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Abstract
Comparative research suggests that there areqosstnational and cross-temporal differencesrimilfa

living arrangements in Europe. In this paper, wanexe young adults’ family living arrangements (1)
across several European countries and differemmnatcontexts, and (2) by taking into account sfos
time variability. In doing so, we pay careful atien to a comprehensive conceptualization of family
living arrangements (incl. extended and non-fartiling arrangements). The aim of this paper is to
deepen our understanding of family structure angsébold arrangements in Europe by examining and
mapping the cross-national and cross-temporal tyaoeyoung adults’ family living arrangements. For
our analysis we use data from the Integrated Pl Microdata Series International (IPUMSI) foe th
census rounds 1980, 1990, and 2000 and for eigioipéan countries (Austria, France, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland). Thalysis is restricted to young adults (aged 18 }- 34
and we employ log-linear models (separate for nrehveomen) to ascertain the influence of individual
and contextual factors on family living arrangenseiithe analyses lend further support to a NorthétwWe
— South/ East divide in family living arrangemeatsd general gender differentials in extended family
living. Other interesting results are the heteraitgrin the family living arrangements of single tiners
across geographic areas, and the upward trendtefigded household living for young men and women

between 1980 and 2000.
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1. Introduction
Numerous demographic studies have revealed anaisetlediversity and de-standardization of family

forms and partnership and parenthood patterns smeesecond half of the 20th century in Europe
(Rindfuss, 1991; Corijn & Klijzing, 2001; BriiderR004; Elzinga & Liefbroer, 2007; Sobotka &
Toulemon, 2008; Sobotka, 2008; Billari & Liefbroe2010). These changes seem to follow a rather
similar trajectory all across Europe — in fact socimso that they sparked theoretical discourseth®n
discontinuation of family as an institution. Euraps are marrying later, and more are remaining
unmarried; divorce rates have increased; non-nhacgihabitation and non-marital childbearing have
become more common; and “new” family forms and letwtds (i.e. step-families, living apart together
arrangements) have gained visibility (Corijn & Klijg, 2001; Briiderl, 2004; Billari & Liefbroer, 20).

At the same time family demographers have obseavedntinuity of divergence of European
family living arrangements (Kuijsten, 1996; BloddfeKlijzing, Mills, & Kurz, 2006; Fokkema &
Liefbroer, 2008). Empirical research has lent patéir support to strong regional patterns acrossgs
of countries in Europe. Western and Northern Eurfgeexample, are generally characterized by small
households (consisting of only the nuclear familgmmbers), non-familial arrangements (particularly
living alone and shared arrangements), and nodeesal partnerships (lacovou & Skew, 2011).
Conversely, Southern Europe is generally charaet@rby large households where sons and daughters
live with their parents well into their 20s anddeto leave home to marry rather than to live aglesor
for informal cohabitation. The family living arra@gents in Central and Eastern Europe are in many
respects most similar to Southern Europe, withddrguseholds, late home-leaving, and a high frezyuen

of multi-generational households (Ahmed & EmighQ20lacovou & Skew, 2011).

This articles focus on 1) how much diversity in fgniving arrangements is observable across
European countries and 2) how the family livingaagements of young adults have changed between
1980 and 2000. The first question has been mailyessed by examining a small set of family living
arrangements and comparative analyses have natsesty studies extended and non-familial living

arrangements (e.g.,Fokkema & Liefbroer, 2008). faper aims to map the extent to which young adults



are surrounded by their families in a variety @frlg arrangements across European countries— paying
particular attention to both extended and non-famdrrangements. Furthermore, we add to the debate
about whether there is an asynchrony of changefarily living arrangements between European

countries and whether European diversity in fariiliyng arrangements remains.

To answer these questions we use data from theraétesl Public Use Microdata Series
International (IPUMSI) for the census rounds 198890, and 2000 and for eight European countries
(Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Polfuomania, and Switzerland). The analysis is
restricted to young adults (aged 18 — 34) and wel@log-linear models (separate for men and women)
to ascertain the influence of individual and cotiekfactors on family living arrangements.

2. Background

2.1. European diversity in family living arrangemeris
Cross-national research suggests a significant dmp# relatively stable institutional arrangements—

under this heading fall welfare regimes and pol@awironments— on young adults' family living
arrangements across Europe (e.g.,Daatland & Herlpf2003; Aassve, Mazzuco, & Mencarini, 2005;
Albertini, Kohli, & Vogel, 2007; Chiuri & Del Boca2007; Gauthier, 2007; Albertini & Kohli, 2012;
Steinbach, 2012). Esping-Andersen (1999, 2013)Idped a comparative typology of welfare regimes
which has gained a pivotal role in explaining howalitatively different welfare state provisions and
work and family policies across countries translawo different family structures and living
arrangements. The main argument is that familygjvirrangements are influenced by the organisation
and provision of social care, namely by the de¢weghich welfare regimes are eitlfamilialistic or de-
familialistic. In countries witifamilialistic regimes (such as Spain, Italy, and Greece), carehfldren or
the elderly is mainly provided by the familial heb®ld and there are hardly any family policies
supporting young adults or parents. Converselgoumtries withde-familialistic welfare regimes (such
as Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Belgium arsch€é®), care for children or the elderly is provided
by the state. Young adults can thus rely on a nunabegovernmental aids and services to live

independently from their parents. Empirical findingenerally underscore the importance of welfare



regimes —and their considerable and stable crassaah variation in the nature of provisions and
policies— for shaping young adults' family livingrangements across Europe (e.g., Aassve, Billari,
Mazzuco, & Ongaro, 2001; Breen & Buchmann, 200%s4a et al., 2005).

However, literature has also pointed to problemsdisentangling the effect of institutional
arrangements and longstanding sociocultural diffege (Kalmijn & Saraceno, 2008; Billari & Liefbroer
2010). Researchers have long pointed to systemiatiean in family forms and cultures— which loosely
follows a North/ West — South/East divide and remraimarkably resilient— to account for family ligin
arrangement patterns as well as patterns of fasolidarity and family obligations (Hajnal, 1965;
Kertzer, 1991; Daatland & Herlofson, 2003; HankQ20Kalmijn & Saraceno, 2008; Albertini & Kohli,
2012). Reher (1998) argues that Northern and SoutEeropean countries differ with respect to family
ties. In countries witlstrongfamily ties, there are strong norms of intergetienal support, and people
are more responsive to the needs of their familynbrezs (Reher, 1998; Kalmijn & Saraceno, 2008). In
addition, prolonged coresidence of children withrepgs in extended family households is common
(Aassve, Billari, Mazzuco, & Ongaro, 2002). In cties with weakfamily ties, adult family members
are more strongly committed to residential autonomgung adults leave the parental home
comparatively early, and living alone or livingrninclear households is very common.

