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Abstract: The paper discusses some of the key demographic characteristics of the
urban population in Serbia at the turn of the 19* to the 20 century. Emphasizing
factors such as sex and age distribution, marital pattern, household composition,
dwelling ownership, engagement in agriculture, and literacy, the study relies on the
official data from the 1900 census. The analysis presents aggregated data for both
urban and rural settlements, providing a nuanced understanding of their differences
and similarities. Additionally, the paper extracts and highlights specific data for the
three largest urban centres — Belgrade, Ni$ and Kragujevac, offering deeper insight into
their dynamics.
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Urban Development in 19*" Century Serbia

At the turn of the 19'" and 20 centuries, only 14% of Serbia’s population lived in
urban areas. In contrast to more industrially developed European nations, where the
late 1800s and early 1900s witnessed substantial urban migration fuelled by
industrialization, Serbia’s migration patterns in the early 19* century were
significantly shaped by political events. Prior to the early 19 century, urban
settlements in Serbia were predominantly inhabited by the Turkish/Muslim
population. However, the First Serbian Uprising (1804—-1813) marked a transformative
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period as the Turkish/Muslim population vacated, making way for a predominantly
Serbian population to move in. Following the upheaval of the Uprising, the expelled
Turks/Muslim residents, along with individuals from other nationalities such as
Greeks, Cincars, Jews, etc., who had previously inhabited major urban centres, began
returning to urban settlements. The attainment of political autonomy (1829-1834)
and the initiation of the construction of the Serbian national state further catalysed
immigration, drawing Serbian and other non-Muslim populations to Serbia, largely
from neighbouring regions of the Ottoman and Habsburg Empires. Conversely, the
Turkish/Muslim population experienced a gradual decline, until 1867 when it entirely
left the country.

After gaining autonomy, the first population census took place in Serbia (1834).
The urban population was relatively modest at that time, with the most prominent
urban settlements situated in the northern part of the country, near or along the
border with the Habsburg Monarchy. The largest among these were Belgrade (7,033
inhabitants), Sabac (2,018), Smederevo (2,450), and PoZarevac (2,033).1 Over the
ensuing decades, there was a gradual increase in the Serbian and other non-Muslim
populations within urban settlements. Up until the mid-19t century, there was a
notable influx of immigrants to urban areas, originating from the Habsburg and
Ottoman Empires. In the latter half of the century, however, the demographic
landscape shifted, with immigrants from rural areas of Serbia assuming the
predominant role in shaping the urban populace.

With the territorial expansion into four southern districts in 1878, Serbia’s network
of urban settlements underwent significant growth. The newly annexed areas
exhibited a higher proportion of urban dwellers compared to the pre-existing regions
of Serbia. In 1879, the urban population’s share in the new districts reached 14.2%,
marking a 7% increase compared to the urban population share within the old borders
of Serbia, as recorded in 1874 census. Notably, urban settlements in the southern
part of the country boasted a larger average population size than settlements in the
old regions. Following its incorporation in Serbia, NiS, the largest urban centre in the
newly acquired regions, ascended to become the second-largest settlement in the
country in terms of population size.?

1 Leposava Cvijeti¢, “Popis stanovniStva i imovine u Srbiji 1834. godine“, MeSovita grada
(Miscellanea) Xl (1984) 9-118. The Turkish/Muslim population, residing in six designated
imperial cities (until 1867), was excluded from the census as it fell outside the jurisdiction of
Serbian authorities. According to unofficial data about the Turkish population in Belgrade in
the mid-1830s, there were 1.338 married men, 1.322 unmarried men (including children)
and 1.104 members of military units, in: Aleksandra Vuleti¢, Nino Deli¢, “Population of
Belgrade as a Focus of Political and Administrative Interest in the mid-19*" Century”, in:
Belgrade 1521-1867, ed. Dragana Amedoski, Belgrade 2018, 336.

2 Aleksandra Vuleti¢, “Demografske karakteristike stanovnisStva novih okruga u vreme
prisajedinjenja Knezevini Srbiji“, in: Od turske kasabe do modernog grada preko Berlina i
Versaja, ur. Milos Jagodi¢, Pirot 2018, 129-140.
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The initial official classification of inhabited places occurred in 1866, where all
settlements underwent categorisation into towns, small towns and villages. The
status of town was granted to Belgrade and district seats, determined by the
administrative function of the settlement. Conversely, small town status was primarily
contingent on the economic functions of the settlement, with crafts and trade serving
as predominant activities for the population. The administrative division of
settlements revealed a total of 39 urban settlements — comprising 17 towns and 21
small towns. As time progressed, the number of urban settlements expanded, mainly
due to the rise in small towns. These settlements, originally mostly rural, saw the
prevalence of urban economic activities such as trade and crafts over rural pursuits
like agriculture, earning them the classification of small towns. In the subsequent
decades, the town status was exclusively reserved for district seats, and the increase
in their number was primarily closely tied to adjustments in territorial administration.
In 1889, the two largest urban centres, Belgrade and Nis, were bestowed with the
status of special administrations, prompting a more frequent designation of cities for
these urban areas.?

As the 19%" century drew to a close, the count of urban settlements increased to
81, encompassing 24 towns and 57 small towns.* The accompanying chart illustrates
the population growth of towns in Serbia from 1834 to 1900, focusing on settlements
that held that status in the year1900. Notably, the last five among them became part
of Serbia in 1878.

