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Introduction

Class-based segregated residential or social areasgarded by many as a product of
industrialisation appearing in the second halhef nineteenth centutyContemporary
observers, like Friedrich Engels, observed theeggdion process in Manchester in the 1840s
and rapidly concluded that social areas were amaidable outcome of industrial capitalism.
The timing and causes of this process have beeat@tand some studies even show that the
formation of segregated living areas began at ahntater date, they claim the first decades of
the twentieth centuryln 1925 Ernest W. Burgess introduced the modéh@imodern town

as five concentric circles. Each zone had distnoperties with respect to production, social
and ethnic groups and residential patterns. Thisc&)o-model’ became the key to
understanding the relationship between social gr@ama urban form.

Since the introduction of Burgess’ model, the pradistrial (or pre-modern) town has
often been contrasted with the modern city. Whikemodern industrial city developed a high
degree of socially homogeneous areas (for exangae gast — wealthy west), the pre-
industrial town is looked upon as ‘mixed’, socidilgterogeneous. This conclusion comes
partly from the explanation itself, industrial cighism created social areas. Secondly because
there is a lack of evidence, few contemporary contaters in the early nineteenth century
describe residential patterns. This may imply thast of the diverse strata of the urban
population were interspersed with one anofher.

An instant reaction to the view of the early modtnwn as socially ‘well’ mixed, is
that this view could well be analogous to ‘the gifaanily of Western nostalgia’. This paper
will discuss the possibility of the existence ddidential patterns in the early modern town by
combining space and social structure, more precksehnalysing the social and spatial
characteristics of the households in pre-indusBelgen (Norway). To what degree can an
early modern town be characterised as ‘sociallgrogienic’? Is it possible that the pre-
industrial town also had social areas, but of gedgiht kind than in the industrial city? And if
so, how can we explain these patterns? Whilenobtgossible to address all these questions
in full length, they do indicate the problems dedth in this paper. As the title of the paper
indicates, part of the study is based on an exammaf household types and residential
patterns.

As stated above, many industrial cities developelgar social segregation. The upper
and upper-middle classes resided in the open wisb§the city, while the working class
lived in the east side, crowded, polluted and inotes degrees of slum. The typical example
in Norway of this type of socially divided town@slo (or rather Christiania/Kristiania)
which developed an east side and west side frof880s> The west side was that part of
Oslo west of the Kings Castle; the east side exgadueast of the river Akerselva where rapid
industrial development also took place (mills, faes, shipyards).

There is also a clear understanding that the mhesimial towns of Norway did not
have a clear social-spatial segregation. The ugpsses of the pre-industrial era did not mind
having lower social classes in the close vicinlityvas indeed both necessary and preferred

L H. Carter 1983, pp. 189-190. For Norway: K. KjéduHi, et al. 1995, p. 153-155.

2D. Ward 1980, pp. 133-134 and note [2]. The osbimorks of Engels aréhe Condition of the Working Class
in EnglandandEngels, Manchester and the Working Class.

®D. Ward 1975, D. Ward 1980, H. Carter 1983. Foremeferences see the list of work in H. Carter31$.
203-204

“D. Ward 1980, p. 135.

® K. Kjeldstadli, et al. 1995, p. 85-96, p. 149-158.
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because one needed to have the workers and secl@sesoy, both for paternalistic control
and the need for the hands twenty-four hours asksen days a weéKThis type of social
organisation is not only typical of Norway but @ihd in St. Petersburg in the eighteenth
century where Bater’s study showed that in a fieeey building the upper and middle
classes lived in the second, third and fourth fledrile the lower classes lived in the cellar
and in the fifth floor (attic).However, it is claimed that the upper classe$efire-industrial
era had some affinity for the centre of towns,thetmain characteristic was social
heterogeneity.

Contrary to this opinion Gideon Sjoberg has puiveid a different general model of
the pre-industrial towfl According to Sjoberg the pre-industrial towns aisal social spatial
arrangements. The social-political elite residednd dominated the centre of the town (the
symbolic centre, not necessary the physical centfegreas the area towards the town wall
and the outskirts of the town was dominated by loslesses and social outcasts. In Sjoberg’s
model the social strata can be found in concenirates with the upper classes of the society
at the centre and the lower classes in the penpler example of this type of social strata-
spatial organisation is found in Newcastle in teeesteenth centurySo the crucial question
is residential homogeneity or heterogeneity.