2.2. Processes of Social Change
Europe witnessed profound and sometimes even fadiaages in marriage and family life in the second

half of the 20th century. In many countries, mayeiand fertility rates have declined, divorce rditage
increased, and unmarried cohabitation has become coonmon. In addition, the ways in which families
live together have changed, as well. Young aduitsmiost Western countries, for example, have
postponed leaving the parental home, marriage, packnthood, with various complex living
arrangements characterizing this trend. At the stime, living alone has increased particularly amon
working-age adults (e.g.,Sobotka & Toulemon, 20B#ari & Liefbroer, 2010). Some theorists have
posited that these weakened traditional familyguatt reflect underlying value changes and an dveral

shift towards privacy and autonomy, coined 8econd Demographic TransitiqgeDT) (Lesthaeghe,



1995). While the SDT predicts convergence of familyng arrangements over time, comparative
research has highlighted that there are critidarilependencies between the SDT and social policids
cultural backgrounds thus suggesting persisterdsenational diversity in young adults’ family lign
arrangements (Kuijsten, 1996; Sobotka, 2008).

Other theorists applied a modernization and glahtibn perspective which underlines the
increasing structural uncertainties in the domafnlabbor markets, finance, education, and family
(Blossfeld et al., 2006; Mills & Blossfeld, 2013from this perspective, globalization processes —
specifically internationalization of markets, ing#fication of competition, spread of global netwarknd
rising importance of markets (Blossfeld et al., 00. 2) — have generated labor market transfoomsti
and labor market instability (e.g., risk of unempt®nt, fixed-term contracts) which in turn affected
family forms and living arrangements as young pedyve tended to remain longer in education, enter
the labor market at later ages, and increasingbstgemed family formation. The proponents of this
globalization perspective, however, add an imparsgecification to their model by considering caynt
specific and historically grown institutional saetis and social structures that modify the impact of
structural uncertainties. Consequently, young adadtross different European countries and regioms a
not affected uniformly in the same way and a cogerece to a new common pattern of family living
arrangements is empirically not observable (Blddsét al., 2006; Sobotka & Toulemon, 2008). In this
vein, some authors have particularly pointed to tble of welfare regimes shaping the impact of

economic and social developments (Breen & Buchm20d?).

3. Hypotheses
The aim of this paper is to give a detailed pictafeyoung adults’ living arrangements — including

extended and non-family arrangements — by examimind mapping the cross-national and cross-
temporal variety of them. We address how the fahivipg arrangements of young adults differ across
European countries and how they have changed bet¥@80 and 2000.

(1) We expect that young adults’ family living argements follow a marked geographical

gradient. All studies which relate to the EU, shdre common finding that young adults leave the



parental home earlier, households are generallyl &md nuclear in nature, and frequent solitarynky

and shared arrangements in Northern and WestemwpEuless so in Southern and Eastern Europe. The
latter regions show a high frequency of multi-gatienal households (Ahmed & Emigh, 2005; lacovou
& Skew, 2011). Among the factors advanced to erpthis North/ West — South/ East gradient are
differences in relatively stable welfare regimesl goolicies but also relatively stable country-sfieci
sociocultural settings. If institutional arrangerse(i.e. welfare regimes and policies) and longdita;
historical and sociocultural continuities matterdare persistently different along geographicalsaxhis
should result in in divergent family living arramgent patterns that follow a North/West — South/tEas

divide.

(2) We also expect that there is a general inctesad towards intergenerational coresidence
with parents, solo living and living in nuclear lseholds—given the globalization processes across
Europe. Globalization processes and economic aaidlstevelopments, however, are filtered through
welfare regimes and policies, as well as througtioswoltural systems. This should lead no to one
uniform and linear trajectory of change in familying arrangements over time but to diverse patlsway

of change between countries or groups of countries.

4. Data and Methods

4.1. Sample

We use pooled census microdata for the census soliil0, 1990, and 2000 from eight countries
(Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Poftfugamania, and Switzerland) to compare the family
living arrangements of young adults across Eurye.choose these eight countries on the basis af dat
availability, and because comparisons among thieistriate particularly well cross-national differesdn
family living arrangements across major Europeaiores: North—Western (i.e, Austria, France, Ireland
and Switzerland), Southern (i.e., Greece and Paltiand Central-Eastern Europe (i.e., Hungary and
Romania). For the sake of simplicity, we referiterh as Western Europe, Southern and Eastern Europe,

respectively. Despite considerable heterogeneifguimly living arrangements within these major g

(e.g.,Sobotka, 2008), this geographic groupingpfedl the longstanding sociocultural systems desdyibe



for example, by Hajnal (1965) and Reher (1998)wa#l as the regional differences welfare regimes
across Europe (Esping-Andersen, 2013).

The census samples were obtained from the IntebRatblic Use Microdata Series International
(IPUMSI) data archive (Minnesota Population Cengf11) and consist of approximately 5% of the
French, Hungarian, Portuguese, and Swiss populatiod 10% of the Austrian, Greek, lIrish, and
Romanian population. We restrict the data analysigoung adults (i.e. men and women aged 18 — 34)
because across all European countries it is inabé range that the transition to adulthood unfolds
producing variability in family living arrangementsurthermore, we exclude those young adults liing
collective households and those with missing valoeshe dependent variables. Missing values (i.e.
refusals or don't knows) are only a minor issuéeaing at most 2% of the observations in our sampl
The final sample size is N = 6,119,500.

The IPUMSI data are a unique source of informatmrcross-countries analyses at the European
level due to its standardized methodology, prooedudata collection, high response rates, larggia
size, and robust questionnaires. They also includéde variety of useful and harmonized information
including indicators of household relationships ithwwhich we construct measures of family living
arrangements — and key demographic and socioeconfaictors (e.g., age and gender). Although we
argue that the IPUMSI data are a useful and rialrcgoto examine differentials and trends in family
living arrangements across Europe, they have cetimiitations. First, the IPUMSIi data are cross-
sectional and thus we cannot assess changes itintmgg of — and potentially in the frequence of
transitions between — different family living argiements. Second, apart from demographic variab&es t
IPUMSI data do not contain other relevant informiatithat might affect young adults’ living
arrangements (e.g. preferences, attitudes, andyfaalues). Third, the data do not contain inforimat
on many European countries — especially informationScandinavian countries is not available — and

IPUMSI data thus can only be used to identify clesngnd patterns of a small part of Europe.



4.2. Variables
We use the ‘Family Relationship Variables'— harmzexi pointer variables that identify the presence of

mother, father, spouse, and children for all hoakkmembers — (Sobek & Kennedy, 2009) in the
IPUMSI to create nine mutually exclusive livingamgements based on partnership and parental sfatus
the young adult, and whether the young adultsitiven extended family household: @jith parents(2)
Alone (3) As a couplg (4) As a couple with parents and/ or extended fan{ihy As a couple with
childrer; (6) As a couple with children and parents and/ or edezhfamily (7) As lone parent(8) As a
lone parent with parents and/ or extended familpd (9) Sharing with othersAn extended family
household captures multiple generations (such asgyadults and their parents), multiple relativasch

as adult siblings or any other relatives), nontreda, or a combination of both living together.eTh
categoryWith parentgointly considers cases where young adults livihlieir parents only as well as
cases where young adults live with parents andtiaddi extended family members. The data show the
vast majority of young adults (78.2%) lives withruats only.

