’ themselves, where at all sizeable (when many of them were State enterprises, since few private entrepreneurs possessed the capital to start a big factory81) worked chiefly for the army; the smaller ones, largely for the Court and its hangers-on. Most luxury goods were still imported, in the face of numerous prohibitions made in the interest of the balance of payments, perhaps the chief effect of which had, indeed, been to give birth to a flourishing smuggling industry, which was often winked at by the authorities. The guild craftsmen still provided most of such more modest products for the wider market as could not be home-produced, but in most peasant families the womenfolk spun and wove the clothes and the men were their own masons and carpenters, and agriculture, much of it carried on by methods which differed little from those of the Middle Ages, with viticulture and forestry, was still the main occupation of by far the largest part of the population.


During the last years of Maria Theresa’s reign an appreciable amount of industry was nevertheless growing up in the areas towards which the Government’s mercantilist policy was mainly directed, these being chiefly the Bohemian Lands, Lower Austria, and the iron-fields of Styria. With it, trade was expanding. Agriculture, too, was growing more progressive, at least on the big estates, the advances here, too, owing much to government initiative and assistance. The economic picture was growing more diversified, and brighter.
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It varied, indeed, widely from one part of the Monarchy to another. Vienna had been largely rebuilt and splendidly adorned since the retreat of the Turks had carried the frontier away from its vicinity. It was now the biggest city of Central Europe, with a population of over 200,000, and presented a magnificent picture. The spire of the grand old Stefansdom in the heart of the city looked down on fifty other churches, some of ancient construction, many of them new, but nearly all alike tricked out inside in the pompous baroque of the day. It looked down, too, on the splendid palaces of the Dynasty, the old Hofburg, newly rebuilt and enlarged, in the Innere Stadt and the great recent construction of Schönbrunn, three miles out, set in its vast formal gardens; both of them surrounded by great complexes of adjuncts, courtiers’ quarters, Guards’ barracks, and the sumptuous residences of the great aulic nobles, Prince Eugene of Savoy’s enormous Schloss Belvedere and the magnificent palaces of the Schwarzenbergs, Liechtensteins, Starhembergs, Kinskys, Esterházys, Pálffys and a score more. There were museums, picture galleries, pleasure-grounds. The wider streets and squares were adorned with fountains and statuary. There were shops to supply the Court ladies with their finery, artisans’ quarters in which some of these articles were manufactured (although more were still imported). Further out, there were big new industrial suburbs, containing many factories, and beyond these, the adjacent hills were studded with the country houses of the rich, the more modest resorts where the tradesmen and artisans took their pleasure, and the homes of the farmers and vintners who prospered by supplying the needs of the capital.


But Vienna was a special case. It owed its splendour, less to the productivity of its own inhabitants, than to its position as capital and residence of the House which was ruler, not of Austria alone, but of Bohemia and Hungary, of the Low Countries and Lombardy, and not least, in its Imperial capacity, of the German Reich. Its growth did not even reflect a long accumulation of wealth in the Monarchy, for Charles’s reign had been extravagant and unsystematic, and the first half of his daughter’s, darkened by the Prussian wars, which had brought Austria to the verge of bankruptcy again; it had only been since the Peace of Hubertsburg that there had been a real recovery. Outside its immediate environment, the signs of prosperity soon died away. Upper Austria still made a good showing – far better than the Western half of Lower Austria itself.82 Distinguished alike for the independent spirit of its peasants, which had secured for them the best social conditions in the Hereditary Lands, outside the Tirol, and for the progressive outlook of its larger landlords, who led even Bohemia in the introduction of modern methods, and favoured by nature, with stores of iron and salt in the hills and its plains open and fertile – lying, moreover, on the main highway from Vienna to the West – it could show comfortable farms and flourishing market centres, while Linz, its capital, contained a large cloth factory and Steyr, important iron works. Riesbeck found Linz so prosperous ‘as to make the Bavarian cities appear like poorhouses in comparison’.83  But in the Alpine Lands proper, there was little to tell of new times. Graz with twenty-five thousand inhabitants and Innsbruck with about twenty thousand were the only important centres until Trieste was reached, and both of them owed their dignity rather to the past, when they had been the residences of the Princes of considerable polities (Graz, not long before, had been the capital of an area larger than that directly controlled by Vienna itself). None of the other Alpine towns, except perhaps Laibach and Klagenfurt, and in the Tirol, the archiepiscopal sees of Brixen and Trent, which were only half inside the Monarchy, were more than small local centres; Marburg, the second town of Styria, had only five thousand inhabitants. Outside them, the pattern of life was still that of the scattered farm or hamlet, and such trappings of magnificence as these Lands could show were not in the villages but in the baronial castles which dominated them (and on which many of their owners bankrupted themselves, having overbuilt out of ostentation) and still more, in the great monasteries which held a considerable part of the more desirable ground. The Styrian iron works were, indeed, beginning to recover after a long depression, and there was some textile industry in Vorarlberg, but the big majority of the population lived from agriculture, pasturing herds in summer on the mountain alps and in the autumn, either driving them to market in Vienna or Italy, or slaughtering them and salting down their flesh. While the thrift and industry of the Alpine Germans still enabled them to maintain fair standards of comfort, under normal conditions, even they found the struggle against nature a hard one: devastating famines were not uncommon even in the richest of the Lands, such as Styria, while in the Tirol pressure of population was already forcing a considerable proportion of the menfolk to spend much of their time away from their homes, as itinerant journeymen or masons. The less advanced Slav populations of South Styria and Carinthia lived in poverty and squalor, their diets consisting of some form of pottage and their homes, of a single cabin, which was often shared with the poultry.


Bohemia and Moravia were economically more advanced than the Alpine Lands. Industrially, they had been able to build on more extensive ancient foundations. They had been the chief recipients of the immigrant industry from Silesia. The Bohemian landlords, too, had, for whatever reason, shown themselves far readier to engage in industry than their colleagues of the Alpine Lands, who, we are told, ‘had, out of ancient caste spirit, shown themselves very unreceptive towards this new wish of the Crown’s.’84 Thus the two provinces were developing into the industrial workshop of the Monarchy. Bohemia now contained no less than 244 towns, of which Prague, with a population of 80,000, ranked after Vienna as the second largest city of the Monarchy. Ten years later (it is true that the intervening decade had seen a big spurt), 400,000 persons in Bohemia were employed in industry, and the value of their production exceeded that of the local agriculture – and that was the most progressive in the Monarchy after that of Upper Austria: the big landed proprietors who dominated it were among the first in the Central Monarchy to organize large-scale production for profit by modern methods, including modern rotation of crops, the introduction of fodder plants and the cultivation of such new products as potatoes.


But even here, the picture contained many shadows. The new industrialization had, after all, been a curative measure to make good the damage inflicted on the Monarchy by the rape of Silesia, and itself an operation of cold war, which had entailed many casualties. The new manufactures had arisen on the ruins of many of the older industries, and the enforced autarky had been extremely detrimental to what had once been a flourishing trade with Germany. When faced with demands for higher taxation, the Estates complained bitterly of their poverty, and if the landlord class was, nevertheless, prosperous on the whole, the same could not be said of their subjects. When Maria Theresa sent a Commission of Enquiry into the Bohemian Lands in 1769, its report revealed that the bulk of the peasants were living under really appalling conditions of squalor and near-starvation which in bad years became real starvation; in 1771 and 1772 there had been famines which had carried away fourteen per cent of the entire population. The sums earned by the spinners and weavers of the mountain districts, when they were able to work for money (much of their labour was performed gratis for their lords, as robot) were mere pittances, bare compensation for the infertility of their holdings and for the small size of them, for small plots were already frequent in these areas.


Across the Leitha, the economy was more primitive still. When the new industrial policy was inaugurated, it had been deliberately confined to the Western half of the Monarchy. This decision was destined later to have momentous political consequences, to which we shall have to return repeatedly, but it was not originally taken – at least not overtly – for political reasons, but out of simple economic calculation. Vienna was the seat of the Court and the headquarters of the army (and the Court and the army were easily Austria’s chief consumers of manufactured goods), while in Bohemia and Moravia there already existed a considerable domestic industry, a relatively dense population accustomed to industrial work, and natural sources of power; moreover, to transplant thither the industries migrating from Silesia (and much of the new industrialization was effected by this method) involved only a short journey. In view of the contrast between these conditions and those in Hungary, with its sparse and rude population, its deplorable communications and its immense potential agricultural wealth, it had seemed only natural to divide the roles, allocating to Hungary that of producing the raw materials, and to Austria, that of turning them into manufactured goods. This division of roles was in any case meant at first to be only temporary, until Hungary should have reached a stage of development which made industrialization there practicable. Meanwhile, Government subsidies to Hungarian agriculture were to match those given to Austrian industry.


The Austrian industrialists, however, were not slow to argue that the Hungarian noble, paying as he did no taxation, could undercut his Austrian competitors under otherwise equal conditions, and Maria Theresa herself, although she always insisted that there must be no discrimination between her different dominions, admitted the force of this contention and agreed that Hungary should not be given facilities which enabled her to compete dangerously with Austria. As time went on, the Austrian and Bohemian magnates whose interests were bound up with the new establishments (and these were precisely the classes whose voices were heard on the Economic Council) consolidated and systematized their advantage. In 1763 the Council got the principle established that the State should not found factories in Hungary.85 Five years later, it tried to introduce a rule that even private individuals should never be given licences to establish factories there. This Maria Theresa rejected, but the Council, through whose hands applications for licences and other facilities passed, was usually able to reject those coming from Hungary. Further, when the internal tariffs between the Austrian Lands were abolished, that between Austria and Hungary was maintained, and so manipulated by discriminatory assessment of the commodities crossing it as to constitute another heavy handicap on Hungarian manufacturers.


Thus the remarkable situation was produced that industrialization was being deliberately held back by governmental policy in a part of the Monarchy which in area and population constituted nearly half of it; and not even industrialization alone, for the discrimination was often applied also against Hungarian agriculture. The Hungarians themselves were partly unwilling, partly unable, to counter this by self-help. All the weaknesses in their constitution to which Széchenyi later drew attention were in fact already operating against them. The nobles’ privilege prevented the accumulation of public funds to mend their communications; the aviticitas86 made it almost impossible for private individuals to obtain credit. To all this had to be added the potent congenital prejudices of the Hungarians themselves. The noble still could not be induced to think any career worthy of him, except that of landowner; nor the peasant, to do more work than he must, to escape the bailiff’s whip.


Thus Hungary stood economically a step below Austria itself. One of its own writers testified in 1797 that its common nobles ‘lived much worse than Austrian peasants’.87 Ninety per cent of the entire population lived from agriculture, and nearly the same proportion, in villages or on scattered farms. There were in 1782 sixty-one Royal Free Boroughs, besides sixteen episcopal, mining or other ‘towns’, but their total population was only about 350,000. Not one town in the whole country had a population of thirty thousand, although Pozsony, the acting capital, came near it. Debrecen, Buda, Pest, Szeged and Szabadka were round the twenty-thousand mark, but of these Debrecen, Szeged and Szabadka were ‘village towns’, not truly urban at all. Many such smaller towns as there were lived primarily from their viticulture (Buda’s own chief occupation) or from servicing the garrisons quartered in them. ‘Factory’ industry was practically non-existent.88 The non-agricultural needs of all but the wealthy, where not produced by their own womenfolk, were met by craftsmen, working entirely for the local market and protected against competition by the insuperable tariff of impenetrable roads. Of these, the Royal Free Boroughs between them contained in 1782 only 17,074 master craftsmen, 14,612 journeymen and 6,102 apprentices. Their products were bought in the town square on market day, or hawked round the villages by Jewish, Greek or Slovak itinerant pedlars. But even craftsmen were rare: most peasants were their own carpenters and wheelwrights, while their womenfolk spun and wove the family’s clothes.


Naturally, in a country so vast as Hungary, conditions varied widely from one region to another. Those parts of the old Royal Hungary which had escaped the worst devastations of the Turkish wars had recovered a measure of prosperity. The great magnates of this area, the Habsburgs’ favourites, drew enormous rent-rolls, and some of them had accumulated great wealth, the outward and visible signs of which were the sumptuous palaces which they took delight in building. The greatest of these, Prince Esterházy’s at Esterháza, contained two hundred rooms and stabling for as many horses. It had cost sixteen million florins to erect. There were many other palaces which, if less magnificant than this, still answered every requirement of pride and luxury, and smaller manor-houses galore. The local towns, Pozsony, Sopron, Nagy-Szombat, wore an air of decent comeliness; even many of the villages were neat and clean, and housed a reasonably well-to-do peasantry.


But even in Royal Hungary there was much distress. The mines were no longer as productive as they had been, and the once very prosperous wine trade had been hard hit by the Prussian wars, military and tariff, for Silesia had been the biggest market for the North Hungarian wines. There was already frequent grim distress among the Slovak and Ruthene mountaineers. In the fat plains themselves, animal comfort when the harvest was good could easily be followed by famine when it failed; a rich harvest could not be taken to market for lack of communications and was sometimes even left ungathered, to rot on the ground. Ex-Turkish Hungary was much more backward still. Buda had been rebuilt and Pest was growing into a big commercial centre, but the village-towns of the Plain were much as they had been in Turkish days, only somewhat larger, while the same unpopulated leagues stretched between them. This was still mainly a cattle area; the beasts were grazed in the open (where an unconscionable proportion of them perished) then driven on the hoof, as far afield as Germany and Italy. The cereal farming was on a low level. Only the vineyards were manured; otherwise, dung was used to build walls or patch roads. The German settlers, whose villages were islands of neatness, were the only people who practised the three-crop rotation, the Magyars contenting themselves with a two-year rotation of alternate crop and fallow, while the half-nomadic Serb and Vlach herdsmen of the South merely scratched a plot near their shacks and moved on to another when it was exhausted. Their own homes were pits sunk in the ground, with roofs of maize-straw and a hole at one end for door and chimney combined. The Bánát, settled largely with German colonists and organized under enlightened governors, was an outpost of progress, but the hinterland of Croatia (excluding, that is Fiume, which possessed shipyards and a large tobacco factory) and the Military Frontier were no more advanced than Central Hungary; the largest town in Croatia proper was Várasd, with 3,580 inhabitants. In Transylvania, the solid Saxon townlets and fortified villages had survived the troublous years reasonably well, but they were stagnating, for if the eighteenth century had brought Transylvania peace, it had also left it an economic backwater. Moreover, the birthrate of the Saxons – by far the most progressive element in the Principality – was declining, and the increase in the population was due to the growth of the Roumanian element, most of which lived in conditions of squalor hardly above those of the local gypsies.


In Galicia, the population of which, when it came to Austria, numbered about 2,300,000, conditions ranged in a descending scale, from West to East. In the Western half of the province, which had escaped serious devastation for several centuries, the population was relatively dense – in some districts too dense for comfort – and conditions comparatively orderly, the more so since no mean fraction of the population was descended from German colonists, long since Polonized but retaining testimonies to their ancestry and former freedom in the shape of soundly built cottages and well-tilled fields. Here there was even a little industry, mostly connected with the cultivation and preparation of flax, and some export of wheat still went on down the Vistula, although only a quarter of what had existed two hundred years before. But in the East, where Tatar slave-raids were still almost a living memory, the population, which was Ruthene, was sparse and primitive. Not only the forested Carpathians, in which only a few wild Huzuls lived by charcoal burning and game-poaching, but wide stretches of plain were almost uninhabited.89 The large number of places ranking here as ‘towns’ simply meant that the population found it safer to live in company, while the landlords, too, derived some financial advantage from conferring urban status on a collection of houses. In fact, Lemberg was the only place which a traveller could recognize, and that with some repugnance, as a town. Of the others it was said that when a peasant stopped his cart at the Jew’s shop (almost the whole urban population was Jewish), the nose of his horse protruded at one end of the town and the tail of his cart at the other. In 1802 a traveller in the parts was unable to get his horse shod in Stanislavov, the largest town after Lemberg, and in another, was unable to buy a candle. All Galicia in 1781 had only forty-three brick-burners, seventeen plasterers, 118 house-painters, two glovers, eight leatherworkers and similar numbers of other craftsmen.


The magnates’ palaces, which were not numerous here, were sometimes imposing outside, but bare and comfortless inside; the houses of the Szlachta (small nobles) mere cottages.90 Nine peasants out of ten lived in huts of wattle and daub, consisting of a single room which was shared by man and beast, windowless and chimneyless. An advantage of this for the peasant was that if he found his conditions burdensome, he simply did a moonlight flit. His home could easily be replaced; his portable possessions were as easily loaded on one cart.


The more advanced rotation of crops was one year’s autumn-sown crop followed by two years’ summer-sown, then one year fallow, but in some places a communal system was followed, several years’ ploughing being followed by a long fallow. Ploughs were of wood; harrows consisted of boards studded with nails. Clover and fodder crops were almost unknown. The cereal crops were largely converted into rough brandy, of which the Galician peasants consumed fabulous quantities; but nearly half the area was pasture and ley.


In the Bukovina conditions resembled those of East Galicia but were, if possible, more primitive still.
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When Maria Theresa ascended the throne, she had found the finances of her Empire in that dismal condition with which all her successors were to become so familiar. A long line of her paternal ancestors had regularly lived beyond their incomes, and an alarming proportion of the Crown’s lands which had once formed the mainstay of its wealth had been sold. Many of the sources of indirect taxation had been farmed out, often on terms very disadvantageous to the Exchequer. The yield of the gold mines had long ceased to be appreciable, that of the silver mines was dwindling. The contributio had to be wrung painfully out of reluctant Estates, who were often themselves in difficulties and could not keep up with their payments (Carinthia, for example, owed the Treasury 2·8 million gulden in 1743). Charles’s acquisitions in the Netherlands and Italy had been a welcome windfall, but most of the latter had been lost again in 1735–8. The State’s revenues, which before the Turkish wars of 1736–9 had been estimated to bring in nearly forty million gulden, were in fact yielding barely half that amount in 1740. Meanwhile, Charles, like his predecessors, had kept an extremely extravagant Court.91 Austria had already contracted the habit of borrowing from foreign bankers, who usually charged exorbitantly for the accommodation. When Charles died, his daughter had found only 87,000 gulden in her treasury, and the State debt was 101 m.g., sixty per cent of it owed abroad, much of this to the Bank of England. She herself was then at once embroiled in the War of the Austrian Succession. She clapped on a number of extraordinary taxes, in more or less arbitrary fashion,92 but they were quite inadequate to cover the cost of the war, and it has been rightly said that the ‘only prop’ of Austrian finances during the following years was constituted by the English subsidies of £300,000 a year.93


Under Haugwitz’s reforms, described on an earlier page, the yield from the contributio was stepped up considerably, and at the end of the Empress’s reign the Crown was receiving about 32·5 m.g. from this source, of which 19 m.g. came from the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands and Galicia, 7 from the Netherlands, 3 from Lombardy and 3·5 from Hungary, while the Netherlands and Lombardy had already paid all their own military budgets and Hungary the deperdita, amounting to another half million or so. The yield of indirect taxation and of certain direct taxes now levied by the Crown, with the profits from the Crown lands and enterprises, had risen to about 27 m.g., approximately twice the figure of forty years earlier. Expenditure had, however, shown a tendency to rise pari passu, for although the Empress had made conscientious efforts to economize (and had, in fact, dispensed with many of her father’s extravagances), and was a shrewd enough business woman, she was liable to costly lapses, especially when one of her favourites got out of his financial depth,94 and had, of course, been faced with a second prolonged war only a few years after the conclusion of the first. Thus every year until 1775 had closed with a deficit, which had had to be met from ‘extraordinary contributions’ or by loans, which, since Maria Theresa was averse from borrowing abroad, were mainly raised inside Austria (lottery loans were a favourite way of raising the wind). Up to 1763 the State was paying 6% for its accommodation, and the service of its loans was becoming a heavy item in its expenditure. Her husband then took charge of the operation and managed to reduce the rate to 5%, and when he died, his widow and son devoted his entire public fortune95 to amortization of the public debt, part of which was redeemed and the interest on the remainder brought down to 4%. In 1767, however, the debt still stood at 260 m.g., 38 m.g. of which was owed abroad, and the annual interest on it at 9·4 m.g.


In 1775 the budget was, for the first time for many years, if not the first in all Austrian history, balanced. The national balance of trade, long passive, had now also become heavily active. But barely had equilibrium been reached when there came the War of the Bavarian Succession, which cost another 30 m.g., which was again paid for out of borrowing, so that in 1780 the State debt stood again at 376 m.g.


Earlier in the century attempts had been made to establish a State Bank to help the Government in its financial operations, but they had broken down on the well-founded mistrust of the public. The conduct of the operations had then been transferred to the Wiener Stadtbank, a well-managed institution in which the public had more confidence, and which accordingly had succeeded in holding its own. Gradually this had slipped into the position of a Government bank, with the main function of floating government loans, to which was presently added that of a bank of issue, for in 1762 the Government had begun to issue, through the bank, non-interest-bearing notes of denominations ranging from five to one hundred gulden.96 Later, as we shall see, these Bankozettel were to acquire a melancholy reputation, but at first they were issued only on a small scale (in 1780 only 6,798,000 of them were in circulation) and were taken readily at their face value, thus becoming an accepted part of the currency. They were, indeed, probably beneficial, as helping to relieve the stringency which must otherwise have resulted from the shortage of silver money.


IV THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE


Shielded as it had been by history against the impact of new economic forces, the social structure of the Monarchy had remained profoundly unmodern – a better word than ‘mediaeval’, for some of its features were less akin to those of a later age than were those of the mediaeval German Reich. In that, the Monarch had still been a human enough figure, whereas the Spanish Court ceremonial introduced by Ferdinand I and perpetuated under his successors (among whom Charles VI, who did much to revive it, had passed his own youth in Spain) treated His Imperial Majesty not only as politically omnipotent, but socially, as a special class of man, almost halfway towards deity. A fabulously intricate system of etiquette separated him by a great gulf from the most exalted of his subjects.


Yet the Monarch’s eye was not of the divine type, before which all men are equal. The central tenet of the Hungarian Constitution, which decreed that the populus of the Hungarian nobles constituted, with the Crown itself, the sole positive element in the polity, was not the Hungarian speciality as which it is often represented. With certain pragmatic exceptions (and these existed, although more rarely, also in Hungary) the constitutional position was as we have shown, no different from the rest of the Monarchy. The entire political structure of the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands, no less than the Hungarian, rested on the manorial system and its corollary, the nexus subditelae, and the manorial lords in each Land – in practice, its local landowning nobles – were the only category of its population of which the Crown took direct political cognisance; its relationship with the lords’ subjects was only mediate.


Under the same system it was, practically speaking, only the nobles of each Land who had any voice in its public affairs (the self-government enjoyed by the boroughs and communes through their councils was, of course, limited to their own lives). Apart from the derisorily small representation accorded to the Royal Free Boroughs and the few other specially selected communities, the nobles alone were represented on the Estates of the Western Lands or in the Hungarian Diet and County Congregationes. The limits of the authority of the manorial lords and the Estates were, indeed, growing increasingly restricted as the Crown interested itself in a wider range of questions, but even this had hardly affected the nobles’ near-monopoly. In the bureaucracy itself, the higher posts could be held only by nobles; only the lower grades were open to persons whose educational qualifications entitled them to the intermediate status of ‘honoratior’.97 If such a man’s talents, or his expertize in law, finance, or some other technical field, demanded his advancement, he was given a patent of nobility corresponding to the post. This device was always open to the Crown, but Maria Theresa herself used it only rarely, while her predecessors had resorted to it only in the most exceptional cases. Far more often, a post was filled by the direct appointment to it of a person already holding the appropriate rank. Even where a noble youth entering the public service as a life career was required to start in a subordinate position, he climbed the ladder of advancement quickly and easily, while his ignoble colleague panted up it slowly and laboriously.98


The same system prevailed in the army, and even in the Church,99 so that in all fields of public life the principle was maintained that the Crown exercised its direct authority only through nobles, and conversely, that the nobles by birth were the class from which the Crown took the great majority of its servants.


Any noble, landed or landless, enjoyed innumerable privileges. In Hungary he was exempt from all forms of taxation whatever, and in Austria, even after the eighteenth century reforms, his land was taxed at a lower rate than a peasant’s and he was exempt from some minor taxes. Nobles were exempt from the obligation of military service, outside the Hungarian insurrectio. A noble, in all Lands, was tried before a Court of his peers. A Hungarian noble charged with any offence, even a criminal one, except high treason, or unless he had been caught in flagrante in the commission of highway robbery, arson, or one or two other crimes, could not be apprehended; he remained at liberty until his trial. No noble could be compelled to give evidence on oath; his word of honour sufficed. He was not above the ordinary law, civil or criminal, but it was extraordinarily difficult for a peasant to win a case against a landlord, or for a bourgeois creditor to recover a debt from a noble debtor desirous of evading his obligation (and the frequency of such evasions was one of the scandals of Austrian society). Special schools existed to which only pupils of noble families were admitted – the most famous of these, the Theresianum, had been founded by Maria Theresa herself. There were also specially endowed convents for the daughters, young or elderly but unmarried, of noble families, these being graded to match the rank of their inmates. A noble possessed of even a minor title would be extraordinarily unlucky if he fell into destitution, except through irremediable extravagance – and not always even then; Maria Theresa, as we have said, personally paid the debts of many of her favourites. A younger son for whom no place could be found in the service of the Government or the Estates could probably get a Court sinecure101 or be received into one of the lay Orders which existed especially to provide for such cases.


The noble’s other privileges included the right to wear special articles of clothing forbidden to lesser mortals, like Harrow bloods.
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The nobility itself was far from being a homogeneous class. It fell into several categories, which in some respects were even legally differentiated, while the differences in their respective importance, and in the roles played by them in the State, were enormous. At the apex of this steep pyramid stood the Hochadel (itself tipped by the tiny elite blue-blooded enough even to marry into the Imperial family102) whose unblemished lineage procured them the privilege, denied to humbler mortals, of access to the Court and social intercourse with the Monarch and his family.


Generally speaking, possession of the title of Prince, Duke, Count or Baron (Freiherr) carried with it membership of this class, although even in the eighteenth century there were Counts and Barons who, although they could not be denied the legal privileges attaching to their rank, were not admitted by their colleagues as true members of the community.


It was a fact of great importance for the whole structure of the Monarchy that – whether of calculation, that they despaired of attaching to themselves more closely the wide, heterogeneous masses of their subjects, or whether it was that their eyes simply did not recognize the attributes of humanity in humbler guise – the Habsburgs (or at least, Ferdinand I and his descendants) had always sought the foundation and the instruments of their rule in a great aristocracy. Thus although in almost all their Lands the political supremacy which they now enjoyed had been achieved only after severe struggles in which the resistance to them was headed precisely by the local grandees, yet when the victory had been won, they had neither abolished the political prerogatives of the class as such, nor sought to weaken its economic basis. Only in the most exceptional cases had they kept the confiscated estates of rebels permanently in their own hands, for the benefit of other classes of the population.103 Their general rule – applied by them alike in Bohemia, after the Battle of the White Mountain, and in Hungary after Wesselényi and Thököly and Rákóczi had shot their bolts – had been simply to replace the rebellious magnates by a new set of their own men, often even more richly endowed than their predecessors; for some of these favourites were given lands, not only of more than one great rebel, but of a dozen or a score of smaller nobles.