Bergen and Norway

This paper will discuss the problem of social suoe and residential patterns by using
empirical data from Bergen in Norway. In the seeenth century Bergen had the largest
urban population in Norway and second only to Cbpegen, the capital of Denmark-
Norway. The kingdom Norway had been part of Scasdan unions since the fourteenth
century and in 1536, by the infamous election @rast the Danish king Christian lll,
Norway formally became a part of Denmark and ce&sé@ a kingdom. This union with
Denmark existed until 1814. The population figuné8ergen about 1650 are heavily
debated, but a population of between 12,000 ar@D05s reasonable and with this
population Bergen can in the early seventeenthucgibie characterised as a middle-to-large
European town. One of the main reasons for the itapbeconomic and political position of
Bergen was the Hanseatic Office at Bryggen in Bergih close ties to Libeck, Hamburg
and Bremen. The Hanseatic Office in Bergen wasdas 1756.

The social structure of pre-industrial Norway

The social structure of early modern Norway haslwbated for nearly 100 yedfsThe
Marxist inspired historians of the first half oktimineteenth century viewed Nordic society as
a two-class society. According to these historituesclass-struggle was between the
(Norwegian) peasants on the one side against teegyfo(Danish) borembetsmen(State
officials) andbyborgaraneg(literally town citizens, that is merchants). Sartbe World War |l
the early modern or pre-1850 society has been tebpenost historians as an ‘Estate
Society’ Standssamfunrt* However, the main interest and focus has not Hezearly

® K. Kjeldstadli, et al. 1995, p. 153-155.

"H. Carter 1983, p. 175-176.

8 G. Sjoberg 1960, p. 91-103. H. Carter 1983, p. 171

°H. Carter 1983, p. 173.

19R. Torstendahl 2000, p. 10-23, O. Dahl 1970, @-265, O. Dahl 1990, p. 318-320.

! The Dissolution of the Estate Society was the rti@@me of the Nordiske historikermgte (Nordic Higtos
Conference) in Abo in 1954, cf. J. Torbacke 2005 7% The Norwegian historian Ingrid Semmingseripgr at
this conference, Knut Myklan’s monography on Trogidiin 1955 and Ottar Dahl’s theoretical article in
Historisk Tidsskrift also in 1955 were the majontributions to the Estate Society model |. Semmsémgl1954.
K. Mykland 1955 and O. Dahl 1955.
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modern society itself, but its dissolution and éneergence of a class society: ‘From Estate
Society to Class Society’ is a familiar theme temgwndergraduate student of Norwegian
nineteenth century social histod.

The German and also Norwegian wstdndwas used by Max Weber, and in
sociology the concepttandwas (mis)translated by Talcott Parsons into Engshstatus’
and ‘status groups® The Nordic historian’s concept and usestandis similar to Max
Weber’s. The correct translation $fandis estate or class when used in a more abstract
sense:! But in German and Norwegian, and by Welktasse(class)andstandare not the
sameKIlasseis used by many historians to denote social graufise industrial society
where mainly economic factors define a class, wasstnddenotes social groups by legal,
cultural and economic factors. And a few has fotdviE. P. Thompson and want to
understand class a historical phenomena, not gargté®

There are several problems with using the Estatée§oas a model in Norway. The
first problem is the nobility. The Norwegian notylivere few, almost non-existent, after the
Black Death and due to marriage-policy lost theationality’. Secondly the remaining
‘Norwegian’ nobility lost their political power itwo stages, in 1536 and 1660. In 1536 the
power of the NorwegiaRiksraad(The Council of the Norwegian Realm) was put teead
and in 1660 the Danish-Norwegian king establishebltism with the help of the
bourgeois. In this process the nobility of Denmblidway were partly transferred into civil
servants (senior officers) and the king appointeéwa aristocracy (‘noblesse de robe’). The
nobility were throughout the period a minor landewgroup, and the State, due to
confiscations after the reformation, became thgelsirand most important landowner.
Because of expensive wars (against Sweden) landshipeboecame widespread during the
seventeenth century. The State paid for loanliyng farmlands to rich merchants in the
seventeenth century, and the merchants sold thddads to the peasants in the eighteenth
century. Because of this policy a large group natey peasants became freeholders and got
odelsrett(see below).

