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1.1 Background 

Since the 1980s, demographic and sociological research on family living 

arrangements of young adults in Europe has expanded and revealed 

striking and persisting variation in family living arrangements and the 

transition to adulthood (Aassve et al. 2002; Billari et al. 2001; Billari and 

Liefbroer 2010; Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Iacovou 2001, 2002; 

Iacovou and Skew 2011; Kiernan 1986; Mandic 2008; Saraceno 2008; 

Tomassini et al. 2004). Cases in point are differences in household size 

(nuclear vs. multigenerational households) and composition (family vs. 

non-family living arrangements), timing (early vs. latest-late leaving 

home) and destinations of leaving home (leaving for education vs. 

leaving for partnership and family formation), and the sequencing of 

the transition to adulthood (synchronization vs. de-synchronization of 

leaving home with other life course events) (Billari et al. 2001; Billari 

and Liefbroer 2010; Elzinga and Liefbroer 2007; Fokkema and Liefbroer 

2008). Despite the scholarly recognition of Europe as an extremely 

interesting setting for studying cross-national differences in family living 

arrangements – given not only its diversity in family living arrangements 

but also its cultural, institutional and socio-economic diversity – 

systematic comparative studies using nationally representative samples 

among multiple European countries are rare (Billari 2004; Buchmann 

and Kriesi 2011; Swartz 2009). What we know so far about family living 

arrangements in Europe is based on single-country studies or 

comparisons of a small number of mainly Western European countries. 

This is true although the inception of larger, cross-nationally 

comparative datasets in the late 1990s, such as the ECHP (The 

European Community Household Panel), its successor the EU-SILC 

(Statistics on Income and Living Conditions), the FFS (Fertility and 

Family Survey), or the ESS (European Social Survey) has made the 

investigation of a broader range of countries possible. The relative 

under-coverage of Central and Eastern European countries in 

comparative research is equally important to note. Mandic (2008, p. 

616), referred to this part of Europe as “terra incognita”, because it has 
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not yet been systematically included in comparative research on family 

living arrangements and the transition to adulthood –  mainly due to a 

lack of comparable data. The more recent availability of the GGS 

(Generations and Gender Survey) data from several Central and Eastern 

European countries, thus, has created new and exciting possibilities in 

cross-national comparative research and warrants the inclusion of 

Central and Eastern Europe in European comparisons.  

 

Family demographers traditionally study population phenomena across 

time and space. Relative to other demographic phenomena – for 

example, population aging, the rise in single-headed households, or the 

large-scale movement of people across international borders – young 

adult’s living arrangements, however, remain a relatively understudied 

issue. A cross-national comparative analysis of young adults’ family 

living arrangements can tell us something about critical 

interdependencies between young adults themselves and the country 

they live in. These interdependencies should not be taken for granted, 

as it is often done, but the ways in which cultural, institutional and 

socio-economic settings constitute differential opportunities and 

constraints for young men and women and across countries should be 

explicitly addressed. While this book neither claims nor aspires to 

develop an all-encompassing analysis of the cross-national differences 

in family living arrangements, the four studies presented here seek to 

illuminate some of the thus far understudied aspects. This is done by 

adopting a multilevel framework that takes into account young adults’ 

characteristics and the institutional, economic and cultural context in 

which their life courses are embedded. The research focus is 

furthermore deliberately extended to Central and Eastern Europe, 

which contribute to the European Union in its diversity but have rarely 

been included in comparative studies on family living arrangements and 

the transition to adulthood. 
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1.1.1 A Conceptualization of Young Adults 

In family demography, there is no clear-cut definition of the young 

adult in terms of a specific age range. Instead it is linked to the idea of 

the transition to adulthood, the “demographically dense” stage of the 

life course where multiple important transitions occur (Rindfuss 1991). 

These transitions include, but are not limited to, leaving the parental 

home, completing one’s education, finding a job, forming a marital or 

cohabiting union, and having children (Giele and Elder 1998; Settersten 

et al. 2005). From a comparative perspective, it is important to note 

that the transition to adulthood takes place at different chronological 

ages in different countries. Thus, defining the groups of people we 

consider as “young adults” is a non-trivial part of the work of this book. 

In the European contemporary context, there are countries where 

transitions start early and almost uniformly around age 19 or 20 (i.e., 

Northern European countries), and then there are countries where 

transitions start late and are highly de-standardized by age, but very 

standardized vis-à-vis the relationship with union formation (i.e., 

Southern European countries). An extreme example of late leaving 

home is Italy, where the median age for leaving home is almost 30 for 

men. Other European societies may be considered to be in between 

such extreme cases, with particularly the Southern European countries 

coming closer to “latest-late” (Billari 2004). Clearly, a definition of 

“young adults” which ends at the mid-twenties fails to include large 

numbers of people who have completed many (or, indeed, any) of the 

transitions to adulthood in Europe. For the purposes of this book I thus 

broadly define young adults to be in the age range from 16 to 35.  

1.1.2 A Conceptualization of Family Living Arrangements: Static 

vs. Dynamic 

There are two approaches to family living arrangements: A static and a 

dynamic approach. The static approach looks, for example, at the 

national proportion of people living in multigenerational households or 

at the propensity of young adults to live in a multigenerational 



Chapter 1 

18 

household. Family demographers often take the household as their unit 

of analysis and thus focus on quite limited conceptions of family, 

disregarding ties beyond those of intimate partners and of dependent 

children and their parents. Multiple family generations, and divorce and 

remarriage make it imperative not to equate families with households. 

Cases in point are “reconstituted” families, involving co-residence 

between members of the older and younger generations who are not 

related by blood, “new” living arrangements such as living-apart-

together, involving separate residences for partners, and “non-family” 

arrangements, involving especially young people sharing residences 

(Hantrais et al. 2006). In this book, I take the perspective of “looking 

beyond the nuclear family”. Family living arrangements pertain not only 

to living alone and co-residence of adult children and their parents 

(either young adults living with their parents or older adults living with 

their elderly parents), but also to single-parent families, extended 

families (i.e., living together with relatives other than children or 

parents and non-relatives), and living with nonrelatives (e.g., house 

mates sharing accommodation). The static is approach is followed in 

Chapters 2 and 3. 

 

The dynamic approach, in contrast, looks at either (1) discrete 

transitions (e.g., the transition out of the parental home) or (2) holistic 

life course trajectories (e.g., the sequencing of different events across 

the life course). First, and for the analysis of life course transitions, 

event history analysis has been the method of choice and the research 

literature mainly discussed the timing of life course events both in 

Europe and the US (e.g., Billari et al. 2001; Goldscheider and DaVanzo 

1989; Mulder and Hooimeijer 2002). Within the wider topic of young 

adults’ living arrangements, the timing of leaving home is of particular 

interest to family demographers. After all, moving out of the parental 

home is the main step in an independent adult life for many. Young 

adults’ decisions about where (and with whom) to live are an important 

prerequisite for other decisions regarding partnership and family 
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formation. Moreover, co-residence serves as an important mechanism 

through which parents transfer resources to their adult children. These 

resources are fundamental in enabling young adults to complete their 

education, enter the labor market, and establish families of their own. 

For these reasons, researchers increasingly see the decision to leave 

home as fundamental to understanding the life course, 

intergenerational relationships and the structure of the family 

(Goldscheider et al. 1993). The timing of leaving home differs greatly 

when observed in cross-national perspective (Aassve et al. 2002; Breen 

and Buchmann 2002; Iacovou 2001, 2002).  

 

More recently researchers have emphasized that a better 

understanding of the leaving home process also crucially depends on 

the different destinations taken from the parental home (e.g., leaving 

home to live alone vs. leaving home to live with a partner), the 

alternatives having substantial impact on the timing (Aassve et al. 2002; 

Iacovou 2010; Mulder and Clark 2002). Furthermore, for the analysis of 

trajectories in life course research, researchers have increasingly used 

sequence analysis to capture the interconnections of life course events. 

Life course theory conceptualizes people’s lives as a series of 

transitions. A life course is thus characterized by a sequence and 

combination of transitions, such as leaving the parental home, starting 

the first job, finding a partner and becoming a parent – and these life 

course events should be understood in their continuity (Elder 1994; 

Giele and Elder 1998). Although most comparative research adopts a 

theoretical life course approach when studying the transition to 

adulthood in Europe, insights thus far are based on the analysis of the 

timing and comparison of single transitions. A small but growing body 

of research focuses explicitly on holistic life course trajectories, so as to 

close the gap between theory and empirical research (Koelet et al. 

2015; Pailhé et al. 2013; Robette 2010; Sironi et al. 2015). The dynamic 

approach is followed in Chapters 4 and 5, where Chapter 4 looks at 
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holistic life course trajectories and Chapter 5 is focused on the 

transition out of the parental home. 

1.1.3 Family Living Arrangements in Europe: The Persistent 

North-South Divide 

Demographic research has documented marked cross-national 

differences in family living arrangements across Europe. These 

arrangements are differentiated in terms of who lives with whom and 

when, as well as in terms of the timing and sequence of life course 

events (e.g., exit from the parental home, cohabitation, marriage, and 

having a first child). This diversity in family living arrangements is 

almost a commonplace in the scientific literature, but nevertheless 

important to note, because it has proved remarkably stable over time, 

despite similar demographic changes across almost all European 

countries (Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Kuijsten 1996). Among these 

changes are the postponement of union formation and parenthood, 

fertility decline, increases in union dissolution, population ageing – to 

name but a few (Pailhé et al. 2014; Sobotka 2008; Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008). European families have become more varied and 

complex, and individual life courses increasingly diverse. The sequence 

of events and the pace at which they occur, for example, have become 

less standardized than before (Elzinga and Liefbroer 2007; Fussell et al. 

2007). Still, there is no indication that these changes have led to a 

general convergence of family living arrangements across European 

countries, underscoring the importance of the country context and 

comparative research.  

 

The cross-national differences in family living arrangements in Europe 

typically follow a North-South gradient (Billari et al. 2001; Iacovou 2001, 

2002, 2004). Western and Northern Europe, for example, are generally 

characterized by small households, non-family arrangements 

(particularly living alone and shared arrangements), and non-residential 

relationships (Iacovou and Skew 2011). Intergenerational co-residence 
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rates are low and young adults leave the parental home relatively early, 

often in relation with the end of secondary education or the first 

permanent job. Conversely, Southern Europe is generally characterized 

by larger and more complex households where young adults live with 

their parents well into their 20s – even after finishing their education 

and being established on the labor market – and are likely to leave 

home to marry rather than to live in cohabitation or as singles.  

The living arrangements in Central and Eastern Europe are in many 

respects similar to Southern Europe, with large households, late leaving 

home, and a high frequency of multi-generational households (Ahmed 

and Emigh 2005; Iacovou and Skew 2011). But there is also some 

indication that the Central and Eastern European countries cannot be 

treated as one homogenous region. Billari et al. (2001) very extensively 

investigated reasons for leaving home across Europe and claim 

heterogeneity within Eastern Europe. Their results indicate that co-

residence patterns are similar to Southern European countries when it 

comes to the sequencing between leaving the parental home and 

finishing education and/ or union formation. The majority of young 

adults exit the parental home neither before finishing the educational 

career nor before union formation. Yet, the results also display a strong 

variation of patterns. The timing of leaving home, for example, varies 

considerably between the different countries. It is late and non-

generalized in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, and Poland; and in 

that way similar to Southern European countries. For Latvia, Lithuania, 

and Slovenia a polarized pattern seems to hold true; young adults 

either leave very early or stay very long in the parental home (Billari et 

al. 2001). There is still much more we need to know about how family 

living arrangements can be charted here. 

1.1.4 Explaining Cross-National Differences in Family Living 

Arrangements 

Comparative studies so far addressed these cross-national differences 

in Europe mainly from two theoretical perspectives: (1) A contextual 
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perspective where welfare regimes and policies, economic 

circumstances, housing availability or the normative climate of a 

country influence living arrangements of the young and old (e.g., 

Esping-Andersen 1990; Ferrera 1996; Hajnal 1965; Höllinger and Haller 

1990; Reher 1998), or (2) a compositional perspective where the 

particular distribution of individual characteristics across countries (e.g. 

educational and occupational status, income, receipt of welfare 

transfers, health, individual norms and values) accounts for the 

prevalence of specific family living arrangements (Billari and Liefbroer 

2007; Hank 2007; Iacovou 2001, 2002, 2010; Le Blanc and Wolff 2006). 

Only in recent research has it been highlighted that we need to be 

sensitive to cross-level interactions between individual level 

characteristics and the macro-context (Aassve et al. 2002; Billari 2004; 

Buchmann and Kriesi 2011). The impact on family living arrangements 

of an individual level characteristic can differ, depending on the 

cultural, socioeconomic or policy context.  

1.2 Research Objectives and Approach 

This book has three objectives. It aims to describe and examine young 

adults’ family living arrangements: 

(1) In multiple social contexts (e.g., policy regimes, socio-economic 

circumstances, and normative climate);  

(2) from the perspective of different social groups (e.g., women vs. 

men; young birth cohorts vs. older birth cohorts; low level of 

education vs. high level of education); and 

(3) by comparing and explaining differences in living arrangements 

across several European countries – including Eastern Europe.  

It investigates to what extent family living arrangements are a function 

of structural opportunities of the context, people’s individual 

characteristics, and the modifying influence of the context people are 

living in which hamper or promote the prevalence of specific living 
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arrangements. For each chapter in the book these general objectives 

are further translated into specific research questions.  

1.2.1 A Multilevel Framework for Understanding Family Living 

Arrangements 

A multilevel framework forms the theoretically guiding and integrative 

concept for understanding family living arrangements and their 

diversity across European countries in this book. Though there is no 

overarching demographic “multilevel theory”, comparative researchers 

have put forward explanations at different levels to account for cross-

national differences – most typically the individual and the country – 

and loosely following James Coleman's work (Billari 2004; Coleman 

1986, 1994). In a comparative research perspective explaining diversity 

across countries means recognizing the fact that individual behavior is 

embedded in a macro level context. The macro level context represents 

the different opportunities and constraints – embodied in welfare and 

policy regimes, socio-economic circumstances, and normative climate, 

for example – that (1) shape young adults’ life courses directly, but may 

also (2) channel the impact of micro-level characteristics on family living 

arrangements. Micro-level characteristics such as gender, education, 

income, employment status, and values and attitudes, for example, are 

nevertheless important predictors of family living arrangements. Within 

a multilevel framework, the specific distribution of micro-level 

characteristics across countries (i.e., population composition) may also 

account for cross-national differences in family living arrangements.  

1.2.2 Data Sources: Censuses and Survey Data  

This book aims at giving a static and dynamic account of young adults’ 

family living arrangements across contemporary Europe, while at the 

same time paying attention to macro-micro linkages that explain cross-

national differences. To achieve the research objectives high quality 

data are required that (1) cover Europe in its entirety (or at least a 

broad range of European countries) and are thus particularly suited for 

a comparative analysis of family living arrangements in Europe; (2) 



Chapter 1 

24 

contain sufficient sample sizes, and (3) contain detailed information 

about education, work and fertility histories of both partners. Since 

there is not a single dataset that fulfills these requirements, the four 

empirical chapters use two distinct data sources. All are large-scale, 

publicly available datasets that are collected employing strict quality 

controls.  

 

Family living arrangements are described in all population censuses. 

This traditional demographic data source allows charting family 

constellations and is indispensable for the portrayal of general trends 

and overall comparisons: How many generations surround young adults 

in different phases of life? How complex are today’s families? How 

common are single-person households? How do patterns differ across 

contexts? For many countries census data are easily available thanks to 

the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, international (IPUMSi) 

project. IPUMSi currently disseminates data for 16 European countries 

(53 censuses) spanning from 1970 to 2000 (Minnesota Population 

Center 2011). The IPUMSi data also add information on countries that 

are not available in the survey data used in this book – namely on 

Greece, Ireland, Portugal, and Switzerland. This is important because a 

comprehensive comparative research perspective – a distinctive feature 

of this book – should try to incorporate as many countries as possible.  

 

The Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) is an internally comparable 

and harmonized set of survey data containing detailed demographic 

information on a representative sample of residents aged 18 to 79 

years in each of the 19 participating countries and provides information 

on the individual, partnership, and household level (Vikat et al. 2007). 

The GGS does not look at partnerships or parent-child relationships in 

isolation, but rather as embedded in a generational structure. As a 

result, researchers not only have information on an individual’s marital 

and parenthood history, but also that of his/ her parents and, where 

relevant, that of his/ her children. GGS data are unique in that they 
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make it possible to identify — at the level of lives and families — the 

implications of demographic trends that are specific to particular 

groups of countries (Billari et al. 2001; Choroszewicz and Wolff 2010). 

The GGS is also uniquely valuable in its provision of comparable micro 

data not only for Western but also for Eastern European countries. A 

more detailed description of each dataset can be found in the separate 

chapters. 

1.2.3 Analytical Strategy  

A key challenge of the analytical strategy – given its complex linkages 

across analytical levels and time – lies in the empirical application of the 

multilevel framework. The most intuitive and logical methodological 

application, naturally, is to employ multilevel models. In terms of 

statistical multilevel modeling, the number of countries with available 

GGS data is hardly sufficient. In general, one would require at least 20 

units of the relevant level in order to derive safe statistical inference. 

However, I do not restrict analyses to individual level and country-level 

determinants. Where possible and feasible, regional or community 

levels are also taken into consideration. Furthermore, it is possible to 

include several countries in the same regression analysis, making 

comparisons by including country fixed effects, and their interactions 

with relevant other variables.  

 

More specifically, the methods used in this book include log-linear 

models (Chapter 2); multilevel logistic regression models with random 

intercepts and random coefficients (Chapter 3); sequence analysis, 

cluster analysis, and multinomial logistic regression models with 

country fixed effects (Chapter 4); and discrete-time event history 

models (multinomial logistic regressions of person-years) with country 

fixed effects (Chapter 5). Each chapter provides more detailed 

information and outlines the methodological advantages and 

disadvantages of the various techniques used.  
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1.3 Overview of the Four Studies  

This section introduces the four empirical studies in this book in more 

detail. The four studies were designed to provide a comprehensive 

examination of young adults’ family living arrangements Europe – 

guided by the three formulated research objectives. The four studies 

(Chapters 2 – 5) were written in the form of journal articles, they are 

thus meant to be read individually, so that some degree of overlap 

(e.g., in the description of theoretical concepts) was inevitable. Because 

some of the chapters were co-authored “we” instead of “I” is used. 

Furthermore, each chapter also covers aspects that are not extensively 

discussed in this introduction, but which make each of the articles more 

complete.  

1.3.1 Chapter 2: Living Arrangements of Young Adults in Europe  

The second chapter examines the cross-national and cross-temporal 

variety of young adults’ family living arrangements in Europe using 

IPUMS data available for eight European countries. It provides a first 

descriptive overview of how young adults live in Europe. We specifically 

addressed the following research questions: (1) How much diversity in 

living arrangements is observable across European countries? (2) How 

have the living arrangements of young adults changed between 1980 

and 2000? This chapter builds on existing conceptualizations of family 

living arrangements but also extends them by using a broader and more 

comprehensive categorization (including extended and non-family living 

arrangements), so as to capture a wide variety of young adults’ living 

arrangements in different stages of their life course. It covers countries 

from all parts of Europe. 

1.3.2 Chapter 3: Intergenerational Co-residence of Young Adults 

with their Parents across European Regions  

The third chapter examines the regional differences in 

intergenerational co-residence with parents across Europe, which have 

rarely been studied in comparative research. The analysis is based on 

data from the GGS (Wave 1) and we specifically addressed the following 
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research questions: (1) To what extent do the individual characteristics 

(individual resources and preferences) and the regional context (i.e. 

housing market and sociocultural climate) explain regional differences 

in intergenerational co-residence across Europe? (2) How does the 

regional context modify the relationship between resources and 

preferences and intergenerational co-residence? As such this chapter 

represents the most stringent empirical application of a theoretical 

multilevel framework in this book. It is also noteworthy that regional 

rather than cross-national differences in intergenerational co-residence 

across both West and East European countries are examined. This is 

because, as argued earlier, it is also important to look at regional 

contexts. 

1.3.3 Chapter 4: The Transition to Adulthood and Pathways out 

of the Parental Home: A Cross-national Analysis 

The fourth chapter takes a dynamic perspective and presents a 

comparative analysis of the transition to adulthood in Western and 

Eastern Europe based on life course data from the GGS. It focuses on 

the whole life course rather than on single events of the transition to 

adulthood. I specifically addressed the following research questions: (1) 

How do life course trajectories differ between educational groups and 

men and women? (2) How do life course trajectories differ across 

countries? (3) And how do the educational gradients for life course 

trajectories differ across Europe and over time? By drawing on both a 

holistic and a comparative perspective, this chapter addresses an 

important gap in the research literature – so far studies that examine 

the transition to adulthood more comprehensively (i.e., from a holistic 

perspective) and make broader cross-national comparisons are rare. 

1.3.4 Chapter 5: Differences in Leaving Home by Individual and 

Parental Education among Women in Europe  

The fifth chapter also takes a dynamic perspective and examines the 

transition to leave the parental home. It uses a competing risks 

approach and distinguishes between two pathways out of the parental 
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home: Leaving home to live without a partner and leaving home to live 

with a partner. Unlike the other chapters in this book, this chapter 

concentrates on women’s pathways out of the parental home. We 

specifically addressed the following research questions: (1) To what 

extent does the timing of young women’s leaving home – and the 

different pathways out of the parental home – vary by education and 

parental education in Europe? (2) How do education and parental 

education interact with national context across Europe? This chapter 

thus addresses how overall leaving home timing and patterns are 

related to education and class differences. 

References 
Aassve, A., Billari, F. C., Mazzuco, S., & Ongaro, F. (2002). Leaving home: a 

comparative analysis of ECHP data. Journal of European Social Policy, 12(4), 
259–275. 

Ahmed, P., & Emigh, R. J. (2005). Household composition in post-socialist Eastern 
Europe. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 25(3), 9–41.  

Billari, F. C. (2004). Becoming an adult in Europe: a macro(/micro)-demographic 
perspective. Demographic Research, 3, 15–44.  

Billari, F. C., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2007). Should I stay or should I go? The impact of age 
norms on leaving home. Demography, 44(1), 181–198.  

Billari, F. C., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2010). Towards a new pattern of transition to 
adulthood? Advances in Life Course Research, 15(2–3), 59–75.  

Billari, F. C., Philipov, D., & Baizán, P. (2001). Leaving Home in Europe: The Experience 
of Cohorts Born Around 1960. International Journal of Population Geography, 
7(5), 339–356.  

Breen, R., & Buchmann, M. (2002). Institutional Variation and the Position of Young 
People: A Comparative Perspective. The ANNALS of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, 580(1), 288–305.  

Buchmann, M. C., & Kriesi, I. (2011). Transition to Adulthood in Europe. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 37(1), 481–503.  

Choroszewicz, M., & Wolff, P. (2010). 51 million young EU adults lived their parent(s) 
in 2008 (No. 50/2010) (pp. 1–12). European Commission: Eurostat. 

Coleman, J. S. (1986). Social Theory, Social Research, and a Theory of Action. American 
Journal of Sociology, 91(6), 1309–1335. 

Coleman, J. S. (1994). Foundations of Social Theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Elder, G. H. (1994). Time, Human Agency, and Social Change: Perspectives on the Life 
Course. Social Psychology Quarterly, 57(1), 4–15.  



INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF STUDIES 

29 

Elzinga, C. H., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2007). De-standardization of Family-Life Trajectories 
of Young Adults: A Cross-National Comparison Using Sequence Analysis. 
European Journal of Population, 23(3-4), 225–250.  

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge: 
Polity Press. 

Ferrera, M. (1996). The “Southern Model” of Welfare in Social Europe. Journal of 
European Social Policy, 6(1), 17–37.  

Fokkema, T., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2008). Trends in living arrangements in Europe: 
Convergence or divergence? Demographic Research, 19, 1351–1418.  

Fussell, E., Gauthier, A. H., & Evans, A. (2007). Heterogeneity in the Transition to 
Adulthood: The Cases of Australia, Canada, and the United States. European 
Journal of Population, 23(3-4), 389–414.  

Giele, J. Z., & Elder, G. H. (1998). Methods of Life Course Research: Qualitative and 
Quantitative Approaches. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Goldscheider, F., & DaVanzo, J. (1989). Pathways to Independent Living in Early 
Adulthood: Marriage, Semiautonomy, and Premarital Residential 
Independence. Demography, 26(4), 597–614.  

Goldscheider, F., Thornton, A., & Young-DeMarco, L. (1993). A portrait of the nest-
leaving process in early adulthood. Demography, 30(4), 683–699.  

Hajnal, J. (1965). European Marriage Patterns in Perspective. In D. E. C. Eversley & D. 
V. Glass (Eds.), Population in history. (pp. 101–143). London: Arnold. 

Hank, K. (2007). Proximity and Contacts Between Older Parents and Their Children: A 
European Comparison. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69(1), 157–173.  

Hantrais, L., Philipov, D., & Billari, F. C. (2006). Policy implications of changing family 
formation. Strasbourg, France: Council of Europe. 

Höllinger, F., & Haller, M. (1990). Kinship and social networks in modern societies: a 
cross-cultural comparison among seven nations. European Sociological 
Review, 6(2), 103–124. 

Iacovou, M. (2001). Leaving home in the European Union. (Working Paper No. 2001-
18) (pp. 1–47). Colchester: University of Essex.  

Iacovou, M. (2002). Regional Differences in the Transition to Adulthood. The ANNALS 
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 580(1), 40–69.  

Iacovou, M. (2004). Patterns of Family Living. In R. Berthoud & M. Iacovou (Eds.), 
Social Europe. Living Standards and Welfare States. (pp. 21–45). Cheltenham: 
Edward Elgar.  

Iacovou, M. (2010). Leaving home: Independence, togetherness and income. 
Advances in Life Course Research, 15(4), 147–160.  

Iacovou, M., & Skew, A. J. (2011). Household composition across the new Europe: 
Where do the new Member States fit in? Demographic Research, 25, 465–
490.  

Kiernan, K. (1986). Leaving home: Living arrangements of young people in six west-
European countries. European Journal of Population, 2(2), 177–184.  

Koelet, S., Valk, H. A. G. de, Glorieux, I., Laurijssen, I., & Willaert, D. (2015). The timing 
of family commitments in the early work career: Work-family trajectories of 
young adults in Flanders. Demographic Research, 32, 657–690.  



Chapter 1 

30 

Kuijsten, A. C. (1996). Changing family patterns in Europe: A case of divergence? 
European Journal of Population, 12(2), 115–143.  

Le Blanc, D., & Wolff, F.-C. (2006). Leaving Home in Europe: The Role of Parents’ and 
Children’s Incomes. Review of Economics of the Household, 4(1), 53–73.  

Mandic, S. (2008). Home-Leaving and its Structural Determinants in Western and 
Eastern Europe: An Exploratory Study. Housing Studies, 23(4), 615–637.  

Minnesota Population Center. (2011). Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, 
International: Version 6.1 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota. 
https://international.ipums.org/international/citation.shtml. Accessed 25 
February 2013 

Mulder, C. H., & Clark, W. A. V. (2002). Leaving Home for College and Gaining 
Independence. Environment and Planning A, 34(6), 981–999.  

Mulder, C. H., & Hooimeijer, P. (2002). Leaving home in the Netherlands: Timing and 
first housing. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 17(3), 237–268. 

Pailhé, A., Mortelmans, D., Castro, T., Cortina Trilla, C., Digoix, M., Festy, P., et al. 
(2014). Changes in the life course (Families and Societies Working Paper 
Series No. 6) (pp. 1–67).  

Pailhé, A., Robette, N., & Solaz, A. (2013). Work and family over the life-course. A 
typology of French long-lasting couples using optimal matching. Longitudinal 
and Life Course Studies, 4(3), 196–217.  

Reher, D. S. (1998). Family Ties in Western Europe: Persistent Contrasts. Population 
and Development Review, 24(2), 203–234.  

Rindfuss, R. R. (1991). The Young Adult Years: Diversity, Structural Change, and 
Fertility. Demography, 28(4), 493–512.  

Robette, N. (2010). The diversity of pathways to adulthood in France: Evidence from a 
holistic approach. Advances in Life Course Research, 15(2–3), 89–96.  

Saraceno, C. (2008). Patterns of Family Living in the Enlarged EU. In J. Alber, T. Fahey, 
& C. Saraceno (Eds.), Handbook of quality of life in the enlarged European 
Union (pp. 47–72). London; New York: Routledge. 

Settersten, R. A., Furstenberg, F. F., & Rumbaut, R. G. (Eds.). (2005). On the Frontier of 
Adulthood: Theory, Research, and Public Policy. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Sironi, M., Barban, N., & Impicciatore, R. (2015). Parental social class and the 
transition to adulthood in Italy and the United States. Advances in Life Course 
Research, 26, 89–104.  

Sobotka, T. (2008). Overview Chapter 6: The diverse faces of the Second Demographic 
Transition in Europe. Demographic Research, 19, 171–224.  

Sobotka, T., & Toulemon, L. (2008). Overview Chapter 4: Changing family and 
partnership behaviour: Common trends and persistent diversity across 
Europe. Demographic Research, 19, 85–138.  

Swartz, T. T. (2009). Intergenerational Family Relations in Adulthood: Patterns, 
Variations, and Implications in the Contemporary United States. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 35(1), 191–212.  



INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF STUDIES 

31 

Tomassini, C., Glaser, K., Wolf, D. A., Broese van Groenou, M., & Grundy, E. (2004). 
Living Arrangements among Older People: An Overview of Trends in Europe 
and the USA. Population Trends, 115, 24–34. 

Vikat, A., Spéder, Z., Beets, G., Billari, F., Bühler, C., Desesquelles, A., et al. (2007). 
Generations and Gender Survey (GGS). Demographic Research, 17, 389–440.  



 

32 

2 LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF YOUNG ADULTS IN 

EUROPE 

 
 
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF YOUNG ADULTS 
IN EUROPE 
 

Comparative research suggests that there are great cross-national and 

cross-temporal differences in living arrangements of young adults aged 

18 – 34 in Europe. In this paper, we examine young adults’ living 

arrangements (1) across several European countries and different 

national contexts, and (2) by taking into account cross-time variability. 

In doing so, we pay careful attention to a comprehensive 

conceptualization of living arrangements (including extended and non-

family living arrangements). The aim of this paper is to deepen our 

understanding of family structure and household arrangements in 

Europe by examining and mapping the cross-national and cross-

temporal variety of young adults’ living arrangements. For our analysis, 

we use data from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series 

International (IPUMSi) for the census rounds 1980, 1990, and 2000 for 

eight European countries (Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, 

Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland). We employ log-linear models to 

ascertain the influence of individual and contextual factors on living 

arrangements. The analyses lend further support to a North/ West – 

South/ East divide in living arrangements and general gender 

differentials in extended family living. Other interesting results are the  

2 
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heterogeneity in the living arrangements of single mothers across 

geographic areas, and the upward trend of extended household living 

for young men and women between 1980 and 2000. * 

2.1 Introduction 

A high degree of diversity in the living arrangements of young adults 

has long been a characteristic European feature (Blossfeld et al. 2006; 

Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Kuijsten 1996). Empirical research has 

lent particular support to strong regional patterns across groups of 

countries in Europe. Western and Northern Europe, for example, are 

generally characterized by small households (consisting of only the 

nuclear family members), non-familial arrangements (particularly living 

alone and shared arrangements), and non-residential relationships 

(Iacovou and Skew 2011). Conversely, Southern Europe is generally 

characterized by large households where young adults live with their 

parents well into their 20s and are likely to leave home to marry rather 

than to live in cohabitation or as singles. The living arrangements in 

Central and Eastern Europe are in many respects most similar to 

Southern Europe, with large households, late home-leaving, and a high 

frequency of multi-generational households (Ahmed and Emigh 2005; 

Iacovou and Skew 2011). Explanations for these regional patterns in 

young adults’ living arrangements stress, on the one hand, institutional 

differences in terms of the mode and scope of welfare state provisions 

(e.g., Esping-Andersen 1990) and, on the other hand, long-term, 

persistent cultural differences (e.g., Hajnal 1965; Kertzer 1991; Reher 

1998) between broad geographical regions and along a North – South 

divide in Europe.  

Numerous demographic studies have also revealed that the diversity 

and de-standardization of family forms, relationship and parenthood 

patterns in Europe has increased even further since the second half of 

                                                           
* This chapter is a slightly different version of: Schwanitz, K., & Mulder, C. H. (2015). 
Living arrangements of young adults in Europe. Comparative Population Studies, 
40(4), 367-398. 
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the 20th century (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Brüderl 2004; Corijn and 

Klijzing 2001; Elzinga and Liefbroer 2007; Rindfuss 1991; Sobotka 2008; 

Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). These changes seem to follow a rather 

similar trajectory all across Europe – in fact so much so that they 

sparked theoretical discourses on the discontinuation of the family as 

an institution. Europeans are generally marrying later within the life 

course, and more are remaining unmarried; divorce rates have 

increased; non-marital cohabitation and non-marital childbearing have 

become more common; and “new” family forms and households (i.e., 

step-families, living apart together arrangements) have gained visibility 

(Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Brüderl 2004; Corijn and Klijzing 2001).   

Against this backdrop, we focus on (1) how much diversity in living 

arrangements is observable across European countries and (2) how the 

living arrangements of young adults have changed between 1980 and 

2000, using data from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series 

International (IPUMSi) for the census rounds 1980, 1990, and 2000 for 

eight European countries (Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, 

Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland). Unlike previous research (e.g., 

Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008) – which mainly examined a small set of 

living arrangements and has not paid a great deal of attention to the 

prevalence and variations in extended living arrangements – we provide 

a detailed picture of young adults’ living arrangements (including 

extended and non-family arrangements) and compare living 

arrangements between various groups of young adults (men and 

women; older and younger; people who live in different groups of 

countries). In doing so, we contribute to the demographic literature on 

the growing complexity of family forms and living arrangements across 

Europe by mapping the extent to which young adults are surrounded by 

their families in a variety of living arrangements in a much more 

detailed way than previous research did. Furthermore, we add to the 

debate about whether there is an asynchrony of changes in living 

arrangements between European countries and to what extent 

European diversity in young adults’ living arrangements remains.  
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2.2 Background 

This section presents a recap of what we know so far about young 

adults’ living arrangements in Europe. First, we discuss variation in the 

prevalence of living arrangements over time and present theoretical 

frameworks describing the dynamics and bounds of variation for 

European societies. Second, we discuss variation in the prevalence of 

living arrangements across countries and highlight the way institutional 

arrangements shape choices of living arrangements. We then 

synthesize the findings of empirical research to describe more 

specifically how young adults live across contemporary Europe and 

identify knowledge gaps. 

2.2.1 Processes of Social Change 

Europe witnessed profound and sometimes even radical changes in 

marriage and family life in the second half of the 20th century. In many 

countries, marriage and fertility rates have declined, divorce rates have 

increased, and unmarried cohabitation has become more common. In 

addition, the ways in which families live together have changed, as well. 

Young adults in most Western countries, for example, have postponed 

leaving the parental home, marriage, and parenthood – with various 

complex living arrangements characterizing this trend. At the same 

time, living alone has increased particularly among working-age adults 

(e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). Some 

theorists have posited that these weakened traditional family patterns 

reflect underlying value changes and an overall shift towards privacy 

and autonomy, coined the Second Demographic Transition (SDT) 

(Lesthaeghe 1995). While the SDT predicts convergence of living 

arrangements over time, comparative research has highlighted that 

there are critical interdependencies between the SDT and social policies 

and cultural backgrounds thus suggesting persistent cross-national 

diversity in young adults’ living arrangements (Kuijsten 1996; Sobotka 

2008).  
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Other theorists applied a modernization and globalization perspective 

which underlines the increasing structural uncertainties in the domain 

of labor markets, finance, education, and family (Blossfeld et al. 2006; 

Mills and Blossfeld 2013). From this perspective, globalization processes 

– specifically the internationalization of markets, the intensification of 

competition, the spread of global networks, and the rising importance 

of markets (Blossfeld et al. 2006, p. 2) – have generated labor market 

transformations and labor market instability (e.g., risk of 

unemployment, fixed-term contracts). This in turn affected family forms 

and living arrangements as young people have tended to remain in 

education longer, enter the labor market at later ages, and increasingly 

postpone family formation. The proponents of this globalization 

perspective, however, add an important specification to their model by 

considering country-specific and historically grown institutional settings 

and social structures that modify the impact of structural uncertainties. 

