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16. Town and countryside in Serbia in the
nineteenth-century, social and household
structure as reflected in the census of 1863’

Joel M. Halpern

Balkan familial and household structure has been the subject of discussion and
study for over a century, but not much attention has been paid to the specifics
of size and kinship composition. If we give as a brief tentative definition of the
zadruga an extended household composed of a father and his married sons and
their offspring (paternal zadruga), or two or more married brothers and their
children (fraternal zadruga), how many people in a given community actually
lived in these types of households? What about the size of the households
themselves ? Much of the literature with respect to the zadruga seems to dwell
on the exceptional case which is then described in detail. Such an approach,
however, does not help us understand the conditions under which the majority
of the people lived. In this chapter an attempt will be made to establish in a pre-
liminary way specific data bearing on household size and composition as it
existed in the nineteenth century in certain villages in central Sumadija in Serbia
(Orasac, Banja, Bukovik, Kopljare, Stojnik and Topola) and one emergent
market town (Arandjelovac).

A glance at Tables 16.1a-h establishes that with the notable exception of the
market town the large majority of households contain six or more people
accordingto the 1863 Census.? Arandjelovac has approximately 20 %, of its people
listed as living alone (see below, Table 16.14), although this may be in part an
artifact of the Census since many of these were probably boarders in other
! The research on which this paper is based was supported by grants from the National Science

Foundation and the National Institute of Mental Health. Appreciation is also acknowledged

for assistance provided by the Archives of the Republic of Serbia, permitting access to census

records, to personnel at the Serbian Archives who aided in the transcription of data, and to

the University of Massachusetts Faculty Research Committee. A related paper, drawing

exclusively on OraSac, one of the villages cited here, is Halpern, The zadruga, a century of
. Change (1970).

Despite the differences in the structure of households, it is noticeable that in the towns of

Western Europe smaller households occurred more frequently than in the surrounding

Countryside. See above, van der Woude, Chapter 12, pp. 308-309; Hélin, Chapter 13,

Pp. 332-333. Compare the survey by Klapisch of fifteenth-century Tuscany, see above,
Chapter 10, p. 275.
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households. Still, it is clear that these merchants and craftsmen were either
young men beginning their careers or older men temporarily or permanently
detached from their families. From what we know of contemporary rural-urbap
kin relationships in Serbia it is reasonable to suppose that many of these single
people were migrants from surrounding villages, and they probably returneq
to their home villages fairly regularly. It would seem highly unlikely that
they were without important kin ties in the surrounding area. It is alse
probable that few if any of these single individuals were born in the town. Of
course, the whole idea of town or urban center must be used in a very re-
stricted occupational sense, since we are here talking about a settlement of only
566 people.

If we use as our focus of interest the population at large rather than the house-
hold structure as such, we can see clearly that again, with the striking exception
of Arandjelovac, the majority of the population lived in households size 6 or
over, ranging from as high as 89 7] in the case of Ora3ac, to a minimum of 69 %
in Bukovik (the settlement adjoining Arandjelovac, and also containing com-
mercial establishments).

If we compare the 1863 data with information available for the same villages
for 1890 (Table 16.2) we see that with the exception of the town there have been
no dramatic changes. The major change in Arandjelovac is the very sharp decline
in households of size 1. This may be in part a characteristic of the way in which
the 1863 Census was carried out, or it may be explained by the growth of
Arandjelovac as a trading center, so that by 1890 the merchants and craftsmen
were more established with families. It is also possible that the decline in single
person households in Banja, Bukovik and Stojnik may be explained by the
greater accuracy of the later Census. Most important, however, is that the pre-
dominance of size 6-10 households continues to include approximately half the
number of households and more than half the population in most cases. It also
seems significant that, with the exception of Stojnik and Banja and the special
case of Arandjelovac, the other villages in this survey show some decline in the
relative proportions of households of size 11 and over. This is balanced by some
increase in the size 4-5 category in most cases. Broadly viewed when compared
to changes which were to occur in the twentieth century, the nineteenth century
seems to have been a period of relative stability in household size. If we take all
data into account, however, there does seem to have been a steady decline in
average household size. In Orasac, for example, there was a decline of 1.4, from
a high of 8.3 in 1844 (the first records) to 6.9 in 1890. (In the much shorter period
1910-58, the decline was 2.1, from 6.6 to 4.5.)

However, once we get outside the Serbian culture area a different situation
seems to prevail. In considering the case of village areas of the Republic of
Dubrovnik for the end of the seventeenth century the differences are dramatic,
with only approximately half of the population living in size 6 and larger house-
holds (Table 16.3). Interestingly, figures from Dubrovnik are slightly lower than
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] those for the English village of Ealing at the end of the sixteenth century but

much closer to the English than the Serbian situation.?

This point is further emphasized when compared to other European data. In
Belgrade in 1733 80 77 of all persons were living in housefuls* of 6 and above, but
this figure is rivalled by three of the villages in our sample (Banja 79 %, Kopljare
83 % and OraSac 89 7(; these are all households, not housefuls), as Tables

16.1a-h show. The mean size for the Serbian villages, taking the household as

int of reference, range from 5.5 for Bukovik to 8.3 for Orasac, with the Belgrade
data falling within this range. It is too early in this type of research to say that
the Serbian data is unique, but from a European point of view it does contrast
noticeably with the data from England.?