The laws and regulations to protect property aedettonomy of merchants, craftsmen
and peasants (Mercantilism) suit a ‘modified’ Estatodel without the nobility. In the
Norwegian Estate Society model one therefore spaiadist threstender(estates)®

1. Embetsstandencivil, church and military officialsg§mbetsmerjnsome of whom
were of noble descent. The officials are reckorsed group$tand because,
especially in the seventeenth century, they wefereign birth (Danish, German,
Dutch) and therefore were both culturally and dbctifferent from the rest of the
population. Due to marriage- and recruitment poligstandwas socially closed to
other groups.

2. Borgerskapet bourgeois. This stand is divided in two, merchamis craftsmen. In
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the nresctaaked clearly socially above
the craftsmen. Thistandwas defined by citizenship, which both merchants a
master craftsmen needed to perform their occupatiderchants, with rights to

127 Pryser 1999.

133, Borocz 1997, p. 216.

3. Borocz 1997. In Harper-Collins dictionary afc®logy stand is defined a®:

1>E. P. Thompson 1965, F. Olstad 1980

18T, Pryser 1999, p. 19-30, J. A. Seip 1974, p. 815 Dyrvik, et al. 2005, p. 32-49. Dyrvik conchsdthat
only theembetsstan@State officials) were a clearly defined estatarid)in a strict sensand that the other
estates rather must be viewed as loosely defingidlggroups. Dyrvik’'s argument here is inspiredRtster
Laslett and his views on the English society asex@dass society, cf. P. Laslett 1983, p. 22-52.
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international trade, formed the top of the stanffebent crafts were protected by
guilds and recruitment was controlled by the guild&l mid 19" century.

3. Peasants witbdelsrett -Peasants who had bought their farm and owned e
than twenty years were protected by daelsretf which specified both the division
and succession of land (patrigeniture) and alsdithie right to buy land back if it
was sold to someone outside the kin group, whandichave thedelsrett Also
peasants who rented land (tenancy) were protegtéalh but they did not formally
have the right to succession as h&i®nly landowners could make ‘contracts’ with
cottagers, not farmers who rented their I1&hd.

The large non-privileged group was a growing grofipottagers who did not own or rent

land protected by laws. Often cottagers rented algptot without any legal contract and the
relationship between a landowner and cottagersnabeegulated by law until 1855. In the
towns the group of non-privileged consisted of aats, day labourers and apprentices, that is
all who did not have citizenship. Also in rural asdife-cycle service was common. Life-

cycle servants do not conform to the static mofléhe Estate Society, but the servants were
often recruited from cottagers’ families, and tliere life-cycle service ‘fits’ into the model

of a society with low social mobility. Servants weecruited from the non-privileged groups.
According to Norwegian historians the social mapibetween groups was low, marriage
partners should be found in the same social group.

" R. Hogsaet 1992, pp. 168-170.
18 K. Tennesson 1981, pp. 196.
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Figure 1 A model of the The Estate Society of Norwauntil mid 19" century.

H Civil servants O Bourgeois H Peasants

Craftsmen

The figure does not give an adequate representatittre demography of the groups.
A demographic representation would make the grpeasant) and the non-privileged group a
lot larger than the ‘Bourgeois’ and ‘State official

Around 1850 the ‘Old society’ was breaking up. Istgfion in the 1840s made it
possible to start a trade without being a member giild. New towns grew up. The first
industrial wave struck, especially Christiania @sIn the 1840s. By legislation and
economic forces the Estate Society with its prgaie turned into a modern class society in
five to six decades. The granting of general votights for men in 1898 and for women in
1911 are seen as the final stages in the dissolofithe Estate Society.

The Estate Society model has been contested byidancather Marxist-inspired
historians and recently by several social histarianDenmark. The first group would rather
use a traditional two-class model where ownershipral defines the class&sThe second
group also sees the Danish (and Norwegian) sogjetp 1660 as an Estate Society, but after
the establishment of the absolute monarchy in 16éEstate Society being replaced by the
Rank SocietyRangsamfuni’® This view is especially promoted by E. LadewigePstn and

K. Lunden 1997, pp. 421-422; K. Kjeldstadli 1998, 57-60. Neither K&re Lunden nor Knut Kjeldstadli
dismisses the Estate Society model, but they lamtttee two-class model as fully adequate for aicalyt
purposes.

