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Mennonites in West Prussia, 1776-1789:

Economic Status, Landholding, and Occupation


From the fifteenth to the eighteenth century, Danzig was an important port for the Dutch and the English – the two nations that vied for control of the Baltic trade.  One of the most important exports to western Europe was grain – rye being primary although in later years, wheat became increasingly important.  One source of grain was the agrarian hinterland of what was to become West Prussia, an area on both sides of the lower Vistula extending from Danzig to Thorn.  Much of the area in the Vistula delta was below sea level and although dikes had been built by the Teutonic Knights, they needed to be maintained.  In the mid-sixteenth century, tired of the endless war against nature, the land was abandoned by the inhabitants.  In 1547, the Frisian Philipp Edzema on behalf of the Danzig council recruited fellow Frisians to drain and cultivate the Danzig Werder in the Vistula delta which had been vacated.  Mennonites – a Christian denomination which believed in adult baptism and became known for the refusal to bear arms – responded to the call, both preceded and followed by their co-religionists.  Those who came in the mid-sixteenth century became known for their success at land reclamation.  In 1555, the Danzig council wrote a letter to the Polish king in defence of the colonists: “These Dutch, gracious King, have achieved a wonderful reclamation in a short time so that instead of deserted fields, we will have 27 Hufen.  They have improved the land so much that we will receive 108 Marks annually in tax from this village where we had earlier not received more than 39 Marks.”
   The letter goes on to describe four other villages which had benefitted from the colonists.   In total, the annual tax revenue had increased from 91 Marks to 768 Marks.  Almost a century later in 1642, King Wladyslav IV’s charter confirming privileges granted by his predecessors recognized the contribution of the Mennonites:  “We are well aware of the manner in which the ancestors of the Mennonite inhabitants of the Marienburg islands (Werder), both large and small, were invited here with the knowledge and by the will of the gracious King Sigismund Augustus, to areas that were barren, swampy and unusable places in those islands.  With great effort and at very high cost, they made these lands fertile and productive.” 
  The picture painted is one of Mennonites as farmers, specifically as good farmers.


Is this portrait consistent with the evidence?  There is more than a century lag before data becomes available.  In 1772, the Polish province of Royal Prussia, orWest Prussia, was annexed by Frederick the Great.  Frederick the Great granted Mennonites military exemption and in lieu of military service, they were to make an annual payment of 5,500 Thalers towards the Culm military academy.  The census of Mennonites taken in 1776 which identifies those households liable for the levy provides data about the economic status, landholding status, and occupations of West Prussian Mennonite households in the fourth quarter of the eighteenth century.
  Were Mennonite households primarily agricultural and were they well-to-do?  A subsequent census on landholdings done by Frederick the Great’s successor, Frederick William II, in 1789 provides additional information about plot size.
 

I


What were the economic status and landholding status of the 12,182 Mennonites in West Prussia in 1776?  Economic status was recorded as good, middling (or average), bad, poor, and very poor; landholding status was recorded as owner, renter, tenant, gardener, or institutional care.  Data were recorded by household.  Of the 2,636 households included in the census, 13 households are excluded because either there is no entry for economic status or there is no entry for landholding status.  The data for the remaining 2,623 households are summarized in Table 1.  From the table, it is evident that middling, rather than average, is a better descriptor of the second economic status which constitutes 22.6 per cent of households and that bad – 75.8 per cent of household – is something like common.  The top three groups will be referred to as upper class, middle class, and lower class.  If goods are categorized as necessities, conveniences, and luxuries, then lower-class households likely provided for their daily needs and may have even been able to afford some conveniences.  The poor would have struggled to provide for their daily needs and the very poor were reliant on institutional care provided by the Mennonites to get by.   To the Prussian census taker, it was not the case that “[a]part from the landed aristocracy and those in receipt of poor relief, it seems that almost everyone in between was a possible candidate for ‘middling’ status” 
;  the groups were defined in terms of income and wealth distribution
 and the lower class which constituted the majority of the population distinguished the middle class from the poor and very poor.  The distribution is similar to Schwarz’s.
  His distribution, based on wealth, for late eighteenth-century London is 2 to 3 per cent for the upper-class and 16 to 21 per cent for the middle class, figures which are consistent with Rud(’s estimates of 2 to 3 per cent and 17 per cent, respectively.  The figure is significantly different from Kocka’s estimate of 5 per cent for the middle class in nineteenth-century Germany but he focuses on the economic (“merchants, manufacturers, bankers, capitalists, entrepreneurs, and managers, as well as rentiers”) and the educated (professionals and bureaucrats) middle class of the city and specifically excludes peasants which would have best described the Mennonite farmers.


Mennonites were, for the most part, land-owners.  In other studies of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Soltow found that 20.4 per cent of properties in 1798 England and Wales were owner-occupied
 and  Sarson found that in 1800 in Prince George’s County, Maryland,  30.6 per cent of households were land-holding.
  The contrast of  81.4 per cent of Mennonite households in 1776 West Prussia as land-owning is striking.  Although there was a rise in serfdom in eastern Europe from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, West Prussia was least affected by the enlargement of demesne at the expense of peasant land and Dutch colonists joined the ranks of the free peasants, in terms of land-holding.


Not surprisingly, economic status was correlated with landholding status – the economic status of 27.5 per cent of the owners was upper or middle class; the economic status of 94.4 per cent of the renters was lower class.  Gardeners were worse off – 35.7 per cent were poor – and those receiving institutional care were in dire straits – 50 per cent were very poor.   Given that a significant majority of Mennonites were land-owners, one might expect that the distribution of economic status would reflect this; specifically, one might expect that the percentage of households that were upper or middle class would be higher than that found in Schwarz‘s study but London was more economically developed than West Prussia.


