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Abstract: Like patterns of intergenerational mobility, patterns of assortative mating are assumed to indicate the ease or difficulty with which individuals are able
to cross social strata. Our aim was to explore whether some significant changes
in friendship patterns took place and to what extent they were followed by social
openness in marital choices. To examine trends in assortative mating we use the
POLPAN data from 1988, 2003, and 2008. Loglinear models are applied to assess:
(1) the degree of association between the educational level/occupational category
of respondents and their best acquaintances; (2) patterns of barriers to friendship; and (3) variation in homogamy for acquaintances with the same education
and occupational category. We found that in 2008 the strength of the association
between occupational categories of respondents and their friends was lower than in
1988. Still lower was the association between occupational categories of husbands
and wives. These findings suggest that in 2008 social stratification was more open
if compared to the degree of openness just before the collapse of the communist
system. A decline in strength of the association was paralleled by a decrease in
both friendship and marital homogamy, with the most remarkable decline taking
place in the category of higher managers and professionals, which suggests that
the intelligentsia was more open in 2008.
Social stratification is a hierarchical ordering of groups created by social relations.
Groups, in turn, emerge out of recurrent interaction, and those we interact with
have a great impact on our lives. The most unifying patterns of social interaction
are based on marital choices and friendship. We will analyze them for 1988–2008
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to determine whether social stratification, defined in terms of interaction patterns,
became more open, closed, or basically unchanged.
Like social mobility, interaction patterns are in themselves an important indicator of “class” structuration. We know a great deal about mobility barriers (Morgan
2006) and less about marriage patterns (Blossfeld 2009), and very few studies on
social stratification are explicitly concerned with friendship. Those who study
friendship often comment on the paucity of contemporary research. We extend
previous analyses to an examination of longitudinal data, focusing on this relatively least-known dimension of social openness (or closure). Social barriers in
friendship will be identified in tables cross-classifying respondents and their best
acquaintances’ occupational categories and educational attainment. Our intention
is to report evidence relating to the dynamics of this aspect of social stratification
in Poland.
To examine trends in assortative mating we use the POLPAN data from 1988,
2003, and 2008.
The Problem
People meet one another at school, in the workplace, in the neighborhood, and at
recreational facilities. These bonds forge communal groups, whereas weak interaction creates social distances. It is commonly held that intimate kinds of sociability
belong to constituent factors of social stratification. What is commonly referred
to as “class distinctions” relates, among other things, to exclusiveness based on
friendship patterns. People gravitate to others who are similar in class terms. In
his historical analyses on estate in Europe, Max Weber (1968), spoke about connubium and commensality as one of the most developed forms of clear-cut divisions,
grounded—at the time—through legislation. Although in modern society, class
homogeneity of friendship is maintained only informally, people spend a large part
of their lifetime with peer groups. The pervasive fact of homogamy implies that
distance in terms of social characteristics translates into network distance (Simmel
1971; Weber 1968).
The answer to the question of who associates with whom is therefore central
for understanding the reproduction of social inequality. The earliest studies on
homogamy of friendship, coming from school children, college students, and
small urban neighborhoods, showed a strong association between individual
characteristics and the corresponding characteristics of those individual friends
by age, sex, and social origin (Loomis 1946). The first studies on social stratification, carried out in local American communities in the 1930s, found significant
homophily in achieved characteristics, such as education and occupation, as well
(Hollingshead 1949; Warner, Meeker and Eels 1949). The intimate anchors of class
were generally confirmed by later research. Using data from the 1966 Detroit Area
Study, Laumann (1973) reported that respondents were generally more likely to
choose friends from their own occupational group and that distances between the
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occupational groups (managers, professionals, skilled workers, farmers, etc.) were
dominated by gradations of socioeconomic status (see also Chan and Goldthorpe
2004; Coxon and Jones 1978; Prandy and Lambert 2003). The overall result of
previous studies, carried out in various populations, is that those at the very top
(higher executives, managers, officials, professionals) are mostly contrasted with
those near the very bottom (laborers and farmers), and, respectively, lower barriers
of friendship are revealed between professionals and clerical workers and between
skilled workers and laborers.
It means that people are more likely to confide in others who share the same
social position as well as less likely to form such ties as their difference from the
position of others increases. This conclusion also aptly describes marital patterns
(Blossfeld 2009; Domañski and Przybysz 2007; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and
Cook 2001; Wright 1997). That is, starting from a relationship implying equality,
a structure of inequality may be inferred.
Theories of assortative mating describe friend choices, based on similarity of
status, as the result of several factors. Perhaps the most basic source of homogamy
is proximity in values, interests, and personal traits. Friendship, in whatever form
it takes, is defined as a relationship between equals. We are more likely to have
contact with those who resemble us in intelligence, ways of spending leisure
time, morals, and political views. Ties between people of the same social position
are more likely to be close ties of giving emergency help, lending money, giving
trusted advice, counseling, and assisting emotionally with personal problems.
Common expectations, needs, and demands are basically related to similarity of
education, occupational position, and, generally, placement on the stratification
ladder. Homophilous ties residing in similarity of values may be reinforced by
social institutions. Underlying the upper class is involvement in exclusive private
schools, elite universities, gentlemen’s clubs, summer resorts, charitable and cultural organizations that create a strong feeling of “we.” These institutions provide
a social setting within which members can share their ideas and maintain social
and business ties (Kerbo 2000: 161).
The literature is consistent on the point that patterns of friendship influence social
stratification in a way similar to mobility barriers and patterns of marital choices.
Homogeneity of social status tends to reproduce social order, and, like all kinds
of self-recruitment and closure, maintains social inequality. Homophily-produced
choices can also delay the adaptation of people originating in lower classes to higher
steps on the stratification ladder. For example, a lawyer from the working class may
find it difficult to associate with workmate lawyers who inherit the family firm.
There is no reason to suspect that the reality of structurations induced by friendship is more elusive in Poland. In national sample from 1988, Domañski and Sawiñski (1992) found the most rigid boundaries to friendship across socioeconomic
status, with the most visible contrast existing between categories of higher managers/
professionals and farmers. This paralleled Domañski’s (2008) results a decade later,
showing strong educational homogamy in friendship patterns for 1988 and 2003.
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The categories of very high and very low education displayed the greatest inbreed
tendency with the most socially significant divide between them.
Hypotheses
The general objective of our analysis is to determine whether openness, displayed
in friendship choices, declined or increased. According to long-term studies on
intergenerational mobility—the most-researched area of social openness—the
degree of fluidity has not changed in Poland since 1970s (Domañski, Mach, and
Przybysz 2010; Mach 2004). Similarly, there was no real change in the educational
