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MARRIAGE AND INTERMARRIAGE IN BElGIUM: INDICATIONS 
CUllED FROM REGISTRATION DATA 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The nuptial habits of a population are of interest to a 

demographer largely because of the connection which exists between wedlock 

and the process of reproduction: and even if this connection tends to be less 

important in certain countries today than it has been in the past, it still 

continues to exist and be operative universally • While this would be reason 

enough to get a demographer interested in the nuptial behaviour of any given 

population, it is not difficult to see that wedlock could also be of 

interest, to demography as well as to other types of scientific inquiry, in 

th at it does act as an index of integration in a socialy heterogeneous 

population: particularly in one where distinctions of caste or/and creed 

or/and race are present. The manner in which Belgians, for example, marry 

Non-Belgians is obviously a function of the degree to which Belgians and 

Non-Belgians associate with each other in social intercourse. The higher the 

incidence of intermarriage, the greater therefore the level of integration of 

Non-Belgians in Belgium. 

The study of nuptiality (both as regards the formation and 

dissolution of nuptial unions) in Belgium has been entered into on a number 

of occasions in the past*l*. The same however cannot be said as regards 

investigations bearing on the nuptiality of Non-Belgians in Belgium. (They 

will also be sometimes referred to as "foreigners" or as "non-nationals" in 

the present article). The only research effort of note extant in this 

connection is that of M. Masui (1981)*2*. Problems arising from the 

non-availability of suitable data, which hindered earl ier analytical efforts 

and probably troubled those in 1981, have not completely disappeared today: 

but the situation has taken a turn for the better following the availability 

of nationality specific census data. The present report - the first of two 
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dealing with the nuptiality of non-nationals in Belgium - aims at updating 

the work of !\lasui on the one hand while, on the other, attempting to 

introduce a greater degree of analytical detail concerning lessons that can 

be learned from an examination of registration (i.e. vital statistics) data. 

While the main body of the article deals with the incidence of, and trends 

in, intermarriage ( effected mainly through an examination of the 

complementary phenomenon: in-marriage) - Section 3 gives details of the 

relevant theory - it ;s useful to begin with a rapid sketch of the scene 

related to nuptiality, in general, in Belgium. 

2. MARRIAGE IN BELGIUM 

Fig.1 gives a bird's eyeview of the evolution of the 

annual number of marriages in Belgium together with its decomposition into 

marriages taking place between Belgians and those involving Non-Belgians. 

FIGURE 1 HERE 

The post war marriage boom, brought on by the postponement of marriages in 

war time, was the work not merely of Belgians. Foreigners too contributed in 

fairly substantial measure to the general effort: over 10% of the marriages 

in 1948 and 1949 invo1ved the participation of a non-national (See Table 1). 

Post war marriage fever is however not indicative of general, undisturbed 

marriage market activity: and the subsequent decrease in the number of annual 

marriages which fol1owed was only to be expected. This diminution was 

interrupted in the early sixties; and the corresponding curve begins to 

rise,and continues to do so (see Fig.1). till 1972 - in response, partially 

at least, to the presence of rising numbers in the marriage market *3*: rises 

of 6% and 3% respectively are seen to occur among marriageable men and women 

in Belgium between 1961 and 1971. Ouring this same period spectacular rises 

of 34% and 50%, among marriageab1e non-Belgian men and women respectively, 

were recorded; accounting very probably for the observed 50% rise (between 

1961 and 1971) in the marriages in which non-nationals had a hand. The fa1l 



Figure 1: Evo1ution of Marriages in Belgium: Annual Number* vs. Time. 
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in the marriage curve since 1972 - the 1986 value is the lowest registered 

since the war - has been interpreted and commented on elsewhere as being 

indicative of a general attitude of disenchantment in regard to marriage *4*. 

That this movement away from marriage was experienced by both Belgians as 

well as non-nationals is shown to same extent by the fall in marriage rates, 

given in Table 2 *5*, experienced in each case by both sexes. 

It is because the annual volume of marriages is strongly 

influenced by the size and age distribution of each of the sexes (i.e. the 

state of the marriage market), and as such is no indicator of pure marriage 

behaviour, that rates have to be calculated. This conventional and orthodox 

expediant of using rates (be they crude or age specific) to eliminate 

difficulties connected with population size and age distribution *6* is 

however insufficiant here. The marriages of foreigners registered in Belgium 

are very probably only a fraction of the total number of nuptial unions 

entered into by foreigners residing in Belgium. A fair (substantial?) number 

among them presumably get married out of the country, and consequently would 

make na contribution to the numerators that would figure in rates calculated 

off Belgian registration data. Only a partial picture of the nuptial habits 

of Non-Nationals in Belgium would thus result from their use. Moreover, given 

the state of available data, one cannot calcu1ate age specific rates of the 

nationality specific kind needed here outside census time. We have therefore 

made a maximum use of the decomposition of annual marriages available in 

pub1ished registration data to reveal some of the features related to the 

state of social integration in the country. 

The decreasing importance of in-marriage among Belgians 

and the complementary rise in the importance of non-national participation in 

the formation of nuptial unions in Belgium is hinted at in Fig 1. More light 

is shed in this connection through Table 1 which decomposes the number of 

annual marriages (from 1947 through 1986) into a number of useful 

percentages.One notes: 
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the increasing importance of marriages involving foreign 

participation: there has been an almost uninterrupted rise since 

1955, with the 10% mark being reached in 1965. The 13% level has 

been retained since 1973. 

- the evident increase over time of the charm exerted by Belgian 

women on foreign men. The percentages in question climb from a low 

3% in the mid-fifties to approximately double this value in the 

early seventies. This value is by and large retained thereafter. 

Less spectacular, though sustained, rises are also seen in the 

case (especially) of Belgian men who marry foreign women, and in 

that (to alesser extent) of foreigners marrying among themselves. 

These first indications obtained through a simple study of 

percentages are however,at best,inadequate indicators of in-marriage and 

intermarriage. Differential population size and structure (by sex and age) 

make the interpretation of these simple indicators unclear. These 

difficulties are met to some degree in the indices used in the present 

article to study the extent and evolution of in-marriage and intermarriage. 

The next section carries some notes explaining the indices in question. Two 

types of indices were experimented with. The first deals with in-marriage and 

intermarriage as such, with no explicit reference to either of the two sexes. 

This index was used in an effort at measuring the degree of nuptial 

indifference (as seen through in-marriage) and, complementarily, that of 

nuptial preferrence or attraction (mirrored in intermarriage) existing 

between Belgians and Non-Belgians *7*. The second index used permits sex 

specific measures of characteristics relevant to the present disscussion. 

This index, originally proposed by Alan Gray in 1987 *8*, is used in the 

present artic1e in connection with a series of different nationa1ities and 

nationality groups in Belgium. These groups (composed of nationalities 

characterised by supposedly similar nuptial behaviour) were formed partly to 

avoid the problem of small numbers , and partly because group differences 

arising from different sociologically homogeneous intra-group behaviour, 

rather than from mere nationality, could be studied through their use. 
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3. METHOOS 

3.1. Indifference vs. Preferenee 

The ratio, l (say), of in-marriages occurring in a given 
1 

year to the total number of marriages taking place in the same year would, at 

first sight, seem to constitute an appropriate measure of nuptial 

indifference. We would thus have 

I = 
1 

where M 
B 

= in-marriages among Belgians 

MF = in-marriages among foreigners 

lvI. = i nter-marri ages (i. e. "mi xed 

marriages") between foreigners 

and Belgians. 

Eqn (la) 

lts complement, the index of preferenee P (say), would consequently take the 
1 

form 

M. 
p =------

1 
Eqn (lb) 

t·1 + M + M. 
B F 
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On eloser inspeetion, one sees that I ean be expressed as the weighted sum 
1 

of two in-marriage ratios: one, 

M 
F 

, for in-marriage among 

M + r'~. 
B 

Belgians, and the other, , for in-marriage among foreigners. 

