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WHERE EAST MEETS WEST:
ETHNIC INTERMARRIAGE IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA,
1962 TO 1989*

NikoLAl BoTev
University of Pennsylvania

I examine ethnic intermarriage in the former Yugoslavia to determine the prevalence of
exogamy there and if exogamy has increased since World War II. A better understanding
of this problem may offer important insights into the current events in the former Yugo-
slavia. Using marriage registration data, I apply log-linear models to distinguish the
effects of changes in the marginal distribution of spouses’ traits from patterns that re-
flect the association between these traits. The results show that the widespread percep-
tion that intermarriage occurred frequently is an exaggeration—over the last three de-
cades there has been no clear increase in the rates of intermarriage. Further, social
barriers have hindered interactions (and intermarriage) among three cultural traditions
present in the former Yugoslavia—a Western tradition among Slovenes and Croats, who
have been under Austro-Hungarian rule and are predominantly Catholic; an endemic
Balkan cultural tradition among Serbs, Montenegrins, and Macedonians, who have been
part of the Ottoman Empire and are predominantly Eastern Orthodox; and a Middle-

Eastern cultural tradition among most of the Islamic populations.

Sociologists generally treat intermarriage as
part of the larger issue of social structure
and intergroup relations, assuming that it is a
primary cause, as well as an indicator, of so-
cial and cultural integration (Merton [1941]
1972; Blau, Blum, and Schwartz 1982; Labov
and Jacobs 1986; Pagnini and Morgan 1990).
This reasoning assumes that intermarriage is
not likely to take place when social and cul-
tural boundaries are rigid; when exogamy does
occur, however, it erodes these boundaries
faster than any other social process. Hence, in
the American sociological literature, intermar-
riage is usually associated with the metaphor
of the “melting pot” (Bernard 1980; Lieberson
and Waters 1988).

* Direct all correspondence to Nikolai Botev,
93D Avenue d’Aire, CH-1203 Geneva, Switzer-
land. Earlier versions of this paper were presented
at the 1992 annual meeting of the Population Asso-
ciation of America in Cincinnati, OH and at the
1992 annual meeting of the Social Science History
Association in Chicago, IL. I thank Susan Watkins,
S. Philip Morgan, Herbert Smith, and Samuel
Preston for their suggestions, encouragement, and
criticism at all stages. of this research. This paper
also benefited from the comments of Jane Menken,
Adrejs Plakans, Joel Halpern, Eugene Hammel,
Robert McCaa, Richard Alba, ASR’s former editor,
Gerald Marwell, and three anonymous reviewers.

I examine ethnic intermarriage in the former
Yugoslavia, an example that appears to contra-
dict conventional sociological wisdom. It is
popularly believed that ethnic intermarriage in
Yugoslavia increased after World War II and
that exogamous marriages are now common.
These notions were in accord with the official
position of the former Yugoslavia’s leadership,
which claimed that social integration was tak-
ing place in the country. Media accounts have
supported this view, painting pictures of per-
vasive ethnic intermarriage. For example, an
article in the Los Angeles Times was titled
“Thousands of Mixed Families Caught in
Yugoslavia’s Bitter Ethnic Divide” (21 July
1991:A4); the Washington Post published ma-
terial on the subject under the headline ‘“War
Takes Toll on Serbo-Croatian Couples” (4 Au-
gust 1991:A33), which was later reprinted with
slight modifications in the Philadelphia In-
quirer under the title “Where Spouses Can
Wind Up in Opposing Armed Camps” (7 Au-
gust. 1991:A03). In addition, the results of sev-
eral studies of ethnic exogamy in Yugoslavia
have indicated that intermarriage has been on
the rise (Petrovic [1966] 1970, 1986a; Bromlei
and Kashuba 1982). But if intermarriage really
had increased, if mixed marriages have become
common, and if exogamy is an indicator of so-
cial integration, why then did the former Yugo-
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slavia disintegrate so quickly and so convul-
sively?

BACKGROUND

The republics that constituted what used to be
Yugoslavia were long dominated by outside
powers: Ottoman Turkey ruled over the terri-
tories south of the Sava-Danube line, while the
Austro-Hungarian Empire controlled the terri-
tories to the north; the coastlands, including the
independent city-state of Ragusa (what now is
Dubrovnik) were under strong Venetian influ-
ence. Caught up in the waves of nationalism
that spread over Europe in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, the six republics
which later formed Yugoslavia—Bosnia-Her-
cegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro,
Serbia (which includes two autonomous prov-
inces: Kosovo and Vojvodina), and Slovenia—
achieved independence at various times be-
tween the last quarter of the nineteenth century
and World War I. Foreign domination compli-
cated an already diverse ethnic structure that
was reinforced by centuries-old feuds and ten-
sions. Cross-cutting the ethnic map in this re-
gion are three cultural traditions: a Western tra-
dition among Slovenes and Croats, who have
been under Austro-Hungarian rule and are pre-
dominantly Catholic; an endemic Balkan
cultural tradition among Serbs, Montenegrins,
and Macedonians, who have been part of the
Ottoman Empire and are predominantly East-
ern Orthodox; and a Middle-Eastern cultural
influence among most of the Islamic popula-
tions in the former Yugoslavia (Albanians,
Turks).!

Politicians and scholars who favored the idea
of pan-Slavism, as well as the so-called “Yugo-
slav movement” of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, expected linguistic simi-
larities and commonalities of historical experi-
ence to submerge ethnic rivalries. This position
also had wider popular resonance (for a com-
prehensive discussion of the origins and the
manifestations of the national question in Yu-
goslavia, see Banac 1984). During World War
IT the Communists sought support by promis-
ing self-determination for minorities and

! The terms “Western,” “Balkan,” and “Middle
Eastern” are ambiguous, but are employed here for
lack of better alternatives. Using the religious af-
filiation as an identifier is even more misleading.

greater autonomy for the republics. Once in
power, however, they emphasized “proletarian
internationalism” and the goal of a future soci-
ety without classes and boundaries (for a dis-
cussion of the Marxist views on ethnicity and
ethnic policies see Davis 1978; Connor 1984,
Stam 1989). This emphasis was especially pro-
nounced in the 1950s and early 1960s, when
the Communist regime launched a campaign
condemning nationalism as a “bourgeois preju-
dice.” The government urged minorities to
merge with the dominant culture in each repub-
lic and pressured the republican cultures to
merge into a single Yugoslav culture. The mass
media and schools were considered particularly
important mechanisms of social integration.
The media was encouraged to adopt a broader
Yugoslav perspective in their coverage, and
school texts, which until then were published
separately in the individual republics and often
promoted narrow views on historical events,
were made to conform to a national standard
(Shoup 1968). Special efforts were also made
to reduce the social and economic differentials
among republics by transferring resources from
rich republics to poor ones.

As a backlash against this policy, a kind of
“economic nationalism” emerged in the late
1960s as the rich republics began to complain
about losing resources to poorer republics.
These complaints stimulated a resurgence of
ethnic rivalry. Although I have not been able to
trace trends in attitudes toward other ethni-
cities, the results of a survey taken in the late
1980s among Serbian and Croatian secondary
school children (as reported in the Yugoslav
mass media) suggest strong and highly nega-
tive stereotypes. Croatian students character-
ized themselves as “proud, democratic, and
peace-loving,” but viewed Serbs as “domineer-
ing, antagonistic towards others, aggressive,
and perfidious.” Serbian children viewed their
own group as “proud, hospitable, brave, and
lively,” but described Croats as “perfidious,
antagonistic towards others, conceited, chau-
vinistic, and envious” (Alexander Ciric as
quoted in Cohen 1993:258).

Thus, two opposing forces have shaped so-
cietal processes in Yugoslavia since World War
II: (1) Communist attempts to create a uniform
society, as expressed in the doctrines of egali-
tarianism and internationalism; and (2) the ef-
forts of various population groups to preserve
their ethnic and national identities, as mani-
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Table 1. Selected Indicators of Economic and Social Differentials Between the Republics and Autonomous Prov-

inces of the Former Yugoslavia, 1955 to 19882

Bosnia-

Serbia
Yugo- Herce- Mace- Monte-  Slove-

Indicator/Year slavia govina  Croatia donia negro nia Proper Vojvodina Kosovo
Gross Social Product per Capita

1955 100 80 120 60 80 160 80 80 40

1970 100 65 123 70 74 186 99 115 35

1988 100 65 129 65 71 200 100 118 24
Gross Investments per Capita

1955 100 100 100 100 200 200 100 100 —

1970 100 68 172 84 135 134 110 87 67

1988 100 67 133 67 67 233 100 133 33
Net Personal Income per Employed

1963 100 93 103 85 93 125 95 89 79

1970 100 96 107 84 90 117 95 92 82

1988 100 84 109 68 84 152 91 96 66
Infant Mortality Rates

1955 100 126 83 128 75 50 80 88 145

1970 100 111 60 166 56 49 75 70 181

1988 100 71 53 163 73 41 80 59 212
Illiteracy Rates®

1961 100 165 61 110 125 9 117 54 209

1981 100 157 58 100 117 9 115 60 202

Source: Savezni Zavod Statistiki (1963c, 1973c, 1990c); Sijakovic-Blagojevic (1986).

4 Indexed to Yugoslavia = 100.

b The data for 1961 are for the population over 10 years of age; the data for 1981 are for the population over 15

years of age.

fested in the persistence of various forms of
nationalism and of negative ethnic stereotypes.
Which force has predominated?