Perhaps one-third of the total area of the Monarchy was parcelled out among the few hundred great families of which this class was composed. In Bohemia, which was their stronghold, there were in 1792 only just over 950 manors, of an average size of 9,300 yokes (13,100 acres) each. Many of these were in the hands of one person. There were fifty-one princely families, whose property was valued at 465 million gulden, seventy-nine counts, worth between them 119 millions, and forty-four barons, worth 10·1 millions. In Hungary fifty-eight per cent of the cultivated land in Transdanubia, forty-one per cent of that in North Hungary, thirty-four per cent of the Great Plain consisted of latifundia. Some of the individual estates were enormous. The Prince of Liechtenstein held the Duchies of Troppau and Jägerndorf in Silesia, as well as great estates in Lower Austria, Silesia, Bohemia and Moravia – in that Land alone, forty-two square Austrian leagues – over 450 square miles – not to mention Liechtenstein itself. He, and some others, were feudal princes in their own right, entitled to mint coinage, to confer common nobility and to exercise other prerogatives of near-sovereignty. The Prince Esterházy owned something like ten million acres of Hungary, with over one hundred villages, forty towns or markets and thirty castles or palaces. His annual income was put at over 700,000 florins. That of Count Batthyány was estimated at 450,000 florins. Two other Hungarian magnates topped the 300,000 mark. The great Bohemian magnates, the Lobkowitz, Schwarzenbergs, Windischgrätz, etc., were probably richer still.


A great preservative of the wealth of these families was the institution of the fidei commis, introduced into Austria in the seventeenth century, but not used extensively before the eighteenth century. This was a form of entail, usually, although not necessarily, in primogeniture.104 It could be instituted only with the Monarch’s permission, which was given only in the case of the largest estates. The effects of this institution were very important. Vast estates had existed in almost all parts of the Monarchy at earlier periods in their history, but they had hardly ever been very long-lived; one writer has calculated that up to the seventeenth century, the Hungarian latifundia had changed hands, on an average, every fifty years.105 The glory of the families owning them had been equally transitory, especially before the introduction (which came only in the sixteenth century) of hereditary titles. It was the fidei commissa that created the great families whose names are bound up with the history of Austria from generation to generation.


The political function of the high aristocracy was to act as the Monarch’s lieutenants in the government of his dominions. Their members constituted the second ‘Bench’ of the Estates of the Austrian and Bohemian Lands; in Hungary they, with the Lords Spiritual and chief dignitaries of the realm, formed the ‘Table’ of Magnates. The highest administrative offices, central and local, such as the Presidencies of the Hofstellen and the Gubernia, were reserved for them by law. In other services such absolute rules did not exist, but the practice was not very different; thus the highest commands in the Army were – greatly to the detriment of its efficiency – stocked almost entirely with members of the highest families, and the position in the Church was not very different.106


The Hochadel thus formed, under the Crown, a hereditary ruling class in the Monarchy. How far the magnates were actually more powerful than the Monarch himself, and how far they used their power in their own interests, rather than his, are questions on which much argument took place, at various times. The distinguished Austrian historian, Professor Josef Redlich, paints a very glowing picture of the relationship. According to him, the great nobles had developed by the end of the eighteenth century into a sort of ‘pan-Austrian’ class, with no ‘national’ attachment except that which expressed itself in complete subservience to the Monarch, absolutely devoted to him and possessed of ‘a practical appreciation of the value of the firm and unitary association of all Lands’ and of ‘a very clear and fruitful conception of the “statehood” of the entirety of the Habsburgs’ hereditary dominions.’


This is certainly going too far. It is probably true of the innermost ring of all, those in the immediate service of the Monarch and in daily contact with him, but of those who were chiefly based in their own Lands, the very fact that those bases were so broad, their interests deriving from them so large, tempered very noticeably their ‘appreciation of the firm and unitary association of the Lands’, at least if that ‘association’ was to express itself in the autocratic-bureaucratic government to which it naturally led. Monarchs who over-bent the bow in this direction found the great aristocrats opposing a very vigorous resistance to them.


But Redlich’s picture, exaggerated and over-generalized as it is, is by no means imaginary. Except for the disastrous year of 1742, Maria Theresa had found no reason to complain of disloyalty among her Austrian and Bohemian aristocrats, and little even of lack of subservience. Confident of her favour, they were fulfilling their side of the bargain honestly enough, and especially since the abolition of a distinct Bohemian nobility in 1752, they had grown very largely into a homogeneous class, ‘pan-Austrian’ within these Austro-Bohemian limits, and largely denationalized in any other sense, even the linguistic: not only Czech but even German was less fashionable among them than French or Italian. These were the fruits of seed which had been sown a hundred years before; in Hungary the growth was less advanced, for it was only Maria Theresa herself who had seriously undertaken the assimilation of the Hungarian magnates to pan-Austrianism. But she had been very remarkably successful, and already a substantial proportion of the Hungarian magnates were almost completely denationalized in the personal sense. They had forgotten their Magyar (or the younger generation had not learned it), taken to regarding Vienna as their spiritual home, learned to look down on the ‘native savages’ of their own country as loftily as any Anglicized Irishman on his bog-trotting cousins, and begun to intermarry with Bohemian or German families. Politically, where not actual centralists (for the special advantages attaching to Hungarian nobility were not lightly to be sacrificed) they were at any rate staunch upholders of the Gesammtmonarchie and often extremely hostile to any Hungarian particularism.
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Constitutionally, the middle nobility – the Ritterschaft of the German Lands, the Ryttersgwo of Bohemia-Moravia, the nobiles bene possessionati of Hungary – stood one step below the Hochadel: their political forum was the third Bench of their Estates, or in Hungary, the Lower Table (in all these, however, they were represented only by delegates elected out of their own number), their field of service, the secondary offices.


But the step was a long one.


It was the middle nobles, rather than the bourgeoisie or the lower orders, against whom the Habsburgs’ league with the magnates had chiefly been forged, and since the consummation of that alliance, their position had deteriorated steadily in every respect. Even their numbers were in decline in the West of the Monarchy: in all Bohemia there were only fifty-one families of knights. They were numerous only in Galicia and in the Lands of the Hungarian Crown, where the families reckoned as belonging to this class (for which no technical definition existed) may have numbered some 20–25,000. Their wealth, too, was modest. The total property of the fifty-one Bohemian knights was valued at only 7·5 million florins. A Hungarian noble ranking as bene possessionatus usually owned 750–1,000 hold, and this, given the low return yielded by land, hardly did more than enable him to live comfortably on his own acres and visit or entertain his neighbours. An Austrian squire probably made even less out of his acres.


The restricted life of the middle nobles imposed on them a more provincial, or parochial, outlook than the magnates, but also brought them into closer touch with their own peoples. They were thus far less denationalized, and in so far as any national feeling at all existed in the eighteenth century among any of the Habsburgs’ peoples,107 it was in this class, rather than in the cosmopolitan magnates or the passive peasantry, that it was to be found. But their positive political importance, as a class, was small. Only in Hungary did they still represent an appreciable political force, for here the Lower ‘Table’ of the Diet had maintained its parity of status with the Upper;108 the same principle of parity existed in all the main governmental offices (although this did not extend to the Presidencies of them); and most important of all, the middle nobles had succeeded in keeping in their own hands the machinery, and with it, a large part of the control, of the Counties, which, as we have said elsewhere, had been able to preserve a large measure of independence.


Even here, however, that independence had grown somewhat fictional in the eighteenth century: the Counties largely obeyed the dictate of the local magnate or of the Court Chancellery. In Galicia, where the equality of all nobles was, on paper, even more complete than in Hungary,109 the de facto supremacy of the higher nobility was still greater, and in German Austria the middle nobility as a class played no political role whatever. Increasingly, its members were leasing their estates and moving into Vienna to take service under the Crown. As the successful Briefadel, for their part, had usually no more ardent ambition that to buy a country estate, the two classes of nobility were here becoming fused beyond distinction. The product played, indeed, a very important part in the public services, and although the plums and distinctions did not fall to them, it was probably on their shoulders that the Monarchy was really carried.
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Every Land contained also its quota of small nobles. In the Vorlande there were ‘manors’, ownership of which entitled their holders to rank as landsässiger Adel, which consisted of a single house, or even half a house, and similar freaks were not uncommon in the Littoral, and even elsewhere.110  Vienna and other Western ‘towns’ contained impoverished nobles in plenty, eking out miserable existences on pittances from Court sinecures, or surreptitiously, in employment from which their rank should have barred them. But the real haunts of the small nobles were Hungary and Galicia. In the former they constituted about 35–40,000 of the total of 65,000 noble families; in Galicia, there were about 30,000 families of them.111 Even they, again, were no homogeneous class: there were some who were comfortable yeoman farmers; some who tilled no more than a single peasant holding;112 others who were entirely landless, and whose ‘liberty’ was only quoad personam. In Hungary, not all of the ‘sandalled’ or ‘seven-plumtree’ nobles even enjoyed to the full the most treasured of all the Hungarian noble’s privileges of exemption from all forms of taxation: there were categories of them who had to pay their quota towards the fundus domesticus.


Their political privileges were more apparent than real. Any Hungarian noble, if he possessed any land at all, in theory enjoyed the franchise, both active and passive, for the County Congregatio, and was entitled to attend and speak at its business meetings. In practice, the passive franchise was confined to those whom public opinion recognized as bene possessionati, and while there were no fixed rules of procedure for the Congregationes, nor, for that matter, for the Diet, a generally accepted usage laid down that votes were ‘weighed, not numbered’: i.e., the President of a meeting announced its decision on any point in accordance with what the debate had shown to be the opinion of its ‘senior pars.’. A small noble’s opinion thus hardly counted, even if he had been allowed to express it. As a political factor, the ‘sandalled’ nobles came into their own only at the triennial electoral meetings, which ensured them a week’s feasting at the expense of one or both candidates.113 The highest social grade among the non-nobles was that of the ‘burghers’, a burgher being a man entitled to practice a burgerlich trade in a town, to own real property in it, to exercise the active and enjoy the passive franchise for its council, share in its administration and grant or reject applications by others for the same status.114


The burgher’s was a status which in some respects was not unenviable. Even where a town was not a Royal Free Borough, its obligatons towards its lord were usually light, and it enjoyed a good deal of self-government. In a Royal Free Borough this was almost complete. The City Fathers in such communities had their own dignities and ceremonies, to which were added those of the guilds and merchant corporations, with which citizenship of a town was usually closely connected, most master craftsmen and licensed tradesmen in a town (when not Jewish) being burghers of it, while conversely, the ranks of the burghers were mainly composed of these elements.


They had, also, their own rights and privileges, including that of being tried by their own Courts.


Its burghers, however, constituted only a very small proportion of the population of the Monarchy. The total urban population was small enough, and full burgher rights were enjoyed by only a small fraction even of this. In 1780 there were only 80,000 full burghers in all industrialized Bohemia, 4,450 in Styria, 2,013 in Carinthia. Hungary contained only fourteen towns with more than one thousand burghers. Highest came Debrecen, with 3,919 civites, a status enjoyed in virtue of ancient privileges. The proportion of the burghers to the total population of a town ranged from one in three in Sopron to one in ten, or in some cases, one in twenty or even thirty. The majorities were composed of domestic servants, apprentices, and humbly situated or casual workers.


With these small numbers, the burghers clearly could not constitute an important social, political or economic factor in the life of the Monarchy. We have seen how meagre was the representation even of the Royal Free Boroughs on the Estates, and even where allowed to attend those bodies, they were made to feel their inferiority. In Lower Austria, the most urbanised Land of the Monarchy, outside Bohemia, the burghers’ representatives were allowed only to stand and listen in silence to the Government’s postulata; then they withdrew, and signified their assent in writing. Boroughs which were not Royal were not represented on the Estates at all; it was taken that their lords spoke for them, as they did for their peasants. A craftsman or tradesman outside a town counted as a peasant, except for the personal advantage that he was usually exempted from military service.


It is, of course, true that the representation of the Royal Free Boroughs on the Estates was anomalous in so far as those bodies were representing the interests of the Land vis-à-vis the Crown.














The political and social weight of the burghers in Bohemia and Hungary was, where they were Germans (as was often the case), further diminished by national antagonisms between them and the Czech and Magyar country nobles.115


It is probably safe to say that only one burgher in the Central Monarchy enjoyed, as such, real importance and dignity: the burgomaster of Vienna.


Where they held the money-bags the towns could, indeed, exercise a de facto influence which the law did not give them; more than one Prince in mediaeval Austria had discovered this to his cost. But the trend of the economic developments of the sixteenth to the eighteenth century had worked against the towns in this respect also, as had the Habsburgs’ ineradicable partiality for the high aristocracy. Most of the big fortunes in the eighteenth century were made out of the land, in the form of rent-rolls or large-scale demesne farming; even the big industries, where not State-run, were more often than not founded by rich nobles, who worked them with their own unfree labour, sometimes supervised by foreign foremen and specialists.116 Financial fortunes, where any, were made by ‘privileged’ Jews, chiefly by those who acted as Court moneylenders – a position which was, indeed, apt to end disastrously for all parties.




*





Writers on modern States tend naturally to include the members of the civil service and of the professions with the traders and industrialists as the ‘middle classes’. So far as the State services were concerned, this classification was hardly applicable to the Monarchy of 1780, where those services were still mainly in the hands of nobles or their employees; the development of a special mentality of its own among this class was still to come. The modernizing State of the enlightened despots naturally needed more professional men than had sufficed for its simpler predecessors, and made them more important; above all, the rivalry described elsewhere117 between State and Church for the ultimate spiritual allegiance of the people had put the teaching profession into something of a key position. Some individual members of it played roles of the highest importance in the councils of the Monarchy. This did not, however, bring the profession as a whole much increased prestige. Its two or three highest-ranking members enjoyed ex officio certain remarkable privileges,118 but the rank and file were usually humble enough servants of the State, the lord of the manor, or the Church; the village schoolmaster usually doubled his post with that of sexton-verger, and was often made to act almost as the local priest’s body-servant.119


The other professions, which, like that of teaching, were mainly staffed by honoratiores, enjoyed no more consideration. They were, incidentally, thin on the ground, especially in the more backward parts of the Monarchy,120 which had little need of lawyers, except for complicated cases involving title to land, and tended to regard physicians as a superfluous luxury. The lists given by Damian of the occupations of the inhabitants of a number of towns in South Hungary hardly contains a single doctor. According to Damian, the almost universal remedy for any disease among the Croats was a draught of strong liquor laced with pepper (sometimes with other herbs) or, occasionally, a concoction of black hellebore. Thus even apothecaries were rare. The apothecary in Zirc, West Hungary, in 1938 exhibited a notice (and for all I know, may still do so) that it had been founded in 1784, on orders from Joseph II: before that date, the local wine had been considered the best remedy for any disease.


Surgeons (Wunderärzte) outnumbered doctors of medicine by two or even three to one in many country districts, but this was because they were also the official barbers; they were obliged by law to hang out a barber’s pole and to shave customers on request (hairdressers were not allowed to perform this operation). It is one of the curiosities of the Austrian system that this obligation was imposed by law on men who were entitled to perform the operation of trepanning. Bleeding and the treatment of flesh wounds were also surgeon’s work.


These conditions went on until long after the date of which we are now writing. According to J. Springer, there were when he wrote (1845) still only 7 doctors and surgeons per 10,000 head of the population in Transylvania, 9 in the Military Frontier, and 10 in Galicia. The highest figure was for Lombardy (91), followed by Lower Austria (80). Styria had 46, Bohemia 34.




*





The term ‘peasant’, generically used for any non-noble cultivator of the land, actually covered as many variations of legal, social and economic status as the word ‘noble’. One distinct category was formed by the free peasants, whose numbers were considerable in some parts of the Monarchy. In the Western Alpine Lands, the old Germanic tradition of the free community had maintained itself with some obstinacy; in the Tirol, almost all the peasants were free, as were a proportion of those in Upper Austria (and in the intervening Salzburg). At the other geographical extreme were the areas which had been settled with immigrant colonists who had had to be granted freedom as the inducement to venture into distant and often perilous lands. The Hungarian Lands, especially Transylvania and the newly-recovered south of the country, contained several such communities,121 besides a number more, of slightly different origin, whose inhabitants could be described as free peasants with more or less exactitude.122 Galicia contained some analogous classes,123 and also some free peasants, as did the Bukovina. The class in both Hungary and Galicia would have been much more numerous if the political terminology of both Hungary and Poland had not equated the status of freedom with that of nobiliity. Many men who in the West would have counted as free peasants ranked in Hungary and Galicia as ‘sandalled nobles’.


The free peasants’ communities governed themselves on the lowest level; above that, they came under the authority of the State apparatus.124 They paid the State taxation due from any citizen, and were subject to tithe to the Church, where this was exacted, as well as to contributions in cash or kind towards the necessary services of their commune: the upkeep of its roads and bridges, the maintenance of its Church and school, night-watchman, etc.


The big majority of the Monarchy’s peasants were, however, still unfree men, the subjects of their manorial lords. The subject’s position did not, indeed (except perhaps in Galicia, where the Polish legislation had not by 1780 been entirely superseded by the Austrian, although the supersession was on its way), involve bondage ad personam. He was not a chattel, could not be bought or sold, could own personal property, and was competent to bring an action at law in his own name. His personal freedom was, according to the writers of the day, complete in the German-Austrian Lands, and elsewhere incomplete only in the sense that he could not, even if he had fulfilled all his obligations, leave his holding, marry, or engage in, or put his sons to, a craft or profession without his lord’s permission. These restrictions, if they still existed in law, had fallen into desuetude in the German-Austrian Lands, where the lord was entitled to demand a fee on such occasions (as he did elsewhere if he granted the permission), but could not refuse his consent. It was this distinction which Joseph II later invoked125 to describe the condition of the peasants in the German-Austrian Lands as one of ‘hereditary subjection’ (Erbuntertänigkeit) and elsewhere in Austria, of ‘serfdom’ (Leibeigenschaft). Many writers have, indeed, objected to the latter term as an exaggeration.


The ‘nexus’ did, however, put the peasant in a position of legal inferiority and impose on him a number of material obligations. He was his lord’s ‘subject’ in law, and legally bound to render him ‘loyalty, obedience and deference’ and to obey his orders and submit to the judgments of his Court; even when entitled to appeal against such orders or judgments, he had to obey them first, and appeal afterwards. The other side of this relationship was that the lord had to protect his subjects against unlawful exactions from any other quarter.


Of the unfree peasant’s material obligations to his lord, some were due from all unfree inhabitants of a commune, whatever their economic category, being, in theory, his reward for protecting them and administering their affairs. The other payments depended on the legal quality of the land on which a peasant’s home was situated, for all manorial land in the Monarchy was divided into two categories, known respectively in Austria as ‘dominical’ and ‘rustical’, in Hungary, as ‘allodial’ and ‘urbarial’.126 Dominical land was at the lord’s free disposal: he could farm it directly through the labour of others (or his own), lease it, or leave it uncultivated or nearly so, perhaps simply preserving it for sporting purposes. Rustical land, while still owned by the lord in dominium directum, was divided into peasant holdings, the occupants of which enjoyed the usufruct (dominium utile) of them, in return for a rent paid in cash, kind or services, or a combination of the three.


The rustical peasants were also the tax-payers in chief of the State, for under the system described above, the contributio, which was the largest direct tax, and most of the local expenditure by Kreise, Counties, etc., came out of the land tax, the whole of which in Hungary, and the greater part of it in Austria, was levied on rustical land. The occupant of a rustical holding also had to pay his quota of expenditure on communal services, and in places, tithe to the Church. He was therefore subject to taxation under five headings:




(a) to the State


(b) to the Church


(c) to the commune


(d) to his lord qua manorial lord


(e) to his lord qua landlord.





His payments under (b) and (c) need not detain us here. They were similar to those levied on the free communes, and not exorbitant by modern standards. The Church tithe was not even exacted everywhere, although sometimes, where the Church renounced it, it was added to the seigneural dues. On the other hand, the peasants’ obligations under (d) and (e) had, up to the middle of the eighteenth century, been growing steadily more onerous, as their lords’ tastes grew more luxurious, and in particular, as they found it possible to make a cash profit out of farming their demesne lands. For this purpose, and others,127 they had taken to exacting more and more of the robot, as this service was currently known as most parts of the Monarchy128 which was one of the traditional forms in which the peasants worked out their rent. Moreover, the robot, especially the field labour, was often exacted without any regard for the peasant’s interest. Thus he might be required to spend his entire week at harvest time on his lord’s land, with only his nights to get in his own crops. Where they did not exact the robot the landlords increased the peasants’ dues in cash or kind, and they found means of increasing the yield from their other privileges. In many parts of the Monarchy they claimed the right to mill their peasants’ corn (at a price), to distill strong liquors and to brew beer and to retail these beverages at the local tavern – this sometimes with dire results,129 to retail their own wine throughout the year130 and often, in practice, to force their peasants to buy practically all their requirements from them, and conversely, to sell them their produce, often making a large profit on both transactions.131 They were entitled to call on their peasants’ children for domestic service, usually for a limited period. They made their sporting rights extensive and exclusive, and often exercised them in a manner extremely detrimental to the peasants’ interests.


A service often exacted in the most burdensome fashion was the ‘long haulage’, under which a peasant had to supply long-distance transport for a certain number of days in the year.


Another practice to which many lords resorted was to find some pretext to evict a peasant from his holding, and to convert this into allodial, and tax-free, land.


Meanwhile, the State, too, had been increasing its demands, sometimes in even larger measure than the lords;132 and it should be remarked that these were not exhausted by the simple exaction of direct taxation; for when the standing army was instituted, the peasant was obliged in many districts to have soldiers quartered on him, to keep the local garrisons supplied, and to provide them with transport as required. He was paid for these services, but at a rate which seldom covered his expenditure.


It was a cumulative evil which to some extent had brought about its own partial remedy, or at least, alleviation. For eventually a point had been reached at which it was inescapably clear that the peasants could not fulfil the demands made on them from both sides, and exist. The attempts to make them do so were provoking unrest which was, indeed, regularly put down by force: but the inquiries instituted by her after some of these outbreaks convinced Maria Theresa that the degraded condition of the peasantry was humanly intolerable, and also a source of weakness to the body politic. Whether the stronger among her motives was the purely utilitarian, or the humanitarian, need not be discussed here: both considerations were certainly present in her mind, and it would be as misleading to ignore the former, as was done by most historians writing while her descendants were still on the throne, as unjust to deny the latter, as became the fashion when dialectic materialism succeeded to the throne. At all events, she stepped in, and issued a series of Patents laying down maxima for the peasants’ obligations to their lords, Land by Land.133 At the same time, surveys (where such did not already exist) were carried out and registers drawn up showing what land in each Land was, at that date, dominical and what rustical,134 and further conversion of rustical or common land to dominical forbidden except under special permit, for which cause had to be shown.135


When issuing her instructions for this work, Maria Theresa laid down the principle that whatever the lords’ previous legal rights had been, the peasant must always be able ‘to support himself and his family, and also to cover the general national expenditure in times of peace or war.’ This would have seemed to foreshadow large changes in the legal position, but not only did the Estates, and also the Empress’s advisers, oppose such changes obstinately, but the peasants themselves seem to have complained less against the law, than against the lords’ disregard of it. At all events, the Patents, when they appeared (which, in the case of the Bohemian, was only after years of argument) were surprisingly unrevolutionary documents. They did away with a mass of illegalities and usurpations, including, in some Lands, many of the banalités and some other services for which no legal justification could be shown (written law or usage undisputed for thirty years being normally taken as constituting justification) and went into detail in regulating the legal length of a working robot day, the maximum number of days in any week when it could be required, etc., but except in relatively few cases, did not alter the existing law, confining themselves to codifying the local status quo and providing safeguards for its observance. In respect of the division of land, again, the status quo was registered; only proven recent usurpations were corrected. The main results of this, from our point of view, were two. Firstly although the Patents beyond doubt improved the situation of many of the peasants very greatly, especially in the Lands where abuses had been rife, they yet left the peasant position in the Monarchy incompletely solved, so that one of the first things Joseph did when his mother’s eyes were closed was, as we shall see, to take up the question again. Secondly, since the situation quo ante had developed very differently in different Lands, according to the outcomes of earlier struggles in each between lords and peasants, so the obligations laid down in the Patents were almost equally various, both in their sums and in their distribution between the various forms of payment. Thus in Upper Austria an Interim Relatio issued in 1597, at the close of a peasant war in which the peasants had given almost as good as they had got, had laid down fourteen days in the year as the maximum haulage robot (performed with two yoke of oxen) to which a Vollbauer (viz., one occupying a full peasant holding, as legally defined136) was subject137 and the Upper Austrian Patent of 1772 kept that figure. In the Bukovina, where the inhabitants were protected by a Patent issued by the Moldavian Prince Ghika, the initial figure was only twelve.138 In Hungary, where fifty-two days had been laid down after the great peasant revolt of 1514, (again, as a penalty), this figure, again, was retained under the Urbarium, and it was also that legalized for Croatia, Slavonia and the Bánát. In Bohemia the figure had been fixed at 156 in the Robot Patent of 1738, which itself reproduced a figure laid down in 1570 by a particularly savage Diet, with which the then Emperor, Leopold I, had joined forces.139 This, again, was retained and was made a sort of standard for the West, being adopted also for Moravia, Silesia, Styria, Carinthia, Carniola, Galicia (where, indeed, it constituted an improvement on the previous practice) and Transylvania. Lower Austria, however, got off with 102. For hand robot, performed without the use of draught animals, the figure was usually twice the above (so for Hungary, 104). A peasant holding a fractional holding did proportionately less, and a landless man less still, usually thirteen days, although sometimes as little as six to eight.140 The landlord was entitled everywhere to call on his peasants for some additional robot, but the amount of this, the seasons at which it could be demanded, etc., were now carefully regulated, and such ‘overtime work’ had to be paid.


A landlord did not, of course, exact robot where he had no use for it, taking out his rent in other forms. Thus, apart from the Tirol, where the peasants were free, and the Italian districts, where they usually held their lands on a perpetual tenure payable in cash, little robot figured in the peasants’ contracts in Upper Austria, Carinthia or the German parts of Styria. It, or its equivalent, was, however, regularly exacted in the Hungarian and Slavonic parts of the Monarchy, and also in Lower Austria.141


The payments in cash and kind which were, or might be, due from the peasant to his lord under headings (d) and (e)142 constitute an almost endless list, many of them being rooted in antiquity, and some existing only on paper.143 They, too, varied very greatly from Land to Land. Broadly, we may sum up the dues in kind as consisting first and foremost of the seigneural tithe, which usually amounted to about one-sixth of the peasant’s produce,144 plus, in most communes, extra dues on special days and occasions, such as a goose at Christmas, a ‘present’ when a wedding took place in the castle, etc. There were also taxes payable in cash: in most places a relatively small house or chimney tax, and other dues payable in connection with certain transactions, the heaviest of which were the mortuarium, levied on a change of tenancy following death, and the laudemium, levied on a transfer between living persons. Either of these could amount to as much as ten per cent of the value of the property transferred, although the former, in particular, was usually lower. The Bergrecht, an institution which was particularly resented, entitled the landlord to levy a special tax on all land suitable for use as vineyards, whether so used or not.