By using this broad categorization, we aim to cepta wide variety of young adults’ family
living arrangements in different stages of thefe Icourse. Because the IPUMSi data do not collect
information about absent spouses or partners, at@gorization is, however, limited in regard to non
standard living arrangements (i.e. hon-cohabitimgptes and living apart together). It is also imant to
note that we cannot account for multi-residenee fioung adults living in more than one househbld).

In addition to family living arrangements we use fbllowing categorical covariates: (Cpuntry
(8 categories: Austria, France, Greece, Hungaejarid, Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland),@ar
(3 categories: 1980, 1990, 2000), andA8g (4 categories: 18-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34). Thensand

standard deviations of the independent variablepaasented in Table 1.

*** Table labout here ***

2 In most censuses, some rules are applied in toderoid double-counting of individuals (most ofteyrestricting
the observation of individuals to their main dwmadj), but these rules do not allow for an accurascdption of
multi-residence (i.e., individuals living usually iwo dwellings).



4.3. Modeling strategy and method
We first calculate the weighted percentage distidibufor men and women by age group, year and

country in order to examine prevalence and ovetahge in family living arrangements of young aslult
in Europe. Subsequently, we specify log-linear ni®éte contingency tables to describe the assaciati
between the variables in a standardized way amadgess whether: 1) there are cross-national diffese
in family living arrangements; (2) the age pattarfamily living arrangements differs across coiesr
and (3) there are cross-temporal differences inlydiming arrangements.

Log-linear models are a special case of the getiaegr model (GLM) for Poisson — distributed
data and are a powerful tool to analyze the reiatipps among different categorical variables —
particularly for multi-way contingency tables (i.mbles with more than 2 x 2 categorical variables)
(Agresti, 2013). Log-linear models predict the estpd frequencies in a contingency table, considerin
both main effects (that pertain to differences agnohme marginal probabilities of a variable) and
interaction effects (that pertain to associatioesMeen variables). They are different to other G& i
that the he cell counts are the response and fketBus no formal distinction in dependent and

independent variables among the categorical vasablthe model.

The log-linear model for a four-way contingency léalis formulated belowL refers to the
respondent's family living arrangement (with1, ... 9),C refers to the respondent's country of residence
(with j=1, ... 8),Y refers to the year (witk=1, ... 3), andA refers to the age group (witlr 1, ... 4).
The statisticF;;,; represents the number of young adults in eachotdte cross-tabulation of family

living arrangement, country, year, and age group8&S 3 x 4=864 cells):

InFijpe = g+ A7 + A5 + 20 + 28 + A1 + A + A0+ 250 + A0 + A + A+ A+ AR+ A8
LCYA
+ Aijit

(1)
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Because we apply effect coding, p reflects the dynamean of all observation#n addition to
controlling for marginal distributions of the cateigal variables?(%;/'lf;/'ly; A4, we also account for the
four-way interaction between family living arrangemt, country of residence, year, and age group

(/’lfﬁ("tA) and all lower-order interactions. A particulavadtage of log-linear modelling for our purpose is

that we can analyze the associations between deyplugr variables and changes over time net of
changes in demographic composition. Note that wesfilnate separate but analogous log-linear models
for men and women, and that 2) we report weighgtidhates.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Findings
Table 2 and Table 3 show the weighted percentaggldition for men and women, respectively, by age

group, year and country in order to examine prenxaeand overall change in family living arrangersent
of young adults in Europe. We find that there amaesiderable regional differences: Southern andegast
Europeans are particularly likely to live with extied family, far exceeding levels in France and
Switzerland. Austria and Ireland, however, intérggy show levels of extended family living
arrangements (i.e. couples with children and parant/ or extended family) in the 30-34 age grdap t
are very similar to those of the Southern and EasEiropean countries for both men and women.
Similarly, living with parents is considerably maremmon in Southern and Eastern Europe in the older
age groups (i.e. 25-29 years old and 30-34 yedrsedpectively) than in Western Europe. We alsd fi
that across age groups living alone and sharing wihers is generally more prevalent in Western
European countries and Hungary than in SoutherrEastern Europe.

*** Table 2 and Table 3 about here ***

If we compare the results from Table 2 and TableitB respect to sex differences, we see that
living with parents is much more common for memtf@a women across all countries and age groups. In
addition, men are more often sharing with otherfivimg alone. The results also show that livingaas

lone parent and living as lone parent with paremd/ or extended family are very much female living
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arrangements. Across all countries and age grdugs damount to only 2% at most for men. Women
particularly live more frequently as lone parerasd thus without assistance of parents or extended
family) in Austria, France, Switzerland, but alsolieland. By comparison, there are no big diffeesn
between living as lone parent and. living as loagept with parents and/ or extended family in Raoiman

Portugal, and Greece.

There is an upward trend of living with parentswaen 1980 and 2000, but the increase for the
age groups 20-24, 25-29, and 30-34 were much strim¢he Southern and Eastern European countries.
At the same time, living alone increases in AustBaitzerland, and France across all age grougds, bu
only slightly in the Southern and Eastern Europsamtries and Ireland. While the change over tiare f
women generally mirrors that of their male courggetm sex differences have not diminished over.time
5.2. Multivariate Findings
Next, we turn to log-linear modeling, based ondbk distributions in Table 2and Table 3, to exaeniine
associations between men’s and women’s charaatsr{$amily living arrangements, country, year, and
age group) while taking into account the marginatributions of these characteristics. We estimated
saturated model (i.e. a model including all intéac and main effects) and tested, by process of
backward elimination, whether any components cteldemoved from the model. Likelihood ratio tests
(Men: LR chf = 93,651.5, df = 336, p <.001; Women: LR?Ghi120,464.9, df = 336, p <.001) showed
that the four-way interaction effect — and thuslaler-order interaction and main effects — havdédo
retained in both the men’s and women’s model. Adiowyto fit measures, the models we used fit tha da
poorly, but because of the large number of casesiirsample (Table 1) the model fit is not as rafg\a
criterion to us than the parameter estimates. Muwdé even the smallest deviations were to be found
significant. Rather than interpreting all 864 pastens of the saturated model for women and men,
respectively, we will focus on selected key paramrset

*** Figure 1 and Figure 2 about here ***



12

5.2.1 Age differences in family living arrangementby country
Figure 1 and Figure 2 present the parameter egtinfat the three-way interaction between familynty

arrangement, country and age group for men and wprespectively. Substantively, the results indicat
country patterns for different age groups: It ismegmlly more likely in Southern and Eastern Europea
countries that young adults in the age groups 1&nrt920-24 are either living as couple, as coujtie w
children, as couple with parents and/ or exten@edilf, or as couple with children and parents ad/
extended family, whereas young adults in Westemofi@an countries are underrepresented among these
younger age groups and family living arrangemenitss pattern is quite similar for men and women, bu
we note that the age pattern for young men in Aaustnd Greece mimics that of Southern and Eastern
Europe, and Western Europe, respectively. The teefiutthermore indicate as expected that both young
men and women in the age groups 25-29 and 30-3¢vareepresented in the category living with
parents in Southern and Eastern Europe. For yodualgsasharing with others, however, the age paitern
less clear and we do not see a clear North/WestuthSEast divide. Similarly, the age pattern ofiyg
adults living alone in Greece is similar to thoséWestern Europe, and of young adults living alome
Ireland similar to Southern and Eastern Europe.