As Table 1 shows, differences among re-
gions and ethnic groups on various indicators
persisted, and even increased, between 1955
and 1988, despite the regime’s efforts. The per
capita gross social product in Slovenia was
about three times higher than that in Mace-
donia and between four times (1955) and eight
times (1988) higher than that in Kosovo. The
gap in net personal income has widened over
the last decades: In 1988 the net personal in-
come in Slovenia was over twice that in Mace-
donia and Kosovo. The infant mortality rate
shows similar trends. The gap between the
most- and the least-developed republics has
grown larger. In 1988, infant mortality in
Croatia was one-fourth that in Kosovo and less
than one-third that in Macedonia. Similarly, in

Slovenia infant mortality was less than one-
fifth the rate in Kosovo and about one-fourth
the rate in Macedonia. Differences in educa-
tion and illiteracy are particularly important.
According to 1981 census data, less than 1 per-
cent of the population over 15 years of age in
Slovenia was illiterate, while for Macedonia
and Montenegro these percentages were re-
spectively 12.2 and 10.4. In 1981, illiteracy
was highest in Kosovo, where 21.0 percent of
the population older than 15 were illiterate (for
a more comprehensive discussion of the re-
gional differences in the former Yugoslavia,
see Lydall 1989, chap. 10).

Several scholars have implied that the inte-
grative tendencies of ethnic intermarriage have
predominated in Yugoslavia. For example, the
Soviet ethnographers Bromlei and Kashuba
(1982) maintain that ethnic exogamy there has
grown steadily between 1953 and 1974. They
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report the percentages of ethnically mixed mar-
riages in 1956, 1963, 1971, and 1974 as 9.3
percent, 12.4 percent, 13.5 percent, and 13.5
percent respectively (Bromlei and Kashuba
1982:61). The Yugoslav demographer Petrovic
([1966] 1970; 1986a; 1991), concurs, conclud-
ing that ethnic exogamy in Yugoslavia is “very
high and it is permanently growing” (1986a:
239). A number of other authors refer to inter-
marriage in the context of other problems and
assume, either explicitly or implicitly, that eth-
nic exogamy in Yugoslavia has been increas-
ing (e.g., Flere 1988). However, there are rea-
sons to doubt the accuracy of this picture. For
example, percentages presented by Bromlei
and Kashuba are single-year figures that may
not adequately represent the overall trends.
And most authors do not consider the effects
of changes in the definitions of various ethnic
groups over time (and especially in the begin-
ning of the period they are studying). In addi-
tion, they pay little or no attention to the effect
of group size and group sex ratios, two struc-
tural factors that may strongly affect the levels
and trends of exogamy (e.g., Gray 1987; Mc-
Caa 1989; Jones 1991).

DATA

I analyze vital statistics on marriages published
by Yugoslavia’s Federal Statistical Office
(Savezni Zavod Statistiki 1962—-1989). Several
characteristics of these data either limit the
scope of my analysis or suggest the direction of
biases.

First, these data are limited only to cross-
classifications of the marriages by ethnicity of
the spouses. We know that ethnicity is not the
only dimension of assortative mating: educa-
tional and age homogamy, for example, are of-
ten found (Qian and Preston 1993; Mare 1991;
Kalmjin 1991a, 1991b; Smith and Garnier
1987). One may expect that differences in edu-
cational levels would influence ethnic inter-
marriage in the former Yugoslavia and would
either reinforce or diminish certain ethnic pref-
erences. Unfortunately, with the available data
it is not possible to consider the interaction of
ethnicity with education or other characteris-
tics that might influence rates of ethnic inter-
marriage. This is particularly important be-
cause there are substantial gender differences
in education and illiteracy. For example, ac-
cording to the 1981 census data the percent-

ages of Slovene males and females over 15
who were illiterate were, respectively, .6 and
.8 percent. For the Montenegrins these figures
were 2.0 and 14.2 percent; for Macedonians,
5.0 and 12.7 percent; for Serbs, 4.6 and 19.8
percent; and for Albanians, 12.1 and 33.9 per-
cent (Sijakovic-Blagojevic 1986).

A second limitation of the data is that they
refer only to officially registered marriages and
exclude cohabitation. Clearly, if cohabitation
has been on the rise during the period under
study (as it has been in Western Europe and the
United States), and if couples who cohabit are
more (or less) likely to be ethnically mixed
than couples who marry, then the results will
be biased. Common-law marriages have ex-
isted, especially among the rural Orthodox
population, since as early as the end of nine-
teenth century (Culinovic-Constantinovic
1976). Ethnographic evidence, however, sug-
gests that these have been limited largely to
cases in which the bride and/or the groom are
under the legal age limit, or are too poor to af-
ford a legal marriage, or other such special
conditions (Culinovic-Constantinovic 1976).
More recently there has been evidence of pre-
marital cohabitation in Yugoslavia, but as in
other East European countries (with the pos-
sible exception of the former East Germany) it
was never considered a viable alternative to
marriage (Sardon 1991) and thus has never
reached levels which might compromise the
results of this study.

A third limitation of the data is that they do
not distinguish between first and subsequent
marriages. One source of change in intermar-
riage rates may be changes in the levels of di-
vorce and remarriage, rather than changes in
marital preferences. In most republics of the
former Yugoslavia, divorce was uncommon
prior to World War II, but has subsequently in-
creased rapidly. If those who have divorced are
considered “innovators,” they may be more
likely to innovate by choosing ethnic intermar-
riage the second or third time around; thus, sec-
ond and subsequent marriages may be less en-
dogamous than first marriages. In addition,
since those who remarry are typically older
than those marrying for the first time, they may
be more geographically mobile, have a wider
circle of acquaintances, and hence, be more
likely to marry exogamously. Such a hypoth-
esis is supported by Johnson’s (1980) research
on religious intermarriage in the United States.
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On the other hand, Dean and Gurak (1978), us-
ing data from 1970 National Fertility Survey,
find little difference in the social status, age,
and religious homogamy of first and second
marriages. If an order-of-marriage effect exists
in the case of Yugoslavia, it should be counter-
balanced by the fact that heterogamous mar-
riages tend to have higher rates of dissolution.
Although no studies focus on these effects in
Yugoslavia, Bentler and Newcomb (1978),
Johnson (1980), Schwertfeger (1982), and oth-
ers have shown that order-of-marriage effects
do exist for a wide variety of cases of assorta-
tive mating in different social and cultural set-
tings.

Finally, the most serious limitation of the
data is that the definitions of some of the eth-
nic groups have varied over time. These varia-
tions dictate that my analysis be limited to the
eight largest ethnic groups and to the years af-
ter 1961. Differences in ethnic definitions cre-
ate fluctuations in the sizes of the groups and
thus distort the levels and trends in the rates of
exogamy. The existence of such differences in
Yugoslavia is well documented (Petrovic 1973;
Hoffman 1977). In the early postwar censuses
(1948 and 1953) members of many smaller
ethnic groups (Albanians, Hungarians, Gyp-
sies, Germans etc.) reported themselves as be-
longing to the larger ethnic groups among
which they lived. This was due both to pres-
sure from the authorities for ethnic assimila-
tion and to other specific circumstances: For
example, during the 1953 census many Alba-
nians chose to declare themselves as Turks, try-
ing to benefit from the permission given to the
Turkish population to emigrate to Turkey. Eth-
nic Moslems? pose an especially difficult prob-
lem in terms of accuracy of registration in the
census (see Dyker 1972). In the first postwar
census in 1948, as in the previous Yugoslav
censuses, “Moslem” was considered a religious
rather than an ethnic category. Thus, those who
declared themselves as Moslems had to also
identify themselves as belonging to one of the
large nationalities and were registered as
“Serb-Moslem,” “Croat-Moslem,” and so on.

2 “Moslems by ethnic identity” or “ethnic Mos-
lems” include mostly people of Slavic background
who were converted to Islam during the Ottoman
domination of the Balkans, and who gradually de-
veloped a distinct ethnic consciousness (Dyker
1972).

Only a small number were classified in the cat-
egory “Moslem-undeclared.” In the 1953 cen-
sus the “Moslem” category was abolished, and
Moslems of Yugoslav ethnic origin were clas-
sified as “Yugoslav-undeclared,” a group that
also included people of other nationalities who
chose not to declare their actual ethnic back-
ground. The 1961 census was the first to in-
clude the category “ethnic Moslem.” It also al-
lowed freer declaration of national identity.
This spirit and methodology was preserved,
with some slight modifications (affecting
mainly the smaller ethnic groups), in the sub-
sequent period.

In short, only the period after 1961 offers
data that are consistent enough to allow a com-
parative study of intermarriage; thus I begin the
analysis with 1962. I have used time periods of
three adjacent years: the first three from this
period (1962 through 1964), the last three for
which data have been published (1987 through
1989), and two periods in-between (1970
through 1972 and 1980 through 1982). Three-
year periods are long enough to reduce random
fluctuations, but are also short enough not to
dilute any possible time trends. I limit the
analysis to these four time periods to keep the
models manageable (given that log-linear
analysis is computationally intensive) and to
avoid the gap between 1966 and 1969 when
cross-classifications of marriages by ethnic
background were not published. As the data
show (see Figure 1), these four three-year peri-
ods represent well the overall levels and trends
in ethnic intermarriage in the former Yugosla-
via. I also consider only the eight largest eth-
nic groups—Albanians, Croats, Hungarians,
Macedonians, Montenegrins, Moslems, Serbs,
and Slovenes—to avoid the inconsistencies in
the registration of the smaller groups and com-
plications stemming from small ethnic group
sizes. In addition, I do not consider the cat-
egory “Yugoslav-undeclared,” although many
authors interpret this category as an indicator
of political integration (e.g., Burg and Berbaum
1989). This category includes people who have
chosen not to declare an actual ethnic back-
ground. Some of the people in this category
have mixed ancestry, but others have a clearly
defined ethnic background and are usually well
educated urban residents. ‘“Yugoslavs” were
overrepresented in the Communist Party: 19.5
percent of the members of the federal party or-
ganization (Which comprises all party members
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Table 2. Ethnic Composition as Percentages of the Population in Yugoslavia: By Republics and Autonomous Prov-

inces, 1961 and 1981 Censuses

Yugo- Bosnia- Serbia

Year/ slavia Herce- Mace- Monte- Slove- Vojvo-

Ethnic Group (Total) govina Croatia donia negro nia Total Proper dina Kosovo

1961

Total population 18,549 3,278 4,160 1,406 472 1,592 7,642 4,823 1,855 964
(in 1,000s)

