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MYTH-MAKING IN EUROPEAN FAMILY HISTORY 
(THE ZADRUGA REVISITED) 

Maria Todorova 

1. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS 


The language of history, more than any other systematic 
approach to knowledge, is subject to diverse and often 
contradictory interpretations. Lacking a rigorous scientific 
conceptual apparatus, it operates within the rather loose and 
changeable, albeit imaginative and often beautiful, conceptual 
pool of everyday speech. Although most historians are quite. 
aware of this problem, hardly one in a hundred risks spoiling a 
nicely outlined presentation with a pedantic introduction on 
definitions. Taking the risk, I would like to begin with a 
definition of the key notion I am using throughout this analysis: 
What is a myth? 

Apart from the first and main meaning of the word as a 
traditional story explaining practices, beliefs, institutions, 
and phenomena, one of its other usages in modern language 
concerns the relation to truth, where truth is understood as 
conformity to fact. Definitions of myth range from something 
"fictitious or imaginary," "whose actuality is not verifiable," 
to tla half-truth, especially one that forms part of the ideology 
of a society. 111 Ortega y Gasset wrote something in one of his 
later historical essays which I find pertinent to my argument: 
"Scientific truth is exact, but it is incomplete and penultimate 
and of necessity embedded in another ultimate, though inexact 
truth which I see no objection to calling a -myth. Scientific 
truth floats in a medium of mythology."2 

I find this to be an undisguised value judgement with an 
obvious preference for the metaphysics of mythology. Apart from 
this, in my view, it gives an adequate representation of the 
structural relations between scientific truth and myth. In a 
different conceptual lineage, that of Michel Foucault, the 
dichotomy of myth versus science can be treated as the relation 
between knowledge and science, where "the sciences ••• can appear 
in the element of a discursive formation and against the 
background of knowledge. u3 For Foucault, "knowledge is not an 
epistemological site that disappears in the science that 
supersedes it. Science (or what is offered as such) is localized 
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in a field of knowledge and plays a role in it. n4 This leads us 
to the major question of the correlation between ideology, 
science, and knowledge. Foucault argues: 

If the question of ideology may be asked of science, it 
is in so far as science, without being identified with 
knowledge, but without either effacing or excluding it, 
is localized in it, structures certain of its objects, 
systematizes certain of its enunciations, formalizes 
certain of its concepts and strategies; it is in so far 
as this development articulates knowledge, modifies it, 
and redistributes it on the one hand, and confirms it 
and gives it validity on the other; it is in so far as 
science finds its place in a discu~sive regularity, in 
which, by that very fact, it is or is not deployed, 
functions or does not function, in a whole field of 
discursive practices. In short, the question of 
ideology that is asked of science is not the question 
of situations or practices that it reflects more or 
less consciously; nor is it the question of the 
possible use or misuse to which it could be put; it is 
the question of its existence as a discursive practice 
and of its functioning among other practices. 5 

The reason lam going into such detail in epistemological 
theory is to state my position clearly vis-A-vis my own research. 
In my overall project, Demographic patterns and Family structure 
in Nineteenth-century Bulgaria (which is outlined in detail in 
Appendix 1), I aim at empirical research whose ultimate and 
modest value would be to attempt to fill in some of the blank 
spots of the social history of this specific region. The 
flpenultimate truth" simply appears to be less suspicious than the 
"ultimate." 6 In other words, I have a predilection for 
apodictic, rather than didactic discourse. 

At the same time, in the light of what has been said so far, 
I should like to stress that this is only a matter of individual 
choice and predisposition, not of moral judgement. I do not 
profess a "noli me tangere" approach to facts and side with 
Foucault's idea that "ideology is not exclusive of 
scientificity."7 In this paper I aim to demonstrate how and why 
myths are created and what political, ethical, or other 
ideological purposes they can be made to serve. In this case it 
is not the delicate space of the interplay between "science" and 
"knowledge" with which I am concerned, but rather the crude realm 
of "possible use or misuse" of science and/or knowledge. 

2. REFUTED AND PERSISTING MYTHS IN THE EUROPEAN FAMILIAL PAST 

a) From Sociology to History 
The study of family history has developed rapidly during the 

last three decades, producing a few generalizations and many 
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refutations of accepted truths. The main factor which has 
brought about a radical change in the study of family history is 
the use of new sources: of a new type, with an emphasis on 
quantitative data and an enormous increase in their very number. 8 
Previous ideas on the European familial past rested primarily on 
speculative theories based on nineteeqth-century evolutionary
thinking. They include the idea of stages in family history, of 
progressive and irreversible evolution from complex to simple 
forms. They also contain a deterministic trait, the assumption
that mankind would necessarily pass through all the phases of 
this evolution. It is by no means irrelevant that the existing
ideas on the European family have been formed primarily by
sociologists. Historians have done little, if any, research in 
this field. 

With the advent of the new evidence, this comfortable 
picture exploded. The complexity and richness coming in its 
place were difficult to frame into a new grand theory. The 
historians who had had the greatest luck with a long tradition of 
systematically maintained records pertinent to a historica1­
demographic analysis were the English and the French. They were 
the first to refute many of the commonly held beliefs and, 
significantly enough, also the first to embark on a new effort to 
construct a theory. 

b) A Regional Model of the European Family 
This paper will address only the attempt to create a 

regional model of the historic European family. The first 
ground-breaking conclusion, based on northwest European evidence 
(primarily British, Dutch, and northern French), were the 
predominance and importance of the simple or nuclear family 
household already in the sixteenth century and probably (although
this is not well documented) already earlier. 

One very important effort was, and still is, the elaboration 
of a conceptual framework which would be general enough to 
embrace all kinds of possible variations and consequently permit 
a proper comparative approach. Among a number of very good 
general treatments of European family history, two collective 
works (both published by the Cambridge Group for the History of 
Population and Social Structure) stand out. The first, produced 
in 1972,9 offers a typology and attempts to make a global 
comparison based on data from five historic regions: England, 
western Europe, Serbia, Japan, and North America. Most 
comparative studies on household type and structure written in 
the last fifteen years have followed the classification proposed 
in this volume by Peter Laslett. 10 (See Table 1.) 

The second study of the cambridge Group published in 1983 
is less ambitious in scope (since it covered only Europe) but 
significantly more elaborate and sophisticated in method. 11 It 
postulates the existence of four basic regions in traditional 
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Europe and a fourfold tendency in household composition. This 
model elaborates the previously accepted model of two regions 
with the symbolic demarcation line running roughly from Leningrad 
to Trieste. The zone to the north and west of this boundary is 
depicted as the region of the unique European marriage pattern, 
defined by high marriage ages for both sexes and a high degree of 
celibacy and, ergo, the unique family, the unique household with 
unique consequences. The rest of Europe (as well as the rest of 
the world) is characterized by the non-European or traditional 
marriage pattern, for which low age at marriage of both partners 
and practically universal marriages are typical. 

This hypothesis of household typology can be summarized 
briefly as follows. It subdivides the European region into four 
regions: IIwest and north-west," "west/central or middle, II 
"southern or Mediterranean," and "eastern."12 Geographically the 
zones have not been and cannot be meticulously defined. As some 
scholars point out, "the within-region variability might exceed 
the between-region variability in respect of a number of 
characteristics."13 The regions are defined on the basis of four 
sets of criteria: the occasion and method of domestic group 
formation, procreational and demographic characteristics, kin 
composition of groups, and organization of work and welfare. 
Applying a classification difficult to define in quantitative 
terms, the model argues that the long-term history of the family 
in each of these regions has followed a common evolution 
different from that of the other regions. 14 (See Table 2.) 