Frederick the Great, for example, compared West Prussia to Canada and its inhabitants to the Iroquois (a native tribe in Canada).  The report of the annexation commission commented on the dismal state of affairs in West Prussia:

Some towns were more like heaps of rubble than human settlements.  To find the pavement in the street one had to dig through several feet of filth and rubbish.  Numerous villages had altogether ceased to exist and occasionally one found traces of them in the middle of dense forests.  The countryside was empty and neglected; the cattle underfed and of poor breeds; the farm implements of the most primitive kind down to the bladeless plough; the fields exhausted, full of weeds and stones; the meadows waterlogged; and the woods carelessly felled and thinned to sell as much timber as possible.  The old fortified towns, called castles, lay in ruins and rubble, just like most of the smaller towns and villages.  Most existing dwellings seemed scarcely suitable as shelter for human beings – miserable hovels of straw and clay, of the roughest sort, built with the poorest materials and in the most slap-dash manner. This land has been demoralized and depopulated by the endless wars and quarrels of the past centuries, by fires and epidemics and poor administration.  The justice was as bad as the administration.  The peasantry is debauched, the bourgeoisie non-existent; forests and swamps encroach on the towns, which – to judge from the old German graveyards – were at one time well-populated.

This assessment was harsh.  Henderson notes that Frederick the Great had an incentive to misrepresent the state of affairs in West Prussia to indicate that he had not benefited significantly from the partition and to overstate the improvement in the province after annexation.  In a letter to his brother, Frederick explicitly stated that because he did not want others to be envious of the “excellent and very advantageous acquisiton” of West Prussia, he would paint a dismal picture.
  Also, for the rest of Prussia, 1772 was also a difficult year: “In the kingdom of Prussia, the price of cereals approximately doubled from 1768-1770 to 1771-1772. . . . In Prussia, the death rate peaked at 42.3 per 1000 in 1772, some 40 percent higher than the average of 1768-1771.”
  The cereal harvests improved in 1772 and Prussia rebounded.  Despite the common predicament in 1772, the report of the annexation commission was right that West Prussia was less economically developed than the rest of Prussia so despite 75.8 per cent of the households being classified as lower class, it might well have been that Mennonite households were in better financial shape than their West Prussian neighbours.

II


Were Mennonites farmers?  In the census data, there were three agricultural occupations recorded – Bauer (B), Landmann (L), and Landwirt (Lw).  The majority of Mennonite households, 71.8 per cent, were involved in farming – Lw (1,042), L (818), and B (25) – which translates into a total population of 9,296 or 76.3 per cent (Lw 5,064 people, L 4,131 people, and B 101 people).  In other words, a significant majority were involved in farming but this was a time and a place where the majority of households would have been involved in agriculture.  In seventeenth and eighteenth-century Bohemia, for example, Klima estimates that 80 per cent of the population was rural and agricultural.
 

In the eighteenth century, Mennonites made up just over 2 per cent of the population of West Prussia and about 1 per cent of the population of Danzig.
  It is important to note that the annexation of West Prussia in 1772 excluded Danzig (Danzig and Thorn came under Prussian jurisdiction in 1793) so the census population would have been largely rural.  If the census data for Elbing, Marienburg, Tiegenhof, and the Danzig suburbs are counted as urban, then the Mennonite population was approximately 90 per cent rural.  This is consistent with census data for the general population in West Prussia a century later.  In 1871, 84.1 per cent of the population in West Prussia was rural (compared to 75% for Germany as a whole); if Danzig is excluded, approximately 90 per cent of the West Prussian population was rural.
  The conclusion is that Mennonites were not disproportionately rural in 1776 but were Mennonites disproportionately farmers?


For West Prussian Mennonites, approximately 85 per cent of the rural population in 1776 lived in farming households.  Over a century later in 1895, when the employment in the agrarian sector in Germany as a whole was less than that for the industrial sector, 63.1 per cent of the rural population was engaged in agriculture and forestry.
  The percentage would have been higher a century earlier and it was likely higher yet for a region that was an agrarian hinterland but even so, the figure of 85 per cent seems high.
  If Mennonites were not more likely to be farmers than their neighbours, it seems improbable that they were less likely to be so.


Were Mennonite farmers well off?  Table 2 provides the economic and landholding status for the farming households.  The poorest of the poor – that is, the very poor – do not appear as farmers although some receiving institutional care do.  Given that there was a higher degree of land ownership for farming households than for Mennonites in total (96.5 per cent versus 81.4) and that land-owning households were better off in general (from Table 1), it is not surprising that farmers were somewhat better off than the Mennonite population at large (25.9 per cent in the top two classes versus 23.2 and 0.4 per cent in the bottom two classes versus 1.0 per cent).   The differences are not very significant and basically, in terms of economic status, farmers were representative of Mennonite households.


Was there any difference within the agricultural households?  What is the difference between Lw, L, and B?  There are indeed differences between them in terms of economic and landholding status.  The most common type was Lw, representing  55.3 per cent of farming households.  As can be seen in Table 2A, almost all Lw households – 97.2 per cent – were owners but this percentage is not significantly different from farming households in general.  Their economic status was, on average, worse than that of Mennonite farmers in general – a smaller percentage was in the top two classes (16.8 per cent versus 25.9) resulting in a larger percentage as lower class (82.7 per cent versus 73.7).  Clearly, land ownership was not enough to guarantee better economic status.  As can be seen in Table 2B, although no L household was identified as good in terms of economic status, in general these households fared better than their Lw counterparts – 38.0 per cent were in the top two classes versus 16.8 per cent leaving significantly fewer classified as lower class – 61.6 per cent versus 82.7 per cent.


What accounts for the difference in these two types of households?  What do the different occupations mean?  It seems that the differences were regional – most jurisdictions were only L or only Lw.   Fewer than one quarter of households show up in “mixed” jurisdictions and even in these mixed jurisdictions, there was often only one L in an Lw district or one Lw in an L district.  Similarly, B households show up only in three locations where there were no L or Lw households – 21 in Lakendorf, two in Keitlau, and two from Neulanghorst.  All B were owners – one was middle and 24 were lower class.


Where were the middle-class households located?  Restricting attention to those locations where were at least five farming households and more than 65% of these were middle class, 22 locations are identified in Table 3.  Of these desirable locations, 18 were L locations, 3 were Lw, and one was mixed.  Consistent with tables 2A and 2B, the L districts are over-represented in desirable locations.  Why might better economic outcomes be associated with the above districts?  Several explanations come to mind – proximity to market, plot size, and fertility of the soil.  The 1789 census taken to identify Mennonite landholdings provides information on plot size.