Consequently, young adults across different European countries and 

regions are not affected uniformly in the same way and a convergence 

to a new common pattern of living arrangements is empirically not 

observable (Blossfeld et al. 2006; Sobotka 2008). In this vein, some 

authors have particularly pointed to the role of welfare regimes shaping 

the impact of economic and social developments (Breen and Buchmann 

2002). A specific case of social change is the transformation in the 

Central and Eastern European countries at the beginning of the 1990s, 

which happened more rapidly, more dramatically (e.g., the 

restructuring of welfare and policy regimes) and often in directions 

opposite to developments in Western Europe. This transformation 

brought drastic changes to family life: Young adults postponed family 

formation and substituted non-marital cohabitation for marriage, 

fertility generally declined (while the proportion of extra-marital births 

increased), and average household size declined (while the proportion 

of people living alone increased) (e.g., Sobotka and Toulemon 2008).  
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2.2.2 Conceptualizing European Diversity in Living 

Arrangements 

Apart from changes across time, cross-national research furthermore 

suggests a significant impact of relatively stable institutional 

arrangements – like welfare regimes and policy environments – on 

young adults' living arrangements across Europe (Aassve et al. 2005; 

Albertini et al. 2007; Albertini and Kohli 2013; Chiuri and Del Boca 2007; 

Daatland and Herlofson 2003; Gauthier 2007; Steinbach 2012). Esping-

Andersen (1990, 1999) developed a typology of welfare regimes which 

has gained a pivotal role in explaining how qualitatively different 

welfare state provisions and employment and family policies across 

countries translate into different family structures and living 

arrangements. The main argument is that living arrangements are 

influenced by the organization and provision of social care, namely by 

the degree to which welfare regimes are either familialistic or 

individualistic. In countries with familialistic regimes (such as Spain, 

Italy, and Greece), care for children or the elderly is mainly provided by 

the familial household and there are hardly any family policies 

supporting young adults or parents. Conversely, in countries with 

individualistic welfare regimes (such as Denmark, Sweden, Norway, 

Finland, Belgium and France), care for children or the elderly is 

provided by the state. Young adults can thus rely on a number of 

governmental aids and services in order to live independently from 

their parents. Empirical findings generally underscore the importance of 

welfare regimes – and their considerable and stable cross-national 

variation in the nature of provisions and policies– for shaping young 

adults' living arrangements across Europe (Aassve et al. 2002, 2005; 

Breen and Buchmann 2002).  

However, the literature has also pointed to problems in disentangling 

the effect of institutional arrangements and longstanding sociocultural 

differences (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008). 

Researchers have long pointed to systemic variation in family forms and 
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cultures– which loosely follows a North/ West – South/East divide and 

remains remarkably resilient– to account for living arrangement 

patterns as well as patterns of family solidarity and family obligations 

(Albertini and Kohli 2013; Daatland and Herlofson 2003; Hajnal 1965; 

Hank 2007; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008; Kertzer 1991). Reher (1998) 

argues that Northern and Southern European countries differ with 

respect to family ties. In countries with strong family ties, there are 

strong norms of intergenerational support, and people are more 

responsive to the needs of their family members (Kalmijn and Saraceno 

2008; Reher 1998). In addition, prolonged co-residence of children with 

parents in extended family households is more common (Aassve et al. 

2002). In countries with weak family ties, adult family members are 

more strongly committed to residential autonomy, young adults leave 

the parental home comparatively early, and living alone or living in 

nuclear households is very common.  

2.2.3 Young Adults’ Living Arrangements in Europe 

We know from the literature in family demography that young adults’ 

living arrangements vary greatly across Europe (Fokkema and Liefbroer 

2008; Hantrais et al. 2006; Hoem et al. 2009; Iacovou 2004; Iacovou and 

Skew 2011; Kiernan 1986; Kuijsten 1996; Lesthaeghe and Moors 1995; 

Saraceno 2008; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). First, young adults tend 

to leave the parental home comparatively early in Western and 

Northern Europe. The mean age at leaving home, for example, varies 

between 20 years in Finland and over 27 years in Italy for young 

women, and between under 22 years in Finland and Denmark to almost 

30 years in Italy for young men (Iacovou and Skew 2011). The share of 

young adults living with their parents is thus lower in Western and 

Northern Europe compared to Southern and Eastern Europe; and of 

those young adults who lived with their parents less than 1% in 

Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland and Luxembourg were in a union 

which means living with a partner (please note that although using the 

terms union, relationship and couple interchangeably, we always refer 
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to living with a partner). This proportion rises, however, to 8% and 

more in Lithuania, Latvia and Poland, and even up to 17.8% in Romania 

and 19.3% in Bulgaria (Choroszewicz and Wolff 2010). Second, living as 

a couple is generally a common living arrangement among young adults 

all across Europe, but again there are substantial differences: 

relationship formation starts early in the Northern and Western 

countries and rather late in the Southern European countries. For 

example, 48% of young men (aged 25) in Finland are in relationships 

compared to 8% in Italy (Iacovou 2004). Furthermore, young adults in 

Northern and Western Europe far more often opt for unmarried 

cohabitation, whereas their counterparts in Southern Europe tend to 

live with a partner to whom they are married. In Central and Eastern 

Europe, relationships – not necessarily married – are formed early and 

young couples tend to have children early in the course of their 

relationship. The share of young adults living in relationships with 

children is thus high in Central and Eastern Europe, but levels of 

unmarried cohabitation vary across the region (Hoem et al. 2009; 

Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). Third, Northern and Western European 

households are relatively small, in part because the nuclear family is a 

dominant household type, but also because the proportion of single 

households is relatively high. Living alone is generally much more 

common at all ages in Northern and Western Europe than in Southern 

and Eastern Europe, but particularly so at younger ages. After having 

left the parental home, many young adults in Northern and Western 

Europe live alone before cohabiting or marrying and are thus more 

likely to live alone than their Southern and Eastern European 

counterparts (Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008). In Southern and Eastern 

Europe, however, households are larger and more often involve forms 

of the extended family. It is common, for example, that cohabiting or 

married young adults live with their parents (and possibly other 

relatives) (Ahmed and Emigh 2005; Iacovou and Skew 2011; Sobotka 

and Toulemon 2008). In addition, Chambaz (2001) showed that 
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between 25% and 40% of single parents in Southern Europe live with 

their parents or other relatives.  

Although the literature has thus illustrated cross-national differences in 

living arrangements, it is important to note that many (descriptive) 

studies examined only a limited number of living arrangements in 

detail. Typically, studies look at, for example, the prevalence of “young 

adults living with parents”, “young adults living alone”, and “young 

adults living in union”, but not at the prevalence of extended or non-

family living arrangements – which are grouped together with various 

other living arrangements (such as living as single parents or living in 

collective households, for example) in the residual category “other” 

(e.g., Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Iacovou 2004; Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008). This might be the case because there are few 

extended-family households in Northern and Western Europe, but also 

because extended and non-family living arrangements (e.g., living with 

non-relatives) have only lately garnered scientific attention. The 

challenge is to accommodate extended and non-family living 

arrangements in family and household demography. More recently, 

Iacovou and Skew (2011) used EU-SILC data to study the household 

composition in Europe and explicitly included extended family 

households. This study provides important insight into the different 

family forms and living arrangements in Europe. Besides investigating 

differences in household composition, it is, however, also important to 

investigate individuals in various living arrangements – in order to get a 

detailed picture of how young adults live and are surrounded by their 

families across Europe and how this has changed over time.  

2.3 Data and Methods 

We use pooled census microdata for the census rounds 1980, 1990, and 

2000 from eight countries (Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, 

Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland) to compare the living 

arrangements of young adults across Europe. (Note that we have 

grouped the exact census date by round, i.e., 1980, 1990 and 2000. 
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Table 2.1 presents the exact census dates). We chose these eight 

countries on the basis of data availability, but also because comparisons 

among them illustrate particularly well cross-national differences in 

living arrangements across major European regions: North and Western 

(Austria, France, Ireland, and Switzerland), Southern (Greece and 

Portugal) and Central–Eastern Europe (Hungary and Romania). For the 

sake of simplicity, we refer to them as Western Europe, Southern and 

Eastern Europe, respectively. This geographic grouping has been used, 

for example, by Iacovou (2013) in previous research on living 

arrangements. It moreover follows the longstanding sociocultural 

systems described above, for example by Hajnal (1965) and Reher 

(1998), as well as the regional differences of welfare regimes across 

Europe (Esping-Andersen 1990). 

Table 2.1 Available Information and Exact Census Dates for 8 
European Countries, 1980s–2000s 
 1980s 1990s 2000s 

Greece 1981 1991 2001 

Portugal 1981 1991 2001 

Romania 1977 1992 2002 

Hungary 1980 1990 2001 

Ireland 1981 1991 2002 

France 1982 1990 1999 

Switzerland 1980 1990 2000 

Austria 1981 1991 2001 
Source: IPUMSi. Own calculations. 

The census samples were obtained from the Integrated Public Use 

Microdata Series International (IPUMSi) data archive (Minnesota 

Population Center 2011) and consist of approximately 5% of the French, 

Hungarian, Portuguese, and Swiss population, and 10% of the Austrian, 

Greek, Irish, and Romanian population. We restrict the data analysis to 

young adults (i.e., men and women aged 18–34) because across all 

European countries, it is in this age range that the transition to 

adulthood unfolds, thus producing variability in living arrangements. It 
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is important to note that there is no clear-cut definition of young adults 

in the demographic literature, mainly because it is difficult to identify 

the exact end of the transition to adulthood. Therefore, we make a 

rather arbitrary choice to set the upper age limit to 34 to account for 

increases in the time spent in education and trends towards leaving the 

parental home later. Furthermore, we exclude those young adults living 

in collective households (e.g., student dorms or military barracks) and 

those with missing values on the dependent variables. Missing values 

(i.e., refusals or don’t knows) are only a minor issue, affecting at most 

2% of the observations in our sample. The final sample size is 

6,119,500. 

The IPUMSi data are a unique source of information for cross-country 

analyses at the European level due to its standardized methodology and 

harmonized questionnaires, procedure in data collection, high response 

rates, and large sample sizes. They include a wide variety of useful and 

harmonized information, including indicators of household 

relationships – from which we construct measures of living 

arrangements – and key demographic and socioeconomic factors (e.g., 

age and gender). Although the IPUMSi data are a useful and rich source 

to examine differentials and trends in living arrangements across 

Europe, they have certain limitations. First, the IPUMSi data are cross-

sectional and thus we cannot assess changes in the timing and the 

frequency of transitions between different living arrangements. Second, 

apart from demographic variables the IPUMSi data do not contain other 

relevant information that might affect young adults’ living 

arrangements (e.g., preferences, attitudes, and family values). Third, 

the data do not contain information on all European countries – 

especially information on Scandinavian countries is missing – and 

IPUMSi data thus can only be used to identify changes and patterns in a 

small part of Europe. 
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2.3.1 Measurements 

We use the Family Relationship Variables – harmonized pointer 

variables that identify the presence of mother, father, spouse, and 

children for all household members – (Sobek and Kennedy 2009) in the 

IPUMSi to create nine mutually exclusive living arrangements based on 

the respective relationship and parental status of the young adult, and 

the information whether the young adults live in an extended family 

household: (1) With parents; (2) alone; (3) as a couple; (4) as a couple 

with parents and/ or extended family; (5) as a couple with children; (6) 

as a couple with children and parents and/ or extended family; (7) as 

single parent; (8) as a single parent with parents and/ or extended 

family; or (9) sharing with others. An extended family household 

captures multiple generations (such as young adults and their parents), 

multiple relatives (such as siblings or any other relatives), non-relatives, 

or a combination of both living together. The category with parents 

jointly considers cases where young adults only live with their parents 

as well as cases in which young adults live with their parents and 

additional extended family members. It is possible that living alone and 

living with an unmarried partner are underreported in census data, 

because many young adults in Europe do not register address changes 

when leaving the parental home to live alone or with a partner or 

continue to report the parents’ household as place of residence if they 

keep returning to the parental home occasionally (Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008). We do not know how large such a bias is in the 

IPUMSi data. The category sharing with others refers to shared – but 

non-institutional – accommodation of non-relatives, such as e.g., young 

adults sharing a flat with friends.  

By using this broad categorization, we aim to capture a wide variety of 

young adults’ living arrangements in different stages of their life course. 

Because the IPUMSi data do not collect information about absent 

spouses or partners, our categorization is, however, limited in regard to 

non-standard living arrangements (i.e., non-cohabiting couples and 
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living apart together relationships). It is also important to note that we 

cannot account for multi-residence (i.e., young adults living in more 

than one household). 1 In addition to living arrangements we use the 

following categorical variables: (1) Country (8 categories: Austria, 

France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Portugal, Romania, and Switzerland), 

(2) Year (3 categories: 1980, 1990, 2000), and (3) Age (4 categories: 18–

19, 20–24, 25–29, 30–34). The latter variable captures the effects of 

age-norms and age-graded transitions in the life course. Research 

suggests that important life course events (i.e., leaving the parental 

home, getting married, or having a child) are guided by specific age 

norms, which in turn affect residential choices and living arrangements 

(see for example: Billari and Liefbroer 2007). The four age groupings 

used reflect those used commonly in census data. Because the scope of 

this article is already quite broad, we abstain from examining 

educational, social class or ethnicity differences in young adults’ living 

arrangements. Studies have, however, shown that socio-economic 

characteristics (e.g., education and economic activity) and ethnicity 

shape young adults' residential decisions and living arrangements 

(Stone et al. 2011; Zorlu and Mulder 2010). 

2.3.2 Modeling Strategy and Method 

We first calculate the weighted percentage distribution for men and 

women by age group, year and country in order to examine prevalence 

and overall change in living arrangements of young adults in Europe. 

Subsequently, we specify log-linear models for contingency tables to 

adjust for the changing marginal distributions of variables (e.g., country, 

year, or age group) that sort young adults into different living 

arrangements and to describe the associations between the variables in 

a standardized way. We assess whether: (1) There are cross-national 

differences in living arrangements, (2) there are cross-temporal 

differences in living arrangements, and (3) the age pattern in living 

arrangements differs across countries.  
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Log-linear models are a special case of the general linear model (GLM) 

for Poisson-distributed data and are a powerful tool to analyzes the 

relationships among different categorical variables – particularly for 

multi-way contingency tables (i.e., tables with more than 2 x 2 

categorical variables). Log-linear models predict the expected 

frequencies in a contingency table, considering both main effects (that 

pertain to differences among the marginal distribution of a variable) 

and interaction effects (that pertain to associations between variables). 

They are different to other GLM’s in that the cell counts are the 

response and there is thus no formal distinction in dependent and 

independent variables among the categorical variables in the model 

(Agresti 2012). A particular advantage of log-linear modeling for our 

purpose is that we can analyzes the associations between demographic 

variables and changes over time net of changes in demographic 

composition.  

In order to identify a best-fitting log-linear model of living 

arrangements, we tested, by process of backward elimination, whether 

any components could be removed from the saturated model (i.e., a 

model including all interaction and main effects). We rely on the 

Bayesian information criterion to assess the model fit, because χ2- 

based test statistics may be overly sensitive to departures from the null 

hypothesis due to the large sample size (Raftery 1995). Our results 

(Table 2.4 in the Appendix 2) indicate that a more parsimonious model 

than the saturated model does not fit well, since the relationship 

between the four variables is not homogeneous.  

The log-linear model for a four-way contingency table is thus 

formulated below. L refers to the respondent's living arrangement (with 

i = 1, … 9), C refers to the respondent's country of residence (with j = 1, 

… 8), Y refers to the year (with k = 1, … 3), and A refers to the age group 

(with t = 1, … 4). The statistic 𝐹𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 represents the number of young 

adults in each cell of the cross-tabulation of living arrangement, 

country, year, and age group (9  ×  8  ×  3  ×  4= 864 cells):   
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 ln 𝐹𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 = 𝜇 + 𝜆𝑖
𝐿 + 𝜆𝑗

𝐶 + 𝜆𝑘
𝑌 + 𝜆𝑡

𝐴 + 𝜆𝑖𝑗
𝐿𝐶 + 𝜆𝑖𝑘

𝐿𝑌 + 𝜆𝑖𝑡
𝐿𝐴

+ 𝜆𝑗𝑘
𝐶𝑌 + 𝜆𝑗𝑡

𝐶𝐴 + 𝜆𝑘𝑡
𝑌𝐴 + 𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘

𝐿𝐶𝑌 + 𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝐴

+ 𝜆𝑖𝑘𝑡
𝐿𝑌𝐴 + 𝜆𝑗𝑘𝑡

𝐶𝑌𝐴 + 𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝑌𝐴 

2.1 

 

Because we apply effect coding, µ reflects the grand mean of all 

observations. In addition to controlling for marginal distributions of the 

categorical variables (𝜆𝑖
𝐿; 𝜆𝑗

𝐶; 𝜆𝑘
𝑌; 𝜆𝑡

𝐴), we also account for the four-way 

interaction between living arrangement, country of residence, year, and 

age group (𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝑌𝐴) and all lower-order interactions. Note that we (1) 

estimate separate but analogous log-linear models for men and 

women, (2) focus on selected key parameters from the saturated model 

for women and men, respectively, rather than interpreting all 864 

parameters, and (3) enhance substantive interpretations by looking at 

model parameter estimates with an effect size larger than .10 

(corresponding to a 10% over-representation compared with a 

distribution determined by the marginal distributions only) and which 

are significant at the 5% level. We choose a cut-off at .10 in order to 

simplify the presentation of the results and not to present (negligibly) 

small effects (Tables 2.5 to 2.10 in the Appendix 2) present all 

parameters for the two-way and three-way interactions for men and 

women, respectively). Note, too, that while the saturated log-linear 

models do not as such tell us something we do not know from the raw 

numbers in the descriptive table, they allow better representing higher-

order interaction terms and assessing significance and effect size of the 

parameters. 

2.4 Results 

2.4.1 Cross-National Differences in Living Arrangements  

The weighted percentage distributions for men and women (Tables 2.2 

and 2.3, respectively) show that there are considerable regional 

differences: Living as a couple is more common in France and 

Switzerland than in Southern (Greece and Portugal) and Eastern 
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(Hungary and Romania) Europe, while Southern and Eastern Europeans 

are particularly likely to live with members of the extended family – far 

exceeding levels in France and Switzerland. In Austria and Ireland, 

however, extended family living arrangements (i.e., couples with 

children and parents and/ or extended family) are quite common, 

particularly for young adults in the age group of 30–34 years which 

mirror their Southern and Eastern European counterparts. Similarly, 

living with parents is considerably more common in Southern and 

Eastern Europe in the older age groups (i.e., 25–29 years old and 30–34 

years old, respectively) than in Western Europe (Austria, France, 

Ireland, and Switzerland). We furthermore find that across age groups 

living alone and sharing with others is generally more prevalent in 

Western European countries and Hungary than in Southern and Eastern 

Europe. Living as a couple with children is the most common living 

arrangement for both men and women and the differences between 

the countries are relatively small. 

The parameter estimates for the two-way interaction between living 

arrangement and country (𝜆𝑖𝑗
𝐿𝐶) from our log-linear model are shown in 

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 (for men and women, respectively); the effect sizes 

are drawn as country abbreviations along the x-axis for each of the nine 

living arrangements. Positive parameters display overrepresentation 

and negative parameters underrepresentation with regard to the two-

way interaction. For example, we see in Figure 2.1 that the country 

abbreviation CH (= Switzerland) has a positive parameter (i.e., is 

situated to the right of 0) for the living arrangement alone. This means 

that living alone is overrepresented among young men in Switzerland. 

The opposite holds if a country abbreviation has a negative parameter. 

More substantively, we see that there are considerable differences in 

living arrangements across countries: Southern and Eastern Europeans 

are particularly likely to live with their parents and/ or extended family. 

A case in point is living as a single parent with parents and/ or extended 

family, which is more common in Southern and Eastern Europe. As a 
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Western European country, Ireland interestingly shows that young 

adults are more likely to be in the category living with parents, which 

means that they are in this respect closer to young adults in Southern 

and Eastern Europe. If we now look at non-family living arrangements 

(i.e., sharing with others and living alone), we see that these living 

arrangements are generally more common in Western Europe. For 

example, young adults are more likely to live alone in Austria, France, 

and Switzerland – but not in Ireland. And finally, living as a couple is 

more common in France and Switzerland – but not in Austria and 

Ireland or Southern and Eastern Europe. 

2.4.2 Cross-Temporal Differences in Living Arrangements  

Again, we turn first to Tables 2.2 and 2.3, and see that there is an 

upward trend of living with parents between 1980 and 2000, but the 

increase for the age groups 20–24, 25–29, and 30–34 was much 

stronger in the Southern and Eastern European countries than in 

Western Europe. At the same time, living alone increases in Austria, 

Switzerland, and France across all age groups, but only slightly in the 

Southern and Eastern European countries and Ireland. Across all 

countries there is a decrease in the percentages of young adults living 

as a couple with children. While the change over time for women 

generally mirrors that of their male counterparts, sex differences have 

not diminished over time. The importance of the cross-national 

comparison becomes salient when we examine changes in living 

arrangements over time in the European countries. To obtain more 

insight into the changes over time between 1980 and 2000, Figures 2.1 

and 2.2 additionally present two parameter estimates for the three-way 

interaction between living arrangement, country and year (𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘
𝐿𝐶𝑌) from 

our log-linear model. Below each two-way interaction, we display over- 

and underrepresentation for the year 1980 and 2000, respectively by a 

line pointing up or down.  
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 13,634 11,035 9,986 3,517 4,507 3,768 42,546 37,637 40,838 

with parents  94.12 93.23 94.11 89.28 89.06 89.44 88.83 89.45 84.53 

alone 2.56 2.37 3.66 4.04 3.53 4.86 3.18 3.59 6.97 

as a couple 0.69 0.61 0.63 0.65 0.36 0.61 1.21 0.94 0.86 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.25 0.43 0.18 0.03 0.20 0.08 0.17 0.12 0.16 

as a couple with 
children 

0.46 0.36 0.24 0.17 0.04 0.13 0.53 0.33 0.33 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

0.22 0.30 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.05 

as single parent 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

sharing with others 1.67 2.69 1.04 5.83 6.81 4.86 5.97 5.53 7.09 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 30,529 33,434 23,991 9,832 13,150 9,881 102,899 89,390 95,940 

with parents  69.70 71.12 73.73 58.57 58.81 63.69 55.60 61.85 61.17 

alone 7.30 8.58 12.04 14.31 15.46 17.55 8.97 10.63 14.91 

as a couple 7.02 6.40 5.64 9.61 10.82 7.26 16.09 12.84 10.09 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.68 1.83 1.17 0.52 0.70 0.66 0.86 0.59 0.60 

as a couple with 
children 

8.74 5.27 3.75 4.88 2.87 1.94 10.50 6.12 3.38 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

2.35 1.34 0.99 0.40 0.20 0.21 0.64 0.39 0.24 

as single parent 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.06 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.08 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.03 

sharing with others 3.04 5.31 2.57 11.68 11.13 8.66 7.27 7.55 9.52 

C
h

ap
ter 2

 



 

 

5
1

 

Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 25,991 35,940 26,988 10,820 15,098 11,235 102,588 89,331 106,131 

with parents  31.45 38.63 42.75 20.62 22.04 23.49 17.58 23.64 27.58 

alone 9.38 12.08 18.49 16.52 22.91 29.97 9.70 13.78 17.68 

as a couple 12.46 11.86 12.72 21.22 24.88 23.82 18.70 21.24 24.36 

as a couple with 
extended family 

2.02 2.27 1.99 1.04 1.05 1.07 1.08 0.89 1.02 

as a couple with 
children 

35.10 24.62 17.73 27.28 18.94 12.75 46.46 34.57 23.52 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

6.22 4.47 3.11 1.66 1.02 0.79 1.95 1.37 0.97 

as single parent 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.05 0.06 0.16 0.18 0.15 0.21 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.16 0.31 0.16 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.13 0.07 0.15 

sharing with others 2.97 5.50 2.82 11.48 9.09 7.92 4.22 4.30 4.50 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 26,981 31,771 33,682 12,427 14,322 13,600 108,424 89,262 106,256 

with parents  5.11 7.52 8.43 3.36 3.32 4.13 8.19 10.58 12.62 

alone 5.65 7.86 11.15 8.67 11.77 16.23 7.17 10.71 14.97 

as a couple 8.47 8.83 10.88 12.09 16.92 20.48 9.16 11.19 13.92 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.87 1.09 1.15 0.62 0.77 0.65 0.60 0.51 0.72 

as a couple with 
children 

61.94 55.80 50.73 62.89 57.19 49.02 67.68 61.33 52.29 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

8.75 7.15 5.54 4.35 2.95 1.73 3.18 2.04 1.77 

as single parent 5.97 7.64 9.01 3.78 3.70 4.74 0.41 0.38 0.48 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

2.05 2.60 2.09 0.94 0.56 0.40 0.19 0.13 0.23 

sharing with others 1.18 1.52 1.01 3.30 2.84 2.62 3.42 3.13 2.99 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 5,307 3,601 7,367 7,156 7,348 6,907 25,308 33,185 29,102 

with parents  92.86 95.33 89.75 81.41 85.06 82.42 90.95 95.44 96.48 

alone 1.09 0.97 0.56 3.75 3.28 2.82 2.09 0.92 1.16 

as a couple 0.34 0.08 0.29 0.95 0.64 0.42 1.56 0.46 0.35 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.13 0.28 0.18 1.02 0.57 0.74 1.73 1.32 0.96 

as a couple with 
children 

0.83 0.06 0.11 0.91 0.97 0.56 0.97 0.48 0.40 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

0.19 0.14 0.01 0.67 0.60 0.55 0.88 0.88 0.66 

as single parent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.08 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 

sharing with others 4.54 3.14 9.11 11.17 8.79 12.48 1.77 0.45 0.00 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 11,561 10,930 18,663 20,560 17,214 19,943 73,889 95,077 82,477 

with parents  75.11 82.02 78.18 57.74 63.87 71.42 64.88 67.18 80.82 

alone 2.89 3.01 1.75 5.37 6.43 5.46 3.40 2.60 2.90 

as a couple 5.82 2.16 2.52 5.54 5.98 4.65 8.61 5.37 3.32 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.30 1.20 0.87 4.60 3.49 2.68 5.81 8.29 5.02 

as a couple with 
children 

9.97 3.75 1.55 12.23 8.93 4.77 10.72 8.29 3.71 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

1.73 1.13 0.21 6.22 3.26 1.94 5.19 7.30 4.19 

as single parent 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.40 0.53 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.01 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.03 0.05 0.05 0.27 0.41 0.08 0.20 0.25 0.04 

sharing with others 3.13 6.68 14.84 7.63 7.10 8.97 1.13 0.70 0.00 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 10,460 11,109 16,196 22,395 15,832 18,689 72,832 61,491 83,618 

with parents  34.46 44.38 51.02 24.53 28.46 43.61 18.16 26.04 40.91 

alone 4.71 5.60 4.71 5.46 7.97 8.17 4.11 4.08 3.96 

as a couple 13.92 11.87 13.47 7.66 8.16 12.53 12.67 7.87 9.59 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.63 2.97 2.72 4.16 3.22 3.67 5.05 5.87 8.22 

as a couple with 
children 

39.93 24.68 10.21 41.42 38.54 24.60 45.13 38.68 21.65 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

2.92 3.49 1.11 11.76 7.98 4.64 13.56 16.06 15.32 

as single parent 0.16 0.14 0.09 1.03 1.60 0.15 0.26 0.17 0.12 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.09 0.13 0.09 0.43 0.62 0.16 0.41 0.62 0.23 

sharing with others 2.18 6.74 16.57 3.55 3.46 2.48 0.64 0.61 0.00 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 9,871 11,897 15,038 18,934 19,371 16,266 58,636 75,852 95,978 

with parents  16.99 20.25 26.83 12.35 17.27 20.90 7.14 13.01 18.98 

alone 4.54 5.47 6.57 5.03 7.43 8.13 3.00 4.08 4.00 

as a couple 7.46 10.31 17.58 4.87 5.41 8.93 7.57 5.27 7.07 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.74 2.03 2.41 1.68 1.55 1.28 2.31 2.12 3.96 

as a couple with 
children 

64.70 51.86 33.40 59.61 54.92 53.33 62.57 59.40 44.56 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

3.18 5.30 3.25 12.09 8.22 4.71 16.01 14.30 20.59 

as single parent 0.53 0.50 0.32 1.32 2.18 0.49 0.45 0.44 0.33 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.23 0.27 0.23 0.44 0.87 0.24 0.52 0.81 0.52 

sharing with others 1.63 4.02 9.40 2.59 2.14 1.99 0.43 0.56 0.00 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 8,531 8,563 7,421 11,326 10,861 12,991 

with parents  95.42 96.72 95.89 91.21 93.71 91.31 

alone 1.14 0.69 1.27 5.02 3.95 5.40 

as a couple 1.04 0.55 0.58 0.27 0.10 0.18 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.75 0.68 0.44 0.39 0.18 0.13 

as a couple with children 0.75 0.60 0.47 0.34 0.15 0.22 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

0.47 0.39 0.40 0.19 0.13 0.10 

as single parent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

0.01 0.02 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 

sharing with others 0.42 0.36 0.94 2.52 1.78 2.64 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 19,513 19,548 19,979 23,383 31,598 37,221 

with parents  68.74 79.74 81.00 74.48 83.95 85.40 

alone 2.00 1.60 3.60 7.36 6.08 6.21 

as a couple 6.46 5.38 5.28 4.14 2.60 1.77 

as a couple with 
extended family 

4.33 3.08 1.92 2.13 1.10 0.90 

as a couple with children 12.07 6.49 4.93 5.82 2.82 1.43 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

5.56 3.03 1.69 2.68 1.05 0.63 

as single parent 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

0.12 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.05 0.02 

sharing with others 0.70 0.60 1.47 3.24 2.34 3.63 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 16,949 17,678 20,339 29,923 31,383 39,367 

with parents  24.72 38.97 46.86 40.37 55.03 66.14 

alone 2.49 2.42 5.31 6.08 5.82 6.55 

as a couple 9.85 11.66 16.20 9.35 9.03 8.80 

as a couple with 
extended family 

3.68 3.54 2.66 3.07 2.59 2.42 

as a couple with children 44.66 33.45 22.10 28.97 19.83 10.08 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

13.56 8.97 4.77 10.51 5.37 2.76 

as single parent 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.04 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

0.22 0.30 0.25 0.25 0.22 0.13 

sharing with others 0.77 0.61 1.78 1.31 2.04 3.07 
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Men in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 1990 
and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 15,268 16,749 19,118 30,591 32,793 40,552 

with parents  9.20 15.91 22.34 17.03 26.48 38.36 

alone 1.93 2.58 5.22 4.42 4.79 6.62 

as a couple 5.17 6.55 11.72 7.24 8.51 11.88 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.82 2.00 1.78 2.12 2.34 2.78 

as a couple with children 64.98 59.41 49.32 51.94 45.24 31.37 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

16.09 12.26 7.30 16.04 10.66 6.33 

as single parent 0.20 0.24 0.26 0.19 0.31 0.18 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

0.21 0.43 0.44 0.41 0.55 0.39 

sharing with others 0.41 0.63 1.63 0.61 1.12 2.08 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi. 
Note: N = 3,069,066. Unweighted n and weighted %.   
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 13,051 10,656 9,775 3,205 4,377 3,588 41,837 36,078 38,900 

with parents  80.06 84.16 87.25 73.35 80.35 84.45 75.88 80.79 77.15 

alone 3.82 2.93 4.46 7.58 5.03 6.33 4.30 5.19 9.19 

as a couple 4.38 3.81 3.26 4.37 3.61 2.15 8.50 4.99 3.74 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.44 1.67 0.88 0.53 0.34 0.47 0.65 0.41 0.47 

as a couple with 
children 

3.71 1.91 1.22 2.62 0.89 0.47 3.54 1.45 1.01 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

1.53 1.03 0.51 0.16 0.14 0.06 0.36 0.20 0.13 

as single parent 0.67 0.52 0.48 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.27 0.36 0.36 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

2.19 1.55 1.00 0.28 0.23 0.14 0.63 0.64 0.48 

sharing with others 2.19 2.42 0.93 11.11 9.39 5.88 5.87 5.98 7.48 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 29,893 31,960 23,194 10,407 12,507 9,785 102,106 88,169 92,340 

with parents  41.26 49.14 56.55 30.32 38.06 44.76 32.97 41.67 43.76 

alone 8.21 9.49 12.18 17.83 17.87 20.49 9.54 11.93 17.40 

as a couple 12.32 12.11 11.13 20.00 23.05 16.76 23.09 21.67 19.73 

as a couple with 
extended family 

2.44 2.73 2.10 1.00 1.14 0.98 1.24 0.96 1.05 

as a couple with 
children 

22.17 13.08 9.20 14.40 9.55 5.80 25.20 14.98 8.96 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

4.98 3.25 2.39 1.11 0.58 0.41 1.37 0.90 0.58 

as single parent 2.31 3.04 2.27 0.53 0.54 0.63 1.31 1.75 1.74 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

3.79 3.55 2.22 0.62 0.28 0.18 0.91 1.16 0.87 

sharing with others 2.52 3.60 1.97 14.19 8.92 9.97 4.37 4.99 5.91 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 25,913 34,126 27,292 10,891 14,185 11,263 101,555 89,889 105,254 

with parents  12.65 18.51 21.59 7.55 9.31 11.01 8.32 11.31 14.06 

alone 7.61 9.63 14.99 13.06 17.31 23.74 7.87 10.56 14.68 

as a couple 12.56 12.96 15.50 21.65 28.04 30.47 14.40 17.92 24.20 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.49 2.05 2.05 0.84 1.21 0.91 0.78 0.73 1.01 

as a couple with 
children 

49.43 39.28 31.49 44.30 34.99 24.82 59.95 50.41 37.03 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

7.63 6.09 4.65 2.59 1.87 1.17 2.70 1.80 1.42 

as single parent 4.08 5.93 5.41 1.78 1.79 1.93 3.31 4.14 4.60 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

2.83 3.20 2.62 0.79 0.42 0.24 1.01 1.20 1.08 

sharing with others 1.71 2.35 1.71 7.45 5.05 5.72 1.66 1.93 1.91 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Austria (AT) Switzerland (CH) France (FR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 26,287 30,227 33,012 12,055 13,331 13,792 104,413 89,597 107,362 

with parents  5.11 7.52 8.43 3.36 3.32 4.13 3.98 4.20 5.55 

alone 5.65 7.86 11.15 8.67 11.77 16.23 5.47 6.97 9.79 

as a couple 8.47 8.83 10.88 12.09 16.92 20.48 6.77 7.79 10.12 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.87 1.09 1.15 0.62 0.77 0.65 0.49 0.37 0.47 

as a couple with 
children 

61.94 55.80 50.73 62.89 57.19 49.02 72.54 69.29 61.90 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

8.75 7.15 5.54 4.35 2.95 1.73 3.76 2.44 2.02 

as single parent 5.97 7.64 9.01 3.78 3.70 4.74 5.16 6.69 7.91 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

2.05 2.60 2.09 0.94 0.56 0.40 0.88 0.99 1.12 

sharing with others 1.18 1.52 1.01 3.30 2.84 2.62 0.96 1.25 1.10 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 4,854 2,850 6,972 6,518 6,724 6,521 26,805 32,528 28,298 

with parents  87.02 86.39 86.35 56.67 68.92 75.71 64.50 76.22 81.52 

alone 1.19 1.47 0.53 5.72 4.61 3.62 1.62 0.58 1.30 

as a couple 1.42 0.28 0.87 6.32 4.57 2.13 8.86 3.70 2.74 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.60 0.42 0.26 6.18 3.45 2.13 6.54 7.38 5.09 

as a couple with 
children 

2.60 0.74 0.44 8.41 4.57 2.25 9.59 4.51 3.47 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

0.72 0.70 0.06 5.26 2.56 1.49 5.45 5.36 4.51 

as single parent 0.06 0.91 0.60 0.94 0.98 0.37 0.24 0.07 0.12 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.58 0.63 0.44 1.41 1.23 0.94 1.68 1.40 1.25 

sharing with others 5.81 8.46 10.44 9.08 9.12 11.36 1.52 0.76 0.00 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 10,616 10,590 18,866 19,790 16,470 17,817 76,568 95,215 80,848 

with parents  55.72 65.85 66.89 24.92 33.56 54.21 27.54 35.81 51.73 

alone 3.62 2.67 1.23 5.34 6.96 6.32 2.22 1.73 2.52 

as a couple 10.97 4.92 4.92 9.03 9.98 9.82 12.71 7.78 7.35 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.97 2.29 1.40 5.75 4.93 4.09 6.19 8.29 7.97 

as a couple with 
children 

20.27 8.12 3.37 32.44 25.56 12.29 35.25 26.32 14.75 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

2.69 2.03 0.47 11.94 7.23 3.72 12.14 15.25 12.60 

as single parent 0.51 2.55 2.78 2.85 3.16 1.33 0.67 0.67 0.49 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.80 1.36 1.08 2.85 2.94 2.24 2.39 3.35 2.59 

sharing with others 3.45 10.20 17.86 4.87 5.68 5.99 0.89 0.79 0.00 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 9,879 11,808 16,257 21,755 15,241 17,817 73,376 60,799 81,956 

with parents  18.67 28.67 37.00 10.82 10.10 22.73 7.84 10.23 20.35 

alone 3.36 3.24 2.92 3.84 5.47 6.90 2.23 2.50 2.90 

as a couple 13.72 13.44 17.11 5.81 6.57 13.50 8.35 5.88 9.23 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.37 3.15 3.04 2.27 1.63 2.56 2.63 2.72 5.85 

as a couple with 
children 

54.84 34.50 15.73 55.50 55.47 40.80 59.55 57.05 36.24 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

3.73 4.26 1.69 12.67 9.25 5.23 14.96 15.39 19.78 

as single parent 1.48 3.63 4.97 4.95 6.63 4.08 1.61 2.36 1.68 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.91 1.45 1.68 2.68 3.30 3.07 2.32 3.37 3.97 

sharing with others 1.93 7.66 15.85 1.47 1.57 1.13 0.52 0.50 0.00 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by 

age group 

Ireland (IE) Hungary (HU) Romania (RO) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 9,448 12,188 15,066 18,567 19,308 15,508 58,303 75,742 95,650 

with parents  8.81 11.70 16.95 6.06 5.40 7.26 3.86 4.07 8.43 

alone 2.73 3.22 4.27 3.22 3.98 4.78 1.79 2.42 2.59 

as a couple 5.33 7.99 15.72 4.32 4.24 6.40 5.94 4.05 5.70 

as a couple with 
extended family 

0.66 1.51 2.18 1.20 1.09 0.80 1.60 1.19 2.62 

as a couple with 
children 

74.02 59.17 41.38 62.71 62.63 65.45 66.56 67.96 53.59 

as a couple with 
children and 
extended family 

3.34 6.41 3.82 12.78 8.78 3.71 15.19 12.68 18.81 

as single parent 2.33 4.82 6.19 6.33 10.18 8.49 2.69 4.40 3.94 

as a single parent 
with extended 
family 

0.79 1.58 1.79 2.50 3.04 2.62 2.07 2.88 4.33 

sharing with others 1.99 3.59 7.69 0.88 0.67 0.49 0.31 0.35 0.00 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

18–19 8,264 8,095 7,196 12,723 13,324 13,498 

with parents  80.74 87.61 88.01 72.52 85.06 84.69 

alone 0.91 0.61 1.90 3.44 3.48 6.26 

as a couple 4.21 2.83 2.57 5.02 2.58 1.96 

as a couple with 
extended family 

3.10 2.10 1.35 2.66 1.57 1.25 

as a couple with children 5.76 3.14 2.54 8.72 3.22 1.55 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

3.28 1.77 1.25 4.50 1.65 0.85 

as single parent 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.13 0.02 0.04 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

1.09 1.07 1.10 0.75 0.16 0.19 

sharing with others 0.86 0.78 1.20 2.25 2.27 3.22 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

20–24 19,271 18,824 19,554 32,360 34,750 36,699 

with parents  45.27 58.57 65.40 42.79 58.07 70.93 

alone 1.31 1.75 3.77 4.20 5.29 5.94 

as a couple 9.58 9.36 9.81 8.16 7.37 6.72 

as a couple with 
extended family 

4.63 4.01 2.77 2.87 2.51 2.40 

as a couple with children 26.29 17.00 11.03 27.88 17.28 8.40 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

9.59 5.67 3.49 10.55 5.83 3.08 

as single parent 0.62 0.41 0.58 0.39 0.31 0.21 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

1.87 2.33 1.91 1.20 0.68 0.53 

sharing with others 0.84 0.91 1.24 1.96 2.66 1.80 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

25–29 17,130 18,006 20,128 30,921 33,074 37,885 

with parents  15.24 22.55 30.29 17.39 25.16 40.77 

alone 1.62 2.23 4.73 3.53 3.85 5.66 

as a couple 6.48 10.02 16.86 7.52 9.19 12.90 

as a couple with 
extended family 

2.49 2.79 2.48 1.90 2.18 2.95 

as a couple with children 54.90 46.23 34.63 51.21 45.24 27.88 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

14.48 10.95 5.98 15.28 10.55 6.50 

as single parent 1.79 1.59 1.62 1.04 1.30 1.06 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

2.20 2.90 2.30 1.37 1.30 1.29 

sharing with others 0.79 0.74 1.12 0.76 1.23 0.99 
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Table 2.3 Distribution of Living Arrangements of Women in European Countries by Age Group in 1980, 
1990 and 2000 (cont.) 