The argumentation of the second Cambridge model is 
masterful. It is logical, sophisticated, and very cautiously 
worded, and it proclaims a determination not to overgeneralize. 
It reasons impeccably and very persuasively. The only dubious 
side of the model is the evidence, or rather the small quantity 
of evidence, used for each region, since the sources typifying 
each case are separate villages in one country of each area: 
England, Germany, Italy, and Russia. The first two regions, and 
especially the north-western one, are very well documented and 
studied. A vast body of local studies has been produced, and 
some excellent generalizations have appeared. 15 But studies in 
family history for the Mediterranean and the east European 
regions are much more limited. Several reasons account for 
this: a later interest in the field, the difficulty of 
discovering and interpreting (from the points of view of 
paleography and diplomacy) appropriate sources in traditionally 
multinational, multilingual, and politically turbulent regions, 
but mainly the incomparably scantier documentary basis. The 
southern model is based almost entirely on Italian material, and 
the eastern model exclusively on the few pioneering and good 
studies on several villages in Russia, Hungary, poland, and the 
Baltic area. 16 

~. 
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c) The Balkans -- Where Do They Belong? 
The fourfold model does not explicitly position the Balkans 

in anyone of the four or even in one of the two latter regions, 
since comparatively little research has been done along 
statistical lines. 17 But whenever overall accounts or 
conclusions are presented, the approach to southeastern Europe 
vascillates between neglect (this part of Europe simply does not 
exist), ignorance (unchecked traditional stereotypes are 
attributed to the region), and a specific version of ignorance-­
the specter of politics (a picture following roughly the postwar 
arrangements and in fact artificially dividing a historical 
entity). The last approach is not worth addressing as its bias 
is too obvious and it appears only infrequently in the better 
scholarly works. 

In the traditional stereotype of the Balkans, the area is 
described as having Ita very persistent tendency towards household 
complexity, II where lithe joint patrilinear household still holds 
pride of place. "18 In an important book on the European family 
which sums up recent scholarship in the field, the southeast 
European area is described as the region of large families par 
excellence along with Russia and the Baltic region: "The best­
known and most intensively investigated example of the large 
family is the so-called zadruga in the Balkans. It occurs in 
Croatia, Bosnia, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Macedonia, and 
Bulgaria and in historic times was the dominant type of family 
in large areas. "19 This quotation pinpoints the phenomenon in 
its local attire, using the term zadruga. Many authors would 
employ the term zadruga interchangeably with the extended, 
multiple, complex, large, communal family, but practically no one 
has dared to ignore it, if only for the unique local flavor it 
conveys, as can be seen in the following illustration. 

A commemorative volume on thezadruga published in 1976 
comprised essays by Philip E. Mosely and by others in his 
honor. 20 The laudatory introduction on Mosely's contribution to 
the comparative study of the family was written by Margaret Mead. 
Mead praises Mosely on having demythologized the zadruga in many 
ways by stripping it of its almost "racial" connotations. She 
specifically gives him credit for having cleared lithe vision of 
scholars who have been hYRnotized by the use of a Balkan term for 
a Balkan institution.'~1 All the more unexpected are her 
concluding remarks: 

The continuing use of the term zadruga thus permits a 
double reference, to a kind of household structure and 
to an area of the world where certain kinds of 
agriculture, herding, and religious practices 
prevailed. In 1953, when I reported on the tremendous 
changes which occurred among the Manus of the territory 
of New Guinea, Mosely could comment, nIt sounds like a 
zadruga fastened to a railroad station." That comment 

5 




is not the same as if he had said, "It sounds like a 
joint family attached to a railroad station," or if he 
had said, "It sounds like something that is happening 
with modernization in' the Balkans. II So the term 
zadruga subsumes a kind of historical, geographical 
specificity which is lost in the cross-culturally more 
useful term, joint family.22 

Mead was also had a weakness for the esoteric spell of the 
word zadruga. This in itself makes it imperative to take a 
closer look at the term and the underlying phenomenon. 

3. A CONCRETE EXAMPLE: THE ZADRUGA 

Before embarking on a survey of definitions of the zadruga 
and the various criteria used for these definitions let us 
explain the term briefly. This Slavic word was not used to 
designate a family form of any kind in any of the South Slavic 
vernaculars. It existed only in its adjectival form (zadruzhen, 
zadrugarski, etc.) meaning communal, united, joint, corporative, 
and other synonyms and would be us ed to def ine "work," 
"relations," and so on. 

The first time it appears as a noun used, as subsequently, 
to designate a certain family type is in Vuk Karadzic's Serbian 
dictionary, published in Vienna in 1818. 23 practically all 
scholars agree that this is a neologism, most probably coined by 
Karadzic himself to denominate a large family household as 
contrasted to the small, simple, or nuclear family comprising 
only parents and children. Whereas the word spread very quickly 
in the historical, economic, and legal literature, it never 
entered the vernacular. Instead, a number of different terms 
continued to be used in everyday speech depending on regional 
differences. The most frequent term was "house" (kucha in Serbo­
Croatian, kn.shta in Bulgarian), used for any kind of family 
household. In the case of a large family of the extended or 
multiple type, IIhouse" would be accompanied by adjectives: "big" 
(velika or goljama), "united ll (zadruzhna), or "undivided" 
(neodijelijena). Another term was "the children of the family, 
the lot" (cheljad), also characterized by attributes for its 
size. In different regions terms such as skupchina (Zagorje in 
Croatia), kupshtina (parts of Bulgaria), hizha, dom, dimachina 
(parts of Croatia), taifa (Macedonia),familija (parts of 
Macedonia), drushtvo (Vojvodina), domakinstvo (Bulgaria), or 
glota (Banat) were used. still another way of expressing 
communal life was by description: "we live in a crowd" 
(literally, heap) (zhiveem u kup, kupno), "together" (naedno, 
zajedno), or lithe people are united, they live united" (zadruzhni 
su ljudi, zadruzhno zhivejat).24 

a) Defining the "Zadruga" 
Consequently, all definitions of the zadruga, whether 
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stemming from a legal, economic, or kinship approach, are 
definitions of a nineteenth-century term rather than of the 
phenomenon existing under this term. 2S This is important to 
keep in mind, especially when we come to the analysis of the 
historical evidence for the zadruga. Most definitions of the 
zadruga do not contradict, but rather complement each other, as 
can be seen from the list of definitions of the zadruga in 
Appendix 2. The approaches can be different -- legal, economic, 
or political -- but they usually agree in their main argument. 
Two major treatments of the zadruga can, however, be discerned: 
one treating it as an institution, the other as a stage in the 
family lifecycle. 26 Probably the best concise definition of the 
zadruga in the first line of reasoning is Philip Mosely's: "A 
household composed of two or'more biological or small-families, 
closely related by blood or adoption, owning its means of 
livelihood jointly, and regulating the control of its property,
labor, and livelihood communally."27 

Mosely's definition points out some of the major features of 
the zadruga: kinship, shelter, property relations, working 
process, and livelihood. At the same time, it certainly does not 
take into account the numerous exceptions or deviations from the 
above-mentioned characteristics. As one scholar has aptly put
it, "this definition has to be understood as an approximation."2S 
One interpretation of the zadruga, which further elaborates its 
legal aspects, deserves a closer look. Its author, S. Bobchev, 
distinguishes between individual families and two types of 
zadruga. From the point of view of size and composition, the 
simple zadruga corresponds to the individual family, but unlike 
the latter, where the father/head of household is the property 
owner, it has common property rights. The complex or collective 
zadruga, on the other hand, could be very numerous or less so. 
All zadrugas are def ined as kin groups formed in response to 
challenges involving making a living, support, and defense. 29 
This definition stresses the common performance of the group,
irrespective of its size, which is an important criterion. 

In an interesting and fruitful approach to the zadruga
Eugene Hammel treats it not as "a thing, but as a process. "36 
Before him a number of scholars had already pointed out that the 
zadruga, or the extended and multiple family, as well as the 
individual, nuclear family should not be treated as extreme poles
but rather as stages in the life cycle of a family. Each of 
these stages could potentially produce any other stage. (I will 
return to this approach below.) The treatment of the zadruga as 
a process is an important new approach, coming in reaction to the 
"separation of a process into snapshots of its behavior," which 
"leads only to misinterpretation and the computation of 
misleading indices, such as simple means of household size, 
frequency of division of households or the size of only the 
largest units."31 In addition, this approach avoids the trap of 
conforming to rigid and often pedantic institutional definitions 
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which miss or disregard exceptions. 

still, the question remains why the snapshots are 
different. Assuming, with Hammel, that the zadruga was a stage 
through which a family might or might not pass, depending on a 
variety of factors (mostly demographic and economic), the 
probability (in statistical terms) of this happening could be 
computed or simulated. The problem then is why there would be 
deviations from the probable (simulated) share of zadruga as a 
stage and what the differential geographic, demographic, and 
historical propensity would be for this stage to happen. 