3 For more details on the systematisation of urban settlements: Bojana Miljkovi¢-Kati¢,
Struktura gradskog stanovnistva Srbije sredinom XIX veka, Beograd 2002, 62—-84.

4 Statisticki godisnjak [SG] V (1900), Beograd 1904, 33-36; Statistika Kraljevine Srbije [SKS]
XXIV (1905), Beograd 1906, p. LXX.
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Chart 1: Urban population in 1834, 1874/1879 and 1900
(in absolute numbers)®

5> Sources of data for 1834 and 1874/1879: Vladimir Jovanovi¢, Aleksandra Vuleti¢, Momir
Samardzi¢, Nalicja modernizacije. Srpska drZava i drustvo u vreme sticanja nezavisnosti,
Beograd 2017, 233; za 1900: “Popis stanovnistva u Kraljevini Srbiji 31. decembra 1900.
godine”, in: SKS XXIII (1903), Beograd 1904, 9-686. Column 1874/1879: data for 1879 relate
to the last five settlements in the chart.
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At the close of the 19* century, a mere eight urban settlements in Serbia boasted
populations exceeding 10,000 inhabitants (Belgrade, Nis, Kragujevac, Leskovac,
PoZarevac, Sabac, Vranje and Pirot), while the majority had fewer than 5,000
residents. The average population of urban settlements stood at 4,334.° Interestingly,
during this period, many villages still surpassed certain urban settlements in
population size. For instance, the village of Azanja, with 7,426 inhabitants in 1900,
exceeded the population of 12 towns, including Smederevo, the administrative centre
of the district where Azanja was situated. In comparison to many European countries,
the growth of the urban population in Serbia throughout the latter half of the 19t
century was notably slow. The primary hindrance to its expansion was attributed to
the absence, or rather the slow development of industry.”

Methodological Considerations

Despite the relatively modest proportion of the urban population within the
overall demographic landscape of late 19t century Serbia, and the circumstance that
many urban settlements had fewer inhabitants than their rural counterparts, the
urban population exhibited distinct demographic characteristics setting it apart from
the rural populace. This study aims to illuminate several pivotal features: sex
distribution, age composition, marriage patterns, household structure, dwelling
ownership, engagement in agriculture, and literacy.® These demographic attributes
are derived from the findings of the 1900 census and other relevant statistical data
of that era. To enhance clarity, the data are presented aggregately for both, urban and
rural settlements, facilitating the examination of disparities or resemblances between
them. Moreover, data for the three largest urban centres — Belgrade, Nis and
Kragujevac — have been isolated from the aggregated urban dataset for a more in-
depth analysis. We consider these city centres representative due to their substantial
population sizes and unique characteristics, which we will briefly outline.

From the very inception of the modern Serbian state, Belgrade held the status of
a primate city. Although formally declared as the capital of Serbia only in 1841,
Belgrade had already solidified its position as the paramount city in preceding
decades. Its significance was deeply rooted in its geostrategic location, positioned
along the border with the Habsburg Monarchy, granting it exceptional political,

6 SKS XXIV (1905), p. LXXI. About the development of urban centres in the second half of the
19% century also see: Nino Deli¢, “Urbanizacija naroda? Demografski razvoj srpske gradske
populacije u drugoj polovini 19. veka — statisticki pregled”, in: Urbanizacija u istocnoj i
jugoistocnoj Evropi, ed. Srdan Rudi¢, Aleksej Gordin, Beograd 2019, 167-196.

7 The increase in the urban population in the last decades of the 19*" century was attributed
to administrative changes — the proclamation of certain rural settlements as urban — rather
than to the growth of the population in them, SKS XXIV (1905), p. LXX.

8 Due to the limited scope of the work, data on the national and religious affiliation of the
population have been omitted. They will be the subject of a separate paper.
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economic, and cultural importance. Belgrade served as the primary conduit for trade
with the neighbouring Monarchy, facilitating the influx of European cultural influences
into the city and subsequently permeating throughout the country. By the year 1900,
boasting population of almost 70,000 residents, Belgrade stood as a city nearly three
times larger than Ni$ and four and a half times larger than Kragujevac.®

Kragujevac, a settlement located in central Serbia, held the distinction of being
the inaugural capital of the modern Serbian state. Its selection as the capital in 1818
was driven by political and strategic considerations. However, with the waning
relevance of these factors following the attainment of autonomy, the capital was
subsequently relocated to Belgrade in 1841. Notably, in the mid-19t century,
Kragujevac witnessed the establishment of its first industrial plants, marking the
inception of its transformation into the industrial hub of Serbia. During its tenure as
the capital, Kragujevac experienced a slower population growth compared to
Belgrade and other northern towns. Nevertheless, in the latter half of the 19* century,
propelled by industrial development, Kragujevac demonstrated higher rates of
population growth. Consequently, by the late 19t century, it emerged as the third-
largest urban settlement in Serbia.°

Nis, the largest urban settlement in southern Serbia, became part of the country
in 1878. Given its political significance for the Serbian state, Ni$ earned the title of the
second capital of Serbia in the 1880s and 1890s. Throughout most of the 19t century,
Nis underwent development under distinct political and economic conditions in
comparison to urban settlements in the older districts of Serbia. These conditions gave
rise to specific demographic characteristics, which, along with other urban centres in
the south, set it apart at the time of its integration into Serbian state. Noteworthy
among the distinctive features of urban centres in the southern region were their
larger population size compared to the cities in the older areas, a higher proportion of
women in the total population, and a lower number of literate residents.!