Type of living 
arrangement by age 

group 

Portugal (PT) Greece (GR) 

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

(n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % 

30–34 16,112 17,738 19,075 31,289 34,120 39,879 

with parents  8.94 9.48 11.34 8.69 9.81 17.13 

alone 1.59 1.97 3.92 2.52 3.22 4.91 

as a couple 3.66 4.47 8.71 4.69 5.81 9.56 

as a couple with 
extended family 

1.22 1.18 1.24 1.41 1.39 2.43 

as a couple with children 63.33 64.44 59.91 61.00 62.10 50.66 

as a couple with children 
and extended family 

15.34 11.99 8.00 18.28 13.07 9.72 

as single parent 2.99 3.28 3.44 1.86 2.61 2.94 

as a single parent with 
extended family 

2.22 2.72 2.59 1.30 1.51 1.96 

sharing with others 0.73 0.47 0.85 0.25 0.49 0.70 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi. 
Note: N= 3,050,434. Unweighted n and weighted %.  
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For example, in Figure 2.1 we see a line pointing down below the 

country abbreviation FR (= France) for the living arrangement alone. 

This means that living alone is underrepresented in both 1980 and 2000 

(i.e., steadily decreased between the two time points) among young 

men in France. More substantively, we see that for both men and 

women across almost all countries – Romania being the exception – 

there was an upward trend in non-family living arrangements between 

1990 and 2000. For example, it was more likely that young adults are 

sharing with others in 2000 compared to other years. Similarly, we see 

that between 1990 and 2000 there was a general downward trend 

across almost all countries in living as a couple with parents and/ or 

extended family, and as a couple with children and parents and/ or 

extended family. In Hungary and Romania, however, opposite changes 

occurred in the same period and extended family living arrangements 

did not become less common over time here. Finally, we see that young 

men and women have become less likely to be living as a couple in 

France and Switzerland in 2000 compared to other years. 

2.4.3 Age Differences in Living Arrangements by Country  

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 present (for men and women, respectively) the 

parameter estimates for the three-way interaction between living 

arrangement, country and age group (𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝐴); we display over- and 

underrepresentation for each age group (by country and living 

arrangement) with big and small circles. For example, we see in Figure 

2.3 for the living arrangement alone in HU (= Hungary) two small circles 

for the age groups of 18–19 and 20–24 years and one big circle for the 

age group 30–34 years. This means that living alone is 

underrepresented in the two younger age groups but overrepresented 

in the oldest age group among young men in Hungary. The order of 

circles along the x-axis points to the order of the magnitude of the 

effects. Substantively, the results indicate country patterns for different  
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Figure 2.1 Cross-national and Cross-temporal Differences in Young Men’s Living Arrangements. Lambda 
Parameters for the Two-way (LC) and Three-way Interaction (LCY) 
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Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi. 
Note: AT = Austria; CH = Switzerland; IE = Ireland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; PT = Portugal; RO = Romania. 
 

 
 

The figure displays the parameter estimates for the two-way interaction between family living arrangement and country (𝜆𝑖𝑗
𝐿𝐶), and for the 

three-way interaction between family living arrangement, country and year (𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘
𝐿𝐶𝑌). We only considered parameter estimates with an effect 

size larger than 0.10. All parameter estimates are significant at p<.05 (if not otherwise indicated). Positive parameters display 

overrepresentation and negative parameters underrepresentation with regard to the two-way interaction. 
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Figure 2.2 Cross-national and Cross-temporal Differences in Young Women’s Living Arrangements. 
Lambda Parameters for the Two-way (LC) and Three-way Interaction (LCY) 
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Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi. 
Note: AT = Austria; CH = Switzerland; IE = Ireland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; PT = Portugal; RO = Romania. 
  

 
 

The figure displays the parameter estimates for the two-way interaction between family living arrangement and country (𝜆𝑖𝑗
𝐿𝐶), and for the 

three-way interaction between family living arrangement, country and year (𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑘
𝐿𝐶𝑌). We only considered parameter estimates with an effect 

size larger than 0.10. All parameter estimates are significant at p<.05 (if not otherwise indicated). Positive parameters display 

overrepresentation and negative parameters underrepresentation with regard to the two-way interaction.  
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age groups: It is generally more likely in Southern and Eastern European 

countries that young adults in the age groups of 18–19 and 20–24 years 

are either living as a couple, as a couple with children, as a couple with 

parents and/ or extended family, or as a couple with children and 

parents and/ or extended family, whereas young adults in Western 

European countries are underrepresented among these younger age 

groups and living arrangements. 

This pattern is quite similar for men and women, but we note that the 

age pattern for young men in Austria and Greece mimics that of 

Southern and Eastern Europe, and Western Europe, respectively. The 

results furthermore indicate that both young men and women in the 

age groups of 25–29 and 30–34 years are more likely to be in the 

category living with parents in Southern and Eastern Europe. For young 

adults sharing with others, however, the age pattern is less clear and 

we do not see a clear North/West – South/ East divide. Similarly, the 

age pattern of young adults living alone in Greece is similar to those in 

Western Europe, and of young adults living alone in Ireland similar to 

Southern and Eastern Europe. Living as a single parent and living as a 

single parent with parents and/ or extended family is least likely for 

young women in the age groups of 25–29 and 30–34 years in Western 

Europe, while it is more likely in the same age groups for their Southern 

and Eastern European counterparts.  

2.4.4 Sex Differences in Living Arrangements  

If we compare the descriptive results from Tables 2.1 and 2.2 with 

respect to sex differences, we see that living with parents is much more 

common for men than for women across all countries and age groups. 

In addition, men are more often sharing with others or living alone. The 

results also show that living as a single parent and living as single parent 

with parents and/ or extended family are very much female living 

arrangements. Across all countries, a maximum of only 2% of the men 

live in a single parent arrangement. Women live more frequently as 

single parents (and thus without parents or extended family) in Austria, 
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France, Switzerland, but also in Ireland. By comparison, there are no 

large differences between living as single parent and living as single 

parent with parents and/ or extended family in Romania, Portugal, and 

Greece. The changes over time are generally similar for men and 

women, but there are slight differences with respect to the various 

living arrangements of young couples. Here, the changes for women 

were less strong but did follow a cross-national pattern. Figures 2.3 and 

2.4 illustrate furthermore that there are divergent trends of living as a 

single parent with parents and/ or extended family between men and 

women. We should be cautious, however, to draw conclusions from 

this, because the proportion of men living in such a living arrangement 

is too small. For women, we see a regional pattern that is in line with 

the other extended living arrangements: In Western and Southern 

Europe, single parents living with parents and/ or extended family have 

become less common over time in all countries but Ireland, while it has 

become more common in Romania. 

2.5 Conclusions and Discussion 

This paper focuses on variation in young adults’ living arrangements 

across eight European countries and different national contexts, as well 

as taking into account cross-time variability. Drawing on IPUMSi data 

for the census rounds 1980, 1990, and 2000 for eight European 

countries (Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Portugal, Romania, 

and Switzerland), we examined associations between young adults’ 

living arrangements, country, year, and age group, controlling for the 

changing marginal distributions of these characteristics, for men and 

women. Because we capture a wide variety of young adults’ living 

arrangements and explicitly include extended family living 

arrangements and non-family living arrangements, our findings are a 

unique contribution to the literature on young adults’ living 

arrangements in Europe. Furthermore, we add to the debate about 

changes in living arrangements between European countries and 

European diversity in living arrangements. Methodologically, our 
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analysis builds on saturated models, which do not reduce the 

complexity of estimating cell counts in the contingency table, but 

nevertheless provide a straightforward measure to assess cross-

national and cross-temporal differences in young adults’ living 

arrangements differences. Because we are primarily concerned with 

describing regional differences and trends in young adults’ living 

arrangements, we concentrate on selected key parameters.   

Our first question addressed how much diversity in living arrangements 

is observable across European countries. We found that there are 

country differences for almost all nine living arrangements of young 

adults. The exception is living as a couple with children, which is a 

dominant living arrangement across all countries particularly among 

older age groups (i.e., 25–29 years and 30–34 years). But diversity is 

especially pronounced if we look at extended and non-family living 

arrangements. Net of demographic controls, living alone or sharing with 

others is significantly more common in Western European countries, 

whereas living with parents, living as a couple with parents and/ or 

extended family, and living as a couple with children and parents and/ 

or extended family is significantly more common in Southern and 

Eastern Europe. This pattern is generally compatible with longstanding, 

systemic variation in family forms and cultures that follows a North/ 

West – South/ East gradient (Hajnal 1965; Reher 1998). Nonetheless, 

we note that Ireland and Austria are much more similar to Southern 

and Eastern Europe with respect to (some) extended family living 

arrangements: Living with parents and living with parents and/ or 

extended family, respectively. It could be, for example, that a significant 

proportion of Southern and Eastern European young adults – namely 

those at younger ages, without a partner and those being single parents 

– are living with parents and/or extended family to rely on 

intergenerational assistance in shared living arrangements, given the 

smaller provision of institutional support in these countries,   
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Figure 2.3 Age Differences in Young Men’s Living Arrangements. Lambda Parameters for the Three-way 
Interaction (LCA) 

 
Source: IPUMSi, own calculations. 
Note: AT = Austria; CH = Switzerland; IE = Ireland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; PT = Portugal; RO = Romania. 
The figure displays the parameter estimates for the three-way interaction between family living arrangement, country and age group 

(𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝐴). We only considered parameter estimates with an effect size larger than 0.10 and which are significant at p<.05. Big circles 

represent positive parameter estimates (overrepresentation) and small circles represent negative parameter estimates 
(underrepresentation).   
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Figure 2.4 Age Differences in Young Women’s Living Arrangements. Lambda Parameters for the Three-
way Interaction (LCA) 

 
Source: IPUMSi, own calculations. 
Note: AT = Austria; CH = Switzerland; IE = Ireland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; PT = Portugal; RO = Romania.  
The figure displays the parameter estimates for the three-way interaction between family living arrangement, country and age group 

(𝜆𝑖𝑗𝑡
𝐿𝐶𝐴). We only considered parameter estimates with an effect size larger than 0.10 and which are significant at p<.05. Big circles 

represent positive parameter estimates (overrepresentation) and small circles represent negative parameter estimates 
(underrepresentation).  
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as prior research suggests (Albertini and Kohli 2013; Chambaz 2001; 

Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). 

Our second question asked how the living arrangements have changed 

between 1980 and 2000. We found that the changes over time also 

differed across countries: Extended family living arrangements (i.e., as a 

couple with parents and/ or extended family, or as a couple with 

children and parents and/ or extended family) have become less 

common between 1980 and 2000 in Western and Southern Europe, but 

not in Hungary or Romania. Furthermore, there has been an upward 

trend – especially in Southern and Eastern Europe – of both young men 

and women living with parents between 1980 and 2000. This period 

also marked an increase in non-family living arrangements in Austria, 

Switzerland, and France, but not in Ireland and Southern and Eastern 

Europe. But we also found similar changes across European countries – 

particularly a decline in young adults living as a couple with children 

over time (although most young adults aged 25 years or older still live 

with a partner and children). These results are generally in line with 

prior research (e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Fokkema and Liefbroer 

2008; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008) and might suggest that longer time 

spent in education, later labor-market entry, and postponement of 

relationship and family formation translates into young adults staying 

longer with their parents in Southern and Eastern Europe and Ireland, 

while young adults in Western and Northern Europe leave earlier and 

live at least for some time alone or share a flat with others before 

married or unmarried cohabitation. It is important to note that 

extended living arrangements are quite robust in (parts) of Eastern 

Europe. This might suggest that a mix of economic constraints, housing 

and labor markets as well as the transition to market economy in 

Eastern Europe have affected living arrangements of young adults 

(Iacovou 2004; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). 

We furthermore investigated differences in young adults’ family living 

arrangements by socio-demographic groups. We found that men are 
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more likely to be living with their parents than women across all 

countries, but while these sex differences are generally similar across 

age groups in Southern and Western Europe, living with parents is most 

apparent among men from younger age groups in Western Europe. 

Both men and women in Eastern Europe – rather than just living as a 

couple – seem to be more likely to live as a couple in an extended 

family living arrangement (e.g., as a couple with parents and/ or 

extended family, or as a couple with children and parents and/ or 

extended family). The largest differences between men and women, 

generally, pertain to living as a single parent and living as a single 

parent with parents and/ or extended family. It is well documented in 

previous research that the age-structuring of life course events is 

different for young men and women (e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Iacovou and Skew 2011; Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008). Young women, in general, make transitions (e.g., 

forming relationships, having a first child) earlier than men. Although 

early relationship and family formation may also be related to biological 

limits of fertility, research has highlighted the importance of age norms 

that capture concepts about the timing, sequencing and duration of life 

course events and which affect young adults’ demographic and 

residential choices (Billari and Liefbroer 2007). In this light, our results 

are not surprising, but it is nonetheless interesting to note that single 

young mothers in Eastern Europe particularly tend to live with parents 

and/ or extended family and not alone. With respect to differences 

between age groups the results are consistent with previous findings 

and have been noted before (e.g., Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; 

Kuijsten 1996; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008): in Southern and Eastern 

Europe, it is much more common for young adults at younger ages (18–

19 and 20–34) to live with a partner and children and at older ages (25–

29 and 30–34) to live with their parents. Because our data are cross-

sectional we cannot separate whether these differences are due to 

cohort or age effects.  
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In general, our results on young adults’ family living arrangements 

match prior research findings regarding regional differences and the 

North/ West – South/East divide (e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008). But our results have also shown that, 

despite regional patterns in family living arrangements, countries 

remain strikingly different – cases in point in our analysis are Ireland 

and Austria. It is a common puzzle of comparative research that studies 

do not always establish homogeneity in the outcome under 

consideration between all countries in one regional or welfare type 

classification. We do not claim that the exceptions we have found 

justify overturning these classifications – more observations like this 

would be needed – but that an understanding of the variation in family 

living arrangements across Europe also warrants to be cautious about 

country-specific circumstances (including the cultural, religious, socio-

economic and policy context). Our findings moreover highlight the 

decrease in extended family living arrangements between 1980 and 

2000 in Western and Northern Europe, which is largely absent in 

Eastern Europe, and update our understanding of family living 

arrangements in Europe. For future research, we suggest to expand the 

analysis to more European countries in order to arrive at a more 

complete picture about cross-national variation in family living 

arrangements and its determining factors. The choice of data sources is 

crucial in this respect. Although the IPUMSi data are of particular value 

due to their sample sizes and reliable measures across countries, they 

do not cover the whole of Europe. It would be particularly interesting to 

include the Scandinavian and Baltic countries into further analysis.  

Notes 

1. In most censuses, some rules are applied in order to avoid double-

counting of individuals (most often by restricting the observation of 

individuals to their main dwelling), but these rules do not allow for an 

accurate description of multi-residence (i.e., individuals living usually in 

two dwellings). 
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Appendix to Chapter 2 

Table 2.4 Model Specifications and Fit Statistics 
Men Women 

Model df G² BIC Model df G² BIC 

[L] 855 63071 70413 [L]  855 48882 68846 

[C] 848 37416 32997 [C]  848 36935 31911 

[A] 845 5286 27711 [LC]  792 5415 26497 

[LA] 821 19746 7966 [A] 789 5393 21104 

[LC] 765 5033 2933 [LA] 765 17884 3221 

[CA] 744 446 2488 [CA] 744 367 2854 

[LCA] 576 270 2220 [LCA] 576 421 2436 

[Y]  574 39 2181 [Y]  574 30 2406 

[LY] 558 777 1405 [LY] 558 830 1576 

[YA]  552 488 916 [YA]  552 618 959 

[CY] 538 239 677 [CY] 538 216 743 

[LCY] 426 349 330 [LCY] 426 358 387 

[CYA] 384 163 168 [CYA] 384 147 241 

[LYA] 336 94 75 [LYA] 336 138 104 

[LCYA] 0 57 24 [LCYA] 0 85 25 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: L = living arrangements (9); C = country (8); Y = year (3); A = age group (4). The 

table presents both the likelihood-ratio G2 and the Bayesian information criterion 

(BIC) statistics for model fit but we rely mainly on the BIC because of the large sample 

sizes. Smaller BIC statistics indicate a better fitting model. G2 and BIC are expressed as 

1,000.  
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Table 2.5 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Men 
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 

95 CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT 0.25 * 0.02 11.02 0.20 0.29 

Alone * CH 1.25 * 0.03 36.79 1.19 1.32 

Alone * FR 0.62 * 0.02 32.48 0.58 0.65 

Alone * IE –0.48 * 0.03 –16.63 –0.53 –0.42 

Alone * HU –0.50 * 0.02 –26.45 –0.54 –0.47 

Alone * RO –0.49 * 0.03 –16.45 –0.55 –0.43 

Alone * PT –0.80 * 0.03 –31.96 –0.85 –0.75 

Alone * GR 0.15 * 0.02 6.86 0.11 0.20 

With parents * AT –0.10 * 0.02 –4.40 –0.14 –0.05 

With parents * CH 0.07 * 0.03 2.14 0.01 0.14 

With parents * FR –0.20 * 0.02 –10.42 –0.23 –0.16 

With parents * IE 0.33 * 0.03 11.66 0.27 0.38 

With parents * HU –0.61 * 0.02 –32.13 –0.64 –0.57 

With parents * RO 0.04  0.03 1.21 –0.02 0.09 

With parents * PT 0.11 * 0.02 4.59 0.07 0.16 

With parents * GR 0.35 * 0.02 15.76 0.31 0.40 

As a couple * AT –0.07 * 0.02 –3.26 –0.12 –0.03 

As a couple * CH 0.80 * 0.03 23.17 0.73 0.87 
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Table 2.5 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Men (cont.) 

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * FR 0.59 * 0.02 30.60 0.55 0.62 

As a couple * IE –0.19 * 0.03 –5.97 –0.25 –0.12 

As a couple * HU –0.72 * 0.02 –36.77 –0.75 –0.68 

As a couple * RO 0.01  0.03 0.47 –0.04 0.07 

As a couple * PT 0.07 * 0.03 2.77 0.02 0.12 

As a couple * GR –0.49 * 0.02 –20.50 –0.54 –0.45 

As a couple with parents * AT –0.28 * 0.02 –11.86 –0.33 –0.23 

As a couple with parents * CH –0.59 * 0.04 –15.47 –0.67 –0.52 

As a couple with parents * FR –0.80 * 0.02 –41.03 –0.84 –0.76 

As a couple with parents * IE –0.07 * 0.03 –2.25 –0.13 –0.01 

As a couple with parents * HU –0.05 * 0.02 –2.30 –0.08 –0.01 

As a couple with parents * RO 1.22 * 0.03 40.68 1.16 1.27 

As a couple with parents * PT 0.52 * 0.03 20.36 0.47 0.57 

As a couple with parents * GR 0.06 * 0.02 2.40 0.01 0.10 

As a couple with children * AT –0.20 * 0.02 –8.46 –0.24 –0.15 

As a couple with children * CH –0.20 * 0.04 –5.42 –0.27 –0.13 

As a couple with children * FR 0.22 * 0.02 11.51 0.18 0.26 

 

LIV
IN

G
 A

R
R

A
N

G
EM

EN
TS O

F YO
U

N
G

 A
D

U
LTS IN

 EU
R

O
P

E
 



 

 

9
2

 

Table 2.5 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * IE –0.15 * 0.03 –4.60 –0.21 –0.09 

As a couple with children * HU –0.15 * 0.02 –7.79 –0.19 –0.11 

As a couple with children * RO 0.42 * 0.03 14.09 0.36 0.48 

As a couple with children * PT 0.38 * 0.03 14.94 0.33 0.43 

As a couple with children * GR –0.33 * 0.02 –13.71 –0.37 –0.28 

As a couple with children and parents * AT 0.03  0.03 1.00 –0.03 0.10 

As a couple with children and parents * CH –1.92 * 0.16 –11.91 –2.24 –1.60 

As a couple with children and parents * FR –0.90 * 0.03 –29.93 –0.96 –0.84 

As a couple with children and parents * IE –0.36 * 0.04 –8.39 –0.44 –0.28 

As a couple with children and parents * HU 0.32 * 0.03 10.69 0.26 0.38 

As a couple with children and parents * RO 1.57 * 0.04 41.88 1.50 1.64 

As a couple with children and parents * PT 0.95 * 0.03 27.96 0.89 1.02 

As a couple with children and parents * GR 0.31 * 0.03 9.18 0.24 0.37 

As lone parent * AT 0.15  0.14 1.10 –0.12 0.43 

As lone parent * CH –0.08  0.14 –0.56 –0.36 0.20 

As lone parent * FR 0.15  0.11 1.43 –0.06 0.36 

As lone parent * IE –0.14  0.17 –0.82 –0.47 0.19 
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Table 2.5 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * HU 0.96 * 0.11 9.02 0.75 1.17 

As lone parent * RO 0.23 * 0.11 2.04 0.01 0.44 

As lone parent * PT –0.79 * 0.17 –4.75 –1.12 –0.47 

As lone parent * GR –0.48 * 0.14 –3.39 –0.76 –0.20 

As a lone parent with parents * AT 0.00  0.11 –0.01 –0.21 0.21 

As a lone parent with parents * CH –1.07 * 0.17 –6.40 –1.40 –0.74 

As a lone parent with parents * FR –0.73 * 0.10 –7.02 –0.93 –0.52 

As a lone parent with parents * IE –0.16  0.14 –1.11 –0.43 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * HU 0.34 * 0.10 3.35 0.14 0.54 

As a lone parent with parents * RO 0.90 * 0.10 8.55 0.69 1.10 

As a lone parent with parents * PT 0.41 * 0.10 3.92 0.21 0.62 

As a lone parent with parents * GR 0.30 * 0.11 2.88 0.10 0.51 

Sharing with others * AT 0.22 * 0.03 6.32 0.15 0.29 

Sharing with others * CH 1.74 * 0.04 40.62 1.66 1.82 

Sharing with others * FR 1.05 * 0.03 32.67 0.99 1.11 

Sharing with others * IE 1.21 * 0.04 31.48 1.13 1.28 

Sharing with others * HU 0.40 * 0.03 12.38 0.34 0.46 
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Table 2.5 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * RO –3.89 * 0.18 –21.11 –4.25 –3.53 

Sharing with others * PT –0.85 * 0.04 –23.35 –0.92 –0.78 

Sharing with others * GR 0.13 * 0.03 3.64 0.06 0.19 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LC = Two–way interaction living arrangement * country.  *significant at 5% level.  

 

Table 2.6 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Women 
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 

95 CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT 0.26 * 0.00 54.89 0.25 0.27 

Alone * CH 1.27 * 0.01 100.74 1.25 1.30 

Alone * FR 0.72 * 0.00 177.19 0.71 0.73 

Alone * IE –0.62 * 0.01 –77.16 –0.63 –0.60 

Alone * HU –0.24 * 0.00 –53.41 –0.25 –0.23 

Alone * RO –0.60 * 0.02 –26.08 –0.65 –0.56 

Alone * PT –0.80 * 0.01 –142.02 –0.81 –0.79 

Alone * GR 0.02 * 0.01 2.93 0.01 0.03 
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Table 2.6 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * AT –0.20 * 0.00 –47.46 –0.20 –0.19 

With parents * CH –0.10 * 0.01 –8.37 –0.13 –0.08 

With parents * FR –0.18 * 0.00 –47.23 –0.19 –0.18 

With parents * IE 0.46 * 0.01 90.07 0.45 0.47 

With parents * HU –0.51 * 0.00 –125.98 –0.52 –0.50 

With parents * RO 0.03  0.02 1.44 –0.01 0.08 

With parents * PT 0.12 * 0.00 26.79 0.11 0.13 

With parents * GR 0.38 * 0.00 82.01 0.37 0.39 

As a couple * AT –0.12 * 0.00 –24.88 –0.13 –0.11 

As a couple * CH 0.77 * 0.01 60.13 0.74 0.79 

As a couple * FR 0.46 * 0.00 112.66 0.46 0.47 

As a couple * IE –0.35 * 0.01 –36.75 –0.37 –0.33 

As a couple * HU –0.55 * 0.00 –118.83 –0.56 –0.54 

As a couple * RO 0.06 * 0.02 2.71 0.02 0.11 

As a couple * PT –0.12 * 0.00 –24.47 –0.13 –0.11 

As a couple * GR –0.16 * 0.01 –30.13 –0.17 –0.15 

As a couple with parents * AT –0.30 * 0.01 –48.80 –0.31 –0.29 
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Table 2.6 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * CH –0.55 * 0.01 –37.59 –0.58 –0.52 

As a couple with parents * FR –0.85 * 0.00 –171.46 –0.85 –0.84 

As a couple with parents * IE –0.20 * 0.01 –18.64 –0.22 –0.18 

As a couple with parents * HU 0.07 * 0.01 13.28 0.06 0.08 

As a couple with parents * RO 1.16 * 0.02 50.17 1.12 1.21 

As a couple with parents * PT 0.37 * 0.01 67.13 0.36 0.38 

As a couple with parents * GR 0.29 * 0.01 49.30 0.28 0.31 

As a couple with children * AT –0.35 * 0.00 –72.15 –0.36 –0.34 

As a couple with children * CH –0.17 * 0.01 –13.04 –0.20 –0.15 

As a couple with children * FR 0.02 * 0.00 5.40 0.01 0.03 

As a couple with children * IE –0.40 * 0.01 –50.62 –0.42 –0.39 

As a couple with children * HU –0.05 * 0.00 –12.07 –0.06 –0.04 

As a couple with children * RO 0.60 * 0.02 26.13 0.56 0.65 

As a couple with children * PT 0.21 * 0.00 45.47 0.20 0.22 

As a couple with children * GR 0.15 * 0.01 29.12 0.14 0.16 

As a couple with children and parents * AT –0.19 * 0.01 –30.64 –0.21 –0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * CH –1.19 * 0.02 –63.75 –1.23 –1.16 
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Table 2.6 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * FR –1.13 * 0.01 –201.36 –1.14 –1.12 

As a couple with children and parents * IE –0.66 * 0.01 –49.36 –0.68 –0.63 

As a couple with children and parents * HU 0.26 * 0.01 48.14 0.25 0.27 

As a couple with children and parents * RO 1.52 * 0.02 65.43 1.47 1.56 

As a couple with children and parents * PT 0.68 * 0.01 123.00 0.67 0.69 

As a couple with children and parents * GR 0.72 * 0.01 120.00 0.71 0.73 

As lone parent * AT 0.60 * 0.02 39.54 0.57 0.63 

As lone parent * CH –0.69 * 0.09 –7.39 –0.87 –0.51 

As lone parent * FR 0.56 * 0.01 38.66 0.53 0.59 

As lone parent * IE 0.40 * 0.02 20.04 0.36 0.43 

As lone parent * HU 0.56 * 0.01 37.85 0.54 0.59 

As lone parent * RO –0.06 * 0.03 –2.34 –0.12 –0.01 

As lone parent * PT –0.45 * 0.02 –25.26 –0.48 –0.41 

As lone parent * GR –0.91 * 0.02 –39.71 –0.96 –0.87 

As a lone parent with parents * AT 0.35 * 0.01 59.08 0.34 0.36 

As a lone parent with parents * CH –1.03 * 0.02 –61.18 –1.07 –1.00 

As a lone parent with parents * FR –0.32 * 0.01 –64.89 –0.33 –0.32 
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Table 2.6 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LC). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * IE –0.17 * 0.01 –16.69 –0.19 –0.15 

As a lone parent with parents * HU 0.21 * 0.01 37.07 0.20 0.22 

As a lone parent with parents * RO 0.90 * 0.02 38.51 0.85 0.94 

As a lone parent with parents * PT 0.46 * 0.01 78.78 0.45 0.47 

As a lone parent with parents * GR –0.39 * 0.01 –44.51 –0.41 –0.37 

Sharing with others * AT –0.04  0.03 –1.68 –0.10 0.01 

Sharing with others * CH 1.71 * 0.03 59.02 1.65 1.76 

Sharing with others * FR 0.72 * 0.03 27.21 0.66 0.77 

Sharing with others * IE 1.55 * 0.03 58.05 1.50 1.60 

Sharing with others * HU 0.25 * 0.03 9.44 0.20 0.30 

Sharing with others * RO –3.60 * 0.18 –19.66 –3.96 –3.25 

Sharing with others * PT –0.47 * 0.03 –17.73 –0.53 –0.42 

Sharing with others * GR –0.10 * 0.03 –3.71 –0.15 –0.05 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LC = Two-way interaction living arrangement * country.  *significant at 5% level. 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men 
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 

95 CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT * 1980 –0.04  0.02 –1.69 –0.09 0.01 

Alone * AT * 1990 –0.11 * 0.03 –3.40 –0.17 –0.05 

Alone * AT * 2000 0.15 * 0.04 3.95 0.08 0.22 

Alone * CH * 1980 0.05  0.05 1.10 –0.04 0.15 

Alone * CH * 1990 0.14 * 0.05 2.89 0.05 0.24 

Alone * CH * 2000 –0.20 * 0.05 –4.29 –0.29 –0.11 

Alone * FR * 1980 –0.14 * 0.02 –6.98 –0.18 –0.10 

Alone * FR * 1990 0.30 * 0.04 8.43 0.23 0.36 

Alone * FR * 2000 –0.15 * 0.02 –6.73 –0.20 –0.11 

Alone * IE * 1980 0.24 * 0.04 6.65 0.17 0.31 

Alone * IE * 1990 0.18 * 0.04 4.25 0.10 0.26 

Alone * IE * 2000 –0.42 * 0.04 –9.94 –0.50 –0.34 

Alone * HU * 1980 –0.05 * 0.02 –2.55 –0.09 –0.01 

Alone * HU * 1990 –0.03  0.02 –1.54 –0.08 0.01 

Alone * HU * 2000 0.09 * 0.04 2.39 0.02 0.16 

Alone * RO * 1980 –0.15 * 0.03 –4.93 –0.21 –0.09 

Alone * RO * 1990 –0.45 * 0.03 –14.21 –0.51 –0.39 

Alone * RO * 2000 0.60 * 0.06 10.37 0.49 0.71 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * PT * 1980 0.09 * 0.03 2.76 0.03 0.16 

Alone * PT * 1990 –0.16 * 0.03 –4.78 –0.23 –0.10 

Alone * PT * 2000 0.07  0.04 1.79 –0.01 0.15 

Alone * GR * 1980 0.00  0.02 0.04 –0.05 0.05 

Alone * GR * 1990 0.13 * 0.04 3.58 0.06 0.21 

Alone * GR * 2000 –0.13 * 0.03 –4.12 –0.20 –0.07 

With parents * AT * 1980 0.13 * 0.02 5.22 0.08 0.17 

With parents * AT * 1990 –0.07 * 0.03 –2.13 –0.13 –0.01 

With parents * AT * 2000 –0.06  0.04 –1.54 –0.13 0.02 

With parents * CH * 1980 0.28 * 0.05 5.76 0.19 0.38 

With parents * CH * 1990 0.10 * 0.05 2.07 0.01 0.20 

With parents * CH * 2000 –0.38 * 0.05 –8.37 –0.47 –0.29 

With parents * FR * 1980 0.08 * 0.02 3.69 0.04 0.12 

With parents * FR * 1990 0.30 * 0.03 8.58 0.23 0.37 

With parents * FR * 2000 –0.38 * 0.02 –16.67 –0.42 –0.33 

With parents * IE * 1980 0.13 * 0.04 3.59 0.06 0.20 

With parents * IE * 1990 0.01  0.04 0.22 –0.07 0.09 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * IE * 2000 –0.14 * 0.04 –3.30 –0.22 –0.06 

With parents * HU * 1980 –0.05 * 0.02 –2.48 –0.09 –0.01 

With parents * HU * 1990 –0.20 * 0.02 –9.22 –0.24 –0.16 

With parents * HU * 2000 0.25 * 0.04 6.96 0.18 0.32 

With parents * RO * 1980 –0.47 * 0.03 –15.43 –0.53 –0.41 

With parents * RO * 1990 –0.43 * 0.03 –13.75 –0.49 –0.37 

With parents * RO * 2000 0.90 * 0.06 15.66 0.79 1.02 

With parents * PT * 1980 0.06  0.03 1.94 0.00 0.13 

With parents * PT * 1990 0.10 * 0.03 2.93 0.03 0.16 

With parents * PT * 2000 –0.16 * 0.04 –4.12 –0.24 –0.08 

With parents * GR * 1980 –0.15 * 0.02 –6.23 –0.20 –0.10 

With parents * GR * 1990 0.19 * 0.04 5.01 0.11 0.26 

With parents * GR * 2000 –0.04  0.03 –1.13 –0.10 0.03 

As a couple * AT * 1980 0.02  0.02 0.73 –0.03 0.07 

As a couple * AT * 1990 0.01  0.03 0.19 –0.06 0.07 

As a couple * AT * 2000 –0.02  0.04 –0.64 –0.10 0.05 

As a couple * CH * 1980 0.03  0.05 0.61 –0.07 0.13 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * CH * 1990 0.21 * 0.05 4.17 0.11 0.31 

As a couple * CH * 2000 –0.24 * 0.05 –5.15 –0.33 –0.15 

As a couple * FR * 1980 –0.03  0.02 –1.60 –0.07 0.01 

As a couple * FR * 1990 0.39 * 0.04 10.97 0.32 0.46 

As a couple * FR * 2000 –0.35 * 0.02 –15.51 –0.40 –0.31 

As a couple * IE * 1980 0.18 * 0.04 4.60 0.10 0.26 

As a couple * IE * 1990 –0.23 * 0.05 –4.78 –0.32 –0.14 

As a couple * IE * 2000 0.05  0.04 1.11 –0.04 0.14 

As a couple * HU * 1980 –0.15 * 0.02 –7.02 –0.19 –0.11 

As a couple * HU * 1990 –0.09 * 0.02 –4.06 –0.14 –0.05 

As a couple * HU * 2000 0.24 * 0.04 6.59 0.17 0.31 

As a couple * RO * 1980 –0.03  0.03 –1.08 –0.09 0.03 

As a couple * RO * 1990 –0.49 * 0.03 –15.27 –0.55 –0.42 

As a couple * RO * 2000 0.52 * 0.06 8.97 0.41 0.63 

As a couple * PT * 1980 0.03  0.03 0.85 –0.04 0.09 

As a couple * PT * 1990 0.07  0.03 1.95 0.00 0.13 

As a couple * PT * 2000 –0.09 * 0.04 –2.38 –0.17 –0.02 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * GR * 1980 –0.04  0.03 –1.57 –0.09 0.01 