A somewhat different version of the treatment of zadruga as 
process was elaborated by J.M. Halpern and R.A. wagner. 32 
Introducing the concepts of cyclical and linear time, they 
operate successfully in a two-dimensional framework, in which 
"cultural ideologies stressing the ideal patterns are based on 
cyclical time, but individual experience must always cope with 
linear change. "33 central to their argument is the recognition 
of the zadruga as an ideal type, achieved only by a minority of 
the population but serving as an ideological prototype, providing 
"a pattern against which to assess the standards to measure 
change used by both participants in the society and earlier 
researchers. "34" 

Halpern and Wagner consider basic kin dyads as the most 
important structural element of the zadruga. In a patriarchal 
society with agnatic kin structure and patrilineal descent, such 
as Serbia, the authors emphasize mostly dyadic relations 
(especially of the father-son type) alongside collateral ones 
(brother-brother) • "Thus the ideal zadruga structure was 
predicated on fertile marriages producing several sons vho 
survived to marry and father sons." Different demographic 
conditions operating in different periods ; produced "the 
discrepancy between ideology and achieved reality."35 

Pioneering and significant as these approaches are to the 
interpretation of an important phenomenon, they do not 
contribute to the clarification of the terminology. Rather, in 
their treatment of the zadruga mainly from the point of view of 
kin structure, they tend to identify it with the extended and 
multiple family, overlooking characteristics as central to its 
existence as the legal structure, labor organization, and 
consumption patterns. 

The zadruga should be viewed as a complex structure and 
process alike, possessing a number of diverse valencies, such as 
kinship, property relations, residence, working arrangements, 
and so forth. Taken in isolation and elaborated as the sole 
basis of approach, each of these valencies would produce a one­
sided definition and description, which would be valid for as 
many cases as there would be exceptions. 
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On the other hand, the "institution-process" dichotomy is 
not so self-evidently contradictory. The "zadruga as process" 
approach successfully invalidates the rigid, immobile, and 
structural institutional treatment, located in a linear time 
development (historical time included). But the II zadruga as 
process" approach in itself, and especially its version resting 
on the cyclical time concept and emphasizing its cultural­
ideological dimension, tends to extract the phenomenon from its 
concrete historical environment, in fact reducing it to a vector 
of an eternal (or at least not historically specified) and thus 
ahistorical development. 

b) Theorizing about the "Zadruga" 
There have been many explanations for the existence of the 

zadruga. With a fe~ exceptions, they have had implicit or 
explicit ideological connotations. It is not the task of this 
paper to present an exhaustive historiographical overview of 
theories on the zadruga. 36 A brief sketch of the main trends 
will, however, help to explain the roots of some contemporary 
evaluations. 

As mentioned earlier, evolutionist thinking predominated 
until recently in the field of family histoty. Whereas 
evolutionist theories reducing family development to a movement 
from the complex to the individual have been abandoned, one of 
the manifestations of this thinking is still alive in Marxist 
family theory. Bere, the zadruga is regarded asa deterministic 
stage in microsocial development evolving from the tribal 
commune, and it is considered the predominant form in the tribal 
and early feudal stages of macrosocial evolution. The 
dissolution and disappearance of the zadruga and the gradual 
numerical predominance of the small, individual family are 
attributed to the effects of private property and especially the 
capitalist market economy.3? 

outside the realm of Marxist jargon but in the same line of 
evolutionist reasoning are views of the complex family household 
as a survival of a primordial, primitive state common to all 
people in the past and encountered in societies with "retarded" 
development. Such theories treat the zadruga as a general 
transitional form between communal ownership and individual 
private property in land. 

Another less elaborate, racial or psychological theory, 
treats the zadruga as an immanent Slavic institution. Some 
authors attribute its existence to the undifferentiated, common, 
and communal mentality of the Slavs as contrasted with the 
eternal Germanic and Anglo-Saxon individuality and 
sophistication. The same juxtaposition in the same line of 
reasoning but with an opposite evaluation contrasts the typically 
Slavic peaceful and democratic cooperation with Germanic 
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individualism, egotism, and aggressiveness. The only reason to 
mention this primitive, antiquated, and certainly abandoned 
theory is that it does from time to time crop up very
unexpectedly amid more modern argumentation. 

Several authors have pointed out the correlation between the 
existence of complex households and serfdom in areas such as 
Russia, Poland, the Baltic region, parts of Germany, Austria, and 
Hungary. Generalizing on this evidence for Russia, one author 
argues that "at least for the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries ••• there existed certain long-standing norms of behavior 
to which all sections of society bowed as they accepted them 
implicitly.... Such norms would change very slowly, their origin
lying well back in Russia's past, since in the nineteenth century 
a similar family system could be found operating in the area east 
of the Urals where serfdom was unknown." 3S This example is based 
on a description of the Bashkirs, semi-nomadic shepherds. It is 
doubtful that this Moslem people of Turkic origin, incorporated 
into the Russian Empire with varying success only beginning in 
the seventeenth century, can support a worthwhile argument on 
something indefinite "well back in Russia's past." This 
expression itself seems curious against the background of 
otherwise very careful and sophisticated wording. One may wonder 
what would be the scholarly reception of an unspecified argument 
framed simply as "something well back in England's past." 

Looking for parallels to the Russian distributional land 
commune (mir), some authors take a semi-racial, semi-legal
approach, viewing the zadruga as a necessary product of specific 
traits of Slavdom in a serf environment. Commenting that the 
household formation system among Russian serfs can be 
encountered also among populations outside Russia, one author 
compares it to Croatia. He points out that lithe Croatian 
population comprised large numbers of serfs"and concludes that 
Ita Slav tradition shared with the Russians may be relevant to the 
interpretation of this phenomenon."39 

The spread and acceptance of this argument by specialists on 
the Balkan region remains a mystery. The extended and multiple
family of the zadruga type was not confined to the Slavic 
population of the region, but could be found also among 
Albanians and Hungarians (if one were to accept the broader 
geographical version of the Balkans as including Hungary).40 In 
a recent publication, Francis Conte argues that the existence of 
extended families among Hungarians, Albanians, and Romanians was 
due solely to Slavic influences. 41 Another one of his 
contentions, namely that the zadruga was encountered more often 
among Orthodox and Muslim rather than among Catholic 
populations, is even more difficult to accept, in view of the 
fact that the zadruga was particularly well represented among the 
Catholic Croats, entering even their legal code. 42 

10 


http:Hungary).40


/ 

Serfdom, on the other hand, existed only in some peripheral 
regions of the Balkans, among .the Croats and Hungarians and in 
the Romanian principalities. 43 Besides, Slavs lacking a serf 
tradition (Czechs, Slovenes, the majority of Bulgarians, and 
others) did not conform to this predominant household type. As 
it is, this reasoning is only a step away from the argument about 
the mysterious Russian or Slavic soul. 