Ethnic Group (Percent)
Slovene 8.0 1 9 .0 2 95.8 2 .0 3 .0
Croat 232 216 80.6 3 22 2.0 2.6 9 7.8 q
Hungarian 2.6 1 1.0 .0 .0 7 5.0 .0 23.8 .0
Serb 435 43.1 15.0 3.1 29 8 759 931 55.3 235
Montenegrin 2.8 3 2 2 81.6 .0 1.3 .6 1.8 4.0
Macedonian 5.5 0 A1 71.3 1 .0 4 4 6 1
Moslem 52 25.6 .0 2 6.4 .0 12 1.7 2 i
Albanian 49 1 .0 13.0 54 .0 9.1 1.0 2 67.1
Yugoslav-undeclared 1.7 8.4 4 1 3 2 3 2 2 5
Other 3.6 .5 1.8 109 N 5 4.0 2.1 9.8 33
Total percent 101.0 998 1000 99.1 99.8 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 99.9

1981

Total population 22,425 4,124 4,601 1,909 584 1,892 9,314 5,694 2,035 1,584
(in 1,000s)

Ethnic Group (Percent)
Slovene 7.8 1 .5 .0 1 90.5 1 1 2 .0
Croat 19.7 184  75.1 2 12 29 1.6 6 54 .6
Hungarian 1.9 0 6 0 0 5 42 1 189 0
Serb 36.3 32.0 11.6 23 33 22 664 854 54.4 132
Montenegrin 2.6 3 2 2 68.5 2 1.6 14 21 1.7
Macedonian 6.0 .0 1 67.0 1 2 5 5 9 1
Moslem 8.9 39.5 5 2.1 13.4 a 23 217 2 3.7
Albanian 17 1 1 19.8 6.5 1 14.0 1.3 2 77.4
Yugoslav-undeclared 5.4 7.9 8.2 8 54 14 4.7 4.8 8.2 2
Other 3.6 16 3.1 7.6 14 13 4.6 32 9.4 3.1
Total percent 99.9 999 1000 1000 999 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.0

Source: Savezni Zavod Statistiki (1965:6-25; 1986:451).

Note: Totals may not add to 100 percent because of rounding error.



ETHNIC INTERMARRIAGE IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA 467
200,000 —
1s00004 | | | §--——---
2
g
E 000004 | | | B
=
5
z
[
-
=
500004 | | | B

1962

1966

1970

1974

1978
Year

1982 1986

[ BB £xogamous  [] Endogamous I

Figure 1. Number of Marriages in the Former Yugoslavia, by Type: 1962 to 1989

employed in federal institutions and organiza-
tions) identified themselves in 1981 as “Yugo-
slav-undeclared” (Cvjeticanin as cited in Burg
and Berbaum 1989:539).3 All these factors
make the category ‘“‘Yugoslav-undeclared”
fluid and heterogeneous. This is well illustrated
by the fluctuations of the proportion of brides
and grooms identified as ‘““Yugoslav-unde-
clared” in the nuptiality statistics: 2.0 percent
in 1962 (the first year the vital statistics used
the “Ethnic Moslem” and “Yugoslav-unde-
clared” categories), 1.1 percent in 1972, 4.4
percent in 1986, 3.7 percent in 1987, and 5.3
percent in 1989 (see Savezni Zavod Statistiki
1961-1989). The proportion of the total popu-
lation that selected “Yugoslav-undeclared” ac-
cording to the last three censuses was 1.7 per-
centin 1961, 1.3 percent in 1971, and 5.4 per-

3 See Sekulic, Massey, and Hodson (1994), Burg
and Berbaum (1989), and Flere (1987) for a discus-
sion of the changes in the political connotation of
the Yugoslav identity.

cent in 1981 (see Table 2). These fluctuations
make estimates of intermarriage between this
and other groups unstable across time and re-
publics; thus, it is difficult to assess the overall
fit of the models and to account for the ob-
served patterns.

A related problem is that two of the ethnic
categories included in this analysis are cultur-
ally ambiguous: Neither the Macedonians nor
the Ethnic Moslems articulated a clear ethnic
identity until the early twentieth century (some
might argue that the same is true for the
Montenegrins). Even in recent years, there
have been cases where close relatives identify
with different nationalities. For example, of
five brothers living in Macedonia, two identify
as Macedonians, two as Bulgarians, and one
identifies alternatively as Serbian or Yugoslav.*
Clearly, if these five brothers marry women

4 This specific case was brought to my attention
by Prof. Joel Halpern, an anthropologist who has
worked extensively in the former Yugoslavia.
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from the same social and cultural environment
as themselves but who all identify as Mace-
donians, we will observe three exogamous
marriages and two endogamous ones, although
all five marriages involve people from more or
less the same background. The available data
make it impossible to avoid such biases. Eth-
nographic evidence, however, suggests that the
numbers of cases like this are limited, and their
net effect is not significant.

METHODS

I use general log-linear models to analyze in-
termarriage in Yugoslavia. This technique dis-
tinguishes the effects of changes in the mar-
ginal distribution of spouses’ traits from pat-
terns that reflect the association between these
traits (Johnson 1980; McCaa 1989; Mare 1991,
Kalmjin 1991a, 1991b). Although log-linear
models are more complex and less intuitive
than most other techniques for analyzing cat-
egorical data, they have significant advantages
for this study. For example, instead of distin-
guishing between dependent and independent
variables, as in the case of logit models, log-
linear analysis examines patterns of deviation
from baseline assumptions about the associa-
tions in a contingency table, a natural way to
present the association between the ethnic
backgrounds of spouses. A potential drawback
of this approach, however, is that it considers
only actual marriages rather than the marriage
market as a whole (i.e., it uses only informa-
tion on who marries whom, so we lose the in-
formation on who decides not to marry, given
the current marriage market conditions).> This
may lead to biases in situations of aberrant
marriage patterns (very late marriages or high
levels of celibacy), but should not be a major
concern here.%

3 Qian and Preston (1993) and Schoen and Klugel
(1988) provide examples of an approach, based on
marriage functions which relate the numbers of
marriages between men of group i and women of
group j to the number of eligible men and women
of different groups.

6 The marriage patterns in the republics and au-
tonomous provinces of the former Yugoslavia range
from early and universal to moderately late, but no-
where does the proportion of people never-married
by age 50 reach levels that can be termed aberrant.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

I begin by briefly considering the proportions
of exogamous marriages in the republics and
autonomous provinces of the former Yugosla-
via (Table 3; Figure 1). The data indicate no
clear upward trend in the proportion of mixed
marriages. According to marriage registration
data, between 12 and 13 percent of marriages
in Yugoslavia as a whole are mixed, with little
variation over time. The 1981 census returns
indicate that only 8.6 percent of the intact
families (married couples with or without chil-
dren) involved spouses that have declared dif-
ferent ethnic backgrounds (Petrovic 1991:65).
These figures are modest compared to many
other ethnically mixed societies. For example,
according to the 1980 census, the percentage
of ethnically mixed marriages in the United
States among American-born couples where
the women are in their first marriage is over
20 percent for the total population and about
30 percent for whites/Caucasians (Lieberson
and Waters 1985:51); in Canada in the early
1970s, the proportion of exogamous marriages
was over 30 percent (Richard 1991:108-11);
and in the former Soviet Union, according to
1979 census data, 14.9 percent of families in-
volved spouses of different nationalities (Vol-
kov 1989:12). There is, however, considerable
regional variation in Yugoslavia: In Kosovo
the proportion of exogamous marriages de-
clined from 9.4 in 1962 to 1964 to only 4.7
percent in 1987 to 1989; during the same pe-
riod the percentage of mixed marriages in
Vojvodina increased from 22.5 to 28.4 (see
Table 3).

These data should be interpreted with cau-
tion since, as already noted, the conventional
indices of intermarriage are strongly affected
by ethnic group size and the sex ratios within
ethnic groups. It is widely recognized that
small groups and groups with skewed sex ra-
tios are more likely to intermarry because of
the limited in-group marriage markets they
face.” The analyses described below control for
these factors, allowing for a better assessment
of the intermarriage propensities.

7 Blau (1977) has formulated this as a theorem
within his theory of social structure, stating that
“for any dichotomy of a society, the proportion of
group members intermarried is an inverse function
of group size” (p. 42).
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Table 3. Percentages of Exogamous Marriages in Yugoslavia: By Republics and Autonomous Provinces, 1962 to

1989

Republic/Province 1962-1964 1970-1972 1980-1982 1987-1989
Yugoslavia 12.7 11.7 13.1 13.0
Bosnia-Hercegovina 11.4 9.5 12.2 11.9
Montenegro 17.9 14.6 13.4 13.1
Croatia 15.8 154 17.1 17.4
Macedonia 13.5 9.9 82 7.8
Slovenia 7.7 7.8 11.0 13.0
Serbia (total) 12.3 119 13.1 12.9

Proper 8.5 7.8 9.9 10.4

Vojvodina 22.5 253 27.6 28.4

Kosovo 9.4 7.7 6.1 4.7

Source: Savezni Zavod Statistiki (1961-1989).

Models

The models I present here can be subdivided
across two dimensions. The first dimension in-
corporates assumptions about the association
between the ethnic backgrounds of the spouses;
the second dimension focuses on how these as-
sumptions hold across republics (or autono-
mous provinces) and time. In Table 4, the first
dimension is represented by the five column-
headings; the second dimension is represented
by the panel-headings of the rows. The second
dimension is simpler to discuss, so I begin
there.