Thus we have 

[\tl + M B • ~~F + ~1. 

1=------------
1 

-------- + ------------ Eqn (2) 

1,1 + ~1 + M. 
B F 

M + r~ + M B F • 

I, is seen to have all qualities desireab1e in sueh an index (see Appendix 1) 

exeept one: the weights in Eqn 2 do not add up to unity. I eannot thus be 
1 

eonsidered a weighted average (as it ideally should) of the indifferenee of 

Belgians on the one hand and of foreigners on the other. This diffieulty is 

however overeome if the index of indifferenee (now written as I ) were 
2 

formulated as in Eqn 3a whieh follows 

r~ + M 
B F 

Eqn (3a) 

~1 + M + 2~1. 
B F 

giving 

M + ~i. M M + ~1. Iv1 
B B F F 

I = 
2 

• + Eqn (3b) 

~4 + r~ + 2M. MB + M. ~1 + MF + 2r~. t,1 + ~1. 
B F B F 
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1
2 

contains all the advantageous qualities of I, and is moreover a weighted 

average. The corresponding index of preferrence, P2 (say),is given by 

P2 = 1 - 1 
2 

2M. 
= --------------

M + M + 2M. 
B F 

Fig 2 shows the evolution of land its complement P for the period 
2 2 

FIG 2 here 

Eqn (3c) 

1947-1986. Mutual indifference between Belgians and non-Belgians, in so far 

as marriage is concerned, is seen to decrease from the mid-fifties till the 

mid-seventies and remain fairly stationary thereafter. Preference, 

complementarily, increases and then remains constant. One notes that this 

increase in preference occurs more or less simultaneously with, and hence in 

spite of, the rise in percentage of in-marriages among foreigners which was 

noted earlier in the text. The present situation, as also th at obtaining over 

the last twenty years, is thus much happier as concerns integration than it 

has been in ear'ier times. 

3.2. Gray's Index of Social Distance 

The measures of indifference and preference discussed so 

far carry no specific referrence to one or other of the two sexes. A full 

discussion of the absence of integration as seen in in-marriage (or its 

presence as manifested through intermarriage) however calls for: 



Figure 2: Evolution of Indifference and Preference, in Belqium, with time. 
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1) the introduction of such a distinction. The level at which 

Magrebian ladies in Belgium, for example, participate in common 

social living with persons outside their own group need not be the 

same as the degree of integration in Belgium of their male 

counterparts. 

2) some idea about how the integration process for a given sex varies 

in function of the specific culturally homogeneous way of life 

(i.e. the homogeneous whole) to which persons of the sex in 

question belong. 

Assuming that nationality (or a group of nationalities) sufficiently 

indicates such a homogeneous whole, we need to measure integration - the 

level of its presence or absence- by indices which are both sex and 

nationality specific. This is done through the use of the indeces VM and VF 

(respectively for males and females, of a given nationality or nationality 

group) proposed by Gray. The theory leading to these indices can be 

summarised as follows. (The explanation which follows is carried out in terms 

of Italian males in Belgium. The discussion is carried out in terms of events 

occuring in, and indices relative to, one calendar year).*9* 

An in-marriage rate for Italian males, IM(O) say, defined 

as the ratio of the number of marriages in which both partners are Italians 

to the total number of marriages entered into by Italian men, is easily 

computed from available registration data. Apart from the observation that 

the numerator and the denominator of, IM(O) can be replaced by correspondingly 

relevant probabilities as in Equation 5 (see below), it is not difficult to 

see that IM(O) is determined both by the preference of Italian men for 

Italian women as well as by the manner in which Italian men and women are 

present in the marriage market in Belgium. One also notes that this second 

marriage market factor is of a composite nature including (1) the numerical 

availability of the two sexes and (2) other socio-cultural factors which 

control the formation of the group in which Italian men and women are ready, 

in potentia proxima, to choose their partners (i.e. the marriage market). An 

index suitable for the purposes at hand would therefore be one which makes 
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use of the readily available IM(O) while at the same time eliminating any 

dependence, as far as its interpretative use is concerned. on pure numerical 

representation of the sexes in the marriage market. 

With this in mind, one begins by using the standard 

elementary equation defining conditional probability as an instrument which 

helps to give expression to the probability (P(Nij) say) that a male from 

group i marries a female from group j. Thus we have: 

P(Nij) = P(Pij) • P(Cij) 

where P(Pij) = the probability that a male from i 

meets a female from j in the marriage 

market. 

P(Cij) = the probability that a male from i chooses 

a female from j as partner in marriage 

on the condition that they find themselves 

already in the marriage market. 

Eqn (4a) 

Since P(Pij) depends on numerical availability of the sexes as well as on 

other socio-cultural i and j group specific factors (which determine marriage 

market formation), it can conveniently be expressed as 

P(Pij) = Xij • P(Mi) • P(Fj) 

where P(Mi) = the proportion, relative to all males, 

of males from i readily available for 

marriage market formation; 

Eqn (4b) 
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P(Fj) = the proportion, relative to all females, 

of females from j readily available for 

marriage market formation; 

Xij = a factor which takes care of any ij specific 

pressure towards, or obstacles hindering, 

marriage market formation. 

By substitution we have 

P(Nij) = P(f;li) • P(Fj) • P(Cij) • Xij n (4c) 

Coming back to the in-marriage ra te (introduced earl ier) for Italian males, 

one sees fairly easily that (as stated above) it can be expressed in terms of 

probabilities as follows: 

P(NOO) 

m(o) = ------
P(NOO) + P(r~Ol) 

where P(NOO) stands for the probability of Italian 

men marrying Italian women: and P(N01) for the 

analogous probability related to Italian men and 

non-Italian women. (N.B. 0 signifying "Italian", and 

1 llnon-Italian" respectively replace i and j in the 

general expression for the probability concerned). 

Eqn (5) 
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Substituting in Eqn(5) using Eqn(4c) and simplifying, we have 

P(FO).P(COO).XOO 

H-l(O) = ------------- Eqn (6) 

P(FO).P(COO).XOO + P(F1).P(C01).X01 

which, since P(Fl) = 1-P(FO), gives 

P( Fa). K~,1 

m(o) = ------- Eqn (7) 

1 + P ( Fa) • ( K!'4-1 ) 

p(coa).xoo 
where K~' = ----- Eqn (8) 

P( COl). XOl 

In KM we have the sex specific index of in-marriage preference we are ooking 

for. It depends only on i and j ( 0 and 1 in our case) specific factors -

;.e.:(l) those controling marriage market formation on the one hand (thus XOO 

and X01, which are related to social barriers to meeting in the marriage 

market) and (2) those controling partner choice following presence in the 

marriage market (thus P(COO) and P(C01), which are related to social distance 

af ter meeting) on the other. A knowledge of IM(Q) and P(FO) ;s sufficient to 

calculate KM (see Eqn(7». However, KM can take any value greater than or 

equal to unity (N.B. KM = 1 would imply a situation of no preference. Values 

of Kf',1 less than unity are unlikely to occur), and it is desireable to work 

with an index which can only move between boundaries well defined at both 

ends, and not merely at the lower boundary as in the case of KM. This is wh at 

we have in the KM related index, VM(O) (defined in Eqn(9», which 

conveniently moves between zero and one as KI"l moves respectively between 

unity and infinity (in the limit). 
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\]KM - 1 

V~1(O) = ---- Eqn (9) 

It is interesting to note that, for any given value of KM, Vt~(O) has a fixed 

relationship with the va1ue of IM(O) obtained at that point of the IM(O) 

curve (as given in Eqn(7)) where the rate of increase of IM(O) with respect 

to P(FO) is equa1 to unity. (See Appendix 2 for further details and 

clarifications). In other words, VM(O) is a function only of a standardised 

value of IM(O): and this is extremely benficial for the validity of 

comparisons made through its use.*10* 

As seen above, the calculation of VM(Q) calls for a 

know1edge of P(FO). This is estimated by the ratio of the number of Ita1ian 

brides to the tota1 number of brides for the given year.*11* 

An index VF(O) is, mutatis mutandis, ca1culated for 

Ita1ian women using IF(O), the fema1e counterpart of IM(O). and P(MO) which 

is estimated in ana1ogous fashion to P(FO). VM(Q) and VF(O) are thus Gray's 

indices for measuring the in-marriage preference of Ita1ian men and women 

respective1y or,equiva1ently, their social distance from non-Italian women 

and men in Belgium. A value of VM(O) close to unity wou1d indicate th at 

Ita1ian men keep a great distance between themse1ves and the non-Ita1ian 

comrnunity in Belgium: hen ce aloofness and non-integration. A va1ue close to 

zero would indicate the contrary. In the rest of this artic1e we wi11, to 

simplify notation and generalise its significance, use VM, VF, IM, IF, PM, 

and PF instead of VP/I(O), VF(O), H1(O), IF(O), PU/IO) and P(FO). 