III


When Frederick William II came to power in 1786, he extended the military exemption granted to the Mennonites but he restricted the purchase of new holdings by Mennonites because military service was tied to land-holding and he wanted to curtail any reduction in the size of his army.  The 1789 census of Mennonite landholdings identified 2,451 plots held by 2,207 Mennonites.  This compares to 2,140 owners in the 1776 census (2,136 from Table 1 plus 4 owners with no recorded economic status).  There was relatively little increase in the number of Mennonite land owners in the 13 years between the censuses but there may have been an increase in the number of plots held and the new plots may have been larger than the initial plots so Frederick William II’s concern regarding increased holdings by Mennonites may well have been justified.


In the census, land is measured in Ruten, Morgen, and Hufen where 300 Ruten equal one Morgen and 30 Morgen equal one Hufen.  Statistics will be reported in terms of Hufen, where one Hufen is approximately 41 acres or 16.8 hectares.   Of the total number of plots, 285, or 11.6 per cent, had a size of zero.  The focus will be on the remaining 2,166 plots, which will be termed agricultural plots.  Almost 2300 Hufen were held by Mennonites.  By the end of the eighteenth century, there were almost 10,000 Hufen of arable land in the Vistula-Nogat delta
 so Mennonites held a significant proportion of the arable land in the delta given that they made up only about 2% of the population of West Prussia.  The mean agricultural plot size was 1.060 Hufen with a standard deviation of 1.116 so there was a great deal of variability in plot size.  Given that the total of 2,451 plots – that is, both non-agricultural and agricultural – was held by only 2,207 Mennonites, the average holding by an individual was probably larger than 1.060 Hufen.  How significant the difference was would depend on how many held multiple zero-sized plots.

The percentiles for agricultural plots, given in Table 4, reveal that the top decile accounts for the large standard deviation – 2.4 Hufen for the 90th percentile to 15.156 Hufen for the 100th percentile.   The two largest plots were over 15 Hufen (both in Matzkau).  The third largest was almost 13 Hufen and the next was 10 Hufen.  These plots were clearly not representative.  Half of the agricultural plots were between one-half and 2.4 Hufen and 40 per cent were smaller than one half a Hufen.  The following quote expressing measure in terms of wloca, which is about the same as a Hufen, provides a context for interpreting the statistics:

For central Poland before the sixteenth century a 1-wloca (41.5 acres) holding was deemed sufficient for the standard size peasant family.  By the end of the sixteenth century farming manuals were prescribing only half a wloca and the average size approximated that figure, even though there is no evidence of a compensating rise in yields. . . . By the end of the eighteenth century the number of half-wloca holdings had grown considerably.  This could suffice for an average-sized peasant household only in a good year, but by this period the quarter-wloca holding was a “proper” size.  It has been estimated that about 80 percent of the peasant population had no more than half a wloca each.

Compared to the peasants in central Poland, the agricultural Mennonites in West Prussia were fairly well off – compared to the estimated 80 per cent of peasants in central Poland, only 40 per cent of Mennonites held less than half a Hufen.  This still would have made it tough going, however, for a significant minority, the 40 per cent, who needed good years to get by.


It is usually assumed that plot size matters in terms of economic outcome.  What about the locations that were associated with better than average outcomes in 1776?  Were plot sizes bigger in those areas?  The data is summarized in Table 5.  There is no clear relationship between plot size and locations with good economic outcomes.  The locations were in three regions – Amt Subckau, the Marienburg region, and Kreis Dirschau.  Of the regions, Amt Subckau had the greatest number of plots – 507 out of

2,451 – so it is to be expected that the region is over-represented but the degree of over-representation is significant– thirteen of the 22 locations were in Amt Subckau.  Surprisingly, another region – Amt Elbing – with 424 plots, does not show up on the list at all.  Clearly, location matters.  What about plot size?  In Amt Subckau, all but one of the locations have an average plot size greater than the mean of 1.060 Hufen for all agricultural plots but given the large standard deviation, no clear inference can be made.  Four of the locations in Amt Subckau have an average plot size in excess of two Hufen.  Perhaps, more interestingly, two of these have minimum plot sizes of one Hufen but a relatively large minimum plot size was not enough to guarantee a good economic outcome.  In one of the locations with a minimum plot size of one Hufen – Ladekopp – the economic status 

of 31.8 per cent of the households was classified as lower class in 1776.  Whatever evidence there might be for associating better economic outcomes with larger plot sizes in Amt Subckau – and it is tenuous at best – it not confirmed in the Marienburg region.  Three of the five locations listed in Table 5 in the Marienburg region have an average plot size of less than one Hufen and yet the economic status of over 80 per cent of the households in each of these locations was classified as middle class in 1776.  In one of these – Kalthof, the average plot size was 0.671 Hufen – not much more than the one-half Hufen which was necessary in a good year to provide for an average-sized family.  Clearly plot size is not enough to explain economic outcome – location is critical.

IV


Each census – the 1776 and the 1789 – provides information about the economic situation of Mennonites in West Prussia in the last quarter of the eighteenth century but the databases can also be merged, if only incompletely, to add the size of the landholding to the original census data.  The merging of the two databases is fraught with difficulties and results in a significant decrease in the number of observations.  Thirteen years have passed between the two censuses and the owners in 1789 are not the same as the owners in 1776, the owners in 1789 may hold multiple plots, and given the relatively small number of names (14 entries with the name Peter Dick in the 1776 census and nine entries with the equivalent name Peter Dyck in the 1789 census, for example), it is difficult to identify individuals at times.  The error in merging was on the side of exclusion.  For example, two Peter Dicks in a location in 1776 and only one Peter Dyck in the same location in 1789, one Peter Dick in a location in 1776 and two Peter Dycks in 1789, or two Peter Dicks in a location in 1776 with different economic status and two Peter Dycks in 1789 were all excluded.  The resulting merged database has 476 names. 


The merged database is more agricultural than the two censuses from which it is created.  In the 1776 census, 71.8 per cent of the households were farmers in terms of occupation (L, Lw, B); in the merged database, 87 per cent are farmers (233 Lw, 176 L, and 5 B households).  In the 1789 census, 11.6 per cent of the plots had a size of zero; in the merged database, 8.8 per cent (42 plots) had a size of zero.  It is difficult to surmise what the cause of this relative lack of continuity of ownership in non-agricultural households can be attributed to.  It may be that the Anglo-Dutch War of 1780-1784 which involved the two major shipping nations of the Baltic trade adversely affected the fortunes of the urban population who were more closely connected with the trade but this is an unsubstantiated suspicion.