It is possible to set some limits on the frequency of large-size households in
nineteenth-century Serbia. The evidence is clear from Tables 16.1a-/h that house-
holds of size 20 and over were rare. Specifically, they occur in only two of the
villages, and there is one case from Belgrade. What do some of these large
‘households look like in terms of kin structure? We can take as an example the
22-member Janko Nedi¢ zadruga of OraSac. Here there is a combination of
paternal and fraternal zadruga structure. Unfortunately since all kin are listed
in relationship to the head of household we cannot determine the precise pairing
of sons with wives and children. Generally, specific daughters-in-law can be
linked to sons by age similarities. A further confusion is that although there are
Slav words for daughter-in-law (nevjesta or mlada, for example), the Serbo-
Croatian term snaha means both daughter-in-law and sister-in-law, thereby
combining them in one category, but daughters-in-law are generally listed first,
matching the preferential listing given sons over brothers.

Much more common are the households with 10 or more members, i.e. those
of approximately half the size of the Nedi¢ household. In OraSac almost half
of all households were of size 10 or over (48 %,) and of these the most numerous
were those of sizes 10 and 12. Tables 16.1a-4 show that there were only one or
two households in each category above size 13, representing in most cases no
more than one or two percent of the total population in each category. Further,
if we consider size 13 and over as a percent of the total population, only 9 % in
Bukovik, 17 9% in Kopljare and 19 % in Orasac belonged to such households.
Although these figures are not insignificant as compared with pre-industrial
England for example, where only 1 % of persons lived in such domestic groups,
it is clear that most people in these Serbian villages of the 1860s spent at least
part of their lives in smaller-size households.

Further examples from OraSac in 1863 of a size 10, a size 8 and a size 6 house-
: For Ealing see above, Laslett, Chapter 1, Table 1.7, p. 77.

_Sﬁe above Laslett and Clarke, Chapter 15. The authors distinguish between a household which
IS 4 kinship-family unit and the houseful which includes all the inhabitants of a particular
Ouse, including lodgers. For an exact definition of these terms see above, Laslett, Chapter 1,

PP. 34-40. See also Hammel, Chapter 14, p. 339, footnote 13.
See above, Laslett, Chapter 4, pp. 130-131, 135-143; Wall, Chapter 5, pp. 174-190.
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hold give us a better idea of the kinds of family structure within which mggg
people passed their lives. In OraSac approximately 52 7 of the population jg
found in size 6 to 10 households inclusive, and for all settlements the percentage
is about 50. The size 10 household of Milosav Nedi¢ may be taken as an illustra.
tion: it had two married brothers, aged thirty and twenty-seven, with their wiveg

one and two years younger respectively. The head of the household had 3 smaﬁ
daughters.Three nieces were also listed, aged fifteen, twelve and seven, though
only one of these could have been the child of the younger brother, given the
customary age at marriage; they were more likely to have been the orphans of
an older deceased brother.®

The issue of the adoption of a deceased brother’s children and his wife is not
without interest in connection with this particular household in Orasac in 1863,
since the death of parents in the primary family formation years of twenty-one
to forty was much greater in the nineteenth century than it is today. The relative
proportion of all deaths in this age group for the period 1881-2 was 15 %, while
in 1951-2 it was only 3.8 %.7 Although scattered death records for Orasac do
exist for the 1860s their incompleteness makes comparison with later years un-
satisfactory, but it is reasonable to assume that if the comparison were made
for the 1860s and the 1960s the contrast would be even greater.

Unlike the size 22 household, which has a maximal combination of married
brothers with their children, plus the married sons of the oldest brother and
their offspring, the 10-member household of Milosav Nedi¢ was a zadruga of
brothers in the process of formation. Obviously at ages thirty and twenty-seven
neither brother was likely to have completed the formation of a family in terms of
the number of children each young wife might bear.

A size 8 household in OraSac headed by Milan Jovanovié, fifty, with a forty-
year-old wife and two married sons, aged twenty-five and twenty-three respec-
tively, the two daughters-in-law and two children, gives an example of a paternal
zadruga in the process of formation; the daughters-in-law are in an even earlier
stage of producing children than are the young couples in the household
previously cited. We may finally look at a household of 6 headed by Nikola
Pavlovi¢, forty, which included his forty-year-old wife and their 4 children
ranging in age from twelve to three. Here the head of the household either had
no brother or did not have one he chose to remain with in a zadruga. At the
same time, his eldest child had not reached marriageable age.

In households of size 6 and below, the classic nuclear family is most frequent,
comprising about a third (31 %) of all households. However, if the nuclear family

® Tt is not difficult to imagine the problems eventually faced by this randomly selected house-
hold, with six young girls to marry off in the overwhelmingly patriarchal and patrilocal
village society of that time. The total holdings of the household were 10 hectares, roughly
the same amount as the previously cited zadruga of 22 persons. Therefore it would be
reasonable to suppose that this size holding did attract at least one in-marrying male.