“E. Ladewig Petersen 1980, pp. 422.; K. J. V. Jsspel 989, pp. 199.
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Knud J.V. Jespersen. They focus on the Bill of Rééngforordning??, first issued in 1671,
which created a new official social system thatqalty defined estate conceptions. Others,
like Peter Henningsen and Stale Dyrvik, accepttth@rank system was more than just a way
of organising balls at the royal court. Howeverthbbyrvik and Henningsen argue that the
rank system only affected a small part of the patioh since no peasants, few burghers and a
limited proportion of the clergy could get a rankthe nine class rank system. The rank
system therefore first and foremost defined a nawvias hierarchy among nobles and state
officials. Dyrvik also points to the danger of diag social and political corporations from

the nine rank classésNeither Dyrvik nor Henningsen accepts that theslafrank made a
revolutionary change, as Ladewig Petersen and Kieadersen claim. Henningsen points out
that political thinkers of the eighteenth centulilf ssedstandas the main category for
grouping the population. The rank system changeddciety based on estates, but it did not
dissolve it. (Foot note).

Using the rank system as the main social critegaie a social analyses for Bergen
between 1660 and 1814 would limit the analysis barmdful of burghers and a few local and
regional state officials. Lastly, but most impottanthe author’s view, the Bill of Rank is just
one of many laws and bills to regulate and constreesocial order and many of them, like
‘Christian V Norwegian Law’ from 1687 is based e Estates, not on rafkBecause of
the empirical and analytical problems and the asumof Dyrvik and Henningsen, the estate
society model is chosen as the proper analyticdlttouse for Norway up to mid-nineteenth
century.

Spatial arrangements according to Gideon Sjoberg

In “The pre-industrial city’ Gideon Sjoberg put Yeard a model of the spatial arrangements of
the social group&’ The social and political elite should be foundseldo the city centre, not
always or necessarily the physical town centretireisymbolic. The symbolic centre would
normally be the central market square close tarthim church (cathedrat§.By applying this
model to Bergen we find the central market, the leéll and the cathedral in close proximity,
both in the seventeenth century and today.

2! http://www.vigerust.net/adel/rangforordning167 inht
http://www.vigerust.net/adel/rangforordning1680.hthtitp://www.vigerust.net/adel/rangforordning163&ih
223, Dyrvik, et al. 1998, pp. 168-170; P. Henning86A1, pp. 337-341. A brief summery in English at:
http://www.historisktidsskrift.dk/summary/101_3481. See also: E. Hreinsson 2005; S. Olden-Jgrgensen
2002; L. Jespersen 2002.

2 Privileges of towns, general and for each town1t6662, Saw mill privileges of 1688, Guild privilesy King
Christian V. Norw. Law 1687, http://www.hf.uio.ndiPi/chr5web/chr5Shome.html

4 Sjoberg, G. (1960)he preindustrial city: past and presehtew York, The Free Press.

% Sjoberg: 1960, pp. 91-103.
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Figure 2 Spatial arrangements of the political eli¢, Sjoberg’s model and empirical evidence. Bergen
Property Book of 1686 and Poll Tax of 1689, Bergen.

Semi-periphe

Elite

.Tiilc. positior

According to Sjoberg we should find the social aodtical elite dominating central
properties and with buildings that accompaniedrtpewer, politically, economically and
socially. Figure 2 shows roughly the three zorestral, semi-periphery and periphery as
concentric circles laid over pre-industrial Berg€he city hall constitutes the centre of the
circles. The main market and the cathedral arefalsad in the inner circle.

To test Sjoberg’s model of the three zones the Raotlof 1688° and the Book of
Properties 1686 have been used to find and lobatpdlitical and economic elite. The red
and blue dots symbolise the residences of the @lite red dots are the elite defined by title;
vicars, bishop, local and regional government, may@mbers of the city council and
merchants/industrialists with royal privileges. @en be seen from figure 2 there is in fact a
higher density of red dots close in the area wiidbbunded by the central market, the city
hall and the cathedral. The blue dots symbolisg@taers that were levied six or more
riksdaleras Poll Tax but did not have a title or a posiiiotocal or regional institutions. The
blue dots are distributed all over the town, bdttha ‘Stranden’ and by the Hanseatic Office.

% poll Tax 1689Koppskatten 168%ttp://digitalarkivet.uib.ng/Bergen Property Book of 1686BB1686,
http://bergis.uib.no/sources/
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This is an indication that Sjoberg’s general madekes sense, but it must be ‘locally’
adjusted to the topography and economy.