*** Figure 3 and Figure 4 about here ***

5.2.2 Cross-national differences and cross-tempordifferences in family living arrangements
The results in Figure 3 and Figure 4, for men andnen, respectively, show that there are considerabl

differences in family living arrangements acrossurtdes: Southern and Eastern Europeans are
particularly likely to live with their parents andf extended family. This is generally consisteithwur
descriptive results. As a Western European couingiand interestingly shows that young adults are
overrepresented in the category living with paremsich means that they are in this respect closer
young adults in Southern and Eastern Europe. llhow look at non-family living arrangements (i.e.
living alone and sharing with others), we see thase family living arrangements are overrepreskinte
Western Europe. Young adults are thus more likelyfall into such a category in these countries.

Similarly, living as a couple is overrepresented-nance and Switzerland, but not in the other mjostl



13

Southern and Eastern European countries. Figured3-aure 4 also show that young adults are more
likely to live alone in France, Switzerland, anéldénd. By comparison, living as a lone parent with
parents and/ or extended family is overrepreseint&duthern and Eastern Europe.

The importance of the cross-national comparisoroimes salient when we examine changes in
family living arrangements over time in the Europemuntries. To obtain more insight in the changes
over time between 1980 and 2000, Figure 3 and Eigupresent the positive (overrepresentation) and
negative parameter estimates (underrepresenta®mngd and blue arrows, respectively. For both men
and women across almost all countries there wasigiye upward trend in sharing with others: in Q@0
was more likely that young adults fall in that gaiey of family living arrangement. But we also see
trends over time that differed by groups of cowstriBetween 1980 and 2000 there was a general
downward trend in Western and Southern Europeantdes in living as couple, as couple with children
as couple with parents and/ or extended family, asdouple with children and parents and/ or extdnd
family). Similarly, young adults were less likely be living with parents in 2000 in these countries
Hungary and Romania opposite changes occurreceisdme time period and it interestingly shows that

extended family living arrangements did not becd@ss common here.

The changes over time are generally similar for mueth women, but there are slight differences
with respect to the various living arrangementgafng couples. Here, the changes for women wese les
strong but did follow a cross-national pattern.uf@3 and Figure 4 illustrate furthermore that ¢hare
divergent trends of living as a lone parent withepdés and/ or extended family between men and women
We should be cautious, however, to draw conclusimm this, because the proportion of men living in
such a living arrangement is too small. For wonvea,see a regional pattern that is line with thesioth
extended living arrangements: In Western and SoutBerope lone parents living with parents and/ or
extended family have become less common over timealicountries but Ireland, while it has become

more common in Romania.



14
6. Conclusions and Discussion
This paper has focused on variation in young adfdtsily living arrangements across eight European
countries and different national contexts, as aeltaking into account cross-time variability. Diragvon
IPUMSI data for the census rounds 1980, 1990, &fiD2and for eight European countries (Austria,
France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Portugal, Romamd Switzerland), we examined how a variety of
family living arrangements (incl. extended and fiamily living arrangements) varied by individualei,
age, gender) and contextual factors (i.e., cougtsy). In many respects, our research confirmeegée
expectations and previous comparative researchnoilyf living arrangements in Europe.

Firstly, there are considerable country differentegoung adults’ family living arrangements
across Europe. Net of demographic controls, living Western European country is significantly tedia
to living in a non-family living arrangement, suels living alone or sharing with others, whereas
extended family living arrangements are much maooenraon in Eastern Europe. This pattern is
compatible with the idea of longstanding, systewsdation in family forms and cultures that follows
North/ West — South/ East gradient (Hajnal, 196&h&t, 1998). But despite large and general diffazen
in the overall prevalence of family living arrangems across Europe, we also found exceptions tadbro
regional generalizations. Ireland and Austria ateimmore similar to Southern and Eastern Europe — a
least with respect to living with parents and lyimas lone parent. This might seem at odds with
sociocultural settings but is compatible with thesgibility that countries — via welfare regimes and
policies — provide institutional support for youraglults which in consequence leads to over— or
underrepresentation of specific family living agaments. It could be, for example, that a significa
proportion of Southern and Eastern European youhudtsa— namely those at younger ages, without a
partner and being a single parent — are living witdrents and/or extended family to rely on
intergenerational assistance vis-a-vis shared divarrangements, given the smaller provision of
institutional support in these countries, as premearch suggests (Chambaz, 2001; Sobotka & Tounlemo

2008; Albertini & Kohli, 2012).
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Secondly, there are differences in young aduliadivarrangements by social groups. Men are
more likely than women to be living with their pate across all countries, but in Western Europe les
likely at older ages than in Southern and Westemojie. Both men and women seem to be more likely to
live as couples in an extended family living arramgnt (e.g., as couple with parents and/ or extende
family, or as couple with children and parents amdéxtended family). This could possibly hint lag t
continuing importance of patrilocality for residenchoices of young adults especially in that regibn
Europe. The biggest differences between men andewgartain to living as a lone parent and livinguas
lone parent with parents and/ or extended familfil§Vprobably not surprising that this is very much
female living arrangement, it is interesting toentitat young women in Western Europe particulahgdt
to live alone and not with parents or extended fami