To return to theories about the zadruqa, still other 
scholars, mostly those with legal training, hold that it was a 
product of the specific fiscal and legal systems of the Byzantine
and ottoman Empires, whose taxation was based on the hearth or 
household, rather than on the individual. They argue that the 
joint family was seen as a means to lessen the tax burden. 44 

4. A HYPOTHESIS OF CONVERGING THEORIES 

The zadruga is an ideal subject for the creation and 
perpetuation of a myth. Introduced as an object for ethnographic
and legal research in the second half of the nineteenth century,
it soon became a focus of theories. The outstanding scholar of 
the zadruga, valtazar Bogisi6, expressed it as early as 1884: 

Thanks to certain constitutive elements of this family, 
which have given rise to reflections by historians of 
law as well as by sociologists in general, no other 
social institution of the Slavs, with the exception of 
the Russian mir, has provided the writers of western 
Europe with alnOre frequent subject of studies. 45 

Although the various theories which were created and 
propounded stemmed from different, often basically contrasting
motives, their converging effect was identical -- the 
eternalization of the myth. Indigenous scholars had a polarized 
emotional attitude toward the zadruga. Most of its champions, 
the majority of local scholars, acclaimed its existence for one 
of two opposing reasons. Traditionalists or indigenists, 
autochtonists, protochtonists, or simply conservative 
nationalists saw in it a unique local institution which would 
save the peculiarity and cultural identity of the peoples from 
the disruptive modernizing influence of the west by promoting
virtues such as solidarity and mutual aid. others, accentuating
what they saw as the eternal democratic and cooperative spirit of 
the zadruga, hoped that it would provide the natural road to a 
new social order. Thus, Svetozar Markovi6, one of the founders 
of socialism in Serbia, considered the zadruga "the purest form 
of collectivism," which would "elevate society from egoism to 
altruism, from exploitation to justice. u46 

The attacks on the zadruga, though much fewer in number, 
came precisely from the opposite viewpoint, of those who regarded 
it as perpetuating a conservative traditional structure which 
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would not give way to the new modernizing social currents. 47 For 
example, arguing his case against the assertion that there was no 
basis for socialism in Bulgaria, the founder of the Bulgarian 
Social Democratic Party (later the Communist Party), Dimitar 
Blagoev, claimed in 1891 that capitalism was an unavoidable stage
in the development of his country and that all hopes of avoiding 
this evolution by preserving or resurrecting the largely defunct 
zadruga were in vain. 48 In this respect and concerning 
historical developments in Russia, Blagoev was in agreement with 
Plekhanov rather than with Lenin, who firmly supported the 
village commune. 49 

For all their diverse motives, the partisans of the 
different approaches invariably overstated their arguments and 
consequently helped to promote an exaggerated view of the place 
and role of the zadruga in the social life of the Balkans and 
specifically of the South Slavs. Foreign evaluations can be 
divided into two main approaches. Scholars of the region treated 
the Balkans as "the Volksmuseum of Europe. II To borrow Hammel's 
apt verdict: "The social organization and culture of the Balkans 

[were) regarded as a still-living example of what life must have 
been like in the misty past of the Indo-European peoples."50 

Studying the zadruga through a magnifying glass as the chef 
d'oeuvre of this museum certainly left its imprint on the 
proportions of the general picture. As romantic and 
evolutio~istic theories were substituted for empirical research 
mainly in the interwar period, serious and balanced assessments 
began to appear. 

Another approach, however, stemming from non-specialists in 
the region, helped to perpetuate the myth of the zadruga. It 
began with the efforts to classify existing knowledge and create 
a model based on typological differences. One of the first 
taxonomical approaches to family history was that of Frederick Le 
Play, the nineteenth-century French sociologist. Many of his 
principal ideas can be followed in contemporary theories of 
family history, especially since the revival of interest in his 
literary legacy.51 According to Le Play, families can be divided 
into three types: the patriarchal, stem, and unstable families. 
The first, according to him, was common among eastern nomads, 
Russian peasants, and the Slavs of central Europe. Le Play
viewed the patriarchal family as a necessity of life in the case 
of the nomads, who could not exist in isolation, and as a product
of the feudal organization of property in the case of the 
sedentary farmers. The other extreme, th~ unstable family,
prevailed "among the working-class populations subject to the new 
manufacturing system of western Europe," and its spread was due 
chiefly to the forced division of property.52 The intermediate 
type, the stem family, was a kind of social organization in which 
only one married child remained with the parents, while the rest 
were given dowries. 
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In this classification, inheritance laws and the division of 
property are the chief criteria in defining the different types 
of families. When Le Play explained these differences, however, 
he referred to inherent psychological qualities manifested in 
French history. The equal division of property among heirs was 
for Le Play 

an expression of ancient Gaul's individualism, which 
neither Romans nor Franks, Christianity nor monarchy 
could ever subdue. The Gallic spirit resisted the 
collective forces personified by the head of the 
family, just at it resisted such collective 
encroachments as communes and the state. 53 

Le Play was,a moralistic taxonomist and an undisguised 
champion of the stem family par excellence. For him, 

as the peoples of Europe become freer and more 
prosperous, they modify the patriarchal family, which 
relies too heavily on the cult of tradition, while at 
the same time rejecting the unstable family, which is 
constantly undermined by the spirit of innovation. 
Firmly adhering to their religious beliefs and the 
principle of individual property, they tend more and 
more to organize in stem families, which satisfy both 
of these tendencies -- tradition and innovation -- and 
reconcile two equally imperious needs: a respect for 
good traditions and the search for useful changes. 54 

Although Le Play's utopianism was rejected, many of his 
ideas were taken over and developed further. A curious version 
of the taxonomic approach which further consolidates this myth is 
today's attempt at postulating the uniqueness of the northwest 
European family, and particularly the English Sonderweg. 55 
Certainly an extreme case in this respect, and a politicized one, 
are the recent works of Emmanuel Todd, widely acclaimed as 
challenging and innovative. 56 

Toddls first book, The Explanation of Ideology, which is 
concerned specifically with the correlation between family 
structure and social system, postulates the existence of seven 
main types (three nuclear and four complex) of families, presumed 
to have been fairly stable for the last four centuries. It 
further seeks to establish and prove the validity of the 
relationship between family types and political attitudes, 
assuming that "the geographical stability of political attitudes 
is a stability which reflects on the ideological plane the 
stability of family types on the anthropological level." 57 

The European experience, according to Todd, can be described 
by a model of four family types, comprising nuclear, 
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authoritarian, egalitarian-nuclear, and community families. Each 
type is geographically determined. The nuclear family is typical 
for England, the Netherlands, Denmark, and northwestern France; 
North America represents an extension of this model. The 
authoritarian family can be encountered in Germany, Austria, 
Czechoslovakia, Switzerland, and Belgium, as well as in most of 
Scandinavia, parts of France and Spain, Ireland and Scotland; one 
version of it outside Europe is Japan. The egalitarian-nuclear 
family is characteristic of France, most of Italy, Spain, 
portugal, Poland, Romania, and Greece. Finally, the community 
family prevails in Russia, Finland, Hungary, Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria, Albania, small patches of Italy, and southern France; 
to these, in a global perspective, are added China, Vietnam, 
Cuba, and northern India. (See map in Appendix 3.)S8 

Also in Todd's model, each of the European family types is 
characterized by certain underlying values. .The two OPPOSing 
types -- the nuclear and the community families -- are defined by 
opposing values. The nuclear family goes with liberty and 
inequality, which in this case mean individualism, while the 
community family cherishes virtues such as authority' and 
equality, which mean uniformity and conformity. (Figure 1.)59 

Sound and time-consuming scholarly research on eastern 
Europe, and the Balkans in particular, is still so meager that it 
is impossible to draw valid general conclusions, let alone broad 
comparisons. This fact obviously has not disturbed Todd, who 
dismisses this problem by asserting that countries such as 
"Russia, China, vietnam, Yugoslavia, Albania and Hungary -- that 
is the six old-world countries which spontaneously produced 
communist revolutions -- are all of the exogamous community type. 
They are recognized as such by ethnologists and pose no further 
theoretical problems. n60 Figure 2 explains types of approaches 
to family history. It has no underlying geographical 
determinant, but certainly intellectual and ideological ones. 

5. THE "PENULTIMATE" TRUTH 

Practically all authors writing about the zadruga are 
confident that it is an institution characteristic of the south 
Slav region from times immemorial. While some maintain that it 
has existed since ancient times,61 others insist on its existence 
only since medieval times,62 and still others are quite aware of 
the difficulty of substantiating their theories with historic 
evidence, and state that "the zadruga •••has long had a central 
place in peasant life ."63 Although it has been written that 
"the south-Slav zadruga is occasionally mentioned in written 
sources as early as the twelfth century," 64 we must keep in mind 
that this is an interpretative assertion. The term zadruga was 
unknown until the nineteenth century, and what was accepted as 
zadruga was the post facto interpretation of certain evidence as 
proof for the existence of complex families. 