Table 3 gives the annual IM and IF values together with 

the corresponding VM and VF va1ues for Be1giurn for the period 1947-1986. The 

fo11owing observations are noteworthy: 
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VM values are generally superior to the corresponding VF values, 

indicating that Belgian men are as a rule more conservative as 

regards their choice of partners than Belgian women. This is much 

more true over the last twenty five years than in earlier times. 

Male attitudes show signs of becoming slightly less conservative 

over the last twenty years. 

- Female attitudes as seen through VF seem to be more stable than 

male attitudes. 

Table 4 gives IM, IF, PM, PF, VM and VF vales for the period 1966-1986 

(pub li shed data found in "Stati sti ques Démographiques" do not cover any years 

before 1966. Data for 1984,1985 and 1986 have not as yet been published.) 

for: 

1) the following nationalities: those of Belgium, France, Greece, 

Italy, and Turkey. These nationalities are designated respeetively 

by the following abreviations: BELG, FRAN, GREC, ITALY and TURK. 

2) the following groups of nationalities: those of 

- Great Britain and Nothern Ireland designated 

BRIR; 

- Poland and Yougoslavia (to which are added 

Czeehoslavakia, Hungary and U.S.S.R. from 1970 

onwards) forming an East European bloek and 

designated EEUR; 

- Holland, Germany and Luxembourg ealled 

HOGL; 

- Spain and Portugal designated IBER; 

- Algeria, Tunisia and Moroeeo forming a Magrebian 

bloek with designation MAGREB; 

- The rest of the Afriean eountries without Egypt 

ealled AFRI. Here we have mainly Zaire, 

Ruanda and Burundi; and 

- U.S.A., Canada and Oeeania designated USCO. 
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Tab1e 5 gives the same information in a way which favours international and 

inter group comparisons. Figs 3a and 3b show the evolution of VM and VF for 

nationalities and nationality groups which have provided Belgium with a good 

part of her immigrant labour force - the so called IIGuest t40rkers". Figs 4a 

and 4b similarly cover the rest of the cases - i.e. the "richer ll 

nationalities or nationality groups present in Belgium. To facilitate 

comparisons, the case of Italy is found in all figures. 

4. DISCUSSION 

FIGS 3a, and 3b followed by 

FIGS 4a and 4b HERE 

As can be expected, VF values follow Vt~ values very 

closely and in all cases with invariable regularity: it is, af ter all, most 

un1ikely that men and women belonging to the same group have widely differing 

attitudes to persons outside their group. While keeping close to the 

corresponding VM values, VF values are as a general rule higher; indicating a 

greater conservatism on the part of women: i.e. they don't seem to integrate 

as well as men.This traditional female "backwardness ll is most pronounced in 

the case of Magrebians.Two exceptions however: Eastern Europeans and 

Belgians. Thus the charm exerted by Belgian women on foreign men, and hinted 

at above in connection with Table 1 as being stronger than that which exists 

between Belgian men and foreign women, is both confirmed and seen as 

something which is not a mere function of numerical availability. 

The very low VM and VF values for Belgians - so low 

(around 0.1) that they cannot coveniently be included together with those of 

other nationalities in the same graph - indicate that they (both Belgian men 

and women) make good use of the presence of foreigners to find partners for 

themselves. This open attitude towards non-nationals is, as was stated above, 

more clearly manifested among Belgian women than among Belgian men. 



Figure 3a: The IIGuest \~orker" nationalities and nationality groups (~1ale) 
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Figure 3b: The IIGuest \lJorker" nationalities and nationality groups (Female) 
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Figure 4a: The IIricher" nationalities and nationality groups (Male) 
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Figure 4b: The flricher'l nàtionalities and nationality groups (Female) 
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In the short period for which published data exists, the 

indices of the "richer" nationalities (groups) show far less signs of 

definitive trend than those of the rest: and, bar the two sudden movements of 

BRIR and HOGL in 1970 and 1972 (which appear to be chance variations), show a 

high degree of stability. While only the French show clear signs of having 

moved away from the rest of human community in Belgium, most of the "poorer" 

(i.e. the IIguest worker") groups manifest a movement towards greater 

integration. The rise in VM and VF values seen in a few cases at the very end 

cant in view of this general movement, be perhaps interpreted as being due 

either to chance variation or to the presence of a greater conservatism 

brought in by the new type of family linked immigrant coming to Belgium as a 

result of recent governmental policy concerning foreigners in Belgium - one 

thinks, for example, of the Gol 1984 law. 

Since the indices of practically all the nationalities 

(groups) studied experience no sudden variations for a number of years before 

1980, it is convenient to use the 1980 values as an indication of relative 

position on the social distance scale in the recent past. Going from best 

integrated (or least conservative) to least integrated (or most conservative) 

we have, for both sexes, BELG followed by her neighbours FRAN and HOGLi then 

ITALY followed by EEUR. Integration does seem to increase with increased 

neighbourliness and duration of stay. These factors do not always prevail -

MAGREB males get the better of IBER males (though their rankings are 

interchanged for females ). and BRIR (thanks to its traditional insularity?) 

follows MAGREB and IBER for both sexes. Thereafter TURK and AFRI (very close 

to each other) are followed by GREC (last for females) and USCO (last for 

males). 

To conclude. the following points need to be underlined. 

The "guest workers" (and Italy too belongs to this group) have shown signs of 

increasing integration in the last twenty years; whereas the "richerll groups 

show no signs of change. In the case of groups with long average duration of 

stay in Belgium (e.g. the Italians) the situation could however be even 

better than that indicated by Gray's indices. "In-marriage" does not have the 
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same connotations for marriages between the grand children of Italian 

immigrants (who, having lived their lives here, are much more Belgian than 

Italian in many ways) and for marriages between Italians who are direct 

immigrants (who probably continue to be Italian in most things): and 

consequently these second and third generation Italian in-marriages are not 

necessarily indications of social distance from the rest of the community 

'''"12*. A rise of vr" and VF - they increase with "Încreasing in-marriage rates -

does not therefore have the same univocal meaning in all cases. A lowering of 

these indices however does seem to be a happy sign in all instances. In the 

light of these last remarks, the rise of VM and VF values at the end of the 

period studied in certain cases does not necessarily indicate a deterioration 

of the situation. 

It is important to point out that if, as indicated by the 

data (cf supra), the level of intermarriage has grown and remained fairly 

substantial over quite a long period in the recent past, it means that we are 

witnessing a process which is extremely conducive to the formation of a 

pluri-ethnic society_ If moreover the level of integration of these "foreign" 

groups in the Belgian community is on the whole rising, as the evidence 

presented above seems to indicate, it is a sign that the Belgium of tomorrow 

is one in which the appellation IIforeign ll will be progressively emptied of 

meaning. Finally, if integration is desireable (as most people would surely 

agree),the amelioration of the situation (in this regard) witnessed in 

Belgium, should at all cost be safeguarded. 
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NOTES 

*1* See, for example 

a) Wattelar C. and ~Junsch G.: "Etude démographique de la nuptialité en 

Belgigue" (Université Catholique de Louvain, 1967). 

b) \\Jillems P. and Wijewickrema S.: "The evolution of nuptiality in 

Belgium from 1954 to 1981" (IPD-Working Paper 1985-2, Vrije 

Universiteit Brussel). 