When the value of all these were added together, plus the indirect tribute paid by the peasant to his lord under the latter’s economic monopolies, it is clear that the peasant’s payments to his lord were still considerable, even under the Patents. In return, he received, indeed, certain counter-services from his lord, whose function in the mutual relationship was not by any means that of always receiving and never giving. Besides his duties in administering his commune and dealing out justice in it (which were not usually received by the peasants with gratitude, but involved him in considerable expense where, as nearly always, he exercised them through paid employees), the lord often bore the lion’s share of the expenditure on the local schools and health services.145 He was obliged to provide at least his uneingekauft peasants146 with the material for keeping their houses, outbuildings and fences in repair, to provide them with firewood and to see them through harvest failures, if necessary advancing them seed for the next harvest. He sometimes enjoyed easements over their land, such as the right to graze his cattle on the village stubble after harvest, but they in return often enjoyed large easements over his land, particularly his forests.


In most Lands it was open to the subject, if his lord agreed, to commute (reluiren) his dues in labour, kind, or both, for a cash payment. The commutation of dues in kind seems to have been very general in the Vorlande and Lower Austria.147 Commutation of robot was much rarer, except in Lower Austria, where it is common even now.148 Elsewhere the peasant had not the cash, and the landlord could not be sure of finding hired labour. Since the robot was the obligation most hated by the peasants, and most easily abused by the lords, the Lands which were the strongholds of robot were also usually the chief foci of peasant unrest.


A rustical peasant’s tenure, before the reforms, could be one of two main types.149 In the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands, and also in Galicia, he had the right to ‘buy in’ (einkaufen) his holding.150 If he did so, he could not be evicted from it except for negligent farming (liederliche Wirtschaft), and that only after inquiry by the Kreisamt, or if he was convicted of a criminal offence, or ran into heavy debt. He could borrow on it, up to two-thirds of its value, sell it (provided that his lord approved the purchaser) and bequeath it as he would on death or retirement,151 subject again to his lord’s approval of his successor.


The holder of an uneingekauft holding enjoyed no legal security whatever. His lord could, at his own pleasure, force him to exchange his holding for another, transfer part of it to another holding, or subdivide it, leaving him with only a fraction of it, or even reducing him to the position of a cottar.


The differences between the two categories were, however, smaller in practice than on paper, for while the eingekauft peasant’s freedom was far from absolute, the man who had not ‘bought in’ was in practice seldom evicted except for grossly unsatisfactory conduct, and his heir (who by custom was his youngest son)152 usually succeeded him without question. The possibility of reducing or dividing a holding, beyond certain limits, was limited by the fact – a most important one for the whole peasant question in the Monarchy – that it was the custom in most Lands, and the local law in many, that the farmhouse and sufficient land with it to form a viable farm had to be kept intact, failing special reason to the contrary. On the other hand, while buying in did not relieve a peasant of his obligations towards his lord, the latter usually maintained that it did relieve him of his counter-obligations. Consequently the transaction, besides itself costing the peasant money, was apt to leave him materially worse off.


Buying in was therefore fairly common among the thrifty Germans, but in the Bohemian Lands it was the lords who were in favour of it, as they said ‘to be quit of the endless demands for seed and money’153 and of the expense of doing-up cottages left in a state of dilapidation by unthrifty peasants; while the peasants refused to make the change. Maria Theresa favoured the buying-in system, but was unwilling to apply compulsion. She did abolish certain forms of tenure, widespread especially in Carinthia, which precluded it, but beyond this, confined herself to recommending it and urging the landlords to make the change. The results were, however, meagre.154


In the early 1770s one of the Empress’s chief agricultural experts, Frh. von Raab, evolved a more radical plan. The landlord was to cede the dominium utile of his dominical lands to tenant farmers, who were then to pay cash rents for their holdings. In 1775 Maria Theresa introduced this system on a couple of estates confiscated from the Jesuits, and extended it afterwards to all such estates and to others over which she had direct control, including those belonging to the Royal Free and leibgeding boroughs. She was, however, again defeated (her son again leading the opposition) when, on 1 January 1776, she tried to get the system made compulsory in Bohemia. A few landlords, however, adopted it voluntarily, and these ‘emphyteutic’ tenants (as they were called even in common parlance) came to constitute an important category of the peasantry.


A landlord leasing a dominical holding to a ‘contractualist’ was not, on paper, allowed to impose on him harder terms than those in local usage for the rustical peasants. His landlord’s rent was usually higher, since the peasant was not subject to some other obligations. The land tax, if any, was included in the rent and paid over by the landlord to the State. Here, again, the rent could be taken out in cash, kind or services. It was regularly paid in cash where the lessor was a municipality or other corporate body,155 and cash rents were very common in the German-Austrian Lands, where many of the dominical estates were in the hands of Beamtenadel, who did not want to farm them themselves and were glad of the money rents. The monasteries also leased most of their lands, but took more of their rents out in services, partly out of conservatism, partly because they often owned big vineyards, for the cultivation of which this form was obviously appropriate.


The landlord also made his own terms with his full-time labourers, and with rustical Innmänner who did more work for him than their obligatory stint. Such a man usually got a minute wage in cash, made up by an infinite variety of payments in cash or easements.




*





For a clear picture of the condition of the peasantry we should need to know many things more, such as the relationship between the areas of dominical and rustical land, and between the populations on them, the extent of the common lands, the average acreage actually held by a peasant cultivator, the proportion of cultivators to landless men, etc. Unfortunately, much of the information necessary for such a survey is lacking. No figures, for example, have survived of what counted respectively as dominical and rustical land in the Alpine Lands, and if they had survived, mere global percentages would be fairly meaningless, since those lands contained very much forest, much of which was unsuitable for peasant cultivation, and was, in fact, chiefly in the hands of the Crown or of big landlords.156 They would, moreover, probably be misleading, owing to the large amount of concealment, especially of dominical land, practised by the lords in order to evade the land tax.157 In this respect the censuses are only of partial help, since on the one hand they allow the title of ‘peasant’ to any person cultivating the required minimum of land, whether rustical or dominical;158 on the other, they count as dwarf-holders or cottars not only all agriculturalists whose holdings fall below this minimum, again irrespective of the legal quality of their holdings, but also persons following a large number of occupations, not all of which are even rural.159


In general it may be said that in the areas with dense populations and long records of uninterrupted cultivation, such as the Vorlande, the Italian-speaking areas and the Viennese Basin, a very high proportion, sometimes as much as ninety per cent, of the arable land and vineyards was rustical,160 while most of the rest was leased, often for money rents. In other Lands the proportion was lower. In Bohemia fifty-eight per cent of the total area and nearly eighty per cent of the arable land was rustical; the area of arable dominical land in the province was about sixteen per cent of the total. About ten or twelve per cent of this was leased.161 The figures for Moravia and Silesia were probably much the same. In Galicia as a whole 66·5% of the arable land was under ‘rustical’ cultivation (although the proportions varied considerably in different districts), but only a very small amount of the forests.162 The great exception was that part of Hungary which had been recovered from the Turks round 1700, when large tracts of it had been almost uninhabited and there was practically no traditionally reserved urbarial land. Part of this, as we have seen, the Crown had reserved for itself, and settled with free peasants, but it had bestowed enormous tracts on great private beneficiaries. These landlords had to import labour from north and west Hungary, or abroad, and some of them established villages of urbarial peasants, but more usually, they kept most of their estates as sheep or cattle ranches, or alternatively, leased them to ‘contractualists’, sometimes via middle-men, such as municipalities. Thanks to these special conditions, Inner Hungary, the area of which was over 30 million hold, contained, according to Maria Theresa’s urbarium, the abnormally low figure of only 153,528 whole sessiones (fractions being added together) totalling 5,639,029 hold.163 This exceptionally high ratio of allodial to urbarial land, which did not alter greatly in subsequent decades,164 proved a large factor in Hungary’s later agrarian problem, since it meant that relatively little land was distributed under the 1848 reform. In the north and west of the country, however, where the population was denser, the relation between the arable and vineyards under the two types of tenure was probably not far from that prevailing in the Bohemian Lands and Galicia.


In Croatia the figures were round sixty per cent rustical to forty per cent dominical. In Transylvania a high proportion of the total seems to have been dominical, but there again, the forests were very extensive.


The population was obviously denser on rustical land, since a lord cultiving his land for profit would employ as little labour as possible (and require little, on a forest or cattle-ranch). We must, of course, make allowance for the lease-holders,165 but it is probable that three-quarters of the peasants in the Monarchy as a whole were rustical.


The average size of the holdings actually occupied again varied considerably, but in general, it is clear that by 1780 it was already the exception for either a rustical peasant or a leaseholder to hold a full sessio, still rarer, for him to hold more.166 Here, again, it is possible to give figures for only a few Lands, but in Moravia, at the end of the century, there were 7,699 peasants holding whole sessiones, 4,375 with three-quarters each, 25,906 with half, and 25,616 with a quarter.167 The figures for Bohemia and Silesia were probably similar. In Galicia the ‘full’ and ‘half’ peasants constituted only sixteen per cent of the total.168 In Hungary (including Croatia and Slavonia), the statistician Schwartner found that in 1805 of the 1,426,579 non-noble holdings, dominical or urbarial, registered, 226,000 were whole or half, and 417,215 quarter.169 The dwarf-holders and the even poorer classes of cottagers (Keuschler, Gärtner, házas zsellerek, etc.) who possessed their own cottages, normally with the conventional acre of allotment, and totally landless men (Innmänner, házatlan zsellerek) who had not even so much, formed the largest category of all: in 1781 they outnumbered the ‘peasants’ by three to one in the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands together,170 the proportion being more favourable in the Tirol and the Littoral, where the figures were nearly equal, about two to one in Styria and Carinthia, and nearly four to one in Bohemia. In Hungary and Croatia the respective figures in 1784 were 509,823 ‘peasants’ and 788,993 zsellers. Of these the poorest class of all, the totally landless men, may have numbered ten to twenty per cent according to the district.171 For Galicia the figures were 89,824 ‘peasants’ and 406,450 Haüsler, Gärtner und beim Provinziale beschäftigte.


This did not mean that more than half the peasant population of the Monarchy was living in a state of chronic destitution. As we have said, the terms Haüsler, zseller, etc., covered many persons not wholly or mainly employed in agriculture (the high figure in Bohemia, for example, is largely made up of home-workers in industry), and even the small agriculturalist might be a vintner or market-gardener (of the 783,344 zsellers found by Schwartner in Hungary in 1805, almost exactly 200,000 were vintners). Only urban ‘intellectuals’ unacquainted with the facts of rural life imagine that all members of rural society ought to be self-sufficient farmers. Even a peasant engaged exclusively in agriculture could often live comfortably enough, by the standards of the day, on as little as a quarter holding, especially if his commune was one owning much common land, or extensive grazing rights. Indeed, agronomes often complained that the size of the holding had been calculated too generously, and that smaller holdings, by compelling more intensive cultivation, would have resulted in bigger production.


At the date of which we are writing, the rural congestion which was later to become so alarming a feature of the Monarchy was only beginning to appear in certain districts of it, and there the peasant often had his remedy of decamping. The general economic problem of the Monarchy was still rather one of under- than over-population.172


The peasants’ conditions were, however, greatly aggravated by their primitive methods of cultivation, and by the lack of storage facilities. If the harvest was bad, they were easily reduced to destitution. This had happened in Bohemia in 1771 and 1772, with the result that the population fell by fourteen per cent.173 In 1782, when the harvest failed again, 32,000 persons in Bohemia were in receipt of public relief. In Hungary, in the same year, 24,995 pauperes ostiatim mendicantes were registered, and one person in every eighty in Pest, and one in every twenty-five in Pécs, was receiving relief.


The worst weakness of the peasant’s position was his defencelessness vis-à-vis his lord and his lord’s agents. In the Western Lands the Courts of the Gubernia took over from the Patrimonial at a fairly early stage, and the Kreisant officials supervised the work of the manorial officials fairly closely. But even there, and even as late as 1846, a writer, as we shall see, budgeted three per cent of a peasant’s outgoings under the head of ‘illegal exactions by manorial officials’.174 In Hungary, where the local administration was even legally in the hands of the Counties, and still more, in Transylvania and Galicia, the supervision was hardly effective at all, and travellers in those districts have horrifying things to tell of the tyranny exercised by bad landlords and abetted by Courts mainly composed of those same landlords.
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At this date the Monarchy hardly possessed an industrial proletariat in the modern sense of the term. The craftsmen and journeymen of the guilds should be ranked rather as petits bourgeois (the apprentices were, indeed, sadly neglected and exploited). Many of the ‘factories’ were, as we have seen, minute enterprises, and the large ones, especially in Bohemia175 operated largely with homework done in their cottages by small peasants or their families; sometimes the robot was taken out in this form. When Charles VI first tried to get factories going on a large scale, he tried to impress the sturdy beggars, mainly discharged soldiers, who were then roaming the countryside, to work them; but the sturdy beggars proved unsatisfactory workers, and the towns objected to their presence – this was one cause of the failure of his experiments. The newer factories, especially round Vienna, employed large numbers of foundling and other destitute children; some of them had been even set up by the State for the express purpose of providing for these unfortunates, who were very numerous. Women were also largely employed. The male adult wage-slaves were thus relatively few; they were still far from the day when they could rank as a factor in the State.


Austria would have been a white raven among States had it possessed much workers’ protective legislation at so early a date, but it was not completely deficient in this respect. Apart from the guilds’ own regulations, Maria Theresa issued a large number of enactments relating to working conditions.176 Not a few of these were aimed at the difficult objective of compelling workers to honour their contracts, but a number were designed to prevent employers from exploiting them by imposing on them excessive hours of inadequate wages, and several laid down rules for the protection of young children.


V NATIONALITY


In the Hereditary Lands there had been no big shifts of population since the end of the great Völkerwanderung of the Dark Ages, and in 1780 the basic lines dividing the peoples were still approximately those on which they had halted nearly a thousand years before. All that the intervening centuries had brought had been some tidying-up through the natural assimilation of pockets of earlier populations which had survived the first arrival of the newcomers; and in the opposite direction, the establishment of a few outposts of one people in what still remained basically the territory of another. Nearly all of these came from the foundation of German or Italian towns in predominately Slovene areas.


The tidying-up had been nearly complete in the main areas of German settlement, so that the Danube valley down to the Leitha, and the northern and central parts of the adjacent Alpine chain, comprising Austria Above and Below the Enns, northern and central Styria, northern Carinthia, the Tirol as far south as Solurn, and Vorarlberg (with the intervening Salzburg) were now as near as no matter solidly German.177 In central and still more in southern Carinthia, where the early German colonization had been less intensive, enough Slovenes had survived to form, even so many centuries later, a perceptible minority, and in the southernmost third of Styria, all Carniola, Austrian Istria and the northern hinterland of Gorizia-Gradisca, the basic population was almost entirely Slovene, the German element being represented only in the towns.178 Trieste, the South of Gorizia-Gradisca, and the Trentino up to Salurn, were Italian.


If we assume – and the assumption is fair enough for our purposes – that the proportions of the different nationalities were the same as half a century later, then the national composition of these Lands must in 1780 have been approximately as follows:












	 

	Germans

	Slovenes

	Italians

	Others






	Lower Austria

	1,200,000

	—

	—

	—






	Upper Austria

	600,000

	—

	—

	—






	Styria

	480,000

	265,000

	—

	—






	Carinthia

	190,000

	80,000

	—

	—






	Carniola

	20,000

	370,000

	—

	10,0003






	Gorizia-Gradisca, Istria, Trieste

	10,000

	130,000

	55,000179

	5,000181






	Tirol

	310,000
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	220,000180

	20,000182
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	2,810,000

	845,000

	275,000

	35,000















Czech and German historians dispute whether when the Czechs arrived – whenever that was – in Bohemia and Moravia, they found there remnants of an earlier German population. Whoever is right on this point, the general pattern which had emerged by the twelfth century was undoubtedly that of a Czech majority inhabiting the central plains of both Lands, partially surrounded by an incomplete ring of German settlements, some or all of which may have been autochthonous, and studded with German towns which had certainly been founded by German colonists invited in, chiefly in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, by various Kings of Bohemia. This was still the ethnic pattern of the two Lands in 1780, although the proportions of the two nationalities had probably shifted since mediaeval times in favour of the Germans, for while both nationalities had suffered severe losses in the Thirty Years War, those of the Czechs had probably been the heavier, and after the wars, there had been some infiltration of Germans into devastated areas. The towns, which now probably contained a larger proportion of the total population than they had in the mediaeval Kingdom, were still almost entirely German, and the only gap in the German peripheral settlements was now on the Moravian-Hungarian frontier. Elsewhere they formed a thin but solid ring ranging in depth from five to ten to fifty to sixty miles, being deepest in North-West Bohemia and Northern Moravia. The same assumptions as before regarding the relative proportions of the two nationalities give a rough figure of 1,600,000 Czechs and 1,050,000 Germans in Bohemia, and 910,000 Czechs and 400,000 Germans in Moravia. Bohemia-Moravia also contained about fifty thousand Jews, some half of them concentrated in Prague.


Silesia, which had been attached to the Bohemian Crown only in the fourteenth century, contained, roughly, 150,000 Germans, 90,000 Poles and 60,000 Czechs, the Germans predominating in the West of the province, while the Poles and Czechs inhabited the areas adjacent to the frontiers of Galicia and Moravia respectively.
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Ethnic conditions in the Lands of the Hungarian Crown were far more complex, for here a picture which had never been uniform had been further variegated by developments which in 1780 were still recent.


Arriving in the Middle Danube Basin as late as the end of the ninth century AD, the ‘Hungarians’ (who were themselves a mixed body, which included certain Turki and other elements besides the Magyars proper) had naturally found other peoples there before them: Moravian Slavs or proto-Slovaks183 in the North-West, Slovenes in the West and South-West, outposts of the Croats across the Drave, the mysterious people of the Szekels184 in the central plains, and in Transylvania, a people described as Vlachs.185 Furthermore, the pagan Magyars were a slave-owning people: they presumably brought non-Magyar slaves with them and certainly kept up the supply for nearly a century after by raiding their neighbours. These raids stopped with the national conversion to Christianity, but were replaced by a constant flow of immigration into the chronically under-populated country. More steppe peoples came in from the East, one body, that of the Cumans and Jazyges, who arrived in the thirteenth century, being a very large one. Germans were invited in, again in large numbers, to develop the country’s economy as the burghers of the towns which now began to dot its surface, and to undertake special tasks; two of these latter groups were very large and important, the ‘Transylvanian Saxons’186 who were given extensive lands in Southern and North-Eastern Transylvania, as guardians of the passes, and another body of ‘Saxons’ imported to develop the mines of the Szepes area south-east of the Tatras. The Slavonic population of the north-west, now a distinguishably individual ‘Slovak’ people, was reinforced by further immigration from Moravia, Galicia and Silesia; Russians appeared in the north-east; more ‘Vlachs’ – these indubitably Roumanian-speaking – in Transylvania, and at least from the fifteenth century onward, Serbian refugees before the increasing Turkish pressure in the Balkans. By this time, moreover, yet other elements had been introduced by the attachment to the Holy Crown of Croatia, with a population Italian on the sea-board and otherwise Croat.


It is true that by the sixteenth century much natural assimilation had taken place. All the peoples of steppe origin – the Magyars’ original fellow-immigrants, the Szekels (who had been transferred to Eastern Transylvania, to guard its passes)187 and the later arrivals alike – had Magyarized, as had nearly all the unfree populations of the central plains. These areas had become purely Magyar, and there were substantial pockets of Magyar settlement even in the periphery. Hungarian historians have calculated that around AD 1500 seventy-five to eighty per cent of the total population of Hungary (Croatia excluded) was Magyar-speaking. But the population of the north-west was still mainly Slovak; that of the north-east, such as it was (it was still very sparse), Russian, or, as these peoples were called, ‘Ruthene’.188 In Transylvania the Vlachs were now numerous, and the Saxons holding their own, and the Serbian immigration into South Hungary was growing extensive. And in Hungary, unlike any other of the Habsburg dominions, further very important ethnic changes had taken place between their acquisition of it, and Joseph II’s accession. First the Turkish invasion and occupation, then the wars of liberation at the close of the seventeenth century, inflicted enormous damage on Hungary, and this was not evenly distributed. The brunt of it fell on the central plains, the strongholds of the Magyars. The population of the southern parts of these areas was practically wiped out – slaughtered or carried off into slavery – that of their central portions was grievously diminished, while the northern Carpathians – the national homes of the Slovaks and Ruthenes – and Transylvania escaped relatively lightly. Meanwhile, even under the Turkish occupation, a further immigration of Balkan elements had taken place, including a considerable movement of Croats north into that part of Hungary which was still under the Habsburgs. In the turbulent years round the turn of the seventeenth to eighteenth centuries there had been many fresh arrivals from the Balkans, including a large organized immigration of Serbs, perhaps two hundred thousand strong,189 who arrived in South Hungary, led by their spiritual chief, the Patriarch of Ipek, in 1692, and many other, smaller contingents, including the Catholic Southern Slav peoples known as the Sokci and Bunyevci.190


These movements had slackened off (although they had not ceased altogether) by the time that more peaceful conditions returned; but the foreign element had been reinforced by the great process known as the impopulatio, or colonization of the empty spaces of Hungary with further settlers brought from abroad, these being chiefly Germans.191


Meanwhile, further changes in the distribution of the earlier populations had been going on. Many Magyars had returned to the plains from the mountains where they or their ancestors had taken refuge, while Slovaks, Ruthenes and Roumanians filled the empty spaces vacated by the Magyars and followed on their heels into the open areas adjacent to the mountains. A considerable number of Slovaks and a few Ruthenes were settled by landlords in the heart of the country.


By the end of the impopulatio, which coincided nearly enough with the end of Maria Theresa’s reign, an ethnic map of Hungary which did not take account of the density of population would have looked very like one drawn in 1910, except that it would have been dotted more abundantly with small islets of local minorities. To begin with Hungary proper, the majority populations of the Northern Carpathians were Slovak in the west, Ruthene in the east, the line between these two running roughly southward from the Dukla Pass, although the Ruthene area of settlement extended west of this line in the higher mountains, and the Slovak, east of it further south. In these areas the Magyars were found chiefly in the towns and in a few of the more open basins. The ‘Zipser Saxons’ of the Szepes were dwindling, losing their identity to the Magyars or (more rarely) to the Slovaks.


The main dividing line between the Slavs of North Hungary and the Magyars followed, closely enough, the line where the foothills of the Carpathians melt into the plain, and from this line southward to one running roughly Pécs-Szabadka-Szeged-Arad the majority rural population was Magyar, but the fringe bordering the Austrian frontier was mainly German,192 and there were many colonies of Germans (especially west of Buda), and some of Slovaks, and a chain of Croat settlements reaching right up to the Moravian frontier. The towns, except those between the Danube and the Tisza, were chiefly German, but many of them contained Serbian quarters. A surprising number of ‘Greeks’ (Hellenes, Serbs and Balkan Vlachs) were established throughout the country in one-man businesses.


The German fringe in the west ended below Szent Gotthard. Below it came a wedge of Slovenes, down to the Mur. The ‘Muraköz’ between the Mur and the Drave was now solidly Croat. There were other big German settlements north of Pécs and below the Pécs-Arad line the Magyars dwindled to a small minority. Here, in the great colonization area, were intermingled, Germans, Serbs and Catholic Slavs (Sokci round Mohács, Bunyevci round Szabadka). The colonists of the Bánát included Germans, Serbs, Bulgars, and even Frenchmen, Catalans and Cossacks. Its mountainous eastern end was chiefly Roumanian.


Civilian Croatia was solidly Croat outside the few towns, which were largely German, and the sea-board, where there were some Italians, but most of the Slavonian Counties were now Serb.


In Transylvania, the Roumanians were now indisputably the largest element: they had the higher land practically to themselves (except for the Hungarian landlords) and were even emerging into the plains. The Szekels, now completely Magyarized, formed a solid bloc of Magyar-speakers in the south-eastern corner of the Principality, and chains, not quite continuous, of Magyar settlement ran up the main valleys towards them. The biggest Magyar area, outside the Szekel Counties, was that encircling Kolozsvár. The Saxons were dwindling, not through assimilation, but because of their small families, but still strong in the south (round Nagyszeben), with small outposts at Brassó and Besztercze). Among the more interesting smaller ethnic fragments in the Principality may be mentioned the Armenians, descendants of a mass immigration which took place in 1672 to Transylvania and Galicia.


Finally, the gypsies of all Hungary were too numerous to be passed over in silence.


The approximate figures were as follows:


Inner Hungary: Magyars, 2,960,000; Germans, 775,000; Slovaks, 1,220,000; Ruthenes, 290,000; Roumanians, 635,000; Croats, 65,000; Serbs, 250,000; Sokci and Bunyevci, 40,000; Slovenes, 40,000; Jews, 85,000; gypsies, 75,000.


Civilian Croatia: Croats, 460,000; Serbs, 165,000; Italians, 15,000; Germans, 5,000.


Military Frontier: Croats, 360,000; Serbs, 240,000; Roumanians, 80,000; Germans, 30,000.


Transylvania: Roumanians, 850,000; Magyars, 400,000; Germans, 135,000; gypsies, 40,000; Jews, 5,000; others,193 10,000.