The distribution by economic status of the merged database provided in Table 6 is similar to the distribution for landowners in Tables 1, 2A, and 2B, although in each case the percentage of middle class has increased.  The relative ranking in terms of percentage of lower class remains unchanged – L households fare better and Lw households fare worse than the population at large.

As can be seen in Table 7, which looks at plot size by economic status in the merged database, those with zero-sized plots did relatively well – over one-third were upper or middle class.  In other words, those with continuity of ownership of non-agricultural plots were better off than average in 1776.  In terms of agricultural plots, the increase in the percentage of middle-class farmers in the merged database compared to the 1776 data is accompanied by an increase in the size of plot.  In the 1789 data, 40 per cent held plots more than one Hufen in size; in the merged database, half hold plots more than one Hufen in size.  The maximum size of plot has decreased from 15.156 to 5.3 Hufen but the average plot size for non-zero entries is now 1.102 Hufen with a standard deviation of 0.864.  This compares to the average agricultural plot size in the 1789 census of 1.06 Hufen and a standard deviation of 1.116.  The mean has increased but the dispersion has decreased.    The average agricultural plot size for the middle class is 1.582 with a standard deviation of  0.909 and the average agricultural plot size for the lower class is 0.919 Hufen with a standard deviation of 0.760.  Also, the average plot size for the L households is 1.398 Hufen (s.d. 0.950) compared to the average for Lw households of 0.944 (s.d 0.746), which is consistent with the better economic status of the L households.  The B households, which in the merged database are all lower class, have an average of 0.2 Hufen (s.d. 0.125).  Average plot size appears to be correlated with economic outcome but the standard deviation means there is considerable overlap in plot size between the middle and lower classes.  That being said, it is the case that all holdings over 4 Hufen are middle class and all agricultural holdings less than or equal to one Morgen  (0.033 Hufen) are lower class.


Upon closer analysis of the data, there are hints of a relationship between plot size and economic outcome but no hard evidence.  Looking at locations in  Table 8 where there are at least six agricultural plots and all economic outcomes are lower class, there appears to be some regional variation in the size of holding.  Wengelwalde, in particular, has small plots and there is relatively little disparity in plot size.  Lakendorf as well has small landholdings and although there is greater disparity in plot size than in Wengelwalde, it is less than the remaining locations.  For these two lower-class locations, plot size was small as expected but the mean for lower-class locations is not consistently small – it varies between 0.201 (Wengelwalde) and 1.332 (Heubuden).   Both of these are in the Marienburg region which had earlier been associated with middle-class households.  Another location in Marienburg – Schwansdorf – does not have exceptionally small plot sizes – the minimum being half a Hufen – yet all six households there are classified as lower class.


In Table 9 where there are at least two or more households and all are middle class and either L or Lw, mean plot size varies between 0.625 and 2.054 Hufen.  In other words, the distribution shifts up in the move from lower-class locations (Table 8 where the mean varies from 0.201 to 1.332) to middle-class locations but there is still considerable overlap between the two types of locations.  Also, the minimum size of plots in some of the middle-class locations was not that large – 0.25 Hufen in Fuerstenau, 0.35 in Sparrau, 0.367 in Kalthof.  The occupations for these households was listed as farming but a quarter of a Hufen was quite a small holding to provide for a middle class lifestyle.

As noted above, there was regional variation but it was in some regions very localized.  According to Tables 8 and 9, there were lower- and no middle-class locations in Amt Graudentz, Kreis Schwetz, and Stadt Culm and there were both lower- and middle-class locations in Marienburg, Amt Stuhm, and Amt Elbing.  Amt Subckau does not appear in Table 8 and is over-represented in Table 9.  


Does plot size matter for a given location within a region?  In Table 10, attention is restricted to those eleven locations where there are at least six L or Lw households and there are different economic outcomes within the location.  Conditioning on location still does not provide compelling evidence that plot size and economic outcome are closely related.  In three locations – Gross Lunau, Hohenwalde, and Montau, the average plot size for lower-class households exceeds that for middle-class households.  In the remaining locations, average plot size is larger for middle-class households but only in three of them is there a significant relationship between average plot size and economic outcome – Petershagen, Pletzendorf, and Tiegenhagen, all located in Amt Subckau.  In these three locations, middle-class status is associated with an average plot size of about two Hufen and lower-class status is associated with an average plot size of about 0.7 Hufen.  In general, Amt Subckau was a good place to be a farmer but it was best for those with two Hufen of land.


What contributed to the success of Mennonite farmers in the Vistula-Nogat delta?  Clearly, their expertise in draining below-sea-level land and in maintaining the necessary dikes and ditches to keep the land arable was crucial but not all of the almost 2300 Hufen that they owned in 1789 was equally advantageous.  Was it proximity to the market, fertility of the soil, or plot size that guaranteed success?  Plot size by itself contributed to but did not determine success.
  There were differences in different locations: A farmer with a quarter Hufen in Fuerstenau was middle class; a farmer with 2.4 Hufen in Heubuden was lower class.  There were differences in different locations in the same region: A farmer with 0.35 Hufen in the Marienburg  region was middle class; a farmer with 2.4 Hufen in the Marienburg region was lower class.  Even for a given location, the results are mixed.  In Gross Lunau, the average plot size for lower-class farmers was 1.307 Hufen, whereas the average plot size for middle-class farmers was 1.062 Hufen.

The relationship of plot size and economic outcome needs to be qualified in terms of the time lag of the two different data sources – that for economic status in 1776 and that for plot size in 1789.  Fourteen of the owners in 1789 were renters in 1776, as well two owners in 1789 were gardeners in 1776.  To account for the lack of link between plot size and economic status, it may have been that middle-class farmers in 1776 sold land between 1776 and 1789 or that lower-class farmers bought land between 1776 and 1789.  Attention has been limited however to those households with a single plot of land so the purchase of land would have been restricted to the purchase of a single plot.  It is also possible for farmers to rent land in addition to the land they own.  In the merged database, there are five Lw and two L households – all lower class – with plot sizes of zero.  Presumably they rented land.  This would account for why middle-class farmers are associated with small plots but it would not account for why lower-class farmers held large plots.  Thirty-two lower-class farmers – accounting for 7.37% of the 434 agricultural plots – held two Hufen or more.  It seems reasonable to assume that the evidence that plot size probably matters but that location matters more would not change significantly accounting for the shortcomings in the merged database.  The evidence does suggests that the 580 Hufen that Mennonites owned in Amt Subckau – around the city of Tiegenhof – was well-situated and that in some locations in Amt Subckau, plot size mattered. 