*2* Masui M.: "Interetnische Huwel ijken" (CBGS Rapport 43/1981, Centrum voor 

Bevo1kings- en Gezinsstudies). 

*3* See Willems and Wijewickrema, op. cito 

*4* See \óJillems and ~Jijewickrema, op. cito 

*5* The rates in Table 2 have been ca1culated for the age group 15-29 in 

which at least 80% of all marriages take place - this being so both in 

the case of foreigners and Belgians; and also in relation to both sexes. 

Since a large fraction of these marriages are those of single persons, 

the sex specific rates of Table 2 were first computed by dividing the 

average annual number of (15-29 age group) marriages of the sex 

concerned (for the period in question) by the never-marrieds of the same 

sex (and age group) present in the middle of the period. However, a 

small number of marriages in this age group are those of ever-marrieds. 

This is why a second ra te using a different denominator 

(undifferentiated as far as marital status is concerned) is a1so 

presented in Tab1e 2. In all cases we see a fall in rates. 

*6* Conventionally used sex and age specific rates do not give complete 

satisfaction when faced with a process, like nuptia1ity, which is 

essentially two-sex in nature. (See Wijewickrema S.M. (1980) for a 

fairly complete overview of the two-sex prob1em). In the absence of 

data which permit the use of two-sex related rates hitherto proposed, 

and since even these cannot be said to be comp1etely satisfactory, 
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general demographic practice has had to be content with the use of the 

classical one sex specific rates. Apart from the two-sex nature of the 

problem, a number of supplementary difficu1ties arise when it is a 

question of handling the nuptiality of foreigners. Dur text makes only 

a slight allusion to these problems. A more detailed discussion is 

found in Tribalat M. (1988). 

*7* We deal here with the preference/indifference of Belgians toward 

foreigners; and vice versa. 

We will, later in the text, also speak of the preference of a given 

group for its own members (e.g. Belgians for Belgians) - as seen in 

i n-marri age. 

*8* Gray A.: IIIntermarriage: opportunity and preferencell (Population 

Studies, 1987(3), 365-379). 

*9* - The discussion which follows is only intended to help the lector with 

the reading of our own text. Some notes of a more detailed nature are 

found in Appendix 2. 

- The theory, which is explained in our text in terms of Italian males, 

can obviously be extended to other nationalities (or nationality 

groups), and to any one sex at that. 

*10* In any given case therefore VM is equal to a fixed relationship with a 

specific value of IM (on the IM, P(F) curve): that which exists when 

the increase of IM equals the increase of P(F). 

*11* An obvious weakness in theory, but the only one possible under the 

circumstances obtaining as concerns data! 

*12* Cf. Price and Zubrzycki (1962) for a full discussion re the problems of 

interpreting marriage indices as indicators of integration. 
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APPENDIX 1: Concerning the index 11 

11 is seen either to take values which range from 0 to " or 
become meaningless when it shou1d. These characteristics (idea1 in an index 
of this sart) are easi1y displayed (through a study of Eqn (la) in the text) 
as follows: 

1) Case of total indifference: M. = 0 

a) If r/1S =I 0 and MF =I 0, then I, = 

b) If r'1 B f 0 and t'1F = 0, then 11 = , 
c) If ~'lB = 0 and ~1F f 0, then I, = 1 

d) If MB = 0 and ~1F = 0, then I, is meaningl ess. 

2) Other cases: M. f 0 

a) If MB ~ 0 and MF 1 0 (which is what obtains in most cases) 
then 0(1 1 (' 

b) If ~1B 10 and ~1F = 0, then 0<1 1 <1 (where I, takes the value 
of the in-marriage ratio of the Belgians) 

c) If r~B = 0 and I"'F -I 0, then 0 < I, <, (where I, takes the va1ue 
of the in-marriage ratio of the foreigners) 

d) If MB = 0 and MF = 0, then 11 = 0 
i.e. the case of total preference. 
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APPENDIX 2: ~otes on Gray's indices 

As in the text we wi11 use the case of Ita1ian males. On1y VM(O) 
will be considered in the discussion that follows since the results made 
will apply in analogous fashion to VF(O) too. Since VM(O) is a function 
only of, and thus gets its meaning from, KM (see Eqn (9»; these notes begin 
by a consideration of KM. 

To simplify the symbolism we will use: 

i for H1(0) 
p for P(FO) 
k for K~l 

v for W,1(Q) 

Apart from the indications concerning k given in the main text, it is 
necessary to point out, with Gray, that while it (k) is two-sex in 
composition (see Eqn (8), which follows considerations essentially bearing 
on the marriage market) it is specific to the male sex in its 
interpretation. This is certainly its most attractive feature. 
Unfortunate1y, Eqn (8) is obtained at the price of a number of serious 
simplifications. Two of them need to be noted: 

(a) The uniformity (across all man-woman pairs of the groups concerned) 
of the probability of meeting between a man from one group with a 
woman of another; and the analogous uniformity of selection which 
fol10ws meeting (cf. Gray, op. cit., p.367). These assumptions are 
extreme1y strong - e.g. they neglect all differentiation which comes 
in with age differences of the two sexes (cf. ~Jijewickrema S. (1980) 
in this connection) - and leaves one with a strong feeling of unease. 

(b) The estimation of p by the corresponding proportion of female 
rnarriages. 

Both (a) and (b) however do yield k which has all the advantages noted 
above: and, given the usual data limitations, can be admitted for the 
moment. The following remarks should help the reader:. 
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Eqn (7) can be simplified into: 

p.k 
; = --------

1 + p(k-l) 

Hence, 

;' = the first derivative of ; relative to p 

k 
= -----------

(1 + p(k-1))2 

Using Eqn (b), one sees that: 

i' = 1 

and 

implies that, if k)Q and # 1, 

p = ------
'Ik + 1 

;=-----
'Ik + 1 

= 1 - p 

'Ik - 1 
v = ------ = 2 i - 1 

\Ik + 1 

Eqn (a) 

Eqn (b) 

Thus v is a function only of that value of i obtained when ;'=1 on the 
i,p curve (Eqn (a)). 

When k=l, i=p in Eqn (a). This ;s the special case of no preference. 
Here i'=l always. 



Table 1: Evolution of the total number (accompanied by percentage 
decomposition into chosen parts of the same) of Annual ~1arr;ages in 
Belgium from 1947 to 1986. 

L~fI r !total ! % BM+ BF i %BM+ FF I %FM+ BF I %FM+ FF 1100- %BM+ BF 
m47* i 83665.1 3.441 91.02\ 4.07t 1.47! 8.98 
-46* 179737.1 69.75\ 3.961 --+ITt- 2.261 __ IQ.:.~ . I 

~ 89.941 3.77/ 4.11 2.18' 49* i 73453.1 10.06 
I t 950* I 72023.1 90.851 3.321 3.80: 2.04, 9.15 
]1951 * ! 