Thirdly, there are considerable changes over timgoung adults’ family living arrangements.
Our analysis shows that extended family living agements (i.e. as couple with parents and/ or egtin
family, or as couple with children and parents aod/extended family) have become less common
between 1980 and 2000 in Western and Southern Eubap not in Hungary or Romania These results
could suggest that (1) a mix of economic constsainbusing and labor markets as well as the tiansit
to market economy in Eastern Europe have affedtadgl arrangements of young adults or (2) that
extended living arrangements are quite robust @sehcountries. Furthermore we found that therais a
upward trend of both young men and women livinghvgairents between 1980 and 2000, especially in
Southern and Eastern Europe. In Austria, Switzdflaand France, however, non-family living
arrangements have become more common at the samaedo. This general trend corresponds to the
common increase in youth education, later laborketagntry and insecure income and postponement of
partnership and family formation; but it also reato trends in family policies. It could indicdteat
young adults in Southern and Eastern Europe arantiestay longer with their parents and move out

much later in reaction to less favorable opportasibffered by the labor market and welfare state.
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For future research, we suggest to expand the sinaly more European countries in order to
arrive at a more complete picture about cross-natizariation in family living arrangement and its
determining factors. The choice of data sourcesdsucial one in this respect. Although the IPUM&ia
are of particular value due to their sample size riable measures across countries, they doaarc
the whole of Europe. It would be particularly irgsting to include the Scandinavian and Baltic caest
into further analysis. Second, and since this shaf/focused on differences between countriestudy s
that incorporates more complex measures of maeed/ructural factors could be particularly fruitf
Previous research lend some support to continustgrical patterns of family living and underscane
importance of considering people’s frames of refeeeand normative orientations (Kalmijn, 2007;
Saraceno, 2008). We should consider multiple factiocluding nations' cultural and historical leigac
for a deeper understanding of young adults’ farailsangements. A crucial task for future studie®is
establish substantive ways to explore multi-levad anulti-dimensional determinants of cross-national
differences in young adults’ family living arrangents. This means first and foremost the accurate
operationalization of theoretical frameworks ang é@mpirical testing. This will require additional

methodological and theoretical work.



17

8. References

Aassve, A., Billari, F. C., Mazzuco, S., & OngafFo,(2001).Leaving Home Ain’t Easy. A Comparative
Longitudinal Analysis of ECHP Dai@Vorking Paper No. 2001-038). Rostock: MPIDR.
Retrieved from http://esp.sagepub.com/content/288!/

Aassve, A., Billari, F. C., Mazzuco, S., & OngafFo,(2002). Leaving home: a comparative analysis of
ECHP dataJournal of European Social Polic§2(4), 259-275.

Aassve, A., Mazzuco, S., & Mencarini, L. (2005).l@bearing and well-being: a comparative analys$is o
European welfare regimedournal of European Social Polic§5(4), 283—-299.
doi:10.1177/0958928705057262

Agresti, A. (2013)Categorical Data Analysislohn Wiley & Sons.

Ahmed, P., & Emigh, R. J. (2005). Household comjpmsiin post-socialist Eastern Europeternational
Journal of Sociology and Social Poli@5(3), 9-41. doi:10.1108/01443330510791117

Albertini, M., & Kohli, M. (2012). The Generation@lontract in the Family: An Analysis of Transfer
Regimes in Europdzuropean Sociological Reviewoi:10.1093/esr/jcs061

Albertini, M., Kohli, M., & Vogel, C. (2007). Intggenerational transfers of time and money in Eurnpea
families: common patterns — different regimds®@rnal of European Social Policy7(4), 319—
334. doi:10.1177/0958928707081068

Billari, F. C., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2010). Towaragsnew pattern of transition to adulthoofi®vances in
Life Course Research5(2—3), 59-75. d0i:10.1016/j.alcr.2010.10.003

Blossfeld, H.-P., Klijzing, E., Mills, M., & KurzK. (2006).Globalization, Uncertainty and Youth in
Society: The Losers in a Globalizing WorRbutledge.

Breen, R., & Buchmann, M. (2002). Institutional \&ion and the Position of Young People: A
Comparative PerspectivEhe ANNALS of the American Academy of Political @adial Science

58((1), 288—305. d0i:10.1177/000271620258000112



18

Briderl, J. (2004). Die Pluralisierung partnerstidfer Lebensformen in Westdeutschland und Europa
[The Pluralization of Living Arrangements in Gerrgaand Europe]Aus Politik Und
Zeitgeschichtel9, 3—10.

Chambaz, C. (2001). Lone-parent Families in Eurdp€ariety of Economic and Social Circumstances.
Social Policy & Administration35(6), 658—671. doi:10.1111/1467-9515.00259

Chiuri, M. C., & Del Boca, D. (2007)iving Arrangements in Europe: Exploring GenderfBiénces
and Institutional Characteristic§Working Paper No. 2007-24). Torino: UniversityTajrino.
Retrieved from http://esp.sagepub.com/content/288!/

Corijn, M., & Klijzing, E. (Eds.). (2001)Transitions to adulthood in EuropBoston: : Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Daatland, S. O., & Herlofson, K. (2003). “Lost si@lrity” or “changed solidarity”: a comparative
European view of normative family solidari#geing & Society23(05), 537-560.
doi:10.1017/S0144686X03001272

Elzinga, C. H., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2007). De-stamdization of Family-Life Trajectories of Young
Adults: A Cross-National Comparison Using Sequehiealysis.European Journal of
Population / Revue Européenne de Démograj28e-4), 225—-250. doi:10.1007/s10680-007-
9133-7

Esping-Andersen, G. (199%ocial Foundations of Postindustrial Economi@sford University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (2013Jhe Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalishohn Wiley & Sons.

Fokkema, T., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2008). Trends iwirhg arrangements in Europe: Convergence or
divergenceDemographic Research9, 1351-1418. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.36

Gauthier, A. H. (2007). Becoming a Young Adult: Axternational Perspective on the Transitions to
Adulthood.European Journal of Population / Revue EuropéersBémographie23(3-4), 217—
223. doi:10.1007/s10680-007-9130-x

Hajnal, J. (1965). European Marriage Patterns ispeetive. In D. E. C. Eversley & D. V. Glass (Bds.

Population in history(pp. 101-143). London: Arnold.



19

Hank, K. (2007). Proximity and Contacts BetweenddlBarents and Their Children: A European
ComparisonJournal of Marriage and Family69(1), 157-173. doi:10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2006.00351.x

lacovou, M., & Skew, A. J. (2011). Household comfios across the new Europe: Where do the new
Member States fit inBemographic ResearcB5, 465—490. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2011.25.14

Kalmijn, M. (2007). Explaining cross-national difésces in marriage, cohabitation, and divorce in
Europe, 1990-200®opulation Studiess1(3), 243—-263. doi:10.1080/00324720701571806

Kalmijn, M., & Saraceno, C. (2008). A Comparativergpective On Intergenerational SuppBrropean
Societies10(3), 479-508.

Kertzer, D. I. (1991). Household History and Soaoiptal TheoryAnnual Review of Sociologi/7, 155—
179. doi:10.2307/2083339

Kuijsten, A. C. (1996). Changing family patternsggarope: A case of divergencE@ropean Journal of
Population / Revue Européenne de DémogradiiR), 115-143. doi:10.1007/BF01797080

Lesthaeghe, R. (1995). The second demographidticans Western countries: An interpretation.
Gender and family change in industrialized coustrie Gender and Family Change in
Industrialized Countriegpp. 17—62). New York: Oxford University Press.