Curiosity about trends over time motivated
this work; thus time is a critical factor. In addi-
tion, the substantial variation in the proportion
of mixed marriages across republics and au-
tonomous provinces suggests that residence in
a particular republic matters for intermarriage.
The six sets of models designated in Table 4 as
A, B, C, D, E, and F refer to different sets of
assumptions about the interactions between
mating preferences, and republic and time pe-
riod. The first set of models (republic and time-
invariant models) assumes that the same mat-
ing preferences characterize all the regions at
every time period. In the second and third sets
of models (republic-invariant models), interac-
tions of mating preferences and time period are
included, so the mating preferences remain the
same across republics, but vary over time. I use

two specifications of these interactions: one
where mating preferences are assumed to
change linearly (Model B) and another where
no constraints are placed on these changes
(Model C). This allows for an analysis of the
overall trends in ethnic intermarriage without
considering the regional differences. Alterna-
tively, the fourth set (time-invariant models)
includes interactions of mating preferences
with republic (province), but not with time pe-
riod (i.e., mating preferences remain the same
over time but vary across republics), thus al-
lowing for analysis of the regional differences
in intermarriage without considering the trends
in endogamy. In the fifth set of models (uncon-
strained models), mating preferences vary both
over time and across regions (republics and
provinces) and provide a test for both regional
differences and time-trends in endogamy. The
last set of models combines the previous two
sets—it constrains certain mating preference
parameters to be time-invariant, while others
are unconstrained.

Now let us consider the first dimension.
Models 1 through 5 apply different assump-
tions about the association between the ethnic
backgrounds of brides and grooms, proceeding
from the simplest to the most complex. Model
1 (the independence model) is used as a base-
line model to represent the opportunity struc-
ture. It includes only the marginal effects and
assumes random mating (i.e., marital choices
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are not affected differentially by the ethnic
background, but reflect only the relative sup-
ply of potential husbands and wives). As ex-
pected, this model fits the data very poorly, as
is indicated by the high values of the likelihood
ratio statistic (G?), and the Bayesian Informa-
tion Criterion (BIC) presented in Table 4.8 The
subsequent models include parameters that re-
flect the preference for endogamy. These mod-
els present exogamy as an outcome of two dis-
tinct tendencies: (1) an endogamy tendency,
where certain people marry within their own
ethnic group, and (2) an exogamy tendency,
where those who do not marry within their own
group choose mates according to certain rules
(be it random mating, or “zones of attraction”).

Models 2 and 3 are based on the assumption
that “likes prefer likes”—people tend toward
ethnic endogamy—but once they cross the
boundaries of their own ethnic group, they
face a random mating situation (these are vari-
ants of the quasi-independence model familiar
in studies of social mobility). In Model 2, the
“uniform endogamy” model, all ethnic groups
are assumed to have the same degree of pref-
erence for ethnic endogamy, while in Model
3, which I call the “variable endogamy”
model, ethnic groups vary in the degree of
preference for members of their own group.
Again, in both cases mating is random for ex-
ogamous marriages (see Appendix A). Both of
these models fit the data much better than
does the independence model. The likelihood
ratio and BIC statistic for. Model 2A (the re-
public- and time-invariant uniform endogamy
model) are more than 10 times lower than the
independence model, although only 1 degree
of freedom is lost (for the single endogamy
parameter). The fit statistics for the other uni-
form endogamy and variable endogamy mod-

8 BIC was proposed by Adrian Raftery as a way
to adjust the likelihood ratio statistic for sample
size. The reason for this adjustment is that G2 is de-
signed to detect any discrepancies between model
and empirical data, so with large samples it will re-
ject even a good model (Raftery 1986a, 1986b).
Given the large samples on which this study is
based (a total of 1,877,353 marriages), the BIC sta-
tistic provides a better criterion for overall fit.
Negative values of BIC indicate that a model should
be preferred to the saturated model in terms of the
trade-off between fit and parsimony, and the more
negative the value of BIC, the better the fit of the
model.

els are even better. This finding underscores a
strong tendency towards endogamy in the
former Yugoslavia. Table 4 also shows that
Model 3 fits the data better than Model 2, in-
dicating that the different ethnic groups in the
former Yugoslavia vary in their degree of
preference for endogamy.

Now let us consider whether preferences for
endogamy vary over time and across republics.
Table 3 showed no clear trend in the propor-
tion of ethnically mixed marriages over time
in Yugoslavia as a whole, but also revealed that
this proportion varied substantially across re-
publics. Log-linear analysis permits us to vali-
date these findings and perform tests for statis-
tical significance. Allowing for endogamy and
period interactions in both uniform endogamy
and variable endogamy models (Models 2B,
2C, 3B and 3C) improves the fit of the model
only slightly compared to the respective time-
and republic-invariant models (Models 2A and
3A). The nonlinear specification of the time-
trend models (Models 2C and 3C) provides a
better representation of the data than the linear
specification (Models 2B and 3B). Introducing
endogamy and republic interactions (Models
2D and 3D) yields a much better fit than the
endogamy and period interactions did. This
suggests that there are strong regional differ-
entials in ethnic intermarriage in the former
Yugoslavia, while the period effects are weak.
Another important conclusion is that for Mod-
els 3D and 3E BIC becomes negative, indicat-
ing that in terms of the trade-off between fit
and parsimony these two models represent the
data better than the saturated model. Very sig-
nificant is the fact that the time-invariant vari-
able endogamy model (Model 3D) yields lower
values of BIC than the unconstrained variable
endogamy model (Model 3E). Thus, there is no
significant trend in the levels of endogamy,
while the differences among the individual re-
publics and autonomous provinces are substan-
tial.

Examining residuals from various versions
of Model 3 reveals patterns of deviation that
suggest the existence of “zones of attraction”
with respect to exogamy. These correspond to
the distinction between the three cultural tradi-
tions outlined earlier in the paper (Western,
Balkan, and Middle Eastern). It appears that
those who married outside their own ethnic
group preferred partners from their own cul-
tural tradition. Moreover, it appears that the
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Table 4. Likelihood Ratios and Statistics of Fit for Selected Models of Intermarriage in the Former Yugoslavia

Quasi-Independence Models

Model §:
Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Crossings With
Independence Uniform Variable Crossings Asymmetries
Statistic Model Endogamy Endogamy Model and Affinities
A. Republic- and Time-Invariant Models
G? 1330526 123202 33065 22363 —
d.f. 1568 1567 1560 1558 —
BIC 1307876 100566 10530 -143 —
B. Republic-Invariant Models I (Linear Change of Endogamy)
G? — 121178 32467 21711 —
df. — 1566 1552 1548 —
BIC — 98557 10048 -650 —
C. Republic-Invariant Models Il (No Constraints on Change of Endogamy)
G? — 121080 32109 21283 —
d.f. — is64 1536 1528 —
BIC — 98487 9921 ~790 —
D. Time-Invariant Models
G? — 89034 15212 5700 —
d.f. — 1560 1504 1488 —
BIC — 66499 -6514 -15795 —
E. Unconstrained Models
G? — 86024 13300 3793 —
d.f. — 1536 1312 1251 —_—
BIC — 63836 -5662 -14278 —
F. Time-Invariant Endogamy and Unconstrained Barrier Parameters
G? — — — 4568 2881
d.f. — — — 1440 1418
BIC — — — -16233 -17602

Note: G2 is the likelihood ratio statistic; BIC is a statistic of fit, which adjusts the likelihood ratio for sample size:

BIC = G%- (d.f.) In(N). In our case N = 1,877,353.

closer the cultural tradition of the potential
partner, the more likely intermarriage became.

In Model 4, I formalize these observations.
As in Model 3, the ethnic groups vary in their
degree of preference for ethnic endogamy, but
those who marry exogamously no longer
choose randomly. Rather, they prefer mates
who come from their own cultural tradition,
and as long as this preference is met, the choice
is random with respect to ethnicity. The cul-
tural traditions are separated by boundaries that
must be crossed sequentially: A member of the
Western tradition who marries outside that tra-

dition is assumed to be more likely to marry
someone from the Balkan than from the
Middle Eastern tradition. Within each cultural
tradition, ethnicity is irrelevant. Thus, a mem-
ber of the Western tradition who marries some-
one'from the Balkan tradition is presumed to
prefer a Macedonian, a Montenegrin, or a Serb
equally as a marriage partner. To account for
these patterns I add “barrier parameters” to the
model, which provide a way to account for the
social distances among the three cultural tradi-
tions. Intermarriage between persons coming
from cultural backgrounds i and j can be mod-
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eled as the crossing of the social barriers sepa-
rating these two groups. The permeability of
these barriers is measured by the barrier param-
eters, denoted S, (k = 1 Western—Balkan; k=2
Balkan—Middle Eastern; see Appendix A).
Crossings models were introduced first in so-
cial mobility studies (see Hauser 1980; Hout
1983; Smith and Garnier 1987); they presup-
pose ordinal data (e.g., socioeconomic status,
educational level, etc.). Although ethnicity is a
nominal variable, ordinal properties can be as-
signed to it based on the place of a specific eth-
nic group in a “cultural continuum.” In the case
of Yugoslavia, I assume that the Balkan cul-
tural tradition occupies the midpoint, while the
Western and Middle Eastern traditions occupy
two divergent poles. This warrants the use of
crossings models in the case of ethnic intermar-
riage. Johnson (1980) has used this method in
a similar situation (religious intermarriage),
implementing an order based on the “cognitive
social distance” among religious groups.