7 Halpern, Social and cultural change (1956) Table 13: 121, based on the records of the Orasac
Village Council.
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is taken as a unit, its formation is not necessarily a simple matter to analyse. For
example, in the case of Stevan Luki¢, thirty, his wife, twenty-two, his son, two,
and daughter, five, judging by the difference in age of husband and wife and by
the age of the daughter, there is a possibility that the daughter was borne by
a former wife, possibly one who had died in childbirth. We also find a case where
a boy of seventeen is listed as the household head living with his brothers aged
thirteen, eleven and nine. It is possible that this group occupied a separate
house, but received help from neighboring kin.® Certainly if there had been fewer
brothers, or if they had had more land than the 2.3 hectares due them, they might
have been brought up in a paternal uncle’s household, if such existed. There were
also small nuclear families in Ora3ac just beginning to make their way, as in the
case of Srecko Rajci¢, twenty-two, his wife Andjelija twenty-five, and their
infant son.

Household size as evidenced by these examples is, of course, something that
exists only at one point in time. It is constantly changing, through the birth of
new members or the death of the old and also of the young. It is further affected
by influences connected with economy of size, by personality conflict and by
various other factors such as government or tax regulations, which might cause
brothers and their families to split off from each other, or sons to separate from
fathers. Although households go through cycles as their members mature, if the
sample is large enough, as in a village of a hundred or more households, it is
reasonable to find households in various stages of formation as we have seen
above.?

The obvious economic influence affecting household stability was the size of
the land holding. With a large labor force it was possible for the zadruga to
save money and purchase land, so that to some extent in the relatively egalitarian
peasant economy, a large unit could prosper if well organized, even if it had
started out with a small initial holding. In 1863 holdings ranged from a little
over one hectare to as much as 14 hectares, but generally there was a fair
correlation between the size of the holding and the size of the household. A family
of 15 lived on the largest holding in 1863, while the largest household of 22
members had about 11 hectares. Of course, the important variable here was the
number of able-bodied males rather than the total number of people in the
household.

These statistics seem to me to show that the right combination of several
married males together in one household, each with a relatively complete
nuclear family, occurred in only a minority of cases.

* Compare Dupiquier’s statements about households of orphaned children remaining as
independent units in Corsica in the 1770s, above, Chapter 11, pp. 292, 294. In England such
children would usually be taken in by relatives, possibly with some help from the parish;
see above, Anderson, Chapter 7, pp. 227-228.

* For an example of the evolution of an individual through eight household formations in the
course of seventy years, see Joel and Barbara Halpern, A Serbian village in historical perspec-
tive (1972). See also above, Hammel, Chapter 14, pp. 370-373.
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Tables 16.4a-f analyze the distribution of children in Arandjelovac and fiye
of the villages. If children are defined as those eighteen years of age and under
between 60 7; and 71 %, were children of the head of the household, and 4 % t(;
15 75 were his grandchildren. Offspring of other household members, primarily
brothers of the household head, amounted to 20 % to 29 %,. This contrasts with
Ealing where 89 7/ of the children were children of the household head.!® Despite
the relatively large number of grandchildren and nieces and nephews, the
nuclear family was the basic structural component of the extended family house-
hold structure in Serbia.

This is further amplified by Tables 16.5a-p where breakdowns are given
according to selected kin categories. Characteristic of the most important kin
links tying together the Serbian extended family structure in the nineteenth
century was the relationship of the head of the household to one or more sons,
If we compare Tables 16.5a and 16.56 and 16.5¢ and 16.5f, we see that the
number of sons exceeds the number of household heads in every village. The
number of daughters also exceeds the number of household heads, though not
by such a wide margin. For the five villages we get a ratio of 1.5 sons for every
household head.' and if daughters are included the ratio rises to 2.6. On this
basis, taking households headed by married persons only, including heads’ wives
but excluding other relatives, we get a mean household size of 4.6. Since the mean
size of the household for all villages is 6.7, approximately 70 % of household
composition can be attributed to nuclear family relationships. Put another way,
using OraSac as an example, in 1863 out of 1,082 inhabitants, 703 were either
household head, wife, son or daughter (calculating relationships with respect to
the household head). Married coresident sons have been included in the nuclear
families of their fathers. (Arandjelovac is excluded from the above calculations
and those that follow.)

We can also take as a point of departure the population of children (under
eighteen and unmarried). Tables 16.4a—f demonstrate that children composed
from 52 9 to 58 % of the population in the Serbian villages of 1863, whereas in
Arandjelovac in that year, Belgrade in 17332 and Ealing in 15993 children were
approximately one-third (31 % to 37 %) of the total population. As we have
seen, about two-thirds of the children were the offspring of the head of the
household, and between one-fifth and a quarter were the offspring of brothers of
the household head, with the remaining numbers (reaching as high as 15 % in
Orasac) constituting grandchildren of the household head. It should be noted
that there are very few four-generation households. These data reaffirm again
the importance of the nuclear family core within the extended family household.
10 Taken from the files of the Cambridge Group. It must be remembered, however, that these

figures are for all children (all children present in the households), not simply those under

eighteen.
3 Cimpare Hammel’s analysis of the Serbian Census of 1528, above, Chapter 14, pp. 361-362.