and occupational resemblance of spouses—marital homogamy and intermarriage
rates fluctuated, but without any trend (Domañski and Przybysz 2007), although
analysis of wedding registries of newly marriage couples indicated that openness
in marital choices increased after 1990 (Domanski and Przybysz 2009). These findings are consistent with the lack of unidirectional changes in social fluctuation in
most contemporary societies (Breen 2004; Domañski and Przybysz 2007; Halpin
and Chan 2003; Raymo and Xie 2000), although, given the deep transformations
in the political and economic system in Poland, it would not be surprising if some
significant tendencies occurred.
While pervasive stability in social closure might also be seen in barriers to friendship, one can also indicate new phenomena consolidating the contours of social
stratification over recent decades. The primary reason for this would be the growing inequality of material positions. Inequality of incomes in Poland substantially
increased (Domañski 2011), which might be paralleled by both growing homophily
and rigidity of social distances between basic socio-occupational categories and
“classes.”1 Homophily in material characteristics translates into ecological distances
and homophily induced by segregation of place of residence, dividing urban districts
into more prestigious and “better” ones inhabited by a prosperous middle class,
and “worse” ones overpopulated by poor people. Geographical segregation could
lead to greater homogamy because of a decreased number of intimate contacts
between people from different classes and educational levels. A growing number
of Polish “service class” and owners formerly lived in closed areas, in convenient
housing, and an attractive environment, in contrast to the working class residing
in areas with less favorable conditions.
The consolidation of social barriers in friendship may also be driven by people’s
growing propensity to participate in civic organizations. According to analyses
based on European Social Survey data, representatives of the service class are most
likely to participate in civic organizations. They are followed by lower nonmanual
categories and owners, while those who are most disengaged from formal participation are working class people and agricultural categories (Domañski 2010).
This suggests that there are class barriers in access to associational membership.
Civic organizations appear to be the preservers of advantaged categories (i.e.,
higher professionals and managers), while categories located near the bottom of
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the socioeconomic ladder are deprived of access to them. This pattern also holds
in Poland: By virtue of the logic of stratification, these tendencies should support
the idea that association membership decreases the number of contacts between
representatives of different classes and increases exclusive friendships.
Under these circumstances, it is reasonable to expect—at best—stability in
patterns of friendship in 1988–2008, rather than their decline. We will test this
hypothesis in three major respects. First, we perform a cross-temporal analysis
of the association between respondents and their best friends, indicated by similarity of socio-occupational categories and, separately, by educational levels.
Second, we assess the degree of homogamy in categories of higher managers
and professionals, lower nonmanual workers, owners, manual workers, and
farmers, all of them regarded as basic segments of social stratification. Our
third aim is to determine the strength of barriers to friendship between these
categories, and, in the next step, between educational levels. To ascertain the
relative importance of social structuration induced by patterns of friendship
we will analyze them against the background of marital patterns, regarded as
a referential frame in seeking general tendencies in social stratification formed
by assortative mating.
Data and Variables
Longitudinal information on respondents’ best acquaintance are scarce. Fortunately,
the POLPAN surveys conducted in 1988, 2003, and 2008 collected information
on the occupational status and educational level of respondents, respondents’ best
friend, and his/her spouses.2 Since the national sample from 1988 covered men
and women twenty-one to sixty-five years old, we restricted our analysis to the
population with this age limit for 2003 and 2008 as well.
Information on the occupational categories of respondents and respondents’ best
acquaintance was used to construct a series of tables in which their occupational
categories were cross-classified. The analysis is based on the Social Classification of Occupations (SCO), which is most frequently used in social-stratification
research (Domañski, Sawiñski, and Slomczynski 2009). A distinction is made
between: (1) senior managers and specialists, referred to as “intelligentsia,” (2)
other nonmanual workers, (3) business owners, (4) skilled workers, (5) unskilled
workers, and (6) farmers—both farm owners and farm laborers. The number of
categories was set at six for statistical reasons, to overcome problems in estimating parameters in multivariable distributions. In analyzing educational homogamy
we used a four-category classification distinguishing between: (1) elementary
school and uncompleted elementary, (2) basic vocational and uncompleted high
school, (3) high school, (4) postsecondary, some college, and completed college.
The same set of occupational and educational categories was used to construct
marriage tables. Both SCO and educational classification were slightly changed
in consecutive waves of the POLPAN survey, but in collapsed versions they are
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strictly comparable in time and we feel confident that no systematic bias was
introduced into our results.3
In 1988, a question concerning a best friend asked about “a person whom you
are linked in the closest friendship, aside from close relatives”; in 2003, it asked
about a “closest acquaintance”; and in 2008—about the “closest friend aside
from the family.” Information on educational levels of the best friend are in the
1988 and 2003 data, and on his/her occupational category in 1988 and 2008. A
question concerning education and occupation of the spouse was included in all
waves. In Appendix Tables 1 and 2, we present two-way raw distributions for
these categories. It should be noted that occupational category of the respondent
identifies the current or last job, whereas occupation of the spouse refers only to
the current occupation. To test whether these differences affected our results, we
compared the association between the occupational level of spouses based on
the current occupations with the association based on the occupational variables
including the information for both.4 The association did not change substantially
in any of these tests.
Analysis
The most general measure to describe friendship patterns is the percentage distribution in two-way tables that cross-classify categories of respondents with the same
categories of the best friend. The raw distributions are presented for 1988, 2003,
and 2008 in Appendix Tables 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b. Accordingly, raw distributions
for marriage patterns for 1988 and 2008 are presented in Appendix Tables 1c, 1d,
2c, and 2d.
Homogamy of friendship (and marital choices) is located on the main diagonal—
for example, in the 1988 sample, 204 “higher managers and professionals,” had
a best friend in the same category (Appendix Table 1a). The overall homogamy
rate in friendship (in 6 × 6 tables) was 60.3 percent. It was more than half of all
cases in 1988, which suggests that people may prefer similarity to dissimilarity in
socioeconomic status.
Descriptive statistics, showing incidence of homogamy in 1988–2008, are presented in Tables 1 and 2. Table 1 contains total rates of occupational homogamy
in friendship and marital patterns in 1988 and 2008, and Table 2 lists total rates of
educational homogamy.
It can be cautiously argued that occupational divisions reflect most of the relevant class barriers. Table 1 reports that although there are only six cells on the
main diagonal out of thirty-six cells in each two-way distribution, they include
49.9–60.3 percent of cases of friendship and 35.6–40.4 percent of all marriages.
In the analyzed period, homogamy in friendship decreased by 10.4 percent and in
marital patterns by 4.8 percent.
While percentages are simple and informative measures to describe assortative mating, they provide little information on the strength of social association
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for 6 × 6 Occupational Cross-Classifications for
Friendship and Marriages in 1988 and 2008
Occupational categories of respondents and
Best friend