When applicable, data are differentiated for the male and female population. The
results of the 1900 census provided information on both the factual and legal
population, and for the purposes of this paper, data pertaining to the factual
population have been utilized.

9 A. Vuleti¢, N. Deli¢, Population of Belgrade, 327-346.

10 At the time when there were still tensions between representatives of the Serbian and
Ottoman administrations, the position of Kragujevac in the interior of the country, outside
the main lines of communication and without the presence of the Turkish military and civilian
population, played a decisive role in its selection as the capital, see: Aleksandra Vuletic,
“Demografski kapaciteti Kragujevca kao prestone varosi“, in: Kragujevac prva prestonica
moderne Srbije 1818-1841, ed. Predrag lli¢, Kragujevac 2019, 11-29.

11 A. Vuleti¢, “Od turske kasabe do evropskog grada“, 129-140.
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Sex and Age Distribution

Throughout the entire 19" century, the male population in Serbia consistently
outnumbered the female population. The gender disparity was most pronounced in
the mid-first half of the century, gradually diminishing thereafter, but still evident in
the late 1800s. This demographic phenomenon is primarily attributed to immigration,
as during this period, more people migrated into Serbia than departed from it. Given
that men are more actively involved in migration processes, immigration tended to
skew the population towards a higher proportion of males. The distribution of the
population by sex in urban and rural areas, along with the largest urban centres in
Serbia in 1900, is represented in the accompanying chart.?
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Chart 2: Population by sex in 19003

The prevalence of men in late 19* century Serbia exhibited a more marked
disparity in urban areas, constituting 55% of the population, compared to rural areas,
where the proportion of men was only marginally higher than that of women (51%).
This gender disparity was more pronounced in the largest city centres, primarily
attributable to the presence of military personnel, gendarmerie members, and to a
lesser extent, convicts. In Belgrade, these three groups collectively constituted 16%
of the male population, nearly a fifth in Kragujevac, and as much as a third in Nis. If
we exclude the aforementioned groups and focus solely on the civilian population, Nis$
and Belgrade, with 53% and 53.5% of the male population, respectively, would exhibit
a slightly lower proportion of men compared to the urban settlement average;
meanwhile, Kragujevac, with 55.4% male residents, would slightly exceed the average
for urban areas.

12V, Jovanovi¢, A. Vuleti¢, M. Samardzi¢, Nali¢ja modernizacije, 202—234.
13 SKS XXIIl (1903), 2-8, 158-163, 314-319, 746-751.
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At the time of incorporation into the Serbian state, the gender disparity in Ni$ and
other urban settlements in the southern regions was less pronounced compared to
urban areas in older regions of Serbia. However, by the close of the 19% century, these
differences in population structure according to gender had nearly vanished. This
convergence was influenced by two main factors: a more substantial increase in the
female population in urban settlements of the older regions, and the presence of
military and gendarmerie units in urban areas in the southern part of the country.

The age structure of the urban and rural population, categorized by sex and
distributed across five age groups (0-15, 16—45, 45-70, 70+), is depicted in the chart
below:

m0-15

H 16-45
m46-70

u 70+

Urban males Rural males Urban females Rural females

Chart 3: Age structure of urban and rural population in 1900%°

Among the aforementioned population groups, the most notable disparity in age
structure existed between the male populations in urban and rural areas. In urban
settlements, the age group of 16—45, representing the most work-capable segment
of the male population, was the most prevalent, while in rural areas, the largest
contingent comprised the young population not yet fit for work. Discrepancies in age
structure between urban and rural settings were also evident in the female
population, albeit to a lesser extent. In towns, men aged 16—45 constituted 55% of the
male population, whereas women in the same age group accounted for 47%. These

14 The numerical superiority of men is considered a characteristic of all cities in the territory
of the former Ottoman Empire, in which only men had an active working role, in contrast to
Western European cities, where women were already part of the labour force in the
economic system in the 19" century, so they often had a larger share in the city population
than men, Vladimir Jaksi¢, “Cislo i pokret ljudstva glavnog grada Beograda“, Glasnik Drustva
srpske slovesnosti IV (1852) 252.

15 SKS XXIIl (1903), 746—748.
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variations can be attributed to a higher influx of men aged 16—45 through urban
immigration and a greater male presence in the economic activities of urban
settlements. In the category of the population aged 45 and above, the distinctions
between men in urban and rural areas were marginal, while there was a higher
proportion of elderly women in urban settlements. We posit that these differences
may be linked to more favourable living conditions for women in urban areas, coupled
with their reduced exposure to physical labour compared to their rural counterparts.1®

70
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20

10

m0-15
m 16-45
" 46-70
70+

Belgrade, Kragujevac, Nis, males Belgrade, Kragujevac, Nis, females
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Chart 3a: Age structure of urban population in 1900%”

All three major urban centres exhibited a higher proportion of male population
aged 16-45 compared to the average for urban settlements. We assume that the
heightened presence of the army and gendarmerie members in these major urban
centres contributed to this overrepresentation. Notably, NiS had the highest
proportional number of army and gendarmerie members, consequently resulting in
the largest share of men within 16—45 age group. In contrast, in the female segment
of the population, Belgrade recorded the highest proportion within the 16-45 age
group. This could be attributed to a potentially greater influx of female immigrants
from the neighbouring Habsburg Monarchy, distinguishing the capital city from other
urban centres.