As a couple * GR * 1990 0.14 * 0.04 3.47 0.06 0.22 

As a couple * GR * 2000 –0.10 * 0.03 –2.80 –0.16 –0.03 

As a couple with parents * AT * 1980 0.05  0.03 1.94 0.00 0.10 

As a couple with parents * AT * 1990 0.07 * 0.03 2.03 0.00 0.13 

As a couple with parents * AT * 2000 –0.12 * 0.04 –2.38 –0.17 –0.02 

As a couple with parents * CH * 1980 –0.16 * 0.06 –2.73 –0.27 –0.04 

As a couple with parents * CH * 1990 0.36 * 0.05 6.82 0.26 0.47 

As a couple with parents * CH * 2000 –0.21 * 0.05 –4.00 –0.31 –0.11 

As a couple with parents * FR * 1980 0.16 * 0.02 7.15 0.11 0.20 

As a couple with parents * FR * 1990 0.07  0.04 1.84 0.00 0.14 

As a couple with parents * FR * 2000 –0.22 * 0.02 –9.38 –0.27 –0.17 

As a couple with parents * IE * 1980 –0.24 * 0.04 –6.03 –0.32 –0.17 

As a couple with parents * IE * 1990 0.20 * 0.04 4.36 0.11 0.28 

As a couple with parents * IE * 2000 0.05  0.04 1.11 –0.04 0.14 

As a couple with parents * HU * 1980 0.15 * 0.02 6.90 0.11 0.19 

As a couple with parents * HU * 1990 –0.33 * 0.02 –14.41 –0.37 –0.28 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * HU * 2000 0.18 * 0.04 4.89 0.11 0.25 

As a couple with parents * RO * 1980 –0.42 * 0.03 –13.39 –0.48 –0.36 

As a couple with parents * RO * 1990 –0.47 * 0.03 –14.88 –0.54 –0.41 

As a couple with parents * RO * 2000 0.89 * 0.06 15.38 0.78 1.01 

As a couple with parents * PT * 1980 0.31 * 0.03 9.12 0.24 0.37 

As a couple with parents * PT * 1990 0.08 * 0.03 2.32 0.01 0.15 

As a couple with parents * PT * 2000 –0.39 * 0.04 –9.64 –0.46 –0.31 

As a couple with parents * GR * 1980 0.16 * 0.03 6.05 0.11 0.21 

As a couple with parents * GR * 1990 0.03  0.04 0.74 –0.05 0.11 

As a couple with parents * GR * 2000 –0.19 * 0.03 –5.41 –0.26 –0.12 

As a couple with children * AT * 1980 0.00  0.03 0.10 –0.05 0.05 

As a couple with children * AT * 1990 –0.03  0.03 –0.83 –0.09 0.04 

As a couple with children * AT * 2000 0.02  0.04 0.64 –0.05 0.10 

As a couple with children * CH * 1980 0.14 * 0.05 2.76 0.04 0.24 

As a couple with children * CH * 1990 –0.04  0.05 –0.71 –0.15 0.07 

As a couple with children * CH * 2000 –0.10 * 0.05 –2.12 –0.20 –0.01 

As a couple with children * FR * 1980 –0.02  0.02 –0.85 –0.06 0.02 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * FR * 1990 0.31 * 0.04 8.73 0.24 0.38 

As a couple with children * FR * 2000 –0.29 * 0.02 –12.63 –0.34 –0.25 

As a couple with children * IE * 1980 0.54 * 0.04 13.74 0.47 0.62 

As a couple with children * IE * 1990 –0.18 * 0.05 –3.49 –0.28 –0.08 

As a couple with children * IE * 2000 –0.37 * 0.05 –7.90 –0.46 –0.28 

As a couple with children * HU * 1980 –0.24 * 0.02 –11.31 –0.28 –0.20 

As a couple with children * HU * 1990 –0.02  0.02 –0.99 –0.07 0.02 

As a couple with children * HU * 2000 0.26 * 0.04 7.18 0.19 0.33 

As a couple with children * RO * 1980 –0.42 * 0.03 –13.47 –0.48 –0.36 

As a couple with children * RO * 1990 –0.31 * 0.03 –9.58 –0.37 –0.24 

As a couple with children * RO * 2000 0.73 * 0.06 12.52 0.61 0.84 

As a couple with children * PT * 1980 0.04  0.03 1.31 –0.02 0.11 

As a couple with children * PT * 1990 0.10 * 0.03 2.97 0.03 0.17 

As a couple with children * PT * 2000 –0.15 * 0.04 –3.65 –0.22 –0.07 

As a couple with children * GR * 1980 –0.06 * 0.03 –2.19 –0.11 –0.01 

As a couple with children * GR * 1990 0.16 * 0.04 4.09 0.08 0.24 

As a couple with children * GR * 2000 –0.10 * 0.03 –3.03 –0.17 –0.04 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 1980 0.00  0.04 0.10 –0.08 0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 1990 –0.05  0.05 –1.08 –0.14 0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 2000 0.05  0.05 0.89 –0.05 0.15 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 1980 0.14  0.23 0.61 –0.31 0.59 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 1990 –0.02  0.23 –0.10 –0.47 0.42 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 2000 –0.12  0.23 –0.51 –0.56 0.33 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 1980 0.12 * 0.04 3.12 0.04 0.20 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 1990 0.13 * 0.05 2.71 0.04 0.22 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 2000 –0.25 * 0.04 –6.23 –0.33 –0.17 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 1980 0.21 * 0.05 3.80 0.10 0.31 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 1990 0.42 * 0.06 7.13 0.31 0.54 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 2000 –0.63 * 0.07 –9.37 –0.76 –0.50 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 1980 0.00  0.04 –0.04 –0.08 0.07 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 1990 –0.21 * 0.04 –5.35 –0.29 –0.13 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 2000 0.21 * 0.05 4.33 0.12 0.31 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 1980 –0.75 * 0.04 –16.80 –0.84 –0.66 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 1990 –0.39 * 0.05 –8.56 –0.47 –0.30 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 2000 1.13 * 0.07 17.09 1.00 1.26 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 1980 0.18 * 0.05 3.86 0.09 0.27 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 1990 0.03  0.05 0.65 –0.06 0.12 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 2000 –0.21 * 0.05 –4.07 –0.31 –0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 1980 0.10 * 0.04 2.40 0.02 0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 1990 0.08  0.05 1.67 –0.01 0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 2000 –0.19 * 0.05 –3.86 –0.28 –0.09 

As lone parent * AT * 1980 0.30  0.15 1.96 0.00 0.59 

As lone parent * AT * 1990 –0.19  0.22 –0.89 –0.62 0.23 

As lone parent * AT * 2000 –0.10  0.22 –0.46 –0.53 0.33 

As lone parent * CH * 1980 –0.71 * 0.22 –3.23 –1.15 –0.28 

As lone parent * CH * 1990 –0.19  0.22 –0.85 –0.63 0.25 

As lone parent * CH * 2000 0.91 * 0.16 5.60 0.59 1.22 

As lone parent * FR * 1980 0.04  0.12 0.37 –0.18 0.27 

As lone parent * FR * 1990 –0.57 * 0.20 –2.87 –0.96 –0.18 

As lone parent * FR * 2000 0.53 * 0.12 4.36 0.29 0.77 

As lone parent * IE * 1980 –0.23  0.24 –0.98 –0.70 0.23 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * IE * 1990 0.17  0.24 0.71 –0.30 0.64 

As lone parent * IE * 2000 0.06  0.24 0.26 –0.41 0.53 

As lone parent * HU * 1980 0.54 * 0.11 4.66 0.31 0.76 

As lone parent * HU * 1990 0.74 * 0.12 5.99 0.50 0.98 

As lone parent * HU * 2000 –1.27 * 0.20 –6.39 –1.67 –0.88 

As lone parent * RO * 1980 –0.14  0.12 –1.15 –0.38 0.10 

As lone parent * RO * 1990 0.09  0.13 0.74 –0.15 0.34 

As lone parent * RO * 2000 0.05  0.21 0.23 –0.36 0.45 

As lone parent * PT * 1980 –0.14  0.23 –0.58 –0.59 0.32 

As lone parent * PT * 1990 –0.04  0.24 –0.18 –0.51 0.42 

As lone parent * PT * 2000 0.18  0.24 0.74 –0.29 0.64 

As lone parent * GR* 1980 0.35 * 0.15 2.30 0.05 0.65 

As lone parent * GR* 1990 –0.01  0.22 –0.02 –0.44 0.43 

As lone parent * GR* 2000 –0.35  0.22 –1.57 –0.78 0.09 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 1980 –0.14  0.11 –1.23 –0.36 0.08 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 1990 0.34 * 0.12 2.76 0.10 0.58 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 2000 –0.20  0.20 –1.00 –0.59 0.19 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 1980 0.20  0.23 0.86 –0.26 0.66 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 1990 –0.42  0.24 –1.75 –0.88 0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 2000 0.21  0.24 0.90 –0.25 0.68 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 1980 0.03  0.11 0.25 –0.19 0.24 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 1990 –0.82 * 0.20 –4.19 –1.20 –0.44 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 2000 0.79 * 0.12 6.62 0.56 1.03 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 1980 0.05  0.15 0.33 –0.24 0.34 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 1990 –0.14  0.22 –0.67 –0.57 0.28 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 2000 0.10  0.22 0.44 –0.33 0.53 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 1980 0.03  0.11 0.30 –0.18 0.24 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 1990 0.71 * 0.11 6.28 0.49 0.93 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 2000 –0.74 * 0.20 –3.77 –1.13 –0.36 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 1980 –0.23 * 0.11 –2.15 –0.45 –0.02 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 1990 0.34 * 0.12 2.98 0.12 0.57 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 2000 –0.11  0.20 –0.55 –0.51 0.29 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 1980 –0.16  0.11 –1.41 –0.38 0.06 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 1990 0.43 * 0.12 3.64 0.20 0.66 
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Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 2000 –0.27  0.20 –1.37 –0.66 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 1980 0.22 * 0.11 2.01 0.01 0.44 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 1990 –0.44 * 0.20 –2.26 –0.83 –0.06 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 2000 0.22  0.13 1.76 –0.03 0.47 

Sharing with others * AT * 1980 –0.32 * 0.04 –8.88 –0.39 –0.25 

Sharing with others * AT * 1990 0.04  0.04 0.88 –0.04 0.12 

Sharing with others * AT * 2000 0.28 * 0.06 4.36 0.15 0.41 

Sharing with others * CH * 1980 0.02  0.06 0.38 –0.09 0.13 

Sharing with others * CH * 1990 –0.15 * 0.06 –2.64 –0.26 –0.04 

Sharing with others * CH * 2000 0.13  0.07 1.83 –0.01 0.26 

Sharing with others * FR * 1980 –0.23 * 0.03 –6.83 –0.29 –0.16 

Sharing with others * FR * 1990 –0.10 * 0.04 –2.29 –0.19 –0.01 

Sharing with others * FR * 2000 0.33 * 0.06 5.75 0.21 0.44 

Sharing with others * IE * 1980 –0.87 * 0.04 –19.61 –0.96 –0.79 

Sharing with others * IE * 1990 –0.43 * 0.05 –8.70 –0.52 –0.33 

Sharing with others * IE * 2000 1.30 * 0.07 19.48 1.17 1.43 

Sharing with others * HU * 1980 –0.23 * 0.03 –6.86 –0.29 –0.16 

 

C
h

ap
ter 2

 



 

 

1
1

1
 

Table 2.7 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * HU * 1990 –0.57 * 0.03 –16.77 –0.63 –0.50 

Sharing with others * HU * 2000 0.80 * 0.06 12.60 0.67 0.92 

Sharing with others * RO * 1980 2.62 * 0.18 14.22 2.26 2.99 

Sharing with others * RO * 1990 2.09 * 0.18 11.34 1.73 2.46 

Sharing with others * RO * 2000 –4.72 * 0.37 –12.81 –5.44 –3.99 

Sharing with others * PT * 1980 –0.42 * 0.04 –9.81 –0.50 –0.33 

Sharing with others * PT * 1990 –0.60 * 0.04 –13.99 –0.69 –0.52 

Sharing with others * PT * 2000 1.02 * 0.07 15.59 0.89 1.15 

Sharing with others * GR * 1980 –0.58 * 0.04 –16.32 –0.65 –0.51 

Sharing with others * GR * 1990 –0.28 * 0.05 –6.22 –0.37 –0.19 

Sharing with others * GR * 2000 0.87 * 0.06 14.12 0.75 0.99 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LCY = Three-way interaction living arrangement * country * year.  *significant at 5% level.   
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women 
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 

95 CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT * 1980 –0.02 * 0.01 –3.64 –0.03 –0.01 

Alone * AT * 1990 –0.02 * 0.01 –4.07 –0.03 –0.01 

Alone * AT * 2000 0.04 * 0.01 5.69 0.03 0.06 

Alone * CH * 1980 0.02  0.02 0.99 –0.02 0.07 

Alone * CH * 1990 0.03 * 0.01 2.39 0.01 0.06 

Alone * CH * 2000 –0.06 * 0.01 –3.82 –0.08 –0.03 

Alone * FR * 1980 –0.10 * 0.01 –19.49 –0.11 –0.09 

Alone * FR * 1990 0.08 * 0.00 17.55 0.07 0.09 

Alone * FR * 2000 0.02 * 0.01 3.30 0.01 0.04 

Alone * IE * 1980 0.45 * 0.01 41.61 0.43 0.47 

Alone * IE * 1990 0.13 * 0.01 11.69 0.10 0.15 

Alone * IE * 2000 –0.58 * 0.01 –47.13 –0.60 –0.55 

Alone * HU * 1980 0.00  0.01 0.07 –0.01 0.01 

Alone * HU * 1990 0.12 * 0.01 23.32 0.11 0.13 

Alone * HU * 2000 –0.12 * 0.01 –15.95 –0.14 –0.11 

Alone * RO * 1980 –0.13 * 0.02 –5.40 –0.17 –0.08 

Alone * RO * 1990 –0.33 * 0.02 –14.18 –0.38 –0.29 

Alone * RO * 2000 0.46 * 0.05 9.98 0.37 0.55 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * PT * 1980 –0.11 * 0.01 –13.76 –0.12 –0.09 

Alone * PT * 1990 –0.10 * 0.01 –13.95 –0.12 –0.09 

Alone * PT * 2000 0.21 * 0.01 24.10 0.19 0.23 

Alone * GR * 1980 –0.12 * 0.01 –17.36 –0.13 –0.10 

Alone * GR * 1990 0.10 * 0.01 14.25 0.08 0.11 

Alone * GR * 2000 0.02 * 0.01 2.45 0.00 0.04 

With parents * AT * 1980 0.08 * 0.01 14.71 0.07 0.09 

With parents * AT * 1990 0.03 * 0.00 7.63 0.03 0.04 

With parents * AT * 2000 –0.11 * 0.01 –15.51 –0.13 –0.10 

With parents * CH * 1980 0.11 * 0.02 4.59 0.06 0.15 

With parents * CH * 1990 0.02  0.01 1.56 –0.01 0.05 

With parents * CH * 2000 –0.13 * 0.01 –8.98 –0.16 –0.10 

With parents * FR * 1980 0.15 * 0.00 29.71 0.14 0.16 

With parents * FR * 1990 0.07 * 0.00 18.17 0.07 0.08 

With parents * FR * 2000 –0.22 * 0.01 –31.67 –0.23 –0.21 

With parents * IE * 1980 0.23 * 0.01 32.98 0.22 0.25 

With parents * IE * 1990 –0.07 * 0.01 –10.71 –0.08 –0.05 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * IE * 2000 –0.17 * 0.01 –19.78 –0.18 –0.15 

With parents * HU * 1980 0.02 * 0.01 4.78 0.01 0.04 

With parents * HU * 1990 –0.11 * 0.00 –24.44 –0.12 –0.10 

With parents * HU * 2000 0.08 * 0.01 11.56 0.07 0.10 

With parents * RO * 1980 –0.33 * 0.02 –13.98 –0.37 –0.28 

With parents * RO * 1990 –0.31 * 0.02 –13.45 –0.36 –0.27 

With parents * RO * 2000 0.64 * 0.05 13.85 0.55 0.73 

With parents * PT * 1980 –0.21 * 0.01 –35.84 –0.23 –0.20 

With parents * PT * 1990 0.28 * 0.00 57.39 0.27 0.29 

With parents * PT * 2000 –0.06 * 0.01 –8.47 –0.08 –0.05 

With parents * GR * 1980 –0.05 * 0.01 –8.88 –0.06 –0.04 

With parents * GR * 1990 0.08 * 0.01 13.35 0.07 0.09 

With parents * GR * 2000 –0.03 * 0.01 –3.47 –0.04 –0.01 

As a couple * AT * 1980 –0.01  0.01 –1.50 –0.02 0.00 

As a couple * AT * 1990 0.06 * 0.01 11.22 0.05 0.07 

As a couple * AT * 2000 –0.05 * 0.01 –6.84 –0.07 –0.04 

As a couple * CH * 1980 –0.09 * 0.02 –3.81 –0.14 –0.04 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * CH * 1990 0.21 * 0.01 15.69 0.19 0.24 

As a couple * CH * 2000 –0.12 * 0.01 –8.30 –0.15 –0.09 

As a couple * FR * 1980 0.03 * 0.01 6.10 0.02 0.04 

As a couple * FR * 1990 0.12 * 0.00 25.27 0.11 0.13 

As a couple * FR * 2000 –0.15 * 0.01 –20.95 –0.17 –0.14 

As a couple * IE * 1980 0.31 * 0.01 26.44 0.29 0.33 

As a couple * IE * 1990 –0.33 * 0.02 –20.56 –0.36 –0.30 

As a couple * IE * 2000 0.02 * 0.01 1.97 0.00 0.05 

As a couple * HU * 1980 –0.08 * 0.01 –14.26 –0.10 –0.07 

As a couple * HU * 1990 0.06 * 0.01 10.90 0.05 0.07 

As a couple * HU * 2000 0.02 * 0.01 2.99 0.01 0.04 

As a couple * RO * 1980 –0.02  0.02 –1.02 –0.07 0.02 

As a couple * RO * 1990 –0.34 * 0.02 –14.46 –0.38 –0.29 

As a couple * RO * 2000 0.36 * 0.05 7.84 0.27 0.45 

As a couple * PT * 1980 –0.07 * 0.01 –11.49 –0.08 –0.06 

As a couple * PT * 1990 0.09 * 0.01 14.62 0.07 0.10 

As a couple * PT * 2000 –0.01  0.01 –1.69 –0.03 0.00 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * GR * 1980 –0.06 * 0.01 –9.24 –0.07 –0.05 

As a couple * GR * 1990 0.13 * 0.01 18.29 0.11 0.14 

As a couple * GR * 2000 –0.07 * 0.01 –7.81 –0.08 –0.05 

As a couple with parents * AT * 1980 –0.05 * 0.01 –5.73 –0.06 –0.03 

As a couple with parents * AT * 1990 0.13 * 0.01 17.09 0.12 0.14 

As a couple with parents * AT * 2000 –0.08 * 0.01 –8.35 –0.10 –0.06 

As a couple with parents * CH * 1980 –0.04  0.03 –1.71 –0.10 0.01 

As a couple with parents * CH * 1990 0.08 * 0.02 4.79 0.05 0.11 

As a couple with parents * CH * 2000 –0.04 * 0.02 –2.06 –0.07 0.00 

As a couple with parents * FR * 1980 0.14 * 0.01 22.24 0.13 0.16 

As a couple with parents * FR * 1990 –0.09 * 0.01 –14.72 –0.10 –0.08 

As a couple with parents * FR * 2000 –0.05 * 0.01 –6.64 –0.07 –0.04 

As a couple with parents * IE * 1980 –0.03  0.01 –1.77 –0.06 0.00 

As a couple with parents * IE * 1990 0.10 * 0.02 6.07 0.06 0.13 

As a couple with parents * IE * 2000 –0.07 * 0.02 –4.46 –0.10 –0.04 

As a couple with parents * HU * 1980 0.19 * 0.01 27.48 0.18 0.20 

As a couple with parents * HU * 1990 –0.04 * 0.01 –6.51 –0.06 –0.03 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * HU * 2000 –0.15 * 0.01 –16.53 –0.16 –0.13 

As a couple with parents * RO * 1980 –0.43 * 0.02 –18.43 –0.48 –0.39 

As a couple with parents * RO * 1990 –0.30 * 0.02 –12.69 –0.34 –0.25 

As a couple with parents * RO * 2000 0.73 * 0.05 15.85 0.64 0.82 

As a couple with parents * PT * 1980 0.23 * 0.01 31.97 0.22 0.25 

As a couple with parents * PT * 1990 0.11 * 0.01 15.87 0.10 0.12 

As a couple with parents * PT * 2000 –0.34 * 0.01 –37.94 –0.36 –0.32 

As a couple with parents * GR * 1980 –0.01  0.01 –1.87 –0.03 0.00 

As a couple with parents * GR * 1990 0.01  0.01 1.59 0.00 0.03 

As a couple with parents * GR * 2000 0.00  0.01 0.19 –0.02 0.02 

As a couple with children * AT * 1980 –0.02 * 0.01 –2.65 –0.03 0.00 

As a couple with children * AT * 1990 –0.04 * 0.01 –7.21 –0.05 –0.03 

As a couple with children * AT * 2000 0.06 * 0.01 6.89 0.04 0.08 

As a couple with children * CH * 1980 0.04  0.02 1.61 –0.01 0.09 

As a couple with children * CH * 1990 0.01  0.01 0.93 –0.01 0.04 

As a couple with children * CH * 2000 –0.05 * 0.02 –3.23 –0.08 –0.02 

As a couple with children * FR * 1980 0.03 * 0.01 6.58 0.02 0.04 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * FR * 1990 0.03 * 0.00 7.44 0.03 0.04 

As a couple with children * FR * 2000 –0.07 * 0.01 –9.30 –0.08 –0.05 

As a couple with children * IE * 1980 0.47 * 0.01 48.74 0.45 0.49 

As a couple with children * IE * 1990 –0.11 * 0.01 –9.60 –0.13 –0.09 

As a couple with children * IE * 2000 –0.36 * 0.01 –29.63 –0.39 –0.34 

As a couple with children * HU * 1980 –0.14 * 0.01 –26.06 –0.16 –0.13 

As a couple with children * HU * 1990 0.08 * 0.01 15.68 0.07 0.09 

As a couple with children * HU * 2000 0.07 * 0.01 8.38 0.05 0.08 

As a couple with children * RO * 1980 –0.38 * 0.02 –16.50 –0.43 –0.34 

As a couple with children * RO * 1990 –0.18 * 0.02 –7.68 –0.22 –0.13 

As a couple with children * RO * 2000 0.56 * 0.05 12.24 0.47 0.65 

As a couple with children * PT * 1980 –0.01  0.01 –1.80 –0.02 0.00 

As a couple with children * PT * 1990 0.05 * 0.01 10.08 0.04 0.07 

As a couple with children * PT * 2000 –0.04 * 0.01 –5.54 –0.06 –0.03 

As a couple with children * GR * 1980 0.01  0.01 1.30 0.00 0.02 

As a couple with children * GR * 1990 0.15 * 0.01 22.87 0.14 0.16 

As a couple with children * GR * 2000 –0.16 * 0.01 –18.54 –0.18 –0.14 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 1980 –0.01  0.01 –1.56 –0.03 0.00 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 1990 –0.05 * 0.01 –6.72 –0.07 –0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 2000 0.06 * 0.01 5.94 0.04 0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 1980 0.05  0.03 1.66 –0.01 0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 1990 0.03  0.02 1.19 –0.02 0.07 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 2000 –0.08 * 0.03 –2.78 –0.13 –0.02 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 1980 0.08 * 0.01 11.72 0.07 0.10 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 1990 –0.05 * 0.01 –7.26 –0.06 –0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 2000 –0.03 * 0.01 –3.44 –0.05 –0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 1980 0.17 * 0.02 10.96 0.14 0.20 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 1990 0.34 * 0.02 20.90 0.31 0.37 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 2000 –0.51 * 0.02 –21.71 –0.56 –0.47 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 1980 0.13 * 0.01 18.92 0.11 0.14 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 1990 0.00  0.01 0.29 –0.01 0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 2000 –0.13 * 0.01 –13.74 –0.15 –0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 1980 –0.71 * 0.02 –30.14 –0.76 –0.66 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 1990 –0.30 * 0.02 –12.92 –0.35 –0.26 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 2000 1.01 * 0.05 21.90 0.92 1.10 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 1980 0.15 * 0.01 21.74 0.14 0.17 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 1990 0.02 * 0.01 2.68 0.00 0.03 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 2000 –0.17 * 0.01 –18.02 –0.19 –0.15 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 1980 0.14 * 0.01 18.73 0.12 0.15 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 1990 0.02 * 0.01 2.43 0.00 0.03 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 2000 –0.16 * 0.01 –15.51 –0.18 –0.14 

As lone parent * AT * 1980 0.15 * 0.03 5.39 0.10 0.21 

As lone parent * AT * 1990 –0.03 * 0.02 –2.04 –0.07 0.00 

As lone parent * AT * 2000 –0.12 * 0.02 –6.57 –0.15 –0.08 

As lone parent * CH * 1980 –0.49 * 0.18 –2.64 –0.85 –0.12 

As lone parent * CH * 1990 0.10  0.10 1.00 –0.09 0.29 

As lone parent * CH * 2000 0.39 * 0.10 4.07 0.20 0.58 

As lone parent * FR * 1980 0.05  0.03 1.85 0.00 0.10 

As lone parent * FR * 1990 0.03  0.02 1.68 0.00 0.06 

As lone parent * FR * 2000 –0.08 * 0.02 –4.72 –0.11 –0.04 

As lone parent * IE * 1980 –0.62 * 0.04 –16.90 –0.70 –0.55 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * IE * 1990 0.29 * 0.02 13.03 0.24 0.33 

As lone parent * IE * 2000 0.34 * 0.02 15.36 0.29 0.38 

As lone parent * HU * 1980 0.22 * 0.03 8.05 0.17 0.28 

As lone parent * HU * 1990 0.19 * 0.02 11.80 0.16 0.22 

As lone parent * HU * 2000 –0.42 * 0.02 –23.85 –0.45 –0.38 

As lone parent * RO * 1980 –0.01  0.04 –0.39 –0.09 0.06 

As lone parent * RO * 1990 –0.33 * 0.03 –11.48 –0.39 –0.28 

As lone parent * RO * 2000 0.35 * 0.05 7.13 0.25 0.44 

As lone parent * PT * 1980 0.27 * 0.03 8.73 0.21 0.33 

As lone parent * PT * 1990 –0.05 * 0.02 –2.30 –0.09 –0.01 

As lone parent * PT * 2000 –0.22 * 0.02 –10.30 –0.27 –0.18 

As lone parent * GR* 1980 0.43 * 0.03 12.64 0.36 0.49 

As lone parent * GR* 1990 –0.19 * 0.03 –5.40 –0.25 –0.12 

As lone parent * GR* 2000 –0.24 * 0.03 –8.36 –0.30 –0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 1980 0.10 * 0.01 12.99 0.08 0.11 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 1990 0.05 * 0.01 6.99 0.04 0.07 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 2000 –0.15 * 0.01 –15.45 –0.17 –0.13 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women(cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 1980 0.46 * 0.03 16.34 0.40 0.51 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 1990 –0.05 * 0.02 –2.37 –0.09 –0.01 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 2000 –0.41 * 0.02 –17.77 –0.45 –0.36 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 1980 –0.05 * 0.01 –7.36 –0.06 –0.04 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 1990 0.11 * 0.01 18.40 0.10 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 2000 –0.06 * 0.01 –7.40 –0.08 –0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 1980 –0.14 * 0.01 –9.38 –0.17 –0.11 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 1990 0.04 * 0.01 3.04 0.02 0.07 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 2000 0.09 * 0.01 6.52 0.07 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 1980 –0.07 * 0.01 –9.11 –0.08 –0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 1990 0.05 * 0.01 7.17 0.04 0.07 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 2000 0.02  0.01 1.85 0.00 0.04 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 1980 –0.51 * 0.02 –21.44 –0.55 –0.46 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 1990 –0.21 * 0.02 –8.80 –0.25 –0.16 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 2000 0.71 * 0.05 15.48 0.62 0.80 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 1980 –0.03 * 0.01 –3.24 –0.04 –0.01 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 1990 0.12 * 0.01 16.26 0.11 0.14 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women(cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 2000 –0.09 * 0.01 –10.02 –0.11 –0.08 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 1980 0.23 * 0.01 21.88 0.21 0.25 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 1990 –0.12 * 0.01 –9.71 –0.15 –0.10 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 2000 –0.11 * 0.01 –8.16 –0.14 –0.08 

Sharing with others * AT * 1980 –0.22 * 0.03 –8.20 –0.27 –0.17 

Sharing with others * AT * 1990 –0.13 * 0.03 –4.74 –0.18 –0.07 

Sharing with others * AT * 2000 0.35 * 0.05 6.61 0.25 0.45 

Sharing with others * CH * 1980 –0.05  0.04 –1.56 –0.12 0.01 

Sharing with others * CH * 1990 –0.44 * 0.03 –14.89 –0.49 –0.38 

Sharing with others * CH * 2000 0.49 * 0.05 9.09 0.39 0.60 

Sharing with others * FR * 1980 –0.34 * 0.03 –12.75 –0.39 –0.29 

Sharing with others * FR * 1990 –0.31 * 0.03 –11.58 –0.36 –0.25 

Sharing with others * FR * 2000 0.64 * 0.05 12.28 0.54 0.75 

Sharing with others * IE * 1980 –0.85 * 0.03 –30.89 –0.90 –0.80 

Sharing with others * IE * 1990 –0.38 * 0.03 –14.05 –0.43 –0.33 

Sharing with others * IE * 2000 1.23 * 0.05 23.31 1.13 1.33 

Sharing with others * HU * 1980 –0.27 * 0.03 –9.91 –0.32 –0.21 
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Table 2.8 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCY). Women(cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * HU * 1990 –0.36 * 0.03 –13.39 –0.41 –0.31 

Sharing with others * HU * 2000 0.62 * 0.05 11.84 0.52 0.73 

Sharing with others * RO * 1980 2.52 * 0.18 13.76 2.16 2.88 

Sharing with others * RO * 1990 2.30 * 0.18 12.53 1.94 2.66 

Sharing with others * RO * 2000 –4.82 * 0.37 –13.15 –5.54 –4.10 

Sharing with others * PT * 1980 –0.23 * 0.03 –8.40 –0.28 –0.18 

Sharing with others * PT * 1990 –0.51 * 0.03 –18.80 –0.57 –0.46 

Sharing with others * PT * 2000 0.74 * 0.05 14.06 0.64 0.85 

Sharing with others * GR * 1980 –0.56 * 0.03 –20.48 –0.62 –0.51 

Sharing with others * GR * 1990 –0.18 * 0.03 –6.47 –0.23 –0.12 

Sharing with others * GR * 2000 0.74 * 0.05 14.00 0.64 0.84 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LCY = Three-way interaction living arrangement * country * year.  *significant at 5% level.   
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men 
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 

95 CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.17 * 0.07 –2.59 –0.30 –0.04 

Alone * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.00  0.02 0.08 –0.04 0.05 

Alone * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.08 * 0.02 3.38 0.03 0.12 

Alone * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.09 * 0.02 3.97 0.05 0.14 

Alone * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.11  0.10 1.10 –0.09 0.31 

Alone * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.08 * 0.04 2.30 0.01 0.16 

Alone * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.02  0.03 0.52 –0.05 0.09 

Alone * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.21 * 0.03 –6.15 –0.28 –0.14 

Alone * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.01  0.06 0.11 –0.10 0.12 

Alone * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.07 * 0.02 3.60 0.03 0.11 

Alone * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.01  0.02 –0.26 –0.04 0.03 

Alone * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.07 * 0.02 –3.71 –0.11 –0.03 

Alone * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.20 * 0.08 –2.43 –0.37 –0.04 

Alone * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.06 * 0.03 –2.02 –0.13 0.00 

Alone * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.10 * 0.03 3.48 0.05 0.16 

Alone * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.17 * 0.03 5.61 0.11 0.22 

Alone * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.12 * 0.06 –2.09 –0.23 –0.01 

Alone * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.19 * 0.02 –9.63 –0.23 –0.15 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.04 * 0.02 2.21 0.00 0.08 

Alone * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.27 * 0.02 13.50 0.23 0.31 

Alone * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.20 * 0.07 –2.95 –0.34 –0.07 

Alone * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.03  0.04 –0.74 –0.12 0.05 

Alone * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.06  0.04 1.30 –0.03 0.14 

Alone * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.18 * 0.04 4.05 0.09 0.26 

Alone * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.01  0.07 –0.13 –0.16 0.14 

Alone * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.03 –2.99 –0.13 –0.03 

Alone * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.03 –0.05 –0.05 0.05 

Alone * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.09 * 0.03 3.50 0.04 0.14 

Alone * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.59 * 0.07 8.87 0.46 0.72 

Alone * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.21 * 0.02 8.70 0.17 0.26 

Alone * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.29 * 0.02 –12.59 –0.34 –0.25 

Alone * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.51 * 0.02 –21.83 –0.55 –0.46 

With parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.01  0.07 0.21 –0.12 0.14 

With parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.11 * 0.02 –4.72 –0.16 –0.06 

With parents * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.04  0.02 1.56 –0.01 0.08 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.06 * 0.02 2.63 0.02 0.11 

With parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.70 * 0.10 6.96 0.50 0.90 

With parents * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.09 * 0.04 2.45 0.02 0.16 

With parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.28 * 0.03 –8.05 –0.35 –0.21 

With parents * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.51 * 0.03 –14.76 –0.58 –0.44 

With parents * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.16 * 0.06 2.94 0.05 0.27 

With parents * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.03  0.02 1.58 –0.01 0.07 

With parents * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.12 * 0.02 –6.32 –0.16 –0.09 

With parents * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.07 * 0.02 –3.71 –0.11 –0.03 

With parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.03  0.08 0.34 –0.13 0.19 

With parents * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.07 * 0.03 2.23 0.01 0.13 

With parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.01  0.03 –0.32 –0.07 0.05 

With parents * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.09 * 0.03 –3.07 –0.14 –0.03 

With parents * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.45 * 0.06 –7.98 –0.56 –0.34 

With parents * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.20 * 0.02 –9.86 –0.23 –0.16 

With parents * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.17 * 0.02 8.80 0.13 0.21 

With parents * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.47 * 0.02 23.96 0.43 0.51 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.12  0.07 –1.72 –0.25 0.02 

With parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.10 * 0.04 2.27 0.01 0.19 

With parents * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.03  0.04 –0.77 –0.12 0.05 

With parents * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.05  0.04 1.19 –0.03 0.14 

With parents * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.03  0.07 –0.40 –0.17 0.12 

With parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.00  0.03 0.08 –0.05 0.05 

With parents * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.04  0.03 1.58 –0.01 0.09 

With parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.01  0.03 –0.51 –0.06 0.04 

With parents * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.31 * 0.07 –4.74 –0.44 –0.18 

With parents * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.01  0.02 0.61 –0.03 0.06 

With parents * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.20 * 0.02 8.55 0.15 0.24 

With parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.10 * 0.02 4.38 0.06 0.15 

As a couple * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.23 * 0.07 3.46 0.10 0.37 

As a couple * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.04  0.02 –1.74 –0.09 0.01 

As a couple * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.18 * 0.02 –7.46 –0.22 –0.13 

As a couple * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.02  0.02 –0.70 –0.06 0.03 

As a couple * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.06  0.10 0.59 –0.14 0.26 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.04 –0.34 –0.08 0.06 

As a couple * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.04  0.04 –0.99 –0.10 0.03 

As a couple * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.01  0.04 –0.38 –0.08 0.06 

As a couple * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.13 * 0.06 2.31 0.02 0.24 

As a couple * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.23 * 0.02 11.28 0.19 0.27 

As a couple * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.02 –2.30 –0.08 –0.01 

As a couple * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.31 * 0.02 –15.79 –0.35 –0.27 

As a couple * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.36 * 0.09 –3.93 –0.54 –0.18 

As a couple * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.11 * 0.03 –3.29 –0.18 –0.05 

As a couple * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.23 * 0.03 7.33 0.17 0.30 

As a couple * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.24 * 0.03 7.51 0.18 0.30 

As a couple * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.02  0.06 0.32 –0.09 0.13 

As a couple * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.05 * 0.02 –2.49 –0.09 –0.01 

As a couple * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.02  0.02 –1.03 –0.06 0.02 

As a couple * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.05 * 0.02 2.64 0.01 0.09 

As a couple * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.12  0.07 1.73 –0.02 0.26 

As a couple * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.06  0.04 1.33 –0.03 0.15 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.10 * 0.04 –2.19 –0.18 –0.01 

As a couple * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.08  0.04 –1.86 –0.17 0.00 

As a couple * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.31 * 0.07 4.16 0.16 0.46 

As a couple * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.03  0.03 –1.27 –0.09 0.02 

As a couple * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.03 –2.34 –0.11 –0.01 

As a couple * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.22 * 0.03 –8.37 –0.27 –0.17 

As a couple * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.52 * 0.07 –7.26 –0.66 –0.38 

As a couple * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.03  0.03 –1.31 –0.09 0.02 

As a couple * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.20 * 0.02 8.09 0.15 0.25 

As a couple * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.35 * 0.02 14.14 0.30 0.40 

As a couple with parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.05  0.07 0.67 –0.09 0.18 

As a couple with parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.03  0.03 –1.32 –0.08 0.02 

As a couple with parents * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.02 –1.97 –0.10 0.00 

As a couple with parents * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.04  0.02 1.42 –0.01 0.08 

As a couple with parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.02  0.11 0.19 –0.20 0.24 