Homogamy rates in %
Dissimilarity index

Spouse

1988

2008

1988

2008

60.3
4.8

49.9
10.5

40.4
40.2

35.6
35.8

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for 4 × 4 Educational Cross-Classifications for
Friendship and Marriages in 1988 and 2008
Educational categories of respondent and
Best friend

Homogamy rates in %
Best friend (wife) with higher
education in %
Best friend (wife) with lower
education in %
Dissimilarity index
Index of net difference

Spouse

1988

2008

1988

2008

57.5

56.0

54.6

52.4

23.5

29.6

23.0

31.6

19.0
15.2
5.0

14.3
19.2
11.0

22.4
22.2
0.0

15.9
23.7
12.6

between close friends/spouses. Declining percentage rates hardly inform about the
growing openness of social stratification since they are affected by distributions of
categories of respondents and friends/spouses. In interpreting marriage patterns,
sociologists point out that percentages result, to some extent, from disparity in
the size of the respective educational and occupational categories of women and
men. This structural factor tends to “enforce” some intermarriages between, for
example, the middle and working class, which does not have to produce a greater
equality of chances, identified by relative rates. One can easily imagine that, in
spite of a high incidence of cross-class marriages between lower nonmanuals and
skilled workers, the relative homogamy of the latter remains unchanged.5 Note
that the total share of couples who marry within their class can be 100 percent
only in the case of identical margins of spouses in a two-way table—however, it
does not occur. Husbands prevailed over wives (especially in 1988) among higher
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managers/professionals and skilled workers, whereas wives dominated in lower
nonmanual categories.
Thus, depending on structural constraints, it is more or less easier to marry in.
A somewhat different interpretation applies to the sociological meaning of marginal disparity in distributions of occupational categories of respondents and their
best friends. In that case, one is hardly confronted with structural constraints in
choosing friends since people are not “forced” to maintain close personal relationships regarded as a norm, comparable to marriage. True, there may be situations
when classlike patterns of friendships are structurally enforced in that they are
circumscribed to place of residence, for example, in the case of living in isolated
communities, which are overrepresented by the working class or farm categories.6
However, such constraints are local, and not universal in kind, and, generally,
different “marginal” distributions can be considered an “outcome” rather than a
“cause” of friendship choices. Such structural constraints imposed on friendships
are also weaker because people can have more than one “close acquaintance” at
the same time—unlike in marital relations
In the bottom row of Table 1 we report dissimilarity indexes, which is a summary measure of the difference in distributions of friends/spouse (determined as the
sum of absolute values of differences between the frequencies of origin–destination
distributions divided by 2). In our case, the value of the dissimilarity index indicates
what percentage of respondents would have to change their occupational category to
make the best friends/spouse distribution identical to the respondents’ distribution. The
higher its value, the greater the occurrence of dissimilarity. The table shows that the
value of dissimilarity index for friendship rose in 1988–2008 from 4.8 percent to 10.5
percent, which can partially explain declining homogamy in friendship choices.
The increase in the total heterogamy of friendship is paralleled by asymmetry
of these relationships, which is seen people’s tendency to choose their best friends
from occupational categories of higher rather than lower socioeconomic status. In
2008, sixty lower-nonmanual workers had their best friend in the category of higher
managers and professionals, whereas only twenty-five representatives of the latter
declared having a best friend in the lower-nonmanual category (Appendix Table 1b).
The same asymmetry is revealed between other pairs of categories. For example,
in 2008, sixteen skilled workers had best friends among owners whereas only ten
owners counted skilled workers among their best friends. It shows that patterns
of friendship are by no means reciprocal, and it is possible that the best friend of
a salesclerk may be some university professor living in the neighborhood who, in
turn, regards some other professor or lawyer as his best friend. Such asymmetry
may reflect a general willingness to improve one’s own social status, which does
not necessarily correspond to the “objective” facts of cross-class relations. This
also confirms that people are sensitive to symbols of higher status, reflected in
assortative mating, and they apply various strategies for betterment. In 2008, this
asymmetry seemed to be more clearly revealed.
Table 2 provides some of the basic data on changes in assortative educational
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mating. Was a decline in the occupational homogamy rate paralleled by a decline
in the educational resemblance of spouses and friends? It shows that the proportion
of educational homogamy in friendship was rather stable, and in 1988–2003, it
decreased only slightly from 57.5 percent to 56 percent. The proportion of respondents belonging to the same category as their spouses was also much the same,
with a modest decline—from 54.6 to 52.4 percent.
More changes are seen in patterns of heterogamous selection. Following some
rise in the proportion of respondents having friends in an occupational category of a
higher position, the share of those having relations with friends of higher educational
level increased from 23.5 percent to 29.6 percent, and the proportion of friendships
with those of lower education relatively declined. An even greater change occurred
in the case of intermarriage patterns. In 2008, the proportion of marriages with
a higher educational level of the wife was almost double that of marriages with
higher education of the husband (31.6 percent vs. 15.9 percent), whereas in 1988
these rates were almost the same (23.0 percent vs. 22.4 percent).
This increase may be regarded as a clear illustration of a different change in
“marginal distributions” of schooling for each sex. In 1988–2008, the educational
level of wives increased much more than that of husbands. In 2008, men were
observed as less educated than women, which led to a deficit of candidates for
husbands in the same educational category and forced cross-educational marriages. The growing dissimilarity of educational distributions of husbands and
wives is revealed in the values of index of net difference (ND). In general, the ND
index (Lieberson 1976) gives information about the probability for the values of
one variable to be higher than another variable—or on the contrary—about the assumption of their independence.7 In the case of educational level of spouses, ND
values higher than zero give information about the higher likelihood of marriage
with a higher educational level of the wife, and values of ND below zero point to
a higher likelihood of marriages with a relatively higher educational level of the
husband. In 1988–2008, the ND index increased from 0 to 12.6, which may suggest
that a growing proportion of couples with an educationally dominant position of
the wives resulted, in part, from a more rapid increase in women’s education. In
the case of friendship patterns, values of the ND index increased from 5 percent
to 11 percent, which indicates that the educational level of respondents increased
at a slower pace than that of their best friend.
Before we go to openness defined in terms of assortative mating, let us determine
the extent to which choices of friends and spouses overlap. We establish this in the
cross-classification of two contrasting dichotomous variables: (1) respondents with
a best friend in the same occupational category with those who had a best friend in
an outside category, and, similarly, in the case of marital choices; and (2) spouses
intermarrying in the same occupational category. Table 3 presents these distributions for 1988 and 2008. They depict the extent to which occupational homogamy
in friendship is paralleled by marital homogamy and to what extent marital and
friendship choices resemble each other.
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Table 3
Distributions of Occupational Heterogamy/Homogamy by Friendship and
Marriages in 1988 and 2008
Marriage: respondent and respondent’s
spouse in the same category
Friendship: respondent and
respondent’s best friend in
the same category

No (heterogamy)
Yes (homogamy)
No (heterogamy)
Yes (homogamy

No (heterogamy)
1988
995
1,330
2008
160
140

Yes (homogamy)