If we test the model with data from the census8ffllwe can develop the general
model to understand the spatial arrangements cdlitee In 1801 Bergen was still a pre-
industrial town and the political system was royghke same as in the 1680s.

Choosing units of analysis

Choosinggeographicalunits for analysing and comparing social and despatial structure

is always difficult. In a pre-industrial town themee often two possibilities: church parishes, if
the data sources are mainly vital records, enunoerat tax districts if the data sources are
primarily census or tax records. A second problesea if one tries to combine data from
church with that from civil administration, the asedo not fit into each other; for example a
tax district can belong to two parishes. Quiteroftas difficult to identify a ‘higher

resolution’ than parishes and tax districts becadskesses, street names or other finer
identification of people and places are not recdrgefore the middle of the nineteenth
century. Parish or tax district is quite often timemal addressing level of people and objects
in the seventeenth and eighteenth century.

In Bergen around 1800 there were three parisheswartty-four tax or enumeration
districts for a population of about 18,000. Onlyetlh parishes makes quite a crude division of
the town but twenty-four enumeration districts ebbé close to perfect with about ninety
households and 450 people and in each. Howevéoryis seldom perfect, and there are two
further sets of problems: the size of the tax/ematr@n districts both geographically and
demographically varies a lot. The reason is bectasdistricts were laid out in the early
seventeenth century and not changed even wherofhégion density changed. So there are
small districts in size with a large population atck versa. The second problem is more
complicated, because of the layout of some of tsieicts one find rich areas and poor areas
in a tax district, in other words they are socialgonomically and topographically
heterogeneous. When analysing by social and ecendifferences many of the tax districts
therefore gives results close to the average, Isecailithe layout, they are cross-sections of
the town. In small scale studies this is an adgmtane can chose one or two tax districts
and get a good, representative sample. Howevé&arger scale studies of the whole town, this
makes the tax districts unsuitable as the analysiiiy

Large urban households — children and servants

In “London in the 1690s — A Social Atlas” Craig $pe gives an analysis of the household
structure of London based on the 1692 Poll Taxigdtamonstrates that the largest
households can be found in the central areashi&eviards of Cheapside, Cornhill and Brigde,
that is the historic City, the area between the &woef London and St. Paul’'s Cathedral. The
smallest household can be found outside the walsealieval London, for example the area
around Holborn towards the British Museum, norttstagd the City and to the northeast
where currently Liverpool Street Station and Betlti@en lie. What made the households
large were simply children and servants. In thdra¢areas of London in 1690 the mean
number of children per household was 2.0 to 2.1taaanean number of servants was 2.25 to
2.50. In the outskirts of London (Holborn and BethGreen) the mean number of children
per household was 1.55 to 1.65 and 1.5 to 1.7 sexvahis gives a household size for the
central areas close to 6 compared with less thiarthe outskirts of Londofy,

%" Craig p. 91

http://bergis.uib.no/ 9
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Household structure and occupation in Bergen

This section examines the household structure ajde The first complete nominative
population census of Norway was held in 1801. Thissus has enough detail to make a
household analysis as proposed by the Cambridgep3oo the History of Population and
Social Structuré® Several household studies have been conductedrindy based on
censuses from 1762 to 19%0.

Figure 3 Household composition of Bergen, 1801

Household composition

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Daylabourers

Journeymen, apprentices
skilled workers

Master craftsmen

s

opkeepers, assistents, cler

Junior officers, non-
commisioned officers

Civil officers, clergy, army
officers

Occupati

mHead mSpouse OChildren OKin ™ Servants, apprentices @Others mInmates

All households

Sources: 1801 census, http://www.diqgitalarkivet.no/

Figure 3 shows the household composition in Berger801 for different occupational
groups. Three occupational groups clearly diffenfrthe overall household structure: a) The
governmental employees in top positions (clergyniadtrators and officers), b) merchants
and c) master craftsmen. The important differeretevéen these groups and the rest of the
population is the number of own children and setwéother people’s children). In a society
where production was organised within the housebledrly the number of hands was of
great value. The merchants category differs froensthopkeepers because they had the legal
right to international and nationwide trade. In gar around 1801 the merchant group
consisted of about 250 heads of household, abtauith or less of those who had citizenship

) R. Wall, et al. 1972; J. Robin, et al. 1983.