12 See above, Laslett and Clarke, Chapter 15, pp. 379-380, 385,
3 Taken from the files of the Cambridge Group.

il
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It may be noticed, however, that the head of the household and his wife were
not necessarily a part of this nuclear core. This would seem to be true in about
a quarter of the households, when the eldest son had reached an age to found his
own family. This occurred generally when the household head and his wife
were in their forties (see Tables 16.5a-d).

A good way to follow the cycle of extended household formation, reformula-
tion and division is to focus on nuclear family formation within the extended kin
unit. As a son married and produced children, so the date of death of the parents
approached. In the circumstances of 1863 in Serbia, the major factor affecting
change was the death of the father, although division occasionally occurred
before his death. Viewed from another perspective, if there were two married
brothers together in a zadruga, they were most likely to divide as their children
matured. We can see this by contrasting the age of brothers (Table 16.5j) and of
household heads (Table 16.56); about a quarter of the household heads were
over forty but only some 5 % of the brothers were in this category.

If we take households of size 10 and above, we can see that the son ratio rises
to 2.5, and the overall ratio of siblings to the household head rises to 4.3. It can
simply be stated that households were large in part because of the number of
children of the household head. However, these figures and those cited in the
preceding paragraphs take no account of the matter of married sons. The rela-
tively larger proportion of mature sons in households of size 10 and above is
reflected in the fact that most daughters-in-law are in the larger households (from
qne-thkd to three-quarters; see Tables 16.50 and 16.5p). If the small sample of
six in Bukovik is disregarded because of the small percentage of sons in the
over-twenty age group, then we see that the lowest percentage is 52 %.14

Viewed in terms of one specific village, Orasac, 32 % of the households are in
the 10-plus category (Table 16.1e), but these households contain 40 % of the
sons (Table 16.5¢), 60 % of the daughters-in-law (Table 16.50), 37 % of the
_daughters (Table 16.5g), 59 % of the brothers (Table 16.5), 93 % of the nephews
(Table 16.5m), and 80 % of the grandsons (Table 16.5k). However, in terms of
total population households of over 10 persons contain only 49 % of the
population.

If what might be called the key non-nuclear family kin are taken into account,
that is daughters-in-law and grandsons, we can see that for Topola and Banja,
Where 30 % and 37 % of the population are in households of size 10 and above,
52 7 and 73 9 of the daughters-in-law and 63 % and 54 % of the grandsons are
n this category. In these same villages 46 % of the Topola population lives in
Size 1~? households and 44 % in Banja. Households of these sizes include,
IeSpectively, 47 % and 42 % of the sons, 22 % and 10 % of the daughters-in-
law, and § % and 159% of the grandsons. In the case of nephews the
Percentages for these categories are 13 % and 15 %.

1 :
Bukovik seems to §hare a number of characteristics with Arandjelovac, including small
average household size and younger age of household head (see Table 16.55),
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This preliminary analysis does not attempt any comprehensive survey of the
social structure of households in nineteenth-century rural Serbia. What it seeks
to emphasize is that the complex kin relationships which characterized the
zadruga were ordinarily participated in at any one time by less than half of the
population,

This statement applies not only to non-nuclear kin relationships, such as
grandparent-grandchild, father-in-law-daughter-in-law and uncle-nephew, but
partly also to those occasioned by multiple siblings, e.g. older brother—younger
brother, older sister—-younger brother. Much has been written elsewhere about
the relationship between a daughter-in-law and a mother-in-law and between
daughters-in-law in the same household. Obviously these are the people ex-
periencing the full pattern of kin relationships occurring when the family cycle
follows the classic pattern. But what of those families where there was only one
son or where parents or siblings died young ? What of the household whose limited
land holding could support only a restricted number of members? Are these
cases not as important as the ‘ideal’ ones, which can have been experienced by
only a minority ?

The fraternal and paternal zadrugas or combinations of these have attracted
the interest of scholars. Investigations indicate that villagers of high status
tended to come from larger, more complex households, which were in a better
position to enlarge their holding precisely because of their superior manpower.
During the nineteenth century, as the land began to fill up in central Serbia,
economic and social competition intensified in the villages, since there was no
large-scale outlet through emigration to towns. The ideal of several married sons
joining together with their father or, after his death, several brothers and their
families continuing to live in a joint household, persisted in a remarkable way.
But we may well ask whether the significant proportion of people who lived in
nuclear households (one-third) and households of size 5 and under (approxi-
mately a half) were in a generally deprived state ? The question can be asked with
respect to their standard of living, and with regard to their experiencing an
emotional environment similar to that of the larger houscholds. Given the reali-
ties of the family cycle, many individuals in the course of their lifetimes probably
lived in both nuclear and extended family environments.

Scholars concerned with social structure have tended to concentrate on the
fully complex, ideal patterns and neglected the smaller nuclear and fragmented
households. We will not achieve a full picture of social life in the nineteenth-
century Serbian household unless we look at the smaller households as intensively
as we have looked at the larger ones.