Total for the Lands of the Hungarian Crown: Magyars, 3,360,000; Germans, 945,000; Slovaks, 1,220,000; Ruthenes, 290,000; Roumanians, 1,565,000; Croats, 885,000; Serbs, 655,000; Jews, 90,000; gypsies, 135,000; others, 25,000.
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Statistics for Galicia are very uncertain, but broadly, the Western half, as far as the San, was predominantly Polish, the large German colonies settled there in earlier centuries having Polonized. The East was Ruthene by majority, but contained large Polish islets of population. Jews were very numerous in all Galicia, especially in the East. In the Bukovina, the northern half was Ukrainian, the southern, Roumanian. Here, too, there were many Jews. The total figures for Galicia-Bukovina were approximately 1,000,000 Poles, 1,500,000 Ruthenes-Ukrainians, 210,000 Jews, 50,000 Roumanians, and 10,000 Armenians.
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If, then, we add in the 250,000 Germans of the Vorlande, the 1,500,000 Italians of the Milanese and the 2,000,000 Flemish and Walloons of the Netherlands, we get a grand total for the Monarchy of 5,650,000 Germans, 3,360,000 Magyars, 2,550,000 Czechs, 2,000,000 Flemish and Walloons, 1,800,000 Italians, 1,800,000 Ukrainians and Ruthenes, 1,600,000 Roumanians, 1,225,000 Slovaks, 1,000,000 Poles, 900,000 Croats, 700,000 Serbs, 350,000 Jews, 120,000 gypsies, with small numbers of Ladins, Armenians, Bulgars and other nationalities.
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At later stages in this history, the population of the Netherlands will drop out, as will that of the Vorlande, but in place of the latter will come approximately the same number of Germans in Salzburg and the Innviertel of Upper Austria. The sees of Trent and Brixen will become integral parts of the Tirol. Venice, with 1·5–2 million Italians, comes in in 1797 and drops out finally in 1866. Dalmatia, when definitively acquired in 1815, had a population of a few thousand Italians and perhaps a quarter of a million Slavs, of whom about four-fifths were Croats (contemporary sources habitually describe them as ‘Morlaks’) and the remainder Serbs. The annexation of the Free City of Cracow in 1846 brought in another hundred thousand or so Poles, with the usual Galician leavening of Jews. Finally, the population of Bosnia-Herzegovina, when annexed by the Monarchy in 1908, consisted of about 1,600,000 persons, all of the same or kindred Southern Slav or Slavicized Morlak stocks, and speaking the same Slavonic language, with dialectical variants, but divided by religion into three elements, each with its own ‘national’ attachment: the members of the Orthodox Church, who regarded themselves as Serbs, the Catholics, who ranked as Croats, and the Moslems. The authorities never got down to taking a proper census, but authorities give the numbers as approximately 800,000 ‘Serbs’, 600,000 Moslems and 400,000 ‘Croats’.194
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A mere counting of heads would, however, give no adequate idea of the positions held by the different peoples in the political, social and economic life of the Monarchy of 1780. These differed very widely indeed. The crude picture so often drawn by publicists of ‘ruling races’ lording it over ‘subject races’ is, indeed, totally false so far as the Monarchy of the eighteenth century (and also that of the nineteenth and twentieth) is concerned. A certain master-subject relationship based on ethnic origin had indeed come into being in certain parts of the Monarchy, at certain earlier stages of their history; in the Alpine Lands when the Germans moved into them, on the Middle Danube when the Magyars first settled there. But even then the relationship had not been complete – not every German or Magyar had been a lord ranking above every Slav – and later centuries had blurred, where they had not entirely obliterated, the earlier ethnic dividing-lines between the privileged and the non-privileged. The social hierarchy which had developed since those early times took no account at all of ethnic origin in theory, and only accidentally, in practice. On the one hand, the vast majority of the eighteenth-century representatives of the old ‘master races’ now belonged to the non-privileged masses; on the other, the privileged classes now contained many men whose efforts, or their ancestors’, had lifted them out of the servitude which had once been the general lot of their peoples.


It was, however, true that the start given to the national cultures of certain peoples by the military, political and (in some cases) cultural or economic superiority of their members over those of other peoples when contact between them first took place, had attracted to them those members of the weaker peoples who entered the ruling or propertied classes, or immigrants. There had thus really evolved hierarchies of national cultures, not, be it repeated, in the sense that any people lacked its unprivileged masses, but that some national cultures stopped short at the peasant-village priest level, while others continued upward through some or all of the higher grades of bourgeoisie, professional classes and lower or higher aristocracy.195


The special complexity of the pattern thus evoked in the Monarchy is due to the fact that the developments proceeded differently in the various Lands, or groups of Lands, before these came under Habsburg rule, while after that event, a new factor entered in the shape of Gesammtmonarchisch influences, these, again, being much stronger in some parts of the Monarchy than in others.


The national hierarchy in the Hereditary Lands very early assumed a shape which it was to retain into the nineteenth century. Here the Germans, of course, got off to a flying start. ‘Austria’ and Styria, on their foundation, were in every respect German principalities like any other in the Reich; the entire social hierarchies, from the princes through the nobility and educated classes, down to the peasantry, were nationally homogeneous. The extension of the Habsburg Hausmacht to its 1526 limits did not alter its political character, since practically all the additions had come into being as fiefs of the Reich, and most of the sub-fiefs had been distributed to German barons, knights or prelates, and in the Slovene areas, the social-national pattern soon adapted itself to the political. Where native nobles had been allowed to keep their estates, they or their descendants succumbed to the pull of the politically dominant and socially superior German element, and Germanized themselves. The same process took place also on the middle levels, for the Slovenes, then a very primitive people, had possessed neither towns deserving the name, nor a strong national Church. The local towns were founded or developed, the local Churches organized, by the Germans, and Slovenes entered them Germanized, like the nobles.196 In these areas, therefore, the German national culture (although not the race, since many of the ‘Germans’ were of Slovene origin) did establish itself over the Slovene in a master-subject relationship, and the Slovenes remained a people of peasants and woodsmen, with no higher national culture of their own.


‘Germandom’ did not, it is true, acquire the same dominating position in the Italian-speaking Littoral and Trentino, for the Italians met the Germans, in most respects, on equal terms. Their language was one in which instruction could be, and was, given, and, not being averse to urban and middle-class occupations, they had their own national culture in their own strongholds,197 and even imposed the same cultural and economic domination over the Slovenes of Gorizia and Istria (as they were doing under Venetian rule, over the Slavs and Morlaks of Dalmatia) as the Germans exercised further north. Even politically, most of them had been governed by members of their own people, except on the very highest levels of all, until the great centralizing reforms of the eighteenth century.
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The national evolution in the Lands of the Bohemian and Hungarian Crowns, up to their coming under Habsburg rule, was, of course, quite different. While due allowance must naturally be made for the differences between the mediaeval and modern outlooks on the question, yet it is fair to describe Bohemia-Moravia, at least up to the extinction of the national dynasty in 1311, as a Czech national state – Czech in its institutions, its spirit and its policy. The word ‘national’ could no longer be used of the policy of most of the foreign kings who ruled it from 1311 to 1458, but even under them, the Czech people had retained its near-monopoly of the nobility (whose non-Czech recruits Czechized) and thus constituted a genuine Staatsvolk, less solid than its German counterpart in the Historic Lands in the one respect that the towns and industries were mainly in the hands of the local Germans, but none the less, dominant; and if the Germans’ charters and their economic and cultural standards, which were higher than those of the Czechs, preserved them from denationalization, except on the highest level, and even enabled them at times to play an important political role (especially in view of the political link between Bohemia and the Reich), they were still a minority.


The Czech national character of the Bohemian State had grown stronger again in the last half-century before the coming of the Habsburgs. From 1458 to 1471 the Czechs had been ruled by one of their own number, Georg Podiebrad; after him, until 1526, by the weak Jagiellon kings, under whom the native aristocracy completely dominated affairs. In that half-century the officieux compendium of Bohemian law, Victorin Cornelius Wscherd’s Nine Books on the Law of Bohemia, laid down the principle that the Czechs were the only lawful inhabitants of the land; the Germans were ‘foreigners’. In fact, all non-Czechs were so treated for many purposes, including the acquisition of noble estates and the holding of public office. Both German and Latin were almost completely banned from both administration and justice.
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The political thought of mediaeval Hungary (excluding Croatia) simply equated the Hungarian ‘political nation’, the King’s counterpart in the polity, notionally with the descendants of the original Magyar invaders, allowing no other element in the country a positive role or status in it. This theory, of course, no longer corresponded to the ethnic facts. The proposition that a Magyar was a free man had ceased to be true very soon after the Conquest with the growth of a Magyar or Magyarized unfree population, which by a very early date far outnumbered the freemen, and the converse proposition that a free man was a Magyar had also lost such anthropological truth as it had ever had with the large-scale ennoblement of non-Magyars, many of whom did not even speak Magyar. But the polity continued to regard itself as notionally Magyar in spirit and tradition, and its nobles as Magyars in the light of the higher truth, even if their names and their language itself might sometimes refute the claim.


Incidentally, the second or third generation of recruits to the upper strata of the nobility almost always Magyarized, even linguistically. Most of those ‘nobles’ who did not speak Magyar were really no more than free peasants who had been relieved of taxation in compensation for being required to bear arms.


Those inhabitants of mediaeval Hungary who remained non-Magyars in every sense of the term thus stood outside the community of the Staatsvolk in a relationship which was hardly the same in any two cases. Some of the Germans, notably the Transylvanian Saxons, maintained themselves as closely-knit national communities which on occasions even took up attitudes which were influenced by German national feeling, although they were usually content to live their own lives in a system which did not demand from them uniformity in non-essentials. The evolution of the Slovaks was more like that of the Austrian Slovenes, although the Magyar national culture being less penetrative than the German, they retained a fuller spiritual and intellectual life of their own than the Slovenes were able to do. Like them, however, they lost their most successful members, usually to Magyardom, and failed to develop any considerable nationally conscious aristocracy or bourgeoisie.


Assimilation to Magyardom was easy enough for either the local Germans or the Slovaks (or, once they had accepted Christianity, the immigrants from the steppes). It was more difficult for those peoples who were members of the Greek Orthodox Church, since while there was no linguistic test for the enjoyment of Hungarian nobility, there was a religious one: a noble had to be a Catholic, or, after their numbers had compelled the concession, a Protestant (Calvinist or Lutheran). The Serbs who entered Hungary in mediaeval times seem to have worn their religion very lightly, and to have accepted conversion and assimilation freely enough. Among the Roumanians of the day, the handicap of their Orthodox faith was reinforced by that of their vagrant habits, which made them look little better than gypsies to the lordly Magyars and smug Saxons. In their case too, conversion and assimilation skimmed off those members of the people who rose in the world, but such success stories were relatively few, and the position of most Roumanians could really be called that of a subject race. The mediaeval Constitution of Transylvania allowed them no separate representation qua Roumanians and little voice in practice in the affairs of the Grand Principality,198 and the Orthodox Church, to which at that time practically all of them belonged, did not rank as a ‘received’ religion.199


Croatia had its own nobility, which enjoyed the status and privileges of Hungarian nobility.
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A new chapter opened with the unification of the three groups of Lands in 1526; although the changes which this initiated took place only gradually, and in a fashion which was far from simple.


The fashionable idea that the unification inaugurated an era of German domination is far from the mark. The Habsburgs of that day were not German-minded, nor even German. Ferdinand I came to Austria from Spain, and was himself unable, when he arrived, to speak German, bringing his courtiers and advisers with him, and his first violent clashes with his new subjects took place, not in Bohemia or Hungary, but in German Austria.200 He insisted, indeed, from the first that the language of top-level administration must, in the interests of efficiency, be German, and employed some Germans even outside the capital in the offices through which he exercised his own functions (e.g. in the Camera), but did not attempt to restrict seriously the use of other languages outside those limits. Czech, for instance, was reaffirmed as the official language of all law-Courts in Bohemia as late as 1579.201 Ferdinand’s successors were born in Austria, and the usage which after the death of Charles v virtually vested the Imperial crown in the cadet branch of the family, restored the German element to the leading place among their subjects, direct or indirect, but the renewed division of the family property made the German lands ruled directly by the head of the House for many years less important than the non-German. The Emperor Rudolph made Prague his residence, and in the struggle between him and his brother Matthias at the beginning of the seventeenth century, the Moravian Estates extracted from Matthias recognition of Czech as the official language of Moravia, and in 1615 the Diet of Bohemia was able to secure inarticulation of a law that no one unacquainted with Czech might acquire noble incolat or burgher rights in Bohemia. Indeed, if any of the Habsburgs’ subjects in the sixteenth century had to complain of denationalization, in any sense, it was the Germans of the Hereditary Lands. No one attempted to take away their German speech or mores, but their loyalty had now to be directed towards a supra-national dynasty.


But the Counter-Reformation was, in the main, carried through earliest in the German lands, and after that German nationalism was not identified with political resistance to Habsburg rule. Czech and Magyar nationalism were so identified, directly, or indirectly, through their continued association with Protestantism, and the consequence of the Czech rebellion of 1619 was that the Czech people fell from its position of a near-integrated Staatsvolk. Almost all the Czech nobility, higher and lower, perished or was driven into exile, their estates being confiscated and sold to or bestowed on a new set of Imperial servants (two-thirds of the land in Bohemia changed hands during the process). As the Czechs had possessed only a small urban middle-class, and even very few artisans, the effect was to reduce the nation, at one blow, to the peasant level, except in so far as any surviving aristocrats still acknowledged membership of it. They did not entirely fail to do so: they went on speaking Czech to their servants and their peasants (it was bad Czech, but their German was notoriously bad too) and their souls had room for a touch of Czech national consciousness, which was less an attachment to the Czech people than a romantic yearning for the ancient glories of the Kingdom of Bohemia, in which their ancestors had played such fine roles. A day was to come when, in a revived movement for the restoration of at least part of their old historic rights, a party among the Bohemian nobility found it worth while to protect and place themselves at the head of a wider Czech national revival, to which their patronage gave a weight not possessed by the parallel Slovene movement. But that day had not yet dawned when Joseph II ascended the throne. Meanwhile, the important families among whom a national tradition survived were only a handful.202


The downfall of the Czech aristocracy brought with it the first advance of the Germans to a leading position outside the Hereditary Lands. This still did not put the Germans of Bohemia quite into the position of those of the Slovene areas, for the new men on whom the lands confiscated from rebellious Czechs were bestowed were an extraordinarily miscellaneous set, drawn from all over Catholic Europe. They included Spaniards, Italians, Frenchmen and Irishmen. Some were ‘Germans’ by origin, but even they were not Germans by national feeling. At least in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the Bohemian aristocracy, as a class, constituted the most perfect representatives in the entire Monarchy of that special nationalism (there is no other word for it) which resided purely in attachment to the Monarch. Nevertheless, the real German element in Bohemia-Moravia took a step up. More colonists from the Alpine provinces or the Reich entered the country, and the new industrialisation brought the local Germandom further gains, since Czechs moving into towns or industrial centres usually Germanized. Meanwhile, the Vernewerte Landesordnung had already placed the German language on an equality with the Czech in the Courts, while in the administration it was now the sole language, and a further important change was brought in the Western half of the Monarchy by the administrative reforms of Maria Theresa’s ‘first reform period’. Before their introduction, the language of top-level administration here had been partly Latin, partly German, while local administration and justice, which were largely conducted orally, were carried on, naturally and of necessity, in the language of the ‘parties’. With the reforms, first the language of the Ministries became German, and then the change was extended right down to the lower levels, to satisfy the new and fussy insistence of the bureaucrats that everything possible must be in writing, so that it could be checked centrally. Thus the entire ‘inner language’ of the administration became German, and any person wishing to enter the State service had to be, or to make himself, a German-speaker.


The Germanization of the schools in Bohemia, described elsewhere,203 was really only a logical and necessary consequence of the Germanization of the administration, but the two naturally worked together to produce a master-subject relationship of the two national cultures which was fairly complete, although time was to prove the impossibility of maintaining it in its entirety.
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These changes had not reached Hungary204 by 1780. Hardly any attempts had been made to Germanize that country before the series of conflicts between nation and Crown which opened with the ‘Wesselényi conspiracy’ of 1670. For a generation, then, strong efforts had been made to denationalize the administration205 and aristocracy, but these had been abandoned under the Peace of Szatmár of 1711, having in the meantime met with only very partial success: the beneficiaries (unlike those in Bohemia, who had struck root and prospered there) had often found Hungarian conditions too outlandish for them and sold their estates, which had eventually found their way back into Magyar hands.


As has been said elsewhere,206 Maria Theresa, using gentler methods, had, indeed, succeeded in largely denationalizing the magnates. But even less than their Bohemian counterparts did these men become German; in so far as they ceased to be Hungarian (and few of them were entirely exempt from occasional relapses) it was to become Habsburgists, pure and simple. And the Queen’s blandishments hardly touched the great mass of medium and small-medium nobles. If it was true that what interested them chiefly was the retention of their class privileges, political and economic, yet the national traditions and national culture were for them at once symbols and guarantees of their status, and they had not only maintained them themselves, but had been able to compel acceptance of the national tradition of the State even outside its frontiers.


It was true that the language of legislation and administration in Hungary, down to the County level, was Latin, as was that of practically all higher and secondary education, and of most of such literary products as the age could boast. Thanks to this, it was perfectly possible for an individual to rise to a high position in society, and even in the State apparatus, without knowing a word of Magyar; the Magyar character of the noble tradition was largely fictional. But this very quasi-fictional element in it made it the easier for the ‘Magyar’ national culture to maintain its priority in, and identification with, the State, and for the Catholic and Protestant non-Magyars to accept the position. They did not need their own national upper classes, because they could share in the Hungarian. Thus the Slovaks, in particular, were able to evolve a not inconsiderable intelligentsia which, if it found Slovak insufficient for self-expression, resorted happily enough to Magyar. If they rose a little higher still, they became trilingual (Slovak, Latin and Magyar). As nearly all of their neighbours who called themselves Magyars were trilingual also (they spoke Slovak, if only to make themselves understood locally, and most of them had picked up the language in infancy from their nursemaids, who, except in the snob families, were always Slovak peasant girls), it was really difficult for many of the inhabitants of North Hungary to say what they were ‘nationally’.


In fact, the great majority of the Hungarian nobles were even now Magyar, by adoption if not by origin. The successful Slovaks, Ruthenes and even Swabians Magyarized in the second or third generation. Most of the non-Magyar speaking ‘nobles’ were sandalled nobles, whose ‘nobility’ amounted simply to exemption from taxation, and even they, although fairly numerous in certain outlying areas207 constituted only a small proportion of the whole class,208 and an infinitesimal one of its effective members. The reduction in the proportion of Magyars to non-Magyars in the total population, fateful as it was to prove to Hungary in the nineteenth century, had thus had hardly any perceptible political effects in the eighteenth, since the only class that mattered was the effective fraction of the nobility.


Two of the peoples now inhabiting Lands of the Hungarian Crown remained, however, obstinately apart. The Roumanians (Vlachs) were one. When Leopold I confirmed the Transylvanian Constitution, he did so without amending it, so that the Roumanians, as such, remained unrepresented in the Diet and the Orthodox religion remained only ‘tolerated’.


It is true that when the Uniate Church was introduced into Transylvania209 the Roumanian representation in the ‘Hungarian nation’ was greatly increased, for all Greek Catholic priests, like all Roman Catholic, ranked as ‘common nobles’, and there were also an exceptionally large number of Roumanian sandalled nobles in Máramaros.210 Thanks in part to this, a real Roumanian national renaissance had set in in the middle of the eighteenth century. Its inspirer was a certain Innocentius Klein-Micu,211 who began to work as a Roumanian Uniate Bishop in 1732.212 An exceptionally able and energetic man, Klein-Micu developed his see of Balázsfalva into a real centre of Roumanian national life, establishing there a primary and a secondary school, a seminary and a Basilite Monastery and further obtaining permission for some students to attend the College De Propaganda Fidei in Rome. He had strong ambitions for his nation, and besieged both the Transylvanian Gubernium and Vienna with petitions, not only for ecclesiastical facilities, but also for political concessions, asking that the Roumanian nobles should be admitted as a fourth political ‘nation’, with representation, in that capacity, in the Transylvanian Diet, a share in public office, etc. These requests were always justified by the theory of ‘Daco-Roumanian continuity’, which in his hands became a political weapon, never again to be laid aside by the Roumanians.


Eventually the Court got tired of him and when he went to Rome to ask the Holy See to intercede for him, persuaded the Pope to keep him there for the rest of his life. He had, however, left behind a considerable educated class, the product of his seminary, and an elite of men who had studied in Rome. Three of the latter, in particular, known as the ‘Transylvanian Triade’, carried on his work: his own nephew Samuel Klein-Micu (1745–1816) a grammarian and linguist; George Sinkay (1756–1816) author of a ‘Chronicle of the Roumanians’, a vast although ill-digested work strongly nationalist in tone; and Petru Maior, a slightly younger man who carried on Sinkay’s work.213


Meanwhile the Orthodox Church, although not so well-endowed as the Uniate, was coming to represent another centre around which Roumanian national feeling could crystallize. At the same time, the social conditions of the Roumanians had become less tolerable than ever for them. In 1769 the Transylvanian Gubernium had issued an order, known as the Gewisse Punkte, the effect of which was to compel a large number of mountain shepherds to settle under landlords as peasant cultivators. This brought them within range of some more of the accepted trappings of civilization, but also forced them to work much harder, and the next decade was one of growing discontent.


This movement was genuinely national in a sense in which the word could not be used of any other in the Monarchy, except that of the Poles, because the Roumanians were, as has been said above, a semi-nomadic people, or at least, exceptionally lightly attached to the soil. Even in times of peace, the shepherds who formed a large part of the people were accustomed to drive their flocks to summer and winter pasturages which took little account of frontiers; when war harried them or social conditions became particularly onerous, either in Transylvania, or in the Principalities, whole communities would cheerfully transfer their habitats from one side of the Carpathians to the other. Consequently, an awareness of the identity of the whole Roumanian people always existed among them and any national movement among any part of them spoke for the people as a whole.


And in another respect, the Roumanian movement was more national even than that of the Poles, because the latter was identified with the noble class, and left the peasants untouched. The Roumanian people was socially almost homogeneous, for the few members of it who had climbed into the ranks of the higher Hungarian aristocracy had discarded their Roumanian feeling. No social gulf separated such Roumanian ‘nobles’ as there were – the Uniate priests and the inhabitants of various villages which had been enobled en bloc – from the rest of the people; at any rate, nothing to compare with that which separated any Roumanian from any Magyar or Saxon.


The Serbs were the other distinctive people. While the mediaeval Serbian immigrants into Hungary seem, as we have said, to have abandoned their faith and their language easily enough, it was otherwise with the large group led into Hungary by their Patriarch in 1692. Leopold I issued the newcomers with Privileges guaranteeing them the enjoyment of their customary rights, including the right of electing their own Voivode, or military leader. Meanwhile, they were to remain ‘nothing other than an Austro-Politicum, and the nation itself a patrimony of the House of Austria and not of the Kingdom of Hungary, under the sole jurisdiction of His Imperial-Royal Majesty’. It was in the Balkans, after their return thither, when the Austrian armies should have conquered the Northern Balkans, that the Serbs were to enjoy these privileges in perpetuity, but as the Austrian armies failed to accomplish this task, the Serbs perforce remained in Hungary. The Hungarians objected bitterly to the suggestion that the Serbs should receive a separate territory or ‘national’ organization, and in the end, they received neither: they lived, indeed, under a number of dispensations, some in Hungarian Counties, others in the Military Frontier, others in the Bánát, and they were never allowed to elect a Voivode, and only once a Vice-Voivode,214 nor to extend their political organization to cover all the Serbs in Hungary. Nor were they given, as they had wished, their own Court Chancellery in Vienna, although they were allowed for a time a less imposing body (which gradually faded out and was abolished in 1777) called the Hofdeputatio in Banaticis, Transylvanicis et Illyricis to look after their cultural interests (‘quoad religiosa et spiritualia’). Their religious liberties, however, were confirmed; a Serb Metropolitan See was established in Karlóca, and although the Orthodox Church was not ‘received’ in the constitutional sense, it yet enjoyed complete internal autonomy.


From the time of their establishment the Serbs of Southern Hungary215 were, on religious and social grounds, bitterly hostile to the Hungarian State and to the Magyar people. These feelings were deliberately fostered by the Austrian authorities, who saw in the Serbs serviceable local tools to be used against Hungarian factiousness.216 This role was assigned, in particular, to the Serbian Frontier Regiments,217 which consequently became the apple of the Court’s eye; its best soldiers for foreign wars, its most reliable agent for the preservation of the unity of the Monarchy at home.
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We need not consider the position in Lombardy or the Netherlands. In Galicia history had brought about a position as between Poles and Ruthenes very similar to the German-Slovene relationship in the Hereditary Lands. The Poles of West Galicia formed a fully integrated nation, with a large class of nobles, greater or smaller, weaker, indeed, than the Alpine Germans in that it had only a small native middle-class, trade and industry being mostly in the hands of the Jews, while the official classes had also been non-Polish since the Partition, and in that its peasantry was brutalized and oppressed, but still accustomed to regard itself as a Staatsvolk. In East Galicia the Poles had imposed their culture on the Ruthenes as the Germans had on the Slovenes. The entire Ruthene aristocracy had Polonized, and cultural life on its higher levels was dominated by the Polish Church, the Roman Catholic. The national church of the Ruthenes, the Greek Catholic, was ill-endowed and intellectually unpretentious, and outside its priests, the Ruthene people consisted almost entirely of peasants.