V


What about the not-so-insignificant minority in 1776 of 738 Mennonite households – 28.2 per cent – that were not farmers?  Over half of the remaining households were the 305 labourers and 119 weavers.  The economic status of the vast majority of labourer and weaver households was lower class and landownership was not associated with a better economic outcome.  Labourers, who constituted 11.6 per cent of households, were, for the most part, renters and their economic status was significantly worse than that of the population as a whole.
  Far more of them ended up receiving institutional care and were accordingly very badly off and very few were middle class and none were upper.  Counting Tiegenhof, Elbing, and Marienburg as urban (there were no labourers in the Danzig suburbs), 92.8 per cent of labourers were rural and 7.2 per cent were urban.  Probably most of the rural labourers were involved in agriculture contributing to the picture of Mennonites as an agrarian people.  The situation for the 117 weavers – 6 of them linen weavers – for whom there is both economic and landholding status given was similar to that of labourers.  The economic status of one weaver – an owner – was middle class; the economic status of the rest – 42 owners, 74 renters, and 2 gardeners – was lower class.   As with labourers, the economic status of weavers was worse than that of the population as a whole – none were upper and less than 1 per cent was middle class – and the landholding status was similar – 62.2 per cent renters and only 35.3 per cent owners.  They were considerably more urban, though, than their labourer counterparts – 18.8 per cent lived in Marienburg, Tiegenhof, and the Danzig suburbs.  There were 12 weavers in Tiegenhof alone.


Given that farming households were basically representative and the 424 labourer and weaver households were significantly worse off, who among the Mennonites was well-to-do?  Of the 314 households yet to be considered, 15 are upper and 103 are middle class – in other words, 4.8 and 32.8 per cent respectively.  Of the remaining households, 104 were merchants of some sort – 13 upper and 50 middle class.  Overall, merchants were well off but there were different types of merchants and economic status depended on type.

The 15 spice merchants – all in the top two classes – dealt in colonial goods – not only goods such as nutmeg and cloves, but also coffee, tea, cocoa, and sugar.  Not surprisingly, they were all located in the Danzig suburbs – eight in Alt Schottland alone.  The imported colonial goods were carried largely on Dutch and English ships.  For Mennonites who had maintained contact with their co-religionists in the Netherlands, much of their trade was likely with the Dutch.  They would have supplied Momber’s coffee house in Danzig – a well-known establishment at the time owned by a Mennonite family – with coffee and the Lachs brandy distillery – established by the Mennonite Ambrosius Vermeulen in Danzig in 1598 and praised in Christoph Friedrich Wedekind’s 1745 “Lob-Gedicht über die gebrannten Wasser im Lachs zu Dantzig” – with sugar and spices.  There were other Mennonite brandy distillers to supply as well – five households in the Danzig suburbs
 (all of which were middle class) and five households in Elbing (all of which were lower class but then, all the households in Elbing were lower class).  (There were also nine Mennonite brandy distillers in Königsberg in East Prussia – all in the top two classes.)  Mennonites were so well-known for brandy distilling in Danzig that brandy was known as Mennonite waters
 and a Catholic brandy distiller was called a Catholic Mennonite.
  Danzigers recognized the advantage Mennonites had in acquiring the inputs for brandy production
 – wine from the Palatinate from fellow Mennonites and spices and sugar through the Dutch Mennonites – so that Mennonites were taxed twice what their neighbours were on brandy production.
  Clearly, the spice merchants had a market for their wares.
  Seven of the 15 spice merchants were also involved in distilling but it is unclear whether they were distilling brandy or some other form of alcohol or whether they were producing extracts from the spices.

What of the other merchants?  The seven cloth merchants – all of them in the top two classes – could have been involved with both imported and exported goods.  Cotton, wool, yarn, silk, and camels’ hair came through the Sound from the west and to the west, many times the volume of textiles brought in, went linen.
   Other commodity-specific merchants were urban but more local in terms of supply and demand – honey and leather merchants located in the Danzig suburbs and a lumber merchant in Tiegenhof.  There were also four different types of general merchants – extending from the Kaufmann down to the lowly Hakenb(dner.  The Kaufmann was a wholesaler found in major cities – four were in Alt Schottland, one in Marienburg, and one in Elbing.  They likely would have been involved in shipping
 and tended to do well (unless, of course, one is in Elbing). The one household that was both Kaufmann and Häker was in Kalthof (Orl).  Krämer were listed only in Elbing and Marienburg, with three merchants in Marienburg listed as both Krämer and Häker.  Of the 43 Häker, 22 were in Danzig suburbs, six in Marienburg (including the only upper class one), one in Elbing, and the rest in smaller centres.  This was quite distinct from the Hakenbüdner.  None were located in the Danzig suburbs, Marienburg, or Elbing; they were all located in smaller centres.  What were the differences between them?  The difference between a Kaufmann and a Krämer was that a Kaufmann was a wholesaler and a Krämer sold in both large and small lots.
  A Häker, also known as a Höker, was like a Krämer but sold in small lots and often specialized in necessities like butter, cheese, bacon, herring, et cetera (the list includes brandy!).
  A Hakenbüdner was a very small retailer found in villages running the store out of the house and provided daily necessities as well as other goods to the locals.  “Besides wine, beer, and brandy, there were also . . . oil, salt, herring, wooden and ceramic goods, as well as linen, woolen and silk cloth”.
  The general merchants also differed in terms of outcome.  The Kaufmann did the best – over 80 per cent were in the top two classes with over half in the upper class.  Over half of the Häker were in the top two classes (only one in the upper class).  The Krämer did not do as well as the Häker but this could be due to location – four of the Krämer were in Elbing.  The Hakenbüdner, not surprisingly, did the worst of them all. Twenty per cent of the Hakenbüdner were middle class – none were upper class.  Commerce was evidently, for many, a very remunerative occupation.