14 



· a) The Evidence 
Let us analyze one example, extensively used as early proof

for the existence of the zadruga, the Law Code of the Serbian 
Tsar Stefan Dushan of 1349 and 1354, and specifically its much 
cited article 70. 65 This article stipulates that brothers, or a 
father and his sons, living in the same house (ou edinoi koukie),
but separated in their food and property (hlebom i imaniem), 
should work like the other peasants (mali lyudye), even though
they share the same hearth (ognishtye). Although neither 
zadruga nor any adjectival form from the same root was used in 
the text, it is widely assumed that house (kucha) was meant to 
describe a zadruga. 66 The only obvious textual interpretation,
however, points to the fact that people from the same kin, 
divided in their means of livelihood and property, could share 
the same shelter. Novakovich rightly points out that this was 
used to avoid excessive taxes and work, since these were 
distributed by house. 67 

Such fragmentary evidence specifies neither whether this 
zadruqa-like arrangement was a widespread practice, nor whether 
it was lasting. This type of documentary material has served as 
a basis for the theory, which derives the zadruga from the 
taxation practices of the medieval Serbian, Byzantine, or ottoman 
states. In fact, the only characteristic shared by the 
fourteenth-century joint family arrangement and the nineteenth­
century family form, designated as zadruga, was common shelter. 
Such seemingly obligatory and self-evident features of the 
zadruga as common property and livelihood, however, were 
obviously absent from the earlier documentation. Significantly, 
this circumstance has not been given due attention by scholars. 

One 6f the few scholars to pay close attention to medieval 
sources has been Eugene Hammel, who maintains, on the basis of 
Serbian sources ,that only two kinds of medieval documents 
contain explicit data on household organization. These are the 
medieval chryssobulls of the Serbian Empire and the ottoman 
defters used as fiscal records. Hammel comments curiously: "I 
ignore here the very rare references in codes and proclamations, 
rare perhaps because the zadruga was so common that no one 
needed to mention it."68 This is certainly a logical 
alternative theory, although it seems likely that the rare 
reference reflected rare occurrence. Similarly, commenting on 
the inconclusive evidence from medieval sources, Hammel counters 
that his "faith lies more with peasant ability to dissemble."69 
(Table 3 shows possible interpretations of a single source.) 

Let us take a brief look at the simplest possibility: ~ 
Two-generational depth, case 1 describing an entry consisting of 
a man and his son. As can be seen, different interpretations and 
their subsequent representations would result in completely
different types of families, covering the whole range of family 

15 




forms: simple, extended, and multiple. The picture is further 
complicated'in the case of three persons comprised in a two­
generational family, and even more so in a three-generational 
family, where possible representations do not nec~ssarily 
correspond to probable occurrences. The conclusion to be drawn 
is that this type of scanty information permits a loose 
interpretation which could lead to the opposite conclusion. 
Hammel himself after analyzing the lists concedes that: 

No one can prove that they were zadrugas, rather than a 
looser territorial aggregate, such as a set of agnates
living close to one anotrrer, or simply an extended 
kin-network. But if we admit what careful ethnography 
seems to make clear, namely that the zadruga has a 
flexible spatial definition varying from the vayat 
(sleeping hut) to co-owned but differently located 
farms, it seems more reasonable to take these groups 
as zadrugas. 70 

The crucial words here are "careful ethnography. II The point, 
however, is that no matter how careful it is, Balkan ethnography 
rests exclusively on nineteenth- and twentieth-century data. To 
project ethnographic findings back in time would be at least 
precipitate, but usually most dangerous. 

Let is return briefly here to the problem of the size of the 
zadruga. A minority of authors insist on the irrelevance of 
size to the explanation of the phenomenon. Let us reflect on 
what the people themselves called that which scholars define as 
zadruga. As alreadz mentioned, the most commonly used terms were 
ku6a (house) or ~eljad (children, lot), which were almost 
invariably preceded by. adjectives such as velika or goljama (big, 
great). Certainly, for the people the size of the zadruga was an 
important characteristic which should be preserved, although no 
strict quantitative criterion can be deduced from this. In any 
case, the zadruga cannot be reduced to a simple family, no matter 
how numerous it is. It can be safely assumed, however, that in a 
representation based on kin structure, the zadruga is depicted by 
the extended or multiple type of family. (Table 4.) Thus, 
although it is impossible to identify with one or more of the 
proposed family types in the Laslett classification, the zadruga 
can be made commensurable at least in qualitative terms. 

b) Distribution of Complex Family Forms in the Balkans 
A question of prime importance for the assessment of the 

relative share of the zadruga in the existing household and 
family structures in the Balkans is the geographic distribution 
of the different family forms. (The resul ts of existing
research in the field can be summed up and followed on the map of 
the Balkan Peninsula on p. 43.)71 

The distribution of households according to type and 
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geographical location reveals the following picture: there was a 
predominance of simple family households in the narrow Adriatic 
littoral. Immediately to the east, in the adjacent Dinaric 
region between the valleys of the Sava and the Morava, big family
households of the extended and multiple type prevailed. This was 
the mountainous stock-breeding zone, running throughout the 
mountain systems of Bosnia, Herzegovina, northern and central 
Macedonia, and central Albania. Another similar region of a 
probable (though not computed) high frequency of complex families 
was the northwestern part of the Balkan range and the western 
Rhodopes (i.e., the territories between Yugoslavia and 
Bulgaria).12 The tribal region of Montenegro and northern 
Albania could be added as a separate entity. There is a valley
belt where zadrugas are present. The bulk of it was confined to 
the territories of Croatia, Slavonia, and Voivodina, that is, to 
regions with the specific statute of the military border an.d 
characterized by serfdom. In these areas the second half of the 
nineteenth century also produced specific codes regulating legal
relations of the zadrugas and encouraging the formation of large 
households. Zadrugas were encountered also, though much less 
frequently, in some of the valleys of Serbia, western and central 
Bulgaria, southern Macedonia, and southern Albania. 73 To the 
east and south of these regions, i.e., Bulgaria proper and 
Greece, are again areas where the simple family was the 
predominant form. 

Romania, as has been pointed out by many researchers, lies 
outside the southeast European zadrugal zone. with the exception
of some border regions, highly influenced by the Serbian or 
Bulgarian pattern, this type of family organization was 
practically absent from Romania. In Romania, however, as Daniel 
Chirot points out, lithe village as a whole was communal, not the 
extended family. Within the village, families were considerably
smaller than in the zadrugal areas."74 Chirot also observes 
that: 

The communal village provides an alternative solution 
to the problems of land clearing, of a pastoral 
economy, and of insecurity in a sparsely populated 
area. There was no reason for zadrugal
organizations.... The communal villages and the 
zadrugas served similar functions. 7S 

To sum up the evidence, one could say that pre-nineteenth­
century written sources either provide equivocal information or, 
in cases where they are coherent, throw light on household 
structure and size, regardless of other aspects such as property, 
inheritance, labor organization, distribution, and consumption.
These aspects are a conditio sine qua non for the description of 
a zadruga. On the other hand, nineteenth- and twentieth-century
ethnographic data on the zadruga are descriptive and for the most 
part do not lend themselves to any kind of quantitative analysis. 
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The evidence testifies to the existence of the zadruga in some 
parts of the Balkans during the nineteenth century. The 
historical documentation is insufficient to substantiate the view 
that it existed earlier or constituted an obligatory stage in the 
development of the Balkan family. This is not proof in itself 
for the non-existence of the zadruga in previous centuries, but 
the contrary is equally un,provable. 

As an alternative explanation, substantiated by the existing 
data, one could claim that the historically known and scholarly 
described zadruga could have been only a nineteenth- and early 
twentieth-century phenomenon. Its appearance could be explained
by different factors typical only of this period, such as the 
rise in population and the expansion of the market economy. This 
produced a specific kind of organization of labor, property, and 
distribution, central to the cultivation of land and stock­
breeding. 76 This is, let us repeat, merely a possibility, not. 
yet ready to be a theory to replace the long-term existence of 
the zadruga, only a potential theory which has at least as many
valid points as the generally accepted one. 

c) A Tentative Conclusion 
This brings us back to the question of how useful it is to 

employ the term zadruga, especially in comparative studies. One 
could agree with Hammel's idea that "continuing debate on whether 
it exists or not, or whether it is an institution peculiar to 
this or that people or not, is a waste of time. n77 One could, 
however, go one step further. Unlike Hammel, who dilutes the 
term into a temporal phase of familial development and 
implicitly assumes every family to be a potential zadruga, one 
could argue that the term should be dismissed altogether from 
quantitative historical-demographic analysis. 