Appendix*

Tables 16.1 to 16.3  Detailed size of households, 1863 by settlements®
Two measures each for mean and median size of household, are used. The first (A)
states that on the average the household has X people according to the formula
si x hsi
no. of households

that is, the size of the household(s) times the number of households in that size cate-
gory (i), indicating all the different categories taken sequentially, and € representing
their sum total, e.g. for Arandjelovac (see Table 16.1a)

1x944-2x274+3%x39....
221

The second measure (B) indicates that on the average an individual lives in a house-
hold with X people according to the formula

s si X psi
no. of people in village
e.g. the sum total of the size of the household times the number of people in that size
category: for Arandjelovac this would be represented by
1x9442x544+3x117. .,
566

The second measure is higher because it takes the individual rather than the household
as the point of departure, and this is reflected in the mean as well.

Table 16.1a Arandjelovac

Households Persons

Size No. %  No. %
1 94 42.53 94 16.60
2 27 12.21 54 9.54
3 39 17.64 117 20.67
4 29 13.12 116 20.49
5 20 9.04 100 17.66
6 6 2.71 36 6.36
7 3 1.35 21 371
8 1 0.45 8 1.41
9 a—c . = =S=LH

10 2 0.90 20 3.53
Total 221 100 566 100

Mean size of household Median no. of persons

A=26 A=2
B =338 T

* The structure of Tables 16.1 to 16.4 follows that established by the Cambridge Group for
A the Hi?.tory of Population and Social Structure,
Arandjelovac, Banja, Bukovik, Kopljare, Oradac, Stojnik, and Topola (plus comparative
data from Dubrovnik, 1673-4).
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Table 16.1b  Banja Table 16.1¢  Bukovik

Households Persons Households Persons
Size  No. % No. % Size'  No. %  No. gegls
1 24 12.79 24 207 1 11 10.28 12 2.03
2 11 5.94 22 1.89 2 8 7.47 16 2.7
3 19 10.27 57 4.91 3 10 9.34 30 5.09
4 11 5.94 4 3.79 4 13 12.14 52 8.82
5 17 9.18 85 7.33 5 14 13.08 70 11.88
6 20 10.81 120 10.35 6 21 19.62 126 21.39
i 22 11.89 154 13.28 P 10 9.34 70 11.88
8 15 8.10 120 10.35 8 3 2.80 24 4.07
9 12 6.49 108 9_.31 9 3 2.80 2T - 4.58
10 12 6.49 120 10.35 10 4 3.73 40 6.79
1 4 2.16 44 3.79 11 5 4.67 55 9.33
12 6 3.24 72 6.21 12 1 0.93 12 2.03
13 3 1.62 39 3.36 13 2 1.89 26 441
14 2 1.08 28 241 14 1 0.93 14 237
15 1 0.54 15 1.29 15 1 093 15 2.54
16 —_ = T2 o
= 3 g & 4.40 Total 107 100 589 100
18 1 0.54 18 1.55 .
19 2 1.08 38 327 Mean size of household Median no. of persons
Total 185 100 1,159 100 A=55 A=S5
B=74 B=6
Mean size of household Median no. of persons
A =63 A=6

B =88 B=28
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Table 16.1d Kopljare Table 16.1e Orasac

Households Persons Households Persons
Sizz  No % No. % Se = No. % No. %
1 3 333 3 0.45 1 1 0.76 1 0.09
2 3 333 6 0.90 ) 2 1.52 4 0.36
3 3 3.33 9 1.35 3 5 3.81 15 1.38
4 10 11.11 40 6.00 4 10 7.63 40 3.69
5 10 11.11 50 7.50 5 12 9.16 60 5.54
6 9 10.00 54 8.10 6 15 11.45 90 8.31
; g iiﬁ 13 g»g 7 18 13.74 126 11.64
5 . 8 17 12.97 136 12.56
9 4 4.44 36 5.40 9 9 6.87 81 7.48
10 6 6.66 60 9.00 10 13 9.92 130 12.01
11 3 3.33 33 4.32 11 3 2.29 33 3.04
g g ggg ;% lgg 12 13 9.92 156 14.41
E 3 13 4 3.04 52 4.86
14 2 2.22 28 4.16 14 2 L.52 28 2.58
15 —_ —— = 2 15 2 1.52 30 2.3
16 1 111 16 2.38 16 = - i s
17 — — — = {7 — = — —
18 1 1.11 18 2.67 18 2 1.52 36 3.32
19 —_ = = = 19 1 0.76 19 1.75
20 1 L1 20 297 20 - - _ L
Total 90 100 672 100 21 == = ¥ =
22 1 0.76 22 2.03
: : 23 1 0.76 23 2.12
M size of household Med 0. of s
i WOLHP. O PR Total 131 100 1,082 100
A=175 A=17
B =293 B=2§
Mean size of household Median no. of persons
A= 83 A=28

B = 10.0 B=9
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Table 16.1f Stojnik Table 16.1g Topola