6 For more information about the mortality rates in Serbia in the second half of the 19t and
the beginning of the 20™ century and the average age of the population see: Aleksandra
Vuleti¢, “Mortalitet muskaraca i Zena u Srbiji 1862-1910. godine”, Istorijski casopis LXXI
(2022) 411-431.

17 SKS XXIIl (1903), 2-4, 158-160, 314-316.
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Marriage Pattern

Early marriage, a low number of unmarried individuals, and a high degree of
household complexity are fundamental characteristics often associated with the
marriage model in 19%" century Serbian society.*® As the rural population constituted
the overwhelming majority of Serbia’s demographic composition, it exerted a
profound influence on the average values of demographic features for the entire
country. By examining the data on the marital status of the Serbian population in
1900, our aim is to ascertain whether the imperative of marriage, prevalent in rural
society, also extended to urban areas.

80%
70%
60%
50%
40% - m Unmarried
30% - ® Married
20% -
10% » Widowed

0% - T T m Divorced

Urban Rural Urban Rural
population population population population
Males Females
Chart 4: Population aged 15+ by marital status in 1900%°
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Chart 4a: Population aged 15+ by marital status in 1900%°

18 A classical paper on marriage patterns that sparked a plethora of scholarly writings on this
topic: John Hajnal, “European Marriage Patterns in Perspective”, in: Population in History:
Essays in Historical Demography, ed. D. Glass and D. Eversley, Chicago: Aldine, 1965, 101—
143. About the literature concerning the Serbian family in the past see: Aleksandra Vuletic,
Porodica u Srbiji sredinom 19. veka, Beograd 2002.

19 SKS XXIII (1903), 746—-751.

20 SKS XXIIl (1903), 2-8, 158-163, 314-319.
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Divergent marriage patterns were observed between urban and rural populations.
The prevalence of unmarried individuals was significantly higher in urban areas,
particularly among males. The percentage of unmarried men aged 15 and above was
nearly double in urban areas compared to rural ones, standing at 41% and 22%,
respectively. The highest concentration of unmarried men was found in the largest
urban centres; in Kragujevac, nearly half of men aged 15 and above were unmarried.
Conversely, the proportion of unmarried individuals was notably lower in the female
urban population, at 17%, only 2% higher than their rural counterparts.

Another aspect worth exploring involves comparing the absolute numbers of
married men and women in both urban and rural areas. In towns, the number of
married men exceeded that of married women (75,927 vs. 61,876), whereas in rural
areas, the trend reversed, with the number of married women surpassing that of
married men (444,734 vs. 432,696). These disparities can be attributed to migration
patterns. A portion of married men relocated from rural to urban settings, either
temporarily or permanently, without their spouses, who, in turn, either temporarily
or permanently remained in their native areas. In the overall count of married
residents in Serbia, the number of married men exceeded that of married women by
2,013. We posit that a significant portion of this “surplus” can be associated with
immigrants from abroad — specifically from the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires —
who arrived in Serbia without their spouses.

We posit that the disparities in marriage patterns between urban and rural
populations can largely be ascribed to the distinct economic systems in these areas
and the differing roles of women within them. In rural economies, entering into
marriage served as a necessary precondition not only for the biological reproduction
of the family but also for the economic reproduction of the domestic household. In
contrast, urban economies, where women typically played a less active role, required
a material foundation established by men as a prerequisite for marriage, aimed at
supporting future families. Consequently, men in urban centres tended to marry at a
later stage than their rural counterparts, with some remaining unmarried throughout
their lives. Conversely, economically dependent women in urban settings often
married at an earlier age. This dynamic contributed to a notable age difference
between husbands and wives, particularly pronounced in urban areas. We posit that
this discrepancy is a contributing factor to the significantly higher number of widows
compared to widowers in urban settings.?*

211n 1900, the average age at marriage for men in urban areas was 27.7 years, and for women
23.2 (in rural areas, men got married at an average age of 23.2, and women at 21), SG IV
(1900), p. 112. One of the reasons for the significantly higher number of widows in urban
areas compared to the number of widowers could also be the trend of widowers remarrying
more often. Most often, widowed persons entered into marriages with widowed persons,
and in marriages between widowed persons and unmarried persons, the number of
marriages between widowed men and girls was much higher than between widowed women
and young men.
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The distinctiveness of Belgrade, when compared to other urban areas, lies in the
higher proportion of unmarried women aged 15 and above within the female
population. This demographic characteristic can be linked to the unique features of
the economic system in the capital city and migration processes. While the overall
participation of women in the urban economic system was limited, it was more
prominent in Belgrade than in other urban centres. The majority of employed women
in the capital held positions as auxiliary workers, such as cooks and laundresses.
Engaging in these occupations was deemed unsuitable for female members of the
local population, leading them to be predominantly undertaken by women, often
unmarried, who migrated to Belgrade from the Habsburg Monarchy.