29 Norwegian household studies (or part of) publisineinglish: S. Dyrvik 1996;S. Dyrvik 1986; J. Lest,al.
1986; S. Sogner 1984; M. Drake 1969. Householdesuzhly published in Norwegian: S. Dyrvik, et B987;
A. Dgssland 1981; M. J. Erikstad 1979; E. Fure 198@®ldervoll 1979; H. B. Randsborg 1979; S. Sodr$¥9;
S. Sogner 1983; S. B. Sogner 1978; A. Solli 19955dlli 2003; O. Tysdal 1990; L. Higley 1976; H.Isl4981.
This list is not complete. Additionally elementshafusehold analysis have been used in both lostdrlyi
monographs, e.g. K. Mykland 1996, and in severiahgnily demographic oriented (mortality, fertilitpuptial)
studies, and economic studies: S. Dyrvik, et af91%Aspects of the method of Household analysis on
Norwegian census material: S. Dyrvik 1983.

http://bergis.uib.no/ 10
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and thereby the right to manufacture or trade. H@nehis was not a legal right, most of
those who got citizenship got restricted rightsrafle and in this way the mighty merchant
group controlled the economic life of the townthiat way this group can clearly be seen as
the real political elite of Bergen. The master tiafen were another strong group, politically
as members of the city council and by the guildaargation. Their privileges and monopoly
of manufacture were strong in the mercantilistestdtDenmark-Norway. The different
guilds, one for each craft, legally and de facgutated the number of master craftsmen and
who could be accepted as master. The council &f gaikd consisted of all the masters of that
specific guild or craft. These three groups: theegoment officials, merchants and master
craftsmen were the political elite of a pre-indizttown in Norway. Figure 3 also shows
clearly that the size of households of the workdes labourers, seaman, unskilled workers)
were smallest, normally man, wife and one or twongpchildren. Inmates (lodgers and
borders) could serve as an extra income to thesseholds.

Figure 3 shows that household structure corresparttigoolitical power. It gives also
a clear indication of the social and economic deileants of household size, composition and
structure. The large, extended family is commotih@homes of merchants. In 1801 over one
fifth of the households of merchants and local goreent top officials were extended by kin.
In the lower social groups, kin were almost absenly one in twenty were extended. Large
households, with kin, children and servants wepgctt in the well-off eighteenth-century
household. Perhaps this is an important reasontiMhiarge extended family became a
‘myth’ in the social history and sociology of th835Ds. Therefore it is quite possible that
Peter Laslett was fighting against an ideal nohgth’, and an ideal is sometimes as real as
reality.

The spatial distribution of household size, or eatinat special part of the household
size — the numbers of children and servants comdbiseconsidered next. Figure 4 shows the
number of children and servants in the househ&ldsperties coloured red have households
with more than six servants and own children. Prigsecoloured orange have three to five
children and servants and properties coloured wellave one or two children or servants.
Blue coloured properties have households with nlolren or servants and properties with no
colour (white) the data is missing. Only inhabiprdperties in 1801 are shown on the map.

The map shows clearly that the households with nechilgren and servants are close
to the inner part of the town, towards the harb@be households with few children and
servants (less than three) or no children and s&\ae at the outskirts of the town.

Combining Figure 2 and Figure 4 it is reasonabledieve that the rich merchants
dominate the areas with most children and serfagtire 5 shows the household heads by
occupational groups spatially distributed.

http://bergis.uib.no/ 11
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Figure 4 Number of children and servants combinedrad spatially distributed. Bergen 1801.
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Source: The BerGIS-database, http://bergis.uib.no/
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Figure 5 Household heads by occupational groups sti@ distributed. Bergen 1801.

Occupational groups y["::: O@
|:| Senior officers
I:I Jounior officers
- herchants
Shopkeepers
- haster craftsmen
I:l Apprentices
- Day labourers

Source: The BerGIS-database, http://bergis.uib.no/
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Figure 5 shows that the merchants dominated ther jpart of the town, towards the harbour
on both sides of the bay ‘Vagen'. It also shows ety shopkeepers and master craftsmen
dominated the middle area ‘behind’ the merchankslenday labourers dominated the
outermost parts of the town. This is the genertibpa Senior and junior officers can be
found in two-three ‘pockets’ and these pocketsgareerally close to the respective
institutions; churches, schools, hospitals andatngtouse (mercantile).