Mills, M., & Blossfeld, H.-P. (2013). The Secondmegraphic Transition Meets Globalization: A
Comprehensive Theory to Understand Changes in &miimation in an Era of Rising
Uncertainty. In A. Evans & J. Baxter (Ed$\)legotiating the Life Courgg@p. 9—33). Springer
Netherlands. Retrieved from http://link.springentohapter/10.1007/978-90-481-8912-0_2

Minnesota Population Center. (201htegrated Public Use Microdata Series, Internatibn/ersion 6.1
[Machine-readable databaselMinneapolis: University of Minnesota. Retrievedrfr
https://international.ipums.org/international/dibat shtml

Reher, D. S. (1998). Family Ties in Western Eurdfersistent Contrast8opulation and Development

Review24(2), 203—234. doi:10.2307/2807972



20

Rindfuss, R. R. (1991). The Young Adult Years: Dsity, Structural Change, and Fertility.
Demography28(4), 493-512. doi:10.2307/2061419

Saraceno, C. (2008). Patterns of Family Livinghi@ Enlarged EU. In J. Alber, T. Fahey, & C. Saracen
(Eds.),Handbook of quality of life in the enlarged Européanion (pp. 47—72). London; New
York: Routledge.

Sobotka, T. (2008). Overview Chapter 6: The divéases of the Second Demographic Transition in
Europe.Demographic Researcth9, 171-224. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.8

Sobotka, T., & Toulemon, L. (2008). Overview ChapteChanging family and partnership behaviour:
Common trends and persistent diversity across EuBgmographic Research9, 85-138.
doi:10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.6

Steinbach, A. (2012). Intergenerational relatiotr®ss the life coursédvances in Life Course Research

17(3), 93-99. doi:10.1016/j.alcr.2012.06.002



Table 1 Descriptive statistics

Variable % N  Range
Living arrangement

with parents 36.6: 2,241,64 0-1
alone 7.0C  428,50! 0-1
as a couple 10.2C  623,94: 0-1
as a couple with parentsand/ or extended family 2.3C  140,73: 0-1
as a couple with childrer 32.3¢ 1,980,56! 0-1
as a couple with children and parents and/ or exteled 6.0¢ 370,19t 0-1
family

as lone paren 1.5 93,55¢ 0-1
as a lone parent with parents and/ or extended faity 1.01 61,36( 0-1
sharing with others 29z 178,50! 0-1
Sex

female 49.8t 3,050,43 0-1
male 50.1f 3,069,06 0-1
Age group

18-19 1142  699,07¢ 0-1
20-24 29.7¢ 1,819,93 0-1
25-2¢ 29.07 1,778,78 0-1
30-34 29.77 1,821,70: 0-1
Country

Austria 9.7¢ 599,34 0-1
Switzerland 3.9 24154 0-1
France 32.8¢ 2,008,74. 0-1
Ireland 427 261,39 0-1
Hungary 6.1C 373,48l 0-1
Romania 25.71 1,573,43 0-1
Portugal 6.1¢ 379,04 0-1
Greece 11.1¢ 682,51: 0-1
Year

198( 32.17 1,968,74. 0-1
1990 32.57 1,989,45: 0-1
2000 35.32 2,161,30. 0-1

Note: IPUMSI, own caculations.
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Table 2 Changing distribution of living arrangement of MEN in European countries by age group in 198990 and 2000

22

Austria Switzedand France Ireland Hungary Romania Portugal Greece
Type of living arrangement by age group 1980 190 2000 1980 1900 2000 1980 1900 2000 1980 1900 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000
(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (N % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) %
18-19 (n=13634) (n=11,085) (n=9986) (n=3517) (n=4,507) (n=3768) (n=42546) (n=37,637) (N=40838) (n=5307) (n=3,601) (n=7,367) (n=7,156) (n=7,348) (nN=6907) (n=25,308) (n=33,185) (n=29,102) (n=8531) (nN=8563) (n=7,421) (n=11,326) (n=10,861) (n=12,991)
with parents 912 3.3 911 8928 8906 8944 8883 89.45 8453 9286 %533 8975 8141 8506 042 2095 B4 9648 %542 %672 %589 o121 9371 9131
alone 256 237 366 404 353 486 318 359 697 109 097 056 375 328 282 209 092 116 114 069 127 502 395 5.40
as a couple 069 06l 063 065 036 o6l 121 094 0ss o34 008 029 095 oe4 042 156 046 035 104 055 058 027 010 018
as a couple with extended family 025 043 018 003 020 fole:3 017 012 016 013 028 018 102 057 074 173 132 09%6 075 068 044 039 018 013
as a couple with children 046 036 024 017 004 013 053 033 033 083 006 011 091 097 056 097 048 040 075 060 047 034 015 022
as a couple with children and extended fanily 02 030 014 000 000 000 011 [o1e] [l 019 014 0oL 067 060 055 088 088 066 047 039 040 019 013 010
as lone parent 001 000 000 000 000 [oe:] 000 000 001 000 000 000 007 001 000 000 001 000 000 000 000 001 000 000
as a lone parent with extended fanily ool ool 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 002 000 000 006 008 000 [o1e] 005 000 oL 002 000 [l 000 001