, 
91.62! 3.541 1.821 70541 ) 3.02, 8.38 

11952* j _67340'1 91.6~ 3.17! 3.631 1.561 8.36 
1953* ! ::-r 

3.441 1.61 ! 67742.! 91.791 3.161 8.21 
1954* ! 67~* 92.17 3.091 3.20, 1.54 7.83 
1955* I 6888 92.13! 3.221 3.4dd- 1.54 7.87 
1956*1 68700.1 92.211 3.09j 3.061 1.621 7.79 
1957* ! 66336.\ 91.96\ 3.131 3.021 1.691 8.04 

11958* t 67193.1 91.301 3.17! 3. 161 2.37l 6.70 
11959* ! I 

65135.1 91.281 3.211 3.19' 2.321 6.72 
_.L~j)!*! 652?]L_ 91_~f-_' __ 3.221 3.37 2.051 6.64 
1961 * I 62371.1 91.42 3.20 3.43 1.951 6.56 
1962*! 62086.1 91.171 3.301 3.57' 1.96, 8.83 
1963*! 62449.1 90.451 3.261 3.961 2.331 9.55 
J~_§..4*J __ ,_.~_~_Q08.:L 90.1 ~L 3.121 4.281 2.48 9.67 
/'965* i 66535.1 69.271 3.20! 4.641 2.891 10.73 
1966*! 68330.1 68.651 3.33 4.85i 2.961 11.15 

11967* 1 68309.! 88.441 3.301 5.32 2.94 11.56 
J1~8*! .69713.! 88.2~ 3.39\ 5.421 2.94 11.75 
1969* i 72330.1 

! 

11.71 .88.29 j 3.391 5.51 1 2.81 
19iO*ï 73261.1 88.381 3.281 5.601 2.741 11.62 
1971 * ! 73644.1 89.321 2.971 4.981 2.74 10.68 
1972* ! 74352. 88.26 3.34 5.52 2.89 11.74 

- I 
73664.1 86.6'11 6.151 3.371 1973* ! 3.86, 13.39 

1974* I 73567.1 86.53\ 3.751 6.15 3.57 13.47 
1975* ! 71736.1 86.171 3.961 6.151 3.72 13.83 
197~_. 71142.1 86.28 4.04\ 6.25 3.44 13.72 

86.191 
~ 

1 977* i 69073.' 3.96j 6.291 3.561 13.81 
1978* ! 67127. 86.39 4.041 6.02 

t 
3.55 13.61 

1979* i 65429.1 86.41 4.071 6.0j 3.43, 13.59 
1960* I 66369.1 86.001 4.261 6.16 3.531 14.00 
1981 * l 64380. i 86.441 4.201 

I 

5.91 3.451 13.56 
1982* i 62341 86.701 4.24 

5; 
3.43 13.30 

1983* I 59629. 86.421 4.351 6. 3.23' 13.58 
H984* I 58962. 86.49 4.56 5.69 3.26 13.51 
1985*-r ~7559) 66.98 4.17 5.53 3.32 13.02 
1966* ! 56780,i 86.701 4.161 5.75 3.39 13.30 

% B~~ + BF = Marriages between Belgian ~1ales and Belgïan Females as 
percentage of Total 

% BM + FF = r'1arriages between Belgian Males and Foreign Females as 
percentage of Total 

% FM + BF = f\1arriages between Foreign Males and Belgian Females as 
percentage of Total 

% FfI'l + FF = r~arriages between Fore;gn Ma1es and Foreign Females as 
percentage of Total 



Tab1e 2: Marriage rates by sex and nationa1ity (Be1gians vs. foreigners), of 
the age group 15-29, for the periods 1970-71 and 1980-81. 

1) Belgian 

FEMALE 
2) Foreign 

1) Bel gi an 

MALE 
2) Foreign 

1970-71 

(a) 0.133 
(b) 0.068 

(a) 0.094 
(b) 0.050 

(a) 0.095 
(b) 0.062 

(a) 0.082 
(b) 0.053 

1980-81 

(a) 0.099 
(b) 0.052 

(a) 0.072 
(b) 0.041 

(a) 0.071 
(b) 0.047 

(a) 0.059 
(b) 0.038 

N.B.: 1) Rates indicated by (a) = Ratio of marriages for ages 15-29 to 
number of single women (men) in age group 15-29. 

2) Rates indicated by (b) = Ratio of marriages for ages 15-29 to 
number of all women (men) in age group 15-29. 



Table 3: Sex specific in-marriage rates (I~l and IF) and indices of Social 
Distance (VM and VF) for Belgians from 1947 to 1986. 

V EA R iI M IJ F ! V M -C:C::-'::+: V..:...:F_----::-:::-:::~ 
1947* 0.9641 0.9~ Ö.078L-_ O.9~ 
J 94~~_" __ L_" __ lh~58.L__ O. 95IL __ ~~02J O"~.LQ"?' 
1949* I 0.9601 0.956! 0.1031 0.096 
1950* i 0.9651 0.9601 0.1091 0.098 
1951 * ! 0.9681 0.9631 0.1081 0.095 
1952* I 0.967+,-" ____ 0.962, 0.0901 0.081 
1953* i 0.9671 0.964i ]~ 0.087 
1954* ! -" 0.968i 0.'966! 0.0921 0.090 
1955* ! 0.966i 0.9671 0.0891 00°.092 
J§56* __ j ____ Q.968j _~.....Q.J681 0.097L~_ 
1957* i 0.9671 0.9681 0.1091 

11958* 1 0.9661 0.9671 0.1301 0.130 
1'959* i 0.966, 0.966l 0.1271 0.127 
1960* ! 0.96~+- 0.964 0.1131 __ 0.109 

-'961 ~----r---1f966i 0.9641 0.11 oi 0.104 
2* i 0.9651 0.9621 0.1 071 0.100 

1963* i 0.965! 0.9581 0.123 0.106 
1964* j 0.9671 0.9551 0.134 0.105 
1965* i 0.965! 0.9511 0.147 0.112 
1966* I 0.9641 0.948 0.1451 0.109 

1'967* ; 0.964 0.9431 0.1441 0.1 01 

1 ~ ~::: -r---- l;-lli- ~: ~:~I ~: ~ ;~I ~:~~; 
1970* I 0.9641 0.9401 0.136 0.090 
1971 * I 0.9681 0.9471 0.149 0.1 01 
1972* I 0.9641 0.941 0.140 0.096 
1973*--1 . 0.9571 ----Ö.934 0.139 0.098 
1974* I 0.9591 0.9341 0.149 0.103 
1975* I 0.9561 0.9331 0.147 0.107 
11'976~_.l. 0.9551 0.9321 0.136 _ 0.098 
1977* i 0.9561 0.9321 0.142 0.100 
1978* î 0.955, 0.9351 0.140 0.104 
1979* ! O. 9551 O~ 0.1351 0.1 00 
1980* I" 0.953 0.9331 0.1321 0.101 

j 
1981 * ! 0.954 0.936! 0.133 0.1 03 
1 982* i 0.9531 0.939 0.132 0.1 06 
1983* l 0.952\ 0.935 0.121 0.095 
1984! ____ + __ " ___ lh95_~ 0.938 0.118r-- 0.100 
1985* I 0.954, 0.940 0.1301 0.105 
1986* I 0.9541 0.938 0.132 0.104 

IM and VM for males 
IF and VF for females 



Table 4: Sex specific in-marriage rates (IM and IF), proportions marrying 
(PM and PF) and indices of social distance (VM and VF) for chosen 
nationalities and nationality groups from 1966 to 1986 (by 
alternate years). 