Households Persons Households Persons
Size No. % No. % Size No. % No. %
1 14 8.38 14 1.39 1 11 4.40 11 0.68
2 11 6.59 22 2.18 2 21 8.40 42 2.61
3 11 6.59 i3 3.28 3 13 5.20 39 242
4 20 11.98 80 7.96 4 28 11.20 112 6.96
] 25 14.97 125 12.43 5 29 11.60 145 9.01
6 28 16.77 168 16.71 6 32 12.80 193 11.99
T 15 8.98 105 10.44 i 29 11.60 203 12.61
8 12 7.19 96 9.55 8 28 11.20 224 13.92
9 8 4.79 72 7.16 9 18 7.20 162 10.06
10 5 299 50 4.97 10 15 6.00 148 9.19
11 6 3.59 66 6.56 11 8 3.20 88 5.46
12 3 1.80 36 3.58 12 6 2.40 72 447
13 2 1.20 26 2.58 13 T 2.80 91 5.73
14 2 1.20 28 2.78 14 1 0.40 14 0.87
15 — — — — 15 2 0.80 30 1.86
16 2 1.20 32 3.18 16 — — —_ —
17 2 1.20 34 3.83 17 1 0.40 17 1.05
18 1 0.60 18 1.79 18 1 0.40 18 1.11
Total 167 100 1,005 100 Total 250 100 1,609 100
Mean size of household Median no. of persons Mean size of household Median no. of persons
A =60 A=6 A =64 A=6
B =80 B=7 B =80 B=28§
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Table 16.1h  Detailed size of households, all settlements Table 16.2 Household size in all settlements, by percentages in each

category, 1863 and 1890, compared®

Households Persons
Size No. % No. % Size
1 158 13.78 158 2.37 E No. of
2 83 7.24 166 249 house-
3 100 8.72 300 4.51 Settlement 1 2-3 4-5 6-10 11-15 16+ holds
4 121 10.55 484 7.27 —
5 127 11.08 635 9.54 Arandjelovac 1863 42,5 29.9 22.2 54 —_ - 221
6 131 11.43 786 11.81 1890 83 2717 345 26.6 26 0.3 383
7 109 9.51 763 11.47 ‘Banja 1863 12.8 16.2 15.1 43.8 8.6 3.2 185
8 89 7.76 712 10.70 1890 1.1 6.5 229 52.7 13.7 2z 262
9 54 4,71 486 7.30 Bukovik 1863 10.3 16.8 25.2 38.3 9.3 — 107
10 57 4.97 570 8.57 1890 31 16.2 33.0 43.0 2.6 21 191
11 29 2.53 319 4.79 Kopljare 1863 33 6.7 222 489 15.5 33 90
12 35 3.05 420 6.31 1890 32 14.1 23.7 48.1 Tl 3.2 156
13 21 1.83 273 4,10 Orasac 1863 0.8 5.3 16.8 55.0 18.3 38 131
14 10 0.87 140 2.10 1890 0.5 13.1 24.8 47.6 12.6 1.4 214
15 6 0.52 90 1.35 Stojnik 1863 8.4 13.2 27.0 40,7 7.8 3.0 167
16 1 0.08 16 0.24 1890 1.1 11.3 26.7 47.4 10.1 34 266
17 6 0.52 102 1.56 ‘Topola 1863 4.4 13.6 22.8 48.8 9.6 0.8 250
18 6 0.52 108 1.62 1890 25 17.9 27.6 458 5.5 0.5 435
19 3 0.26 57 0.85
g‘lj ¥ 0:08 20 A0 « Based on Population Census of the Kingdom of Serbia 1890 (1892) 1: 246, quoted in Halpern
2 1 0.08 2 0.33 (1956) Table 47: 285.
23 1 0.08 23 0.34
ah g W . g™ Table 16.3 Republic of Dubrovnik, 16734
Mean size of household Median no. of persons
o B8 s = Households - Persons .,
B=283 B=28 Size No. % No. %
1 151 3.8 151 0.8
2 462 11.7 924 4.8
3 671 16.9 2,013 10.5
4 758 19.1 3,032 15.7
S 753 19.0 3,765 19.5
6 468 11.8 2,808 14.6
7 299 75 2,093 10.9
8 181 4.6 1,448 7.5
9 85 2.1 765 4.0
10 75 1.9 750 39
Over 10 62 1.6 1,523 79
Total 3,965 100 19,272 100
Mean household size = 5.0.
@ Sundrica (1959).
Mean size of household Median no. of persons
A — A=4
B — B=35