sharing with others 167 269 104 583 681 486 597 553 7.09 454 314 911 1117 879 1248 177 045 000 042 036 0% 252 178 264
20-24 (n=30529) (n=33434) (n=23,991) (n=9,832) (N=13,150) (nN=9,881) (N=102,899) (nN=89,390) (n=95940) (n=11,561) (n=10,930) (n=18663) (nN=20,560) (nN=17,214) (n=19943) (n=73,889) (n=95,077) (n=82477) (n=19,513) (n=19548) (n=19,979) (n=23,383) (n=31598) (n=37,221)
with parents .70 7112 B3 5857 5881 6360 55.60 6185 6117 7511 202 7818 57.74 63.87 7142 64.88 67.18 082 6374 7074 8100 74.48 8395 8540
alone 7.30 858 1204 1431 1546 1755 897 1063 1491 289 301 175 537 643 546 340 260 290 2.00 160 3.60 7.36 608 621
as a couple 7.02 640 564 961 1082 7.26 1600 1284 1009 582 216 252 554 598 465 861 537 332 646 538 528 414 260 177
as a couple with extended family 168 183 117 052 070 066 086 059 060 130 120 087 460 349 268 581 829 502 433 308 192 213 110 090
as a couple with children 874 527 375 488 2.87 194 1050 612 338 997 375 155 1223 893 477 1072 829 371 1207 649 493 582 282 143
as a couple with children and extended fanily 235 134 09 040 020 021 oe4 039 024 173 113 021 622 326 194 519 7.30 419 556 308 169 268 105 063
as lone parent 00 [ole3) 005 001 [ole; [ole; 003 o002 005 001 001 [ole:] 040 053 004 006 004 001 [ole:] 001 002 004 001 001
as a lone parent with extended family fole:3 00 005 002 [ole; [ole] 004 001 [ole:] 003 005 005 027 041 fole:3 020 025 004 012 008 011 010 005 002
sharing with others 304 531 257 1168 1113 866 727 7.55 952 313 663 1484 763 7.10 897 113 070 000 070 060 147 324 234 363
25-29 (n=25991) (n=35340) (n=26,988) (n=10,820) (n=15,088) (n=11,235) (n=102588) (n=89,331) (n=106,131) (n=10460) (n=11,109) (n=16,196) (n=22,39%5) (n=15832) (n=18689) (n=72,832) (n=61,491) (n=83,618) (N=16949) (n=17,678) (n=20,339) (n=29,923) (n=31,383) (n=39367)
with parents 3145 3863 275 2062 20 2349 17.58 2364 2758 3446 4438 5102 2453 2846 4361 1816 2604 4091 2472 3897 4686 4037 5508 66.14
alone 938 1208 1849 1652 291 2997 970 1378 17.68 471 5.60 471 546 7.97 817 411 408 39 249 242 531 608 582 655
as a couple 1246 1186 272 2122 24.88 2382 1870 2124 2436 1392 1187 1347 7.66 816 1253 1267 7.87 959 985 1166 1620 935 9.08 880
as a couple with extended fanily 202 227 19 104 105 107 108 089 102 163 297 272 416 322 367 505 587 822 368 354 266 307 259 242
as a couple with children 3510 2462 17.73 27.28 1894 1275 4646 3457 2352 3993 2468 1021 4142 3854 2460 4513 3868 2165 24.66 3345 2210 2897 1983 1008
as a couple with children and extended family 622 447 311 166 102 079 1% 137 097 292 3.49 111 1176 7.98 464 1356 1606 1532 1356 897 477 1051 537 276
as lone parent 024 024 023 005 006 016 018 015 021 016 014 009 108 160 015 026 017 012 006 008 008 009 009 004
as a lone parent with extended family 016 031 016 014 [ole; 004 013 007 015 009 013 00 043 062 016 041 062 023 022 030 025 025 02 013
sharing with others 297 5.50 282 1148 9209 792 422 430 450 218 674 1657 355 346 248 064 061 000 077 061 178 131 204 307
3034 (n=26981) (n=31771) (n=33,682) (n=12,427) (n=14,322) (n=13,600) (n=108424) (n=89,262) (n=106256) (n=9871) (n=11,897) (n=15038) (n=18934) (n=19,371) (n=16266) (N=58636) (N=75852) (n=95,978) (n=15,268) (n=16,749) (n=19,118) (n=30,591) (n=32,793) (n=40552)
with parents 1384 19.48 207 880 894 853 819 1058 1262 1699 2025 2683 1235 17.27 2090 7.14 1301 1898 920 1591 23 17.08 2648 3836
alone 863 1102 17.79 1160 17.43 2555 717 1071 1497 454 547 657 508 7.43 813 300 408 4.00 193 258 522 442 479 662
as a couple 1070 1020 1186 1508 19.40 29 916 1119 1392 7.46 1031 1758 487 541 893 7.57 527 7.07 517 655 172 7.24 851 1188
as a couple with extended family 132 150 142 080 og1 06 060 051 072 074 208 241 168 155 128 231 212 39 182 200 178 212 234 278
as a couple with children 54.76 45.87 3885 5344 2468 3624 67.63 6133 5229 64.70 5186 3340 5061 5492 5333 6257 5040 44.56 64.98 5041 4932 5194 4524 3137
as a couple with children and extended family 7.75 618 479 332 2.36 126 318 204 177 318 530 325 1209 822 471 1601 1430 2059 1609 1226 7.30 1604 1066 633
as lone parent 047 060 047 014 029 039 041 038 048 053 050 032 132 218 049 045 044 033 020 024 026 019 031 018
as a lone parent with extended fanily 026 053 029 o011 009 006 019 013 023 023 027 023 044 087 024 052 081 052 021 043 044 041 055 039
sharing with others 227 462 246 672 590 429 342 313 2.9 163 402 9.40 259 214 19 043 056 000 041 063 163 061 112 208