The occupations of the remaining households were varied even for the households that did well comparatively.  The occupations of the two remaining upper-class households were a brewer and a tanner.  The occupations of the remaining middle-class households included four bakers, two beacon makers, seven distillers, two teachers and a schoolmaster, five tanners, and two tailors but not all the households were well off.  In addition to the bakers who did well, there were three lower-class bakers – two in the Danzig suburb of Schidlitz and one in Elbing.  There were also other Mennonites involved in the clothing industry: there were 22 lower-class tailors and five lower-class dyers.  Mennonites are known to have brought lace-making to West Prussia from the Low Countries but in 1776, only six made their livelihood by it – the five for whom there is economic status recorded were all lower-class.  There were 12 shoe-makers – one middle class and the rest lower class – and one lower-class household providing shoe repair services.  In the Danzig suburbs, there were womb to tomb services with a lower-class midwife – a widow – and a lower-class undertaker.  There were also millers – six middle- and thirteen lower-class grist millers and ten watermill operators – all lower class despite the essential service they provided.  Mennonites were farmers but they were not just farmers.

Similar to the farmers, location mattered.  Those located in the Danzig suburbs did well but those in Alt Schottland fared exceptionally well. Of the 43 households in Alt Schottland, nine were upper class, 32 were middle class, and only two were lower class.  It was not universally the case that Mennonites did well in the cities – the economic status of households in Marienburg was basically representative and as already mentioned, all the households in Elbing were lower class.  Once again, there is no basis for comparison but it would be interesting to know how their neighbours were doing in Elbing and in the Danzig suburbs.

VI

Were Mennonites in West Prussia farmers?  And if so, were they successful farmers?  Mennonites, like their neighbours, were farmers but probably with a somewhat higher likelihood.  The percentage of Mennonite households that were agricultural – the 1,885 farmers and perhaps 80 per cent of the 283 rural labourers – would have been about 80 per cent.  This may have been quite similar to the population at large but the percentage of Mennonite farmers who were landholding – at 96.5 per cent – was likely similar to free peasants and therefore, much higher than the agricultural population at large, resulting in a higher percentage of farmers and a lower percentage of agricultural labourers for Mennonites. Not all of these households did well.  For the farmers, 82.7 per cent of Lw and 96 per cent of B households were lower class.  Among the farmers, there were those who were poorer than lower class and those who were living in the poor house so some were quite badly off, although this made up less than 1 per cent of the farmers.  A quarter of the farmers prospered and of the farmers, those that were Landmann, as opposed to Landwirt or Bauer, did well – almost 40 per cent were middle class.  There is no basis for comparison but the percentage of Mennonite farmers that did relatively well might be comparatively high.  However, there were still three-quarters that were lower class that may not have been doing substantially better than their neighbours.  If half a Hufen was a viable plot size, then about 40 per cent struggled to get by.  Prosperity, though, depended for the most part on location – and not on plot size – with good economic outcomes being very localized within a region.  Overall, there was disparity with some doing well and some struggling to get by. 

The picture of Mennonites as farmers does not tell the whole story.  Labourers and weavers made up about 16 per cent of the households.  Almost 5 per cent of labourers were poor or very poor with less than 1 per cent middle class; weavers were not much better off.  In some other pursuits, though, Mennonites thrived.  In commerce, about 60 per cent of them did well with 12.5 per cent in the upper class.  Although not a high percentage of Mennonite households were brandy distillers, apparently a high percentage of brandy distillers were Mennonites and for the most part, they did well.  There were many other occupations and the economic outcome of Mennonites who were not farmers, in general, was representative of the Mennonite population taken as a whole with the associated disparity. 
Between 1787 and 1790, promised land and military exemption, several hundred Mennonite families left to farm in South Russia.  The 1789 edict by Frederick William II which limited the purchase of land did little to encourage them to stay and there were efforts by West and East Prussian officials to prevent the emigration.
  The harsh reality of settling new land was most likely a more effective deterrent to many.  It was not the successful farmers who left – it was the poor and the landless.  Clearly for several hundred families, the promise of land and potential success at farming in South Russia were sweeter than the certainty of landlessness and subsistence farming in West Prussia.  Although there were successful Mennonite farmers in the eighteenth century, the rhetoric of the Danzig city council in the sixteenth century about the miracle of Mennonite agricultural transformation did not represent the reality of some of the Mennonite farmers and farmhands two centuries later.

TABLE 1.  Economic and Landholding Status of Mennonite Households in West Prussia, 1776

 (percentage of total for landholding status in parenthesis)

	
	Owner
	Renter
	Tenant
	Gardener
	Institution
	Total

	Good
	16 (0.8)
	1 (0.2)
	
	
	
	17 (0.6)

	Middling
	571 (26.7)
	21 (4.7)
	
	
	
	592 (22.6)

	Bad
	1,549 (72.5)
	422 (94.4)
	2 (100.0)
	9 (64.3)
	7 (29.2)
	1,989 (75.8)

	Poor
	
	3 (0.7)
	
	5 (35.7)
	5 (20.8)
	13 (0.5)

	Very Poor
	
	
	
	
	12 (50.0)
	12 (0.5)

	Total
	2,136 (81.4)
	447 (17.1)
	2 (0.1)
	14 (0.5)
	24 (0.9)
	2,623


TABLE 2.  Economic and Landholding Status of Mennonite Farming Households in West Prussia, 1776

(percentage of total for landholding status in parenthesis)

	
	Owner
	Renter
	Tenant
	Gardener
	Institution
	Total

	Upper
	2 (0.1)
	
	
	
	
	2 (0.1)

	Middle
	479 (26.2)
	6 (11.1)
	
	
	
	485 (25.8)

	Lower
	1,339 (73.6)
	46 (85.2)
	2 (100.0)
	
	3 (60.0)
	1,390 (73.7)

	Poor
	1 (0.1)
	2 (3.7)
	
	4 (100.0)
	2 (40.0)
	8 (0.4)

	Total
	1,820 (96.5)
	54 (2.9)
	2 (0.1)
	4 (0.2)
	5 (0.3)
	1,885


TABLE 2A.  Economic and Landholding Status of  Lw  Mennonite Households in West Prussia, 1776

(percentage of total for landholding status in parenthesis)

	
	Owner
	Renter
	Tenant
	Gardener
	Total

	Upper
	2  (0.2)
	