Household Composition

The distinctive feature of Serbian society in the past that has garnered significant
attention in global academic discourse is the complexity of family households. Similar
to the examination of marriage patterns, scholarly investigations have predominantly
focused on the rural population, with the structure of rural households being assumed
as representative of the entire Serbian society.?? The following chart will shed light on
whether and to what extent differences existed in household structure between rural
and urban settlements in the late 19% century.
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Chart 5: Population by household composition in 1900%

Households in rural areas tended to have a larger number of members compared
to those in urban areas, mainly due to the distinct organisation of life and work. Unlike
in villages, where economic activities occurred within the family household, urban

2 For more information see: Aleksandra Vuleti¢, “Koliko dusa Zivi u jednoj ku¢i? Broj ¢lanova
seoskog domacinstva u Srbiji 1834-1910“, Srpske studije 3 (2012) 219-244.
23 SKS XXIIl (1903), 2-8, 158-163, 314-319, 746-751.
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economies (centred around trade and crafts) operated outside the family structure.
Additionally, a significant portion of the population in urban environments consisted
of migrants, among whom a notable portion were younger unmarried men in search
of employment. Consequently, urban areas exhibited a higher prevalence of single
households compared to rural regions. As mentioned earlier, in urban settings, the
initiation of marriage required financial resources to sustain the future family,
whereas in rural areas, the dynamic was reversed, with marriage being essential for
both biological and economic household reproduction. It is noteworthy that Belgrade
exhibited the least household complexity, while in Nis, the complexity surpassed the
urban average. We propose that this specific characteristic of Nis may be linked to its
development within the Ottoman Empire until 1878 and a lower level of immigration
compared to Belgrade and Kragujevac.

Households by Dwelling Ownership

Urban and rural settlements also varied in terms of the predominant ownership
type of the houses/apartments in which the population resided.

mOwners MTenants m Owners & Tenants

120%
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80%

60%

40%

20% -

0% -
Belgrade Kragujevac Ni$ Urban Rural
population population

Chart 6: Distribution of households by dwelling ownership in 19002

In rural settlements, the majority of the population resided in their own homes.
In urban areas, population fluctuations were significantly higher than in the
countryside, resulting in a considerable number of residents living in rented houses
and apartments. Belgrade had the lowest percentage of residents who owned their

24 SKS XXI11 (1903), 2-8, 158-163, 314-319, 746-751.
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homes; the prevalent housing arrangement in the capital involved a combination of
landlords and tenants within the same residential building. This indicates a higher
frequency of population turnover and greater availability of rental housing spaces.
We hypothesize that the higher number of homeowners in NiS, compared to Belgrade
and Kragujevac, can be attributed once again to a lower level of immigration and a
longer, uninterrupted tradition of civic life in the city.

Engagement in Agriculture

The primary economic sectors in urban settlements throughout the 19t century
were trade and craftsmanship. Industry was in its early stages, and only a few urban
areas had industrial plants. Throughout the entire 19 century, a portion of the urban
residents remained engaged in agriculture as the main economic activity. The chart
below illustrates their percentage in the urban population as of 1900.
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Kragujevac

Nis

Urban population
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Chart 7: Share of the population engaged in agriculture in 1900%°

At the turn of the 19t and 20% centuries, a fifth of the population residing within
urban boundaries was still engaged in agriculture.?® As expected, Belgrade had the
smallest percentage of individuals involved in agricultural activities — 1.6% of the total
population, along with Nis and Kragujevac, both of which also had significantly fewer
people engaged in agriculture than the urban average. Most of the inhabitants
engaged in agricultural activities were registered in the urban settlements of the
Pozarevac district, as well as in certain parts of eastern Serbia. PoZarevac, the fourth-

25 SKS XXII1 (1903), 2—-8, 158-163, 314-319, 746-751.

%6 Some urban municipalities included one or two rural settlements that were clearly separated
in the census, but when calculating the average values, their population was also included
in the urban population. For this reason, the stated data on the number of farmers in urban
settlements are somewhat higher than was the case in reality.
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largest urban settlement in Serbia with slightly fewer than 13,000 inhabitants, and
without a single rural settlement within administrative boundaries, had as many as a
quarter of its residents engaged in agriculture.?’” The substantial involvement of the
urban population in agriculture during the late 19* century, along with significant
variations between individual urban settlements, might be associated with the slow
and uneven development of the urban economic system.

Literacy

Literacy among the population stands as a fundamental indicator of the level of
social development. The shift from restricted to mass literacy, witnessed in European
countries during the early modern period, exerted a profound impact on social
development in the 1800s.2% In Serbia, the transition to mass literacy commenced in
the middle of the first half of the 19t century but was not fully realized by the late
1800s. As expected, this transformation unfolded more rapidly in urban areas. The
proportions of the literate population aged six and above in urban and rural areas by
1900 are illustrated in the following chart. The literacy data for the residents of
Kragujevac and Nis are not presented, as there are no separate statistics available for
the population of these cities in the considered age category.

M Males ® Females

100%
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Chart 8: Population aged 6+ by literacy in 1900%°

77 n Sabac, the next largest urban settlement, in the northwest of Serbia, 8% of the inhabitants
were engaged in agriculture, in Zajecar, in the east of the country — 21%, and in Vranje, in
the south — 9%. These figures do not include the population of rural settlements located
within the borders of the municipalities of Sabac and Vranje.

28 About the importance of literacy in promoting social and demographic change, see: John C.
Caldwell, “Mass Education as a Determinant of the Timing of Fertility Decline”, Population
and Development Review 6 (1980) 225-255.