As a couple with parents * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.04 –2.05 –0.17 0.00 

As a couple with parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.04  0.04 –1.02 –0.12 0.04 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.10 * 0.04 2.63 0.03 0.18 

As a couple with parents * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.09  0.06 1.53 –0.02 0.20 

As a couple with parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.10 * 0.02 –4.97 –0.14 –0.06 

As a couple with parents * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.03  0.02 –1.30 –0.07 0.01 

As a couple with parents * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.04 * 0.02 2.01 0.00 0.08 

As a couple with parents * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.08  0.09 –0.89 –0.26 0.10 

As a couple with parents * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.06  0.03 –1.77 –0.13 0.01 

As a couple with parents * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.10 * 0.03 3.24 0.04 0.17 

As a couple with parents * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.04  0.03 1.13 –0.03 0.10 

As a couple with parents * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.01  0.06 –0.11 –0.12 0.11 

As a couple with parents * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.07 * 0.02 3.44 0.03 0.11 

As a couple with parents * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.08 * 0.02 3.96 0.04 0.12 

As a couple with parents * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.15 * 0.02 –7.07 –0.19 –0.11 

As a couple with parents * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.12  0.07 1.67 –0.02 0.25 

As a couple with parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.23 * 0.04 5.14 0.14 0.32 

As a couple with parents * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.06  0.04 –1.31 –0.14 0.03 

As a couple with parents * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.29 * 0.04 –6.48 –0.37 –0.20 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 
95 CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.21 * 0.08 2.75 0.06 0.35 

As a couple with parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.08 * 0.03 2.97 0.03 0.13 

As a couple with parents * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.14 * 0.03 –5.35 –0.19 –0.09 

As a couple with parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.15 * 0.03 –5.57 –0.20 –0.10 

As a couple with parents * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.39 * 0.07 –5.59 –0.53 –0.26 

As a couple with parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.10 * 0.03 –3.73 –0.15 –0.05 

As a couple with parents * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.13 * 0.02 5.17 0.08 0.18 

As a couple with parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.36 * 0.02 14.61 0.31 0.41 

As a couple with children * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.12  0.07 1.80 –0.01 0.26 

As a couple with children * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.05 * 0.02 2.22 0.01 0.10 

As a couple with children * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.02 –2.32 –0.10 –0.01 

As a couple with children * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.12 * 0.02 –5.16 –0.17 –0.08 

As a couple with children * CH * 18–19 yrs –0.19  0.11 –1.76 –0.40 0.02 

As a couple with children * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.02  0.04 –0.53 –0.10 0.06 

As a couple with children * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.05  0.04 1.22 –0.03 0.12 

As a couple with children * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.17 * 0.04 4.48 0.09 0.24 

As a couple with children * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.06  0.06 –1.11 –0.18 0.05 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.06 * 0.02 –3.09 –0.10 –0.02 

As a couple with children * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.07 * 0.02 3.51 0.03 0.11 

As a couple with children * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.06 * 0.02 2.81 0.02 0.09 

As a couple with children * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.16  0.10 –1.65 –0.35 0.03 

As a couple with children * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.15 * 0.04 4.39 0.09 0.22 

As a couple with children * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.03 –0.03 –0.07 0.06 

As a couple with children * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.00  0.03 0.13 –0.06 0.07 

As a couple with children * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.07  0.06 1.20 –0.04 0.18 

As a couple with children * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.11 * 0.02 –5.27 –0.15 –0.07 

As a couple with children * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.02  0.02 0.89 –0.02 0.06 

As a couple with children * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.02  0.02 1.05 –0.02 0.06 

As a couple with children * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.01  0.07 0.12 –0.13 0.15 

As a couple with children * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.01  0.04 0.18 –0.08 0.09 

As a couple with children * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.02  0.04 0.43 –0.07 0.11 

As a couple with children * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.04  0.04 –0.80 –0.12 0.05 

As a couple with children * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.24 * 0.08 3.25 0.10 0.39 

As a couple with children * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.01  0.03 0.23 –0.05 0.06 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.11 * 0.03 –4.33 –0.16 –0.06 

As a couple with children * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.14 * 0.03 –5.33 –0.19 –0.09 

As a couple with children * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.03  0.07 –0.49 –0.17 0.10 

As a couple with children * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.03  0.03 –1.23 –0.08 0.02 

As a couple with children * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.02  0.02 0.68 –0.03 0.06 

As a couple with children * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.05 * 0.02 2.02 0.00 0.10 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.53 * 0.10 5.37 0.33 0.72 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.13 * 0.03 –3.95 –0.20 –0.07 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.15 * 0.03 –4.54 –0.22 –0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.24 * 0.03 –7.15 –0.30 –0.17 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 18–19 yrs –2.41 * 0.48 –4.98 –3.36 –1.46 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.62 * 0.16 3.79 0.30 0.93 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.80 * 0.16 4.93 0.48 1.11 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 30–34 yrs 1.00 * 0.16 6.17 0.68 1.31 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.41 * 0.09 4.59 0.24 0.59 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.30 * 0.03 –9.56 –0.36 –0.24 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.14 * 0.03 –4.69 –0.20 –0.08 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.03  0.03 0.95 –0.03 0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.30 * 0.13 2.38 0.05 0.55 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.09  0.05 1.93 0.00 0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.20 * 0.04 –4.48 –0.28 –0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.19 * 0.04 –4.48 –0.28 –0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.45 * 0.09 5.04 0.27 0.62 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.06 * 0.03 –2.07 –0.12 0.00 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.09 * 0.03 –3.09 –0.15 –0.03 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.29 * 0.03 –9.59 –0.35 –0.23 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.32 * 0.10 3.29 0.13 0.51 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.05 –0.12 –0.10 0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.08  0.05 –1.56 –0.17 0.02 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.24 * 0.05 –4.77 –0.33 –0.14 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.44 * 0.10 4.33 0.24 0.64 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.06  0.04 –1.66 –0.13 0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.17 * 0.03 –5.00 –0.24 –0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.21 * 0.03 –6.01 –0.28 –0.14 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.04  0.10 –0.39 –0.23 0.16 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.14 * 0.04 –4.11 –0.21 –0.08 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.04  0.03 1.17 –0.03 0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.14 * 0.03 4.24 0.08 0.21 

As lone parent * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.41  0.42 –0.97 –1.23 0.42 

As lone parent * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.41 * 0.14 2.81 0.12 0.69 

As lone parent * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.11  0.14 0.80 –0.16 0.39 

As lone parent * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.11  0.14 –0.79 –0.39 0.17 

As lone parent * CH * 18–19 yrs 1.34 * 0.43 3.14 0.50 2.18 

As lone parent * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.67 * 0.16 –4.17 –0.99 –0.36 

As lone parent * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.40 * 0.15 –2.70 –0.68 –0.11 

As lone parent * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.27  0.15 –1.85 –0.55 0.02 

As lone parent * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.25  0.32 –0.78 –0.87 0.37 

As lone parent * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.13  0.11 1.24 –0.08 0.35 

As lone parent * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.07  0.11 0.68 –0.14 0.28 

As lone parent * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.04  0.11 0.38 –0.17 0.25 

As lone parent * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.11  0.50 0.22 –0.87 1.09 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.30  0.19 –1.58 –0.67 0.07 

As lone parent * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.03  0.17 0.19 –0.30 0.37 

As lone parent * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.16  0.17 0.92 –0.18 0.49 

As lone parent * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.29  0.32 –0.91 –0.91 0.33 

As lone parent * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.34 * 0.11 3.06 0.12 0.55 

As lone parent * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.09  0.11 0.86 –0.12 0.30 

As lone parent * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.14  0.11 –1.29 –0.35 0.07 

As lone parent * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.17  0.33 –0.53 –0.81 0.46 

As lone parent * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.08  0.12 –0.67 –0.31 0.15 

As lone parent * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.14  0.12 1.24 –0.08 0.37 

As lone parent * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.11  0.12 0.95 –0.12 0.34 

As lone parent * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.68  0.50 –1.37 –1.66 0.29 

As lone parent * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.15  0.18 0.85 –0.19 0.49 

As lone parent * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.16  0.17 0.94 –0.17 0.49 

As lone parent * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.37 * 0.17 2.24 0.05 0.70 

As lone parent * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.35  0.42 0.83 –0.48 1.18 

As lone parent * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.03  0.15 0.19 –0.27 0.33 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.22  0.14 –1.50 –0.50 0.07 

As lone parent * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.16  0.14 –1.15 –0.44 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.11  0.32 0.36 –0.50 0.73 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.02  0.11 –0.22 –0.24 0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.03  0.11 –0.24 –0.24 0.18 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.06  0.11 –0.61 –0.27 0.14 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.22  0.50 0.45 –0.75 1.19 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.00  0.18 0.01 –0.35 0.35 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.16  0.17 –0.92 –0.49 0.18 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.06  0.17 –0.38 –0.40 0.27 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.60  0.31 –1.94 –1.21 0.01 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.12  0.11 –1.17 –0.33 0.08 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.37 * 0.10 3.56 0.17 0.58 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.35 * 0.10 3.40 0.15 0.56 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.27  0.42 0.65 –0.55 1.09 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.15  0.15 1.02 –0.14 0.44 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.30 * 0.14 –2.13 –0.59 –0.02 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.12  0.14 –0.82 –0.39 0.16 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.03  0.31 –0.09 –0.63 0.57 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.17  0.10 1.62 –0.04 0.37 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.01  0.10 –0.07 –0.21 0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.13  0.10 –1.30 –0.34 0.07 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.22  0.31 –0.70 –0.82 0.39 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.06  0.11 –0.58 –0.28 0.15 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.14  0.11 1.30 –0.07 0.36 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.14  0.11 1.25 –0.08 0.35 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.06  0.31 –0.18 –0.67 0.56 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.13  0.11 1.21 –0.08 0.34 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.07  0.11 0.66 –0.14 0.28 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.14  0.11 –1.35 –0.35 0.06 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.29  0.31 0.93 –0.32 0.91 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.24 * 0.11 –2.17 –0.45 –0.02 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.09  0.11 –0.82 –0.30 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.03  0.11 0.30 –0.18 0.24 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)   

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.48 * 0.08 –5.95 –0.64 –0.32 

Sharing with others * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.12 * 0.05 –2.31 –0.22 –0.02 

Sharing with others * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.23 * 0.05 4.53 0.13 0.33 

Sharing with others * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.37 * 0.05 7.23 0.27 0.47 

Sharing with others * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.15  0.11 1.32 –0.07 0.36 

Sharing with others * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.00  0.06 0.03 –0.11 0.12 

Sharing with others * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.05  0.06 0.90 –0.06 0.16 

Sharing with others * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.20 * 0.06 –3.49 –0.31 –0.09 

Sharing with others * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.11  0.07 1.54 –0.03 0.25 

Sharing with others * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.12 * 0.05 2.45 0.02 0.22 

Sharing with others * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.17 * 0.05 –3.44 –0.27 –0.07 

Sharing with others * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.06  0.05 –1.27 –0.16 0.03 

Sharing with others * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.09  0.09 0.95 –0.10 0.27 

Sharing with others * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.08  0.05 1.38 –0.03 0.18 

Sharing with others * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.04  0.05 0.70 –0.07 0.14 

Sharing with others * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.20 * 0.05 –3.77 –0.31 –0.10 

Sharing with others * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.35 * 0.07 4.85 0.21 0.49 
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Table 2.9 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Men (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.04  0.05 0.75 –0.06 0.13 

Sharing with others * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.29 * 0.05 –5.79 –0.38 –0.19 

Sharing with others * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.10 * 0.05 –2.04 –0.20 0.00 

Sharing with others * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.15  0.32 0.45 –0.49 0.78 

Sharing with others * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.21  0.32 –0.66 –0.84 0.41 

Sharing with others * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.10  0.32 –0.31 –0.72 0.53 

Sharing with others * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.16  0.32 0.51 –0.46 0.79 

Sharing with others * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.43 * 0.09 –4.88 –0.60 –0.25 

Sharing with others * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.19 * 0.05 –3.69 –0.30 –0.09 

Sharing with others * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.22 * 0.05 4.21 0.12 0.32 

Sharing with others * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.40 * 0.05 7.62 0.30 0.50 

Sharing with others * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.06  0.08 0.79 –0.09 0.22 

Sharing with others * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.29 * 0.05 5.62 0.19 0.39 

Sharing with others * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.01  0.05 0.26 –0.09 0.11 

Sharing with others * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.37 * 0.05 –7.17 –0.47 –0.27 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LCA = Three-way interaction living arrangement * country * age group.  *significant at 5% level. 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women  
 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 

CI 
Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.20 * 0.01 –18.66 –0.22 –0.18 

Alone * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.04 * 0.01 5.97 0.03 0.06 

Alone * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 12.42 0.07 0.10 

Alone * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.07 * 0.01 9.46 0.05 0.08 

Alone * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.20 * 0.04 5.42 0.13 0.27 

Alone * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.15 * 0.01 11.21 0.13 0.18 

Alone * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.04 * 0.01 –3.08 –0.07 –0.02 

Alone * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.31 * 0.01 –22.68 –0.34 –0.28 

Alone * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.03 * 0.01 3.61 0.01 0.05 

Alone * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 13.77 0.08 0.10 

Alone * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.01 0.21 –0.01 0.01 

Alone * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.12 * 0.01 –18.90 –0.13 –0.11 

Alone * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.02  0.02 0.89 –0.02 0.06 

Alone * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.11 * 0.01 –9.90 –0.13 –0.09 

Alone * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.01 –5.12 –0.08 –0.03 

Alone * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.15 * 0.01 13.70 0.13 0.17 

Alone * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.01  0.01 0.53 –0.01 0.02 

Alone * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.01 –10.73 –0.09 –0.06 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Alone * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 3.09 0.01 0.04 

Alone * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.05 * 0.01 6.63 0.03 0.06 

Alone * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.37 * 0.04 –8.99 –0.45 –0.29 

Alone * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.04 –2.05 –0.16 0.00 

Alone * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.18 * 0.04 4.45 0.10 0.26 

Alone * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.27 * 0.04 6.77 0.19 0.35 

Alone * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.15 * 0.01 –11.11 –0.17 –0.12 

Alone * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.09 * 0.01 –10.55 –0.10 –0.07 

Alone * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.03 * 0.01 4.17 0.02 0.05 

Alone * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.20 * 0.01 23.88 0.18 0.22 

Alone * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.45 * 0.01 37.39 0.43 0.48 

Alone * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.07 * 0.01 9.38 0.06 0.09 

Alone * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.22 * 0.01 –29.29 –0.24 –0.21 

Alone * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.30 * 0.01 –38.54 –0.32 –0.29 

With parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.00  0.01 0.16 –0.02 0.02 

With parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.04 * 0.01 –6.11 –0.05 –0.03 

With parents * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.68 –0.02 0.00 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.05 * 0.01 7.13 0.04 0.06 

With parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.74 * 0.04 20.44 0.67 0.81 

With parents * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 6.55 0.06 0.12 

With parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.37 * 0.01 –27.14 –0.40 –0.34 

With parents * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.46 * 0.01 –33.12 –0.49 –0.43 

With parents * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.14 * 0.01 17.17 0.12 0.15 

With parents * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.00  0.01 –0.23 –0.01 0.01 

With parents * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.13 * 0.01 –20.60 –0.14 –0.11 

With parents * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.76 –0.02 0.00 

With parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.04 * 0.01 3.53 0.02 0.07 

With parents * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.45 –0.03 0.00 

With parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –6.65 –0.06 –0.03 

With parents * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 2.25 0.00 0.03 

With parents * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.43 * 0.01 –50.97 –0.44 –0.41 

With parents * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.19 * 0.01 –29.39 –0.20 –0.17 

With parents * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.18 * 0.01 27.33 0.16 0.19 

With parents * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.44 * 0.01 64.86 0.42 0.45 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

With parents * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.15 * 0.04 –3.72 –0.23 –0.07 

With parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.01  0.04 0.15 –0.07 0.08 

With parents * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.18 * 0.01 27.33 0.16 0.19 

With parents * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.02  0.04 0.46 –0.06 0.10 

With parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.12 * 0.04 3.14 0.05 0.20 

With parents * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.01 –0.79 –0.03 0.01 

With parents * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.17 * 0.01 25.54 0.16 0.18 

With parents * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.20 * 0.01 29.93 0.19 0.21 

With parents * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.36 * 0.01 –47.67 –0.37 –0.34 

With parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.34 * 0.01 –31.47 –0.36 –0.32 

With parents * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.03 * 0.01 –3.85 –0.04 –0.01 

With parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.16 * 0.01 24.14 0.15 0.18 

As a couple * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.20 * 0.01 28.79 0.19 0.22 

As a couple * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.08 * 0.01 7.19 0.06 0.10 

As a couple * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.10 * 0.01 –14.47 –0.11 –0.09 

As a couple * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.08 * 0.01 –11.09 –0.09 –0.06 

As a couple * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.10 * 0.01 14.17 0.09 0.11 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)   

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.04 –2.06 –0.15 0.00 

As a couple * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.02  0.01 1.11 –0.01 0.04 

As a couple * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.06 * 0.01 4.59 0.04 0.09 

As a couple * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.00  0.01 –0.17 –0.03 0.02 

As a couple * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.08 * 0.01 8.60 0.06 0.10 

As a couple * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.18 * 0.01 28.55 0.17 0.19 

As a couple * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.25 * 0.01 –39.28 –0.26 –0.24 

As a couple * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.70 * 0.03 –25.95 –0.75 –0.65 

As a couple * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.04 * 0.01 –3.52 –0.06 –0.02 

As a couple * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.40 * 0.01 35.98 0.38 0.42 

As a couple * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.34 * 0.01 29.62 0.32 0.36 

As a couple * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.04 * 0.01 3.38 0.01 0.06 

As a couple * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.03 * 0.01 –4.57 –0.04 –0.02 

As a couple * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.07 * 0.01 –9.46 –0.08 –0.05 

As a couple * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.06 * 0.01 8.63 0.05 0.08 

As a couple * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.27 * 0.04 6.72 0.19 0.35 

As a couple * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.04 –0.27 –0.09 0.07 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.19 * 0.04 –4.82 –0.27 –0.11 

As a couple * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.07  0.04 –1.74 –0.15 0.01 

As a couple * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.17 * 0.01 15.58 0.15 0.19 

As a couple * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.07 * 0.01 10.01 0.06 0.08 

As a couple * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.07 * 0.01 –10.33 –0.09 –0.06 

As a couple * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.17 * 0.01 –23.37 –0.18 –0.16 

As a couple * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.14 * 0.01 11.01 0.12 0.17 

As a couple * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.08 * 0.01 –11.02 –0.10 –0.07 

As a couple * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –6.59 –0.06 –0.03 

As a couple * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.14 –0.02 0.01 

As a couple with parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.02  0.01 1.31 –0.01 0.05 

As a couple with parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.06 * 0.01 –6.52 –0.07 –0.04 

As a couple with parents * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.01 0.18 –0.02 0.02 

As a couple with parents * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.04 * 0.01 3.82 0.02 0.06 

As a couple with parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.09 * 0.04 2.17 0.01 0.17 

As a couple with parents * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.16 * 0.02 –9.46 –0.19 –0.13 

As a couple with parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.03  0.02 –1.77 –0.06 0.00 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.10 * 0.02 5.85 0.07 0.13 

As a couple with parents * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.16 * 0.01 –14.34 –0.18 –0.14 

As a couple with parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –6.39 –0.06 –0.03 

As a couple with parents * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.10 * 0.01 13.23 0.08 0.11 

As a couple with parents * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.11 * 0.01 13.47 0.09 0.12 

As a couple with parents * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.57 * 0.03 –19.92 –0.63 –0.51 

As a couple with parents * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.02  0.01 1.28 –0.01 0.04 

As a couple with parents * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.32 * 0.01 23.32 0.29 0.34 

As a couple with parents * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.23 * 0.02 15.42 0.20 0.26 

As a couple with parents * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.16 * 0.01 14.11 0.14 0.18 

As a couple with parents * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.13 * 0.01 16.89 0.11 0.14 

As a couple with parents * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.12 * 0.01 –14.32 –0.13 –0.10 

As a couple with parents * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.17 * 0.01 –18.47 –0.19 –0.15 

As a couple with parents * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.35 * 0.04 8.60 0.27 0.43 

As a couple with parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.15 * 0.04 3.86 0.08 0.23 

As a couple with parents * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.19 * 0.04 –4.75 –0.27 –0.11 

As a couple with parents * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.31 * 0.04 –7.83 –0.39 –0.23 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.11 * 0.01 9.00 0.09 0.13 

As a couple with parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 11.73 0.08 0.11 

As a couple with parents * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –5.66 –0.06 –0.03 

As a couple with parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.16 * 0.01 –17.38 –0.18 –0.14 

As a couple with parents * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.00  0.01 0.18 –0.02 0.03 

As a couple with parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.13 * 0.01 –15.13 –0.15 –0.11 

As a couple with parents * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.03 * 0.01 –4.00 –0.05 –0.02 

As a couple with parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.16 * 0.01 17.85 0.14 0.18 

As a couple with children * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –4.02 –0.07 –0.02 

As a couple with children * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.11 –0.02 0.01 

As a couple with children * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 3.36 0.01 0.04 

As a couple with children * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.03 * 0.01 4.70 0.02 0.05 

As a couple with children * CH * 18–19 yrs –0.03  0.04 –0.70 –0.10 0.05 

As a couple with children * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.11 * 0.01 –7.27 –0.13 –0.08 

As a couple with children * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.05 * 0.01 3.18 0.02 0.07 

As a couple with children * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 6.15 0.06 0.12 

As a couple with children * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.37 * 0.01 –39.88 –0.39 –0.35 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.04 * 0.01 –6.15 –0.05 –0.03 

As a couple with children * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.19 * 0.01 30.72 0.18 0.21 

As a couple with children * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.22 * 0.01 34.72 0.21 0.23 

As a couple with children * IE * 18–19 yrs –0.10 * 0.02 –4.80 –0.15 –0.06 

As a couple with children * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –4.99 –0.07 –0.03 

As a couple with children * IE * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.01 –0.33 –0.02 0.02 

As a couple with children * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.16 * 0.01 16.59 0.14 0.18 

As a couple with children * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.09 * 0.01 –9.35 –0.11 –0.08 

As a couple with children * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.01 * 0.01 –2.04 –0.03 0.00 

As a couple with children * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.07 * 0.01 11.00 0.06 0.08 

As a couple with children * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.04 * 0.01 5.54 0.02 0.05 

As a couple with children * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.15 * 0.04 3.78 0.07 0.23 

As a couple with children * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.12 * 0.04 3.12 0.05 0.20 

As a couple with children * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.06  0.04 –1.62 –0.14 0.01 

As a couple with children * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.21 * 0.04 –5.34 –0.29 –0.13 

As a couple with children * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.23 * 0.01 21.38 0.21 0.25 

As a couple with children * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 2.34 0.00 0.03 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.14 * 0.01 –20.51 –0.15 –0.12 

As a couple with children * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.11 * 0.01 –16.23 –0.12 –0.10 

As a couple with children * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.26 * 0.01 20.95 0.24 0.29 

As a couple with children * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.08 * 0.01 10.36 0.06 0.09 

As a couple with children * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.13 * 0.01 –18.07 –0.14 –0.11 

As a couple with children * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.21 * 0.01 –29.63 –0.22 –0.20 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.01  0.02 0.84 –0.02 0.05 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.01  0.01 –1.22 –0.03 0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.01 0.02 –0.02 0.02 

As a couple with children and parents * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.00  0.01 –0.35 –0.02 0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 18–19 yrs –0.27 * 0.05 –4.93 –0.37 –0.16 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.19 * 0.02 –8.82 –0.23 –0.15 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.14 * 0.02 7.14 0.10 0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.31 * 0.02 15.89 0.28 0.35 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 18–19 yrs –0.32 * 0.01 –22.75 –0.35 –0.29 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.14 * 0.01 –17.36 –0.15 –0.12 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 25–29 yrs 0.13 * 0.01 17.49 0.12 0.15 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * FR * 30–34 yrs 0.33 * 0.01 43.62 0.31 0.34 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.04  0.04 1.06 –0.03 0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.02  0.02 –1.20 –0.05 0.01 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.07 * 0.02 –4.34 –0.10 –0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * IE * 30–34 yrs 0.05 * 0.02 3.08 0.02 0.08 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.12 * 0.01 9.07 0.09 0.14 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.09 * 0.01 11.97 0.08 0.11 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.01  0.01 0.83 –0.01 0.02 

As a couple with children and parents * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.22 * 0.01 –28.51 –0.23 –0.20 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 18–19 yrs 0.20 * 0.04 4.97 0.12 0.28 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.19 * 0.04 4.68 0.11 0.26 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 25–29 yrs –0.06  0.04 –1.53 –0.14 0.02 

As a couple with children and parents * RO * 30–34 yrs –0.33 * 0.04 –8.27 –0.41 –0.25 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.16 * 0.01 11.35 0.13 0.18 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.03 * 0.01 3.53 0.01 0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.10 * 0.01 –13.08 –0.11 –0.08 

As a couple with children and parents * PT * 30–34 yrs –0.08 * 0.01 –11.07 –0.10 –0.07 
 

C
h

ap
ter 2

 



 

 

1
5

3
 

Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Loglinear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.06 * 0.02 3.86 0.03 0.09 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.05 * 0.01 6.08 0.03 0.07 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.01 –6.93 –0.07 –0.04 

As a couple with children and parents * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –6.87 –0.07 –0.04 

As lone parent * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.50 * 0.04 11.22 0.41 0.58 

As lone parent * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.06 * 0.02 3.68 0.03 0.09 

As lone parent * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.20 * 0.02 –12.39 –0.23 –0.17 

As lone parent * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.36 * 0.02 –22.21 –0.39 –0.33 

As lone parent * CH * 18–19 yrs –1.33 * 0.28 –4.73 –1.88 –0.78 

As lone parent * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.34 * 0.09 3.62 0.16 0.53 

As lone parent * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.43 * 0.09 4.55 0.24 0.61 

As lone parent * CH * 30–34 yrs 0.56 * 0.09 5.96 0.37 0.74 

As lone parent * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.24 * 0.04 5.65 0.16 0.32 

As lone parent * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.10 * 0.02 –6.21 –0.13 –0.07 

As lone parent * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.02 –3.90 –0.09 –0.03 

As lone parent * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.08 * 0.02 –5.45 –0.11 –0.05 

As lone parent * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.84 * 0.06 14.68 0.73 0.95 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Loglinear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.20 * 0.02 9.05 0.16 0.25 

As lone parent * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.36 * 0.02 –17.07 –0.40 –0.32 

As lone parent * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.68 * 0.02 –32.45 –0.72 –0.64 

As lone parent * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.25 * 0.04 5.76 0.17 0.34 

As lone parent * HU * 20–24 yrs –0.15 * 0.02 –9.29 –0.18 –0.12 

As lone parent * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.05 * 0.02 –3.12 –0.08 –0.02 

As lone parent * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.05 * 0.02 –3.16 –0.08 –0.02 

As lone parent * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.11  0.06 –1.90 –0.23 0.00 

As lone parent * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.16 * 0.04 –3.74 –0.24 –0.08 

As lone parent * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.09 * 0.04 2.14 0.01 0.18 

As lone parent * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.18 * 0.04 4.30 0.10 0.27 

As lone parent * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.11 * 0.05 –2.07 –0.21 –0.01 

As lone parent * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.07 * 0.02 –3.58 –0.11 –0.03 

As lone parent * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.01  0.02 0.64 –0.02 0.05 

As lone parent * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.17 * 0.02 8.90 0.13 0.20 

As lone parent * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.28 * 0.07 –4.13 –0.41 –0.15 

As lone parent * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.13 * 0.03 –4.89 –0.18 –0.08 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As lone parent * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.14 * 0.02 5.85 0.09 0.19 

As lone parent * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.26 * 0.02 11.04 0.22 0.31 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 18–19 yrs 0.18 * 0.01 13.02 0.15 0.21 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 20–24 yrs 0.18 * 0.01 20.65 0.16 0.20 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 25–29 yrs –0.07 * 0.01 –7.86 –0.08 –0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * AT * 30–34 yrs –0.29 * 0.01 –33.24 –0.31 –0.27 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.47 * 0.05 10.14 0.38 0.56 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 20–24 yrs –0.23 * 0.02 –10.54 –0.27 –0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 25–29 yrs –0.23 * 0.02 –11.33 –0.27 –0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.01  0.02 –0.27 –0.04 0.03 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.12 * 0.01 10.38 0.10 0.14 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 20–24 yrs –0.04 * 0.01 –5.39 –0.06 –0.03 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.02 * 0.01 –2.35 –0.03 0.00 

As a lone parent with parents * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.06 * 0.01 –7.91 –0.07 –0.04 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.35 * 0.03 13.80 0.30 0.40 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 20–24 yrs 0.06 * 0.01 3.84 0.03 0.09 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.17 * 0.01 –12.06 –0.20 –0.14 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

As a lone parent with parents * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.24 * 0.01 –16.43 –0.27 –0.21 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 18–19 yrs –0.44 * 0.01 –32.90 –0.47 –0.42 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.01  0.01 1.05 –0.01 0.03 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 25–29 yrs 0.22 * 0.01 26.52 0.20 0.24 

As a lone parent with parents * HU * 30–34 yrs 0.21 * 0.01 25.50 0.20 0.23 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.21 * 0.04 –5.11 –0.29 –0.13 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 20–24 yrs 0.06  0.04 1.40 –0.02 0.13 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.11 * 0.04 2.75 0.03 0.19 

As a lone parent with parents * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.04  0.04 1.08 –0.04 0.12 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 18–19 yrs 0.02  0.01 1.80 0.00 0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 20–24 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 2.40 0.00 0.04 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 25–29 yrs –0.06 * 0.01 –7.33 –0.08 –0.05 

As a lone parent with parents * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.02 * 0.01 1.98 0.00 0.03 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 18–19 yrs –0.49 * 0.02 –21.47 –0.54 –0.45 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 20–24 yrs –0.05 * 0.01 –4.21 –0.07 –0.03 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 25–29 yrs 0.22 * 0.01 19.74 0.20 0.24 

As a lone parent with parents * GR * 30–34 yrs 0.32 * 0.01 28.77 0.30 0.34 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * AT * 18–19 yrs –0.54 * 0.05 –11.59 –0.63 –0.45 

Sharing with others * AT * 20–24 yrs –0.07  0.05 –1.48 –0.16 0.02 

Sharing with others * AT * 25–29 yrs 0.24 * 0.05 5.30 0.15 0.33 

Sharing with others * AT * 30–34 yrs 0.37 * 0.05 7.95 0.28 0.46 

Sharing with others * CH * 18–19 yrs 0.20 * 0.06 3.46 0.09 0.31 

Sharing with others * CH * 20–24 yrs 0.08  0.05 1.79 –0.01 0.18 

Sharing with others * CH * 25–29 yrs 0.00  0.05 –0.07 –0.10 0.09 

Sharing with others * CH * 30–34 yrs –0.28 * 0.05 –5.97 –0.37 –0.19 

Sharing with others * FR * 18–19 yrs 0.25 * 0.05 5.35 0.16 0.33 

Sharing with others * FR * 20–24 yrs 0.10 * 0.05 2.09 0.01 0.18 

Sharing with others * FR * 25–29 yrs –0.21 * 0.05 –4.65 –0.30 –0.12 

Sharing with others * FR * 30–34 yrs –0.13 * 0.05 –2.82 –0.22 –0.04 

Sharing with others * IE * 18–19 yrs 0.08  0.05 1.66 –0.01 0.17 

Sharing with others * IE * 20–24 yrs –0.04  0.05 –0.96 –0.13 0.05 

Sharing with others * IE * 25–29 yrs –0.01  0.05 –0.22 –0.10 0.08 

Sharing with others * IE * 30–34 yrs –0.02  0.05 –0.52 –0.11 0.07 

Sharing with others * HU * 18–19 yrs 0.40 * 0.05 8.69 0.31 0.49 
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Table 2.10 Selected Parameters from the Log-linear Model (LCA). Women (cont.)  

 Coeff.  Std. Err. Z-Value Lower 95 
CI 

Upper 
95 CI 

Sharing with others * HU * 20–24 yrs 0.23 * 0.05 4.96 0.14 0.32 

Sharing with others * HU * 25–29 yrs –0.26 * 0.05 –5.79 –0.35 –0.18 

Sharing with others * HU * 30–34 yrs –0.36 * 0.05 –7.84 –0.45 –0.27 

Sharing with others * RO * 18–19 yrs –0.14  0.32 –0.44 –0.76 0.48 

Sharing with others * RO * 20–24 yrs –0.27  0.32 –0.86 –0.90 0.35 

Sharing with others * RO * 25–29 yrs 0.11  0.32 0.35 –0.51 0.73 

Sharing with others * RO * 30–34 yrs 0.30  0.32 0.95 –0.32 0.93 

Sharing with others * PT * 18–19 yrs –0.43 * 0.05 –9.24 –0.53 –0.34 

Sharing with others * PT * 20–24 yrs –0.24 * 0.05 –5.17 –0.33 –0.15 

Sharing with others * PT * 25–29 yrs 0.17 * 0.05 3.78 0.08 0.26 

Sharing with others * PT * 30–34 yrs 0.50 * 0.05 10.75 0.41 0.59 

Sharing with others * GR * 18–19 yrs 0.19 * 0.05 4.03 0.10 0.28 

Sharing with others * GR * 20–24 yrs 0.22 * 0.05 4.74 0.13 0.31 

Sharing with others * GR * 25–29 yrs –0.04  0.05 –0.79 –0.13 0.05 

Sharing with others * GR * 30–34 yrs –0.37 * 0.05 –7.95 –0.46 –0.28 
Source: Own calculations based on IPUMSi.  

Note: LCA = Three-way interaction living arrangement * country * age group.  *significant at 5% level. 
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3 INTERGENERATIONAL CO-RESIDENCE OF YOUNG 

ADULTS WITH THEIR PARENTS ACROSS 

EUROPEAN REGIONS 

 

INTERGENERATIONAL CO-RESIDENCE OF 

YOUNG ADULTS WITH THEIR PARENTS ACROSS 

EUROPEAN REGIONS 

This article proposes a multilevel framework in which regional 

differences in intergenerational co-residence of young adults with their 

parents are explained by individual characteristics, the socioeconomic 

and sociocultural context, and their cross-level interactions. Hypotheses 

are simultaneously tested with data for 45,385 individuals in 109 

Western and Eastern European regions, obtained from the Generations 

and Gender Survey (GGS). Multilevel logistic regression results show 

that regional familialistic norms and the proportion of owner-occupied 

households are positively related to a young adult’s propensity to co-

reside. Young adults who more strongly endorse familialistic 

preferences are more likely to live with their parents, but the 

differences in terms of intergenerational co-residence across regions 

are bigger between young adults who less strongly endorse familialistic 

preferences. Young adults with greater socioeconomic resources are 

less likely to live with their parents, but the differences in terms of 

intergenerational co-residence across regions are bigger between 

young adults who have above average income. Thus, we have evidence 

that the regional sociocultural climate modifies the impact of individual 

preferences and resources. * 

                                                           
* This chapter is co-authored by Pearl A. Dykstra and Niels Schenk. A slightly different 
version of it has been re-submitted to an international peer-reviewed journal. 
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3.1 Introduction 

Europe today differs markedly in the prevalence of intergenerational 

co-residence (young adults living with their parents). In Southern and 

Eastern Europe, it is quite widespread – with about 50% of young adults 

at age 20 to 24 living with their parents – while it is substantially lower 

in Northern and Western Europe (Iacovou and Skew 2011). A large body 

of research has examined intergenerational co-residence in Europe 

from a comparative perspective, but much of the discussion has been 

confined to broad country comparisons within Western Europe and 

only a small number of studies have systematically considered regional 

differences within countries (e.g., Aassve et al. 2013). We examine 

regional rather than cross-national differences in intergenerational co-

residence across both West and East European countries and argue that 

it is also important to look at regional contexts – such as regional 

housing and economic conditions, and sociocultural climate. Moreover, 

to fully assess regional differences in intergenerational co-residence 

across Europe, we also have to recognize the interplay of regional 

context and young adults’ individual characteristics. Comparative 

research suggests that the relationship between individual 

characteristics (e.g., income, education and employment status) and 

intergenerational co-residence differs across regional contexts (Aassve 

et al. 2002; Billari 2004; Iacovou 2001; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008). We 

expect that in a sociocultural climate where intergenerational co-

residence is common, the resources young adults have (such as income) 

and whether young adults prefer to co-reside, may matter less in 

determining their co-residence, compared to European regions with a 

sociocultural climate where intergenerational co-residence is 

uncommon. 

Against this backdrop, we pose the following research questions: (1) To 

what extent do the individual characteristics (individual resources and 

preferences) and the regional context (i.e., housing market and 

sociocultural climate) explain regional differences in intergenerational 
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co-residence across Europe? (2) And how does the regional context 

modify the relationship between resources and preferences and 

intergenerational co-residence? To answer these questions, we will use 

data from the first Wave of the Generations and Gender Survey (GGS), 

a panel survey including regions from 14 Western, Central and Eastern 

European countries (Vikat et al. 2007), and draw on a multilevel 

framework. 