If the South Slavic zadruga were to remain an operational 
term, so should terms such as the French frereche or the German 
Grossfamilie. The reasons for the preservation of the term 
zadruga are even less compelling in view of the fact that it has 
had only a literary life. 

The foregoing analysis of different definitions is not an 
end in itself, but rather an attempt to demonstrate a variety of 
approaches or biases. The final goal is to find an adequate 
explanation and definition in order to make them compatible with 
the terminological framework already set up for other regions. 
otherwise, all comparisons will be irrelevant and all attempts to 
create even a cautious model of the European family impossible. 7S 
It could be argued that the basic types of classification 
proposed by Laslett, and to which most scholars of the European
family adhere, are perfectly applicable to the Balkan region.
They can be identified from the sources and compared to the 
evidence from other European regions. 
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Therefore, this classification is not the only point of 
departure in comparative studies: there are many other kinds of 
culturally valid structures, such as age at marriage, age at 
birth of first and last child, frequency of remarriage, and many
others. But Laslett's typology seems to be the most useful one 
to date for a comparison based on household size and structure as 
the main criteria, and also because it is widely used. 

The result of the comparison along these lines shows 
southeastern Europe as belonging to the large European region 
with a predominance of nuclear- and extended-family households. 
The frequency of multiple families is higher than in northwestern 
Europe, but close to their respective occurrence in central and 
southern Europe and certainly much lower than in eastern Europe.
The comparison with the sets of tendencies in the organization of 
domestic groups in the fourfold regional European model indicates 
Bulgaria (and it can be argued with a fair amount of certainty
that it is representative for the whole Balkan region) as closest 
to the southern type. (See Table 5.)79 

The same conclusion can be drawn from following the 
distribution of households by categories for different European 
regions together with some data on North America and Japan (Table
6). On the whole, the data from the two Balkan areas which have 
been processed according to the Laslett classification (Belgrade,
Serbia in 1733 and the Danube province, northeast' Bulgaria in the 
1860s) are mostly in agreement with the data for central and 
southern Europe (Germany and Italy). Although the percentage of 
extended and multiple households is higher than in western 
Europe, still there is a clear predominance of simple-family 
households. These particular data stand in sharp contrast to 
those from other parts of eastern Europe (Estonia and Russia), as 
well as from Japan, where the proportion of the complex forms is 
considerable. 

Examining the detailed picture of the Bulgarian data so as 
to distinguish between rural and urban areas as well as between 
different ethnic groups, it becomes clear from Table 7 that on 
the whole the distribution of the households by category follows 
the same pattern. One curious detail is the greater proportion
of multiple Muslim households in towns in comparison with 
Christian town dwellers and Muslim immigrants in the villages. 

The distribution of the households by size, religious 
groups, and urban/rural areas in comparison with analogous data 
for England and Norway can be followed in Table 8. In all cases 
the emphasis is on the relatively small household of about five 
members. The practical absence of single households among the 
Bulgarian and Norwegian rural households is impressive., Unlike 
in Norway, however, in Bulgaria the proportion of large rural 
households (over ten members) was insignificant. 
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One should, however, beware of overdrawn conclusions, 
especially when taking into account the. fair amount of 
interregional variation, well exemplified in the table by the 
cases of Italy and particularly of Hungary, represented here only 
by one settlement from southern Transdanubia. 80 Also, the 
questionable representativeness of some data on eastern Europe 
should be considered. Most important, at this stage of research 
it is not easy to prove that the figures on the Balkans, as 
reflected in Table 6, are derived from a representative sample. 
For example, the data from a typical zadruga settlement, such as 
Orasac in central Serbia, are more in agreement with the Estonian 
and Russian figures than with those from Belgrade and 
northeastern Bulgaria. They cannot, however, be used as a 
representative sample of the whole Balkan peninsula: the zadruga 
type was confined to certain regions, and even there was by no 
means the rule in household organization. 

Although not elaborated in detail along the lines of the 
Laslett typology, the figures published by J .M. Halpern and B. 
Kerewski-Halpern for Orasac in 1863 give valid grounds for 
comparison. Thus, nuclear households in this Serbian village 
represented a total of 31 percent, while extended and multiple 
families, taken together, accounted for 64 percent. Among the 
latter, fraternal family units of the frereche type constituted 
13 percent. 81 The corresponding fIgures for the Estonian 
settlement in 1782 are 48 percent nuclear and 52 percent complex 
(extended and multiple) households, while for the Russian village 
in 1849 they are 13.3 percent nuclear and 86.7 percent complex 
households. 

In contrast, the figures from both the Danube province and 
Belgrade testify to a significant difference vis-a-vis Orasac 
(about 70 percent of their households were of the nucle~r type, 
and fewer than 30 percent were complex). In streSSing the 
contrasts between some of the data from the Balkans and other 
east European areas, as well as the interregional variations in 
the Balkan region itself, I do not intend to smooth out or 
overlook differences with western Europe, but rather to warn 
against overemphasizing these differences which might lead to 
oversimplification. 

Quantitative differences are neither the sole nor the most 
reliable method for establishing diversity. Also, the lack of 
sharply contrasting quantitative data is not explicit proof for 
the absence of significant differences. John Raj nalis well 
aware of this when he writes that "the joint household systems 
did not normally produce a situation where the majority of 
households were joint at anyone time, though there have been 
joint household systems which have operated in that way. 
However, under a joint household system, the majority of people 
were members of a joint household at some stage in their 
lives. "82 Hammel apparently reasons along the same lines when 
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he observes that: 

The zadruga as an organizational form must be a 
transitory phase in a process of development, for only
by viewing it as such can one resolve the apparent 
paradox of such a high incidence of nuclear families in 
a traditional context where zadrugas should' have been 
the norm. B3 

This would be acceptable, if only the term zadruga were replaced
by the concept of complex (extended and multiple) family forms. 
As has been suggested before, Hammel and other scholars use two 
separate sets of concepts interchangeably. It is clear that the 
ma.jor distinction between the ideal type of the west European
family and the southeast European (or Balkan) family lies not so 
much in the quantitative differences as in the fact that in the 
Balkans the extended and multiple family type was much more often 
and for a longer period a developmental stage of the individual 
family life-cycle. To this should be added the important idea of 
the joint family structure as an ideological perception, as 
developed by Halpern and Wagner. 

In fact, a similar observation about the Arab and Indian 
family systems was made years ago by William J. Goode, who later 
generalized it on the theoretical level: "perhaps in many 
systems what we had come to think of as the idealized type of 
family structure, the one that is valued most highly by the 
society, may actually turn out to be only one stage in the 
development of particular families over their family cycle."S4 

How to assess the position of the,zadruga and its relative 
share and distribution, since it has been dismissed from 
quantitative historical-demographic analysis? Laslett's 
classification is based on the criterion of co-residence which 
is also the criterion used by and large in the sources. As has 
been stressed many times in this paper, the criteria defining the 
zadruga cannot be reduced to co-residence, although it can be an 
important component; the zadruga must be described in terms of 
many more aspects, legal, economic, or temporal. 

Consequently, in the course of our comparison, the terms 
"extended" and "multiple" families are used not as substitutes 
for the zadruga but as existing forms comparable to respective 
forms in other European regions. As was stated before, however, 
the zadruga is qualitatively commensurable with these family 
types. Since the size of the family is an important element, all 
zadrug-as can be safely said to have been extended or multiple
families. At the same time, treating the zadruga as a complex
phenomenon, defined from the point of view of a cluster of 
different criteria and set in a concrete historical context, it 
is apparent that not all extended and multiple families were 
zadrug-as. If E and M represent all extended and multiple 
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families, then: 

E=Ez+En and M=Mz+Mn, 

where Ez and Hz stand for extended and multiple families of the 
zadruga type, and En and Mn for extended and multiple families 
not bearing the characteristics of a zadruga (Z=Ez+Mz). 