The Roumanians of the Bukovina had, during their Moldavian past, evolved their own land-owning aristocracy: the upper class of Boyars, and the humbler Masils and Ruptaşi, to whose ranks the Russians, during their occupation of the country from 1769 to 1774, had added a third category of ‘Slactici’. At least the big men were, however, thin on the ground in 1780, for a high proportion of them had emigrated, rather than submit to Austrian rule.218 They had, indeed, been allowed to retain their lands, from which they drew rentals as absentee landlords, greatly to the detriment of the peasants, for the estates were sub-leased and sub-subleased, and every intermediary got a cut of some kind out of the unfortunate cultivator. The non-noble Roumanian people consisted of peasants, with a few village priests and monks of the Greek Orthodox Church, for here, as in Galicia, the secular ‘middle-class’ occupations were almost entirely in Jewish hands.
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There was another national hierarchy in Dalmatia. The ‘dominant culture’ was Venetian, and the towns largely Italian or Italianized,219 while the non-assimilated Morlak-Croat and Serb peasants lived, for the most part, under exceedingly backward conditions. In Bosnia, the landowning aristocracy was composed of the Moslem ‘begs’, and although the begs constituted only a small minority even among the Moslems, the humblest follower of Islam took precedence over any giaour.
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The differences between the levels of cultural and material development achieved by the various peoples of the Monarchy did not, of course, reside solely in the fact that some of them possessed aristocracies and hautes bourgeoisies of their own, while others stopped short on the peasant-village priest level. Travellers, both Austrian and foreign, who toured the Monarchy in these years, and set down their impressions of its peasantries (the classes above the peasant level are usually treated as broadly homogeneous, except for such special cases as the Polish or Hungarian small nobles, or the Galician and North Hungarian Jews), accepted this truth as candidly as though they were modern anthropologists investigating the lives of Central African or Polynesian natives. Thus the gypsies are invariably treated as practically sub-human, especially that sub-species of them which resided on the outskirts of every Transylvanian village, doing the jobs which no one else would touch, such as that of scavenger and public hangman.220 These, writes Damian, lived in such degradation that the authorities did not attempt either to tax them or to press them into military service.221 Bendant found them ‘indolent and vicious’, and ‘the women, especially, very disgusting’.222 The Transylvanian Vlachs (or rather, the male of the species: the women are usually described as hard-working and decent) come off little better. Damian writes of them that




… they are still some centuries behind the other inhabitants of the province in the development of their physical, moral and intellectual standards. One finds many of them who have hardly anything human about them except a human form, and even that is distorted and disfigured by goitres and other deformities. This physical barbarousness is coupled with an addiction to drunkenness and to sensual licence. Industry and diligence are no less foreign to them. Most of them laze about behind their sheep, others lounge round the country as carters.223





Bendant, writing rather later, is no kinder to the unfortunate Vlachs:




… of an aspect rather lively but of a brutal and perverse character … filthy and ill-clothed … immoderately addicted to drinking brandy…. Their national character is crafty, vindictive, pilfering and superstitious, with no fixed principles of morality or religion. To which, when we add that they are destitute of arts and civilisation, their condition must evidently be abject, and we need not wonder if the Hungarians, as well as other nations, treat them like slaves.224





The features of the life of the Polish and Ruthene peasant which strike observers most forcibly are the extreme squalor in which he and his wife live – a one-roomed clay and wattle hut, without windows or chimney,225 shared by the poultry all the year round and by the family horse and cow in winter – his invincible sloth, and his (and her) inordinate addiction to strong liquor, of which he (and she) consumed fabulous quantities. Damian writes:




When a Galician peasant goes to market, he calles in on the way at various Jewish taverns and takes a drink on credit. On the way back he repeats the visit and drinks away half, sometimes all, of what he has made at the market. He drinks 20–30 glasses of schnapps at a sitting. His wife is not a hairs-breadth behind him. On Sundays after Mass they foregather in the tavern and drink schnapps all day, without a crumb of bread, until sundown, when they stagger home.226





‘Altogether,’ writes Damian, ‘idleness and stupidity are still the chief characteristics of the Polish people.’ And on this point, too, Damian’s description, drastic as it is, is borne out by other testimony. An official in 1780 calculated the average annual consumption of spirits by a peasant family in Galicia at 122 quarts; 50 for the head of the family, 40 for its other members and 32 for ‘feasts, solemnities, etc.’ A quart cost 6 kreuzers, which was the calculated value of a day’s haulage robot performed with two animals. One consequence of this was that the peasants were in permanent debt to the Jewish innkeepers, to whom, however, they seem to have borne no ill-will, regarding them rather as fellow-sufferers under the yoke of the landlord, the ultimate recipient of the money.227


The descriptions of the Southern Slavs of Hungary, Croatia and Dalmatia are usually kinder. The note of really venomous contempt which we find in almost all travellers’ observations on the unfortunate ‘Vlachs’ does not recur in their accounts of the Serbs, Croats and Morlaks, who are usually credited with some attractive qualities: they are frank and hospitable, the men doughty fighters, the women pre-maritally chaste. But these peoples, too live under the most primitive material conditions imaginable; they, too, consume vast quantities of strong liquors and in their case, too, the need to satisfy this craving is the only inducement, other than compulsion, which can persuade their males to do a hand’s-turn of work; practically all their other needs are taken care of by their women-folk, who spin, cook and even reap the fields (a sickle, with which the reaping was done, was regarded as an unmanly implement). The Magyar peasant is only a little better, especially in respect of industry: his own country-men, while claiming him to drink less than the Slovaks, and to be prouder, more intelligent and cleaner in his habits than they, admit him to be more indolent, less hard-working; all he asks of life is a weather-proof cottage, a sheepskin bunda and a sufficiency of bread and fat bacon, and if he has these, he will not stir for more. Risbeck robustly lumps together all the peoples of Hungary, except some of the German colonists and the Court-polished aristocracy, as ‘still in a barbarous state’.228 Of the ‘lesser’ peoples of the Monarchy, only the Czechs come off better, and that largely ex silentio; travellers regard Bohemia as a German land, and only perhaps remark that some of its inhabitants speak ‘Sclavonian’, without finding any noteworthy distinction of mores or standards between them and the local Germans.


These testimonies agree too closely not to carry conviction, especially when we find them repeated almost exactly decade after decade. Bendant, writing in the 1820s, while favourably impressed by conditions in West Hungary, found the Magyar herdsmen of the Alföld ‘as rude and savage as the animals among which they dwelt’.229 The Englishman, Russell, notes of his journey through Silesia in 1824 that ‘the nearer one approaches to the frontier of Poland, the further he recedes from the industry and diligence of the pure German portions of the province; instead of Saxon activity and liveliness, he encounters Polish misery and servility’.230 Similarly, when passing southward through Styria, ‘instead of the substantial dwellings in the other parts of the province, nothing can exceed the misery of the peasantry’.231 The Slovene peasants seen by him lived in log cabins of one room, with one small window and no chimney. In Carniola they lived on ‘black broth, thick with vegetables, still blacker bread, and sometimes a scanty platter of small, rank, watery potatoes’.232


Hain, at the end of the 1840s, has exactly the same hierarchy. He, too, concedes the Czechs’ industry, and brackets them top with the Germans and Italians. The Magyars, Slovenes, Slovaks, Poles and Ruthenes come in a middle category, the Serbs, Croats and Roumanians last. The Southern Slavs are ‘idle and negligent, and work only with the most miserable implements … The Morlack, while brave and hospitable, dislikes work so passionately that only the threat of hunger can overcome his indolence’.233 The East and South-East of the Monarchy has no conception of the diligence and unresting endeavours with which agriculture is carried on in the Alpine Lands and Lombardy.234


It is more striking still that Bruck makes exactly the same points in the memorandum submitted by him to the Emperor in 1860.235 Of all the peoples of the Monarchy, he allows only the Germans, the Italians and the Czechs some willingness to work, whence the areas inhabited by them are relatively prosperous. But ‘in nearly all Hungary and Croatia and Slavonia, in Galicia and the Bukovina’, all development is held back for lack of satisfactory labour, ‘because a few hours’ work a day, or a few days’ work a week, are often sufficient to satisfy the modest needs and claims of the family. The rest of the time is spent in brutish sloth, or in the tavern.’


There is, indeed, no need to labour the point. The same gradations, if perhaps less steep, were perceptibly present in the inter-war years, and it would be surprising if they had vanished altogether even today.


There was one virtue which a member of such a ‘backward people’ might possess which made him a valuable ‘subject’, however unsatisfactory he was in other respects. He might be a good fighter. Such were, in particular, the Serbs and Croats, and we find them praised by travellers and esteemed by authority for that reason. Others of these peoples were not commonly credited even with this redeeming quality.


These observations obviously do not justify a God’s eye classification of the peoples of the Monarchy into better and worse. None of the writers whom we have quoted had a true anthropologist’s eye. All of them were, consciously or unconsciously, applying the criterion of social utility: how far were the objects of their observations profitable members of the community, in virtue either of military prowess, or of ability and willingness to benefit themselves, their masters, and the State by plus-values produced by their diligence, sobriety and thrift, stimulated by appreciation of the rewards of those qualities. And when that criterion was applied, the Germans and Italians unquestionably towered above the other peoples of the Monarchy. If not naturally more intelligent, certainly not more artistic, they had learnt to use their brains. They were, by comparison, industrious, methodical, dependable, sober and clean. They appreciated material comfort and did not mind working for it. They were unreluctant town-dwellers, skilful artisans, enlightened farmers, men capable of rising in the world.


These were the qualities (apart from that of usefulness as cannon fodder) which made a people valuable ‘subjects’ to a Monarch, and from the Habsburgs’ point of view the Germans were, of course, far more important than the Italians. The latter were peripheral, and not numerous in the Central Monarchy, where the Germans, on the other hand, constituted the largest single nationality, which further enjoyed the unique advantage of being represented in practically every Land of the Monarchy, in most of them, in numbers sufficient to make them locally important: in the Central Monarchy, it was only in Galicia, the Bukovina, Croatia and Carniola that their numbers were insignificant in 1780.236 They were even more easily the most numerous and important people of the Habsburgs’ subjects if we take into account their indirect subjects in the German Empire; and this we must do. It was true that by this time the titles of German King and Emperor had, as we have seen, become mere shadows; nevertheless, they were still the loftiest of all those to which the Habsburgs could aspire and those most dearly cherished by them, and it was to the maintenance of their Imperial position that their world policy was nearly always primarily directed. While this did not in the least inhibit them from ruling over non-Germans, such rule was always in some sense a secondary objective, valued chiefly by the criterion of how far it contributed towards the real goal, and those peoples were essentially instruments or auxiliaries. There was still something of partnership in the relationship towards the Reich of the German King and his German subjects.


This apart, the prestige of the Austrian Court attracted to it a steady stream of ambitious young men from the smaller Principalities, desirous of taking service with it, so that if the Monarch ran short of native officers, civil servants or professional men and intellectuals, he could draw on a well-nigh inexhaustible reservoir of serviceable material from the Reich. The recruits so obtained were not few in numbers, and in quality probably superior, man for man, to the native products. We shall see in the ensuing pages how much Austria owed to them.


When all this is considered, it is not in the least surprising that when Maria Theresa and her advisers created their centralized administration in the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands, and also their centralized army, they should have made the language of the services German. If there were to be such central services, efficiency demanded that they should be conducted in one language, and as things stood, that language could be no other than the German. And when German (Austro-German and other) writers claim, as they are fond of doing, that Maria Theresa’s measures, and even those of her son, did not constitute ‘Germanization’ in the later sense of the term, they are justified up to a point. Neither the Empress nor her son was a German nationalist in the sense that either would have derived any Treitschkeian satisfaction from a feeling of having advanced the ethnic frontiers or enhanced the glory of the German Volk as such. The German language and culture were for them simply vehicles for the consolidation of the Monarchy and the efficient conduct of its affairs, and they were quite uninterested in the ethnic origin of their servants, provided they did their work efficiently and loyally. For that matter, it was not even a hundred per cent Teutonic culture that their non-German subjects were being asked to accept, for their countless forebears who had acquired it in earlier times had brought to it their own contributions, which had made of it something which differed in many respects – often strongly to its advantage – from what the worthy and efficient, but stolid and unprepossessing Teutons could have evolved from their own stock, unlightened by this cross-fertilization.237


It is particularly easy to understand when we remember that when the reforms were first introduced, Austria had not yet acquired Galicia, and had only just lost, and still hoped to recover, Silesia; it was thus far more Germanic than it was destined to become a few years later. Silesia was, indeed, the place of origin of the chief author of the reforms, Count Haugwitz.


Nevertheless, the linguistic Germanization of the services, especially taken together with the Germanization of much of the educational system which was its necessary accompaniment, did amount to the imposition of a Germanic culture on the public and much of the social life of the Lands in which it was introduced, and once national feeling awoke among the other peoples of the Monarchy, none of them would gladly submit to having its affairs conducted in a language, and its general cultural life adapted to a pattern, which was not its own, least of all if the language and the pattern were those of a people living in political association with them. This would be galling even if the spirit of the State and of its servants was one of complete national neutrality; if either the Monarch or his servants departed from that neutrality, the relationship would become intolerable. And we may remark that it was putting a great strain on the Germans themselves to place their national culture in this favoured position, and to ask them to regard it as not their own.
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Our narrative will be largely concerned with the awakening of the national spirit among the peoples of the Monarchy, and with its impact on the structure of the State. The problem at issue was really a two-fold one, although there was inevitably much overlapping of the two elements. One was the fundamental question whether the philosophic basis of the Monarchy was to be the national principle in any form, or whether the State was to be an a-national or supra-national one. One leit-motif of our story will be the slow and reluctant retreat from the latter position of its supporters, the Monarchs themselves and a band of their servants which, while never reduced to complete extinction, yet dwindled steadily from decade to decade. The second problem, which emerged increasingly into the foreground, was that of adjusting the rival claims of the different nationalities so as to form a multi-national State satisfactory to enough of them to be viable. This would hardly be possible if national aspirations were asserted to the limit, since the extreme claim of nineteenth and early twentieth-century nationalism was that all members of every nation ought to be united in a single sovereign national State; and it was the fatality of the Monarchy that in no single case was one of its political frontiers also an ethnic frontier. There were Germans inside the Monarchy, and Germans outside it; Italians inside it, and outside; and so too with the Poles, the Ukrainians (when the Ruthenes of the Monarchy came to feel themselves Ukrainians), Roumanians, Serbs and Croats, and in each case, except that of the Croats, the numbers outside the Monarchy exceeded those inside it. Only the Czechs, Magyars, Slovaks and Slovenes had no ethnic kinsmen outside the Monarchy, and if the Slovenes chose to regard themselves as Yugoslavs, they would drop off the list. If the Croats took the same view, they too would form part of a nation with its centre of gravity outside the Monarchy.


The history of the development of national feeling in the Monarchy is not, however, simply one of the growth of irredentism, even among those peoples who could be irredentist. Irredentism was hardly ever more than a last stage, and one which some of them, owing to their geographical situation, never reached at all; others, not until the clock had warned for the twelfth hour. Up to that moment, the centripetal forces in the Monarchy were still very strong, but the problem of producing general national satisfaction was extraordinarily difficult, partly owing to the history-produced stratification of national cultures which we have described. The peoples whom the developments of past centuries had left in positions of social, economic and cultural inferiority could not be satisfied until the leeway had been made up, and they had received political institutions which put them on an equality with those who had before led in the race. The latter, naturally, defended positions achieved by them in history and usually legitimized by historic rights. These, of course, were not only Germans, although the problem of the Germans affected the whole Monarchy in a way that no other did, but also, in their respective local spheres, the Magyars in Hungary, the Poles in Galicia, even the Croats and the Italians of Dalmatia.


These struggles came to turn largely round the eternal central problem of the Monarchy, the relationship between the whole and its parts. We have emphasized how very strong, both constitutionally and sentimentally, was the tradition of the separate entities of the different Lands. But these traditions conflicted with ethnic considerations. Hardly any Land in the Central Monarchy was ethnically homogeneous, and conversely, hardly any nationality was confined to a single Land. Of all the Lands with which this history will be concerned, other than incidentally,238 only Austria (Lower239 and Upper), Salzburg and Vorarlberg were uni-national, being in each case purely German. The Tirol contained a German majority and an Italian minority; Styria and Carinthia, German majorities and Slovene minorities; Carniola, a Slovene majority and a small, but important, German minority; the Littoral, Italians and Southern Slavs; Bohemia and Moravia, Czech majorities and German minorities; Silesia, Germans, Poles and Czechs; Galicia, Poles and Ruthenes; the Bukovina, Roumanians and Ruthenes. Inner Hungary contained eight sizeable peoples, besides Jews and gypsies; Transylvania, Roumanians, Magyars and Germans; Croatia, Croats and Serbs; the Military Frontier, these two, besides Germans and Roumanians.


Germans were found in every Land of the Monarchy, in perceptible numbers in thirteen of those considered here; Slovenes in five; Italians and Croats in four each; Czechs, Serbs and Ruthenes in three each and Magyars and Poles each in two. Only Slovaks were in one alone,240 and if they identified themselves with the Czechs, the number of Lands in which Czecho-Slovaks were found would be four.


When the national struggle did develop, it turned largely round the Lands. Only a few very bold spirits ever advocated abolishing the Lands altogether, and the infinitely numerous arguments fall into two categories: those advocating, or resisting, adjustment of the boundaries of the Lands to agree with national distribution, these ranging from minor proposals for boundary revision to enormous schemes for dismembering Hungary or uniting all the Southern Slav areas of the Monarchy in one great unit; and those which concentrated rather on the relationship between the Lands and the central authority, these again taking innumerable forms of centralism, dualism, trialism and federalism. It should be added that it would be misleading to represent the struggles in the simple form of a battle between the new force of nationality and the antique forms of the historic-political individualities. In certain cases, as when the Slovaks demanded and the Hungarian Parliament refused an autonomous Slovak territory, this was true, but very often the new nationalism identified itself with the historic traditions, and tried to utilize them to its own advantage.




*





In 1780 there were still few signs that within a short term of years the Monarchy would fall victim to national convulsions which would not leave it until they had destroyed it. The administrative centralization thitherto carried through had gone off quite smoothly; whereas the earlier transference of the seat of the Bohemian Court Chancellery to Vienna had evoked the liveliest protests from Prague, no objections at all had been raised to the amalgamation of the Austrian and Bohemian Chancelleries; still less to the educational reforms described below.241 These had, indeed, themselves sown the seeds of the later Czech and Slovene national revivals, for although the schooling which was now being administered to all pupils who got past the elementary stage was in German, it was nevertheless schooling, which did not preclude and might even stimulate interest in the national pasts. But the shoots which this seed was bearing had hardly yet begun to pierce the surface, and looked entirely innocent. Meanwhile, the Germanization of the schools had been rather welcomed than otherwise, as opening the doors of the public services to boys of Czech or Slovene mother-tongue.


As for the Austrian-Germans, they were quite content with the position of Austria in Germany, and of themselves in Austria. They did not feel this threatened, and there are no signs that they regarded it as conferring on themselves any ‘national’ mission in the Monarchy. Even in introducing non-Germans to the German language and way of life, their officials were not furthering their own national cause, but serving and helping to consolidate the State.


Thitherto, however, the application of these measures had been practically confined to those parts of the Monarchy which were controlled by the Vereinigte Hofkanzlei, where Germanic cultural domination was a long-established fact; no attempt had been made (outside the special case of the Military Frontier) to extend them to areas unused to that domination, and it was not intended ever to apply them to the Netherlands or the Milanese, which would remain, administratively, corpora separata. But it would hardly be possible so to leave Galicia, where the Polish nobles were already nationally awake in a high degree, smarting under the loss of their sovereign national State, entirely unreconciled to being under Austrian rule and certain to resent and resist any attempt to consolidate that rule. Up to 1780 Galicia had simply been ruled as a conquered country, but the problem of integrating it into the Monarchy would have to be faced one day.


Then there were the Lands of the Hungarian Crown. The Magyars’ own historians count the years of Maria Theresa’s reign as the most slumbrous, nationally, of all their history, and we can even understand Joseph’s belief that they would not resist Germanization when we recall the recommendation of the Hungarian Ratio Educationis in favour of far-reaching Germanization of the schools, a measure which was, for that matter, urged also by the ardent young patriot, Kazinczy, the father of the later Magyar linguistic revival, himself. But Kazinczy’s motive, and also that of the Hungarian co-authors of the Ratio, was not to further assimilation of Hungary into the Gesammtmonarchie, but to strengthen the Magyar people by making the works of Western civilization available to it and thus raising its cultural level.


It is true that Hungarian nationalism was still essentially political, a defence of noble privileges whose benefits to those enjoying them were mainly financial, and entirely unconnected with what language they spoke. The identification of them with Magyardom was still mainly presumptive. It would, however, require only a touch to turn the presumption into a conscious feeling.


And a national revival in the modern sense of the term was already setting in, this also owing something, indirectly, to Maria Theresa, for its first stirrings began among the young men who had studied at the academy founded by the Queen in Vienna for the sons of nobles (the famous Theresianum) or had served in the Noble Hungarian Bodyguard. It was young Guards officers who produced the first modern poems and dramas written in the vernacular. In 1776 the most famous of these, George Bessenyei, struck a genuinely modern note in his pamphlet ‘Magyarság’, which was an impassioned plea for the Magyar spirit, free from all political and class considerations, and for the Magyar language; for, he wrote, ‘never, anywhere on earth, did a nation acquire wisdom and depth until it had introduced the sciences into its own tongue. Any nation can become learned in its own language, but not in an alien one.’ The pamphlet, incidentally, raised and faced Hungary’s future problem by recommending the linguistic Magyarization of Hungary’s non-Magyar peoples.


And many of these were not even so nationally passive as the Magyars. We have described the active nationalism still, or again, alive among the Serbs and Roumanians, and should not omit mention of the Transylvanian Saxons, who throughout all their history had ever found eternal vigilance the necessary price of their hard-earned religious freedom and advanced social and economic positions, and were in 1780 probably the most conscious German nationalists in the world.


VI CULTURAL CONDITIONS


The Dynasty’s main prop in spiritualibus, and recipient in chief of its rewarding favours, was the Catholic Church. The connection had been a peculiarly intimate one in all the main groups of Lands in the Monarchy since their very foundation, Christianization and the establishment of kingship (in the German Lands, delegated Imperial authority) going hand in hand as two aspects of a single transaction. The association had, of course, known its troubles in later centuries. The great mediaeval contest between Empire and Papacy had not spared the Danubian lands; in the fifteenth century, the Hussite movement had split the Lands of the Bohemian Crown from top to bottom in a devastating struggle which had ended in the Utraquists’ securing recognition of equality of their faith with the Catholic;242 later, the doctrines, first of Luther, then of Calvin, had conquered the majority of the populations both of German Austria and of Hungary. Some of the Habsburgs themselves, notably Maximilian II, had inclined personally towards Protestantism. But Maximilian’s successors had returned to the old alliance, enforcing the Counter-Reformation with their swords, so far as the range thereof reached. By the end of the religious wars, Catholicism had been re-established as ‘the only ruling faith’ in the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands. In them, Protestants were not even tolerated, except under licence, outside Silesia (where the intercession of the Protestant Powers at the Peace of Westphalia had obtained some protection for them) and, to a limited extent, Lower Austria.243 Maria Theresa had not relaxed these general rules; as late as 1752 the profession of Protestantism had been declared a capital offence in Bohemia, equal to treason and rebellion,244 and later still, unmasked crypto-Protestants in Upper Austria, Styria and Carinthia had been forced to migrate to Transylvania, or to leave the territory of the Monarchy altogether.245


In all these Lands, the Catholic Church occupied a position of great influence and dignity. The Prelates formed the first ‘Bench’ of the Estates,246 and their princes ranked with the highest lay dignitaries. The Archbishop of Olmütz ranked as Prince and Duke: he possessed his own mint, Court and bodyguard, his estates covered twenty-six Austrian square leagues, and when he attended a meeting of the Moravian Estates, all other members of the Estates, including Princes and Dukes, walked on foot in procession before his carriage from his residence to the Landhaus. The state of several other dignitaries of the Austrian and Bohemian Church (five of whom, not counting Salzburg, ranked as princes) was only a little less magnificent, and in all these Lands the Chapters and monasteries, which were extremely numerous in most of them,247 were among the biggest landowners. More than half Carniola and at least three-eighths of Moravia and Silesia (and that the most fertile parts) belonged to monastic Orders some of which were ‘little principalities’. The Carthusians alone owned property worth more than 2,500,000 gulden. It is true that many of the Orders were heavily indebted.248 The structure of the Church, like that of the temporal nobility, was, indeed, extremely hierarchical. The parish priests, most of whom were peasants’ sons, lived poorly enough; their average annual stipend was usually around three hundred florins.


In Hungary the power and position of the Catholic Church were not quite so total. They had, indeed, once been even greater than in Austria. The Kingdom founded by St Stephen had been almost a theocracy, and while in it the wearer of the Holy Crown had enjoyed powers which made him the supreme head of the spiritual, as well as the temporal, arm of his nation, he had in return specifically exalted the former over the latter. The Crown itself was ‘holy’ and could not be born by any non-Catholic. The head of the Hungarian Church, the Cardinal-Primate of Esztergom, enjoyed extraordinary powers both vis-à-vis Rome (he usually ranked as a Legate of the Apostolic Church) and within Hungary itself. All bishops had from the first been ex officio members of the King’s Council, and both St Stephen and several of his successors had endowed sees and monasteries with extraordinary generosity.


The Habsburgs had favoured the Catholic Church in Hungary as warmly as elsewhere, and here, too, it still enjoyed great power and wealth. The Cardinal-Primate was the highest dignitary in the land, after the Palatine. All bishops, including suffragans and bishops in partibus, of whom considerable numbers could be created if necessary,249 and the prelates with independent Chapters, sat in the House of Magnates. The landed estates of the Church comprised nearly six million hold. The income of the Primate was estimated at 360,000 florins, that of the Archbishop of Egér at 80,000 and the Bishop of Nagyvárad at 70,000, the collective income of the other eight diocesan bishops at about 300,000.


In Hungary, however, the Turkish conquest had followed hard on the Reformation. The Turks, while on principle indifferent to the religion of their non-Islamic subjects, had tended to regard Protestantism as less dangerous than Catholicism, and had allowed it to exist unmolested in the territories under their direct rule, while in the vassal Principality of Transylvania, Catholics and Protestants had been so equally balanced that they had ended by agreeing on a regime of legal equality and mutual ‘toleration’ between themselves.250 The Calvinist Princes had then repeatedly intervened to protect their co-religionists in Royal Hungary, forcing the Habsburgs to bind themselves by treaty to respect their rights;251 and even apart from these obligations, the Habsburgs had not dared press the Hungarian Protestants too hard, for fear of driving them into the arms of the Turks. Thus Leopold I, on recovering Transylvania, had promised to respect its liberties, so that in 1780 the 350,000 or so Protestants of the Grand Principality252 still enjoyed toleration, and were fairly well situated in most respects. The Protestants of Inner Hungary had been less fortunate, for their liberties had been steadily reduced as the Habsburgs’ grip on the country tightened. The latest legal enactment on the subject, the Carolina Resolutio of 1731, had confined the public celebration of their services to a few specified places, and under Maria Theresa’s regime (which became known to its victims as the ‘Babylonian Captivity’) many vexatious restrictions had been imposed on them. They had to observe Catholic feast-days, their clergy were subject to visitations by Catholic priests; a Catholic oath was required of all persons entering the public services, so that conscientious Protestants were debarred from such careers. In Croatia (where they numbered, indeed, only 3,500), they were explicitly debarred either from holding office or from owning land. Nevertheless, they were not forbidden to exist, and the census of 1782 recorded about 975,000 Calvinists and 600,000 Lutherans – a quarter of the total population – in Hungary-Croatia. It may be remarked that of these, the Calvinists were almost entirely Magyars. The Lutherans were either Slovaks from the North (where Lutheranism had succeeded Hussitism) or newly-arrived German colonists.


The Monarchy contained also a fair number of adherents of faiths outside these two main bodies of Roman Catholics and Protestants. Nearly all the ‘Vlachs’ or Roumanians found in, or immigrating into, Transylvania, had belonged to the Greek Orthodox Church, as, originally, had the Ruthenes who infiltrated into North-Eastern Hungary from East Galicia. These schismatics had been ‘tolerated’, i.e. allowed to live and to practise their religion unmolested, but the Orthodox Church had not been admitted to the status of a ‘received’ (established) one, nor included in the Transy lvanian inter-confessional agreement of 1572. A bishopric had been established for the Orthodox Roumanians in the seventeenth century at Gyulafehérvár; it had been dependent on the Archbishopric of Târgoviste, in Wallachia. Meanwhile, numbers of Orthodox Serbs and Vlachs had been infiltrating into the Military Frontier, where also they were tolerated (being needed as soldiers), and in 1692 the Orthodox Church received a powerful reinforcement when, as described elsewhere, the Patriarch of Ipek led his great body of followers into Hungary and was granted a Privilege guaranteeing his community their religious freedom and autonomy.


Meanwhile, various efforts had been set on foot to bring the Orthodox peoples of the Monarchy into the Catholic fold as ‘Uniates’.253 They were completely unsuccessful with the Serbs, but the Hungarian Ruthenes accepted the Union definitively in 1692, and in 1698 the Roumanian Bishop of Gyulafehérvár accepted it in the name of his people, so that for a time all the Transylvanian Roumanians counted as Uniates (Greek Catholics). Their attachment to the old faith was, however, very strong, and even the sincerity of the nominal converts doubtful. In 1761 Maria Theresa gave up the struggle, and while retaining the Uniate Bishopric, re-appointed a Roumanian Orthodox Bishop (this time, autonomous). His jurisdiction, however, extended only to Transylvania; all members of the Orthodox Church in the other Lands of the Hungarian Crown, whatever their ethnic origin, came under the Serb Metropolitan of Karlóca.