!GREC ;GREC iGREC IGREC IGREC IGREC 
VEAR dM !IF ,PM IPF !VM iVF 
T96~-ro.61181 O. 76471 0.0i:j2"'+--O])02örö~93T3Io.946-1 
1968* I 0.5154! 0.71281 0,001 i 0.00131 0.93121 0.9466 
1970* ! 0.52311 0.62391 0.0018! 0.0015! 0.9289 0.9366 
lJ72* ___ L 0.3333! 0.4000! 0.00121 O.Q,QJO 0.9140 -0:9182 
1974* 1 0.5226! 0.55861 0.00~0.0020 0.9185 0.9215 
1976* i 0.4536! 0.5461 j 0.0026! 0.0021 j 0.90331 0.9115 
1978* I 0.4424i 0.47101 0.00251 0.00231 0.8975 0.9000 
l!1!Q.=-,_._t..QJ_~l~L __ Q.~4122 -.9.:002L.9.0020 0.88_641 __ 0.89J_4 
1982* I 0.30431 0.38891 0.00221 0.0017 0.88 f5f 0.8885 
f98~ 0.28151 0.3838\ 0.0023' 0.0017 0.8770' 0.8856 
1986* i 0.35651 0.41841 0.00201 0.0017i 0.89421 0.8991 

I j i I 
i i ! I 

i BElG '--! BElG ! BELG ! BELG ! BELG 
YEAR ilM HF IPM 'PF IVM 
1966* i 0.9639lü.94821 0.92191 0.9371 1 0.1 0.1094 
1968* ~J_,O.~§_30I 0.9421\ 0.91641 0.9367I,.,.,..Q~.L4~~ 
1970* I 0.96421 0.9404, 0.91661 0.9398! 0.13571 . 
1972* ! 0-:96361--0.94121 0.91591 0.93781 0.13981 0.0956 
1974*---L_0.9585! 0.93361 0.90281 0.92681 0.14911 0.1035 
L97~.~ __ J 0.95531 0.93251 0.90lli- 0.92521 0.1358\ 0.0980 
1978* T 0.9553! 0.9349! 0.9043! 0.924-rr-0.1397i 0.1040 
1980* i 0.9526i 0.93291 0.9028 0.9218' 0.1324 0.1006 

'1982*--! 0.9534' 0.9389; 0.9094i 0.9234, 0.1316 0.1064 
~84~ ___ -f_ 0.94991 J!:9~~3! 0.91061 0.92181 0.1183L, 0.1000 
1986* I 0.95421 0.937Br 0.90861 0.92441 0.13231 0.1039 

! i ! , r ' 

0.93801 0.9397 
0.9284i 0.9365 
0.9282 0.9499 
0.92821 0.9499 
0.8762 0.8805 
0.84471 0.8517 
0.8502j 0.8580 

::";:;"";"'",-+---==-::...::--=+-_0::..;,.8..::...;3::...;:8]L 0.8553 
0.8077 0.8118 

IM, PM, VM for males 
IF, PF, VF for females 
GREC = Greek 
BELG = Belgian 
TURK = Turkish 

4.1 

0.8965 0.9101 
0.9055 0.9140 



Table 4 continued 

lITAlV IITAlV IITAlV ilTAlV ilTÀlV :ITÀlV 
IVEAR ilM HF IPM iPF IVM IVF 
1
--
1 
9--66*--i, -0.-492-r

,
; • . ...... _______ .l- I --~_.-- ... 

0.581 i 0.0251 0.021 i 0.7391 0.7~~ 
1968* 1 0.468! 0.587! 0.0271 0.0221 0.725l 0.753 
1970' i 0.4401 0.584; 0.0291 0.0221 0.7111 0.745 
1972* ~~:..4201 0.5341 _ 0.028~-.J:h9221 0.701 0.727 
1974* ! 0.4281 0.570, 0.0371 0.028, 0.672, 0.708 
1976* ! 0.3991 0.5431 0.0371 0.027 0.6591 0.695 -_.--r---._-......- - I ----! .........-----:~ 

11978* 1 0.415! 0.5741 0.0381 0.0271 0.6681 0.709 

IJ.~~O* ... _1 _Q.4! 31 ___ 0.5421 ___ 9·036! O.O~-m- 0.66L __ 0.69} 
1982* -1_0.41~ 0.5171 0.0331 0.0271 0.6721 0.697 ! 1984* 1 0.4271 0.527l 0.0301 0.0251 0.6891 0.71 3 
.198~ 0.3981 0.5291 0.031 i 0.023 0.680! 0.711 

1~~REB iMAGREB IMAGREB !MAGREB iMAGREB 
VEAR dM IIF ,PM lPF jVN IVF 
1970* i 0.0411 0.3451 0.0031 0.000 0.825 
.L972~ __ ~ __ Q.0551 ____ 0.4811--- 0.0031 0.0001 0.853 
1974* i 0.2491 0.7341 0.006! 0.0021 0.853i 
1976* i 0.2311 0.630 i 0.0071 0.002 0.83~ 
1978* I 0.181 0.5201 0.0081 0.003! 0.8031 

. . ï I ; 

1980* ! 0.231! 0.551-1 __ 9.01 Oi 0.004 0.791J. 
1982* i 0.255 0.5481_0.0091 0.004 0.8001 
1 984*_L 0.21 8! 0.4161 0.008! 0.0041 O. 78~1 

j 1986* I 0.2391 0.444, 0.0091 0.0051 0.7821 
i I ! ~ f 

0.853 
0.889 
0.909 
0.882 
0.845 
0.836 
0.840 
0.806 
0.810 

liBER lïëIRlïBER liBER liBER 
-

liBER 
VEAR !IN ! IF !PM lPF !VM 

i 
I 

1966* 0.667i 0.711 ! 0.008 0.0081 
1968* I 0.6061 0.656! 
19-rÖ*--r 0.5631 --.. -0.580! 

0.0071 .0.006j 

1972* I 0.3381 
1974* i 0.4851 ! 

1976* 
I 

0.4371 
19781- 0.40~ 
1980* I 0.39 I 

1982* l 0.3371 ! 

1984* I 0.2971 Î 

1986* j 0.3291 
! 

0.006 0.0061 
0.3171 0.005 0.0051 
0.4921 0.007! 0.007! 
0.463t 0.0071 0.007t 

i 0.409 0.0071 0.007L 
0.395Î 0.0081 0.0081 
0.3081 0.0071 0.008 
0.3051 0.0081 0.008 
0.3431 0.007[ 0.0071 

ITALY = Italian 
MAGREB = Maarebian 
IBER = Iberian 

4.2 

!VF 
0.8821 0.890 
0.880! _ 0.887 
0.8701 0.873 
0.8161 0.813 
0.8381 0.839 

0.8291 
0.815 

O.~~~ 
0.815 

0.8001 0.801 
0.7821 0.778 
0.763l 0.764 
0.7911 0.793 



Table 4 continued 

;ÄFRI iÄFRI !ÄFRI !ÄFRI IÄFRI lÄFRI 
VEÄR ilM :IF iPM !PF lVM IVF 
-------r---------::1--------+-.-----;-------:-;r---~-----~--

1970* ! .j1.2462i 0.5926i 0.0009: 0.0004! 0.9350! 0.9518 
1972* i 0.24441 0.45831 0.0006; 0.0003~ 0.9388' 0.9479 
1974* i 0.21541 0.2090! 0.0009! 0.00091 0.8910i 0.8906 
~97~L __ QJ~72! _ 0.1 ~.L~L_ 0.00 1.9~_ 0.0011 i 0.87541 !L~F43 
1978* ! 0.17351 0.17351 0.0015 0.0015 0.8459i 0.8459 
1980* ! 0.14711 0.1705! 0.001 SI 0.0013 0~83871 0.8407 
1982* ! 0.1226! 0.1171l 0.00171 0.001 el 0.7970! o. 796~ 
r198~~_,L.9·156~_]J._9-~+-- 0.0~~L.J!.00~~L_,.9,~1~_82! 0.7625 
~~.~---l.Q: 12791 0.11 46! O.~ 'lf.01f34]o.736ol 0.7343 

I '1 ! 1 I 1 ... 
. ! I I 

! EEUR ! EEUR I EEUR _ ! EEUR I EEUR I EEUR 
VEAR 'IM HF lPM IPF IVM IVF ....:....;:;----··-+----------;-----T--""'1' I I 
1966* j 0.27191 0.1378' 0.0017; 0.0033! 0.8281. 0.8144 
1 968-*_J 0.39721 0.26671 0.00201 0.0030i 0.8731! 0.8611 
1970* ]0.17891 0.13391 0.0026 0.00351 0.77571 0.7704 