29 SKS XXIV (1905), p. CXXIX. There is no separate data available for the literacy rates of
residents in Kragujevac and Nis for the population aged six and above.
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The literacy rate among the male population in urban areas was twice as high as in
rural areas, while among the female population, this disparity was much more
pronounced — female literacy in towns was even twenty times higher than in rural
settlements. The largest proportion of the literate population resided in Belgrade, where
almost 80% of males and 66% of females had mastered the skill of reading and writing.

An additional intriguing facet involves comparing the literacy levels of the
population in the old and new regions. When the four southern districts were
incorporated into Serbia in 1878, a notable discrepancy existed in the literacy levels
between the population previously under Ottoman rule and those who had lived in
the autonomous Serbian state for almost half a century. By 1884, the literacy rate
among the urban population in the old regions was 41%, whereas only 25% of the
urban population in the new regions was literate. The literacy rate grew more rapidly
in the subsequent two decades in the new regions. However, by the end of the 19"
century, it still remained lower than in the old regions of Serbia. According to the 1900
census, 46.6% of the urban population (aged 6 and above) in the new regions were
literate, while the literacy rate of the urban population in the old regions was 57.5%.3°

Concluding Remarks

In the late 19'" and early 20*" century, 14% of Serbia’s population lived in 81 urban
settlements. Belgrade, which had the status of a primate city with c. 70,000 residents,
Nis with c. 25,000 and Kragujevac with 15,000 inhabitants were the largest urban
settlements, while the majority of urban areas had fewer than 5,000 inhabitants.
Since industrial production was still at the outset, trade and craftsmanship dominated
the urban economic system. One of the indicators of the underdevelopment of the
urban economy was the relatively high percentage of the urban population engaged
in agriculture. Given that the vast majority of the population of Serbia consisted of
rural inhabitants, they had a dominant influence on the average values of
demographic features of the Serbian population as a whole. Although it was small in
number and did not have a significant impact on the average values of demographic
features, the urban population, when considered separately, exhibited demographic
specificities compared to the rural population. These specificities are even more
pronounced when features for the largest and most developed urban centres are
singled out and examined separately.

The urban population had a specific age-sex structure. While both urban and rural
areas showed a higher share of men in their populations, the predominance of men
was more pronounced in towns. Unlike rural areas, where the population under the
age of 15 was the most prevalent, urban areas were dominated by individuals aged
16-45. This dominance was particularly noticeable among the male population. The
demographic peculiarity of a higher proportion of men in young adulthood could be

30 DrZavopis Srbije XVI, Beograd 1889, p. XXXV; SKS XXIV (1905), p. CXXIII.
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attributed to immigration processes in urban environments, wherein this demographic
group was most actively involved. Additionally, this phenomenon served as an indicator
of economic trends, as the economic activity of men in urban areas significantly
surpassed that of women. This was especially evident among men aged 16-45, who
constituted the most productive segment of the population. The predominance of men
was intricately linked to the cause-and-effect relationship with the social organisation
and public sphere of action in urban areas where men held dominance.

The urban population exhibited distinct characteristics in terms of marriage
patterns and household complexity. Urban areas, particularly among the male
populace, had a significantly higher percentage of unmarried inhabitants. We posit
that this demographic specificity is closely intertwined with the urban economic
system. In contrast to the rural economic system, where marriage is deemed essential
for both biological and economic reproduction of the family household, the urban
economy necessitates an economic foundation for marriage. As men in urban
environments were actively engaged in economic pursuits and responsible for
establishing the material prerequisites for family formation, there was a propensity
to delay marriage. The lower household complexity in urban areas can be attributed,
in part, to migration, a primary factor driving urban population growth, with
individuals participating more extensively than families. This phenomenon was also
associated with the urban economy, which operated distinctively from the family-
centred structure found in rural areas. An individual in the urban environment
experienced less dependence on the family. Furthermore, the greater literacy levels
of the urban population positively contributed to individualisation and implied
reduced reliance on family communities.

The demographic characteristics of the urban population underscore that the
prevailing socio-economic conditions in urban areas shaped demographic patterns
distinct from those dominant in rural regions. Demographic patterns in rural
environments, such as marriage models and household complexity, were intricately
linked in a cause-and-effect relationship with the rural economy. Due to the longevity
of this economic model over centuries, these patterns remained stagnant or
“petrified”, for an extended period. Over time, these patterns began to be perceived
as culturally conditioned, reflecting the specificities of Serbian society and culture.
We observe that these demographic patterns adapted relatively swiftly to the social
and economic circumstances in urban areas. The question that persists is whether
the close connection between the demographic and economic regime in rural areas,
perceived as a distinctive cultural model, acted as a hindrance to the faster and more
substantial migration of the rural population to urban environments and its greater
individuation. It remains the open question to what extent the dominant rural
household family model not only resisted state management policies intended to
facilitate rapid urbanisation, industrialisation, and social modernisation but may have
also negatively influenced them. This may explain why, even seven decades after
gaining political autonomy and initiating the construction of a modern state, the
majority of Serbia’s population still lived in rural areas.
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AneKcaHapa Bynetuu