As Table 4 shows, the crossings models rep-
resent the data better than any of the previous
models—the highly negative values of BIC
also indicate that the crossings models better
represent the data than the saturated model, in
terms of the trade-off between fit and parsi-
mony. Again, the time-invariant crossings
model (Model 4D) yields lower values of BIC
than the unconstrained crossings model (Model
4E). Fitting a crossings model where both the
endogamy and the barrier parameters are con-
strained to change linearly (not shown in Table
4) yields a BIC of —15883 (G?=4456.4; d.f. =
1408), which is higher than the BIC for the
time-invariant crossings model. Similarly, a
model where the endogamy parameters are
constrained to change linearly but the barrier
parameters are unconstrained (also not shown
in Table 4) also yields higher values of BIC
than model 4F (BIC = -15820; G? = 4056.6;
d.f. = 1376). This reconfirms our finding of no
significant trend in the levels of endogamy and
of substantial differences among the individual
republics and autonomous provinces. Rather
unexpectedly, however, the extent to which ex-
ogamous marriages occur within the same cul-
tural tradition does vary over time. Model 4F,
in which preference for marriage within a cul-
tural tradition is allowed to vary over republic
and over time, fits the data better than Model
4D, in which preference for marriage within a
cultural tradition varies only across republics

and is held constant over time. As will be seen
shortly, these variations over time are up and
down movements and do not amount to a clear
trend in the degree to which cultural traditions
constrain exogamy.

An important assumption was embedded in
the models thus far presented—that exoga-
mous marriages are quasi-symmetrical; that is,
males and females of a given ethnic group are
equally likely to marry persons from the other
ethnic groups (see Appendix A). Some of the
remaining larger residuals between the ob-
served and the fitted frequencies in Model 4F
indicate that relaxing this assumption could
further improve the fit of the models. This ob-
servation is formalized in Model 5F, an exten-
sion of Model 4F with added asymmetry and
special affinity parameters. The asymmetry pa-
rameters capture sex differentials in assortative
mating, which may be due to sex differences
in the conscious selection of a marital partner
(e.g., some form of hypergamy or hypogamy).
Adding these parameters relaxes the assump-
tion of symmetry. The special affinity param-
eters account for marital preferences beyond
those implied by the framework underlying the
crossings models and allow the identification
of pockets of ethnic affinities, or conversely,
dislike. Whereas the parametrization of the
models so far was theoretically driven (there
were a priori reasons to believe that ethnicity,
republic, time, and cultural tradition mattered),
the addition of asymmetry and special affinity
parameters is an empirical “fix”” which further
improves the fit and produces the best fitting
model, Model 5F. Thus, I base all further
analyses on Model SF (see Table 4).

Findings

Before I discuss mating preference parameters,
I will summarize the findings based on the fit
of the various models tested. Regardless of the
assumptions made about the nature of en-
dogamy and exogamy, the assumptions embed-
ded in Models 2 through 5 are all superior to
the assumption of random mating—the likeli-
hood ratios and BIC statistics are lower for
these models than for Model 1. Even the sim-
plest model (Model 2A), where a single param-
eter is added to represent a preference for eth-
nic endogamy, fits much better than the inde-
pendence model—the likelihood ratio and BIC
statistic for Model 2A are over 10 times lower
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Table 5. Estimates of Intermarriage Parameters for the Republics and Autonomous Provinces of Yugoslavia: Cross-
ings Model With Assymetries and Special Affinities (Model 5F)

Bosnia- Monte- Serbia
Parameters Hercegovina Croatia Macedonia negro Slovenia Kosovo Proper  Vojvodina
ENDOGAMY PARAMETERS
Slovenes 7.75" 11.30" 8.13" 15.72" 9.18" 44.70" 8.14" 9.07"
Croats 17.36" 2.16" 5.06" 3.59* 2.41" 562.84" 3.02" 3.427
Hungarians 44.08" 108.20°  113.64" 95.49"  13991" .16 16.58" 12.58"
Serbs 8.30" 8.53" 2.52" 4.12" 3.93" 5.46" 3.56" 2.03"
Montenegrins 5.33" 16.17" 50.20" 3.48" 11.48" 6.30" 7.61" 22.02°
Macedonians 20.64" 29.96" 494" 19.43" 28.33" 5.06" 11.07" 35.73"
Moslems 7.22" 12.17* 23.57" 31.75 14.06" 102.00" 44.93" 9.28"
Albanians 124.46"  140.75" 60.64" 59.92°  211.03" 17.24°  269.08" 74.37"
BARRIER PARAMETERS
S; (Western—Balkan)
1962-1964 93 63" 15 55" .59" 2.60 69" 45"
1970-1972 .88"f 65" .86 48" 48t 2.15 69" S1tt
1980-1982 1.11% 66" .83 .50 557t 1.32F 64" 53"
1987-1989 1.01 58"t .64 52" 54" 1.86F .58" .50
S, (Balkan—Middle Eastern)
1962-1964 A7 A17 .09" 35" 14" 19" 09" .08"
1970-1972 21 257t 167 20" 22" 19" 13 26"t
1980-1982 28"t 467t 11 22" 55%t 207 16" 32"
1987-1989 25 .50" 08"t 21° 791 A7t 18t 29"
ASYMMETRY PARAMETERS?
A 53" .69" 23" 3.10 417 54" 1.50 1.46"
A, 2.50" — 3.55" — 1.38" — 5.06" —
A; 1.86" — — — — — — —
1962-1964 — — — — — — 6.15" —
1970-1972 — — — — — — 2.63" —
1980-1982 — — — — — — 1.66" —
1987-1989 — — — — — — 1.03f —
SPECIAL AFFINITY PARAMETERSY
SAP .50* 2247 16.61" — — 433" — .59"
*p < .05

t Estimate is significantly different from the estimate for the preceeding period at p < .05.

2 The asymmetry parameters are coded as follows: Bosnia-Hercegovina—A, Slovenian groom-Serbian bride; A,,
Croatian groom-Albanian bride; A;, Moslem groom-Slovenian bride; Croatia—A, Serbian groom-Slovenian bride;
Macedonia—A,, Albanian groom-Macedonian bride; A,, Albanian groom-Croatian or Montenegrin bride;
Montenegro—A,, Serbian or Moslem groom-Croatian bride; Slovenia—A,, Croatian groom-Hungarian bride; A,,
Croatian groom-Serbian bride; Kosovo—A, Albanian groom-Macedonian or Serbian bride; Serbia Proper—A,, Mos-
lem groom-Montenegrin bride; A,, Macedonian groom-Albanian bride; A;, Serbian groom-Albanian bride;
Vojvodina—A, Slovenian groom-Serbian bride.

b The special affinity parameters are coded as follows: Bosnia-Hercegovina—Croatians-Montenegrins; Croatia—
Serbians-Croats; Macedonia—Montenegrins-Moslems; Kosovo—Albanians-Croats; Vojvodina—Croats-Slovenes.

Notes: Estimates are converted back to normal scale. The standard errors of the differences of parameter estimates
are not included here due to space limitations. The author will provide them upon request.
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than for Model 1. A similarly strong conclu-
sion can be reached about trends in endogamy
over time: No matter what assumptions we
make about the nature of endogamy and ex-
ogamy, time-invariant models are generally
preferable in terms of the trade-off between fit
and parsimony to those in which endogamy is
allowed to change over time. And clearly, the
individual republics and autonomous provinces
differ significantly in levels of endogamy: All
models that permit the levels of endogamy to
vary across republics fit better than models
which assume invariant levels of endogamy
across republics.

The preceding analysis shows a statistically
significant preference for endogamy and sup-
ports cultural patterns in exogamy. It does not,
however, compare the extent of these prefer-
ences across ethnic groups, republics, or time.
Which ethnic groups are more open to mar-
riage with other ethnic groups? Which are most
closed? To compare the magnitude of these
preferences I examine the parameter estimates
of the best fitting model, Model 5F.

The estimates of the intermarriage param-
eters based on Model SF are shown in Table 5:
They show the relative chances that members
of different ethnic groups have to marry within
or out of their own ethnic group. For example,
the first row in the table shows endogamy pa-
rameters for Slovenes in each of the eight re-
publics and autonomous provinces. These pa-
rameters vary from 7.75 in Bosnia-Herce-
govena to 44.70 in Kosovo. These figures indi-
cate that the Slovenes are between 7.8 and 44.7
times more likely to marry endogamously than
the level implied by random mating, after con-
trolling for cultural background, asymmetry,
and special affinity effects. Albanians are an
especially closed group: They are 59.9 (in
Montenegro) to 269.1 (in Serbia Proper) times
more likely to marry other Albanians than
would be implied by random mating (Table 5,
row 8). This finding is especially important
given the mounting tensions in the autonomous
province of Kosovo and the long history of at-
tempts by Albanians there to achieve indepen-
dence. In some cases endogamy is even more
pronounced than among the Albanians. The
Croats in Kosovo, for example, are over 560
times more likely to marry within their own
ethnic group than the level implied by random
mating (after controlling for cultural back-
ground, asymmetry, and special affinity ef-

fects). This result is not unexpected, given the
fact that the small Croatian minority in Koso-
vo lives amidst ethnic groups belonging to the
Middle-Eastern cultural tradition (Albanians,
who in 1981 constituted over three-fourths of
the population in Kosovo and some Ethnic
Moslems) and ethnic groups belonging to the
Balkan tradition (Serbs, who in 1981 in 1981
accounted for 13 percent of the population, and
some Montenegrins). This finding further un-
derscores the importance of the cultural tradi-
tions in the choice of marital partners, and con-
ceivably in the broader social life.

The least endogamous group is the Serbs. As
the estimates in Table 5 show, Serbs are only
between 2.0 and 8.5 times more likely to marry
within their ethnic group than is implied by
random mating (after controlling for cultural
background). This finding probably reflects
their position as the dominant group in the
Yugoslav society and is generally in accor-
dance with the arguments of minority group
effects theory, which postulate that a group’s
social behavior (including mate selection) de-
pends upon its relative size in a given popula-
tion (Blalock 1967; Goldscheider and Uhlen-
berg 1969). My attempts to account for such
effects by including parameters that distinguish
majority and minority groups in the log-linear
analysis did not yield significant improvement
in the fit of the models.’