--t.212* i 0.190LL 0.14591 0.0019l O,~~~, 0.8131 0.8086 
1974"'-' I 0.1333I'-o.ö9if9rÖ-:-Ö020i --'o.~ 0.7550 0.7499 
1976* ! 0.16031 0.1366! 0.0022/ 0.0026\ 0.7917· 0.7891 
1978* I 0.1418! 0.118ot 0.00201 0.0024! 0.78471 0.7821 

L'980* f 0.1300L 0.08231 0.00151 0.00241 0.77561 0.7703 
11982* l 0.2439; 0.1439, 0.00131 0.0022! 0.84631 0.8373 
1984* 1 o~ 1 098~ 0.07261 0.0014 0.0021 O. 76e7~ 0.7646 
1986* i 0.21131 0.1200: 0.0013 0.00221 0.8336 0.8251 

-·--·-tfRAN--~rl-fRAN----+rRÄN I FRÄN -i FRAN --
VEÄR jlM UF ! PM ! PF !VM VF 
1966* j 0.06211 0.07611 0.0 1481 0.01211 0.39831 0.4009 
1968* I 0.0740 0.1027! 0.0 1 53! 0.0 1101 0.4561! 0.4615 
1970* i 0.ö7il4r 0.11601 0.01731 0.0105 0.4557 0.4643 
1972* ! 0.07561 0.11321 0.01511 0.01011 0.47781 0.4848 
1974* i 0.08421 0.1151! 0.0171 i 0.0 1251 0.45841 0.4643 
1976~,_. __ L 0.1 0461 0.1209 0.01631 0.01411 0.4820\ 0.4851 

~ :~~: I ~:~~:~! ~:~~~~! ~:~ ~ :~I ~:~ ~ !~I ~:::~~I ~:::~: 
1982* ! 0.1013! 0.0964 0.01221 0.0128 0.4933 0.4923 
m.4* ___ L-Jl.0931I 0.09241 0.01201 0.0121 0.4864 0.48_~ 
1986* ! 0.1 0641 0.09881 0.01081 0.01161 0.5223, 0.5209 

AFRI = African (but not Magrebian or Egyptian 
EEUR = Eastern Europe 
FRAN = French 
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Table 4 continued 

l~EAR .~ _____ j_r~~~. __ ~7~~_._. __ J~~~_L __ j~l~jg~~_ i~L . ____ _ 
1_1i66* __ -t_----'J.!..U~_-_ 0.1271 0.012! 0.0 11, 0.54~ 0.547 
1968* ' 0.104l 0.1281 0.013! 0.0111 0.528i 0.532 
1970* i 0.095! 0!-129! 0.0 131 __ .9.:.91~ 0.531 0.538 
.l~}2* -J-JMQQL-- 0.381! 0.019l 0.0151 0.6811 0.696 
1974* i 0.126Î 0.1681 0.0 14 0.0 11 i 0.570! 0.578 
1976* ! 0.098! 0.121! 0.0131 0.011 ! 0.5221 0.526 
1978* ! 0.1211 0.1291 0.012\ 0.0121 0.546 0.548 
f-L~~O* .-L--Q;Q98!. ___ 9. 117L-9 .. 013! O.OIL 0.511. 0.521 
1982* j 0.1221 0.1421 0.013j 0.0111 0.5581 0.562 
1984* j 0.133! 0.1341 0.0 13 0.0131 0.5521 0.552 
1986* ! 0.117! 0.1381 0.013! 0.0 111 O:§~9~ __ 0.553 

! j i I I 
t-----i= 

IBRIR IBRIR IBRIR BRIR IBRIR IBRIR 
VEAR jlM IIF IPM lPF !VI~ IVF 
1966* ! 0.0421 0.029 0.00 1\ 0.0021 0.688 0.686 
~_~L_0.0431 0.0431 0.0021 0.0021 0.6521 O.~ 
m~ 0.008! 0.0091 0.002 0.0021 0.3ä9! 0.389 
1972* i 0.0541 0.063! 0.001 O.OOll 0.758' 0.759 
1974* i 0.0751 _ 0.09!! 0.002, 0.0011 0.762! a.764 

! 1976* I O. u~u~5Lo.0Q.21 0.0021 0.789 0.791 
1978* ! 0.13 0.1751 0.002' 0.002 0.808 0.813 
1980* l 0.12 0.1601 0.0021 0.002! 0.810 0.814 
1982* ! 0.085i 0.1041 0.002 0.002! 0.7611 0.76! 
~4~ __ t .. ~08! ._ 0. 1331 9.0Q.~_.~~ 0.7831. O.I~~ 
~L_l- 0.085, 0.111! 0.002, 0.002i 0.7501 0.753 

I ~ I , 
! USCO \ USCO I USCO USCO I USCO USCO 

VEAR IIM IIF JPM ----1PF VM VF 
1966*1 0.037r 0.25010.004' 0.001! 0.772 0.796 
1968* I 0.221i 0.429' 0.002 0.001 î 0.8781 0.894 
1970* I 0.139! 0.302! 0.002 0.00 11 0.875i 0.886 
1972* ! 0.2741 0.553 0.001 i 0.001! 0.9211 0.938 
1974* I 0.2721 0.365, 0.0021 0.001 ! 0.895 0.901 
1976* ! 0.2741 0.392 0.0021 0.001 0.8971 0.905 
1978* 48l 0.423 0.002 0.001 0.8931 0.905 
1980* -L 0.1651 0.2621 0.00 11 0.00 I! 0.8721 0.879 
1982* i 0.2651 0.4171 0.0021 0.001. 0.893! 0.904 
l2-~4* I 0. 1521 0.296, a.002i 0.00 1 0.8491 0.861 
1986* I 0.178· 0.3391 0.0021 0.0011 0.8671 0.880 

HOGL = Dutch, German and Luxemburg 
BRIR = British and Northern Ireland 
USCO = USA, Canadian and Oceania 
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Table 5: Rearrangement of VM, VF, IM and IF values, found in Table 4, to 
help international comparisons. 

!lTAlV ! MAGREB I1 BER IGREC ITURK AFRI !EEUR 
VEAR IVM-ITAl !VM-MAGRiVM-IBER!VM-GREC!VM-TURK!VM-AFRIVM-EEUR 
1966* I 0.7391 0.882 0.931 ! O~ I 0.828 , 

1968* ~ 0.7251 ! 0.8801 0.9311 O. ! ~ 0.873 
1970* I 0.7111 0.825' 0.8701 0.929 0.9281 0.935 0.776 ; 

1972* i 0.7011 0.853 0.8161 0.9141 0.928i 0.939 0.813 
1974* ! 0.6721 0.853 0.838 0.919 0.8761 0.891 0.755 
1976* I 0.659î 0.835! 0.829 0.9031 0.845 0.875 0.792 
1978* I 0.6681 0.803 0.815! 0.898 0.850 0.8461 0.785 I 

1980* t 0.665! 0.791 0.8001 0.886 0.839 0.839! 0.776 
i 

1982* i 0.6~~ 0.8001 0.7821 0.882 0.808 0.797 0.846 I 

1984* ! 0.689 0.7801 0.7631 0.877' 0.8971 0.768 0.769 
1986* i 0.6801 0.7821 0.7911 0.8941 0.9061 0.7361 0.834 

\ J I I ! 

i ! j ! i ! i 

1 
IITAlV IMAGREB liBER IGREC TURK lAf RI IEEtIR 
!VF-ITAl IVF-MAGR IVF-IBER IVF-GREC VF-TURKlvf-AFRI Vf-EEUR 

1966* i 0.7601 i 0.890 0.946 0.9401 I 0.814 ! I 

1968* I 0.7531 i 0.8871 0.947 0.9361 0.861 ! I 

0.8531 1970* ! 0.745! 0.8731 0.937! 0.950 0.952 0.770 

1972' I ~ 0.889, 0.8131 0.918' 0.950 0.9481 0.809 
1974* i 0.909, 0.8391 0.922 0.880, 0.891 0.750 
1976*! 0.695 0.8821 0.8331 0.911 0.852! 0.874 0.789 
1978* I 0.7091 0.845\ 0.815\ 0.900' 0.8581 0.846 0.782 