533
950
71
93

It turns out that the degree of correspondence between friendship and marital
choices is low. In 1988, the correlation between these variables—defined in terms
of the uncertainty coefficient—stood at .004 (χ2 = 18.0, df = 1, p < .0001). It remained at almost the same level, although not statistically significant, for 2008.8
This crude measure is an extreme simplification of assortative mating, and the
“yes–no” dichotomy evidently lowers the correlation between patterns of friendship and marital choices. Nevertheless, it illustrates that marital homogamy does
not need to be strongly related to homogamy in friendship—having a best friend in
the same occupational category may parallel heterogamous marriage. In that case,
however, marital and friendship patterns generate similar social distances, so one
should take both of them into account in a description of social stratification.
Association
To analyze trends in assortative mating, we use log-linear models that allow us to
distinguish patterns resulting from changes in marginal distributions of friends’ (R),
(F) and spouses’ [H], [W] education and occupational category from the association
between these traits—[R F] and [H W]. The modeling of friendship and marriage
tables is held to be analogous to the modeling of mobility tables. We estimated a
series of nested multivariate log-linear models for the pooled sample of 1988 and
2008 two-way associations—[R F] and [H W]—taking into account time variable
(T). To select a model that adequately describes the pattern of relative homogamy,
we use a stepwise procedure.
We begin with a conditional independence model that should serve as the
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baseline for evaluating the extent of assortative mating and its variation by time.
Certainly, the conditional independence model, while assuming no association between respondents and friends, does not fit the data by both χ2 (5323.0, p < .0001)
and L2 (4068.4, p < .0001) for df = 50. It also does not fit for cross-classifications
of occupational category of husbands and wives: χ2 = 4035.1, p < .0001 and L2 =
3060.3, p < .0001.
Since this model cannot be accepted we can drop the unrealistic assumption
about independence, which would indicate lack of homogamy and social distances
in assortative mating. Some relative associations exist. Our second model focuses
on change. To investigate the possibility that associations in 1988 and 2008 differed, we test a constant fluidity model (CnSF) that restricts the [R F] and [H W]
associations to be exactly the same for both periods of time. If this model does not
fit the data well, we can drop the assumption that both marital and friendship patterns remained basically intact. According to goodness-of-fit statistics, the CnSF
model for friendship patterns does not fit the data well enough to be accepted
for p < .01. It should be rejected at the .01 significance level: χ2 = 46.2, df = 25,
p = .0062 (although L2 = 40.85, p = .0238, show that it could be accepted). Our
general conclusion could be that the basic pattern of friendships changed, as long
as we compare 1988 data with 2008 data. This is even more relevant for marital
choices—the CnSF model for marriage selection fails to fit, which suggests that
the assumption about stability in these patterns does not hold true (χ2 = 57.3, p =
.0002) and (L2 = 54.7, p = .0005).
Taken together, this demonstrates that, on the whole, homogamy has changed
significantly between 1988 and 2008.9 To understand the changing pattern, we used
a uniform difference model (UD)—also called a log-multiplicative layer model
(Xie 1992)—which postulates that 1988 and 2008 shared common patterns of
associations [R F] and [H W], but the strength of these associations differed by a
multiplicative factor βijk. It shows that the UD model actually gives a satisfactory
fit to our data at the conventional 1 percent level. In the case of friendship patterns,
χ2 = 38.4, p = .0319, and L2 = 37.6, p = .0378 for df = 24. Respectively, in the case
of marital patterns, goodness-of-fit statistics amount to χ2 = 40.1, p = .0206, and
L2 = 42.0, p = .0131.
To capture the size and direction of change between two time points, we use the
uniform difference parameters βijk. Inspecting their values (first column of Table
4), we see that the strength of the associations between occupational categories
of friends decreased by a factor of .906—we applied a conventional solution of
setting the βijk (1988) parameter to 1. The downward trend was even more visible
in the association between the occupational categories of spouses with a decrease
by .817. It would be appropriate to say that Poland was a more open society in
2008 than in 1988, in both these respects, although our analysis is restricted to two
points in time, and it is difficult to give substantive interpretation to this decrease
with respect to long-term tendencies. Let us note that our findings are inconsistent
with the results for a time path of change in 1988–2004, showing a lack of signifi-
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Table 4
Parameters for Strength of Association Between Occupational Categories
of Respondents and Best Friend/Spouse

Strength of association

Year

Uniform
difference

Respondent and best friend

1988
2008
1988
2008

1.000
0.906
1.000
0.817

Respondent and spouse

RC(a)

RC(b)

6.92
6.28
4.17
3.14

7.61
4.14
3.74
3.57

cant changes in marital homogamy (Domañski and Przybysz 2007). A significant
decrease in the associations from 1988 to 2008 may be accidental, although it is
also plausible that social openness increased after 2004.
Seen in this light, our results are further confirmed by parameters of the row–
column models (Table 4). Models RC belong to a class of models in which the
association is modeled by the product of the scores for categories of respondents
and best friend (or husbands and wives) and a measure of strength of the association
(Clogg 1982; Goodman 1979). An important feature of the RC model is that category
scores provide a simple way to identify patterns of assortative mating that can be
used to assess the permeability of occupational categories. One way to reveal these
patterns is under the “homogenous” RC model in which parameters for friends’
(and separately for spouses’) categories in each point of time are assumed to be
equal—although the association parameter is allowed to vary (see Clogg 1982).10
We fitted this version of the RC model—labeled RC(b)—controlling for the effect
of homogamy by adding one parameter for each main diagonal cell of the two-way
distributions of friendship and marital choices. The two additional restrictions are
that: (1) parameters for friends’ categories across time are assumed to be equal—the
same restriction was placed on parameters for categories of spouses, and similarly
(2) the main diagonal cells are constrained to be equal for 1988 and 2008.
It turns out that the RC(a) model is acceptable for friendship patterns (χ2 = 56.0,
p = .0302 and L2 = 59.4, p = .0149, df = 38), but it is not an adequate representation
of the marital choices (χ2 = 82.3, p < .0001 and L2 = 78.4, p = .0001). Concerning
the strength of the association we see that—consistently with the UD parameters—
it declined in the case of friendship relations from 6.92 to 6.28, and in the case of
husbands and wives from 4.18 to 3.14. The [R F] association is stronger than [H W],
which corroborates the thesis that social barriers induced by friendship are more
rigid than those created by marital choices.11
The same patterns are revealed under the RC(b) model, which drops the rather
unrealistic assumption of the RC(a) model on the lack of significant changes in
friendship and marital relations. In the RC(b) model, the parameters for catego-