14 LHF
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Tables 16.4a—f Children by kin relationship, sex, and as a

proportion of the population, 1863, by settlements

Table 16.4d Kopljare

. Serbia: the Census of 1863 419

‘\

Children

Table 16.4a Arandjelovac -
Kin relationship Male Female Total o
Children® Child of head 134 124 258 67.01
¥ . 5 5 ; Grandchild of head 13 9 22 5.71
Kin'nélationslup e A o SRS % Child of other household member 49 56 105 2727
Child of head 97 92 189 91.3 Total 196 189 385 100
Grandchild of head 3 0 3 1.44
Child of other household member” 7 8 15 7.24 No. o,
Total 107 100 207 100 Children 385 56
Total population 683 100
No. %
Children 207 37.0
Total population 566 100
@ Children are defined here as eighteen years or younger and unmarried. Table 16.4¢  Orasac
¥ Primarily children of brother of household head.
Children
Table 16.4b  Banja Kin relationship - Male  Female  Total %
Children Child of head 196 199 395 63.40
; 5 Grandchild of head 56 39 95 15.24
Kin relationship Male Female Total % Child of other household member 63 70 133 21.34
Child of head 179 184 363 60.09 Fol S 9 %9 109
Grandchild of head 41 38 79 13.07
Child of other household member 85 77 162 26.82 No. %
Total 305 299 604 100 Children 623 58
Total population 1,082 100
No. %
Children 604 52
Total population 1,159 100
i Table 16.4f Topola
Table 16.4¢c Bukovik Children
Children Kin relationship Male Female Total %
5 g : o - Child of head 329 304 633 71.2
Koiu siasionelip Wk Fenke % - Grandchild of head 38 38 76 8.54
. Child of other household member 100 80 180 20.24
Child of head 113 108 221 66.96
Grandchild of head 7 6 13 3.93 Total 467 422 889 100
Child of other household member 55 41 96 29.09 =
Total 175 155 330 100 No, %
—— Children 889 55
No. o Total population 1,609 100
Children 339 56
Total population 589 100

14-2
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Tables 16.5a—p Structure of households, by selected kin Table 16.5¢ Percentage of wives, by household size
categories, 1863, by settlements®
Hougeho]d T Ba Bu (8]
A = Arandjelovac; T = Topola; Ba = Banja; Bu = Bukovik; O = Oralac; K = Kopljare, e n = 201 n = 130 n=75 n= 112 n=176
1 = = — = =
Table 16.5a Percentage of heads of households, by household size ) 5.0 23 29 1.8 2.6
3 4.0 11.5 10.7 3.6 3.9
4 10.4 54 12.0 54 10.5
Household A ) Ba Bu (0] K
: o s = =" 2 = 5 124 9.2 16.0 7.1 11.8
= =g = = 107 = = ;
size n=221 n 50 n=185 n=10 n= 131 n=290 6 154 131 227 12’5 10.5
1 425 4.4 13.0 10.3 0.8 3.3 7 12.4 14.6 120 14.3 14.5
2 12.2 8.4 5.9 7.5 1.5 3.3 8 134 11.5 4.0 14.3 132
3 17.6 52 10.3 9.3 3.8 3.3 9 8.5 8.5 4.0 8.0 5.3
4 13.1 11.2 5.9 12.1 16 11.1 10 & + 18.4 23.8 16.0 33.0 27.6
5 9.0 11.6 9.2 13.1 9.2 11.1 Total 100 100 100 100 100
6 27 12.8 10.8 19.6 115 10.0
7 1.4 11.6 11.9 9.3 13.7 133
8 0.5 1.2 8.1 2.8 13.0 14.4
9 — T2 6.5 2.8 6.9 4.4
10 & + 0.9 16.4 18.4 13.1 321 25.6 Table 16.5d Percentage of wives, by age groups
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
i Ba Bu (8] K
 This series is arranged in the order of kin categories used in the 1863 Serbian Census. ] Age n = 201 n = 130 n=75 n=112 n=176
0-9 =i = = = =
L 10-19 2.0 0.8 53 - 2.6
Table 16.5b Percentage of heads of households, by age groups 2099 318 377 440 356 o
30-39 343 323 37.3 35.7 34.2
A o Ba Bu 8] K 4049 194 19.2 9.3 20.5 15.8
Age n=7221 n= 250 n = 185 n=107 n= 131 n=9% 9l 50-59 9.5 9.2 2.9 17.9 6.6
| 60-69 25 0.8 1.3 — —
10-19 12.3 4.4 8.1 12.1 38 8.9 ! 70-79 0.5 = = — o
20-29 36.1 224 259 299 13.7 24.4
30-39 26.5 30.4 238 38.3 244 25.6 ' Total 100 100 100 100 100
40-49 18.3 232 20.5 12.1 28.2 27.8
50-59 5.5 14.0 13.0 2.8 19.1 7.8 .
60-69 1.4 4.0 7.0 2.8 9.2 4.4
70-79 — 1.6 1.6 — 1.5 1.0
Unknown — — — 1.9 — 1.1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 16.5¢ Percentage of sons, by household size

Serbia: the Census of 1863 423

Table 16.5g Percentage of daughters, by household size

Household T Ba Bu 0 K
size n= 390 n= 227 n=119 n =257 n =153

1 i - — — i
2 0.5 1.3 — == 0.7

3 2.1 3.1 3.4 0.4 —
4 6.9 3.1 8.4 2.7 6.5
5 10.3 6.2 8.4 6.2 7.2
6 13.8 11.9 26.1 10.1 12.4
i 13.6 16.7 14.3 15.6 13.1
8 133 11.0 7.6 19.5 16.3
9 12.6 6.6 5.9 5.8 4.6
10 & + 26.9 40.1 26.1 39.7 39.2

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Table 16.5f Percentage of sons, by age groups
T Ba Bu (0] K
Age n = 390 n =227 n=119 ni= 257 n = 153