	
	
	2 (0.2)

	Middle
	173  (17.1)
	
	
	
	173 (16.6)

	Lower
	838 (82.7)
	22 (91.7)
	2 (100.0)
	
	862 (82.7)

	Poor
	
	2 (8.3)
	
	3 (100.0)
	5 (0.5)

	Total
	1,013 (97.2)
	24 (2.3)
	2 (0.2)
	3 (0.3)
	1,042


TABLE 2B.  Economic and Landholding Status of  L Mennonite Households in West Prussia, 1776

(percentage of total for landholding status in parenthesis)

	
	Owner
	Renter
	Gardener
	Institution
	Total

	Middle
	305 (39.0)
	6 (20.0)
	
	
	311 (38.0)

	Lower
	477 (61.0)
	24 (80.0)
	
	3 (60.0)
	504 (61.6)

	Poor
	
	
	1 (100.0)
	2 (40.0)
	3  (0.4)

	Total
	782 (95.6)
	30 (3.7)
	1 (0.1)
	5 (0.6)
	818


TABLE 3.  Economic Status for Locations where Farmers were Disproportionately Middle Class

(Locations with at least five agricultural households where more than 65% were middling)

	Location
	Middle
	Lower
	Poor

	Baalau
	8 Lw
	1 Lw
	

	Baerwalde
	8 L
	1 L
	

	Fuerstenwerder
	11 L
	1 L
	

	Hochzeit
	5 Lw
	1 Lw
	

	Kalthof
	7 L
	1 L
	

	Ladekopp
	15 L
	7 L
	

	Marienau
	9 L
	2 L
	

	Marienau (Orl)
	8 L
	
	

	Neumuensterberg
	13 L
	5 L
	

	Neunhuben
	4 Lw
	1 Lw
	

	Neuteichsdorfersfeld
	6 L
	1 L
	

	Orlofferfelde (Orl)
	14 L
	
	

	Platenhof
	4 L
	
	2 L

	Reimerswald (Orl)
	6 L
	
	

	Schoenhorst
	5 L
	2 L
	

	Sparrau
	1 L, 4 Lw
	1 Lw
	

	Tiege
	10 L
	5 L
	

	Tiegenhagen (Orl)
	12 L
	
	

	Tiegerweide (Orl)
	6 L
	
	

	Vierzehnhuben
	11 L
	
	

	Vogtey
	5 L
	
	

	Warnau
	9 L
	3 L
	


TABLE 4.  Plot Size Percentiles of Agricultural Plots (Measured in Hufen)

	Percentile
	Hufen

	100
	15.156

	90
	2.4

	80
	1.711

	70
	1.333

	60
	1

	50
	0.75

	40
	0.5

	30
	0.367

	20
	0.233

	10
	0.133

	0
	0.001


TABLE 5.  Agricultural Plot Size (1789) where Farmers were Disproportionately Middle Class

(At least five farming households (1776) where greater than 65% were middle class)

	Location


	Region
	Mean


	Min


	Max
	 Agricultural Households Middle Class (%)

	Baalau


	Marienburg
	0.702

(0.426)
	0.167


	1.25
	88.9



	Baerwalde


	Amt Subckau
	1.548

(0.880)
	0.45


	3.5
	88.9



	Fuerstenwerder


	Amt Subckau
	3.167

(1.509)
	1


	5.25
	91.7



	Hochzeit


	Kreis Dirschau
	1.394

(0.509)
	0.983


	2.042
	83.3



	Kalthof (Kaldowe)


	Marienburg
	0.671

(0.574)
	0.121


	1.954
	87.5



	Ladekopp


	Amt Subckau
	2.039

(0.813)
	1


	3.5
	68.2



	Marienau/Marienau (Orl)
	Amt Subckau
	2.048

(1.120)
	0.4


	4.142
	89.5



	Neumuensterberg


	Amt Subckau
	1.351

(0.753)
	0.167


	3.5
	72.2



	Neunhuben


	Kreis Dirschau
	1.210

(0.344)
	0.517


	1.483
	80.0



	Neuteichsdorfersfeld (Neuteichsdorf)
	Marienburg
	2.234

(1.371)
	0.259


	4.168
	85.7



	Orlofferfelde (Orl)


	Amt Subckau
	1.354

(0.854)
	0.333


	3.137
	100.0



	Platenhof


	Amt Subckau
	1.731

(0.939)
	0.317


	3.5
	66.7



	Reimerswald (Orl)


	Amt Subckau
	1.037

(0.470)
	0.331


	1.667
	100.0



	Schoenhorst


	Marienburg
	2.356

(1.898)
	0.25


	5.483
	71.4



	Sparrau


	Marienburg
	0.818

(0.420)
	0.35


	1.5
	83.3



	Tiege


	Amt Subckau
	2.164

(1.166)
	0.333


	4.15
	66.7



	Tiegenhagen (Orl)


	Amt Subckau
	1.237

(0.790)
	0.158


	3.161
	100.0



	Tiegerweide (Orl)


	Amt Subckau
	1.352

(0.688)
	0.267


	2.567
	100.0



	Vierzehnhuben


	Amt Subckau
	1.082

(0.449)
	0.2


	1.85
	100.0



	Vogtey


	Amt Subckau
	1.153

(0.430)
	0.667


	1.778
	100.0




TABLE 6.  Economic Status of the Merged Database

(percentage of total in parenthesis)

	Economic Status
	All
	Lw
	L

	Upper
	2 (0.4)
	
	

	Middle
	136 (28.6)
	44 (18.9)
	77 (43.7)

	Lower
	337 (70.8)
	189 (88.1)
	98 (55.7)

	Poor
	1 (0.2)
	
	1 (0.6)

	Total
	476
	233
	176


TABLE 7.  Size of Plots in 1789 and Economic Status in 1776 of Mennonites in West Prussia

(H denotes Hufen)

	
	0
	0<H<1
	1(H<2
	2(H<3
	3(H<4
	4(H<5
	H(5
	Total

	Upper
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Middle
	13
	37
	44
	33
	6
	2
	1
	136 

	Lower
	27
	182
	95
	27
	6
	
	
	337 

	Poor
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Total
	42
	220
	139
	60
	12
	2
	1
	476