spring 2012

43

ries of respondents and friends (and separately for spouses) are allowed to vary
in temporal dimension. We also did not place restrictions on homogamy, allowing
parameters for the main diagonal cells to differ in 1988 and 2008. It turns out that
the RC(b) model fits both friendship (χ2 = 33.9, p = .2057 and L2 = 36.7, p = .1253,
for df = 28), and marital patterns (χ2 = 45.6, p < .0190 and L2 = 46.5, p = .0155). The
estimated parameters of associations, reported in the second column of Table 4,
reveal that the strength of the [R F] declined from 7.71 to 4.14, and of the [H W]
from 3.74 to 3.57.
While by all statistical measures, the openness in occupational assortative
mating increased, it might not occur for educational levels. Growing openness is
a rather unexpected result bearing in mind the basically unchanging patterns of
intergenerational fluidity in Poland (Domañski et al. 2010). However, a decrease
in association between educational levels of friends and education of husbands and
wives would not be an unexpected result bearing in mind the strong correlation
between education and occupational position. Since education is a basic prerequisite of recruitment to occupational roles, occupational resemblance in assortative
mating may be paralleled by similarity of educational levels.
To examine this possibility we estimated associations between educational levels
for [R F] and [H W] in a uniform difference model (Table 5). By χ2 and L2 criteria,
the UD model fits data well for two-way distributions of friends’ education (χ2 =
18.4, p = .0181, for df = 8, and L2 = 18.9, p = .0153). In Table 5 we report association
parameters for the educational level of spouses estimated in the UD model, which
also fits well enough (χ2 = 5.6, p = .6901, df = 8 and L2 = 5.5, p = .6985).
The parameter estimates show a rather different pattern. In contrast to the occupational domain, the association between educational levels of friends remain
basically unchanged. βijk stood at 1.00 for 1988 and at 1.02 for 2003. The opposite
occurs for marriage patterns—the change parameter in Table 5 shows some decrease
(from 1 to .966) in the educational resemblance of spouses. Hence, our results are
ambiguous enough to prevent us from concurring that educational homogamy became stronger or weaker. The boundaries between educational groups were more
persistent in time, which suggests that, in comparison with boundaries between
socio-occupational groups, they contribute more to social divisions. In part, this
matching pattern can be explained by people’s preferences for similar values, norms,
styles of speech, and leisure activities that are believed to be mutually rewarding
and that are more strongly determined by education than by socio-occupational
category. Taken together, preferences concerning the educational level of a friend
or marriage partner seem more embedded in social stratification, and, at the same
time, a higher permeability of socio-occupational boundaries may result from higher
occupational mobility as compared with the educational dimension.
The last two columns in Table 5 report the parameters for these associations fitted
in the distance models. In this class of models, the association between educational
levels of friends (or spouses) is described by the step parameter, indicating the
extent to which friendship/marriage chances decrease when the distance between
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Table 5
Parameters for Strength of Association Between Educational Categories of
Respondents and Best Friend/Spouse

Strength of association

Year

Uniform
difference

Step 1

Step 2

Respondent and best friend

1988
2003
1988
2008

1
1.020
1
0.9663

0.330
0.320
0.326
0.330

0.322
0.306
0.337
0.351

Respondent and spouse

Table 6
Parameters for Homogamy in Occupational Categories in Quasi‑Symmetry
Model
Homogamy in
Friendship

Marriages

Occupational categories

1988

2008

1988

2008

Higher managers and professionals
Other nonmanual workers
Owners
Skilled workers
Unskilled workers
Farmers and farm laborers