0-9 52.1 50.2 61.3 46.3 51.6
10-19 338 30.4 34.5 30.7 36.6
20-29 11.8 13.2 4.2 ) by 10.5
30-39 2.3 5.7 — 4.7 1.3
40-49 — 0.4 — 0.8 -
50-59 —_ —_ —_ —_ —

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Household E Ba Bu 0 K
size n =312 n =195 n= 109 n= 203 n=131
1 — — === — ——
2 0.6 1.0 1.8 — —
3 1.0 3.6 2.8 2.0 2.3
3 8.0 5.1 6.3 2.5 4.6
5 10.6 10.8 19.3 4.9 6.9
6 14.1 10.8 220 12.3 9.9
7 12.8 16.9 229 15.8 14.5
8 157 10.8 2.8 17.7 14.5
9 12.8 8.7 55 7.9 9.2
10 & + 24.4 323 16.5 36.9 38.2
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Table 16.54 Percentage of daughters, by age groups
T Ba Bu O K
Age n=312 n=195 n =109 n= 203 n=131
0-9 58.7 579 71.6 62.6 64.9
10-19 40.1 37.9 28.4 36.0 33.6
20-29 1.3 3.6 - 1.5 1.5
30-39 — 0.5 — —_ —
40-49 o == — —_— -
Total 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 16.5i Percentage of brothers, by household size

Table 16.5k Percentage of grandsons, by household size

Serbia: the Census of 1863 425

Household T Ba Bu (o) K
Size n=91 n=92 n =4l n = 68 n =50
1 (== — — — —
2 4.4 1.1 4.9 == _—
3 4.4 4.3 4.9 1.5 -—
4 22 22 17.1 7.4 8.0
5 6.6 4.3 7.3 4.4 4.0
6 11.0 13.0 17.1 59 2.0
7 18.7 174 24 74 14.0
8 16.5 8.7 2.4 59 240
9 4.4 17.4 7.3 8.8 =
10 & + 31.9 315 36.6 58.8 48.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Tabel 16.5j Percentage of brothers, by age groups
i Ba Bu O K
Age n=291 n=92 n=41 n= 68 n=>50
0-9 T 12.0 29.3 8.8 24,0
10-19 38.5 41.3 244 26.5 320
20-29 36.3 29.3 34.1 33.8 26.0
30-39 9.9 120 7.3 26.5 18.0
40-49 5.5 4.3 4.9 29 -
50-59 1.1 1.1 == = —
60-69 1.1 = — e =
70-79 — — = 1.5 =
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Household T Ba Bu (0] K
size n=38 n =41 n=29 n=39 n=15

- = — == - -
2 26 - = - —

3 ——— — —— — —
4 s 24 - - i,

5 - 2.4 - — _

6 - 7.3 22 — =

7 53 2.4 e 7.7 —

8 15.8 26.8 11.1 = =
9 13.2 4.9 11.1 12.8 6.7
10 & + 63.2 53.7 55.6 79.5 93.3

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Table 16.5] Percentage of grandsons, by age groups
T © Ba Bu O K
Age n =38 n=41 n=29 n =56 n=15

0-9 92,1 85.4 71.8 85.7 66.7
10-19 7.9 14.6 11.1 143 20.0
20-29 —_ —_ 11.1 — 133
30-39 — — - - -

Total 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 16.5m Percentage of nephews (brothers’ sons), by household size

Household T Ba Bu O K
size n=62 n=4l n=34 n=43 n=25
1 = == e — =
3 = = == = =
3 e - — o -
4 = e 2.9 3= —
5 32 — 5.9 — =
6 4.8 4.9 11.8 — =
7 4.8 9.8 8.8 23 4.0
8 14.5 — 5.9 23 4.0
9 0.7 24 = 2.3 8.0
10 & + 62.9 82.9 64.7 93.0 84.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Table 16.5n Percentage of nephews, by age groups
T Ba Bu 0} K
Age n=62 n =4l n=34 n=43 n=25
0-9 62.7 68.3 67.6 83.7 64.0
10-19 35.5 26.8 235 7.0 20.0
20-29 1.6 4.9 8.8 9.3 4.0
30-39 — = — — 8.0
40-49 - - == = 4.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100
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Table 16.50 Percentage of daughters-in-law, by household size
Household T Ba Bu 0 K
size n =50 = 40 n==~6 n =50 n=14
] o = e— e
2 = — = = =
3 - — s — -
4 2.0 - — 2.0 =
5 6.0 25 — 2.0 =
6 6.0 5.0 16.7 2.0 -
7 8.0 25 — 12.0 -
8 14.0 12.5 16.7 10.0 14.3
9 12.0 5.0 333 8.0 21.4
10 & + 52.0 72.5 333 64.0 64.3
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Table 16.5p Percentage of daughters-in-law, by age groups
T Ba Bu O K
Age n =350 n =40 n==6 n=350 n=14
0-9 — — — — =
10-19 10.0 2o 16.7 4.0 i |
20-29 §2.0 715 83.3 80.0 71.4
30-39 8.0 17.5 — 10.0 21.4
40-49 —_ 2.5 — 4.0 .-
50-39 — — — 2.0 —_
Total 100 100 100 100 100
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