HACENEHUE rOPO40OB B CEPBUU B 1900 roay:
OEMOIPA®UYECKUE XAPAKTEPUCTUKU

Pestome

B KOHLe 19 n Hayane 20 BeKka B ropoACKMX NOCeNeHnAX — ropogax U masbix
ropoaax — ¥uno 14% HaceneHuns Cepbum. CambiM KpPymnHbIM rOPOACKUM LLEHTPOM
6b11 benrpaa, B KOTopom npoxuBano okono 70 000 kuteneit, 3atem Huw c 25 000 n
Kparyesauy, ¢ 15 000 kutenei. bonbWIMHCTBO ropoOACKMX NOCENEHUN UMENO MeHee 5
000 kutenei. XoTa ropoackoe HacesieHue 6b110 MaNoYUC/IEHHbIM M HE OKa3biBaslo
CYLLLECTBEHHOTO BAUAHMA Ha CpeaHUE 3HAYeHNA AeMorpadpuyeckmnx napameTpoB BCe
CTpaHbl, OHO MMeno ocobble gemorpaduyeckme XapaKTePUCTUKM B OTHOLLUEHUU
NMoJIOBOM M BO3PACTHOM CTPYKTypbl, 06pa3L0B 3aKkAto4eHUA BGPaKOB, CNOXKHOCTU
CeMeHOro X03AMCTBa, MKUMULLHBIX apaHXMPOBOK 1 IPAaMOTHOCTU. B ropoackmx cpesax
[0/ MYXXCKOTFO HacesieHnn 6bina Bbllle, YeM B CENbCKMX; B HUX HaMbosiee LWMPOKO
npeacTaBneHo 6biN10 MOIOL0E B3pOC/TOe HacesieHne, Hanbosee TpyLoCnocobHoe, B
BO3pacTe OT 16 0 45 neT, B TO BPeMA KaK Ha cene JOMUHUPOBAJIO HACENIEHNE MOJIOXKe
15 net. bonbllee KONMYECTBO MOOAbIX MYXKUYMH OblIO CNeaCcTBUEM UMMUTPALUK, B
KOTOPOI 3Ta KaTeropus HaceneHua NpuMHMMANa Hanbosbliee yyactue. 3To 6bI10
TaKXe WHAMKAaTOPOM 3SKOHOMMUYECKUX [OBUNKEHWUIN, MOCKOJIbKY 3KOHOMMYECKan
AKTUBHOCTb MYXXUYMH B TOPOACKUX Cpeiax 3HAUUTEIbHO MPEBbILLANa SKOHOMUYECKYHO
AKTUBHOCTb YKEHLUMH, 0COBEHHO MYXK4YMH B BO3pacTe oT 16 go 45 net, KoTopble
COCTaB/IANIM IKOHOMUYECKU Hanbonee NPoAyKTUBHOE HaceneHue. Joaa X0NocTbix
MY}KUYMH BblNa HAMHOIO BbllLe B FOPOACKMX MOCENEHUAX, @ CPeAHEee KOINYeCTBO
Y/NIeHOB CEeMeNHOro Xo3AMWcTBa B HUX OblIO MeHblle, YemM B CeNbCKUX cpesax. B
ropoAckom cnocobe XO3AWCTBOBAHWA A/1A 3aKAlyeHMA 6paka TpeboBanach
3KOHOMMYECKas OCHOBA; MOCKO/IbKY MY¥KUYMHbI BblNN OTBETCTBEHHbI 33 CO34aHue
MaTepuasbHbIX YCN0BUIA A1a GOPMUPOBAHUA CEMbWU, OHU NPOABAANN TEHAEHUMIO K
6osee no3gHemy BCTynneHWto B 6paK. MeHbLIan CIOXKHOCTb CEMEMHOro X03A1CTBa
TaKXe CBA3aHa C UMMUIpaLLMen, B KOTOPOK B Ho/bLIEe Mepe y4acTBYIOT OTAE/IbHble
1Ua, U C ropoaCcKOM 9KOHOMMKOM, KOTopas He PYHKUMOHMPYET B paMKax CEMENHOTo
X03ANCTBA, KaK 3TO MPOUCXOAMUT Ha cesle. FPaMOTHOCTb TaKyKe 61aronpuATHO BAMANA
Ha WHAMBMAYANM3ALMIO U MEHbLUYD 33aBUCMMOCTb MHAMBUAQ OT CEMENHOro
KO/INEKTUBA, M OHA TaK¥Ke B 6oNblUEN Mepe XapaKTepn3oBasia ropoacKoe HaceneHume.

Pewatowmmu pakropamun B GopmmMpoBaHmmM cneundumyeckmx gemorpadpuyeckmnx
0COBEHHOCTEN TOPOACKOTO HaceneHua OblIM  MUTPALMOHHbIE MNpoLecchl U
0COBEHHOCTU ropoacKkoro cnocoba xo3acTeoBaHmna. Gopmbl gemorpaduryeckoro
nosegeHus, Kotopble Nnpeobnafanun Ha cene, OTHOCUTENIbHO BbICTPO MEHSNUCH U
npMcnocobanBaNnCh K COLMANbHO-3KOHOMUYECKMM YCIOBUAM B TOPOLCKMX Cpeaax.
OcTaeTcAa OTKPbITbIM BOMNPOC O TOM, HACKO/IbKO M B KAKOWM CTENeHU B3aMMOCBA3b U
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TecHad CBA3b AemMorpadpuyeckoro pexmma Ha cesfe M CenbcKoro crnocoba
X03AMCTBOBAHMA, BOCMPUHMMAEMan Kak ocobas Ky/ibTypHas mMoaenb, ABAANUCH
npenatcTenem a4 6on1ee 6bICTPOro 1 3HAYNTESIbHOTO OTTOKA CE/IbCKOTO HaceseHns
B rOpOACKMe cpeabl U ero 6oblueit MHANBUAYANNIALMUN.