How open are the Croat, Moslem, and Serb
communities in Bosnia-Hercegovina, where
conflict is currently intense, compared to their
behavior in the other republics, where conflict
is less? It is significant, I think, that both the
Croats and the Serbs in Bosnia-Hercegovina
are more endogamous than they are in the other
republics. As noted earlier, the Serbs have
lower levels of endogamy than do members of
other ethnicities; in Bosnia-Hercegovina, how-
ever, their levels of endogamy are higher than
in any other republic except in Croatia (the dif-
ference between the estimates for Bosnia-
Hercegovina and Croatia is not statistically sig-
nificant at p < .05). Similarly, the Croats are
less likely to marry exogamously in Bosnia-
Hercegovina than they are in most other repub-
lics—only in Kosovo are the Croats signifi-

Y Schoen and Thomas (1990) also find little di-
rect evidence of minority group effects in their
study of the intercantonal variability in religious in-
termarriage in Switzerland.



ETHNIC INTERMARRIAGE IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

475

cantly more endogamous; for Macedonia and
Montenegro the estimates are not significantly
different from those for Bosnia-Hercegovina,
while for the rest of the republics and provinces
they are lower. In contrast, the Moslems, who
generally tend to be a closed group, are more
likely to marry exogamously in Bosnia-Herce-
govina than they are in the other republics—
only the endogamy parameters for the Mos-
lems in Slovenia and Vojvodina are not signifi-
cantly higher than that for Bosnia-Herce-
govina. Nonetheless, levels of endogamy
among the Moslems in Bosnia-Hercegovina
are still relatively high. Indeed, the difference
between the endogamy parameters for the
Moslems and the Serbs in Bosnia-Hercegovina
is not statistically significant at p < .05; the
Croats are significantly more endogamous than
the other two groups (see Table 5). Thus, the
three communities now at war have remained
very much closed (endogamous) during the pe-
riod under study. There are indications that in
the large urban centers (especially Sarajevo)
the intermarriage among these three groups has
been more prevalent; however, the data used in
this study does not allow this to be verified.
Another interesting case is the autonomous
province of Vojvodina. In contrast to Bosnia-
Hercegovina, the proportion of mixed mar-
riages there is high, and ethnic conflict has
been low. But does the high proportion of
mixed marriages reflect social integration? Or
does it simply reflect the fact that, as Table 2
showed, Vojvodina is inhabited by a dozen or
more small groups, all of which face a limited
marriage market (the total population of the
province is only 5.5 million)? In Table 5, we
see that the various ethnic groups show the
same propensities to intermarry as they do else-
where. Only the Serbs, who are the majority in
Vojvodina and constituted almost 55 percent of
the population in 1981, tend to be less endoga-
mous in Vojvodina than elsewhere (the differ-
ence of the estimates for Vojvodina and Serbia
proper are not statistically significant at p <
.05; for the rest of the republics and autono-
mous provinces the estimates of the endogamy
parameters are significantly higher). This sug-
gests that the higher proportion of intermar-
riage in Vojvodina than in other provinces is
due to structural factors. We can, however,
speculate that the maintenance of peace in this
province, at least so far, may be in part a con-
sequence of its high degree of intermarriage.

In Table 5 the influence of cultural tradition
on mating preferences is quantified in the bar-
rier parameters. These parameters are inter-
preted as presenting the relative chances that
someone will marry a person from another cul-
tural tradition. As already noted, the intermar-
riage between persons coming from two cul-
tural traditions is modeled as requiring sequen-
tial crossings of the social barriers separating
the two traditions. The estimates in Table 5 in-
dicate that the barrier between the Western and
Balkan cultural traditions (represented by the
S, parameters) tends to be more permeable
than the barrier between the Balkan and
Middle Eastern cultural traditions (denoted as
S, parameters in Table 5): Intermarriages be-
tween people from Western and Balkan cul-
tural backgrounds are about half as likely to
occur compared to the level implied by random
mating (after controlling for ethnic endogamy,
asymmetry, and special affinity effects), where-
as intermarriages between people from Balkan
and Middle Eastern cultural background are up
to 12.5 times less likely to occur than the level
implied by random mating (after controlling
for ethnic endogamy, asymmetry, and special
affinity effects).

Where are barriers to intermarriage the high-
est, and where are they the lowest? Interest-
ingly, the barriers between Western and Balkan
cultural traditions are particularly weak in
Bosnia-Hercegovina and in Kosovo, where S,
is not significantly different from zero. Both of
these regions have relatively large Islamic
populations. This indicates that in these regions
the two cultural traditions based on Christian-
ity (the Western and the Balkan) tend to stick
together. Conversely, S; has the lowest values
(i.e., the barrier is least permeable) in Slovenia,
the most westernized republic in Yugoslavia.
Its values are also low in Vojvodina, where a
sizable Hungarian minority (which belongs to
the Western tradition) lives among the Serbian
majority.

The barrier between the Middle Eastern and
Balkan cultural traditions is least permeable in
Macedonia, where there is a long history of ten-
sion between the Macedonian majority and the
Albanian minority. The barrier is most perme-
able in the most westernized republic, Slovenia,
where it is coupled with high absolute values of
S;. This may indicate that the people belonging
to the Western tradition in Slovenia tend to dis-
tance themselves from the rest, thus forcing
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population groups belonging to other cultural
traditions to stick together. A similar but weaker
effect is observed in Croatia and Vojvodina.

The barrier separating the Western and Bal-
kan traditions has remained rather stable over
time, as is shown by the lack of significant dif-
ferences in the estimates of the S; parameters
for the different time periods. The values of S,
increase and decrease, but although there are a
few exceptions, there is no discernible trend.
One of the exceptions is gradual increase in the
permeability of the barrier between the Balkan
and Middle Eastern traditions in Serbia proper:
As Table 5 shows, the value of S, there has in-
creased two-fold (from .09 to .18). In Bosnia-
Hercegovina, in contrast, the permeability of
this barrier increases until the early 1980s, and
then decreases, while in Macedonia the perme-
ability has been decreasing since the early
1970s. '

These findings once again emphasize the
importance of the differences in the cultural
traditions within Yugoslav society and under-
score the inherent fragility of the former Yugo-
slavia as a federal state. On the other hand, they
suggest that what remains of the former Yugo-
slavia, a union of Serbia and Montenegro, may
have better prospects for survival, because it
unites populations with similar cultural back-
grounds.

The asymmetry and special affinity param-
eters in Table 5 reflect mainly empirical par-
ticularities, so in general they are hard to inter-
pret. The most important finding is probably
that no consistent patterns emerge in the asym-
metry parameters, and special affinity param-
eters had to be added for only five republics
and autonomous provinces (in most cases with
relatively low values). Another interesting
finding is that the Croats are more likely than
other ethnic groups belonging to the Western
tradition to cross cultural barriers to marry
people belonging to different traditions. In
Croatia, for example, Croats are more likely to
marry Serbs than is implied by the framework
underlying the crossings model; in Kosovo,
Croats are more likely to marry Albanians (see
the special affinity parameter estimates in
Table 5). Some of the asymmetry parameter
estimates also support this finding (e.g., A, for
Bosnia-Hercegovina, for Macedonia, and for
Slovenia; A, for Montenegro).

The asymmetry parameters also provide in-
teresting insights on the residence patterns in

Yugoslavia. Most ethnic groups there are
known to have been patrilocal (see e.g., Brom-
lei and Kashuba 1982). If this is still the case,
and if we assume that a substantial part of the
intermarriages involve not simply people from
different ethnic groups but also people from
different parts of Yugoslavia, we might expect
to find positive values on asymmetry param-
eters corresponding to grooms from the ethnic
group constituting the majority in a given re-
gion. This is not the case, which may be inter-
preted as confirming the findings of anthro-
pologists that residence patterns in Yugoslavia
have shifted towards neolocality.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The theoretical basis of this study is drawn
from the theories of social distance and social
structure. These theories share the assumption
that intermarriage is both the main indicator
and a cause of social integration. I have exam-
ined whether the popular notion, that ethnic in-
termarriage was widespread in the former Yu-
goslavia, is true. On the basis of marriage reg-
istration data, and using log-linear models to
characterize associations and differential
change, I have found this notion to be an exag-
geration. Rather, ethnic endogamy has been the
norm in Yugoslavia, and over the years studied
(1962 to 1989) no clear trend emerged, either
in terms of increasing rates of intermarriage or
decreasing social distance between the various
ethnic groups and cultural traditions.

Although indirectly, these findings are sup-
ported by the persisting differences in the tim-
ing and prevalence of marriage. Three broadly
defined marriage patterns coexisted in the
former Yugoslavia'®: The “European,” charac-
terized by late marriage and high celibacy (ob-
served in a moderate form in Slovenia, where
in the beginning of the period under study the
mean age at first marriage for women was 24.3
years, and 17 percent of women above age 50

10 These three marriage patterns differ from the
three cultural traditions introduced earlier. The idea
that there are two marriage patterns in Europe—the
“European” and the “Traditional”—was introduced
by Hajnal (1965), who drew the approximate divid-
ing line between the two from Trieste to St. Peters-
burg. Later, other authors suggested the existence
of a third pattern, the “Mediterranean” (R. Smith
1981; Laslett 1983).
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were single!!); the “Mediterranean,” character-
ized by early marriage for females and late
marriage for males, resulting in wide age gaps
between spouses, (observed in a moderate form
in Kosovo and Montenegro, where the mean
age at first marriage is 28 years for the men
and only around 22 years for women); and the
“Traditional,” with early and nearly universal
marriage (characteristic for the rest of the
former Yugoslavia, where the mean age at first
marriage for men is between 24.5 and 25.5
years and for women is between 21.5 and 22
years, while the percent never-married varies
between 1.5 and 6).