Knowledge about intergenerational co-residence has become 

increasingly important in light of the demographic, social, and economic 

changes in contemporary Europe. Our study contributes to a better 

understanding of intergenerational co-residence in four ways. First, we 

focus on regional differences in intergenerational co-residence, which 

have rarely been studied. Studying the role of the regional context is 

essential because there are important sociocultural and socioeconomic 

within-country differences – such as, for example, labor and housing 

markets (Buchmann and Kriesi 2011; Mulder et al. 2002) and long-

standing cultural differences in kinship norms (Chiuri and Del Boca 

2010; Reher 1998) – that create a historically and socially specific 

situation, which in turn may well affect the level of intergenerational 

co-residence. Second, we use a multilevel framework for analyzing 

regional differences in intergenerational co-residence. This allows us to 

better understand the source of observed regional differences (i.e., the 

distribution of individual characteristics across regions, the regional 

context, or differential effects of individual characteristics by regions). 

Third, the role of the regional sociocultural context has been 

understudied in empirical research about intergenerational co-

residence. Only few single-country and comparative studies have 

empirically tested how cultural differences across regions shape 

intergenerational co-residence (Aassve et al. 2013; e.g., Vitali 2010). 

This void warrants studying regional sociocultural climates and how 

they are shaping intergenerational co-residence in more detail. Fourth, 

we extend the research focus to Eastern Europe, where comparative 

studies on intergenerational co-residence are still scarce.  
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3.2 Theory and Hypotheses 

3.2.1 Diversity of Intergenerational Co-residence across 

Individuals 

The availability of socioeconomic resources is very likely to reduce the 

need to engage in material exchanges with one’s parents. If young 

adults have, for example, a high personal income, they might be able to 

afford independent living and do not have to rely on their parents to 

provide housing. Studies have also shown that an unstable employment 

situation may be a reason of its own to co-reside in the parental 

household, as is being enrolled in education (Aassve et al. 2002). For 

Western Europe, previous research generally shows that economic 

constraints (e.g., having a low income and being unemployed) restrict 

young adults in setting up their own household – thereby making it 

more likely for these young adults to co-reside – and that thus cross-

national differences in intergenerational co-residence are partly 

explained by the income composition of young adults across countries 

(Aassve et al. 2002; Iacovou 2010; Le Blanc and Wolff 2006). Some 

scholars have argued that the propensity to co-reside depends not only 

on young adults’ socioeconomic resources but also on the resources of 

their parents, because greater resources of the parents may be used to 

help young adults to live independently (e.g., De Jong Gierveld et al. 

1991). In this regard, parental education might also matter, because 

more highly educated parents not only have greater resources but also 

tend to have a greater need for privacy and are less likely to live 

together with their adult children (Avery et al. 1992). 

 

Young adults’ preferences, which are rooted in the norms and values 

regarding family relations, might be either in the direction of 

independence and autonomy or family closeness (Iacovou 2001, 2010). 

If young adults embrace traditional family values more strongly and 

hold familialistic attitudes, they are likely to have a preference for 

intergenerational co-residence, which in turn increases the propensity 
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to co-reside. Cross-regional studies are largely lacking and there is thus 

little evidence about how individual preferences are associated with 

intergenerational co-residence in general, and whether regional 

diversity in intergenerational co-residence is largely a composition 

effect of preferences. However, empirical findings of cross-national 

studies do not verify the positive effect of familialistic preferences on 

intergenerational co-residence. Tomassini et al. (2004) used familial 

attitudes and norms of filial obligation and care as a proxy for 

preferences and showed descriptively that there is considerable 

variation in attitudes toward acceptability and desirability of 

intergenerational co-residence which is mirrored by differences in living 

arrangements in Northern and Southern Europe. Scandinavians are, for 

example, less likely to endorse statements on family obligations for 

support and care than are residents of Mediterranean countries.  

Other individual characteristics are known to play a role in 

intergenerational co-residence and need to be taken into account, too. 

Both partnership status and parenthood are important: 

Intergenerational co-residence is less likely for young adults who have a 

partner or children than for those who are single and childless, possibly 

due to desires of privacy outweighing benefits from living in the 

parental household (Chiuri and Del Boca 2010). As prior research 

suggests, if young adults have very young children themselves or if they 

are single parents, the need for support and assistance vis-à-vis 

intergenerational co-residence may be higher (Chambaz 2001). Young 

men live with their parents more often than young women (Chiuri and 

Del Boca 2010; e.g., De Jong Gierveld et al. 1991). This is arguably to a 

large extent because women have different partnership trajectories 

(i.e., they partner or marry at younger ages than men). It might also be 

due to differences in the level of parental supervision and monitoring 

men and women experience while living with their parents. Young 

adults furthermore more often live with their parents at younger than 

older ages (Iacovou 2010). Finally, some studies have indicated that 

poor health and disability increase the likelihood of intergenerational 
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co-residence (e.g., Smits et al. 2010) – at least for young adults aged 30 

to 40. It is not unreasonable, however, that young adults aged 18 to 29, 

who have poor physical health, may be more likely than their healthier 

counterparts to live with their parents. 

3.2.2 Diversity of Intergenerational Co-residence across 

Regional Contexts 

Observed differences in intergenerational co-residence across 

European regions appear to be related to socioeconomic contexts such 

as housing markets, labor market conditions and economic 

opportunities that do or do not allow young adults independent 

household formation and may subsequently limit the choice of living 

arrangements (Aassve et al. 2002; Billari 2004; Chiuri and Del Boca 

2007). Several studies have shown that housing and labor market 

conditions help explain cross-national differences in intergenerational 

co-residence (Chiuri and Del Boca 2007, 2010; Le Blanc and Wolff 2006; 

Mandic 2008). Few studies, however, have clarified the impact of such 

socioeconomic opportunities on the regional level (see as an example 

Vitali 2010). It may be reasonably expected that socioeconomic 

opportunities for young adults to set up an independent household 

vary across European regions. In regions where the availability of 

affordable housing allows young adults to leave the parental home at 

comparatively low costs and favorable economic and labor market 

conditions allow young adults to be economically independent, 

intergenerational co-residence should be less likely. In regions 

characterized by a high proportion of owner-occupied households, a 

high unemployment rate, and low mean income levels, 

intergenerational co-residence should be more likely (cf. Mulder 2006), 

because the frequency in housing turnover is lower and fewer houses 

are available for rent. The shortage of affordable housing and 

inadequacy of regional housing markets could therefore help to explain 

– over and above the effect of individual resources – why in some 
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European regions young adults and parents co-reside more often than 

in others. 

Regional variation in intergenerational co-residence can also derive 

from the regional sociocultural climate (i.e., a system of normative 

expectations towards family living and kinship traditions) – specifically 

the extent to which the regional sociocultural climate embraces 

intergenerational co-residence as a cultural behavioral standard and 

prescribes that young adults should live with their parents. We argue 

that young adults in regions, where intergenerational co-residence is 

widespread and the cultural standard, are more likely to live with their 

parents. The rationale here is that young adults are not only led by their 

individual resources and preferences, but are also influenced by the 

normative regional context in which they are integrated. In the 

theoretical literature, a main distinction has been made between 

familialistic and individualistic sociocultural climates (Reher 1998). A 

familialistic climate captures more traditional family and kinship norms 

prioritizing supportive relationships from parents towards young adults 

that typically involve close contact and co-residence between the family 

members. An individualistic climate captures less traditional family and 

kinship norms favoring independent living of young adults and parents, 

thus stressing personal autonomy more. Scholars have emphasized the 

historical continuity of such sociocultural climates in Europe, which 

were preserved to varying degrees in distinct regions of this area until 

today (Hajnal 1965; Reher 1998). Previous research documents 

prolonged intergenerational co-residence to be much more prevalent in 

familialistic than in individualistic sociocultural climates. For example, in 

both Southern and Eastern Europe there has long been the custom of 

young adults continuing to live with their parents (Aassve et al. 2002; 

Ahmed and Emigh 2005; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008). Yet, it is 

important to note that studies most often rather sketched variation in 

the levels of intergenerational co-residence across European countries 

than specified the influence of the sociocultural climate on young 

adults’ propensity to co-reside (Saraceno 2008). Furthermore, few 
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comparative studies have paid attention to social, institutional, and 

cultural differences across regions (but see Vitali 2010 for an analysis of 

regions in Spain).  

3.2.3 Diversity of Intergenerational Co-residence across 

Individuals and Regional Contexts 

The previous theoretical arguments suggest that all young adults are 

influenced equally if they are living, for example, in familialistic regions. 

However, we argue that individual characteristics (i.e., individual 

resources and preferences) have a different weight in different regional 

sociocultural climates. The comparative literature has put some 

attention on how the relationship between individual characteristics 

and intergenerational co-residence differs across countries and how 

this may help explain cross-national differences (Aassve et al. 2002; 

Billari 2004; Iacovou 2001; Kalmijn and Saraceno 2008). Generally, 

these comparative studies have looked at political-economic or 

institutional contexts, such as welfare state regimes, for example. To 

our knowledge, however, research that empirically tests how the 

regional sociocultural context modifies the relationship between young 

adults’ preferences and resources on intergenerational co-residence is 

virtually non-existent. 

Although cultural standards are generally shared within a region as a 

whole, this does not necessarily mean that there are no exceptions. For 

example, young adults in familialistic sociocultural climates may very 

well not have an individual preference for living with their parents. 

However, normative expectations (e.g., whether or not to live with 

their parents) are typically enforced by various mechanisms of social 

control and backed up by sanctions (Liefbroer and Billari 2010). 

Sanctions can take different forms – ranging from stigmatization to 

social exclusion – and serve to prescribe (or proscribe), for example, 

whether or not young adults should live with their parents, and if and 

when they should leave the parental home (e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 

2007). We assume that in familialistic regions, where intergenerational 
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co-residence is widespread and a strongly endorsed cultural standard, it 

is normatively difficult for young adults to live independently. In order 

to avoid social disapproval, young adults adhere to the sociocultural 

climate which partly offsets individual preferences for intergenerational 

co-residence and sufficient individual resources to live independently. 

For example, having only a weak preference to live with their parents or 

having a high income and socioeconomic status will have less relevance 

in solely determining intergenerational co-residence, because young 

adults avoid acting contrary to the regional sociocultural climate and 

keep living with their parents in familialistic regions. We therefore 

expect: The positive association between familialistic preferences and 

intergenerational co-residence will be weaker in regions characterized 

by strong familialistic norms (compared to regions characterized by 

strong individualistic norms) (H1). The negative association between 

individual resources and intergenerational co-residence will be weaker 

in regions characterized by strong familialistic norms (compared to 

regions characterized by strong individualistic norms) (H2).  

3.2.4 A Multilevel Framework 

Adopting a multilevel framework, we have argued that cross-regional 

differences in intergenerational co-residence can be explained in three 

ways (Figure 1). First, the distribution of young adults’ resources and 

preferences, which in turn increase or decrease, respectively the 

likelihood to co-reside (Arrow 1), differs across European regions. If so, 

differences in the levels of intergenerational co-residence may be 

attributable to the unequal distribution of individual characteristics 

across regions (i.e., a compositional effect). Comparative studies of 

intergenerational co-residence have typically suggested that 

compositional effects of income and employment status (Aassve et al. 

2002; Iacovou 2001, 2010; Le Blanc and Wolff 2006), education (Kalmijn 

and Saraceno 2008), and individual preferences (Billari and Liefbroer 

2007) play an important role in explaining cross-national differences, 
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but whether or not regional differences can be explained this way 

remains an open issue.  

Second, European regions themselves differ and contextual 

characteristics of the region may directly influence young adults’ co-

residence over and above the effects of resources and preferences 

(Arrow 2). Thus, the regional context – net of compositional effects – 

shapes intergenerational co-residence by establishing a set of 

opportunities and constraints within which young adults act. We are 

specifically referring to regional housing and economic conditions, and 

sociocultural climate to explain why in some European regions 

intergenerational co-residence is more pronounced than in others. 

Third, how resources and preferences affect intergenerational co-

residence may vary by region (Arrow 3). Regional differences in 

intergenerational co-residence may then be due to the modifying effect 

of the regional context. In all cases, we make predictions about young 

adults’ propensity to co-reside at the individual level, which then can be 

linked to aggregate outcomes in intergenerational co-residence on the 

regional level.  

3.3 Data, Measures, and Method 

3.3.1 Data 

The data come from the first Wave of the Generations and Gender 

Survey (GGS), an internationally comparable and harmonized set of 

survey data (United Nations. Economic Commission for Europe and 

United Nations Population Fund 2005), and the GGS Contextual 

Database.1 Each national survey has a sample size of about 10,000 

individuals aged from 18 to 79 years of the non-institutionalized and 

resident population in each participating country. Currently data for 14 

Eastern and Western European countries are available for data 

analyses. A particular advantage of the GGS data for the purpose of this 

analysis is that they include a broad range of Western and Eastern 

European countries which allows studying contemporary Europe. The 



INTERGENERATIONAL CO-RESIDENCE OF YOUNG ADULTS WITH THEIR PARENTS 

169 

response rates vary between 41.8% (Belgium) and 83.9% (Romania) 

(Fokkema et al. 2016).2  

For our analysis of cross-regional differences in young adults’ 

propensity to co-reside, we use data from 109 regions in 14 Western 

and Eastern European countries classified according to the 

Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS), the European 

Union’s official regional classification system.3 We work on different 

NUTS levels, that is, major regions of between 150,000 and 7 million 

inhabitants. However, in the case of Russia and Georgia – which are not 

part of the NUTS classification system – we consider the major 

administrative regions used in the GGS. In all, this provides an adequate 

social context of young adults’ intergenerational co-residence with their 

parents. Table 3.5 in the Appendix 3 provides a full list of the countries 

and NUTS regions used in the analysis. 

We limit the sample to respondents aged 18 to 35 years, because our 

interest focuses on intergenerational co-residence in young adulthood. 

Additionally, we exclude 409 observations of the initial sample because 

the response rate in the large metropolitan regions of Russia (St. 

Petersburg, Moscow, and Leningrad) was below 20% and the results 

were thus deemed not reliable. Because our sample suffered from 

missing data (see Table 3.1), we applied a simple univariate sampling 

imputation (hot deck) in order to include the maximum number of 

cases in the analysis. With this technique missing data are replaced by 

individual data drawn from similar responding units (Andridge and Little 

2010). The imputations were performed separately for each country 

and missing values for individual income, for example, were replaced 

with the income of another respondent with similar characteristics, i.e., 

region of residence, age, sex, and educational attainment. This 

imputation technique is particularly well suited for income imputation 

with the GGS data because it preserves the overall income distribution.4  
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Figure 3.1 Schematic Outline of a Multilevel Framework of 
Intergenerational Co-residence 

 
Source: Authors. 

 

All restrictions left us with a total of 45,385 respondents in 109 regions 

in Western and Eastern Europe. The number of respondents per region 

ranges from 21 in Bremen (Germany) to 2,619 in Northern and Eastern 

Bulgaria (Bulgaria), and it is 416 on average. 

3.3.2 Measures 

Living with parents scored 1 if the young adult shared a household with 

at least one parent (= 0 if not). To measure the young adults’ individual 

resources, we used personal income which was measured as the 

average net amount of monthly income or, if respondents could not 

answer this question, as the approximate range of monthly income.5 

We constructed the monthly personal income by summing up the 

income (in cases were the range was reported we used the mean of the 

category) and dividing it by twelve. To correct for right skewness and to 

ensure comparability of the income variable across the countries in the 

sample, we subsequently used the logged and standardized income. 
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We use a scale composed of 10 questions on family values and 

attitudes to gauge the extent to which young adults hold familialistic 

preferences. Our purpose is to capture familialism across a range of 

values dimensions, such as attitudes and values on marriage, children, 

general family orientation, and public morality. We assume that young 

adults who hold more traditional and familialistic values and attitudes 

also have a preference for intergenerational co-residence. While there 

is no ex-ante reason for people’s views on these diverse dimensions to 

correlate, the questions in the GGS rely on other existing surveys (e.g., 

European/ World Values Surveys) and have been tested (Vikat et al. 

2007). Respondents answered these items on a 5-point Likert scale, 

varying from strongly disagree (= 0) to strongly agree (= 4). After coding 

the items in a single direction, the items were summed, with higher 

scores reflecting familialistic family values (Cronbach’s alpha is .71).6 

Sociocultural climate. Regional familialistic norms are aggregated from 

the individual GGS data using a similar measurement procedure as for 

the individual familialistic preferences (distinguishing one scale and 

using the same items and coding). We computed the average scores of 

respondents 45 or older as a measure of regional familialistic norms. 

We deliberately let the aggregate measure of the sociocultural climate 

reflect the familialistic attitudes of the older regional population in 

order to avoid confounding with young adults’ individual preferences 

(see Jappens and Van Bavel 2012 for a similar procedure).7 Housing 

market. Because independent living arrangements of young adults 

generally require availability of affordable housing, we use the 

proportion of owner-occupied households in the region of residence 

(obtained from the GGS Contextual Database) as an indicator for the 

tightness of the regional housing market. Labor market and economic 

opportunities. We use the youth unemployment rate and regional 

youth mean income (obtained from Eurostat and aggregated from the 

GGS data, respectively) as indicators for regional labor market and 

economic opportunities. We centered the regional level indicators by 
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their grand mean, so that zero values correspond to the average scores 

across all regions in the sample.  

Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Min Max Mean SD Imputed 

Individual level 
variables 

     

Living with parents   0.36 0.48  

Familialistic 
preferences  
(sum score) 

0.10 4 1.95 0.57 4.41% 

Income (ln. std.) –7.91 5.75 0 1 19.17% 

Student   0.22 0.42  

Having a partner   0.64 0.48  

Having a young child   0.42 0.49  

Single parent   0.05 0.22  

Male   0.46 0.50  

Age (std.) –1.85 1.56 0 1  

Age (std. sq.) 0.00 3.43 1 0.92  

Mother has high 
education 

  0.17 0.37 5.13% 

Poor health   0.14 0.35  

Regional level 
variables a 

     

Familialistic norms  
(sum score) 

1.54 3.02 2.13 0.30  

Owner-occupied 
households (%) 

14.1 97.91 71.30 20.72  

Youth 
unemployment (%) 

2.80 39.20 17.70 8.09  

Mean youth income 38.22 2406.04 671.21 678.17   
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). N = 45,385.  

Note: a Based on values before grand-mean centering. 
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We distinguish the following control variables: The young adult is still a 

student (= 1) or not (= 0), has a partner (= 1) or not (= 0), has a child 

younger than 14 years (= 1) or not (= 0), and is a single parent (= 1) or 

not (= 0). Mother’s high education (= 1) is included as an indicator for 

socioeconomic resources in the parental household. We also include 

dummy variables indicating whether the young adult is male (= 1) or 

not (= 0), and has poor health (= 1) or not (= 0). Poor health refers to 

the young adult’s self-reported general health. Age and age squared – 

to account for non-linearity of the age effect – are included, too. Age is 

centered so that the main effect is the age effect for a person of an 

average age. Table 3.1 lists means and standard deviations of the 

variables used in the analyses.  

3.3.3 Method 

We use multilevel logistic regression models to test our hypotheses, 

because they correct for the nesting of individuals within higher-level 

units (here: Regions), allow simultaneous modeling of regional and 

individual level effects, and provide correct estimates of the standard 

errors and p-values than normal regression analyses (Snijders and 

Bosker 2011). If we used a single level model for clustered data, the 

assumption of independence of observations would be violated, 

resulting in underestimated standard errors and inefficient estimates. 

Specifically, we use two-level logistic regression models where young 

adults are nested in regions, and with random intercepts and random 

coefficients at the level of regions. The random intercepts allow for 

intergenerational co-residence to vary among young adults and among 

regions. The random coefficients allow for the effects of income and 

familialistic preferences to vary randomly across regions. The latter is 

necessary to test a cross-level interaction, where the regional context 

modifies the effect of individual characteristics. Because the regions are 

also nested within countries – and regions thus cannot be treated as 

independent observations – we add country dummy variables to our 

models.8  
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3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Descriptive Findings 

Figure 3.2 to Figure 3.4 illustrate the proportion of young adults living 

with at least one parent aggregated at NUTS level for three different 

groups: Men and women, young adults with and without a partner, and 

young adults aged 18–24 and aged 25–35. The three graphs reveal that 

much of the variation in intergenerational co-residence is situated 

between country borders along an East-West gradient, but also that 

variation in intergenerational co-residence is strongly linked to specific 

individual characteristics (e.g., not having a partner or being younger 

than 30) across countries and regions. Regional variation in 

intergenerational co-residence is not negligible, though. The 

percentages range from 4.8% to 72.4% for the whole sample and a test 

for equality of the 109 regional proportions provides evidence that the 

NUTS regions are significantly different from each other (χ²= 43,000, df= 

108, p< .001).  

3.4.2 Hypothesis Testing 

Table 3.2 presents the results of the final multilevel binary logistic 

regression model of intergenerational co-residence for the whole 

sample. Let us first consider the individual level variables of our model. 

We find that the more resources young adults have, the less likely they 

are to co-reside (b= –0.16, s.e.= 0.02, p<.000). More precisely, a 1 SD (= 

standard deviation) increase in the logged income decreases the odds 

of living with one’s parents by 16.4%. Young adults who more strongly 

endorse familialistic preferences are more likely than those who less 

strongly endorse them to live with their parents across the 109 regions 

in the analysis (b= 0.22, s.e.= 0.04 p<.000). Being a single parent, a man, 

or a student increases the odds of living with one’s parents, whereas 

having a partner, having young children or being older leads to young 

adults being less likely to live with their parents. Young adults with poor 

health are more likely to live with their parents and if young adults have 
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a mother who has a high level of education they are less likely to co-

reside. 

Figure 3.2 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one 
Parent, % per NUTS 1 region and by Sex 

 

Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 

Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CZ = Czech Republic; EE = Estonia; FR 

= France; GE = Georgia; DE = Germany; HU = Hungary; LT = Lithuania; NO = Norway; PL 

= Poland; RO = Romania; RU = Russia.  

 

Second, we examine if the regional context has an influence on 

intergenerational co-residence. The proportion of owner-occupied 

households is positively related (b= 0.02, s.e.= 0.00, p<.000) to a young 

adult’s propensity to co-reside (Table 3.2). Young adults residing in 

regions with a more familialistic sociocultural climate – compared to 

the average climate across all regions– are significantly more likely to 

live with their parents (b= 0.90, s.e.= 0.42, p<.05). The mean youth 

income is also linked to an increase in intergenerational co-residence. 
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The regional youth unemployment had no influence on the likelihood of 

intergenerational co-residence.  

Figure 3.3 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one 
Parent, % per NUTS 1 region and by Partnership Status 

 

Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 

Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CZ = Czech Republic; EE = Estonia; FR 

= France; GE = Georgia; DE = Germany; HU = Hungary; LT = Lithuania; NO = Norway; PL 

= Poland; RO = Romania; RU = Russia. 

 

Third, we examine if the regional sociocultural climate modifies the 

relationship of individual level variables. Note that in order to test H1 

and H2, we allowed the coefficients of familialistic preferences and 

income to have a random slope and included cross-level interactions. 

Likelihood ratio tests confirmed that the effects of familialistic 

preferences and income, respectively, differ significantly across NUTS 

regions (χ²= 12.8, df= 3, p< .01; χ²= 95.6, df= 3, p< .000). We find 

support for H1, where we anticipated that the positive association 

between familialistic preferences and intergenerational co-residence 
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would be weaker in familialistic regions. As indicated by the significant 

interaction coefficient (b= –0.22, s.e.= 0.10, p<.05), the association 

between familialistic preferences and intergenerational co-residence is 

less positive in the most familialistic regions. Furthermore, we find in 

line with H2 that the negative association of income on 

intergenerational co-residence is weaker in more familialistic regions 

(b= 0.39, s.e.= 0.08, p<.001).  

Figure 3.4 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one 
Parent, % per NUTS 1 region and by Age Group 

 

Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 

Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CZ = Czech Republic; EE = Estonia; FR 

= France; GE = Georgia; DE = Germany; HU = Hungary; LT = Lithuania; NO = Norway; PL 

= Poland; RO = Romania; RU = Russia.   
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To facilitate interpretation of the cross-level interactions, Figure 3.5 

shows young adults’ predicted probability to live with their parents 

(fixed effects only), when all other independent variables in the model 

are held at their mean. In the upper panel (A) of Figure 3.5, we see that 

the probability to co-reside increases for young adults living in regions 

characterized by strong familialistic norms – independently of their own 

familialistic preferences. This also means that differences in the 

probability to co-reside are bigger between young adults (of varying 

familialistic preferences) in regions characterized by weak familialistic 

norms. The lower panel (B) shows that a low income is positively 

associated with intergenerational co-residence – independently of the 

regional sociocultural climate. The association between income and 

intergenerational co-residence is mitigated by the sociocultural climate 

of the region with an increase in income. A high income is associated 

with intergenerational co-residence in regions characterized by strong 

familialistic norms, but not in regions characterized by weak familialistic 

norms.  

Finally, to see if the cross-level interactions also hold for specific 

individual characteristics of young adults, we ran the model separately 

for three groups: men and women, young adults with and without a 

partner, and young adults aged 18–24 and aged 25–35, respectively 

(Tables 3.3 and 3.4). The results are quite consistent with our full 

model, we found no differences among these groups of young adults 

with respect to the modifying association between the sociocultural 

climate and income. There seem to be differences, however, with 

respect to the association between the sociocultural climate and 

familialistic preferences between men and women, although the 

coefficients did not reach statistical significance for men.  

3.4.3 Model Comparison 

In a first step, we estimated an empty model (i.e., a model with random 

intercepts only) to examine overall individual level and regional level 

variance and to test whether using a multilevel approach is justified. 
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The variance components indicate that between-region variance 

constitutes about 30.3% (0.45/ [0.45 + 3.29]) of the overall variance in 

young adults’ propensity to live with their parents. We tested our 

successive models one by one (likelihood ratio tests) against each other 

and against the empty model. All models fit the data significantly better 

than a 1-level logistic model. The residual variance in the model with 

only the county dummies and control variables was 0.05 and was 

subsequently reduced to 0.03 in the model with contextual variables. 

Residual variance reduction is an imperfect method for assessing model 

improvement (Snijders and Bosker 2011), but it still suggests the fairly 

moderate explanatory power of regional level variables. We note, 

however, that a considerable amount of variation in young adults’ 

propensity to co-reside is due to characteristics of the countries 

themselves. 

3.5 Conclusion 

Regional differences in intergenerational co-residence are the result of 

both compositional (of resources and preferences) and context effects. 

We note, however, that regional variation in intergenerational co-

residence across European regions is moderate and a substantial share 

of the variation in intergenerational co-residence is situated between 

countries. Our findings indicate that (1) the distribution of individual 

resources (i.e., income) and preferences of young adults across regions 

partly accounts for differences in intergenerational co-residence and 

that (2) composition effects are somewhat more important than 

regional context effects. These results complement previous research 

documenting the educational and income-related composition of 

countries as a source of cross-national differences in family living 

arrangements (e.g., Billari 2004), but also show how individual 

preferences shape intergenerational co-residence across regions in 

Europe.   
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Table 3.2 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-
residence with Parents 
  Final Model 

  b   s.e. 

Intercept 0.65 *** 0.21 

Individual level    

Familialistic preferences 0.22 *** 0.04 

Income (ln. std.) –0.16 *** 0.02 

Student 0.08 * 0.04 

Having a partner –1.14 *** 0.03 

Having a young child –1.61 *** 0.04 

Single parent 1.08 *** 0.06 

Male 0.61 *** 0.03 

Age (std.) –0.71 *** 0.02 

Age (std. sq.) 0.26 *** 0.02 

Mother has high education –0.22 *** 0.04 

Poor health 0.19 *** 0.04 

Country (ref. = Bulgaria)    

Russia –0.48 * 0.20 

Georgia 1.15 ** 0.38 

Germany –2.37 *** 0.32 

France –3.11 *** 0.31 

Hungary –0.18  0.17 

Romania –0.95 *** 0.23 

Norway –3.41 *** 0.57 

Austria –1.29 ** 0.41 

Estonia –1.14 *** 0.17 

Belgium –1.02 ** 0.35 

Lithuania –1.71 *** 0.16 

Poland  –1.00 *** 0.23 

Czech Republic –0.68 ** 0.25 
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Table 3.2 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-
residence with Parents (cont.) 
  Final Model 

  b   s.e. 

Regional level    

   Familialistic norms a 0.90 * 0.42 

   % Owner-occupied households a 0.02 *** 0.00 

   % Youth unemploymenta 0.00  0.00 

   Mean youth income a 0.00 ** 0.00 

Cross-level interactions    

    Familialistic preferences x Familialistic norms  –0.22 * 0.10 

    Income x Familialistic norms 0.39 *** 0.08 

Variance of random effects    

var (Intercept) 0.03  0.05 

var (Familialistic preferences) 0.03  0.01 

var (Income (ln. std.)) 0.03  0.01 

-2logL –37507.36 

N 45,385 
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011).   

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. (No weight used) a Grand-mean centered. 

 

Particularly differences in the regional sociocultural climate (i.e., 

familialistic norms) and socioeconomic context (i.e., housing-market 

conditions) matter in determining whether young adults across 

European regions live with their parents or not. This, again, 

complements empirical findings obtained through cross-national 

comparisons (Billari 2004; Mulder et al. 2002) and highlights that the 

regional context is relevant for understanding differences in 

intergenerational co-residence across Europe. 

Unexpectedly, we do not find evidence that regional youth 

unemployment – which has been shown to be an important predictor 

of intergenerational co-residence (e.g., Chiuri and Del Boca 2007, 2010; 
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Vitali 2010) – adds an explanation for cross-regional differences. This 

could be due to the level of regional aggregation, which may be too 

large to capture effects. However, GGS data aggregated at considerably 

smaller units (e.g., municipal level) are currently not available.  

The regional sociocultural context also modifies the effect of individual 

resources and preferences on intergenerational co-residence: (1) 

Preferences matter less in determining intergenerational co-residence 

in a familialistic sociocultural climate. Young adults – irrespective of 

their individual preferences and everything else being equal– are more 

likely to live with their parents in more familialistic regions. The 

differences in terms of intergenerational co-residence between young 

adults who live in the most and least familialistic regions, respectively, 

are bigger for those who hold less familialistic individual preferences. 

The results seem to be group-specific, however. (2) Resources (i.e., 

income) matter less in determining intergenerational co-residence in a 

familialistic sociocultural climate. Young adults – irrespective of their 

income and everything else being equal– are more likely to co-reside if 

they are living in familialistic regions. The differences in terms of 

intergenerational co-residence between young adults who live in the 

most and least familialistic regions, respectively, are bigger for those 

who have above average income. These results underline that 

incorporating theories of cross-level interaction and how individual 

characteristics have different weights in different sociocultural contexts 

help refine our understanding of differences in intergenerational co-

residence across regions in Europe.  

It is important to note several limitations of our research. First, we must 

caution not to draw causal inferences about intergenerational co-

residence due to the cross-sectional design of our study. Reverse 

causality might exist between intergenerational co-residence and some 

of our predictors. It is possible, for example, that preferences are the 

outcome of intergenerational co-residence rather than determinants. 
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However, our focus is descriptive and does not lie with the estimation 

of causes of a transition to intergenerational co-residence.  

Second, we note that we could not extensively tap into regional 

sociocultural climate. While our aggregate measure may in fact capture 

family norms of the older regional population, additional indicators 

would be desirable (e.g., regional proportion of non-marital cohabiting 

unions). Unfortunately, appropriate data were not available for the 

present study. Future research should consider refining the 

operationalization of the regional sociocultural climate. Third, we 

acknowledge that the number of countries is limited, although the 

inclusion of a broad range of Western and Eastern European countries 

is a major strength of the GGS data. It would be particularly interesting 

to expand the analysis to (more) Scandinavian and Southern European 

countries and regions so as to arrive at a more complete European 

picture about cross-regional variation in intergenerational co-residence. 

We are aware that our results may have been different if we would 

have been able to include Southern European countries in our analysis. 

Previous literature has shown that differences between regions are 

pronounced in Italy and Spain (e.g., Santarelli and Cottone 2009; Vitali 

2010). 

Despite limitations, our analysis contributes new information to current 

literature concerned with explaining cross-regional differences in young 

adults’ living arrangements by adopting a comprehensive, multilevel 

approach. Explanations that solely focus on individual level 

characteristics ignore the power of regional contextual backgrounds in 

influencing intergenerational co-residence. Besides regional 

socioeconomic and sociocultural contexts there are other national and 

regional structural factors framing intergenerational co-residence and 

the adoption of a multilevel approach is a useful tool for future 

research to disentangle the relative importance of each factor for cross-

regional differences. 
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Figure 3.5 Cross-level Interaction Effect of Familialistic Norms by 
Familialistic Preferences (A) and by Income (B) for Young Adults’ 
Probability to Live with Parents 

Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 

Note: The predicted probability is represented on the y-axis; the values of familialistic 

preferences and income, respectively, are graphed on the x-axis. Regional familialistic 

norms are color coded at two standard deviations below the mean (= Very weak), one 

standard deviation below the mean (= Weak), the mean (= Moderate), one standard 

deviation above the mean (= Strong), and two standard deviations above the mean (= 

Very strong). 

Familialistic preferences are labeled from 0 (= Very weak) to 4 (= Very strong) in panel 

A. Income (ln. std.) is labeled from -2 (SD) to +2 (SD) in panel B.  
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Notes 

1. The GGS Contextual Database provides open access to comparable, 

aggregated contextual data, containing demographic and economic 

indicators, which can be linked to the individual level data of the GGS. 

http://www.ggp-i.org/cdb/contextual-database.htmlS. 

2. Note that it was not possible to estimate these rates for Hungary and 

Poland, due to unavailability of information. 

3. The included countries are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, 

Norway, Poland, Romania, and Russia. We had to exclude Italy (no 

income variable), and the Netherlands (too few items measuring 

familialistic values and attitudes). 

4. Additionally we ran our models with non-imputed income and the 

results are stable with imputation.  

5. We consider personal income and not only income from employment 

because social security income, for example, may also provide a stable 

source of income. In previous analyses, we ran our models with 

different indicators of the young adults’ resources: education and 

employment status. They are not included in our final model because 

they correlate with income and school enrollment.  

6. The reliability coefficients (as measured by Cronbach's alpha) vary 

between .49 and .75 for the countries in our study. Table 3.6 in the 

Appendix 3 provides additional information about the scale and the 

scoring procedures. Because we are studying cross-regional differences, 

we are also interested in how much variation there is across regions. 

We note that although it is greater across countries, there is 

nonetheless enough variation in familialistic norms across regions. 
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Table 3.3 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-residence with Parents by Sex and 
Partnership Status 
  Sex Partnership status 

Women Men No partner Partner 

b   s.e. b   s.e. b   s.e. b   s.e. 

Intercept 0.93 *** 0.23 1.06 *** 0.28 0.78 ** 0.29 –0.64 ** 0.22 

Individual level             

Familialistic preferences 0.15 ** 0.05 0.30 *** 0.05 0.39 *** 0.05 0.11 * 0.04 

Income (ln. std.) –0.19 *** 0.03 –0.18 *** 0.03 –0.19 *** 0.03 –0.15 *** 0.03 

Student 0.13 * 0.05 –0.04  0.05 –0.13 * 0.05 0.27 *** 0.05 

Having a partner –1.22 *** 0.04 –1.11 *** 0.04       

Having young children –1.75 *** 0.06 –1.48 *** 0.06 0.53  0.31 –1.38 *** 0.04 

Single parent 1.07 *** 0.08 1.17 *** 0.12 –1.64 *** 0.30 1.92 *** 0.09 

Male       –0.65 *** 0.03 0.79 *** 0.04 

Age (std.) –0.71 *** 0.02 –0.74 *** 0.02 0.27 *** 0.02 –0.77 *** 0.02 

Age (std. sq.) 0.23 *** 0.02 0.29 *** 0.02 0.33 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.02 

Mother has high education –0.19 *** 0.05 –0.23 *** 0.05 –0.32 *** 0.05 –0.14 ** 0.05 

Poor health 0.19 ** 0.05 0.20 *** 0.06 0.31 *** 0.06 0.11 * 0.05 

Country (ref. = Bulgaria)             

Russia –0.31  0.23 –0.81 ** 0.27 –0.79 ** 0.30 –0.32  0.20 
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Table 3.3 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-residence with Parents by Sex and 
Partnership Status (cont.) 

 Sex Partnership status 

Women Men No partner Partner 

b  s.e. b  s.e. b  s.e. b  s.e. 

    Georgia 0.82  0.44 1.41 ** 0.49 0.82  0.53 1.47 *** 0.38 

Germany –2.64 *** 0.33 –2.18 *** 0.41 –2.32 *** 0.42 –2.48 *** 0.34 

France –3.04 *** 0.33 –3.19 *** 0.40 –3.38 *** 0.40 –2.87 *** 0.33 

Hungary –0.26  0.16 –0.42 * 0.21 –0.16  0.25 –0.30 * 0.14 

Romania –0.82 ** 0.26 –1.06 *** 0.28 –1.07 ** 0.33 –0.57 * 0.22 

Norway –3.66 *** 0.59 –3.20 *** 0.72 –3.56 *** 0.72 –3.50 *** 0.60 

Austria –1.68 *** 0.40 –1.04 * 0.52 –1.52 ** 0.54 –1.51 *** 0.42 

Estonia –1.31 *** 0.18 –1.20 *** 0.23 –1.08 *** 0.24 –1.50 *** 0.17 

Belgium –1.21 *** 0.35 –0.96 * 0.42 –1.02 * 0.43 –1.27 *** 0.35 

Lithuania –1.36 *** 0.18 –2.14 *** 0.21 –2.01 *** 0.22 –1.48 *** 0.15 

Poland  –0.96 *** 0.26 –1.00 ** 0.29 –1.01 ** 0.32 –0.81 *** 0.23 

Czech Republic –0.55 * 0.27 –0.85 ** 0.32 –0.89 ** 0.34 –0.44  0.25 

Regional level             

Familialistic normsa 0.99  0.51 0.55  0.57 1.15  0.60 –0.04  0.46 

% Youth unemploymenta 0.00  0.01 0.00  0.01 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 
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Table 3.3 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-residence with Parents by Sex and 
Partnership Status (cont.) 