Comparing Figures 2, 4 and 5 we can see how thegolwnerchant group
dominated the inner part of the bay and had tlgetrhouseholds. The household size and
the social status decreased from the ‘Vagen’ aneards the outskirts of the town. The
Merchants dominated the inner town aroMé&djen(the bay). Day Labourers (red polygons)
dominated the wester®{rangehagen, Ngstet, Sydnesstern$tglen and southern
(Marken) part of the town. However, there are no cleadbos and each of the areas is not
homogeneous.

A modified model: The harbour town of merchant capitalism

Most of the large pre-industrial towns in Europénsen 1450 and 1850 were ‘coastal’
towns, build along large waterways, e.g. LondomsP?Aamsterdam. Also in the second
largest group of towns we find the waterside tovim&ngland: Newcastle, Hull, Bristol and
Exeter; in Scandinavia: Copenhagen, Bergen an&kB&otro. In these the harbour was the
heart of the town. If the pattern of Bergen is aegal pattern for the town of merchant
capitalism we must therefore modify the Sjoberg el@dmewhat and define four zones:

Zone 0: The Harbour — the heart of a town; a putlicregulated space

Zone 1: Warehouses and living houses of the metaizguoitalist class

Zone 2: Living houses and workshops of craftsmehgaaity (local) traders

Zone 3: Living houses of the non-privileged; gaiehthe merchants and large scale
manufacturing areas, e.g. rope making and otheesp@manding industry

Clearly this model differs in two respects fromtthaSjoberg®® Firstly, the type of capital
which defines the central area of the modified nhodie Bourdieu terms the focus is on the
economic capital, more than social prestige andigall power. It seems as if controlling the
way to the harbour and waterways are more impotteant living close to each other around
the political, symbolical and physical centre o town. The bay or harbour — Vagen — is the
economic centre, not the central market closeda#ithedral and city hall. There is a clear
functional diversification of the pre-industrialo. Some areas are solely for warehouses,
some living quarters and in the outskirts the spmeanding industries (like rope making)
find their place along with the gardens of the weamerchants and mayors. In Bergen these
four zones take the shape of a four ‘concentricseshoes. To further develop the model we
can also speak of pockets, the civil servantsdwlose to their institutions. Maybe in zone 2
we can also find pockets, pockets of certain trdlikes shoemakers and butchers). However,
this is not a general pattern, because bakers wamifdund well distributed throughout the
town.

Is it possible to argue that the pattern found @éng@n is a more general pattern of the
Northwest European coastal town. One argumenthave a look at the prospects of the
Scandinavian towns in the late sixteenth centubfipation Civitates orbis terrarunboy
Braun and Hogenberg. With the exception of Lun8uveden, all of the prospects of
Scandinavian towns focus on the harbour and thestvagts ‘flow’ into the harbour area. The
same goes for London, where the Thames dominageetis of the prospect. One could

% Sjoberg: 1960, pp. 95-98.
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argue however, that Bergen being the staple foNtir¢h Atlantic fish trade, the harbour was
more important than in most other North Europeamt The length of the late sixteenth
century harbour area was totally abt. 2 km, 1 kneach side of the bay.

Concluding remarks

The social structure of Norway before 1850 cantdeustood by the Estate Society model.
The towns were dominated by two of the privilegeaugs; a) the bourgeoisie, divided into
merchants and master craftsmen and b) civil sesy#m local and regional government. The
largest group demographically, the non-privilegamhsisted of unskilled workers, day
labourers, servants and apprentices. Most Scandimaistorians have concluded that a two-
class model based on purely economic factors wioelldhistoric. The ‘Rank Society’ is a key
concept to understanding the social structure efipdustrial Denmark-Norway, however the
level of abstraction is too low in order to usasta general model.

The outcome of combining the two major abstractismsow considered: the
Weberian Estate Society model and Gideon Sjobspgsial model of the pre-industrial city.
Spatially the merchants with privileges for interaaal trade dominated the inner part of
Bergen and resided at the three sides of the\6agen).The warehouse$bkkboder)vere
built into the bay and the living houses of the chants and their households were placed in
the street immediately behind the warehouses,ran8taten and @vregaten (behind
Brygger). The craftsmen dominated the middle belt anchthre privileged groups dominated
the rim of the city. We can conclude that this evice from Bergen challenges the thesis of
the social spatial heterogeneous pre-industriahtavae harbour is one important key to
understand the social areas of the pre-industveht

The third conclusion is methodological. In the Estaociety model occupational,
economic, legal, political and cultural factors @deen used to define the social groups and
describe the social structure. In this paper | haed to show how household analysis as
advocated by the Cambridge-grétiis a powerful way of analysing social status amcia
groups in a pre-industrial city. Analyses of theidehold unit can therefore bring a deeper
understanding of the pre-industrial social stabfigourse along with the ‘traditional’
analytical entities, such as economic factors (@rypowning, occupation, control over
means of productions), language, ethnicity, legatdivisions (rank), political rights and so
on. We have also seen how space tells a socigt Stbe harbour is the key.