E+M=Z+En+Mn 

Z=E+M-(En+Mn) 


The figure for E+M can be computed, but not the figure for 
En+Mn, given the state of the sources. Whatever the value for 
En+Mn which would reflect regional differences, the value for Z 
would rise or decrease but would practically always be lower than 
E+M. 
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This diminishes the relative share of the zadruga in the 
overall typology of the Balkan family, given the fact that the 
complex household forms (the extended and multiple families) were 
not statistically predominant. Consequently, all attempts at 
maintaining the predominance of the zadruga in southeastern 
Europe are, to say the least, presumptuous. 

6. CONCLUSION 

In refuting some myths, family history paves the way for 
the introduction of other myths. Thus, the myth of the extended 
family in western Europe being abandoned, two others set in and 
have since been dominant: the myth of the small, nuclear family 
and the myth of the individualistic European (also called 
English, northwest European or western) Sonderweg. As is to be 
expected, any myth can be used as the "scientific" argument for 
an ideology and family myths have been no exception. 

In attempting to rectify a generalization concerning eastern 
Europe, and especially the Balkans, in the model of the European 
family, let us not go to the other extreme and postulate the 
victory of the nuclear-family theory. As this paper has 
attempted to show, in the Balkans there is a set of kinship,
labor, and other structures which characterize the joint system 
but are invisible and not reflected in the sources. This must be 
elaborated at greater length and within an anthropological
framework. 

This method raises the important problem of what the sources 
reflect and whether their information should be interpreted as 
social fact or artefact. The answer is not simple and requires a 
concrete investigation in each particular case. In some 
instances, it can be fairly easily proven that the source gives 
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an adequate picture of existing social forms, while in others it 
is clearly an artificial structure. 

For the purposes of the present argument, however, this 
problem is not a major hindrance. After all, family history
itself lies on the intersection of social fact and meaning. 
More significant is the fact that we have at our disposal a set 
of data of the same type, covering all European areas. The 
biases and deviations would be common to the sources. No matter 
what the final verdict to the most important issue "social fact 
or artefact" turns out to be, in this particular case the central 
question is that these data are comparable. 

The other aspect emphasized throughout this paper is the 
need for a compatible terminology. Thus, the symbolic ban on the 
term zadruga does not mean that it should be excluded from 
historical discourse. For a historian, this would mean 
committing the ultimate treason, the treason of ahistoricity.
The ban concerns only the limited and concrete sphere of 
quantitative historical-demographic studies. This by no means 
reflects an overestimation of the quantitative and structural 
approach to the detriment of the narrative and historical. It is 
a simple plea for terminological rigidity, which would also 
bring about intellectual precision and rigidity in a particular
field. The ensuing typology of the European family, based on 
similar sources and using a common terminology, would have, for 
all its drawbacks, at least one merit: it would provide a valid 
base for comparison between historic and geographic regions of 
the continent. 

One last word on the ideological implications of this kind 
of research. To twist Foucault's "ideology is not exclusive of 
sCientificityn: science is not exclusive of ideologization.
Throughout this paper, and attempt has been made to expose some 
of the ideological usages of a myth. Clearly, this exposure 
itself, and the refutation of this myth, can be easily and 
successfully ideologically contextualized. 85 But there does 
exist the important, albeit doubtfully reassuring, nuance 
between the skeptical consciousness of how one's own research can 
be contextualized and the conscious ideological 
contextualization. 
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APPENDIX 2 

SOME DEFINITIONS OF THE ZADRUGA 

zadruga - Hausgenossenschaft (in Gegensatze der einzelnen 
Familie), plures familiae in eadem domo (more Serbico). (Vuk 
Karad~i6, Lexicon serbico-germanico-Iatinum, 3rd ed., Belgrade, 
1898, p.181). 

Several families or members, living in the same house, under the 
management of one head and constituting one farm, working 
together on undivided property, using revenues communally, 
constituting a patriarchal community, called zadruga. (Hrvatsko 
Zadru!no Pravo, art.1. (M. ve~i6, pomo~nik za javnu opravu, 
Zagreb, 1884). 

Eine Personengemeinschaft gew6hnlich von Verwandten, die in einem 
Hause wohnend ungeteilten Grund und Boden gemeinsam 
bewirtschaften. Wir haben da eine Familie vor uns, die nicht 
bloss zwei Generationen, Eltern und Kinder, umfasst, sondern 
deren mehrere, drei, j a auch vier. (Alfons Dopsch, "Die 
stidslavischen Hauskommunionen, n tlsterreichische Rundschau, XIX, 
2, 1909). 

The zadruga is an institution of our peasantry, a national 
product of its spirit, its original creation developed without a 
foreign model and without the influence of legislation and legal. 
experts. It was created by the legal conscience and by the needs 
of our peasantry. The peasantry regulated the zadruga by custom 
as its ownership collective and as a type of its peasant family 
order with special family law, incorporating in the zadruga not 
only its property and labor, but also family love and mutual 
assistance, much earlier than the statutory laws prq~ulgated 
rules for the regulation of the zadruga. (Dragutin Ton~i6, in: 
Milan Ivli6, Temelji selja~koga zakonika. Zagreb, 1933, p •. 18). 

II Y a zadruga, lorsque un certain nomhre de mAles issus d'une 
m~me souche, vivent, seuls ou avec leurs descendents - et par 
consequent leurs femmes -, en un habitat commun, sur un bien 
indivis, qulils mettent en valeur pour Ie compte du groupe, sous 
llautorit& d'un chef habituellement ~lu. (Emile Sicard, 
Probl~mes familiaux chez les slaves du sud, Paris, 1947, p. 30). 

The zadruga ••• a domestico-economic community.... There are four 
fundamental elements of this type of group: the community of 
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blood of the male members1 the community of life and labor; the 
community of property; and the community of authority. (Emile
Sicard, liThe Zadruga Community: A Phase in the Evolution of 
Property and Family in an Agrarian Milieu," in: Communal 
Families in the Balkans: The Zadruga, University of Notre Dame 
Press, 1976, p. 256). 

A household composed of two or more biological or small-families, 
closely related by blood or adoption, owning its means of 
production communally, producing and consuming its means of 
livelihood jointly, and regulating the control of its property,
labor, and livelihood communally. (Philip E. Mosely, "Adaptation 
for survival: The Var~ic Zadruga," in: Communal family in the 
Balkans: The Zadruga, University of Notre Dame Press, 1976, p.
31 ). 

The zadruga union consists of a number of families (at least two) 
whose members live and work communally according to the principle
of division of labor, communally distribute the means of 
production which belong to the union, and communally consume the 
frui ts of. their own labor. The families which make up the 
zadruga usually are related; they have common ancestors, but 
kinship is not an obligatory condition for a zadruga. (Milenko 
S. Filipovi6, "Zadruga (Ku6na zadruga)," in: Communal FamilI ••• , 
OPe cit., p. 286). 

The zadruga is not a thing but a process ••• The zadruga, as a 
process, is a set of rules operating within certain constraints 
that influence the rates at which persons are added to the 
residential groups and that control the maximum size of these 
groups by introducing pressures for continued accretion or for 
division. (Eugene A. Hammel, liThe zadruga as process," in:' 
Household and Family in Past Time, Cambridge UniverSity Press, 
1972, p. 370). 