TABLE 8.  Location and Plot Size where Households are Universally Lower Class (Merged Database)

(Six or more households where all holdings are agricultural and lower class)

	Location
	Region
	No. of 

Plots
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Gross Lubin
	Amt Graudentz
	9
	1.220
	0.737
	0.05
	1.967

	Heubuden
	Marienburg
	10
	1.332
	0.811
	0.198
	2.401

	Jeziorken
	Kries Schwetz
	7
	0.538
	0.443
	0.067
	1.267

	Klein Lunau
	Stadt Culm
	6
	0.482
	0.325
	0.133
	1

	Lakendorf
	Amt Elbing
	7
	0.264
	0.263
	0.05
	0.8

	Montauerweide
	Marienburg
	9
	0.787
	0.509
	0.15
	1.625

	Rudnerweide
	Amt Stuhm
	8
	0.785
	0.370
	0.4
	1.367

	Schwansdorf
	Marienburg
	6
	1.146
	0.521
	0.5
	1.8

	Wengelwalde
	Marienburg
	8
	0.201
	0.076
	0.075
	0.3


TABLE 9. Location and Plot Size where Households are Universally Middle Class  (Merged Database)

 (Two or more households where all households are L or Lw and middle class)

	Location
	Region
	No. of  Plots
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Broeske
	Marienburg
	2 L
	1.517
	1.037
	.783
	2.25

	Fuerstenau (Orl)
	Amt Elbing
	2 L
	.625
	.530
	.25
	1

	Fuerstenwerder
	Amt Subckau
	3L
	2
	.866
	1.5
	3

	Gross Schardau
	Amt Stuhm
	2 Lw
	.75
	.354
	.5
	1

	Hochzeit
	Kreis Dirschau
	5 Lw
	1.467
	.533
	.983
	2.042

	Kalthof
	Marienburg
	3 L
	1.051
	.816
	.367
	1.954

	Neumuensterberg
	Amt Subckau
	4 L
	1.625
	.370
	1.167
	2

	Neustaedterwald (Orl)
	Amt Elbing
	2 L
	.675
	.365
	.417
	.933

	Neuteichsdorferfeld
	Marienburg
	2 L
	2.054
	.397
	1.772
	2.335

	Orlofferfeld (Orl)
	Amt Subckau
	7 L
	1.491
	.728
	.467
	2.468

	Platenhof (Orl)
	Amt Subckau
	2 L
	1.167
	.283
	.967
	1.367

	Sparrau
	Marienburg
	2 Lw, 1 L
	.867
	.584
	.35
	1.5

	Stobbendorf (Orl)
	Amt Subckau
	2 L
	1.567
	0
	1.567
	1.567

	Tiegenhagen (Orl)
	Amt Subckau
	3 L
	1.110
	.823
	.424
	2.023

	Vierzehnhuben
	Amt Subckau
	2 L
	1.3
	.672
	.825
	1.775


TABLE 10.  Mean Plot Size by Economic Status for Locations with Varied Outcomes (Merged Database)

 (standard deviation in parenthesis)

(At least 6 L or Lw households in a location with different economic outcomes)

	Location
	Region
	Poor
	Lower
	Middle
	Total

	Gross Lunau


	Stadt Culm
	
	1.307 

(.347)
	1.062

(.513)


	1.258

 (.365)

	Hohenwalde
	Marienburg
	
	.176

(.112)
	0.05

(0)
	.158

(.112)

	Klein Schardau
	Amt Stuhm
	
	.610

(.414)
	.929

(.100)
	.717

(.363)

	Ladekopp
	Amt Subckau
	
	1.5

(0)
	1.9

(.379)
	1.833

(.376)

	Markushof
	Marienburg
	
	1.044

(.775)
	2.151

(.728)
	1.413

(.902)

	Montau
	Amt Neuenburg
	
	1.667

(.307)
	1.643

(.140)
	1.657

(.232)

	Petershagen
	Amt Subckau
	.067

(0)
	.705

(.578)
	2.4

(.094)
	1.081

(.896)

	Pletzendorf
	Amt Subckau
	
	.662

(.263)
	1.967

(0)
	.880

(.582)

	Schoensee
	Amt Subckau
	
	1.902

(1.359)
	1.904

(.748)
	1.903

(1.016)

	Schulwiese
	Amt Mewe
	
	.264

(.170)
	.680

(.199)
	.347

(.240)

	Tiegenhagen
	Amt Subckau
	
	.741

(.261)
	2.028

(.486)
	1.109

(.693)


 TABLE 11.  Economic and Landholding Status of Mennonite Labourer Households in West Prussia, 1776

(percentage of landholding in parenthesis)

	
	Owner
	Renter
	Gardener
	Institution
	Total

	Upper
	
	
	
	
	

	Middle
	1 (1.2)
	1 (0.5)
	
	
	2 (0.7)

	Lower
	79 (98.8)
	208 (99.0)
	1 (100.0)
	1 (7.1)
	289 (94.7)

	Poor
	
	1 (0.5)
	
	2 (14.3)
	3 (1.0)

	Very Poor
	
	
	
	11 (78.6)
	11 (3.6)

	Total
	80 (26.2)
	210 (68.9)
	1 (0.3)
	14 (4.6)
	305


TABLE  12.  Merchants in 1776 by Economic Status

	Occupation
	Upper
	Middle
	Lower
	Total

	Spice merchant (Gewürzkrämer)
	1
	6
	
	7

	Spice merchant and distiller
	4
	3
	
	7

	Spice merchant and vinegar brewer
	1
	
	
	1

	Cloth merchant (Zeugkrämer)
	2
	4
	
	6

	Honey merchant (Honighändler)
	
	1
	1
	2

	Leather merchant (Lederhändler)
	
	1
	
	1

	Lumber merchant (Holzhändler)
	
	1
	
	1

	Hakenbüdner
	
	3
	12
	15

	Häker
	1
	23
	19
	43

	Häker and distiller
	
	3
	
	3

	Häker and grist miller
	
	
	1
	1

	Kaufmann
	4
	1
	1
	6

	Kaufmann and Häker
	
	1
	
	1

	Krämer
	
	2
	4
	6

	Krämer and Häker
	
	1
	2
	3

	Krämer and grist miller
	
	
	1
	1

	TOTAL
	13
	50
	41
	104
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