11.25
2.78
4.00
3.12
6.05
12.23

7.02
2.43
3.92
2.61
2.58
12.73

11.08
1.46
13.17
2.12
3.09
16.88

6.06
1.51
4.51
1.33
2.39
11.91

educational levels increases by one step (educational level). The value of a step
equals 1 if both friends/spouses have the same education, and with increasing differences between educational levels, the step parameter decreases accordingly. In
1988, its value for association between educational categories of friends stood at .33,
which would imply that close acquaintance between people differing in education
by one level is 3.03 less likely (3.03 = 1/.33) than between people with the same
education. For people differing by two educational levels this likelihood increases
to 9.18 (1/.332), and so on. In model Step 1 we use an additional specification allowing the strength of homogamy to vary by educational categories. Furthermore,
Step 1 fits identical parameters for 1988 and (2003 for friendship data) for each
cell of the main diagonal in associations between friends (and between spouses),
which provides direct comparability of these results for both periods of time.
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Model Step 1 yields satisfactory goodness-of-fit statistics for barriers to friendship (χ2 = 24.7, p = .0161 and L2 = 25.5, p = .0128, df = 12) and to marriages (χ2
= 19.7, p = .0193 and L2 = 19.9, p = .0690). The step parameters, reported in the
last two columns of Table 5, reveal that the strength of educational associations
remained stable, which, consistent with the UD model, confirms a lack of significant
changes from 1988 to 2008 (2003 for friendship). The same, unchanging pattern
is seen for the step parameters in model Step 2, which is the more restrictive of
the two, because it sets parameters for the main diagonal to be the same for twoway associations of both friends and spouses.12 Placing this constraint makes the
strength of these associations directly comparable. As shown, the magnitude of
step parameters for friendship associations in the model Step 2 is clearly greater
relative to associations for spouses. Once again, it suggests—as in the association
between occupational categories—that patterns of friendship create more rigid
social distances and barriers.
Strength of Homogamy
While the analysis of associations informed about changes in the general openness
of the social structure, the analysis of homogamy informs about the internal cohesiveness of social groups, as defined in terms of assortative mating. In 1988–2008,
we found some decrease in the homogamy rate, measured by the percentage of
friends/spouses belonging to the same socio-occupational group. To determine
whether these categories became more open, we refer to parameters of the quasisymmetry model (QS), which seems more suitable for searching for homogamy
than other models. The quasi-symmetry model postulates a symmetrical pattern of
associations [R F] and [H W] insofar as the margins allow. For example, in crossclassifications of occupational categories of respondents and their best friends,
the tendency for matches between Ri and Fj is equal to that of matches between
Rj and Fi, controlling for marginal distributions of R and F. That is, professionals
had the same chances to associate with farmers, as farmers with professionals, and
if these frequencies are different they arise from different marginal distributions.
The quasi-symmetry model turns out to be acceptable at the conventional 1 percent
level in the case of associations between occupational categories of both friends (p
= .1880) and spouses (p = .0260).13
Table 6 reveals large differences in homogamy across basic segments of social
stratification. The parameters above 1, estimated in the QS model, indicate that people have a tendency to associate with (marry) someone from their own category—the
higher value of the parameter, the more likely the friendship/marriage with somebody
inside—relative to the hypothetical situation of complete openness, that is, the lack
of homogamy, indicated by 1. Respectively, parameters below 1 would indicate that
homogamous friendships/marriages are less likely than in a situation of complete
openness. Inspecting these parameters it becomes clear, that a tendency to prefer
friends and spouses who belong to the same category prevails—all parameters are
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above 1. The highest homogamy is seen among agricultural categories and broadly
understood intelligentsia, including higher managers and professionals.
The highest homogamy of farmers and agricultural laborers seems rather obvious,
and may be explained in terms of the social and geographic isolation of the rural
population, which prevents close associations with nonagricultural categories. This
natural barrier is associated with isolation of the workplace and a distinct lifestyle.
Living in a small circle of neighbors in the countryside, farmers had limited opportunity to maintain contacts with intelligentsia, lower nonmanual workers, and the
working class. This homogamy illustrates their distinct position, which, according
to earlier research, is also reflected in the lowest mobility, highest inheritance, and
marrying outside (Domañski and Przybysz 2007; Sawiñski and Domañski 1989).
The impediment to cross-class friendship in the case of higher managers and
professionals is determined by their distinct values and orientations. Friends of
intelligentsia recruit themselves from the same cultural background consisting of
people who are more likely to confirm one another’s leisure-time behavior and
worldviews and who regard themselves as “better.” These exclusive social circles are
maintained by socializing, drinking, sporting, and participating in other recreational
activities. Some of them may even be proud of their exclusivity. The intelligentsia
experience social and formal institutions throughout the life cycle from childhood
to adulthood, including good schools and elite universities, which helps to promote
unity. The most heterogeneous network of close ties, though, is seen in lower nonmanual workers. According to previous findings, they are the most differentiated
category not only in friendships patterns but also with respect to marital choices
and inheritance of family position (Domañski and Przybysz 2007).
Despite high cohesiveness, the homogamy of higher managers and professionals
decreased from 11.25 to 7.02 in 1988–2008. It also declined in other categories
(with the exception only of agricultural workers and farmers) pointing to the overwhelming tendency to cross class lines. It should be remembered that the same
downward trend—toward an increase in the openness of social stratification—was
revealed in the drop in general [R F] association. The decrease in homogamy of
higher managers and professionals is meaningful in that it indicates growing permeability of the cultural elite in Poland. Its growing openness might be a result of
increasing inflows to the intelligentsia from the lower strata, among other reasons.
The new entrants are likely to maintain old friendship ties, less often making ties
with in-born intelligentsia. Another, perhaps more important, source of heterogeneity of the intelligentsia in terms of friendship patterns may be the growing size
of the category of people graduating from universities who fail to become higher
managers and professionals. Although in 1988–2008, the number of university
graduates rapidly increased, the percentage of higher managers and professionals remained basically unchanged (Domañski 2008). The supply of professionals
and managers was restricted and university graduates were forced to take lower
positions—however, fostering close ties with former colleagues who succeeded in
becoming directors, lawyers, engineers, and so on.
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It shows that patterns of marriage homogamy are roughly the same. The strongest
tendency for people to marry within their own category is among people belonging to agricultural categories and the intelligentsia, although in 1988 equally high
homogamy was seen among owners. This is not an unexpected result, bearing in
mind that in the centrally planned economy small proprietors were regarded by the
communist rulers as an “alien” factor. Ideologically inappropriate and politically
uncertain, owners occupied shaky positions, which could to some extent badly affect
their relationships with other categories. Ownership was not esteemed and rather
distrusted, and owners themselves were avoided and often ridiculed, which applied
to the whole private sector (apart from private farming). Living under permanent
threat might intensify the need for security, which was fulfilled at least in part by
narrowing of marital choices (it also helped in the accumulation of resources and
wealth, although not guaranteed property rights). This interpretation is cautionary,
given the small size of the category of owners in the 1988 sample, which could
artificially inflate homogamy parameters for this category.
In line with patterns of friendship, occupational homogamy in marital choices
also declined. Note that the parameters for marital homogamy are consistently lower
than parameters for friendship in almost all occupational categories (except owners), which provides ongoing support for the thesis on the greater role of selection
of friends for understanding social stratification.
Turning to educational homogamy, we see that, in line with a hierarchy-like pattern, it is highest at the extremes (Table 7). To understand the difference between
1988 and 2008 (2003 for friendship data), we use parameters for diagonal cells of
the [R F] and [H W] tables in the quasi-symmetry model.14 As shown, homogamy
is most pronounced among people with the highest (university and postsecondary)
and the lowest (elementary) educational levels. Regarding changes, they are small
and partially offset each other. In 1988–2003 there was some decline in friendship
homogamy among people with incomplete secondary education, paralleled by
some increase in the other three categories. Looking at differences between the
parameters for friendship and marital choices, we see that the latter are weaker but
only for the second point in time.
Barriers
Once homogamy sheds some light on the cohesiveness and internal unity of social
categories, barriers of assortative mating may be depicted by the metaphor of “distances.” To capture the strength of barriers to friendship between occupational categories, we refer to parameters estimated in the same row–column model that we used to
establish size of the association [R F]. The RC model fits parameters for occupational
categories of respondents who identify their location in network of friendship, and
may be interpreted as representing a hierarchy of barriers (Table 8). The greater the
difference between these values, the greater the magnitude of distances between them,
which means that barriers to close friendship are more rigid.15
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Table 7
Parameters for Homogamy in Educational Categories in a Quasi‑Symmetry
Model
Homogamy in
Friendship

Marriage

Educational categories

1988

2003

1988

2008

Elementary
Uncompleted secondary
Secondary
Postsecondary

5.30
2.56
1.66
7.02

7.37
2.08
1.95
7.11

6.50
1.89
1.43
7.17

6.17
1.94
1.45
6.76

In Table 8, we present the parameters for some version of the RC model, namely,
one that allows different parameters for categories in 1988 and 2008. Of various
variants of the RC model, this one appeared to be the relatively best fitting. It also
includes diagonal parameters to represent differences between homogamous and
heterogamous associations, which vastly improves the fit.16
Bearing in mind earlier findings, one might expect that barriers to friendship correspond to socioeconomic position where the most salient distances occur between
higher managers and professionals at the top and manual workers and agricultural
categories at the bottom. The “rule,” the greater the difference in socioeconomic
status, the less likely the friendship, follows universal patterns of social structuration
displayed in social mobility, selection of spouses, inequalities of material position
and lifestyle (Domañski and Sawiñski 1992). As readers can see in Table 8, indeed,
the barriers to cross-class friendship are shaped by typical hierarchy. In 1988, the
biggest contrast was observed between higher managers and professionals, and
unskilled workers (–.878 and .350). A slightly smaller barrier was seen between
the top category and farmers and agricultural laborers (–.878 and .274), then skilled
workers, and the least distant to higher managers and professionals were nonmanual
workers (.039). In 2008 this hierarchy was generally similar, the only exception being that unskilled workers at the bottom were replaced by agricultural categories.
Our findings are consistent with the well-known tendency that patterns of friendship are dictated by social position. It is a strong correlate of lifestyle, political
orientations, and cultural tastes. Furthermore, workplace and neighborhoods provide a context in which people meet one another. Regarding the latter, it is always
easiest to accept one another’s behavior and share worldviews among farmers or
between farmers and unskilled workers than to associate farmers with the Polish
intelligentsia. Individuals at a lower position are more likely to be religious, authoritarian, prejudiced against sexual minorities, critical of the European Union, and
demanding of help and social security measures from the state. The intelligentsia
is less religious, more tolerant of lesbians and gays, unwilling to increase the role
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Table 8
Parameters for Occupational Categories in Row–Column Model
Parameters for
Friendship
Occupational categories
Higher managers and professionals
Other nonmanual workers
Owners
Skilled workers
Unskilled workers
Farmers and farm laborers