The membership of both the Uniate and the Orthodox Churches was reinforced when Austria acquired Galicia and the Bukovina, for the former Orthodox population of Eastern Galicia (in practice, to be equated with the Ruthene ethnic element) had accepted Greek Catholicism in 1596, under the Union of Brest Litovsk.254 The Orthodox Roumanians of Bukovina were in 1780 still provisionally under their old ecclesiastical superiors in Moldavia.


Hungary contained a few more small Churches, including a Uniate Armenian community; the Armenians possessed another community, which even ran to a Bishop, in Galicia.


On her accession, Maria Theresa had very few Jews in her dominions. The thriving and important Jewish communities which had existed in mediaeval times in most of the Hereditary Lands had been liquidated in a series of expulsions.255 In these Lands Jews were now to be found practically only in Vienna, where, although the community had been dissolved there also (although rather later than elsewhere)256 some individuals had afterwards been admitted under special permit. In 1776 there were about 300 of them. There were about 1,500 in the Vorlande, and a colony (of Sephardim Jews) in Trieste. In Bohemia-Moravia there were many more – about 40,000, most of them concentrated in Prague, where an old and famous community had contrived to maintain itself throughout the Middle Ages, and 20,000 odd in Moravia. In the Lands of the Hungarian Crown only twelve thousand had been counted at the end of the Turkish wars, but by 1775 the number had increased, chiefly by immigration from Bohemia-Moravia, or (illegally) from Galicia, to some 75–80,000, nearly all concentrated in the North-Western or North-Eastern Counties. The Jewish population of the Monarchy had then been more than doubled with the annexation of Galicia-Bukovina, where the Jews had constituted an appreciable proportion of the population, numbering, in the annexed areas, something like 200,000.257


Since the Counter-Reformation the Jews had had an unhappy time in the Austrian dominions. They were confined to ghettoes, made to wear a distinctive dress and subjected to a special Cameral tax, the Judensteuer,258 on top of the usual taxation. They were, as a rule, forbidden to reside in towns (the Prague community was exceptional) and many occupations were forbidden to them. In Poland most of them earned their livings on the estates of the richer noblemen (almost all of whom kept a ‘Hausjude’) as estate managers, corn-brokers or licensees of the village inn. For the rest they were mostly small tradesmen, and most of them lived in extreme poverty.259


Maria Theresa was personally strongly prepossessed against the Jews, whom she described as ‘an unparalleled plague, with their swindling, money-making and usury’. One of her earliest actions as Queen had actually been to expel them from Prague (as prelude to their total expulsion from the Lands of the Bohemian Crown) and it had taken strong representations from the Estates and the Hofkammer (and also from the tradesmen and artisans of Prague) to induce her to rescind the order; she extracted from them, however, a ‘voluntary gift’ of 150,000 fl., and later, a heavy annual tax.260 She had maintained nearly all the restrictions on them throughout most of her reign; only towards the end of it was she allowing them to enter economic life in a larger way, for example as licensees of factories. It was, however, reserved for her son to confront the real problem presented by the huge sudden increase in the Monarchy’s Jewish population entailed by the annexation of Galicia-Bukovina.







*





In the partnership between the Crown and the Catholic Church both sides played their parts loyally, with the rarest deviations. If the Crown lavished wealth and honour on the Church, the latter both practised and preached the strictest loyalty to the Crown. It was no accident that the foci of rebellion, or at least, of contumelious self-assertion, had always lain among the Monarchy’s Protestant subjects, and even in 1780, where such feelings (outside the special case of Galicia) were almost extinct, if they lingered on at all, it was among the Protestant middle nobles and yeomen farmers of Central Hungary.


Meanwhile, it is worth emphasizing that while nearly all the Habsburgs were themselves personally extremely pious, they guarded for themselves jealously the position of senior partner in the association.261 Maximilian I had himself refused to allow the promulgation of a certain Papal Bull in his dominions, and his successors had repeatedly exercised the placetum regium in respect of Church appointments. Ferdinand II had confined the authority of the Church to pura spiritualia and had forbidden the spiritual arm, under pain of punishment, to intervene in the field of competence of the Landesfürst, for which he claimed, inter alia, jurisdiction between priests and laymen, and the right to supervise religious foundations. Church lands were treated as ‘Kammergut’ and taxed accordingly. Several of the Habsburgs intervened in what, under many definitions, would have been ecclesiastical questions, such as the determination of the feasts of the Church. And it is remarkable how few Churchmen figure in history as playing prominent parts in the political life of the Monarchy.


Maria Theresa, personally one of the most pious of her line, was as firm as any of them in this respect. She invoked her right as suprema advocata ecclesiarum to initiate pertinent inquiries into the management of Church properties and revenues; abolished Church punishments and restricted pilgrimages and Church feasts, and she advised her children not to make donations to the Church, ‘which had enough’ and misused its wealth. She hesitated at the last moment to allow Febronius’ work, banned by the Vatican, to circulate freely in the Monarchy, but its doctrines permeated the educational system, which under her became strongly Erastian.


Up to a generation or so before 1780, all education had been in the hands of the Churches, who had conducted it through their own establishments, maintained out of their endowments, or out of subscriptions from their congregations, which were not always generous.262 The Crown had exercised its influence only indirectly, through its generosity or otherwise in conferring endowments, and its severity or otherwise in imposing restrictions. This influence had nevertheless been extensive, and it says much for the devotion and self-sacrifice of the Hungarian Calvinists and the Lutheran Saxons that in spite of their poverty263 and of great administrative pressure they had succeeded in maintaining an efficient school system, both primary and secondary.264 For the Catholics, all schooling was controlled by their Church and almost all instruction given by persons holding official positions in it; as a rule, only law and medicine were taught by laymen, and that within the framework of the Church-controlled Universities. This instruction was, incidentally, on a low level, and serious students often went abroad to complete their studies. Most higher and secondary education was mainly in the hands of the Jesuits (to a lesser extent, the Benedictines) whose secondary schools were nearly all gymnasia. Teaching in them was mainly in Latin, and was chiefly directed towards inculcating the true faith; the brighter pupils were trained on to become in their turn militant priests.265 Primary education, where it had any pretensions at all, was to a large extent in the hands of the Piarists. Village schools were entrusted to the local parson, or not infrequently, the sexton-verger; they were thin on the ground, for one point on which the authorities and the adult peasants concurred was that it was useless, or actually harmful, to give a peasant-child book-learning.266


The first changes in this system had been inaugurated largely by Van Swieten, the Belgian doctor who came to Vienna in 1745, was appointed physician in chief to Maria Theresa and soon came to exercise an extraordinary influence over the entire educational system of the Monarchy. He was at first chiefly concerned to introduce the practical reforms which turned the medical faculty of Vienna into one of Europe’s leading institutions in its field, but he was also a leading exponent of the Jansenist philosophy which now came to dominate educational thought in the Monarchy. The philosophical justification for reform was then furnished largely by that extraordinary figure, Josef Sonnenfels, who wrote a number of books expounding the doctrine that it was for the State to control closely the spiritual and intellectual lives of its subjects, the function of the Church being to assist it to do so.267 But the changes were in any case rendered inevitable by the emergence of the autocratic-bureaucratic State, with its need for trained civil servants and its insistence on devotion to the Monarch as hardly less important than devotion to God. Education was now, as Maria Theresa told Cardinal Migazzi in 1770, when he objected to State supervision of confessional schools, a ‘politicum’, i.e., a matter for State regulation. It had still to produce good Catholics, but it was even more important that it should produce good, loyal and civically useful ‘subjects’.


Under the impact of these new ideas, the Jesuits were driven out of one stronghold after another, until in 1773 the Order was dissolved altogether by the Pope (incidentally, against Maria Theresa’s deeper wishes). By this time a Commission was already considering the whole question of education in the Monarchy, and some of its members favoured complete laicization. After long hesitation, the Empress decided against this, partly owing to the difficulty of finding (and paying) enough lay teachers, so that the bulk of higher and secondary education was left in the hands of the Orders; but some further faculties at the Universities were entrusted to lay teachers, and in the gymnasia the curricula were broadened by the introduction of more practical subjects, and Latin largely replaced by modern languages as the medium of instruction. A considerable number of technical schools were also founded. The whole system was placed under State supervision.


At the same time, Maria Theresa took up the question of elementary education for the people, which, unlike some of her advisers, she thought useful and even necessary. She borrowed from Frederick of Prussia the famous educationalist, Felbiger, who worked out blue-prints for the establishment of a primary (‘Trivial’) school in every village, with grammar schools (Hauptschulen) in the larger centres and a sufficient number of training colleges (Normalschulen). An Allgemeine Schulordnung to this effect was issued in 1774 for the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands, where primary education now became (in theory) compulsory. As the Hungarian members of the Commission had objected that a scheme suitable for Austria would not fit Hungary, with its different conditions, a Hungarian counterpart, in the preparation of which several Hungarians had participated, and which took into account the entire educational system from the primary school to the University, was published in 1777 under the name of Ratio Educationis, although it did not receive official sanction until 1781.


It should be emphasized that these changes represented no victory for the principles of freedom of thought or instruction. Maria Theresa herself was no friend of abstract knowledge; in this, as in several other respects, the contrast between her and her grandson, Francis I, has usually been much overdrawn. It was on her hostility that the proposal to create an Academy of Sciences in Vienna foundered, to be realized only a century later on Metternich’s motion. The goal of usefulness to the State was followed at least as rigidly as the Jesuits’ objective of moral virtue. If some subjects, such as history and geography, were given a larger place in the latter system than in the former, this was simply because they appeared more useful for the new purposes, than for the old. Departures from the prescribed curricula, teaching methods, etc., were visited with heavier displeasure by the new civil authorities than they had been by the old ecclesiastical directors of studies.


It was in Maria Theresa’s reign that the censorship, too, was for the first time institutionalized: characteristically, in a form which extended its supervision also to ecclesiastical works.268


It was utilitarianism, not German national feeling, that was responsible for one very important feature of the educational reorganization in Austria: its strong emphasis on the teaching of German. Maria Theresa and even Joseph II were not on principle hostile to non-German languages as such: early in her reign (in 1747) Maria Theresa had rebuked the Jesuits in Prague for giving too much instruction in Latin and too little in Czech. In 1763 officials in Bohemia had been enjoined to devote more time to learning Czech, and as late as 1774 a chair of Czech had been established in Vienna. But in the latter years of her reign, and especially, perhaps, under the growing influence of Joseph II, the idea of the centralized, bureaucratic State gained in strength and it was taken as axiomatic that this could only be run efficiently in German. Knowledge of the German language was thus one of the necessary accomplishments of a ‘useful’ subjectum, and the school curricula were adapted accordingly. The Allgemeine Schulordnung of 1774 made German an obligatory subject in all elementary schools in Bohemia, and in 1776 it became the language of instruction in the gymnasia; Czech was allowed to be used in only four of the sixteen Bohemian gymnasia, and that only for a grace-period of three years. Similarly, an Imperial resolution of 1774 ordered that ‘children from the Illyrian districts should be taught German’; at first they were to be allowed to learn the catechism in their own tongue, but even this concession was to be withdrawn gradually ‘as the German language made headway’. In 1775 and 1776 orders were issued that the elementary schools in the Slovene districts and even in the Military Frontier were to be Germanized.269


These measures did not apply to Hungary, where, as has been said, the proposals for the reorganization of education were still on paper when Maria Theresa died; and they did not go so far in the direction of Germanization as the orders enacted in the Western Lands. They provided that elementary education should be given in the pupil’s mother-tongue – and most interestingly, they gave Magyar no preference over the six other languages (German, Slovak, Croat, Ruthene, ‘Illyrian’ and Wallachian) which they described as current in Hungary. But they still declared it especially important that every elementary school-child should be taught German. The basic language of instruction in the higher establishments was to be Latin, but the greatest weight was to be attached to the teaching of German in the gymnasia, and the Ratio actually expressed the hope that this would gradually lead to German developing ‘as the Court had long wished’ into the ‘national language’ of Hungary.270


These innovations had, of course, not got far beyond the blue-print stage by 1780. The German-Bohemian Lands possessed at that date, in all, fifteen training colleges, eighty-three grammar schools, forty-seven schools for girls, and 3,848 elementary schools. Bohemia was the most advanced of any Land after Lower and Upper Austria, but even in Bohemia, only about half the children of school age were attending the State schools. In Vienna itself the figure was only twenty-four out of one hundred (although here there were also many private schools); in Lower Austria, outside Vienna, only sixteen; in Silesia, only four.271 In Inner Hungary only about forty-five per cent of all rural communes possessed schools at all – some 4,000 of them; 4,437 teachers were employed in them, giving an average of seven and a half teachers per ten thousand inhabitants.272 These general figures cover very wide local variations; in West Hungary and in the area between the Danube and the Tisza, with its big, concentrated urbanizations, almost every commune had its school, but they were much rarer in the Serb, Roumanian and Ruthene districts. In Transylvania the Saxons kept up, out of their own resources, the most complete system in the whole Monarchy, but that of the Roumanian Orthodox Church was still embryonic. In Galicia, when Austria took it over, conditions were worse still. In the whole District of Lemberg, with a Christian population of half a million, there had been only ten elementary schoolmasters, and the learning of eight of them had not got beyond the ability to read and write Polish. The Bukovina, we are told, had no educational establishments at all when Austria annexed it. The nobles kept private tutors (usually Greeks, who also acted as their secretaries) for their children. Otherwise, reading and writing were taught only in the monasteries, and few people except the monks and cantors were able to read or write.273 When the Austrians took over Dalmatia they found conditions there, outside the Croatian coastal towns, equally backward.
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In 1780 it was already a full half-century since Austrian ‘culture’ had reached what many regard as its apogee: that already slightly over-blown Hochbarock of Charles VI’s reign which has been described as ‘the outward and visible sign of the inward union between a high-aristocratic form of devotion and a Church no less hierarchic and very little less worldly’ which




… had found at Charles’s Court an expression surpassed nowhere in Europe either for splendour or for delicate and curious grace; for that Court was not only the seat of what was already the most august dynasty of Europe, but also a unique meeting-place where influences from Germany, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands met and mingled with those of the Danubian peoples to produce results which were not only magnificent, but also at once local and universal.





The Austria of 1780 had lost many things which the Austria of 1730 had possessed. It was not perhaps financially poorer, for against the losses of Silesia and some of Charles’s Italian possessions must be set the general economic recovery in most of its remaining territories, but the rigid financial probity of that austere Silesian, Haugwitz, and perhaps also of that excellent business man, Francis Stephen, from whom Joseph II and Francis must surely have derived the strain of direct parsimony for which both were notorious, had curbed that sublime indifference to days of reckoning which had allowed the spending spree of the earlier day. It had lost a perceptible amount of the religious faith which had inspired the great ecclesiastical buildings of the High Baroque. The Italian influences which dominated the architecture, music and theatre of that age had grown perceptibly weaker.


None of these things, of course, had gone altogether. Maria Theresa, for all her conscientious efforts at economy, was too truly her father’s daughter not to be a good spender; the Church was still mighty and wealthy; if few of Austria’s great buildings were now directly planned by Italian architects, very many of them were the work of pupils of Italian masters. And where the old forces were giving ground it was not only because of their own weakening vitality, but because they were being shouldered aside by new forces possessing their own vitality: a new spirit of nationalism, even new popular elements in drama and literature, as well as thought.


The Austria, especially the Vienna, of 1780 had its own special charm. If it was growing more German (signs of which were the popularity of popular farce in the Viennese dialect, as well as the adoption by the Empress herself of that dialect for habitual usage), it had not become repellantly Teutonic. The short-lived rococo into which the later baroque style had merged can show exquisite products, and the age was that in which that art of music which is Austria’s special gift to the world was bringing forth its finest flowers, with Gluck, Haydn and Mozart still in their prime and Beethoven nearing his. But the music apart, the age cannot be conscientiously described as culturally great. The buildings (although may God bless Maria Theresa for her addiction to the shade of yellow which bears her name!) were nearly always smaller, plainer and cheaper than they would have been fifty years earlier. In thought and most of the arts, what was new had not yet filled the hollows left by the decay of the old. Neither had the beginnings of popular art been powerful enough to shake the tradition that the Monarch and the Court were the founts not only of political power, but also of cultural life. The Empress’s long reign may even have strengthened, in this field also, the national Austrian repugnance towards true independence.


VII THE MONARCHY IN THE WORLD


The great treaties of partition between Maximilian’s grandchildren had given the cadet branch two things: on the one hand, the Crowns of Bohemia and Hungary; on the other, not only the family Hausmacht in Germany, but also (to come to it on the death of Charles) the leadership of the Holy Roman Empire. It was undoubtedly the latter position which had taken pride of place in the eyes of Ferdinand and his successors. While not only the natural desire to make valid de facto their de jure claim to the territories of the Hungarian Crown, but also the requirements of self-defence, had forced them to devote a proportion of their attention to repelling the Turkish threat in the south-east of their dominions, they had always regarded the consolidation of their position there chiefly in the light of the necessary pre-condition for the expansion of their power in civilized Europe – Germany and – although here they had more often given way to the elder branch of the family – Italy. Consequently, their policy in the East had been mainly a defensive one, while they struggled in the West against their great rival, France. It had been a struggle in which their position had, indeed, grown steadily weaker, not only in consequence of France’s successes, but with the growth of the resistance of the German princes themselves to Austria’s claim to dominate them. The Treaty of Westphalia had made their leadership little more than titular, but without diminishing its value in their eyes. Then had come the rise of Prussia, when Frederick had actually seized from Maria Theresa all except a fragment of the province of Silesia, ‘the brightest jewel of her Crown’. It was this that had led to Kaunitz’s famous renversement des alliances, the Treaty with France which was still in force in 1780.


The Seven Years War had failed to achieve its objective, the recovery of Silesia, and when she signed the Peace of Hubertsburg in 1763, Maria Theresa resigned herself to its loss, sweetened by the meagre compensation when first her husband, then her son, had been crowned Holy Roman Emperor. The renunciation was bitter to her, and when, in the last years of her life, she insisted on a peaceful settlement of the dispute over the Bavarian succession – whereas her son was prepared to face a full-scale war in order to add Bavaria to the family dominions – this was out of sheer abhorrence of war, especially war in a cause the justice of which was dubious. It did not mean that she, or still less her son, was willing to abdicate from Austria’s leading role in the Empire.


Meanwhile, at the end of the seventeenth century, the decay of the Turkish power, and the brilliant advantage taken thereof by Prince Eugen, had changed the situation in the south-east. Hungary had been recovered. But these successes had not brought about any fundamental change in the Habsburgs’ world outlook. True, Charles VI had twice carried his arms into the Balkans, but the first of these campaigns had aimed really at providing Hungary with a defensive glacis, while the second had been undertaken in fulfilment of an alliance with Russia, itself the price of Russia’s recognition of the Pragmatic Sanction, and when the Turks proved unexpectedly difficult to beat on their own ground, Maria Theresa had willingly renounced any idea of adding to her dominions what she drastically described as ‘a lot of barren mountains and feverish swamps, inhabited by unreliable Greeks’.274 From 1768 onward Austria was actively supporting the territorial integrity of Turkey.


This was against the designs of Russia, whose rise to power the Empress saw without any pleasure whatever. ‘The whole balance in the North,’ she wrote to Starhemberg in Paris in 1762, when Russia’s designs on East Prussia were revealed, ‘would be upset, and the Russian power become too formidable for us and other Courts to enjoy seeing it in our neighbourhood.’ And if, ten years later, she nevertheless expanded her territories on her north-eastern frontier by participating in the First Partition of Poland, this was out of no lust for conquest. The famous tears which she shed were not those of the crocodile. She took Galicia out of consideration of the Balance of Power, and to prevent Russia from reaching the Carpathians.


But the combined effect of these developments had been to leave the Monarchy in a paradoxical position. First the recovery of Hungary, second the acquisition of Galicia, had shifted the balance of her population strongly against the German element in its Hausmacht, and the hegemony in Germany which had doubled the strength of that element had already lost much of its real value. Yet it still retained so much of that value, and tradition was still so strong, that neither the Empress nor her son ever thought seriously of yielding the field to Prussia and moving out of the Empire.


Meanwhile, the immediate problem of Austria’s rulers was to fortify their position in Germany, and in the East, to discover the best way to deal with Russia’s expansionist ambitions. The latter problem was very acute in 1780, for Catherine of Russia was clearly a long way from being satisfied with the gains, large as they were, which the Treaty of Kutchuk Kainardji had brought her in 1774.




1 The revolt and surrender in the Netherlands had, of course, come a little earlier still.


2 To be distinguished from the larger Margravate of Istria, which remained Venetian until 1797.


3 Austria Above the Enns was given a separate governor (Hauptman) in 1240 and its own Estates about 1400, but became a distinct Arch-Duchy only in the eighteenth century.


4 He had only one son, the unfortunate so-called Johann Parricida (although the person whom he murdered was not his father, but his uncle), who died childless in 1313.


5 The Privilegium had been devised by Duke Rudolph IV in 1358, but the then Emperor, Charles IV, had refused to ratify it on the ground that some of the documents on which it was based were not authentic. The effect of it was simply to take from the German King the right of disposing of the lordship of the Lands concerned. The Lands themselves, having (with few exceptions) begun their existences as fiefs of the Reich, had never had a voice in the question.


6 In fact, it was always applied in official use to any Lands as soon as the dynasty’s hereditary title to them became established, thus to the Bohemian group after the Vernewerte Landesordungen.


7 It is important to remember, in connection with the ‘elective’ character of both the Bohemian and the Hungarian Crowns, that election was for a dynasty, not an individual; a king’s undisputed heir succeeded him automatically, jure hereditario. Most disputes for the Crown in both countries were between rival candidates each of whom, while not his predecessor’s heir apparent, could yet produce a hereditary claim of some kind. Genuine free election took place only when there was no such candidate in the field at all.


8 Frederick Barbarossa made it an ‘immediate’ Margravate of the Reich in 1182, but it reverted to the status of a fief of the King of Bohemia in 1222.


9 So in 1437, when Albert of Habsburg died, the Nebenländer recognized his widow and posthumous son as their lawful sovereigns; Bohemia ‘elected’ the boy only in 1457. After this Moravia and Silesia were for a time ruled by Matthias Corvinus of Hungary. In 1490 Wladislaw Jagiellon was first elected King of Bohemia; Moravia and Silesia followed suit later.


10 Both the two anti-Kings of the period, Charles of Durazzo and Ladislas of Naples, drew many of their followers from the South, but neither claimed the throne of Croatia apart from that of Hungary.


11 Under this Charles also acquired considerable territories in the Northern Balkans, but had to re-cede these under the Treaty of Belgrade (1739).


12 It was promoted by Maria Theresa in 1765 to the rank of ‘Grand Principality’. Kaunitz had then wanted the Queen to separate it from the Lands of the Hungarian Crown, but she had been dissuaded by the representations of the Hungarian Court Chancellery.


13 The Counties of Közép-Szolnok, Kraszna and Zarand and the District of Kövár.


14 It had not been thought necessary to extend the system to Transylvania, since the organization of the Szekel and, in part, the Saxon districts was already para-military. Joseph n afterwards formed two new ‘Frontier Districts’ in Transylvania, but the control of the Hofkriegsrat there was never so systematic as in Croatia or Inner Hungary.


15 For these institutions, see below, p. 19.


16 The Counties in question were those of Szrem, Valkó (later amalgamated with Szrem), Pozsega and Veröcze. They comprised only the northern part of the area, for its southern half belonged to the Frontier, a salient of which cut them off from Croatia. The arrangement had been made in order to compensate Croatia for the non-recovery of the southern portion of its old territory, but the Hungarians had protested on the grounds that the area had never formed part of Croatia in historic times. They therefore stipulated that the three Counties should continue to send their delegates direct to the Hungarian Diet, and pay the full rate of taxation, which was twice as high in Hungary as in Croatia.


The population was, incidentally, almost entirely Serb.


17 The bulk of it had been lost to the Swiss at the battles of Morgarten (1315) and Sempach (1384).


18 The Treaties of Utrecht (1713) and Rastatt (1714) had also given Charles Sardinia, which was exchanged for Naples and Sicily in 1720. These were lost in 1735, when Charles received in compensation Parma and Piacenza, but these, again, were lost in 1748.


19 Almost the only exceptions had been the small sixteenth-century acquisitions made by Maximilian I at the expense of Venice, and the Bukovina. Maria Theresa’s share of Poland was converted retro-actively into a ‘historic-political unit’ by identifying it with the mediaeval Kingdom of Halics-Vladimir, whereupon the annexation was justified by evocation of a claim derived from mediaeval Hungarian history. The Bukovina was made into a historico-political unit in 1849 (see below, p. 424).


20 The Hungarian legislation was necessitated by the fact that Hungary, unlike all Charles’s other dominions, had not previously been bound to accept the Habsburg succession in the female line, and her consent was legally necessary for any change in the law of succession. On this occasion, also, Croatia had spoken without waiting for Hungary: in 1712 a Croat Diet had declared itself ready to accept any Habsburg, male or female, who was also ruler of Inner Austria (Styria, Carinthia and Carniola) and could thus defend Croatia against the Turks.


21 The Hungarian law further stipulated that the King of Hungary must be legitimate, an Archduke or Archduchess of Austria (i.e., of the Archduchy of Austria Above and Below the Enns), and a member of the Roman Catholic Church. As, however, Hungarian public law did not recognize the principle of Ebenbürtigkeit, any legitimate issue of an Archduke ranked under it as Archducal.


22 So long as the Habsburgs were themselves subject to the German King, or Emperor, the supreme prerogatives in these fields were, of course, his and not theirs. We need not enter here into the complexities of this question.


23 Moravia and Silesia were treated as ‘immediate’. Croatia was addressed through Hungary. The Crown, while acknowledging that its title to Transylvania derived from the Hungarian Crown, yet corresponded with it directly. It was possible for Joseph to give orders to the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands qua Emperor.


24 Under the rule of the weak Wladislas Jagiello both the Hungarian and the Bohemian Estates had forced the King to allow them a voice in foreign policy, but this right had lapsed under the Habsburgs. Some forced concessions made by the Archduke Matthias in 1609 had lasted only a few years.


25 Before that year they had been looked after by the Oesterreichische Hofkanzlei, from which the Geheime Kanzlei was then hived off.


26 After Kaunitz, it was conferred only on Metternich.


27 Milan-Mantua and the Netherlands had their separate services, which need not be described here.


28 The system here described had been introduced in the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands in 1771 and extended to Galicia and the Bukovina when those territories were annexed.


29 The order was issued by the Palatine, who commanded the force.


30 Raised from 108,000 after the annexation of Galicia.


31 The famous Hungarian Diet of 1741 had agreed to contribute this number to the standing army, but had refused to accept conscription.