.1980* I 0.697! 0.836! 0.8011 0.891! 0.855 0.841 0.770 
, 1982* f ,0.6971 0.840 0.7781 0.8881 0.8121 0.796 0.837 l-
1984* ! 0.7131 0.806 0.764, 0.886 0.910, 0.7621 0.765 
1986* ! 0.7111 0.810 0.7931 0.8991 0.9141 0.734! 0.825 

The case of ITALY is repeated for purposes of comparison 
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Table 5 continued 

ITÀLV FRÀN I HOGL BRIR fuseo îBELG 
VEAR VM-ITAL VM-FRANIVM-HOGL VM-BRIRIVM-USCOiVM-BELG 

i I 1966* 0.739 0.398, 0.545 0.6881 0.7721 0.145 
1968* 0.725 0.456î 0.528 0.6521 0.8781 0.140 
1970* 0.711 i 0.4561 0.531 0.389 0.8751 0.136 
1972* 0.701! 0.4781 0.6811 0.758. 0.921 0.140 
1974* I 0.6721 0.4581 0.5701 0.762! 0.8951 0.149 
19-wD]5'9[ 0.4821 -o.5"2"2fo. 7891-ö-:a~ 0.136 
1978* I 0.6681 0.4661 0.546! 0.808i 0.8931 0.140 
1980*! 0.6651 0.4971 0.517' 0.810 0.872i 0.132 
1982* I 0.672! 0.4931 0.558. 0.761' 0.893 0.132 
1984* i 0.689i 0.486i 0.5521 0.783 0.849 0.118 
1986* 0.6801 0.5221 0.5491 0.7501 0.867i 0.132 

! I I I ! ! 

- IITALV I FRAN : HOGL I BRI R ! USCO ! BELG 
VEAR !VF-ITAL !VF-FRAN VF-HOGL VF-BRIR IVF-USCO 'VF-BELG 
1966* I 0.7601 0.401! 0.5471 0.6861 0.796i 0.109 
1968* I 0.7531 0.4621 0.5321 0.6521 n on 0.099 
1970*1 0.7451 0.464 0.5381 0.3891 0.886. 0.090 
1972* 0.7271 0.48~i 0.6961 0.7591 0.938' 0.096 
1974* 0.7081 0.464 0.578 0.764. 0.901 0.103 
1976: 1 0.6951 ..... _ 0 .. ~51 0.5261 0.791; O. 905 O.O~.~ 
1978 I 0.7091 0.4671 0.548, 0.813, 0.90~ 0.104 
1980*! 0.6971 0.4961 0.521! 0.8141 0.879 0.101 
I~ 0.6971 0.4921 0.5621 0.763 0.9041 0.106 
I+~" 0.7131 0.486 0.552 0.786, 0.8611 0.100 
1986* I 0.711 i 0.521 0.553 0.753 0.8801 0.104 

The case of ITALY is repeated for purposes of comparison 
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Table 5 continued 

ITALV iMAGREB liBER IGREC URK IAFRI iEEUR 
VEAR I'M-ITAlJ!tj-MAGRI'M-IBER I'M-GR IM-TURKlIM-AfRIIIM-EEUR 
J~66*.-l 0.4921 ! 0.6671 --",-,0.:.::...61~---.-::0..:.-=.0m- 0.272 
1968* 0.468! ! 0.6061 0.5151 0.0401 0.397 
1 9 0.041 i 0.563 0.523 j 0.3271 0.1 79 
1 0.055! 0.338' 0.3331 0.327 j 0.190 
1 0.249! 0.4851 .~:5231 0.0301 0.13.1 
1 0.2311 0.437. 0.454 0.0181 0.160 
1978* 0.181 i 0.4081 0.442 0.018. 0.142 
1980* 0.4131 0.2311 0.392 0.353. 0.0321 0.130 
1982* -L_9.4161 0.2551 0.337 0.3~ 0.021 1 0.244 
1984* I 0.427\ 0.2181 0.297 0.281 i 0.0691 0.11 0 
1986* I 0.3981 0.2391 0.329. 0.357 0.2101 0.211 

--b-.--~I--~~_----~~--4-__ --~=---~~ 
! MAGREB II BER IGREC TURK Af RI ! EEUR 

VEAR IF-ITAL IF-MAGR !lF-IBER IF-GREC IF-TURK IF-AFRI iIF-EEUR 
1966* 0.581 0.711 0.765.0.143 0.138 
1968*~i __ 0~.~58~7+' __ ~=+~0~.6~5~61~~0.~7~13~j __ 0~.~25~0+-~~ __ ~O'726~7 
1970* 0.5841 0.5801 0.6241 0.680 0.134 
1972* 0.53 ; 0.317, 0.400 0.6801 0.146 
1974* 0.492. 0.559 0.100 0.091 
1976* 0.4631 0.5461 O.ll'l 0.137 
1978* 0.4091 0.471 0.125 0.118 
1 0.395 0.412 0.235 0.082 
1982* I 0.3081 0.389 0.067 0.14 
1984* 0.3051 0.384' 0.308 0.073 
1986* , 0.343 0.418, 0.351 0.120 

The case of ITALY is repeated for purposes of comparison 
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Table 5 continued 

L-~ITALV !FRAN I HOGL IBRIR IUSCO I BELG 
YEAR !IM-ITAl ilM-FRAN jIM-HGl. !lM-BRIR !~~I1-!lÇ-
1966* j 0.4921 0.0621 0.1141 0.0421 0.964 

1968*! 0.4681 0.0741 0.1 04 O.~. 0.2 0.963 
1970* I 0.4401 0.0701 0.095, 0.0 0.139 0.964 
1972* t 0.4201 0.0761 0.3001 0.054 0.274 0.96~ 
~1~!J__ 0.4281 0.08L 0.1261 0.075j 0.2721 0.959 
1976* I 0.3991 0.1051 0.0981 0.1181 0.2741 0.955 
1978* i 0.415! 0.095! 0.121] 0.132

1 

0.248î 0.955 
1980* I 0.4131 0.1141 0.098 0.120 0.1651 0.953 

rr982* i 0.4161 0.1011 0.1221 0.085 0.265 0.953 
1984* i 0.427! 0.0931 0.1331 0.108! 0.152 0.950 
1986* l 0.3981 0.1061 0.117 0.085! 0.178 0.954 

! ! I i I ! 

! i I -i I 
----'~nTAiv IFRAN --iHÖGl'-- ,BRIR IUSCO IBELG 

--
VEAR IIF-ITAL IIF-FRAN IIF-HOGL lIF-BRIR IF -USCO IIF-BELG 
1966*1 0.581 ! 0.0761 0.127l 0.029 0.250 0.948 
1968* I 0.5871 0.1031 0.1281 0.0431 0.429! 0.942 
1970* ! 0.5841 0.1161 0.129 1 0.0091 0.302 0.940 
1972* I 0.534i 0.1131 0.381 0.0631 0.5531 0.941 
1974* i 0.5701 0.115! 0.168 0.093 0.3651 0.934 
197,6* J_. 0.543} __ 0.121 î 0.1211 0.135 0.392! 0.932 
1978* I 0.574 0.0981 0.1291 0.1751 0.4231 0.935 
1980* I 0.5421 0.1091 0.117 0.160! 0.262 0.933 
1982* I 0.5171 0.0961 0.1421 0.104! 0.4171 0.939 -
1984* I 0.5271 0:0921 0.1341 0.1331 0.2961 0.938 
1986* ! 0.5291 0.0991 0.138 0.111 0.339 0.938 

The case of ITALY is repeated for purposes of comparison 
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