The timing of marriage may have potential
implications for the choice of a marital partner
and the patterns of intermarriage through two
separate mechanisms. The first mechanism im-
plies that men from early-marrying populations
should be less likely to intermarry with women
from late-marrying populations if the social
norm is that men should marry women younger
then they are. Thus, for example Slovenian
women should be less likely to marry men from
early-marrying populations. Part of this effect
should be reflected in the asymmetry param-
eters. As can be seen in Table 5, no such effect
is observed. Adding an explicit parameter to
account for this effect did not significantly im-
prove the fit of the model. The second mecha-
nism implies that late-marrying persons should
be more likely to intermarry, because they have
been longer on the marriage market and are
more likely to meet partners from outside their
immediate surroundings. Again no significant
net effects could be detected with the data and
methods employed here.

More important from the point of view of
this study, however, is the fact that intermar-
riage may affect nuptiality by producing be-
havioral assimilation in the form of converg-
ing marriage patterns. This is noted by Ander-

IT According to Hajnal (1965), what distinguishes
the European pattern are late marriages and high
celibacy among women—the mean age at first mar-
riage is above 23 years, and more than 10 percent
of the women in the 45 to 49 age group remain
single. As in most countries exhibiting the Euro-
pean pattern, during the 1960s and 1970s a ten-
dency towards earlier and more universal marriages
was observed in Slovenia—by the mid-1980s, the
mean age at first marriage there had dropped to 22
years, and according to the 1981 census the propor-
tion never married at age 50 was 12 percent.

ton (1986), who suggests that with exogamy
there is a tendency for marriage behavior, and
specifically the age at marriage, to be more
similar for the out-group than to within-group
marriages (Anderton 1986:343). So whether
nuptiality patterns in the individual republics
and autonomous provinces are converging or
not might serve as a basis for confirming or
questioning our findings on the levels and
trends of ethnic exogamy. The nuptiality dif-
ferentials in Yugoslavia, though, persisted dur-
ing the years studied (Petrovic 1986b), and the
small convergence that has occurred does not
go beyond the general trend observed in most
modern societies (e.g., Hajnal 1965; Dixon
1971; Watkins 1981). Further investigations
into the nuptiality differences in the former Yu-
goslavia and their interrelations with ethnic in-
termarriage might provide additional insights
into these questions.

Recent events in Yugoslavia challenge the
conventional wisdom that in modern industrial
societies ethnic divisions and conflicts will
eventually disappear.!? Despite decades of in-
dustrialization and modernization, ethnic divi-
sions in Yugoslavia obviously remained strong
enough to lead to war. The conventional socio-
logical wisdom that intermarriage is an indica-
tor of social integration remains intact, how-
ever, at least in this case. Judging from the lev-
els of ethnic endogamy, Yugoslavia has never
been fully integrated: Thus, there is no mys-
tery in that country’s disintegration, although
the violence accompanying the disintegration
remains profoundly disturbing. Rudyard Kip-
ling is also proven right: Although geopoliti-
cally the East and the West meet in what used
to be Yugoslavia, they were rarely meeting in
front of the marriage altar.

NikoLalr BoTEv recently received his Ph.D. in
Demography from the University of Pennsylvania.
This research is part of his dissertation, which also
included studies on nuptiality in the Balkans (pub-
lished in Population Studies, vol. 44, pp. 107-26)
and the fertility decline in Bulgaria. Currently he is
working in Geneva, Switzerland, on a project on
population aging in Europe and North America for
the Economic Commission for Europe.

12 The intellectual roots of these theories were
laid by Marx ([1848] 1988), Toennies ([1887]
1988), and Durkheim ([1893] 1984). A modern pro-
ponent of such a theory, especially regarding Yu-
goslavia, is Bertsch (1971, 1976).



AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

478

‘suorjoeIaul [[e Juasardar ased siyy ut iy pue My, £)1a01q 104 ,

“WI0j [EX0UA3 91} WO} JIJFIP JOU Op S[OPOUI O} UI SULIS) Ay} JO 1S3 Y} duls ‘pajuasald ST ULIG) UORORISIUL 3Y) JO uonezineurered oy A[UQ q

“paurensuooun a1 (PM¥s) srojowrered 1oLIeq 9Y) S[IYM JURLIEAUI-OWN 3q 0 (1Y) s1ojowrered KwreSopus ay) SUTRNISU0D J [SPOJl ‘U1j1 S[GBLIBA M3U € SUIonponur
£q Ieour] oq 01 s1ojourered KureSopud oy} ur a3UBYD OY) SUIBNSUOD ¢ [9POJA "PSONPONUI AIE JSUOD = ] PUD ¥ IO ‘ISU0d = | JSu0d = ¥ Jey) SJUTeNSUod [euonippe oy (S[epoul paurensuod
q n9q pua 3y} ut Yo a3 sul d [9PO "padonponul 1p 1 ¥ ey st

A[[ny pue “uewreAur-orjqnder ‘JUBLIEAUL-OWI 9Y}) Y PUE D ‘(1 S[OPOW U] "S[3POUI PIUTENSUOIUN A 12

ded siy) ur posn S[apoul 9y} JO WLIOJ [RISUSZ JSOW Y} syuasaxd v xipuaddy .

‘[opowr s3uIsso1d oy Surk[1opun yIomswelj ayy Aq pardur osay)
puoAaq saouarajeid [ejLreur Joy Junodoe s1ajowered Kjurge [eroads oy, [ pue 1 sdnoi3 soIQWWAS Y
ds — il u 9od
“KuregodAy Jo Kure310dAy jo uroy owios o) o[dwrexa 10§ anp 2D 10} soroureind AU [o2cs g [ Prugy il — Pl %:m M MHW_H%WWHWEW
“Awre30xa JO SAYEI oY) UI S[ENUSIAJIP X3S 10} Junoooe siajourered asay | [ ANONUYIO JO USUIOM PUE 1 Kyoruyie f#110} suPp = A A SIOP :
‘AnjowwiAS JO JUIBIISUOD oY) soxe[al sioowered AnowwAse 3uppy Jo uow 10§ 1930wrered Anowwikse —AMp | [= 110§ iy =1l S THAONW
‘suonipen; om) Suneredos sioLreq Jo 198
e Sursso1o Surnnbar se pajopow are sogelIEWIUL Y, "UONIPEI) [RIN[NO (uroiseq 9[ppIN«-UB[eY ‘T = W [#110 gy = Pty [9POJA S3uIsso1)
umo 1ok ury)m oSeLIrewW 10j SAOUAISeId 10J SJUNOOOR pue (NI Sunew ‘uey[eg—WIAISIM 1] = w) suonip s ; )
wopue1 oy} Mmo[[oj sederireur snowre30xa jey) uonduwnsse Ay SIXE[AY -e1} Judoelpe 10j s1ojowrered roleq — s [= 110§ Py = 2o ‘¥ THAOW
1o1qndar [#110] 0 ="My | [epo AureSopug o[qerres
“(zayjoue woiy suosiad yum Airewrrojur 03 A[ayy A[renbe are | pue ¥ pouad (g* " * - ‘] =1) 1dnoid v pi )
dnoi3 auo jo uowom pue uSW “3'1) [EOMIOWWAS-1senb aq 0} powmsse are | oyl 1oy 1ojewrered AwreSopus —My f=1103 My =R ‘¢ THJOW
sogerLrew SnowreS0xa ‘UoNIppE U *(So[nI SuneW WOPULI 9y} MO[[0] SIFel
-Tew snoureSoxa yorym o) Surpioooe) Kouopud) Kureoxs ue pue (dnoid | ¢l f
' . [ =Ny
omuyle umo IRyl urym Arrewr o) 19§91d ordoad “o'1) Kouopua) Kwredop | = 7) 7 ongndar pue ‘($'¢‘T1 = P10 0 19pOJ Awresopug wiiojrun
-UQ UE :SO1OUJPUS) 9Jeredos Om) WO J[NSAI 0) PIWNSSE JIe SoFeLIe]N y) ¥ pouad 10§ 1o)ourered KureSopus — My [=110§ Py = nifty ‘2 THAQOW
-o1mponns Ayunproddo ayy Sunuss i
-ardor ourpeseq & se pasn I [opow SIY [, “(punoIdyoeq omyls Aq A[[enuaid) [9PON 2oUapUadapu]
-JIp P9J09JJE 10U ST WOYM SILLIBW OYm “9'T) Funew wopues SQWNSSyY 1pue y L1 e 10§ 0="" 1 THAQOW
As.\._pv_: — iy
Aahu=lq g =g «Ggur =g «C.g)ur =9 «(O0)u] = 0p ‘ueswr omPWI0a5—00 ;1510932 uonoeiau—h Ay 41 +1,9 +5,q +1,9 + 00 = (U
45199339 (o11qnda1 pue pouad) s[qel pue ‘(wooid Jo AJOIUYIR) UwN[od ‘(3pHq JO Kotuyie) moi— g g 4.9 1.9 ‘uLI0J Teaury ur 1o
¢ oduraoxd snowouolne 10 orjqndor ur ¢y owm 1 ¢/ pue 1 sdnoi3 usamieq soSerrew Jo roquinu pajdadxa— Ay oroym Ml g = ity A0 TVIANTD
suondwinssy pue uonduosaq UOTBION QIS uondeIAU] [9POIN

S[9POIN 23 Jo Arewrung 'y xipuaddy



ETHNIC INTERMARRIAGE IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

479

REFERENCES

Anderton, Douglas L. 1986. “Intermarriage in Fron-
tier Immigrant, Religious and Residential
Groups: An Examination of Macrostructural As-
similation.” Sociological Inquiry 1986:341-66.

Banac, Ivo. 1984. The National Question in Yugo-
slavia. Origins, History, Politics. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University.

Bentler, P. M. and M. D. Newcomb. 1978. “Longi-
tudinal Studies of Marital Success and Failure.”
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology
46:1953-70.

Bernard, Richard M. 1980. The Melting Pot and the
Altar: Marital Assimilation in Early Twentieth-
Century Wisconsin. Minneapolis, MN: Univer-
sity of Minnesota.