Marriage

1988

2003

1988

2008

–0.878
0.039
0.053
0.163
0.350
0.274

–0.732
–0.192
–0.165
0.323
0.354
0.412

–0.558
–0.336
–0.157
0.097
0.685
0.270

–0.620
–0.214
–0.212
0.291
0.656
0.099

of government in the economy, and interested in more inequality of income. Note
that higher managers and professionals are mostly separated from the other categories, and in 1988 the barrier to friendship between them and lower nonmanual
workers exceeded other distances between neighboring categories. This result is
consistent with the social exclusiveness of the intelligentsia as reflected in its high
homogamy in friendship. In contrast was a lack of friendship boundaries between
lower nonmanuals (0.39) and owners (.053).
Turning to 2008, we see that some of these barriers declined while others
increased. The most visible change was a growing gap between the manual and
nonmanual categories. Thus, on the one hand, there was a decline in the incidence
of friendship between the working class and all nonmanual categories taken together
with owners. On the other hand, “internal barriers” within both these segments
weakened. In 2008, higher managers and professionals appeared less distinct from
lower nonmanuals and owners. A similar tendency toward more interclass friendship
is seen between skilled and unskilled workers. In 2008, both categories had more
common friends than in 1988. One can assume that structural constraints, that is,
lower access to people from nonmanual occupational categories, fueled this growing
demand for closer friendship relations between skilled and unskilled workers.
The RC model yields roughly similar quantities for categories in marriage
selection. The strongest barrier to intermarriage is between higher managers
and professionals at the upper end of the occupational distribution and unskilled
workers located at the bottom. Barriers to marriage between people with different
socioeconomic positions remained basically the same, although, in comparison
with friendship, higher managers and professionals became less distant from the
categories “below” them. This suggests that the intelligentsia is less exclusive in
marital than in friendship choices. In 1988–2008 these patterns remained practically
unchanged, except for a narrowing gap in parameter values between agricultural
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Table 9
Parameters for Educational Categories in Row–Column Model
Parameters for
Friendship
Educational categories
Elementary
Uncompleted secondary
Secondary
Postsecondary

Marriage

1988

2008

1988

2003

–0.449
–0.532
0.360
0.621

–0.618
–0.361
0.426
0.553

–0.577
–0.404
0.385
0.596

–0.685
–0.224
0.270
0.638

categories, on the one hand, and lower nonmanual categories and owners, on the
other. In 2008, there were fewer impediments to marry farmers and farm laborers
for representatives of some nonagricultural categories, although we would hesitate
to regard this decline as evidence of a long-term trend.
Given that educational level is an “ordered” variable, and, hence, less equivocal
in determining people’s social position, one could expect that educational barriers
in assortative mating would be stronger. To investigate this possibility, we estimated parameter values for educational categories using the row–column model,
which allows these parameters to vary across 1988–2008 (1998–2003 in case of
friendship), and it fits an additional parameter for the main diagonal to emphasize
the distinction between homogamy and heterogamy (Table 9).17 In line with the
conjectures presented above, the patterns of associations result from a tendency
to prefer friends and spouses who are near in educational status to those who are
distant. In the case of friendship patterns, inconsistent with this underlying tendency
is a higher similarity between people with elementary and secondary education than
between adjacent categories of secondary and uncompleted secondary in 1988—as
if incomplete education hindered close relations with the higher educational strata.
More interesting, perhaps, is that educational barriers were more persistent in time
than barriers between occupational categories, which would substantiate the thesis
about their greater role in social structuration.
Summary and Conclusion
Like patterns of intergenerational mobility, patterns of assortative mating are assumed
to indicate the ease or difficulty with which individuals are able to cross social strata.
Our aim was to explore whether some significant changes in friendship patterns took
place and to what extent they were followed by social openness in marital choices.
We found that the strength of the association between occupational categories of
respondents and their friends was lower in 2008 than in 1988. Still lower was the
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association between the occupational categories of husbands and wives. These findings suggest that over twenty years societal openness increased or at least that, in
2008, social stratification was more open than it was just before the collapse of the
communist system. A decline in the strength of the association was paralleled by a
decrease in both friendship and marital homogamy, with the most remarkable decline
taking place in the category of higher managers and professionals, which suggests
that the intelligentsia was more open in 2008.
Higher permeability of occupational barriers might be partially offset by the
lack of significant changes in educational choices. Patterns of educational selection in friendship and in marriages were stable over time, which would lead to
the general conclusion that they lay more solid foundations for social boundaries.
People realize their preferences by making matches on the basis of inherently
persistent values and attitudes, which are more strongly related to education than
to occupational attainment.
A second conclusion concerns the relative impact of marital homogamy and
friendship on social stratification. According to our results, friendship patterns
seem to be more important than patterns of marriage selection in terms of both
strength of the associations and degree of homogamy. It is plausible that friendship
choices create a more substantial foundation of social distinctions due to selection
patterns. In finding friends, individuals are given more freedom to make a purely
personal choice, while marital selection is more structured by social forces and
macro factors such as relative group size. More important, in the case of a change
in preferences, it is easier to replace an acquaintance than a spouse, since marital
relations are institutionalized by law. Thus, people are more likely to stay in a
heterogamous marriage than a friendship.
Concerning the central issue of whether social stratification open or closed,
our analyses yield contradictory results. In 1988–2008 some social boundaries
dictated by intimate relations decreased, and others remained intact. For the most
part, these findings are consistent with the results of numerous empirical studies,
not only in Poland, demonstrating a lack of unidirectional tendencies. Given that
we based our analyses on data from only two points in time, these conclusions
are susceptible to a potential bias. New research is needed to determine whether
the trend toward greater occupational heterogamy will continue in the 2020s.
Further research could also be undertaken to ascertain whether the same transition has taken place in relation to other dimensions such as national origins or
religious socialization.
Notes
1. In 1982–2005, the Gini coefficient for family incomes increased from .212 to .402.
2. More detailed information may be found in Slomczynski et al. (1989) and at ads.
org.pl.
3. Occupational information in POLPAN 1988 was coded according to the first version
of the Social Classification of Occupations from 1978 (Pohoski and Slomczynski 1978).
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For the 2003 wave, we used a modified version of the SCO 1978 (Domañski and Sawiñski
1995), and for 2008, we applied SCO 2007 (Domañski et al. 2010).
4. These analyses are available on request.
5. This interpretation—that the analysis of “social openness” in terms of absolute rates
is misleading—is commonly held in studies on social stratification, especially in studies of
social mobility (see Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992).
6. This could take place when, for example, a medical doctor is “forced” to make friends
with a mason, instead of (let us say) his workmate since no other professionals live in the
neighborhood. Certainly, a lack of “appropriate” candidates may result in choosing anybody,
without friendship at all, as in the case of marital choices when one can remain single if he/
she has not succeeded in meeting someone “equal.”
7. In the case of independent variables, the distribution of probability for particular
cells in a two-way cross-classification are products of the marginal distributions. Values of
the ND index for such cross-classification are determined as the difference between cells
above and below the main diagonal. Formally:
k