32 The exempted categories included all nobles and priests, burghers and most skilled workers, including miners and chimney-sweeps and workers in ‘privileged’ (licensed) factories, and all peasants technically so ranking, and their heirs at law. It was thus in practice only the peasants’ sons, other than his heirs, and the rural and urban proletariats, that were liable for conscription, and there were barely enough of these to make up the numbers. The quotas were largely made up by the method known as Abstellung ex officio, i.e., by the authorities seizing certain unwanted persons, including rogues and vagabonds, persons without papers, and renegades from Catholicism, and delivering them to the barracks (a court was not, however, allowed to condemn an offender to military service as part of a penal sentence). The remainder were selected by the lord of the manor, or his agent, to the number allotted to his manor. The ‘volunteers’ in Hungary were also largely produced by Abstellung ex officio, or by Shanghaiing.


33 When, in 1712–15, Hungary had agreed that the Pragmatic Sanction applied et contra vim externam, she had demanded her own Hofkriegsrat, but this had never come into being and the central Hofkriegsrat had even since exercised de facto control over the Hungarian regiments. Hungary had then asked that at least one Hungarian should always be a member of the Hofkriegsrat proper, i.e., the small ‘Council’ at the head of the organization. This, again, had never been granted.


34 The economic affairs of the Frontier were administered through the Hofkammer.


35 Its claim to this perquisite was, however, contested by the Hungarian Diet. Where the gold and silver mines were not directly owned by the Crown, it took a royalty on their production.


36 The Staatsrat in this form had been established by Kaunitz in 1760, but its predecessor dated back to the reign of Maximilian I.


37 Where a Monarch owned land in his private capacity, his relationship to its population was that of any other landowner.


38 It should be emphasized that by no means all towns possessing municipal charters were Royal Free Boroughs. Even of those belonging to the Crown, a considerable number were administered by the Hofkammer, and their inhabitants ranked as Kammerknechte: this category included even such important communities as the sixteen mining towns of the Szepes area in north Hungary. Half a dozen towns in Bohemia (the so-called Leibgeding towns) were the appanage of the Monarch’s widow. Some towns were owned by archiepiscopal or episcopal sees, many of which enjoyed the right of granting municipal charters, as did certain individuals, especially in Galicia. The inhabitants of such places were the ‘subjects’ of their respective lords.


39 While there were certain bizarre exceptions, the general rule was that a landtäflich estate could be acquired only by a person already possessing a title of nobility and indigenat in the Land (i.e., citizenship of it); a person buying such an estate had to prove his qualifications within a year or he lost it. In practice the indigenat was usually granted automatically to a ‘foreign’ noble of sufficient status, and in some Lands there was no legal ban to forbid an unqualified person from buying a landtäflich estate, but the acquisition was so difficult and expensive that most ambitious commoners found it easier to get their patent of nobility first. In some Lands the more considerable estates could be acquired only by members of the higher nobility.


40 See below, p. 64 ff.


41 In her earlier years, she had defended the institution on principle. ‘It can never be practicable’, she had written in 1742, ‘to abolish the subjection altogether, for there is no country which does not make a distinction between lords and subjects; to free the peasant from his obligation towards the former would make the one party presumptuous and the other discontented, and would conflict with justice in every way.’ Later in her life, when her inquiries had revealed to her the extreme misery in which the peasants were living outside the German-Austrian Lands, she had favoured cutting the Gordian knot at least in the Bohemian Lands by abolishing the nexus subditelae altogether in those Lands, but had been opposed so strongly, not only by the Estates concerned, but her own advisers (the entire Staatsrat had been against her, and so, to her extreme embitterment, had been her son) that she had given up the idea. Her hands had in any case been tied in Hungary by her Coronation oath, and she does not seem to have thought the measure necessary in the Hereditary Lands.


42 Earlier Bohemian Diets (before the arrival of the Habsburgs) had, for example, at one time excluded the Lords Spiritual, while allowing relatively generous representation to the towns. Ferdinand II had brought the Diet into line with those of the Hereditary Lands under the Vernewerte Landesordnung.


43 Silesia was largely composed of tiny principalities, formerly the appanages of the very prolific ruling house of the Piasts. The Habsburgs had refused to recognize these rulers as immediate, but had left them quasi-sovereign status within their own dominions.


44 The permanent staffs consisted of a few permanent clerks, etc., but most of them also contained a small number of doctors and surgeons, and many of the lists also show one or two more exotic figures: a dancing-master and a fencing-master, often a teacher of French and sometimes one of Italian.


45 But see below, p. 57.


46 At the end of the eighteenth century there were 108 Hungarian families bearing hereditary titles: 2 Princely, 82 of Counts, 24 Baronial.


47 These were certain districts originally settled by immigrants (Cumanians, Jazyges, etc.) who had received the privilege of freedom and self-government (under the Palatine or some other royal official).


48 This number had been reached after a series of reductions. It had formerly been much higher.


49 For these, see below, p. 78, n. 1.


50 See below, p. 94.


51 The Viceroy of Milan at this time was Maria Theresa’s third son, Ferdinand; her second surviving daughter, Maria Christina, was ‘Governor-General’ of the Netherlands, assisted by her husband, Albert of Saxony-Teschen.


52 This was the generic term, and the official one in most Lands, but the office was known as Regierung in Lower Austria, and Landeshauptmannschaft in Upper Austria, Carinthia and Carniola. Hungary had a Consilium Locumtenentiale, which was, strictly, an advisory body to the Palatine, but maintained a permanent staff which corresponded to a Gubernium.


53 Ferdinand I had established a single Court Chancellery for all the Lands of the Hungarian Crown, but his effective rule had, as we have seen, never extended into Transylvania. When Leopold II actually took possession of Transylvania, its Estates had themselves asked for a Chancellery of their own.


54 These instruments also entitled the Crown to ‘add to, alter and improve the Ordinances, and to take any other measures deriving from the Royal Prerogative’. The Estates were entitled ‘to make suggestions and representations, but not to insist on them’.


55 See her most outspoken comments on this point in her ‘Political Testament’, ed. Kallbrunner, Vienna, 1952, pp. 42 ff.


56 Galicia had been given its own Hofkanzlei on its annexation, but the experiment had been abandoned a year or two later.


57 Under the first reorganization the former body had also been given the financial business previously handled by the Austrian and Bohemian sections of the Camera. It had then been known as the Directorium in Publicis et Cameralibus. The Hofkammer had, however, recovered its functions in 1762, and the Directorium had then reverted to the title of Hofkanzlei. The Camera officials in each Land were, however, attached to its Gubernium.


58 It is extraordinary, but true, that this all-important right gradually faded out of existence without any constitutional enactment abolishing it. The Tirol put up a fight to assert it in 1759–63, but ended by giving way almost completely. When the Styrian nobles tried to do the same, Maria Theresa called them to Vienna and threatened to place their private estates under sequester. Carinthia fared similarly. For a long time after this no Western Land ever even tried to appeal against its assessment. In 1847 the Bohemian Estates called their ancient right to mind and tried to assert it. The Hofkanzlei then argued that the Estates had never possessed a right to refuse the Contributio demanded of them – only supplementary demands – and appealed to the usus that since the days of Leopold II the Estates of all Austrian Lands had always accepted the State’s assessment. The Bohemian Estates denied, indeed, that this long usage had caused their right to lapse, but the Chancellery retorted that the Crown could, if forced to do so, abolish the right (if such still existed) in virtue of its ‘jus legis ferendae’. The point was still being argued when revolution broke out in March, 1848. How little the will of the Estates counted may be seen from para. 17 of the Patent establishing the Galician Diet, which ran: ‘As regards the proceedings of the Diet, the assembled Estates, on receiving intimation of Her Majesty’s commands, will never have to dwell on the question ‘whether’, but only to debate the question ‘how?’. They are, however, permitted to make representations and most humble suggestions, which, however, like everything else which the Estates wish to reach the ears of the Court, must always be sent to the Landestelle and forwarded by it, with opinion attached, to the Galician Court Chancellery’ (this body, as has been mentioned, itself only survived a year or two, after which Galicia was put under the Vereinigte Hofkanzlei).


59 There was one exception to this rule: the Estates of Bohemia had the right to elect their own President (known as the Oberstburggraf of Prague), and he automatically became the ‘Gouverneur’ of Bohemia.


60 So Bisinger (Staatsverfassung der oesterreichischen Monarchie, Vienna, 1809, p. 17) and Rottinger (Staatslexicon, 1840, vol. X, pp. 331, 338).


61 Galicia formed, in 1780, an exception to this rule. Here, partly owing to Austria’s mistrust of the Poles, partly to the Poles’ own reluctance to enter Austrian service, the officials came from other parts of the Monarchy, in practice, nearly all from Lower Austria or Bohemia. In the Hereditary and Bohemian Lands an official served only in his own Land unless he was appointed to a central Ministry.


62 Thus the robot Patents’ described below (pp. 65 ff.) differed largely from Land to Land.


63 Another effect of this was to increase further the weight of the Magyar element against the Saxons, whose representatives in 1791 numbered only 25 out of a total of 419.


64 A legal stipulation to this effect was introduced only in the fourteenth century, but in practice many earlier Kings had been forced to accept the limitation. St Stephen and his successors had claimed the jus legis ferendae, but had in practice exercised it only in consultation with representatives of the ‘nation’.


65 The original clause in Andrew II’s Golden Bull of 1222 entitled the ‘bishops and dignitaries and nobles of the realm’ to resist and refuse obedience to an order by any king violating the provisions of the Bull. This had been modified in 1231 to a declaration by the king that he and his successors would submit themselves to excommunication if they acted unconstitutionally, but this amendment had never been invoked, and had fallen into oblivion.


66 For examples, see B. Grünwald, op. cit., pp. 421 ff.


67 The figures were: 2,100,000 fl. in 1724; 2,500,000 in 1728; 3,200,000 in 1751; 3,900,000 in 1765, plus certain further sums from newly re-incorporated territories.


68 One striking example of this was the abolition of a large number of holidays. Maria Theresa officially abolished twenty-two of these. It is true that it never proved possible to enforce the veto. Even the Viennese had revolted when ordered to work on Easter Monday. Others were the abolition of traditional folk-plays, games and amusements, restrictions on travel, etc., etc. A long list is given in Beidtel, op. cit., I. 46 ff.


69 This was estimated at two million in AD 1500.


70 Hoffmann, op. cit., p. 243.


71 According to contemporary sources, 14,933 ‘places’ were burnt down in this campaign and 88,209 human beings carried off into slavery. Even if these figures are exaggerated, it is true that twenty years later nearly half the total population of many villages, etc., near Vienna was composed of new settlers (Zöllner, p. 275).


72 Contemporary estimates put the losses by plague in Vienna and its suburbs in 1679 at 90,000. This is probably a big exaggeration, but the municipal records themselves listed about 8,000 victims (Zöllner, op. cit., p. 267).


73 It is true that comparison of figures on this point might easily prove misleading. Because the Czechs, like all Slavs, were ill-adapted to urban life and pursuits, various Kings of Bohemia invited Germans into the country, and protected their settlements by granting them urban charters which inter alia allowed them to live under their own law. An Alpine settlement of the same size and performing the same social function would probably have grown out of the native soil and neither needed nor claimed urban status. The same remark applies to most of the German-inhabited ‘Free Towns’ of Hungary, many of which were smaller in population than many Magyar conurbations which ranked only as ‘market centres’, as much as to the Bohemian. Another area in which there were a large number of ‘towns’ was East Galicia, but few of these would have been recognized as such by a Western traveller (see below, pp. 46–7).


74 It is true that the century before the invasion had already seen a big decline from the economic zenith of the fourteenth century.


75 Feigl, op. cit., p. 35, estimates that the population of Lower Austria probably remained approximately static from the fifteenth century to the middle of the eighteenth.


76 The history of the introduction of the potato into the Monarchy would furnish material for an epic. In Galicia the peasants refused so obstinately to grow their own crops, or to eat the new-fangled thing, that Joseph had to have them cultivated by soldiers, who then ‘carelessly’ left them unguarded at night. The peasants stole them, and thus acquired the taste. Francis had similar difficulties in Dalmatia.


77 Maria Theresa’s husband, however, was an excellent business man who, besides advising the Monarchy, accumulated a large personal fortune, on the later fate of which see below, p. 49.


78 See on this G. Otruba, Wirtschaftspolitik, passim. It is, as Otruba says and shows, astounding how attentive the Empress was to the smallest detail, and usually, how sensible.


79 Until Charles’s reign all Austrian tariffs had been low, and almost purely fiscal. Heavy duties had then been placed on a few specific articles, in the interests of his experiments, but there had still been no general rise in the level of tariffs.


80 At first Galicia had been exempted, in order to allow its trade with the west to continue. When, however, Prussia (in order to damage Danzig) placed a tariff on exports from the province, the concession became valueless, and was withdrawn.


81 In an alarming number of cases the State advanced money to a private individual, and was then forced in the end to take over the enterprise from him.


82 See Hoffman, op. cit., p. 283.


83 Riesbeck, Travels through Germany, English tr., 3 vols, 1787, I, 207.


84 Otruba, op. cit., p. 46.


85 Maria Theresa had herself founded several such establishments, including the famous Herend pottery works, still today (1968) in production.


86 Under this ancient Hungarian law, noble land was entailed in the family, and could be claimed on the owner’s death by his nearest relative in the male line, however remote the degree of kinship. On the complete extinction of the line, it passed to the Crown. The system was open to endless evasions, and in practice, land was bought and sold extensively, but a transaction was always in danger of being upset by the intervention of some distant cousin.


87 G. Berziviczy, De Commercio et Industria Hungariae (Löcse, 1797), p. 64.


88 The latest investigation of the statistics had calculated that in 1783–4 Hungary contained only 125 ‘factories’, 24 of them founded since 1781. Twelve of these were one-man enterprises (called ‘factories’ because they were exempt from guild restrictions); 62 employed less than 10 hands, 17, 10–29; 12, 20–49; 6, 50–99; and only 7, over 100. Far the largest was the spinnery of Sasvár, which employed 6,000 hands, nearly all of them outworkers (M. Futó, op. cit., p. 91).


89 ‘You can travel here for leagues’, wrote Damian, ‘without seeing a garden or a fruit tree.’


90 ‘No better’, wrote Damian, ‘than an ordinary peasant’s house in Austria, and sometimes


91 Under Leopold I the Court spent 50,000 fl. a year on buying precious stones, and the Court operas, ballets and feasts cost enormous sums, as they did under Charles (M.K.P. II. 231.)


92 The list of these can be found conveniently in Arneth, op. cit., vol. III, c. 3.


93 Otruba, op. cit., p. 21.


94 She presented Count Chotek with 300,000 fl. for a house, and Prince Khevenhüller with 250,000. Frh. von Bartenstein got 100,000 fl.; Count Uhlfeld had debts amounting to over 100,000 fl. paid; etc.


95 This amounted to 22 million fl. in cash, besides estates in Bohemia, Hungary, Silesia, etc.


96 Some notes of a different series had been issued earlier, but all these had been called in safely.


97 A ‘honoratior’ was officially defined in the censuses of the 1780s as ‘any non-noble in the State services, regular employees of municipal councils, also all persons who, in virtue of the knowledge and learning acquired by them, exercise, under the public protection and toleration of the Landesfürst, callings serving the public (officia publica), such as doctors of medicine and law, procurators, notaries, etc.; also the superior employees of private persons (head bailiffs, head foresters, etc.).’ The title was in practice generally conceded to any graduate in law, medicine or philosophy, and to any non-noble member of a profession. It carried with it personal freedom and exemption from military service, but none of the political rights or social prerogatives of nobility.


98 The scion of a well-to-do noble family often escaped the earlier stages of his service by the simple device of renouncing the salary, when he was not required to perform the duties. He was then quickly promoted as a ‘supernumerary’ until he reached a grade appropriate to his social standing, when he exchanged his supernumerary rank for a substantive one.


99 In Hungary, admission to Holy Orders in the Catholic (Roman or Greek) Church carried with it the rank of common nobility.


100 For the distinction, see below, p. 62. Strictly, all categories of land were taxed at the same rate, 18.45%., but the noble was allowed to deduct expenses (labour, seed, etc.) while the peasant had to pay on his gross yield.


101 Charles VI’s Court numbered no less than 40,000 persons. This figure includes servants, but also a vast number of titular office-holders. Under Maria Theresa there were 1,500 Court Chamberlains. Many of these were, indeed, unsalaried and had even paid for the title. The sale of offices, ranks and titles was a considerable source of revenue to both Maria Theresa and Joseph II.


102 Twenty-one families (15 of them bearing the title of Prince and 6 that of Count) might even marry into the Imperial family without the union’s ranking as morganatic. These were families which had formerly been reichsständisch, although now mediatized.


103 The colonization of South Hungary with free peasants was the chief apparent exception, and it was only apparent, for here the title-deeds had disappeared so completely that the land was really masterless. The considerations behind the settlement were in any case military.


104 The entail could also be in majorat, when the estate was inherited by the eldest male among those of the same degree of kinship to the creator of the entail, or in seniorat, when it went to the eldest living male of the blood, regardless of the degree of kinship. The holder had only a life interest. He could borrow on the estate up to one-third of its value, but had to amortize the loan at five per cent annually. Creditors could not seize the land for debt. The holder could exchange land, lease the property, or even exchange into other forms of capital (which then remained entailed), but for this he had to have the permission of all known possible heirs, and of the Court.


105 Agoston, A magyar világi nagybirtok története (Bp. 1913, p. 209), cit. E. Szabó, op. cit., p. 38.


106 The Prince-Archbishop of Olmütz had to show his sixty-four quarterings. The Cardinal-Primates of Hungary were, at this time, almost always members of the very highest Hungarian families. It was practically unknown for a titled nobleman to be a parish priest; he passed straight to a bishopric or prelacy via some fashionable monastery.


107 Except the special cases, noted elsewhere, of the Greek Orthodox Serbs and Roumanians.


108 The Hungarian freemen who in the thirteenth century had taken the appellation of ‘nobles’ had always jealously maintained the principle that every noble was equal in status to every other. In 1351 Louis the Great had confirmed that all the nobles of Hungary enjoyed una atque eadem libertas. The innovations (hereditary titles, division of the Diet into two ‘tables’, etc.) later introduced by the Habsburgs had conferred on the magnates a higher status than that enjoyed by the rest of the nobles, but left all those who were not magnates undifferentiated. Certain documents confined some privileges or duties to ‘leading men’, ‘men of substance’, etc., but without ever defining those terms; in any case the status conferred by them was not hereditary.


109 In 1374 Louis, who at that time was doubling the Crowns of Hungary and Poland, issued the ‘Privilege of Kassa’, under which he conferred on the nobles of Poland the same rights as the Hungarians’. The Poles maintained their equality more completely even than the Hungarians, for Polish constitutional law did not legally recognize titles at all, and although here too the Sejm divided ultimately into an Upper and a Lower House, the former, the Senate, was exclusively composed technically of the holders of certain offices, for which any Polish noble was eligible.


110 According to Feigl, op. cit., p. 10, there were in 1848 2,645 exercisers of manorial rights in Lower Austria.


111 The total number of ‘nobles’ (men, women and children) counted in Galicia was 95,000, three-quarters of the number in all the Western Lands together.


112 In some areas small nobles were allowed to lease rustical holdings, against a rent.


113 Even then, the votes were seldom ascertained by counting of heads. One practice was for the supporters of each candidate to retire behind a screen and to shout his name, the loudest shout being judged the winner. For a highly entertaining description of a Hungarian election, see Eötvös’s famous novel, The Village Notary.


114 Their discretion in this respect was, however, not unlimited. The Landesfürst not infrequently ordered a Council to admit an applicant, or even, any person belonging to a certain occupational category.


115 The Hungarian Diet of 1687 petitioned Leopold I that ‘since in consequence of the recovery of Hungary’ (i.e., from the Turks) ‘the number of Royal Free Boroughs, etc., had so increased that this Fourth Estate not only equalled but perhaps exceeded the others’, he should not, unless in exceptional cases, grant any more charters.


116 The native burghers had not as a rule the necessary capital to found considerable enterprises. Sometimes a foreign expert was invited into the country for the purpose, when, if successful, he was often ennobled. Another factor telling against the towns was the preference (on social grounds) of the authorities for siting factories in country districts, where the population was thought to be less liable to moral infection.


117 See below, p. 110 ff.


118 Rectors of Universities always sat on the first Bench of the Estates of their Lands. The Rector Magnificus of Prague University and the heads of the two non-theological faculties were entitled to buy landtäflich estates. The Rector of Vienna University enjoyed the unique privilege of being entitled to demand audience of the Emperor whenever he wished; he was not even required to give advance notice of his visit.


119 Endres, op. cit., p. 68 describes the life of a village teacher in the Vormärz, when it was certainly not more uncomfortable than fifty years before. He was teacher, verger and organist (ability to play the organ was actually one of the requirements for the post, and the organ was taught in the Normalschule). He also had to shave the priest on Sunday morning. The average stipend of a full elementary schoolmaster was 130 fl. a year; of an assistant, 70 fl. At this time a town magistrate was receiving 300 fl., his assistant, 150, and a servant, 50.


120 The censuses of the 1770s give only about 20,000 ‘Beamte et honoratiores’ for the entire Monarchy, a figure which leaves little enough for the professions when one deducts the public and private employees. 4,750 of the 20,000 were in Austria (Lower and Upper) and about 3,200 in Bohemia. Carniola could show only 427, Croatia only 438, Transylvania, with its total population of 1,500,000, only 771.


121 The best known of these are the Transylvanian Saxons, who had been assured their freedom as early as 1224. Most of the eighteenth-century colonists on neo-acquistica land were free. In 1842 about 70,000 heads of peasant families in Inner Hungary, or one in eight, were free.


122 These included the Szekels of Transylvania and the inhabitants of the Cuman-Jazyge Districts between the Danube and the Tisza, of the Hajdu towns, etc. Some of these had lost part of their freedom, but not all traces of it.


123 These included the class of ‘saltycze’, who, although not noble, were exempted from taxation in return for military service.


124 Some of the Hungarian communities were governed for the Crown by the Palatine or a special officer designated by him.


125 See below, p. 127.


126 Common lands partook in some sense of the qualities of both categories, their benefits being enjoyed both by the lord and the peasants.


127 The service did not have to be taken out in field labour: it could take the form of carting, etc., for building, or even of industrial work: the textile enterprises founded by many Bohemian landowners got most of their material from their peasants, who took out their service by spinning or weaving in their homes.


128 From the Slavonic word robota=work.


129 The propinatio, as this right was known in Galicia, was, owing to the Galician peasants’ extreme addiction to strong liquor (see below, p. 96), actually the most lucrative of all the landlords’ rights there. When an estate was to be sold, the first question asked by the prospective buyer was ‘cos czyni arenda?’ (how much does the sale of liquor bring in?). Here the right of keeping the tavern was almost always leased to a Jew. In other Lands the right was less important, and in Lower Austria distilling was forbidden altogether.


130 In wine-growing districts peasant vintners were also allowed to retail their own wine, but each family only for a certain number of weeks, during which a bush was put up over the door. One complaint made by the vintners of one Hungarian village was that the lord’s wine was so good that their fellow-villagers preferred to drink it even when alternatives were available. More often, indeed, the complaint was that the landlord’s wine was inferior.


131 These rights, again, had fallen into desuetude in many of the German-Austrian Lands.


132 In Bohemia, for example, the land tax had increased by twenty-nine per cent in the last years of the seventeenth century while the robot had remained unaltered (Kerner, p. 240). When Maria Theresa was arguing over her Robot Patent for Bohemia, the Estates repeatedly made the point that it was the State’s exactions that were at the root of the trouble. The Hungarian Estates argued the same case.


133 The series, nearly all of which constituted revisions of earlier enactments, began in the Hungarian Lands, where they were known as urbaria. The first of all, for the three Slavonian Counties, was issued in 1756, replacing an earlier enactment still, which had been issued in 1737, but had remained a dead letter. The urbarium for Inner Hungary was issued in 1767, by Rescript, the Diet having refused to collaborate in producing a Law. The Hungarians therefore regarded it as not possessing legal validity, but perforce obeyed its provisions. At that time Maria Theresa seems to have thought that it was only in Hungary that conditions were bad enough to call for her intervention, but in 1769 the peasants in Silesia struck against the robot. She set up a Commission of inquiry, and then instituted similar inquiries in Bohemia and Moravia. These revealed that conditions, at least in Bohemia, were no better than in Hungary. The Robot Patent for Silesia was issued in 1771, and Patents for Lower and Upper Austria in 1772. That for Bohemia followed in 1775 (extended to Moravia in the same year). Styria and Carinthia got their Patents in 1778, Croatia and the Bánát in 1780, Carniola in 1782. No urbarium was issued for Transylvania, where the authorities did not get down to making a survey, but regulations limiting the robot were issued in 1747 and 1768. No Patent was thought necessary for the Tirol or the Littoral, where robot was practically non-existent, nor for the Netherlands or Milan-Mantua. A provisional Patent was issued for Galicia in 1775, in advance of the survey, and confirmed in 1786, but this was left incomplete as regards its most important provisions, and the gaps were, in fact, never filled in.


134 No surveys were carried out in Transylvania or Galicia, where the distinction continued to rest on local usage.


135 The converse process was legal, and cases of it were not unknown, although a landlord not wishing to farm his demesne land directly more often preferred to lease it under one of the systems described below.


136 A full holding was originally supposed to constitute the area on which a peasant could support himself and his family, while fulfilling his obligations. It varied slightly, in accordance with local custom, in each Land, and even locally inside a Land. In the West it was usually of the order of 22 yokes of arable plus 6 of ley (later, the criterion of size was replaced by that of the amount of land tax for which it was assessed). In Hungary it ranged from 16 hold (=yokes) arable plus 6 of ley for good land near the Austrian frontier to 38 plus 16–22 for poor land on the Tisza. Each holding also contained one yoke for house, outbuildings, garden, etc.


137 The same figures were imposed at the time in the adjacent Salzburg and Passau. It is interesting for the development of the problem that when the Interim Relatio was issued, fourteen days constituted an aggravation of the peasants’ obligations.


138 This did not mean that the Bukovinian peasants were well situated. An inquiry undertaken into their conditions in 1804 showed that the landlords there found devices to reduce them to an exceptional state of servitude. See Meynert, Kaiser Franz I, pp. 321 ff.


139 Leopold’s language in publishing this Patent is extraordinarily similar to that used by the Hungarian Diet of 1514. It is remarkable how seldom attention is drawn to this correspondence.


140 It is fair to point out that the robot attached to the land and not the person (beyond the cottager’s due). Thus a Vollbauer with three sons (or farm-hands) and eight yokes of oxen would still have seventy-five per cent of his labour force available for himself even on his robot days.