Note: Unweighted n and weighted percentages.

Source: IPUMSI



Table 3 Changing distribution of living arrangements of WOMEN in European countries by age group in 180, 1990 and 2000
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Austria Switzerland France Ireland Hungary Romania Portugal Greece
Type of living arrangement by age group 1980 1900 2000 1980 1900 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 190 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000
(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % ()% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) %
18-19 (n=13,051) (n=10656) (N=9,775) (n=3,206) (n=4377) (n=3588) (n=41837) (n=36078) (n=38900) (n=4,854) (n=2850) (n=6972) (n=6518) (n=6724) (n=6521) (N=26,805) (N=32528) (N=28298) (n=8264) (N=8095) (n=7,196) (n=12,723) (n=13,324) (n=13,498)
with parents 8006 84.16 87.25 7335 8035 84.45 75.88 8079 77.15 87.02 8639 8635 5667 6892 7571 64.50 7622 8152 8074 87.61 8801 7252 8506 84.69
alone 38 293 446 7.58 508 633 430 519 919 119 147 053 572 461 362 162 058 130 (o= 061 190 344 348 626
as a couple 438 381 326 437 361 215 850 49 374 142 028 087 632 457 213 886 370 2.74 421 283 257 502 258 1%
as a couple with extended family 144 167 088 053 03 047 065 041 047 060 042 026 618 345 213 654 7.38 509 3.10 210 135 266 157 125
as a couple with children 371 191 12 262 089 047 354 145 101 260 074 044 841 457 225 959 451 347 576 314 254 872 322 155
as a couple with children and extended family 153 108 051 016 014 006 036 020 013 072 070 006 526 2.56 149 545 536 451 328 177 125 450 165 085
as lone parent 067 052 048 000 002 006 027 036 036 006 os1 060 0 0s8 037 024 007 012 006 010 008 013 oo 004
as a lone parent with extended family 219 155 100 028 023 014 063 o6 048 058 063 044 141 123 094 168 140 125 100 107 110 o75 016 019
sharing with others 219 242 0g3 1111 939 5.88 5.87 598 7.48 581 846 1044 9208 912 1136 152 076 000 085 078 120 225 227 322
20-24 (n=29,893) (n=31,960) (n=23194) (n=10407) (n=12507) (n=9,785) (N=102,106) (n=88169) (n=92,340) (n=10,616) (N=10,590) (n=18866) (n=19,790) (n=16470) (n=17,817) (n=76,568) (n=95215) (n=80,848) (n=19,271) (n=18824) (n=19,554) (n=32,360) (n=34,750) (n=36,699)
with parents 41.26 914 5655 3032 3806 24.76 3297 4167 4376 5572 65.85 6689 2492 3356 5421 2754 3581 5173 4527 5857 6540 2.79 5807 7093
alone 821 9.49 1218 17.83 17.87 2049 954 1193 17.40 362 267 123 534 69% 632 222 173 252 131 175 377 420 529 594
as a couple 1232 1211 1113 2000 2305 1676 230 2167 1973 1097 492 492 203 998 982 1271 7.78 7.35 958 936 981 816 7.37 672
as a couple with extended family 244 273 2.10 100 114 0s8 124 09%6 106 197 2.9 140 575 493 400 619 829 7.97 463 401 277 2.87 251 240
as a couple with children 2217 1308 920 14.40 955 5.80 2520 14.98 89% 2027 812 337 3244 2556 1229 3525 2632 1475 2629 17.00 1108 27.88 17.28 840
as a couple with children and extended family 498 325 239 111 058 041 137 090 058 269 208 047 1194 7.3 372 1214 1525 1260 959 567 349 1055 583 308
as lone parent 231 304 227 053 054 063 131 175 174 051 255 278 285 316 133 067 067 049 o062 041 058 039 031 021
as a lone parent with extended family 379 355 222 062 028 018 (o= 116 087 080 136 108 285 294 224 239 335 259 187 233 191 120 068 053
sharing with others 252 360 197 14.19 892 997 437 4.9 591 345 1020 17.86 487 568 5.99 089 079 000 o84 091 124 19% 266 180
25-29 (n=25,913) (n=34,126) (n=27,292) (n=10,891) (n=14,185) (n=11263) (n=101,555) (n=89,889) (n=105254) (n=9,879) (n=11,808) (n=16257) (n=21,755) (n=15,241) (n=17,817) (n=73,376) (n=60,799) (n=8L956) (n=17,130) (n=18006) (n=20,128) (n=30921) (n=33,074) (n=37,885)
with parents 1265 1851 2159 7.55 931 1101 832 1131 14.06 1867 2867 37.00 1082 10.10 273 784 1023 2035 1524 255 3029 17.39 25.16 4077
alone 7.61 263 149 13.06 1731 2374 7.87 1056 1468 336 324 292 EE:) 547 690 223 250 2.90 162 223 473 353 385 566
as a couple 1256 129 1550 2165 2804 3047 14.40 17.92 24.20 1372 13.44 17.11 581 657 1350 835 588 923 648 1002 1686 7.52 9.19 1290
as a couple with extended family 149 205 205 os 121 os1 078 073 101 137 315 304 227 163 2.56 263 272 585 2.49 279 248 190 218 295
as a couple with children 4943 3928 3149 4430 349 2482 59.95 5041 37.08 484 3450 1573 55.50 5547 4080 5955 57.06 3624 5490 4623 %) 5121 4524 27.88
as a couple with children and extended family 763 609 465 259 187 117 270 180 142 373 426 169 1267 925 523 14.96 1539 1978 14.48 1095 598 1528 1055 650
as lone parent 408 59 541 178 179 193 331 414 460 148 363 497 495 663 408 161 236 168 179 159 162 104 130 106
as a lone parent with extended family 283 320 262 079 042 024 101 120 108 os1 145 168 268 330 307 232 337 397 2.20 290 230 137 130 129
sharing with others 171 235 171 7.45 505 572 166 193 191 193 7.66 15.85 147 157 113 052 050 000 079 074 112 076 123 09
3034 (n=26,287) (n=30,227) (n=33,012) (n=12,065) (n=13,331) (n=13,792) (n=104,413) (n=89597) (n=107,362) (n=9,448) (n=12,188) (n=15066) (n=18567) (n=19,308) (n=15508) (n=58308) (n=75742) (n=95650) (n=16112) (n=17,738) (n=19,075) (n=31,289) (n=34,120) (n=39,879)
with parents 511 7.52 843 336 332 413 398 420 555 881 1170 1695 606 540 7.26 386 4.07 843 894 948 1134 869 981 17.13
alone 565 7.86 1115 867 1177 1623 547 697 979 273 322 427 322 398 478 179 242 2.59 159 197 392 252 322 491
as a couple 847 883 1088 120 1692 2048 677 7.79 1012 533 7.9 1572 432 424 640 594 405 570 366 447 871 469 581 956
as a couple with extended fanily 087 100 115 o062 077 065 049 037 047 066 151 218 120 100 080 160 119 262 122 118 124 141 139 243
as a couple with children 6194 55.80 5073 62.89 57.19 2902 7254 @29 6190 7402 59.17 4138 6271 6263 6545 6656 67.9%6 5359 6333 6444 5991 6100 62.10 5066
as a couple with children and extended family 875 7.15 554 435 295 173 376 244 202 334 641 38 1278 878 371 15.19 1268 1881 1534 119 800 1828 13.07 972
as lone parent 597 764 Yo 378 370 474 516 669 791 233 a2 619 633 1018 849 269 4.40 394 2.9 328 344 186 261 294
as a lone parent with extended family 205 2.60 209 [el=7) 056 040 088 09 112 079 158 179 250 304 262 207 288 433 222 272 259 130 151 1%
sharing with others 118 152 101 330 28 262 09% 125 110 19 3.59 7.69 088 067 049 031 035 000 073 047 085 025 049 070

Note: Unweighted n and weighted percentages.

Source: IPUMSI.
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Figure 1 Lambda parameters for the three-way interation (LCA). MEN
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Source: IPUMSI, own calculations.
Note: The figure displays the parameter estimatethe three-way interaction between family liveagangement, country and age gromﬁft‘(). We only considered parameter estimates thadreiff

10% or more from the overall grand mean. Dark gray big circles represent positive parameter ettisn@verrepresentation) and light grey and snialles represent negative parameter estimates
(underrepresentation).
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Figure 2 Lambda parameters for the three-way interation (LCA). WOMEN
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Source: IPUMSI, own calculations.
Note: The figure displays the parameter estimatethe three-way interaction between family liveagangement, country and age gromﬁft‘(). We only considered parameter estimates thadreiff

10% or more from the overall grand mean. Dark gray big circles represent positive parameter estisn@verrepresentation) and light grey and snialles represent negative parameter estimates
(underrepresentation).



Figure 3 Lambda parameters for the two-way (LC) andthree-way interaction (LCY). MEN
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Source: IPUMSI, own calculations.

Note: The figure displays the parameter estimaiethe two-way interaction between family livingamgement and countrﬁfg-c), and for the three-way interaction between fariliyng
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arrangement, country and yea{ﬁy). We only considered parameter estimates thagréiff 10% or more from the overall grand mean. Regiiarameters display overrepresentation and ivegat

parameters underrepresentation with regard tontbenay interaction. Blue and red arrows displayem@nd overrepresentation, respectively, for ineg-way interaction.
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Figure 4 Lambda parameters for the two-way (LC) andthree-way interaction (LCY). WOMEN
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Source: IPUMSI, own calculations.

Note: Note: The figure displays the parameter extéisifor the two-way interaction between familyrigyarrangement and countv]/}f), and for the three-way interaction between fariliyng
arrangement, country and yea{'}'ﬁ’). We only considered parameter estimates thagréiff 10% or more from the overall grand mean. Regiiarameters display overrepresentation and ivegat
parameters underrepresentation with regard tontbenay interaction. Blue and red arrows displayem@nd overrepresentation, respectively, for ineg-way interaction.