k

i=2

j =2

ND = ∑ P(W = wi )P( H < hi ) − ∑ P( H = h j )P(W < w j ) ,
where H and W refer to the education of the husband (respondent) and wife (friend).
8. The uncertainty coefficient is applied to the measurement of directional associations—
that is, between independent and dependent variables. In our analysis, dependent variable
refers to patterns of friendship, but almost the same result is obtained with the dependent
variable referring to marital patterns.
9. Panel data are not especially suitable for testing the hypothesis concerning changes
over time, since some of the respondents participated in both the 1988 and 2008 waves.
Thus, we do not analyze two independent populations, which may make it difficult to reject
the null hypothesis on the lack of substantial changes in 1988–2008. Duncan (1981) applies a more adequate test, but the POLPAN data do not allow us to use it due to relatively
small samples.
10. We employed the RC model based on the assumption of equal parameters for friends’
and spouses’ categories in each year, since it is simpler and fits the data no less than the
more complex version of RC, a “simple heterogeneous” model that relaxes the equality
assumption, allowing parameters for the categories to differ.
11. To gain deeper insight into the relative weight of social structuration generated by
friendship and marital choices, we tested yet another RC model that allows equal homogamy
in friendship and marital patterns. In other words, we constrain parameters for the diagonal
cells in the cross-classifications [R F] and [H W] to be the same. An additional constraint
was the assumption of a lack of changes in 1988–2008. Under these specifications, the
strength of the [R F] decreased from 4.49 to 3.53, and of [H W] from 4.12 to 2.79. In fact,
goodness-of-fit statistics indicate that this model is not acceptable for friends (χ2 = 141.3,
p < .0001, L2 = 143.12, p < .0001 for df = 38) or for marriage tables (χ2 = 221.7, p < .0001,
L2 = 198.7, p < .0001).
12. In model Step 2, first, we estimate parameters for the main diagonal within one,
common model. Next we fit them separately to two-way educational distributions of
friends (χ2 = 37.6, p = .0017, L2 = 38.2, p = .0014, df = 12) and of husbands and wives (χ2
= 33.6, p = .0060, L2 = 34.6, p = .0045). This strategy allows us to compare “step” values
for both associations.
13. The goodness-of-fit statistics for friendship were χ2 = 23.8, L2 = 22.1); and for
marriage patterns—χ2 = 32.3, L2 = 34.0, with df = 20.
14. The quasi-symmetry models for cross-classifications [R F] and [H W] are statistically
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significant at the conventional 1 percent level. In the case of [R F], goodness-of-fit statistics were
χ2 = 15.7, and L2 = 15.6, for df = 6, and in the case of marital choices—χ2 = 15.4 and L2 = 15.4.
15. The same set of parameters is generated for the respective categories of “best”
friend. We do not present them here since they provide roughly the same map of
relations as parameters for the respondent categories. It is important to emphasize that
the parameters presented in Table 8 capture only first, the most important, dimension of
the multidimensional structure of friendship relations. Using log-linear modeling, one
can decompose the two-way [R F] distribution into n – 1 dimensions (where n stands
for the number of categories), although for the sake of clarification and brevity, the onedimensional solution is generally preferred. Parameters for the first dimension have
the largest explanatory power, which translates into the highest differentiation between
categories, and subsequent dimensions add respectively less. In the two-dimensional
solution (not presented here), “distances” between socio-occupational categories for the
first dimension correspond closely to those presented in Table 8 for the one-dimensional
solution. The second dimension contrasts owners with the other five categories. In the
case of the marriage table, the two-dimensional solution is more equivocal and not
easy to interpret—in the second dimension, the sharpest barrier to intermarriage is seen
between skilled and unskilled workers.
16. For the friendship tables, the goodness-of-fit statistics for this model are χ2 = 33.8,
p = .2057 and L2 = 36.7, p = .1253, for df = 28, and for the marriages, χ2 = 45.6, p = .0190,
and L2 = 46.5, p = .0155, df = 20.
17. In the case of 4 × 4 cross-classifications (and smaller) that we employed for
educational patterns, this model is purely descriptive; thus, we do not give goodness-of-fit
statistics for it.
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204
153
18
64
10
14
463
45
60
14
15
4
4
142

1. Higher managers and professionals
2. Other nonmanual workers
3. Owners
4. Skilled workers
5. Unskilled workers
6. Farmers and farm laborers
Total

1.

1. Higher managers and professionals
2. Other nonmanual workers
3. Owners
4. Skilled workers
5. Unskilled workers
6. Farmers and farm laborers
Total

Respondent

25
162
18
36
26
12
279

105
946
31
209
137
99
1,527

2.

11
22
28
16
2
7
86

13
33
27
38
10
13
134

3.

1
24
10
92
25
18
170

29
179
31
749
118
93
1,199
b. 2008

4.

Best friend

a. 1988

1
1
2
4
3
3
14

2
70
8
83
197
45
405

5.

Distributions of Occupational Categories for Friendship and Marriages in 1988 and 2008

Appendix Table 1

0
4
0
10
3
47
64

5
45
8
72
58
599
787

6.

83
273
72
173
63
91
755

358
1,426
123
1,215
530
863
45,15

Total
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138
50
10
37
3
7
245

18
18
10
13
1
1
61

1. Higher managers and professionals
2. Other nonmanual workers
3. Owners
4. Skilled workers
5. Unskilled workers
6. Farmers and farm laborers
Total

1. Higher managers and professionals
2. Other nonmanual workers
3. Owners
4. Skilled workers
5. Unskilled workers
6. Farmers and farm laborers
Total

Husband

28
78
30
93
13
14
256

296
510
114
978
81
80
2,059

1
40

2
9
21
7

5
5
49
16
2
2
79

40

2
4
6
21
7

13
78
15
346
48
22
522
d. 2008

Wife

c. 1988

1
7
3
45
5
3
64

13
94
24
483
134
59
807

1
4
7
20
3
52
87

12
45
9
164
80
649
959

52
120
77
199
29
71
548

477
782
221
2,024
348
819
4,671
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1,035
302
94
20
1,452

70
30
9
2
112

1. Elementary or incomplete elementary
2. Incomplete secondary
3. Secondary
4. Postsecondary
Total

1.

1. Elementary or incomplete elementary
2. Incomplete secondary
3. Secondary
4.Postsecondary
Total

Respondent

83
256
53
15
409

316
733
213
35
1,299

2.

26
128
193
74
424

227
349
653
286
1,518
b. 2003

3.

Best friend

a. 1988

8
40
93
197
342

42
69
173
459
747

4.

187
454
348
288
1,277

1,620
1,453
1,133
800
5,006

Total

Distributions of Education Respondent and His Best Friend and Distributions of Education Husband and Wife in 1988,
2003, and 2008

Appendix Table 2
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40
39
8
2
90

145
19
1,723

3. Secondary
4. Postsecondary
Total

1. Elementary or incomplete elementary
2. Incomplete secondary
3. Secondary
4. Postsecondary
Total

1,109
449

1. Elementary or incomplete elementary
2. Incomplete secondary

Husband

32
187
39
6
266

205
28
1,097

239
623

15
87
83
31
219

499
204
1,272
d. 2008

106
460

Wife

c. 1988

3
43
68
101
219

171
329
607

20
83

90
356
198
140
784

1,020
580
4,689

1,474
1,615
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