 Sex Partnership status 

Women Men No partner Partner 

b  s.e. b  s.e. b  s.e. b  s.e. 

% Owner-occupied 
householdsa 

0.01 ** 0.00 0.02 *** 0.00 0.02 *** 0.00 0.01 *** 0.00 

Mean youth incomea 0.00 * 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 0.00 

Cross-level interactions             

Familialistic preferences x 
Familialistic norms  

–0.48 ** 0.15 0.12  0.17 -0.20  0.17 -0.02  0.14 

Income x Familialistic 
norms 

0.30 ** 0.09 0.21 * 0.10 0.16  0.10 0.09 * 0.00 

Variance of random effects             

var(Intercept) 0.05  0.04 0.14  0.09 0.12  0.11 0.05  0.04 

var(Familialistic 
preferences) 

0.04  0.02 0.06  0.03 0.03  0.03 0.03  0.02 

–2logL –18653.83 –18509.72 –15326.92 –21695.02 

N 24,381 21,004 16,207 29,178 
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011).   

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. (No weight used) a Grand-mean centered. 
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Table 3.4 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-
residence with Parents by Age Group 
 Age group 

18–24 years old 25–35 years old 

b   s.e. b   s.e. 

Intercept 1.31 *** 0.36 0.59 * 0.24 

Individual level       

Familialistic preferences 0.22 *** 0.05 0.26 *** 0.05 

Income (ln. std.) –0.18 *** 0.03 –0.17 *** 0.03 

Student 0.07  0.05 0.06  0.06 

Having a partner –0.91 *** 0.04 –1.42 *** 0.04 

Having young children –2.14 *** 0.09 –1.43 *** 0.05 

Single parent 1.40 *** 0.16 0.93 *** 0.07 

Male 0.47 *** 0.04 0.71 *** 0.04 

Age (std.) 0.69  0.41 –0.66 *** 0.06 

Age (std. sq.) 0.90 *** 0.17 0.16 ** 0.05 

Mother has high 
education 

–0.21 *** 0.05 –0.21 *** 0.05 

Poor health 0.21 ** 0.07 0.14 ** 0.05 

Country (ref. = Bulgaria)       

Russia –0.42  0.29 –0.18  0.20 

Georgia 1.27 * 0.53 1.50 *** 0.38 

Germany –2.30 *** 0.42 –2.78 *** 0.37 

France –3.17 *** 0.40 –3.17 *** 0.37 

Hungary 0.06  0.25 –0.54 *** 0.14 

Romania –0.74 * 0.31 –0.61 ** 0.21 

Norway –4.01 *** 0.72 –3.59 *** 0.69 

Austria –1.52 ** 0.51 –1.48 ** 0.46 

Estonia –1.15 *** 0.24 –1.14 *** 0.15 

Belgium –0.61  0.43 –1.64 *** 0.39 

Lithuania –1.74 *** 0.22 –1.55 *** 0.14 

Poland  –1.12 ** 0.32 –0.49 * 0.23 
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Table 3.4 Young Adults’ (Aged 18–35) Intergenerational Co-
residence with Parents by Age Group (cont.) 

 Age group 

18–24 years old 25–35 years old 

b  s.e. b  s.e. 

Czech Republic –0.33  0.35 –0.77 ** 0.25 

Regional level       

Familialistic normsa 0.72  0.57 0.59  0.49 

% Owner-occupied 
householdsa 

0.02 *** 0.00 0.02 *** 0.00 

% Youth unemploymenta 0.00  0.01 0.00  0.00 

Mean youth incomea 0.00 *** 0.00 0.00  0.00 

Cross-level interactions       

Familialistic preferences x 
Familialistic norms  

–0.22  0.16 –0.32 * 0.14 

Income x Familialistic 
norms 

0.03  0.11 0.42 *** 0.09 

Variance of random 
effects 

      

var(Intercept) 0.00  0.02 0.14  0.08 

var(Familialistic 
preferences) 

0.02  0.02 0.03  0.02 

var(Income (ln. std.)) 0.03  0.01 0.03  0.01 

–2logL –14517.58 –22433.05 

N 14,941 30,444 
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011).   

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. (No weight used) a Grand-mean centered. 

 

7. Additionally we ran our models with an alternative measure (sum 

score of the item “When children turn about 18–20 years they should 

live independently”). The results were not different. 

8. As the total sample size for each level in a multilevel model is crucial 

to the statistical power the model yields – and researchers usually try to 
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have as many observations on the highest level as possible – we 

decided against a three-level design, given the rather small sample size 

of countries available from the GGS (14 countries).  

References 
Aassve, A., Arpino, B., & Billari, F. C. (2013). Age norms on leaving home: multilevel 

evidence from the European Social Survey. Environment and Planning A, 
45(2), 383 – 401.  

Aassve, A., Billari, F. C., Mazzuco, S., & Ongaro, F. (2002). Leaving home: a 
comparative analysis of ECHP data. Journal of European Social Policy, 12(4), 
259–275. 

Ahmed, P., & Emigh, R. J. (2005). Household composition in post-socialist Eastern 
Europe. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 25(3), 9–41.  

Andridge, R. R., & Little, R. J. A. (2010). A Review of Hot Deck Imputation for Survey 
Non-response. International Statistical Review, 78(1), 40–64.  

Avery, R., Goldscheider, F., & Speare, A. (1992). Feathered nest/gilded cage: Parental 
income and leaving home in the transition to adulthood. Demography, 29(3), 
375–388.  

Billari, F. C. (2004). Becoming an adult in Europe: a macro(/micro)-demographic 
perspective. Demographic Research, 3, 15–44.  

Billari, F. C., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2007). Should I stay or should I go? The impact of age 
norms on leaving home. Demography, 44(1), 181–198.  

Buchmann, M. C., & Kriesi, I. (2011). Transition to Adulthood in Europe. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 37(1), 481–503.  

Chambaz, C. (2001). Lone-parent Families in Europe: A Variety of Economic and Social 
Circumstances. Social Policy & Administration, 35(6), 658–671.  

Chiuri, M. C., & Del Boca, D. (2007). Living Arrangements in Europe: Exploring Gender 
Differences and Institutional Characteristics. (Working Paper No. 2007-24) 
(pp. 1–30). Torino: University of Torino.  

Chiuri, M. C., & Del Boca, D. (2010). Household Membership Decisions of Adult 
Children: Exploring European Diversity. LABOUR, 24, 3–24.  

De Jong Gierveld, J., Liefbroer, A. C., & Beekink, E. (1991). The effect of parental 
resources on patterns of leaving home among young adults in the 
Netherlands. European Sociological Review, 7(1), 55–71. 

Fokkema, T., Kveder, A., Hiekel, N., Emery, T., & Liefbroer, A. C. (2016). Generations 
and Gender Programme Wave 1 data collection: An overview and assessment 
of sampling and fieldwork methods, weighting procedures, and cross-
sectional representativeness. Demographic Research, 34(18), 499–524.  

Hajnal, J. (1965). European Marriage Patterns in Perspective. In D. E. C. Eversley & D. 
V. Glass (Eds.), Population in history. (pp. 101–143). London: Arnold. 

Iacovou, M. (2001). Leaving home in the European Union. (Working Paper No. 2001-
18) (pp. 1–47). Colchester: University of Essex.  

Iacovou, M. (2010). Leaving home: Independence, togetherness and income. 
Advances in Life Course Research, 15(4), 147–160.  



Chapter 3 

192 

Iacovou, M., & Skew, A. J. (2011). Household composition across the new Europe: 
Where do the new Member States fit in? Demographic Research, 25, 465–
490.  

Jappens, M., & Van Bavel, J. (2012). Regional family cultures and child care by 
grandparents in Europe. Demographic Research, 27, 85–120.  

Kalmijn, M., & Saraceno, C. (2008). A Comparative Perspective on Intergenerational 
Support. European Societies, 10(3), 479–508.  

Le Blanc, D., & Wolff, F.-C. (2006). Leaving Home in Europe: The Role of Parents’ and 
Children’s Incomes. Review of Economics of the Household, 4(1), 53–73.  

Liefbroer, A. C., & Billari, F. C. (2010). Bringing norms back in: a theoretical and 
empirical discussion of their importance for understanding demographic 
behaviour. Population, Space and Place, 16(4), 287–305.  

Mandic, S. (2008). Home-Leaving and its Structural Determinants in Western and 
Eastern Europe: An Exploratory Study. Housing Studies, 23(4), 615–637.  

Mulder, C. H. (2006). Home-ownership and family formation. Journal of Housing and 
the Built Environment, 21(3), 281–298.  

Mulder, C. H., Clark, W. A. V., & Wagner, M. (2002). A comparative analysis of leaving 
home in the United States, the Netherlands and West Germany. 
Demographic Research, 7, 565–592.  

Reher, D. S. (1998). Family Ties in Western Europe: Persistent Contrasts. Population 
and Development Review, 24(2), 203–234.  

Santarelli, E., & Cottone, F. (2009). Leaving home, family support and 
intergenerational ties in Italy: Some regional differences. Demographic 
Research, 21, 1–22.  

Saraceno, C. (2008). Patterns of Family Living in the Enlarged EU. In J. Alber, T. Fahey, 
& C. Saraceno (Eds.), Handbook of quality of life in the enlarged European 
Union (pp. 47–72). London; New York: Routledge. 

Smits, A., Van Gaalen, R. I., & Mulder, C. H. (2010). Parent–Child Coresidence: Who 
Moves in With Whom and for Whose Needs? Journal of Marriage and Family, 
72(4), 1022–1033.  

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (2011). Multilevel Analysis: An Introduction to Basic 
and Advanced Multilevel Modeling. London; Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage. 

Tomassini, C., Glaser, K., Wolf, D. A., Broese van Groenou, M., & Grundy, E. (2004). 
Living Arrangements among Older People: An Overview of Trends in Europe 
and the USA. Population Trends, 115, 24–34. 

United Nations. Economic Commission for Europe, & United Nations Population Fund. 
(2005). Generations & Gender Programme: survey instruments. New York: 
United Nations. 

Vikat, A., Spéder, Z., Beets, G., Billari, F., Bühler, C., Desesquelles, A., et al. (2007). 
Generations and Gender Survey (GGS). Demographic Research, 17, 389–440.  

Vitali, A. (2010). Regional differences in young Spaniards’ living arrangement 
decisions: A multilevel approach. Advances in Life Course Research, 15(2–3), 
97–108.  

  



INTERGENERATIONAL CO-RESIDENCE OF YOUNG ADULTS WITH THEIR PARENTS 

193 

Appendix to Chapter 3 

Table 3.5 Total Number of Respondents per Country per NUTS 
Regions 

Regions N % 

% Co-
residing 

with 
parents 

Austria    

Eastern Austria 1,148 2.53 28.48 

Southern Austria 558 1.23 32.80 

Western Austria 1,084 2.39 34.87 

Belgium    

Flanders 1,035 2.28 39.23 

Brussels 205 0.45 29.76 

Wallonia 676 1.49 36.83 

Bulgaria    

Northern and Eastern Bulgaria 2,619 5.77 47.69 

     South-Western and South-Central Bulgaria 2,335 5.14 53.32 

Czech Republic    

Prague 585 1.29 49.57 

Central Bohemia 350 0.77 42.86 

Southwest Czech Republic 419 0.92 32.22 

Northwest Czech Republic 373 0.82 25.74 

Northeast Czech Republic 447 0.98 43.85 

Southeast Czech Republic 404 0.89 35.40 

Central Moldavia 446 0.98 44.84 

Moravskoslezsko 499 1.10 35.47 

Estonia    

Northern Estonia 816 1.80 27.57 

Western Estonia 228 0.50 21.93 

Central Estonia 203 0.45 23.65 

Northeastern Estonia 261 0.58 31.42 

Southern Estonia 608 1.34 27.80 
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Table 3.5 Total Number of Respondents per Country per NUTS 
Regions (cont.) 

Regions N % 

% Co-
residing 

with 
parents 

France    

Ile-de-France 478 1.05 16.74 

Bassin Parisien 482 1.06 18.26 

Nord-Pas-de-Calais 220 0.48 16.82 

Eastern France 291 0.64 16.49 

Western France 447 0.98 16.11 

South-West France 273 0.60 18.32 

Central-East France 322 0.71 16.15 

Méditerranée 276 0.61 23.19 

Georgia    

Tbilisi 892 1.97 64.35 

Kakheti 274 0.60 55.47 

Mtckheta-Mtianeti 95 0.21 67.37 

Shida-Kartli 222 0.49 57.66 

Qvemo-Kartli 327 0.72 54.74 

Samtckhe-Javakheti 142 0.31 59.15 

Racha-Lechkhumi and Qvemo Svaneti 47 0.10 72.34 

Imereti 545 1.20 67.71 

Guria 105 0.23 72.38 

Samegrelo and Zemo Svaneti 285 0.63 67.37 

Adjara 241 0.53 59.34 

Germany    

Schleswig-Holstein 98 0.22 20.41 

Hamburg 60 0.13 13.33 

Niedersachsen 252 0.56 16.27 

Bremen 21 0.05   4.76 

Nordrhein-Westfalen 468 1.03 18.59 
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Table 3.5 Total Number of Respondents per Country per NUTS 
Regions (cont.) 

Regions N % 

% Co-
residing 

with 
parents 

Hessen 196 0.43 15.82 

Rheinland-Pfalz 122 0.27 19.67 

Baden-Württemberg 329 0.72 18.54 

Bayern 377 0.83 21.75 

Saarland 28 0.06 28.57 

Berlin 154 0.34 11.04 

Brandenburg 84 0.19 20.24 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 59 0.13 10.17 

Sachsen 132 0.29 13.64 

Sachsen-Anhalt 74 0.16   9.46 

Thüringen 53 0.12 16.98 

Hungary    

Central Hungary 956 2.11 41.74 

Transdanubia 1,296 2.86 44.37 

Great Plain and North Hungary 1,819 4.01 40.19 

Lithuania    

Alytus County 122 0.27 19.67 

Kaunas County 596 1.31 39.77 

Klaipeda County 411 0.91 30.66 

Marijampole County 76 0.17 28.95 

Panevezys County 177 0.39 40.11 

Siauliai County 316 0.70 33.23 

Taurage County 134 0.30 35.82 

Telsiai County 143 0.32 33.57 

Utena County 121 0.27 41.32 

Vilnius County 982 2.16 34.52 
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Table 3.5 Total Number of Respondents per Country per NUTS 
Regions (cont.) 

Regions N % 

% Co-
residing 

with 
parents 

Norway    

Oslo and Akershus 1,216 2.68 15.79 

Hedmark and Oppland 208 0.46 21.63 

South Eastern Norway 427 0.94 21.08 

Agder and Rogaland 706 1.56 19.12 

Western Norway 525 1.16 18.67 

Trøndelag 549 1.21 14.39 

Northern Norway 417 0.92 16.31 

Poland    

Region Centralny 969 2.14 33.33 

Region Poludniowy 927 2.04 38.83 

Region Wschodni 1,099 2.42 43.31 

Region Polncno-Zachodni 923 2.03 36.73 

Region Poludniowo-Zachodni 574 1.26 36.06 

Region Polnocny 974 2.15 36.86 

Romania    

Macroregion 1 - Romania 681 1.50 43.76 

Macroregion 2 - Romania 786 1.73 37.28 

Macroregion 3 - Romania 704 1.55 42.47 

Macroregion 4 - Romania 599 1.32 35.56 

Russia    

Moscow Oblast 137 0.30 36.50 

Komi Republic 213 0.47 34.27 

Saratov Region 166 0.37 27.71 

Smolensk Region 113 0.25 30.97 

Tver Region 67 0.15 26.87 

Tula Region 64 0.14 39.06 
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Table 3.5 Total Number of Respondents per Country per NUTS 
Regions (cont.) 

Regions N % 

% Co-
residing 

with 
parents 

Kaluga Region 75 0.17 24.00 

Nizhniy Novgorod 83 0.18 31.33 

Chuvashia Region 48 0.11 37.50 

Penza Region 45 0.10 24.44 

Lipetsk Region 79 0.17 40.51 

Tambov Region 63 0.14 25.40 

Republic of Tatarstan 77 0.17 40.26 

Krasnodar Kray 148 0.33 33.78 

Chelyabinsk Region 168 0.37 32.14 

Volgograd Region 48 0.11 14.58 

Kabardino-Balkarskaya Republic 89 0.20 48.31 

Rostov Region 74 0.16 45.95 

Stavropolskiy Kray 72 0.16 37.50 

Kurgan Oblast 88 0.19 36.36 

Chelyabinsk Region 168 0.37 32.14 

Republic of Udmurtia 91 0.20 48.35 

Orenburg Region 92 0.20 20.65 

Perm Region 82 0.18 25.61 

Total 45,385 100.00 36.05 
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 
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Table 3.6 Reliability Coefficients 10-item Scale “Familialistic 
Preferences” 
  Total* BG RU GE DE FR HU RO 

n 43216 4878 2176 3175 2500 2780 4057 2770 

Item Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha 

1. 0.70 0.58 0.52 0.62 0.71 0.64 0.49 0.65 

2. 0.66 0.55 0.48 0.60 0.68 0.615 0.47 0.64 

3. 0.69 0.57 0.46 0.61 0.70 0.60 0.45 0.64 

4. 0.70 0.58 0.52 0.64 0.70 0.61 0.53 0.68 

5. 0.67 0.55 0.49 0.62 0.68 0.58 0.48 0.64 

6. 0.66 0.55 0.48 0.62 0.67 0.57 0.46 0.64 

7. 0.60 0.61 0.51 0.63 0.70 0.60 0.51 0.66 

8. 0.70 0.53 0.52 0.62 0.70 0.61 0.53 0.69 

9. 0.73 0.61 0.60 0.67 0.73 0.67 0.58 0.70 

10. 0.68 0.58 0.56 0.64 0.70 0.61 * 0.68 

Test 
scale 

0.71 0.60 0.54 0.65 0.72 0.64 0.53 0.68 

  Total* NO AT EE BE LT PL CZ 

n 43216 2545 2783 1663 1916 3074 5454 3445 

Item Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha Alpha 

1. 0.70 0.73 0.76 0.54 0.76 0.48 0.68 0.61 

2. 0.66 0.68 0.72 0.49 0.72 0.48 0.66 0.60 

3. 0.69 0.70 0.72 0.50 0.72 0.49 0.66 0.60 

4. 0.70 0.69 0.73 0.47 0.75 0.52 0.68 0.62 

5. 0.67 0.70 0.71 0.39 0.70 0.49 0.68 0.60 

6. 0.66 0.70 0.71 0.37 0.70 0.48 0.67 0.51 

7. 0.60 0.67 0.73 0.42 0.72 0.52 0.68 0.61 

8. 0.70 0.69 0.74 * 0.73 0.53 0.69 0.61 

9. 0.73 0.74 0.77 0.48 0.75 0.58 0.73 0.64 

10. 0.68 0.67 0.72 0.45 0.72 0.55 0.69 0.61 

Test 
scale 

0.71 0.72 0.75 0.49 0.75 0.54 0.71 0.63 

Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011).  
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Note: *Based on cases without missing values. ** Constant in analysis sample, 

dropped from analysis. BG = Bulgaria, RU = Russia, GE = Georgia, DE = Germany, FR = 

France, HU = Hungary, RO = Romania, NO = Norway, AT = Austria, EE = Estonia, BE = 

Belgium, LT = Lithuania, PL = Poland, CZ = Czech Republic.  

Item 1 = Marriage is outdated institution, Item 2 = It is all right for an unmarried 

couple to live together, Item 3 = Marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never 

be ended, Item 4 = It's all right for a couple to divorce even if they have children, Item 

5 = A woman has to have children in order to be fulfilled, Item 6 = A man has to have 

children in order to be fulfilled, Item 7 = A child needs a home with father and mother 

to grow up happily, Item 8 = Woman can have child as single parent even without 

stable relationship, Item 9 = When children turn about 18-20 years they should live 

independently, Item 10 = Homosexual couples should have same rights as 

heterosexual. 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups 

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Austria         

Eastern Austria 23.60 35.53 51.85 19.30 38.31 23.19 62.78 13.32 

Southern Austria 25.00 44.59 56.08 24.39 37.14 30.17 58.60 19.89 

Western Austria 26.83 46.50 64.82 23.04 44.65 29.72 71.03 16.97 

Belgium         

Flanders 31.87 48.18 75.64 26.05 74.48 25.50 84.91 17.07 

Brussels 26.73 32.69 52.70 16.79 47.87 14.41 65.67 12.32 

Wallonia 28.38 47.06 70.00 22.90 59.61 23.04 76.92 15.61 

Bulgaria         

Northern and 
Eastern Bulgaria 

37.09 61.53 84.21 24.88 50.91 44.44 73.37 35.86 

South-Western 
and South-Central 
Bulgaria 

43.63 66.23 86.98 32.85 59.21 48.66 79.05 38.72 

Czech Republic         

Prague 49.16 50.00 68.46 36.34 72.73 19.61 71.89 19.03 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Central Bohemia 38.76 47.09 68.35 26.07 55.17 34.15 80.95 21.43 

Southwest Czech 
Republic 

26.40 37.39 56.88 16.99 44.90 25.37 64.08 21.84 

Northwest Czech 
Republic 

21.97 29.00 38.96 16.44 38.67 17.04 46.46 15.04 

Northeast Czech 
Republic 

34.16 55.39 76.19 24.37 60.10 29.71 76.50 21.21 

Southeast Czech 
Republic 

28.28 42.23 62.18 18.55 49.06 26.53 68.35 18.11 

Central Moldavia 38.29 51.34 75.90 20.72 60.85 30.34 77.53 23.13 

Moravskoslezsko 34.92 36.03 60.21 20.13 55.09 20.49 72.19 16.67 

Estonia         

Northern Estonia 23.02 34.94 54.82 11.65 30.56 26.73 51.72 19.58 

Western Estonia 13.95 32.32 48.05 8.61 23.94 21.02 40.91 17.39 

Central Estonia 16.67 33.73 66.67 5.59 26.79 22.45 40.00 18.30 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Northeastern 
Estonia 

25.48 40.38 65.38 8.92 28.09 33.14 50.00 26.57 

Southern Estonia 20.16 39.83 61.54 8.53 34.78 24.19 54.48 19.44 

France         

Ile-de-France 15.90 17.95 30.56 10.78 39.87 5.31 45.65 5.00 

Bassin Parisien 17.68 19.30 33.33 10.84 29.80 10.21 40.88 4.65 

Nord-Pas-de-
Calais 

12.50 22.00 36.67 9.38 28.72 7.94 45.31 5.13 

Eastern France 16.67 16.26 32.29 8.72 27.64 8.33 33.33 6.99 

Western France 13.52 19.21 30.56 9.24 35.12 4.66 39.51 2.81 

South-West 
France 

17.39 19.64 31.40 12.30 27.62 12.50 38.30 7.82 

Central-East 
France 

15.31 17.46 30.53 10.13 31.54 5.73 36.94 5.21 

Méditerranée 20.73 26.79 42.86 12.36 36.96 9.42 48.51 8.57 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Georgia         

Tbilisi 51.19 78.55 90.24 37.87 62.92 66.87 83.38 51.05 

Kakheti 39.07 75.61 91.45 28.66 52.07 60.95 78.89 44.02 

Mtckheta-
Mtianeti 

50.00 82.35 91.11 46.00 63.64 72.50 90.63 55.56 

Shida-Kartli 37.60 83.51 94.68 30.47 54.55 62.22 75.31 47.52 

Qvemo-Kartli 37.43 75.68 90.14 27.57 55.56 52.69 77.37 38.42 

Samtckhe-
Javakheti 

30.99 87.32 95.08 32.10 53.19 70.83 80.70 44.71 

Racha-Lechkhumi 
and Qvemo 
Svaneti 

65.38 80.95 90.91 28.57 73.53 69.23 92.86 63.64 

Imereti 49.12 87.79 93.62 36.44 65.65 73.03 85.48 58.50 

Guria 57.89 89.58 98.15 45.10 72.06 72.97 88.89 63.77 

Samegrelo and 
Zemo Svaneti 

53.52 81.12 92.77 31.93 68.78 63.75 91.11 56.41 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Adjara 40.00 80.17 92.98 29.13 57.49 63.51 77.01 49.35 

Germany         

Schleswig-
Holstein 

22.41 17.50 36.11 11.29 34.62 4.35 48.48 6.15 

Hamburg 16.13 10.34 23.08 5.88 13.79 12.90 40.00 0.00 

Niedersachsen 10.22 23.48 36.14 6.51 21.85 11.28 48.57 3.85 

Bremen 0.00 6.67 11.11 0.00 8.33 0.00 20.00 0.00 

Nordrhein-
Westfalen 

15.35 22.43 35.12 9.33 30.39 9.47 41.83 7.30 

Hessen 9.40 25.32 30.30 8.46 22.58 9.71 37.68 3.94 

Rheinland-Pfalz 16.67 22.58 42.11 9.52 30.19 11.59 44.68 4.00 

Baden-
Württemberg 

12.07 25.81 37.93 7.98 26.09 11.31 43.80 3.85 

Bayern 11.98 35.00 40.50 12.89 29.35 14.51 57.14 5.43 

Saarland 20.00 38.46 27.27 29.41 43.75 8.33 60.00 11.11 

Berlin 10.98 11.11 19.61 6.80 12.90 8.20 16.42 6.90 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Brandenburg 13.64 27.50 31.43 12.24 24.07 13.33 33.33 8.89 

Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

2.86 20.83 13.64 8.11 14.29 4.17 23.81 2.63 

Sachsen 7.35 20.31 32.43 6.32 15.25 12.33 31.11 4.60 

Sachsen-Anhalt 6.82 13.33 22.22 5.36 12.82 5.71 23.81 3.77 

Thüringen 17.14 16.67 42.86 7.69 23.33 8.70 36.36 3.23 

Hungary         

Central Hungary 34.30 49.26 70.29 25.25 47.29 39.47 77.42 31.26 

Transdanubia 36.53 52.71 82.35 22.32 48.18 42.58 82.19 31.97 

Great Plain and 
North Hungary 

33.09 47.93 79.97 19.92 44.39 37.74 71.56 30.30 

Lithuania         

Alytus County 15.49 25.49 51.35 5.88 28.57 15.00 53.57 9.57 

Kaunas County 43.77 36.19 69.87 20.98 60.39 24.34 62.74 21.62 

Klaipeda County 27.27 33.80 56.21 12.81 54.97 16.54 55.31 11.64 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Marijampole 
County 

11.11 38.78 76.19 10.91 46.43 18.75 59.09 16.67 

Panevezys County 35.37 44.21 62.50 24.76 71.93 25.00 75.86 22.69 

Siauliai County 31.37 34.97 61.11 14.74 45.38 24.73 50.00 21.81 

Taurage County 39.06 32.86 56.45 18.06 49.30 20.63 61.11 18.75 

Telsiai County 25.00 41.33 59.70 10.53 58.73 13.75 60.32 12.50 

Utena County 38.60 43.75 74.55 13.64 62.26 25.00 65.45 21.21 

Vilnius County 31.78 36.84 58.52 17.68 53.98 20.28 54.00 17.15 

Norway         

Oslo and 
Akershus 

12.28 19.62 25.43 9.92 27.07 11.01 42.36 5.18 

Hedmark and 
Oppland 

16.16 26.61 35.14 14.18 36.23 14.39 47.22 8.09 

South Eastern 
Norway 

15.45 27.05 48.36 10.16 33.09 15.28 57.14 5.98 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Agder and 
Rogaland 

13.27 24.08 37.19 9.70 32.86 13.31 49.15 4.04 

Western Norway 12.54 25.61 38.37 9.07 26.15 14.24 43.93 6.25 

Trøndelag 11.72 17.03 29.15 6.00 20.49 10.76 37.06 1.70 

Northern Norway 11.94 20.37 26.06 11.27 22.56 13.38 32.28 6.56 

Poland         

Region Centralny 32.48 34.27 67.35 14.94 49.14 24.39 64.57 19.19 

Region 
Poludniowy 

32.89 46.63 72.78 18.34 49.23 31.21 67.18 23.68 

Region Wschodni 34.37 56.07 81.01 18.43 53.18 33.98 70.74 28.05 

Region Polncno-
Zachodni 

32.35 43.01 69.46 18.17 49.25 27.06 67.38 23.24 

Region 
Poludniowo-
Zachodni 

27.44 46.69 67.87 16.15 46.70 29.11 62.90 23.20 

Region Polnocny 30.21 43.32 68.00 19.39 48.87 28.52 67.07 21.09 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Romania         

Macroregion 1 - 
Romania 

31.75 54.10 83.41 25.22 55.74 37.07 81.12 28.66 

Macroregion 2 - 
Romania 

24.27 49.39 81.89 15.98 39.23 36.00 77.27 23.81 

Macroregion 3 - 
Romania 

29.27 53.99 84.79 23.61 51.15 37.39 78.57 29.89 

Macroregion 4 - 
Romania 

24.14 46.28 70.94 17.42 47.06 27.98 68.05 22.79 

Russia         

Moscow Oblast 28.57 46.67 76.67 25.23 35.00 37.66 59.57 24.44 

Komi Republic 35.45 33.01 62.07 23.87 52.73 27.85 60.56 21.13 

Saratov Region 24.49 32.35 56.25 20.90 29.23 26.73 40.74 21.43 

Smolensk Region 23.33 39.62 48.28 25.00 32.73 29.31 36.00 26.98 

Tver Region 20.51 35.71 61.11 14.29 50.00 19.61 50.00 17.02 

Tula Region 33.33 50.00 81.82 30.19 37.50 40.00 60.87 26.83 
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Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Kaluga Region 16.00 40.00 81.25 8.47 36.84 19.64 61.11 12.28 

Nizhniy Novgorod 29.79 33.33 60.00 25.00 28.57 32.73 44.44 25.00 

Chuvashia Region 32.14 45.00 64.71 22.58 45.45 30.77 61.54 28.57 

Penza Region 27.59 18.75 77.78 11.11 50.00 12.90 70.00 11.43 

Lipetsk Region 46.15 35.00 78.57 32.31 56.67 30.61 76.00 24.07 

Tambov Region 17.65 34.48 52.94 15.22 47.83 12.50 66.67 12.50 

Republic of 
Tatarstan 

36.11 43.90 75.00 28.07 50.00 34.69 58.06 28.26 

Krasnodar Kray 31.03 37.70 57.69 28.69 57.14 19.57 70.21 16.83 

Chelyabinsk 
Region 

23.47 44.29 68.42 21.54 36.36 30.09 53.73 17.82 

Volgograd Region 15.38 13.64 57.14 7.32 6.67 18.18 50.00 7.50 

Kabardino-
Balkarskaya 
Republic 

33.33 68.42 87.88 25.00 50.00 45.16 75.00 36.07 

Rostov Region 42.50 50.00 82.35 35.09 48.48 43.90 68.75 28.57 

IN
TER

G
EN

ER
A

TIO
N

A
L C

O
-R

ESID
EN

C
E O

F YO
U

N
G

 A
D

U
LTS W

ITH
 TH

EIR
 P

A
R

EN
TS 



 

 

2
1

0
 

Table 3.7 Young Adults (Aged 18–35) Living with at least one Parent, % per NUTS 1 Region and by 
Different Social Groups (cont.)  

Region 

Sex Partnership status Working status Age group 

Women Men No 
partner 

Partner Not 
employed 

Employed 18–24 25–35 

Stavropolskiy Kray 34.78 42.31 75.00 26.79 42.86 32.43 64.71 29.09 

Kurgan Oblast 38.78 33.33 64.71 29.58 69.23 22.58 68.57 15.09 

Republic of 
Udmurtia 

42.31 56.41 74.07 37.50 69.44 34.55 79.41 29.82 

Orenburg Region 18.18 22.92 66.67 11.69 34.62 15.15 33.33 16.18 

Perm Region 20.93 30.77 81.25 12.12 50.00 17.74 45.83 17.24 

Total 29.13 44.09 65.96 19.44 47.17 28.26 64.10 22.28 
Source: GGS Wave 1 (2004–2011). Own calculations. 
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4 THE TRANSITION TO ADULTHOOD AND 

PATHWAYS OUT OF THE PARENTAL HOME: A 

CROSS-NATIONAL ANALYSIS 

 

THE TRANSITION TO ADULTHOOD AND PATHWAYS 

OUT OF THE PARENTAL HOME: A CROSS-NATIONAL 

ANALYSIS 

This study uses the second Wave of the Generations and Gender Survey 

(GGS) to examine young adults’ transition to adulthood in eight 

European countries (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Georgia, 

Hungary, Lithuania, and the Netherlands). I use reconstructed life 

courses from age 18 to 34 (N = 21,696) to simultaneously study key life 

course trajectories employing multichannel sequence analysis. In doing 

so, I adopt a comparative framework which accounts for both individual 

and contextual factors that shape young adults’ transition to adulthood. 

The aim of this paper is to provide a holistic picture of young adults’ 

different pathways out of the parental home and their transition to 

adulthood in contemporary Europe. The main results indicate that 

young adults’ life course trajectories differ by education, country and 

sex, but also that the educational gradient differs across Eastern 

European countries. * 

4.1 Introduction  

The transition to adulthood in contemporary Europe has become a 

well-established research field for family demographers (for a review 

see e.g., Buchmann and Kriesi 2011; Pailhé et al. 2014). Socio-economic 

status and education have been found to be key factors in 

                                                           
* This chapter is a slightly different version of: Schwanitz, K. (2017). The transition to 
adulthood and pathways out of the parental home: A cross-national analysis. 
Advances in Life Course Research, doi: 10.1016/j.alcr.2017.03.001. 
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understanding variation in the transition to adulthood: Young adults 

growing up in families of higher socioeconomic status or have a high 

level of education themselves are more likely to pursue and invest in 

postsecondary education, and to postpone union and family formation, 

than lower educated young adults, for example (e.g., Furstenberg 2008, 

Sobotka 2008, Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1999). It is not clear from 

the previous literature, however, if the relationship between education 

and young adults’ life course trajectories is similar (or even universal) 

across European countries. A large body of research suggests, in fact, 

that striking differences across Europe exist with regard to the timing 

and sequencing of family events (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Blossfeld, 

Klijzing, Mills, and Kurz 2006; Corijn and Klijzing 2001; Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008). Little research, so far, has systematically addressed 

the transition to adulthood in Europe from a cross-national 

comparative perspective (cf. Potârcă, Mills, and Lesnard 2013; Lesnard 

et al. 2016) and explored how different country contexts shape young 

adults’ holistic life course trajectories. The large cross-national 

differences in family-life trajectories – underscoring the importance of 

the sociocultural, socioeconomic, and institutional context (such as 

labor markets and welfare systems, for example) for variation in young 

adults’ transition to adulthood (Breen and Buchmann 2002) – raise the 

question if the educational gradient in holistic life course trajectories 

differs across European countries.  

 

In this article, I aim to provide a more comprehensive picture of the 

transition to adulthood of young adults in Europe, by addressing the 

following questions: (1) How do life course trajectories differ between 

educational groups and men and women? (2) How do life course 

trajectories differ across countries? (3) And how do the educational 

gradients for life course trajectories differ across Europe and over time? 

Using data from the second Wave of the GGS (Vikat et al. 2007) for 

eight European countries (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, 

Georgia, Hungary, Lithuania, and the Netherlands), I apply multichannel 
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sequence analysis to simultaneously study a complex set of life-course 

trajectories for young adults aged 18–34, based on sequences of 

residential, partnership, parental and employment histories. 

 

This article makes four contributions to the literature on the transition 

to adulthood in Europe. First, taking a cross-national comparative 

perspective is particularly relevant, in light of the strong regional 

patterns that have been shown by a series of major comparative 

studies (see e.g., Corijn and Klijzing 2001; Billari and Liefbroer 2010). 

Differences in young adults’ transition to adulthood are also 

attributable to how culture, social policies, welfare arrangements, and 

labor markets shape (1) the trajectories of young adults’ lives and (2) 

the association between individual level variables (such as education, 

for example) and the transition to adulthood. If we want to understand 

the impact specific country contexts have on young adults’ life courses, 

cross-national comparisons are important. Second, by taking a holistic 

perspective, a perspective that stresses the multidimensionality of the 

transition to adulthood, a more integral picture of young adults’ life 

courses in Europe can be achieved. Studies that have sought to examine 

the transition to adulthood more comprehensively and more in line 

with an underlying life course conceptualization (i.e., from a holistic 

perspective) are still relatively scarce and such studies typically looked 

at single countries (Aassve, Billari, and Piccarreta 2007 for Great Britain; 

Kleinepier, Valk, and Van Gaalen 2015 for Netherlands; Koelet, Valk, 

Glorieux, Laurijssen, and Willaert 2015 for Belgium; Robette 2010 for 

France; Sironi et al. 2015 for Italy and the US; but cf. Lesnard et al. 2016 

for 20 European countries). Third, including both young men and 

women — and identifying their main life course trajectories — allows 

us to gain more insight into how individual characteristics (such as 

education, for example) can affect the transition to adulthood and how 

this differs between men and women. This approach is also essential 

for understanding interdependencies between work and family 

trajectories. Fourth, this study benefits from data on more recent 
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cohorts — I analyzed data for cohorts born between 1951 and 1978 — 

and contributes to previous research by updating descriptions of the 

transition to adulthood in Europe. 