Bertsch, Gary K. 1971. Nation-Building in Yugo-
slavia: A Study of Political Integration and Atti-
tudinal Consensus. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

. 1976. Values and Community in Multi-
National Yugoslavia. New York: Columbia Uni-
versity.

Blalock, Hubert M. 1967. Toward a Theory of Mi-
nority-Group Relations. New York: Wiley.

Blau, Peter M. 1977. Inequality and Heterogeneity.
New York: Free Press.

Blau, Peter M., Terry C. Blum, and Joseph E.
Schwartz. 1982. “Heterogeneity and Intermar-
riage.” American Sociological Review 47:45-61.

Bromlei, Yu V. and M. S. Kashuba. 1982. Brak i
semia u narodov Yugoslavii (Marriage and Fam-
ily Among the Yugoslav People). Moscow, Rus-
sia: Nauka.

Burg, Steven L. and Michael L. Berbaum. 1989.
“Community, Integration, and Stability in Multi-
national Yugoslavia.” American Political Sci-
ence Review 83:535-54.

Cohen, Lenard J. 1993. Broken Bonds: The Disin-
tegration of Yugoslavia. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Connor, Walker. 1984. The National Question in
Marxist-Leninist Theory and Strategy. Princeton,
NIJ: Princeton University.

Culinovic-Constantinovic, Vesna. 1976. “Tradicio-
nalni Nevjencani Brak u Nasem Selu” (Tradi-
tional Unofficial Marriage in Our Villages).
Sociologija Sela 14:125-37.

Davis, Horace B. 1978. Toward a Marxist Theory
of Nationalism. New York: Monthly Review.
Dean, Gillian and Douglas T. Gurak. 1978. “Mari-
tal Homogamy the Second Time Around.” Jour-

nal of Marriage and the Family 40:559-70.

Dixon, Ruth B. 1971. “Explaining Cross-Cultural
Variations in Age at Marriage and Proportions
Never Marrying.” Population Studies 25:215-33.

Durkheim, Emile. [1893] 1984 . The Division of
Labor in Society. New York: Free Press.

Dyker, David A. 1972. “The Ethnic Muslims of
Bosnia—Some Basic Socio-Economic Data.”
The Slavonic and East European Review 50

(119):238-56.

Flere, Sergej. 1988. “Nacionalna Identifikacija i
Preferirana Nacionalna Identifikacija kod
Miladih-Pitanje Jugoslovenstva” (National Iden-
tification and Preferred National Identification
Among the Young). Migracijske Teme 4:439-53.

Goldscheider, Calvin and Peter R. Uhlenberg. 1969.
“Minority Group Status and Fertility.” American
Journal of Sociology 74:361-72.

Gray, Alan. 1987. “Intermarriage: Opportunity and
Preference.” Population Studies 41:365-79.

Hajnal, John. 1965. “European Marriage Patterns in
Perspective.” Pp. 101-43 in Population in His-
tory, edited by D. V. Glass and D. E. C. Eversley.
Chicago, IL: Aldine

Hauser, Robert M. 1980. “Some Exploratory Mod-
els for Modeling Mobility Tables and Other
Cross-Classified Data.” Sociological Methodol-
ogy 10:413-58.

Hoffman, George W. 1977. “The Evolution of the
Ethnographic Map of Yugoslavia: A Historical
Geographic Interpretation.” Pp. 437-500 in An
Historical Geography of the Balkans, edited by
F. W. Carter. New York: Academic Press.

Hout, Michael. 1983. Mobility Tables. Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.

Johnson, Robert A. 1980. Religious Assortative
Marriage in the United States. New York: Aca-
demic Press.

Jones, F. L. 1991. “Ethnic Intermarriage in Austra-
lia, 1950-52 to 1980-82: Models or Indices?”
Population Studies 45:27-42.

Kalmijn, Matthijs. 1991a. “Status Endogamy in the
United States.” American Journal of Sociology
97: 496-523.

. 1991b. “Shifting Boundaries: Trends in
Religious and Educational Endogamy.” Ameri-
can Sociological Review 56: 786—800.

Labov, Teresa and Jerry A. Jacobs. 1986. “Inter-
marriage in Hawaii, 1950-1983.” Journal of
Marriage and the Family 48:79-88.

Laslett, Peter. 1983. “Family and Household as
Work Group and Kin Group: Areas of Tradi-
tional Europe Compared.” Pp. 513-63 in Family
Forms in Historic Europe, edited by R. Wall, J.
Robin, and P. Laslett. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University.

Lieberson, Stanley and Mary C. Waters. 1985.
“Ethnic Mixtures in the United States.” Sociol-
ogy and Social Research 70:43-52.

. 1988. From Many Strands: Ethnic and
Racial Groups in Contemporary America. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Lydall, Harold. 1989. Yugoslavia in Crisis. Oxford,
England: Clarendon

Mare, Robert D. 1991. “Five Decades of Educa-
tional Assortative Mating.” American Sociologi-
cal Review 56:15-32.

Marx, Karl. [1848] 1988. The Communist Mani-
festo. New York: W. W. Norton.



480

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

McCaa, Robert. 1989. “Isolation or Assimilation?
A Log Linear Interpretation of Australian Mar-
riages, 1947-60, 1975, and 1986.” Population
Studies 43:155-62.

Merton, Robert K. [1941] 1972. “Intermarriage and
the Social Structure: Fact and Theory.” Pp. 21—
38 in The Blending American: Patterns of Inter-
marriage, edited by M. L. Barron. Chicago, IL:
Quadrangle Books. (Originally published in Psy-
chiatry 4: 361-77.)

Pagnini, Deanna L. and S. Philip Morgan. 1990.
“Intermarriage and Social Distance Among U.S.
Immigrants at the Turn of the Century.” Ameri-
can Journal of Sociology 96:405-32.

Petrovic, Ruza. [1966] 1970. “Ethnically Mixed
Marriages in Yugoslavia. Sociologija 12 :185-
200. (Originally published in Sociologija 8:373—
87.)

. 1973. “Nationality Structure of the
Yugoslav Population.” Yugoslav Survey 14(1):1-
22.

. 1986a. “Ethnically Mixed Marriages in
Yugoslavia.” Sociologija 28 (Supp.):229-39.

. 1986b. “Regionalne razlike u raspro-
stranjenosti celibata u Jugoslaviji” (Regional Dif-
ferences in the Prevalence of Celibacy). Socio-
logija 28:373-83.

. 1991. “The Ethnic Identity of Parents
and Children.” Yugoslav Survey 32 (1):63-76.

Qian, Zhenchao and Samuel H. Preston. 1993.
“Changes in American Marriage, 1972 to 1987:
Availability and Forces of Attraction by Age and
Education.” American Sociological Review 58:
482-95.

Raftery, Adrian E. 1986a. “A Note on Bayes
Factors for Log-Linear Contingency Table
Models With Vague Prior Information.” Jour-
nal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B
48:249-50.

—1986b. “Choosing Models for Cross-
Classifications.” American Sociological Review
51:145-46.

Richard, Madeline A. 1991. Ethnic Groups and
Marital Choices: Ethnic History and Marital As-
similation in Canada, 1871 and 1971. Van-
couver, BC: University of British Columbia.

Sardon, Jean-Paul. 1991. “Mariage et divorce en
Europe de I’Est” (Marriage and Divorce in East-
ern Europe). Population 46:547-98.

Savezni Zavod Statistiki (Federal Statistical Of-
fice). 1961-1989. Demografska Statistika (De-
mographic Statistics). Belgrad, Yugoslavia: Gov-

ernment Printing Office.

— 1963, 1973, 1986, 1990. Statisticki
Godisnjak SFRJ (Statistical Yearbook of Yugo-
slavia). Belgrad, Yugoslavia: Government Print-
ing Office.

———— 1965. Popis Stanovnistva 1961 (1961
Population Census). Vol. 1. Belgrad, Yugoslavia:
Government Printing Office.

Schoen, Robert and James R. Kluegel. 1988. “The
Widening Gap in Black and White Marriage
Rates: The Impact of Population Composition
and Differential Marriage Propensities.” Ameri-
can Sociological Review 53:895-907.

Schoen, Robert and Barbara Thomas. 1990. “Reli-
gious Intermarriage in Switzerland, 1969-72 and
1979-82.” European Journal of Population 6:
359-76.

Schwertfeger, Margaret M. 1982. “Interethnic Mar-
riage and Divorce in Hawaii: A Panel Study of
1968 First Marriages.” Marriage and Family Re-
view 5:49-59.

Sekulic, Dusko, Garth Massey, and Randy Hodson.
1994. “Who Were the Yugoslavs? Failed Sources
of a Common Identity in the Former Yugosla-
via.” American Sociological Review 59:83-97

Shoup, Paul. 1968. Communism and the Yugoslav
National Question. New York: Columbia Uni-
versity.

Sijakovic-Blagojevic, Marina. 1986. “Obrazovna
structura Jugoslovenskog stanovnistva” (Educa-
tional Structure of Yugoslavia’s Population).
Sociologija 28:43-62.

Smith, Herbert L. and Maurice A. Garnier. 1987.
“Scaling Via Models for the Analysis of Asso-
ciation: Social Background and Educational Ca-
reers in France.” Sociological Methodology
17:205-45.

Smith, Richard M. 1981. “The People of Tuscany
and Their Families: Medieval or Mediterra-
nean?”’ Journal of Family History 6:107-28.

Stam, Arthur. 1989. “Marxist Ethnic Views and
Policies: An Essay in Comparative History.” Plu-
ral Societies 18:45-86.

Tonnies, Ferdinand. [1887] 1988. Community and
Society. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

Volkov, A. 1989. “Etnicheski smeshannie sem’i v
SSSR: Dinamika i sostav” (Ethnically Mixed
Families in USSR: Trends and Composition).
Vestnik Statistiki 1989 (7):12-21.

Watkins, Susan C. 1981. “Regional Patterns of
Nuptiality in Europe, 1870-1960.” Population
Studies 35:199-215.