AneKcaHgpa Bynetuh

rPAACKO CTAHOBHMLLTBO Y CPBUJU 1900. TOAMNHE:
OEMOTIPA®CKE KAPAKTEPUCTUKE

Pesume

Kpajem 19. n noyetkom 20. BeKa Yy rpagCKMm Hace/bMma — BapolwuMma W
Bapowmuama, xuseno je 14% craHoBHuwTBa Cpbuje. Hajsehe rpapcko cpeanwTe
610 je beorpag, y Kojem je »knseso oko 70.000 ctaHOBHMKaA, a NoTom Huw ca 25.000
1 Kparyjesau, ca 15.000 »kutesba. BehnHa rpagckux Hacesba Mmana je makse oa 5.000
CTaHOBHMKA. MaKo je 6110 ManobpojHO 1 HUje MMaso 3HaYajHUjM YTULAj Ha NpoCceYHe
BpeAHOCTU AemorpadCKmMx napameTapa 3a Lesy 3emM/by, rpaiCKo CTAaHOBHULUTBO je
MMano ocobeHe gemorpadcke KapaKTepucTMKe y noriegy MNoJsHE U CTapocHe
CTPYKType, obpacua cknanara 6paka, CAOKEHOCTM nopoguyHor gomahuHCTBa,
cTambeHuX apaHXMaHa M NMUCMEHOCTU. Y TPagCcKMM CpeauHama yaeo MyLKor
CTaHOBHMLLITBA 6MO je BehM Hero y ceockum; y kma je 6uo Haj3actynsbeHunje mnahe
oZipacno, 3a paf HajcnocobHMje cTaHOBHMLITBO, y3pacTa 16—45 roamHa, A0K je Ha
ceny ALOMUHAHTHO 6uno ctaHoBHMWTBO Maahe og 15 rogmHa. Beha 3actyn/beHocT
MylLKapaua y miahem ogpacnom goby buna je nocneamua nmurpauuje, y Kojoj je
0Ba KaTeropuja CTaHOBHULITBA HajBMwe ydyecTBoBana. OHa je 6una nokasatesb u
€KOHOMCKMX KpeTakba, C 063MpPOM Ha TO [a je EKOHOMCKA aKTMBHOCT MyLUKapaua y
rpagcknm cpegmHama buna sHaTHO Beha 04, EKOHOMCKE aKTUBHOCTY KeHa, HapOUYnUTO
MylUKapaua y3pacta 16—45 rogmMHa Koju cy 6UamM eKOHOMCKM HajnpoAyKTUBHMUje
CTAaHOBHMULITBO. Y0 HEeoXereHUX MyllKapaua 6uo je mHoro Behu y rpagckum
Hace/bMMa, a NpoceyaH 6poj ynaHosa AomahnHCTBA ¥ FbMMa BMO je Matby Hero y
CEeOCKMM cpeamHama. Y rpackom HaumHy npuepehunBatba, 3a cTynare y bpak buna
je HeonxofgHa eKOHOMCKa MoAsiora; ¢ 063MpomM Ha TO Aa Cy MywKapuu 6uam
O/ZIFOBOPHM 33 CTBapake MaTepujasHUX nNpeaycnosBa 3a dopmupare noposauue,
NMoKasmBanu cy TEHAEHUM]y KacHuMjer cTynaka y 6pak. Marba CI0XKeHOCT NopoanyHOr
pomahuHcTBa Takohe je noBesaHa ca MMUrpaLnjom, y Kojoj y Behoj mepu yuectsyjy
nojeAuHLUN, U FTPaZiCKOM NpPUBPELOM, KOja Ce He OfBMja Y OKBMPY MOPOAUYHOT
AomahMHCTBA Kao WTO je TO Cay4aj Ha ceny. Ha uHanBMAyaunjy U marby 3aBUCHOCT
nojeanHUA 04, NOPOAMYHOT KONEKTMBA NO3UTMBHO je AenoBana U NMCMEHOCT, Koja je
Takohe y Behoj mepu o4/ IMKoBana rpafCcKko CTAaHOBHULLTBO.
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MpecyaHU YMHMOLM Yy 06aMKOBaky creuuduyHux aemorpadckmx oasmKa
rPafCKor CTaHOBHULWTBA BMAM CY MUIPALMOHM NpoLecn n ocobeHoCTH rpapcKkor
HauMHa npuepehusarba. O6aMLM semorpadcKor NoHallaka Koju cy npeosaagasanu
Ha cenly penaTmeHoO cy ce 6p30 Meranu 1 npunarohasanm ApyLUTBEHO-EKOHOMCKUM
OKOJIHOCTUMA Y TPpaacKknm cpeanHama. OcTaje OTBOPEHO NUTAE 4a /M je, U Y KOjoj
Mmepu, mehycobHa McnpensieTaHoCT M YBPCTA MOBE3aHOCT AemorpadCcKor pexmnma Ha
ceny 1 ceockor HaumHa npuepehmBamba, unja ce cMmbrosa nepLenmpa 1 Kao ocobeHm
KYATYPHU MoAen, npeacTaB/bana KouyHuuy 6pxem u Behem oanmey ceockor
CTaHOBHMWTBA Yy ypbaHe cpeaunHe u kerosoj Behoj MHAMBUAYaLMjN.
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