The zadruga is by no means a simple institution with a static 
existence of its own but rather••• an epiphenomenon of demographic
and ecological conditions combined with an ideology that permits
joint-family organization to be adopted, and that on the other 
hand the existence of joint-family organization can also have 
important effects on the underlying demographic and ecological 
variables ••• The zadruga as an organizational form must be a 
tranSitory phase in a process of development ••• a joint family
organization similar in all its characteristics to those observed 
in many other parts of the world, particularly in its 
developmental aspects. (E. A. Hammel, "Reflections on the 
Zadruga," Ethnologia slavica, VII, 1975, pp.146, 148, and 150). 
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The usual point of departure for describing the zadruga household 
cycle is a structure of three generations headed by the married 
sons and their children. This has represented the maximum ideal. 
Such structures had the potential to grow even larger with the 
accretion of collateral and adopted kin and, more rarely, a 
fourth generation. At the same time, it was recognized that as 
male grandchildren came of age there would be a natural 
fissioning into constituent nuclear households which would again 
repeat the cycle and develop into zadruga-type extended family 
households. These ideal prototypes have provided a pattern
against which to assess the standards to measure change used by 
both participants in the society and earlier researchers •••• 
Ideological expectations based on a close-ended cyclical time 
perspective envisage structures based on optimal conditions that 
are only infrequently achieved. Thus the ideal zadruga structure 
was predicated on fertile marriages producing several sons who 
survived to marry and father sons. Historically, it was high
mortality rather than low fertility which produced the 
discrepancy between ideology and achieved reality. Today, rather 
than the premature death of potential role participants, it is 
reduced birth rates and migration which have resulted in roles 
not being fulfilled because of the lack of individuals present in 
the village. (Joel M. Halpern and Richard A. Wagner, "Time and 
Social Change: A Yugoslav Case study, II Journal of Family
History, Vol. 9, No.3, Fall 1984, p. 235). 
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Empirical 

FIGURE 2 


Aprioristlc
approach Theory 

(ideology) 

.. 	 Case 1 : 
Case 2: 

Case 3: 

Case 4: 

Non-aprloristlc 

research 	 approach 

Emmanuel Todd 
The classical example is the research underlying the . 
zadruga theory. The researchers look for empirical 
material to fill in an a priori idea. 

This is represented by the bulk of works in the field 
of family history and historical demography.
A good example are the recently published volumes of 
Histoire de la famille, as well as most of the 
collective works produced by the Cambridge Group for 
the History of Population and Social structure. 
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B. 	 Three-generational depth 

Source: Nikola (A) Dimitar, son (B) aadul, grandfather (C)
AssumEtion: a-son of A, C-grandfather of a 
possi Ie representations: 
a) all married • multiple family"

improbable,because of high mortality
• 

b) 	 C widowed, A and a married - multfple family 
... 

rare, because of high mortality 

c) 	 all widowed or unmarried • extended family 
rare, because of high 8egree of remarriage 

:~ , 

& 	 A­
d) 	 A married, B-single, C widower - extended family 

most probable 

e) 	 B married, A and C widowed. extended family 
quite rare, because of high mortalitYJc. 

·4 

& 
,....,

f) 	 A and C married, B single a multiple family 
very probable 

g) 	 C married, A widower, B single. extended family 
rare, because of high degree of remarriage 

~~ 
h) a and C married, A widower = multiple family

'highly improbable, because of'high mortality 
and high degree of remarriage 
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MAP 2 
F~mily types in Europe: . main anthropological regions only 
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TABLE 5 

sets of tendencies in domestic group organizations
traditional Europe - 4 regions and Bulgaria 
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TABLE 6 


Distribution of household by category (percentages) 


Categories: 1. Solitaries 
2. NO 	 family 
3. Simple family households 
4. Extended family households 
5. Multiple family households 
6. Undetermined 

Cat. 	 Elmdon Ealinq Lonquenes-se Grossenmeer Colorno 
Essex, - 1861 France, Germany, Italy, 
1861 1778 1785 1782 

1 6.1 6 1 1.4 	 8 

2 7.8 5 6 	 8.7 

3 	 73.8 67 76 68.3 73 

4 	 12.2 19 14 19.7 9 

5 1.7 2 3 	 9.9 11 

6 	 1'­
------------------------------------~----~--------~-------
18" 180 188 	 188 

Cat. 	 Boloqna Faqaqna, K61ked Belgrade Danube 
area Trieste Hunqary Serbia province, 
1853 reqion 1816 1733 Bulqaria 

1878 	 l868s 

~ 1 5.9 2 4 
} 2.6 

2 2.6 	 2 1 

3 	 61.8 48.4 47 67 67 

4 	 12.7 15.8 13 15 16 

5 	 22.1 28.1 36 14 12 

6 1.6 	 4 

----~------------------------------------------------------
100 100 Hl0 _100 .100 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 

Cat. 	 Karuse Krasnoe Nishinomiya American 
Estonia Sobakino Hama-issai-cho colonial 
1782 Russia Jap'a'n Bristol 

1849 1713 	 1689 


1 	 7 7 


2 	 2 


3 	 48.0 - ,13.3 43 90 


4 	 13.2 6.7 27 3 


5 	 38.8 88.8 21 


6 


100 100 	 100 


, , , 

Sources: 	Data on Ealing,1861~ Longuenesse,1778: Belgrade,1733, . 
Japan,1713; Bristol,1689 : Household and Family in Past 
Time. Cambridge,1972,p.85;. 
on Elmdon,1861; Krasnoe Sobakino,1849~ Grossenmeer,1785; 
Bologna,1853; Fagagna,1870; Karuse,1782; KClked,1816 : 
Family Forms in Historic Europe. Cambridge, 1983, p.2t3, 
293,518-524 ; 
Bulgaria,1860s: M.Todorova.Population structure ••• , 
Etudes balkaniques,1983,fl,p.70-71. 
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TABLE 7 

Distribution of the households by category
(Bulgaria, Danube province, 1860s) 

Christians 
- tOWDS -.towns 

It 1 "." "".CalerOr)' 01 household 

0/number I -0Dumber I flo 

Moslems 
- vlUages 

number I .,
'e 

I. Single a) widowers 
b} ceUbates or with undeter­

mined conjugal states 

0 

5 

3 1 

12 

6 0 

1 

1 

2. Households wlth­
out familia I . 
structure 

a) related co-residents 
(brothers and sisters) 

b) co-reSidents linked other­
wise 

c) indIviduals witbout appa­
rent links 

2 

0 

0 

1 1 

0 

0 

1 1 

0 

0 

I 

3. SimpJe family 
households 

a) lIulrried' couples 
b} married couples with 

children 
c) widowers wllh children 
d) widows with, ch ildren 

14 

78 
3 

16 

60 . 1·1 

105 
5 

26 

73 9 

11 
4 
7 

69 

4. Extended family 
households 

u) ascendant 
b} descendallt 
c) collaleral 
d} asc~ndant and collateral 

19 
2 
7 
2 

16 15 
0 
7 
3 

12 9 
0 

15 
4 

21 

5. Multiple family 
households 

a) secondary ascendant 
nucleus 

b) . secondary descendant 
nucleus 

c) collateral nucleI 
d) frereches 
e) others 

9 

19 
4 
6 
0 

20 6 

6 
3 
1 
0 

8 3 

6 
0 
I 
0 

8 

6. Households with undetermined structure. 0 0 0 

TOlal: 
··--··-f 

186 100 205 100 
..-~---- .... 

131 100 

Source: Maria Todorova. Population Structure, Marriage 

Patterns~ Family and Housebold •••Op.cit. - Etudes 

balkaniques, 81, Sofia, 1983, p.70. 
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TABLE 8 


Oistribution of households by size (in percentage) 


Number of Christians Moslems 
members - towo, - lown, _.. __...... 

1 6.8 
2 10.2 
3 21.0 
4 17.1 
5 16.6 
6 12.2 
7 7.8 
8 5.4 
9 2.4 

10 0.5 

............_._---_ 

2.6 
9.6 

16.6 
16.1 
25.2 
17.2 
3.2 
2.1 
2.7 
8.7 

Moslems Enrland 1881 ­
- vma,es urban households 

.. .. _...._._....-_._ ..•-----....-.............__ 

0.7 6.0 
8.7 13.3 

15.9 16.2 
18.8 17.1 
21.7 14.1 
12.3 10.6 
12.3 8.3 
2.9 6.1 
4.3 3.4 
2.2 4.8 

Norwa)' 1801 ­
rural households ._-..._.- - ...~ 

0.1 
S.l 

12.9 
16..3 
16.5 
13.4 
10.9 
7.6 
4.9 
9.2 

Source: Maria Todorova. Population Structure, Marriage Patterns,. 
Family and Housel).old •• T Etudes balkaniques, Ill. Sofia,1983,p.71. 

M.Drake. Perspectives in Historical Demography. - In: The Structure 

of Human Populations. Eds.G.H.Harrison and A.J.Boyce. OXford.1972,63-64. 
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