141 The figures for the Austrian Lands of the robot redeemed after 1848 are given in L.U.F., I. 70. The days of hand robot redeemed were (in round figures, thousands): Galicia-Bukovina, 16·5; Bohemia, 7; Lower Austria, 6·2; Moravia, 5·25; Silesia, Styria, Carniola, 1 each; Carinthia, 0·15; Upper Austria, 0·1; the remainder, insignificant. The figures for haulage robot show approximately the same proportions.


142 These are treated together here, for while the distinction between them became important after 1848, when those falling under the former heading were remitted altogether, while those under the latter had, outside Hungary and Galicia, to be ‘redeemed’, before that date it was, for the peasant, one without a difference. They had, indeed, become so mutually entangled that it sometimes took the Commissioners months or years to sort them into their proper categories.


143 Thus in Hungary a peasant was bound to pay a ‘moderate and equitable’ contribution towards his lord’s ransom if he was taken in battle. This was a paper obligation, but one village in Bohemia still had to pay a levy for the maintenance of the seigneural wolfhounds, although wolves had long since been exterminated from the neighbourhood. It has been said that in Moravia, as late as 1848, 248 kinds of dues were being exacted (not all, of course, from the same holding), and in Carniola there were 71 possible dues in money and 52 in kind, including levies on fish, crayfish, martens, walnuts and chestnuts.


144 To be distinguished from the Church tithe. It was not always exacted, and in some parts of Austria had become a marketable attachment to the land, and was sometimes bought by a working peasant on retirement to provide himself with a sort of pension. In Hungary it was called the ‘none’, the term ‘tenth’ having been appropriated by the Church. It had first been imposed there in 1351, when it had been supposed to constitute the peasant’s entire obligations towards his lord, but had been retained when other dues were added. Crops grown on the peasant’s ‘home acre’ were not subject to the tithe, and others could be exempted. Thus when the Government was trying to popularize the cultivation of maize in Austria, it declared it tithe-free (with very successful results).


145 In some places he was under a specific obligation to provide treatment for his peasants if they were bitten by dogs, or contracted venereal disease.


146 See below, p. 69.


147 The 1848 redemption figures show no dues in kind at all for Lower Austria, the editors noting that they were nearly all commuted and were thus entered under the cash payments.


148 See also below, p. 160, n. 2.


149 Not counting, that is, the special form of tenure in the Italian-speaking areas, which was terminable only for repeated failures to pay the rent.


150 This appears to have been a very old right: Grünberg (Bauernbefreiung I. 254) writes that it had ‘always existed’ in Bohemia. I cannot trace its beginnings.


151 It was usual for a peasant to retire on reaching the limit of his working days. He then arranged with his successor for a sort of pension.


152 If he was under age when his father died, the widow or a guardian appointed by the lord looked after the farm during his minority.


153 Grünberg I. 311.


154 A patent for Bohemia was issued on 25 January 1770, and was followed by others, for Moravia, Silesia and Carniola. Only a few hundred peasants bought in their holdings in consequence of them, and these were nearly all men of German stock; the authorities in Silesia complained that the Poles refused to buy in, out of ‘laziness’. F. Beidtel (I. 172) gives, indeed, a very different picture: he writes that during the next twenty years the peasants in the Bohemian Lands bought in their holdings so largely that by 1810 it was the exception to find one of the old type. I have been unable to find statistics on the point.


155 In Hungary, in particular, the village towns leased for cash large areas of dominical land from neighbouring landlords, then sub-letting them in smallholdings, again for cash rents, to their civites. The technical status of these was ‘free lease-holders’.


156 Most Alpine communes, however, contained considerable tracts of communally owned forest land, and many of them extensive Alpine pastures for summer grazing, which were either communally owned, or, if belonging to the lord, subject only to an almost nominal fee.


157 See below, p. 130.


158 Technically speaking, only the cultivator of a quarter holding or upwards in Austria, or an eighth or upwards in Hungary (the eighth-holders in Hungary are said to have insisted on the rank out of reasons of pride) ranked as a ‘peasant’ (Bauer, jobbágy); those holding smaller parcels of land, or cottages only, or not even so much, were known by a variety of names: Keuschler, Haüsler, Innmänner, etc.; in Hungary, házas (housed) or házatlan (houseless) zsellers. The distinction was important from the recruiting sergeant’s point of view, for a ‘peasant’ and his heir at law was exempt from military service, to which a dwarf-holder or landless man was subject.


159 Under the instructions for Joseph II’s census in Hungary (and these seem to have followed the normal rule) the term zseller was made to cover:


every married man, whatever his occupation, not entered as priest, noble, official, etc.,


burgher, peasant or heir at law of a burgher or peasant,


every widower with children,


all smaller employees of private persons,


regular workers in mines, salt-mines, shipping, road construction, felling and rafting of timber,


all males aged over forty or persons physically incapacitated for military service,


the sons of non-noble ‘honoratiores’ and of Protestant and Orthodox clergy.


160 So in the Viertel unter dem Wienerwald, east of Vienna, 86·4% of the arable land and 95·6% of the vineyards were rustical. The total proportion of rustical land was only 63·4%, but this was because 59·9% of the forests and 32·2% of the rough grazing were dominical.


In the two Austrias together, 79·8% of the arable land, 68·7% of the leys, 63·3% of the rough grazing and 20·4% of the forests were rustical.


161 See Damian, op. cit., p. 75. Damian, working on 1792 figures, gives the total area of Bohemia at 7,769,601 yokes, of which 3,208,401 were dominical and 4,547,726 rustical. The figures for arable land alone were 3,608,205 total, 814,571 dominical and 2,793,633 rustical; for forests, 2,310,026 – 1,772,757 and 537,263.


162 Brawer, op. cit., p. 59.


163 Acsády, op. cit., pp. 389–90.


164 According to I. Szabó, op. cit., p. 14, the arable land in peasant hands in Hungary in 1828 covered 5,020,675 hold and the allodial, 9,832,051. A figure for 1842 gives 69·5% of all cultivable land as allodial, but this included forests, etc.


165 An inquiry held in Hungary in 1803 showed 762,593 non-noble ‘houses’ on rustical land and 494,402 on dominical.


166 In Austria it was illegal for a peasant to hold more than one holding in villein tenure. He could, however, lease additional land. In Upper Austria it was not rare to find a peasant farming 200 yokes. In Hungary there was no legal bar, and there were cases in South Hungary of a peasant’s holding up to six sessions.


167 Grünberg, Bauernbefreiung, I. 52.


168 Brawer, p. 23.


169 Schwartner, Statistik, I. p. 204.


170 The figures for heads of families were 555,000 and 1,596,810.


171 The figures for Moravia gave 19,426 Gärtner, 71,086 Haüsler and 14,677 Ausgedingshaüsler, of whom only the last were entirely dependent on their labour.


172 I have found only one case (and that in the Vorlande) where Maria Theresa recommended the establishment of industries on the specific ground that the population was too dense to support itself by agriculture only. Far oftener it proved impossible to industrialize because man-power was short, even for agriculture.


173 Kerner, p. 278.


174 See below, p. 270, n. 1.


175 The great State woollens factory in Linz also operated exclusively with home-work.


176 On these see Otruba, Wirtschaftspolitik, p. 182. His are almost the only pages on the subject known to me. Most writers tell us that Joseph II was the first ruler to introduce any protective legislation – even Brügel entirely ignores Maria Theresa’s activities in this field. But while Joseph’s enactments were far more extensive than his mother’s, hers were by no means negligible.


177 A few remnants of Romantsch or Ladin populations still survived in some valleys of the Tirol and Vorarlberg. The later Austrian censuses, which are based on language, count Ladin in with Italian, but the political historian should not follow this example, for most of the Ladins remained to the last kaisertreu: only a minority associated themselves politically with the Italians.


178 South Styria also contained one island of German peasant population, in and around Göttschee, and Carniola, a few Croats, whose ancestors had taken refuge there from the Turks.


179 Mainly Croats.


180 Some German writers prefer to call the Italianate population of Gorizia-Gradisca ‘Friulian’ and there were indeed dialectal and other differences, still recognizable today, between the languages of these peoples and those of the Po valley. For all practical purposes, however, they may be counted as Italians.


181 This figure includes the populations of the Sees of Trent and Brixen, which in 1780 did not, strictly speaking, belong to Austria.


182 Ladins.


183 This term glosses over another controversy on which the present writer does not feel himself competent to take sides. While most Czech writers maintain that the Slavonic inhabitants of Bohemia-Moravia and Northern Hungary originated as one people, which only later became differentiated into Czechs on the one hand and Slovaks on the other, the former including most of the Slavs of Moravia, most Slovaks claim that the Czechs and Slovaks were always distinct, although kindred, peoples. The Slovaks had, indeed, formed part of the ninth-century ‘Empire of Great Moravia’, but the centre of gravity of that formation, in spite of its name, had lain east of the March (Morava).


184 The ethnic origin of the Szekels is uncertain; they may have been of Turki stock. Within a century or so, however, their language was indubitably Magyar. Later they came to regard themselves, on the strength of a mistaken mediaeval Chronicle, as descendants of the Huns, and as the Magyars were at the time (again mistakenly) believed to be Huns, the Szekels looked on themselves as ethnically identical with the Magyars, but of older and purer lineage.


185 When the documentary history of Transylvania begins (which is not until the thirteenth century), the only people mentioned in the documents, outside the Magyars themselves and others whose arrival there can be traced, is that of the ‘Vlachs’. These ‘Vlachs’ are undoubtedly to be equated with the later Roumanians, but Hungarian and Roumanian scholars are not agreed whether they were descendants of the Roman settlers of the province of Dacia (or alternatively, of Romanized Dacians), who had survived the Dark Ages in their homes, or whether they were comparatively recent immigrants from the Balkans. In favour of the former view are the a priori probabilities, in favour of the latter, the fact that all the pre-Magyar place-names of Transylvania are Slav, except the names of four rivers, which are neither Dacian, nor Latin; and that the Roumanian language, while basically Latin, contains certain peculiarities which seem to indicate a formative period spent in the Western Balkans. If, however, the non-Magyar inhabitants of Transylvania in the Dark Ages were not Roumanian, they certainly Roumanized later, for no Slavs are recorded in Transylvania in historic times, except settlers whose provenance can be traced.


186 In reality, most of these ‘Saxons’ came from the Rhineland or Luxemburg.


187 Some Szekels were settled also on the Austrian frontier, but these soon lost their separate identity altogether.


188 ‘Ruthenus’ was originally simply a Latin form of the word ‘Russian’. Re-translated into other languages it then appeared as the special name for the persons of Russian descent living in Poland or Hungary. Meanwhile the centre of Russian national life had shifted north to Surdal and Moscow, whose peoples were recognizably distinct from the ‘Ruthenes’. The ethnic and linguistic cousins, and geographical neighbours, of the Ruthenes were the peoples now called Ukrainians.


189 This was for long the customary estimate. Later writers believe the figure to be an exaggeration, but many other, unrecorded, immigrations took place at about the same time, and the total of Orthodox immigrants was probably little, if at all, under 200,000.


190 The Sokci came from Dalmatia, the Bunyevci from Bosnia. They were Serbs by origin, but had been converted to Catholicism by Franciscan friars, who then led them into Hungary. They seem to have arrived in 1682. See Macartney, Hungary and her Successors, p. 382 and n.


191 These were generically known as ‘Swabians’, and Hungarian usage always distinguished rigidly between ‘Swabians’ and ‘Saxons’. Only the older-established burghers of the towns were known as ‘Germans’.


192 Some of these populations, especially those of the extreme north-west, may have been pre-Magyar.


193 Including about 5,000 Armenians.


194 When, in the ninth century AD, the Slavs who had established themselves in the Balkans a couple of centuries earlier accepted Christianity, they did so roughly along the line already dividing the Eastern and Western Churches. This line ran through Bosnia, whose inhabitants west of the line accepted Roman Catholicism, and those east of it, the Orthodox Church. Bosnia seems at the time to have been chiefly Croat – the heart of the mediaeval Kingdom of Croatia lay, indeed, in Western Bosnia. These remote valleys, however, afterwards became a stronghold of Bogomilism, which was so persecuted by the Catholic Church that on the arrival of the Turks, most of the Bogomils, with some others, to a total of perhaps a quarter of the then population, accepted Islam. Later Turkish Governments established more Moslem colonists in Bosnia, and the proportion of Serbs to Croats was further changed, to the advantage of the former, by immigration of Croats into Hungarian Croatia, or even further, and by immigration from the South of Serbs, through which the so-called Lika district, far in the North-West of Bosnia, became almost purely Serb. The figures given above are those given by Südland (p. 585) and accepted by Hantsch (Gesch., II. 568). R. W. Seton-Watson (Southern Slav Question) gives the Serbs and Moslems another 50,000 each.


195 This brief sketch will not take account of the three peoples of the Monarchy whose position was quite peculiar: the Jews, the gypsies and the Armenians.


196 Cf. the circumstance, mentioned elsewhere (p. 111, n. 5), that as late as 1770 there were no Slovene schools at all in Styria, because the only purpose for which a Slovene ever sent his son to school was to learn German.


197 Many of the 220,000 Italians listed above as inhabiting the South Tirol were politically only half in Austria up to the nineteenth century, being subjects of the medialized sees of Trent and Brixen. The independence of these sees from Habsburg rule was somewhat nominal, but sufficient to shield them against much interference from the lesser authorities. The administration of Trieste was purely Italian up to the eighteenth century.


198 It should, however, be emphasized that the fashionable picture of a ruling Magyar ‘race’ dominating a subject Roumanian ‘race’ is incorrect. The three ‘nations’ of Transylvania were the Hungarian nobles, the Szekels and the Saxons. A substantial number of men of Roumanian stock enjoyed Hungarian nobility, and conversely, the great majority of the Magyars were non-nobles. But it is true that the Roumanian nobles were nearly all small men of the sandalled noble class, qualified to vote in elections but seldom or never standing as candidates unless they sloughed their Roumanianism.


199 See below, p. 107.


200 It is true that from the day of his coronation Ferdinand was at war with that party of Hungarians who had elected Zápolya king, but he had no early ‘national’ difficulties with his own supporters.


201 Under his reign German did, however, largely replace Czech as the official language in Silesia, the Lusatias, and some German areas of Bohemia.


202 Only eight of the old great Czech families survived the change: the Czernins, Kinskys, Kolowrats, Lobkowitzes, Waldsteins, Schlicks, Sternbergs and Kaunitzes. That the names of three of the eight are German is due to the fact that the places from which they took their titles had German names.


203 See below, p. 113.


204 The following paragraphs do not apply to the Bánát or the Military Frontier, which, being under central administration, were being subjected to the same Germanization as the Western Lands.


205 When the Constitution was suspended in 1673, Hungary was placed under a Directorate with a Council composed half of Germans. The official languages were proclaimed to be Latin and German, and officials were required to know German and ‘Sclavonian’, but not Magyar. But tthes measures had to be revoked in 1681.


206 See above, p. 55.


207 Prince Rákóczi, leader of the great Hungarian rebellion (or national war) at the beginning of the eighteenth century, who had started his campaigns in North-Eastern Hungary, had conferred common nobility very freely on his adherents, who included many Ruthenes, and also Slovaks and Roumanians. In 1787 the largely Roumanian County of Máramaros contained the highest proportion of nobles (16·6%) in all Hungary.


208 Joseph II’s censuses did not record language, but Fényes, in his statistical work published in 1842, states that when he wrote, there were in Hungary-Croatia (excluding, that is, Transylvania and the Frontier), 544, 372 noble persons, of whom 464, 705 were linguistic Magyars, about 58,000 Slavs and 21,000 Germans and Roumanians. Quite 35,000 of the ‘Slavs’ must have been Croats, leaving the Magyars a majority of something like ninety per cent in Inner Hungary.


209 See below, p. 108.


210 This was due to a lucky fluke. North-Eastern Hungary provided the bulk of Rákóczi’s followers, whom he ennobled right and left. The Roumanians of Máramaros had accepted the Union just in time.


211 Known alternatively by either of these names (both of which mean ‘small’) or by the two in combination.


212 He had been consecrated Bishop in 1728, but was then still very young, and began officiating only in 1732.


213 Petru’s history, which was in the main an extract from Sinkay’s, was completed in 1815 but printed only (at Iasi) in 1851.


214 Once, however, in 1745, they were allowed to hold a ‘National Congress’.


215 The adjective is operative, for the Serbian trading communities further north (such existed in nearly all towns on the Danube, including Buda; the ‘national centre’ was in Szent Endre, a few miles north of Buda) lived in perfect amity with their Magyar and German neighbours.


216 It is all too common to accuse Austrian monarchs of applying the principle of ‘divide et impera’ when more often they were genuinely trying to unite incurably centrifugal peoples; but Kaunitz did write: ‘the more obvious and disquieting the intention’ (sc. of the Hungarians) ‘becomes apparent of making a vim unitam out of Hungary, Transylvania, and the Illyrian nation, the more advisable and necessary does the principle of divide et impera become.’


217 The officers in these regiments were Serb up to the rank of battalion commander inclusive: above that, they were drawn from the general professional pool, and thus were usually Germans.


218 Meynert, op. cit., pp. 321–2 writes that ‘hardly a single landowner’ in the Bukovina was not residing in Iaşi, where they had Court or administrative jobs. Prokopowitsch writes (op. cit., p. 36) that when the Bukovinian nobles were required, in 1779, to take the oath of loyalty to Austria, only twenty-one Boyars and 354 lesser nobles did so; all the rest preferred to emigrate.


219 More the latter; surnames, both in Dalmatia and in Venice itself, reveal that a surprisingly large number of ‘Venetian’ nobles came from Croat families. The Dalmatian towns themselves were far more Croat, even in speech, than is often realized.


220 Gypsies were regularly used by the Turks as hangmen at least up to the 1870s.


221 Op. cit. II. 44. According to Damian, Joseph II tried to extend these obligations to them, but the restoration of the Transylvanian Constitution in 1791 ‘gave them back their reluctantly renounced right to be degraded’.


222 Travels in Hungary, p. 12.


223 Id., p. 49. Damian has taken this from a little anonymous work entitled Ueber den National-charakter der in Siebenbürgen befindlichen Nationen (Vienna, 1792).


224 Op. cit., pp. 7–8.


225 As late as the 1930s, the Ruthenes south of the Carpathians could not be induced to give their houses chimneys, because they took the noise of the wind howling in them for the voice of a malignant ghost.


226 Damian II. 27.


227 Brawer, op. cit., p. 43. According to him, the records of the Lemberg Gubernium contain no complaints by peasants against the Jews, whom, on the contrary, they regarded as their allies and advisers against the landlords. For the propinatio, see above, p. 63, n. 3.


228 Risbeck, op. cit., II. 241.


229 Russell, op. cit., II. 187.


230 Travels in Hungary, p. 116.


231 Id., p. 355.


232 Hain, I. 189.


233 See below, p. 497.


234 Id., p. 300.


235 Id., II. 16.


236 Joseph II afterwards greatly strengthened the German element in Galicia, the Bukovina and Hungary.


237 In this connection we may draw attention to the fallacies and exaggerations in the claim made by some Germans that their ancestors had carried out a mission for which the world should thank them in civilizing the barbarous peoples round them, and had exhausted themselves in doing so. There is much truth in the first half of this claim: the work of the German missionaries (in the early days) and of German burghers and peasant colonists, down to the nineteenth century, bears witness to it. But it was rather the non-Germans who ‘exhausted’ themselves, in ceding to the upper stratum of the Monarchy their own more progressive and ambitious elements, who thereafter figured on the roll of honour of ‘German’ culture.


238 That is, leaving out the Vorlande, the Netherlands and Lombardy-Venetia (which was also homogeneous), but including, for convenience’ sake, Salzburg and Dalmatia.


239 Vienna was always a great cosmopolitan city, and as it grew in the nineteenth century, it received many non-German immigrants from all parts of the Monarchy of which it was the capital, but these were generally irrelevant from the point of view of the national struggle. Only the Czechs were numerous enough to make their presence felt, and they could not constitute any genuine national problem. When Czechs tried to magnify, or Germans to minimize, the importance of this honest army of tailors, cobblers and maidservants, both were doing so with an eye on Bohemia, or on the Gesammtmonarchie.


240 It is true that the south-eastern corner of Moravia contained some Slovaks. The family of President Masaryk was among these.


241 See below, p. 113.


242 This was secured under the Treaty of Kutna Hora, 1485.


243 The concession here applied to nobles and their peasants.


244 It should be said that this draconic provision was partly prompted by political considerations, for Frederick of Prussia was trying to stir up Protestantism in Bohemia and use its adherents as his agents.


245 In Salzburg, which was then not part of the Monarchy, twenty per cent of the population was driven out of the country. Most of the expellees went to Prussia, a few to Russia, whence their descendants moved later to Canada. Later in her life, Maria Theresa grew more tolerant and ordered ‘little tolerance, but no spirit of persecution’ when, in 1778, 10,000 Moravians in the Kreis of Hradcin reverted to Hussitism, although even then, she was prevented only by Joseph’s opposition from having obstinate heretics pressed into the Army, if male, or sent to prison, if female, and finally transported to Transylvania. For all her devout Catholicism, she never boggled at employing Protestants, and even Jews, in special positions when she thought it conducive to the interests of the State. Protestant officers were admitted freely into the Army, numerous individual Protestants were licensed to practise trades or establish manufactures, and after 1778 Protestants were even promoted to Doctorates at the University of Vienna.


246 This had been the rule in the Hereditary Lands since the inception of Estates in them. In Bohemia and Moravia the Prelates had been deposed from this position in the fifteenth century, but restored to it under Ferdinand’s Vernewerte Landesordnung.


247 According to M.K.P., II. 320, the Monarchy in 1770 contained 2,163 monastic Houses (114 in Lower Austria alone) with 45,000 monks or nuns. Many of the Houses were extremely small.


248 Mitranov op. cit., p. 691.


249 The Hungarian Church had throughout the ages prudently reserved its right to appoint titular bishops in sees in certain areas, such as Bosnia, which had been under its authority at one or another period in the Middle Ages.


250 After certain preliminaries, this had been established between the Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists and Unitarians in 1572.


251 The Treaties of Vienna (1606) and Nikolsburg (1621) had guaranteed equal rights to Catholics and Protestants but this had applied only to nobles, whose right to impose their own religion on their ‘subjects’ was assumed. The Treaty of Linz (1645) had extended freedom of religion to ‘subjects’.


252 There are no exact figures, since the census of the time did not count the religions of Transylvania, but the Saxons, who then numbered about 135,000, were all Lutherans (to be a Saxon was to be a Lutheran, and vice-versa), and of the 400,000 or so Magyars, probably some 350,000 were Calvinists and 50,000 Unitarians.


253 Union normally meant that the Uniates accepted the following four points of principle: the supreme authority of the Pope, the existence of purgatory, the use of unleavened bread for the Sacrament and the dogma that the Holy Ghost proceeds also from the Son. In return, they were allowed to retain their own ritual with certain other concessions (e.g. their lower priests might marry) and were admitted to the full civic and political rights enjoyed by members of the Roman Catholic Church.


254 This is a very summary description of an exceedingly complex process, which had begun much before 1596 and was not finally completed until long after that date.


255 From Styria in 1496; from Carinthia and Carniola in 1513; from the Tirol in 1518; from Upper Austria in 1596.


256 In 1670.


257 The census of 1776 (for Galicia only) gave nearly 150,000; that of 1785, which included the Bukovina, over 210,000.


258 This brought in substantial sums; in Hungary alone, 20,000 fl. in 1749, rising to 80,000 fl. in 1788.


259 The Prague Jews had welcomed the invading armies of Bavaria and Prussia.


260 ‘The Jews of Cracow’, wrote Russell in the 1820s, ‘are sunk still lower than the peasants in uncleanliness and misery, and appear to be less sensible to it’ (op. cit., I. 210).


261 Another phase in this rivalry, now almost closed, had been the struggle between the temporal and spiritual power for actual authority. In the earliest days the German kings and emperors had granted ‘immediate’ status almost as freely to the great missionary sees, as to Dukes and Margraves. After themselves achieving immediacy, the Babenbergs and Habsburgs had gradually brought most of the local Church lands under their own jurisdiction, until in 1780, in the Alpine Lands, only the Prince-Archbishop of Salzburg and, in a more qualified sense, the Bishops of Trent and Brixen, were exempt from it.


262 In 1723 the Jesuits had not enough money to maintain a Chair of history in Graz, let alone a medical or theological faculty.


263 In 1865, when the Churches in Hungary had already parted with much land, the Catholic Church still owned 2½ million hold; the Protestants, only 28,900.


264 For higher education Protestants had to go to foreign universities. For a time they were forbidden to do so.


265 Most noble families who could afford to do so kept private tutors for their sons.


266 In all the Slovene parts of Styria, there was not one single village school. A Commission reported in 1752 that the only reason why the parents of a Slovene child ever wanted him to receive schooling was that he should learn German, and in that case they sent him to a German school. Otherwise, ‘no children were sent to school, so no schools were needed’ (Pirchegger, Steiermark, II. 360). Even in the German parts many communes were without schools.


267 Sonnenfels is one of the curiosities of Austrian, and indeed of all, history. The son of a Moravian Rabbi who adopted Christianity, he had an extraordinary early career which included some years of service as a private soldier in a regular regiment, then took up teaching and became Professor and Hofrat. He had a great influence over Maria Theresa, and was largely responsible for her Penal Code. Joseph II liked him less, and Francis ended by losing patience with him. His central ideas are contained in his Grundsätze der Polizeiwissenschaft, first issued in 1765, which was used as a textbook in Austria up to 1848. The most recent addition to the voluminous literature on this unpleasant but interesting character is an essay in A. Kann’s Study in Austrian Intellectual History (1960).


268 There had previously been no State censorship in Austria, but as a Catholic State, Austria had admitted the control of the Holy See over the printed word. In 1753 Maria Theresa established a Committee of Censors, composed half of ecclesiastics and half of laymen, whose imprimatur was necessary before any work, religious or other, could appear.


269 The instruction for the Military Frontier schools declared the measure necessary, to enable the boys to acquire the linguistic equipment to become officers and N.C.O.s ‘without losing their time over the less necessary instructions in reading and writing in Illyrian’. To keep up ‘Illyrian’ schools as well as German was ‘an unjustified burden, oppressive to the military communes’.


270 Ratio Educationis, para. 102, De Singulari linguae Germanicae utilitate.


271 Ficker, Bericht über oe. Unterrichtswesen (Vienna, 1873), I. 18.


272 There were in Hungary in 1772 one University, with 42 teachers, 5 Roman Catholic seminaries, with 61 teachers, 58 Roman Catholic gymnasia, with 340 teachers, 51 grammar schools, with 329 teachers and 2,664 Roman Catholic elementary teachers. The Lutheran teachers numbered 629, the Calvinist, 1,600, the Greek Catholic, 40, the Greek Orthodox, 301.


273 Ficker, II. 560. Joseph II wrote (with a touch of exasperation) that the Serbs and Dalmatians of the Monarchy had no schools at all, and that not one in thousands could read or write even in their own language.


274 I.e., members of the Greek Orthodox Church. The Empress was not speaking in ethnographic terms.
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