1 The Cambridge Group for the History of Populatom Social Structure, R. Wall, et al. 1972, J.iRoét al.
1983.
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Appendix: Categories and tables

Part of this study is funded by the L. Meltzers $iatefond, The Faculty of Arts and
Humanities and The Research Council of Norway. ild@lso like to thank Endre Leivestad
at The Department of Urban Development, City ofggerfor geographic data and maps.
Yngve Nedrebg at the Regional State Archive in Bergas kindly digitized nineteenth
century selected address and property recordsDidil Archive of Norway/The Regional
State Archive has also supported me with digitéti@ts (images and transcripts) of
Grundebog for Bergen 168800k of Properties), the Poll Tax of 1689 and1B881 census

of Norway. For more information see http://bergis.o/

Appendix I: Occupational categories

The Norwegian Census of 1801 is coded into thinhemain occupational codes with a
various number of sub-codes (second occupationjyMéthe codes and sub-codes for
occupations are not relevant for an urban popuigsp. farmers, cottagers) or have very
few instances in Bergen. In this study | have aaiegd the most relevant of the thirty-nine
codes for occupation into seven categories. Therseategories are:

1. Senior officers: Clergy, Senior local administrativfficers, Army officers, Doctors,
and midwives.

2. Junior officers: Junior local administrative offisenon-commissioned officers and

soldiers

Merchants: Merchants, millers, landowners, indag#ts.

Shopkeepers: Shopkeepers, innkeepers, clerks¢apipins

Master craftsmen

Apprentices: Journeymen, apprentices, mill workekdled workers)

Labourers: Day labourers, servants, seamstresgggjresses, merchant seamen, other

occupations

Not categorised: Farmers, fishermen, pensionetiisgderecipients of assistance (of some

kind), paupers, no occupation. The total numberanf-categorised heads of household is

215, less than six per cent of the household heads.

No Ok

The principle for the categorisation of occupat&n
Category 1: This confirms trembetsstanah the estate society model figure 1
Categories 3 and 5: The Bourgousiergerskapein the estate society model figure 1
Category 8: Non-privileged groups. Cf. figure 1.
Categories 2, 4 and 6: Persons which later initkecycle or by career mobility can move
into corresponding category (2->1, 4->3 and 6 ->5)

The 1801 census of Norway was coded by Jan OldeBepartment of History, University
of Bergen as part of the 1801-census profect.

%2 Norges Offisielle Statistikk 1980, preface. Sesahttp:/digitalarkivet.uib.no/1801/1801koda. ramd
http://www.uib.no/hi/1801dok.html
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Appendix II: Tables

Table 1 Household composition by occupation grouergen 1801.

Occupation Head | Spouse | Children | Kin | Servants, Others | Inmates | MHS | Number of

apprentices households

Civil officers,
clergy, army

officers 1 0,84 1,97 | 0,23 1,67 0,20 0,13 | 6,05 90
Junior

officers, non-

commissioned

officers 1 0,88 1,58 | 0,11 0,43 0,09 0,32 | 4,40 268
Merchants 1 0,79 2,351 0,31 3,57 0,16 0,10 | 8,27 225
Shopkeepers,

assistants,

clerks 1 0,73 1,36 | 0,21 0,81 0,08 0,31 | 451 571
Master

craftsmen 1 0,87 1,45 | 0,16 1,30 0,08 0,29 | 5,16 903
Journeymen,

apprentices,

skilled

workers 1 0,92 1,41 | 0,09 0,08 0,09 0,42 | 4,02 179
Daylabourers 1 0,64 1,09 | 0,09 0,19 0,08 0,37 | 3,46 1224
Not 215
categorised

All 1 0,75 1,37 | 0,14 0,80 0,09 0,31 | 4,47 3675
households

Source: 1801 census of Norway, http://digitalarkive/
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