4.2 The Transition to Adulthood from a Life Course 

Perspective 

A useful approach to understand the transition to adulthood is the life 

course perspective, which conceptualizes people’s lives within the 

broader context of family, cultural and socio-structural conditions, and 

historical time (Elder 1994; Giele and Elder 1998). The life course 

perspective proposes that each person experiences a number of 

transitions or changes in statuses during their lives and that every life 

course is thus characterized by a sequence and combination of 

transitions, such as leaving the parental home, starting the first job, 

finding a partner and becoming a parent. Human agency is an 

important tenet within this perspective – and from this viewpoint 

variability in the transition to adulthood relates to individual differences 

in life course agency. There are also, however, normative patterns or 

social pathways regarding the timing (e.g., societies may have an 

informal age norm about the appropriate age to leave the parental 

home) and sequence of life events and transitions (e.g., education 

followed by starting employment followed by marriage followed by 

parenthood) which people tend to follow (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Elder, Johnson, and Crosnoe 2003; Liefbroer and Dykstra 2000). These 

social pathways are not only shaped by normative prescriptions but 

may have also been institutionalized and encoded as formal rules and 

laws (e.g., compulsory time spent in education). Life course 

demographers suggest that normative prescriptions such as age norms 

vary not only across historical time and across societies, but also by 

gender, race, ethnicity, and social class within a given time and society 

(e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010). Finally, the life course perspective 

holds that life course transitions – and in turn the specific long-term 

pattern of the timing (i.e., when different transitions occur), sequencing 
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and quantum (i.e., in what order and how many different transitions 

occur) of life course events – are always embedded in trajectories. 

Because individuals live their lives in multiple spheres, their lives are 

made up of multiple, intersecting trajectories – such as educational 

trajectories, family-life trajectories, and work trajectories (Blossfeld et 

al. 2006). It is clear from these principles that the life course 

perspective is holistic in its conceptualization of young adults’ lives and 

their transition to adulthood and family demographers have become 

increasingly aware of the challenges of incorporating the complexity of 

in young adults’ life courses in empirical research. Billari (2001a, 2001b) 

was among the first to argue that the transition to adulthood is a result 

of young adults’ agency and strategic life planning, and thus a 

meaningful composition as a whole. Consequently, this approach looks 

on the entire life course rather than on single events of the transition to 

adulthood. 

4.3 Diversity in Life Course Trajectories by Education 

Educational attainment and time spent in education are important 

determinants of life course trajectories and the transition to adulthood 

(Blossfeld et al. 2006; Corijn and Klijzing 2001). Having a high 

educational attainment implies longer time spent in education and has 

substantial impact on the timing of union formation and parenthood, 

because young adults are usually not (fully) economically independent 

when being in school or studying and rely at least to some extent on 

their parents' financial support (Piccarreta and Billari 2007). Educational 

attainment thus determines not only the swiftness of young adults’ 

entry into the labor market and finding a job, but also the transition to 

marriage and parenthood. The delay in family formation may not only 

be due to economic and time constraints, but also to role 

incompatibilities. Blossfeld and Huinink (1991) have argued that the 

student role is seen as incompatible with union and family formation 

because the normative expectations about life course sequencing 

suggest that it is necessary to finish one’s studies and get a job before 
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having family. This relationship may depend on the institutional 

context, as public policy can provide childcare opportunities and 

financial support to students that make childbearing more compatible 

with student status. Among young adults with a higher level of 

educational attainment cohabitation and marriage are generally more 

stable and the risk of divorce is considerably lower. Conversely less 

educated, and somewhat less advantaged, young adults are more likely 

to cohabit in response to unplanned parenthood, which could lead to 

later family instability (Furstenberg 2008). Finally, young adults with a 

high educational level tend to reach housing autonomy earlier, without 

directly making the transition to living with a partner (Blaauboer and 

Mulder 2010). To summarize, I expect that, overall, young adults with a 

higher level of education are more likely to adopt life course 

trajectories characterized by slightly delayed but easy entry into the 

labor market (due to longer time spent in education), a low prevalence 

of unemployment, periods of single living or cohabitation before 

marriage and childbearing (H1).   

4.4 Socioeconomic, Institutional and Normative Country 

Context  

Significant differences exist across Europe with regard to, for example, 

the timing and sequencing of family events (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Blossfeld et al. 2006; Corijn and Klijzing 2001; Sobotka and Toulemon 

2008). These differences highlight the relevance of the country context 

for the transition to adulthood – particularly a country’s socioeconomic, 

institutional and normative settings. The first explanation 

(socioeconomic settings) relates to the way national income and wealth 

distribution, labor markets and levels of (youth) unemployment 

facilitate or impede young adults’ life course trajectories. Leaving the 

parental home, for example, depends on young adults’ resources which 

in turn depend on employment opportunities. Economic uncertainty 

has also been shown to postpone partnership and family formation, a 

case in point are the rapid socioeconomic changes in Eastern Europe in 
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the 1990s (e.g., Blossfeld et al. 2006). The second explanation 

(institutional settings) relates to the way educational practices, tax and 

family laws, welfare and housing policies, as well as child support 

guidelines are designed, and in turn affect young adults’ life course 

trajectories. As Brzinsky-Fay (2007) has pointed out, it is sometimes 

difficult to disentangle exactly how institutions affect life course 

trajectories, but we could think about how institutional settings 

influence the complexity (i.e., diversity of trajectories) and turbulence 

(i.e., time spent in life course states and number of changes between 

different life course states) in life course trajectories. In liberal or social-

democratic regimes, for example, comparatively much support is 

provided to young adults through transfers and family policies and the 

de-standardization and individualization in life course trajectories are 

more advanced. Conversely, familialistic regimes, where welfare 

support is very weak, highly fragmented and a reliance of the family as 

the source of support is observable, show a greater postponement of 

the transition to adulthood (Esping-Andersen 1990; Ferrera 1996). 

Finally, in post-socialist welfare regimes – and as a result of a very rapid 

transition the early 1990s – there is a mix of features of the former 

socialist system of welfare policy (e.g., broad welfare coverage but with 

low benefits) and reforms inspired by Western countries (e.g., shift 

from closed to open employment). This seems to have led to partly 

contradictory trends regarding family development and, by comparison, 

the most dynamic patterns in the transition to adulthood among 

younger cohorts (Blossfeld et al. 2006; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). 

 

The third explanation considers that differences in the transition to 

adulthood may derive from the variation in cultural contexts (normative 

settings) that generates diverse behavioral adaptation and timing of 

events (Vogel 2002). Normative expectations about timing and 

organizing their life course, cultural roles of cohabitation and family 

living, as well as kinship traditions are shared by members of a society, 

are transmitted from parents to their children, and form the basis upon 
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which the decisions about life course events are made. In countries 

with strong kinship ties young adults owe their allegiance to kin, and 

leaving home still is a much more protracted process and there is a 

smaller proportion of young people living on their own. In countries 

with weak kinship ties, however, a stronger individualistic culture, 

placing greater emphasis on individualistic relationships, abounds and 

young adults leave the parental home at a relatively young age (Reher 

1998). In addition, alternative family forms (such as unmarried 

cohabitation, non-marital parenthood, lone parenthood etc.) have 

spread very differently – for example, changes in demographic behavior 

occurred, later in Southern and Eastern Europe than in Northern and 

Western Europe (Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008) – across the countries 

with different normative settings in Europe.  

 

To summarize, different socioeconomic, institutional and normative 

settings preserve differences in the transition to adulthood between 

European countries. But what differences can we expect in young 

adults’ life course trajectories among the eight Western and Eastern 

European countries (Austria, France, the Netherlands, Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, Georgia, Hungary, and Lithuania)? First, I would loosely 

classify Austria, France, and the Netherlands as (more) social-

democratic regimes with weaker kinship ties, where economic 

uncertainty is smaller; and Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Georgia, Hungary, 

and Lithuania as (more) familialistic regimes with stronger kinship ties, 

where economic uncertainty is higher. Obviously, these groups are not 

necessarily homogenous, but the grouping is fairly consistent with the 

existing literature (e.g., Iacovou 2010). Second, I assume that the 

distribution and of life course trajectories varies across countries. While 

I expect that all countries will have a share of different life course 

trajectories, I also expect that young adults in Western European 

countries (like Austria, France, and the Netherlands) are more likely to 

exhibit life course trajectories characterized by longer time spent in 

education, later residential independence and later partnership and 
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family formation, as well as higher shares of cohabitation and single 

living. Young adults in Eastern European countries (like Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, Georgia, Hungary, and Lithuania), however, are more likely to 

exhibit life course trajectories characterized by early partnership 

formation (particularly marriage) and childbearing upon leaving the 

parental home, but not necessarily early home-leaving; slightly later 

entry into the labor market and longer spells of unemployment (H2).   

 

Furthermore, based on the idea of links between life course events and 

socioeconomic, institutional and normative settings, I expect that the 

effect of education is context-specific. In Western European countries, 

the differences in life course trajectories between higher and lower 

educated young adults are expected to be less evident and fewer – 

because, on the one hand, disadvantages of a low educational level 

(e.g., difficult labor market entry and weaker economic prospects) are 

mitigated by the country context. On the other hand, the normative 

setting is such that there is a greater acceptability of different family life 

course trajectories (e.g., living independently before partnership and 

family formation, childbearing outside of marriage), which in turn 

reduces the edge a high level of education has (e.g., in terms of human 

capital and resources) to realize more unconventional life course 

trajectories. Conversely, the differences in life course trajectories 

between higher and lower educated young adults are expected to be 

more evident in Eastern European countries. Here the socioeconomic, 

institutional, and normative settings are such that young adults with a 

high level of education are in a better position to realize a greater 

variety of life course trajectories (H3). 

4.5 Diversity in Life Course Trajectories among Men and 

Women  

Although men’s and women’s work and educational pathways in the 

transition to adulthood have become more similar during the last 

decades, life course trajectories of men and women are still crucially 
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different: Research results indicate that young men make transitions 

later than women and that their life course trajectories are more rigidly 

structured, with fewer discontinuities, than women’s – likely due to 

women being more involved in the family domain. Men’s lives are still 

more firmly rooted in domains outside the family, such as employment 

(Moen 2001; Williams and Umberson 2004). The differences between 

men and women seem to be related to highly gendered, normative 

views on the organization of the life course which in turn are reflected 

in actual behavior. Men and women are expected to fill specific gender 

roles and the salience, sequencing and age-grading of specific life 

course events, as well as the transition to adulthood as a whole, are 

consequently different between men and women. Because of the 

changes in women’s lives over the past several decades – particularly 

the expansion in higher education, changing of traditional gender roles, 

and increasing focus on gender equality in Europe – it has generally 

been assumed that the life course trajectories of men and women tend 

to converge. The research findings on whether such a convergence 

indeed takes place are mixed. Examining French data, Morand and 

Toulemon (2009) demonstrated that men’s and women’s life course 

trajectories have started to become more similar, but this may be more 

attributable to women’s educational and employment patterns moving 

closer to men’s, and not because men have become more involved in 

the family domain. Others showed that differences in the transition to 

adulthood between men and women are largely owed to the timing of 

marriage and having children outside the context of marriage (Oesterle, 

David Hawkins, Hill, and Bailey 2010; Winkler-Dworak and Toulemon 

2007). Gender differences in the timing of marriage and combining of 

marriage and parenting responsibilities are likely to have important 

implications for men’s and women’s transitions to adulthood, but only 

few studies of multidimensional pathways to adulthood have examined 

differences between men and women (e.g., Fussell, Gauthier, and Evans 

2007; Robette 2010). These studies have left an incomplete 

understanding of how contemporary young men’s and women’s 
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transitions to adulthood differ across Europe. Because of the gendered 

differences in the transition to adulthood, I expect that women differ 

from men particularly in their involvement in higher education and 

participation in paid employment outside the home, and in the 

combination with partnership and family formation (H4).  

4.6 Cohort Differences in the Transition to Adulthood  

Life course research has shown that the transition to adulthood has 

changed considerably between birth cohorts from the 1960s onwards 

in most European countries (e.g., Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Blossfeld et 

al. 2006; Breen and Buchmann 2002; Corijn and Klijzing 2001; Elzinga 

and Liefbroer 2007; Settersten, Furstenberg, and Rumbaut 2005): the 

life trajectories of young adults have become de-institutionalized, de-

standardized, and generally more diverse. Put differently, there is a 

now a higher complexity and wider variety in young adults’ life course 

trajectories because the sequencing, quantum, and timing of life course 

events have adapted to structural (e.g., the expansion of (higher) 

education) and cultural changes (e.g., life course events are less 

strongly linked to normative age deadlines) (Blossfeld et al. 2006; 

Brückner and Mayer 2005). My main interest does not lie with assessing 

change in young adults’ life course trajectories over cohorts, but with 

analyzing differences and across educational groups. Because cohort is 

an important variable, however, it will be included as a control.  

4.7 Data and Sample Selection 

The data for this study come from the second Wave of the Generations 

and Gender Survey (GGS), an internationally comparable and 

harmonized set of survey data (United Nations 2005). A particular 

advantage of the GGS data for the purpose of this analysis is that they 

include a broad range of Western and Eastern European countries 

which allows studying contemporary Europe and that it contains 

retrospective histories of the transition out of the parental home, the 

partnership and childbearing histories, and the occupational careers of 

both men and women, making it possible to construct their life course 
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trajectories. Each national survey has a sample size of about 10,000 

individuals aged from 18 to 79 years of the non-institutionalized 

resident population in each participating country. For this paper, I 

selected eight Eastern and Western European countries: Austria (N = 

2,382) Bulgaria (N = 3,805), Czech Republic (N = 1,187), France (N = 

2,798), Georgia (N = 3,553), Hungary (N = 4,032), Lithuania (N = 921), 

and the Netherlands (N = 3,018).1 The eight samples were pooled into 

one dataset (N = 21,696) to enable statistical comparison between 

countries.  

4.7.1 Measuring the Life Course Trajectories 

In order to study trajectories that cover most of young adulthood, I 

selected respondents who were between 35 and 55 years old at the 

date of interview (i.e., 2006 – 2013) and reconstructed their life courses 

(i.e., leaving the parental home, being in a partnership, having a child, 

and having a job) between the ages 18 and 34. More specifically, I 

created a complete monthly2 sequence between the ages of 18 and 34 

for each respondent, leading to a trajectory of 204 consecutive 

statuses, which served as the input for the subsequent sequence 

analysis. In order to simultaneously analyze different life course 

domains, I applied multichannel sequence analysis (Pollock 2007; 

Gauthier, Widmer, Bucher, and Notredame 2010), in which I 

distinguished between (1) events related to the family domain and (2) 

events related to the working domain. This modeling strategy is 

particularly satisfying vis-à-vis the multidimensionality of young adults’ 

life course trajectories, as well as established in research practice (e.g., 

McMunn et al. 2015; Madero-Cabib and Fasang 2016).  

 

In the family domain, I included the following dimensions: Residential 

(living in or outside the parental home), partnership (being single, 

cohabiting, or married) 3, and parental (not having a child or having a 

child). These dimensions theoretically lead to 12 (2 x 3 x 2) cross-

combinations of different family states. For the empirical analysis, 
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however, I collapsed those cross-combinations of different family states 

that were only observed infrequently in the sample (below 1.05%), 

meaning that only 9 of the possible states were considered. See Table 

4.6 in the Appendix 4 for details. In the working domain, I distinguished 

between being a student, inactive, and being in employment4. Note 

that distinguishing between more states, for example number of 

children in the parental dimension, complicates the analysis as each 

additional distinction introduces another sequence state, but I am also 

mainly interested in first transitions (e.g., the first birth) and do not 

consider their possible reversibility.  

Because the data are pooled from multiple countries, I use sampling 

weights in this analysis (particularly in the computation of transitions 

rates and cluster analysis) in order to correct for imperfections in the 

sample that might otherwise lead to bias. More specifically, I use 

weights that are adjusted for sex and country. Using these adjusted 

sampling weights is particularly suitable for making comparisons 

between men and women across the different countries in the sample. 

4.7.2 Measures 

To study country and social differentials in life course trajectories, I 

included a number of characteristics: Country, educational level, and 

cohort. Country. Eight dummy variables were constructed with France 

as the reference category. Educational level. Education was categorized 

following the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED). 

I differentiated between three educational levels and created three 

dummy variables which range between: Low (ISCED levels 0, 1 and 2), 

medium (ISCED 3 and 4) and high (ISCED 5 and 6). Cohort. I included 

three recent birth cohorts; 1951–1959 (cohort 1), 1960–1969 (cohort 

2), and 1970–1978 (cohort 3). Sex. Two dummy variables were 

constructed with women as the reference category.  
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4.7.3 Analytical Methods 

The analytical design of this study uses three analytical methods: (1) 

Multichannel sequence analysis, (2) cluster analysis, and (3) 

multinomial logistic regression. First, young adults’ multiple life course 

trajectories are described via Optimal Matching (OM), a dissimilarity 

measure adapted to sequence data. Dissimilarity between two 

sequences is defined as the least weighted number of transformations 

that are necessary to make them identical. Each of the three kinds of 

transformations used in OM (insertion, deletion and substitution) is 

given a cost and the total minimum cost to match two sequences is 

used as a measure of their dissimilarity (Abbott and Tsay 2000). There is 

no definitive rule how to best define the transformation costs ex ante, 

which is why I follow the common research practice to use data-driven 

transformation costs (Aassve et al. 2007; Billari and Piccarreta 2005). In 

this way, the transformation costs are inversely proportional to the 

estimated probability of transition between the two states. This means 

that the transformation costs are higher if there are fewer transitions 

between states. The indel (insertion and deletion) costs were set to 1, 

which is comparatively low, but allows focusing more on the order of 

specific life course events rather than their length. Note that a single 

dissimilarity matrix is computed for both of the domains (channels) by 

locally aligning distinct life trajectories simultaneously and then 

summing up the distances in the family and work domain.  

 

Second, the final dissimilarity matrix obtained via OM is further used in 

a hierarchical cluster analysis to create distinct groups of life course 

trajectories. In order to create groups of life course trajectories, I apply 

hierarchical agglomerative clustering, using the Ward algorithm.5 The 

final number of clusters is based on a dendrogram (see also Figure 4.1 

in the Appendix 4) and on quality measures for cluster solutions. 

choose a seven-cluster typology which is reasonably stable and 

identifies structures that do not seem to be a statistical artefact.  
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Third, the seven identified clusters become categories of the outcome 

variable in multinomial logistic regression models. The cluster of 

reference is the one with a fairly traditional life course trajectory – 

Cluster 4 – where young adults leave the parental home early and enter 

employment, and start partnership and family formation early. As 

explanatory variables in the model, I include birth cohort and sex, and 

the key variables of country and education. I also interact education 

with country and birth cohort to test educational gradients across 

countries and the change in these gradients over time.  

4.8 Results 

4.8.1 Sequence and Cluster Analysis Results 

The multidimensional sequence analysis examined if there are similar 

trajectories in the transition to adulthood among young adults from 

eight European countries, taking into account their residential, 

partnership, parental, and employment trajectories. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 

provide a first description of the seven different clusters based on the 

average time spent in each family and work state and the medoid 

sequences.6 In addition, Table 4.3 shows the cluster distribution by 

country, sex and education. The Appendix 4 also provides information 

of the seven different clusters (Figure 4.2).  

 

The seven clusters represent the following life course typologies: (1) 

Modern and Independent ‘ModInd’. This is the largest cluster in the 

sample (28.3%). Young adults in this cluster start employment early, but 

stay with their parents longer (until their early twenties) before they 

leave the parental home. They do not necessarily move out to marry — 

they also stay single or cohabit. The medoid sequence represents a 

young adult who marries at age 25 and has the first child at a year later. 

(2) Late Home Leavers ‘LateHL’ (20.2%). This cluster is composed of 

young adults who continue to live in the parental home for a relatively 

long time (on average until age 25). The medoid sequence represents a 

young adult who starts working at age 19, does neither cohabit or 
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marry and stays childless in the parental home until age 35. Generally, 

many young adults will have left the parental home eventually by age 

35 and be married (19.4%) or married and had a child (15.3%). It is 

noteworthy, however, that around a quarter of young adults in this 

cluster live together with spouse and child in the parental home. (3) 

Late Transitions and Independence ‘LateInd’ (15.3%). The transition to 

adulthood for this cluster is slightly delayed, not so much with respect 

to leaving the parental home and employment career, but particularly 

with respect to partnership and family formation. By age 35, more than 

two thirds of all young adults in this cluster are cohabiting and about 

18% will have had a first child. Interestingly, young adults in this cluster 

generally more often cohabit with a partner than their counterparts in 

the other clusters and childbearing also frequently occurs outside of 

marriage. (4) Traditional Transitions ‘TradTrans’ (13.9 %). Young adults 

in this group follow a more traditional pattern, e.g., young adults 

complete their education, start working, marry and then relatively soon 

have a first child. The medoid sequence represents a young adult who 

starts working at 18 (while still living in the parental home), leaves the 

parental home at age 20 to marry, before having a child almost a year 

later. Almost all young adults in this cluster experience both marriage 

and parenthood.  

 

(5) Cohabiting with a Job ‘CohJob’ (10.9%). Young adults generally stay 

briefly in education and enter the labor market comparatively early, 

around age 19. They leave their parents shortly after (at age 20), but 

they usually do not do it to marry. The medoid sequence represents a 

young adult, who leaves the parental home at 20, and as a single has a 

child at age 23. By age 35 the majority of the young adults in this cluster 

(about 81%) are cohabiting and have had a first child. (6) Cohabiting 

with Education ‘CohEd’ (6.6%). This cluster identifies young adults who 

leave the parental home at a somewhat lower pace (in their early 

twenties) and start their couple and family formation rather slowly, too. 

This delay in the transition to adulthood could arguably be due to 
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young adults waiting until they complete education, and they finish 

later than others. At age 35, only 38.3% of all young adults in this 

cluster had taken up employment. (7) Slow Transitions with Inactivity 

‘SlowIn’ (4.8%). The young adults in this cluster exit education early, but 

they leave the parental home at a somewhat slower pace (at age 21 on 

average and at age 35 11.7% still live with their parents) and rarely 

enter the labor market. They stay inactive for long periods in their life 

course, only after age 30 more and more young adults start working. At 

age 35, 41.5% of all young adults in this cluster were working. If they 

leave the parental home, the young adults in this cluster, they find a 

partner, marry, and have children early.  

 

Table 4.3 gives some first indications to differential cluster distribution 

between (1) educational groups, (2) countries, and (3) men and women. 

First, young adults with a high level of education are more prevalent in 

clusters postponing family formation and residential independence 

(‘ModInd’, ‘LateHL’, and ‘LateInd’). For them, a long period of 

educational enrolment seems to be associated with a late entry into 

partnership and parenthood. A late exit from the parental home, 

however, also concerns about 42.3% young adults with a low level of 

education. Second, the two clusters ‘CohEd’ and ‘SlowIn’ are generally 

more prevalent in the Eastern European countries; but the cluster 

‘CohEd’, where young adults remain single longer, due in part to longer 

time spent in education, and where cohabitation is more of an 

alternative to marriage, is also prevalent in the Netherlands.  

 

Overall, young adults from Western European countries and Lithuania 

are much more concentrated in the clusters ‘ModInd’, ‘LateHL’, and 

‘LateInd’ – between 70% and 75.6%. Third, men are more likely to be 

classified as ‘ModInd’ (32.4% vs 25.2%) or ‘LateHL’ (25% vs 16.8%). Not 

quite unexpectedly, women’s share in the ‘TradTrans’ and ‘CohJob’ 

clusters is higher than that of men – underlining the different timing of 

partnership and family formation. While women also mainly belong to 
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clusters with complete employment careers, 14.2% have patterns that 

tend to favor family rather than work (‘CohEd’ and ‘SlowIn’). The results 

of the respective chi-square tests are significant, which means that 

according to this procedure the life course trajectories differ in terms of 

the variables education (χ2 (12) = 2050.1, p < .000), country (χ2 (42) = 

3548.9, p<.000), and sex (χ2 (6) = 1102.2, p < .000).  

4.8.2 Multivariate Results 

In order to test if the seven clusters are significantly associated with a 

young adults’ level of education, I estimated multinomial logistic 

regressions with the cluster Traditional Transitions ‘TradTrans’ as the 

reference category and added education, country, sex, and cohort as 

independent variables. (Table 4.7 in the Appendix 4 reports the results 

of the first multinomial logistic regression model). As expected in H1, 

the transition to adulthood depends on education: Young adults with a 

higher level of education are more likely to belong to the clusters 

‘ModInd’, ‘LateHL’, and ‘LateInd’, in which leaving the parental home 

and the subsequent family formation are strongly postponed. We can 

tentatively say that as educational level increases, a delay emerges in 

independence and family formation patterns. There is also a positive 

educational gradient for belonging to the cluster ‘CohJob’. Life course 

trajectories also depend on the country (as expected in H2): The results 

indicate that the more modern life course trajectories like ‘ModInd’, 

‘LateHL’, and ‘LateInd’ – with a typical early exit from the parental 

home, longer time staying single and cohabitation being more common 

– are generally more likely to occur in Western European countries than 

in Eastern European countries. Young adults in Austria and the 

Netherlands, however, also have a higher likelihood to belong to the 

clusters ‘CohEd’ and ‘SlowIn’ – the latter two cluster are also much 

more likely to be followed in Hungary and Georgia, respectively. Finally, 

the life course trajectories of men and women show clear differences 

(H4):  



 

 

2
2

9
 

Table 4.1 Average Duration in Each Life Course State by Cluster (Years) 

Cluster 

% Family domain 

 Single in  
the parental  
home 

Single Single  
+ child 

Cohabiting Cohabiting  
+ child 

Married in  
the parental  
home 

Married in  
the parental  
home  
+ child 

Married Married  
+ child 

ModInd 28.3 3.08 0.30 0.29 2.90 0.15 0.97 0.28 1.63 7.39 

LateHL 20.2 7.25 0.87 1.35 1.27 0.07 1.72 1.61 2.50 0.35 

LateInd 15.3 2.54 0.00 0.00 13.19 0.17 0.53 0.09 0.26 0.22 

TradTrans 13.9 1.24 0.24 0.13 0.75 0.03 0.16 0.04 0.93 13.48 

CohJob 10.9 2.53 0.00 0.05 3.48 10.31 0.00 0.45 0.00 0.17 

CohEd 6.6 4.44 0.37 0.35 3.53 1.08 0.66 0.34 2.26 3.98 

SlowIn 4.8 3.09 0.41 0.36 2.28 1.70 0.35 0.66 1.39 6.77 
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Table 4.1 Average Duration in Each Life Course State by Cluster (Years) (cont.) 

Cluster 
% Working domain 

 Student Inactive Employment 

ModInd 28.3 2.12 0.07 14.82 

LateHL 20.2 1.49 0.16 15.35 

LateInd 15.3 3.15 0.06 13.78 

TradTrans 13.9 0.54 0.32 16.14 

CohJob 10.9 1.78 0.23 14.99 

CohEd 6.6 15.91 0.08 1.00 

SlowIn 4.8 0.11 14.04 2.85 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 
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Table 4.2 Medoid Sequence of the Clusters of Pathways to Adulthood (Average Ages) 
Cluster Family domain Working domain 

Residential  
trajectory 

Partnership trajectory Parental 
trajectory 

Occupational trajectory 

Leaving home Single Cohabiting Married First child Student Inactive Employment 

ModInd 21.5 18 - 24 -- 25 26 18 - 19 -- 20 - 34 

LateHL -- -- -- -- -- 18 -- 19 - 34 

LateInd 20 18 - 30 31 -- -- 20 -- 21 - 34 

TradTrans 20 18 - 19 -- 20 21 -- -- 18 - 34 

CohJob 20 18 - 34 -- -- 23 18 -- 19 - 34 

CohEd 25 18 - 24 -- 25 27 18 - 34 -- -- 

SlowIn 20 18 - 19 20 -- 20 -- 18 - 34 -- 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 
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Table 4.3 Characteristics of the Clusters of Pathways to Adulthood and Cluster Distribution by Country, 
Sex, and Education 
Cluster Total % Country (%)  Men  

(%) 
Women  

(%) 
Level of education (%) 

AT FR NL BG CZ HU GE LT Low Medium High 

ModInd 6,131 28.3 26.6 31.5 28.3 29.5 25.9 22.7 27.8 38.9 32.4 25.2 21.9 28.3 33.9 

LateHL 4,392 20.2 27.2 19.3 15.7 17.6 24.9 25.4 17.7 12.1 25.0 16.8 20.4 21.6 17.8 

LateInd 3,311 15.3 21.8 21.7 24.0 7.5 11.1 9.8 13.3 19.0 18.6 12.8 8.9 13.7 23.8 

TradTrans 3,023 13.9 7.0 7.1 3.7 29.0 15.7 12.6 17.5 13.7 9.1 17.5 23.6 13.8 5.4 

CohJob 2,366 10.9 8.9 17.0 9.7 10.9 18.3 10.0 6.1 14.4 7.2 13.6 12.4 10.8 9.8 

CohEd 1,424 6.6 3.3 1.6 14.6 0.9 3.4 13.0 7.1 0.8 5.5 7.4 2.5 7.5 8.7 

SlowIn 1,049 4.8 2.2 1.8 4.0 4.5 0.8 6.5 10.5 1.2 2.2 6.8 10.3 4.4 0.7 

Total 21,696 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 

Note: AT = Austria, FR = France, NL = Netherlands, HU = Hungary, CZ = Czech Republic, LT = Lithuania, BG = Bulgaria, GE = Georgia. 
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Men are much more likely to follow a path of late home leaving, longer 

stays in education (‘LateHL’ and ‘LateInd’), as well as slightly delayed 

partnership and family formation (‘ModInd’). Men also have, on 

average, a lower likelihood to be in a cluster linked to inactivity 

(‘SlowIn’).  

 
To test, if the association between education and life course 

trajectories differs across countries (H3), I introduced the interaction 

effects to the model. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the predicted probability 

of being in one of the seven clusters by education, country, and cohort 

separately for men and women. The evidence for H3 is mixed: There is 

a significant positive educational gradient for the three clusters 

‘ModInd’, ‘LateHL’, and ‘LateInd’ in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and 

Hungary, whereas the educational gradient in the Western European 

countries for the clusters are less evident. The results for the Western 

European countries are, however, not significant.  

4.9 Discussion 

This study has described and examined the transition to adulthood in 

eight Western and Eastern European countries (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, France, Georgia, Hungary, Lithuania, and the Netherlands), 

paying particular attention to the role of education – and its different 

effect across countries – in shaping young adults’ life course 

trajectories. By drawing on both a holistic and a comparative 

perspective, this study has addressed an important gap in the research 

literature – so far studies that examine the transition to adulthood 

more comprehensively (i.e., from a holistic perspective) and make 

broader cross-national comparisons are rare (cf. Sironi et al. 2015; 

Lesnard et al. 2016). Using reconstructed life courses from age 18 to 34 

from nationally representative data, more insight is gained into young 

adults’ life course trajectories. Specifically, we can identify seven 

different types of the transition to adulthood for young adults in the 

eight Western and Eastern European countries:    
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Table 4.4 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Men) 
    ModInd LateHL 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.20 0.26 0.24 0.36 0.33 0.36 

 Medium 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.27 0.30 0.37 

 High 0.29 0.30 0.28 0.20 0.23 0.25 

FR Low 0.24 0.30 0.29 0.27 0.24 0.27 

 Medium 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.22 0.24 0.30 

 High 0.37 0.36 0.35 0.15 0.17 0.19 

NL Low 0.32 0.39 0.36 0.21 0.19 0.20 

 Medium 0.29 0.41 0.38 0.16 0.21 0.25 

 High 0.24 0.26 0.24 0.15 0.18 0.19 

BG Low 0.27 0.32 0.31 0.26 0.23 0.25 

 Medium 0.34 0.37 0.37 0.25 0.25 0.32 

 High 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.18 0.20 0.23 

CZ Low 0.17 0.21 0.20 0.40 0.37 0.41 

 Medium 0.27 0.30 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.38 

 High 0.43 0.45 0.44 0.20 0.23 0.26 

GE Low 0.16 0.20 0.18 0.24 0.22 0.22 

 Medium 0.29 0.37 0.35 0.18 0.21 0.26 

 High 0.35 0.37 0.35 0.23 0.26 0.30 

HU Low 0.13 0.16 0.15 0.48 0.46 0.48 

 Medium 0.23 0.30 0.28 0.27 0.32 0.38 

 High 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.18 0.24 0.27 

LT Low 0.29 0.35 0.34 0.24 0.22 0.24 

 Medium 0.38 0.44 0.44 0.13 0.14 0.18 

  High 0.53 0.51 0.51 0.11 0.11 0.13 
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Table 4.4 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Men) (cont.) 
    LateInd TradTrans 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.23 0.21 0.18 0.08 0.08 0.08 

 Medium 0.31 0.23 0.21 0.04 0.05 0.03 

 High 0.33 0.37 0.39 0.00 0.01 0.00 

FR Low 0.22 0.19 0.17 0.08 0.08 0.09 

 Medium 0.27 0.19 0.18 0.04 0.05 0.04 

 High 0.36 0.37 0.40 0.01 0.01 0.01 

NL Low 0.15 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.05 

 Medium 0.25 0.22 0.19 0.01 0.02 0.01 

 High 0.38 0.44 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 

BG Low 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.24 0.23 0.24 

 Medium 0.15 0.10 0.09 0.18 0.20 0.14 

 High 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.06 0.07 0.05 

CZ Low 0.20 0.18 0.16 0.04 0.04 0.04 

 Medium 0.16 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.09 

 High 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.02 0.03 0.02 

GE Low 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.19 0.20 0.18 

 Medium 0.18 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.15 0.10 

 High 0.20 0.22 0.24 0.05 0.06 0.04 

HU Low 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.08 

 Medium 0.14 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.11 0.07 

 High 0.12 0.16 0.17 0.03 0.04 0.03 

LT Low 0.23 0.20 0.18 0.14 0.13 0.14 

 Medium 0.28 0.20 0.19 0.09 0.11 0.08 

  High 0.26 0.27 0.30 0.02 0.02 0.01 
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Table 4.4 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Men) (cont.) 
  CohJob CohEd 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 

 Medium 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.02 

 High 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.14 0.05 0.05 

FR Low 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.02 0.02 0.02 

 Medium 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01 

NL Low 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.10 0.14 

 Medium 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.22 0.08 0.10 

 High 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.17 0.06 0.07 

BG Low 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 

CZ Low 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.04 0.01 0.02 

 High 0.09 0.10 0.05 0.09 0.03 0.04 

GE Low 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 

 Medium 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.05 

 High 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.11 0.04 0.04 

HU Low 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.20 0.07 0.08 

 High 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.26 0.10 0.12 

LT Low 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.10 0.11 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.01 

  High 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 
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Table 4.4 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Men) (cont.) 
    SlowIn 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.06 0.06 0.07 

 Medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.01 0.00 0.00 

FR Low 0.02 0.02 0.03 

 Medium 0.01 0.00 0.01 

 High 0.00 0.00 0.00 

NL Low 0.06 0.06 0.07 

 Medium 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 High 0.00 0.00 0.00 

BG Low 0.03 0.03 0.04 

 Medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.00 0.00 0.00 

CZ Low 0.02 0.02 0.03 

 Medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.00 0.00 0.00 

GE Low 0.30 0.29 0.33 

 Medium 0.07 0.04 0.07 

 High 0.01 0.00 0.00 

HU Low 0.08 0.08 0.10 

 Medium 0.02 0.02 0.02 

 High 0.02 0.01 0.01 

LT Low 0.03 0.02 0.03 

 Medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 

  High 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 
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Table 4.5 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Women) 
  ModInd LateHL 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.14 0.18 0.17 0.23 0.21 0.22 

 Medium 0.25 0.30 0.29 0.21 0.23 0.30 

 High 0.25 0.29 0.28 0.16 0.20 0.23 

FR Low 0.17 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.15 0.16 

 Medium 0.27 0.31 0.31 0.16 0.17 0.22 

 High 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.12 0.14 0.17 

NL Low 0.21 0.26 0.23 0.13 0.11 0.12 

 Medium 0.23 0.35 0.33 0.11 0.16 0.19 

 High 0.21 0.25 0.24 0.11 0.15 0.17 

BG Low 0.15 0.19 0.18 0.13 0.12 0.13 

 Medium 0.24 0.25 0.27 0.15 0.15 0.21 

 High 0.45 0.44 0.48 0.13 0.15 0.18 

CZ Low 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.26 0.24 0.26 

 Medium 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.18 0.19 0.26 

 High 0.35 0.38 0.40 0.14 0.17 0.21 

GE Low 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 

 Medium 0.18 0.24 0.23 0.10 0.12 0.15 

 High 0.28 0.31 0.32 0.16 0.20 0.24 

HU Low 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.28 0.26 0.27 

 Medium 0.16 0.22 0.21 0.16 0.20 0.26 

 High 0.24 0.31 0.31 0.12 0.17 0.20 

LT Low 0.20 0.24 0.23 0.15 0.14 0.15 

 Medium 0.29 0.32 0.35 0.09 0.09 0.13 

  High 0.47 0.46 0.49 0.08 0.09 0.11 
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Table 4.5 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Women) (cont.) 

  LateInd TradTrans 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.14 0.12 0.10 0.18 0.18 0.18 

 Medium 0.23 0.17 0.16 0.10 0.13 0.09 

 High 0.25 0.30 0.32 0.01 0.02 0.01 

FR Low 0.13 0.11 0.10 0.18 0.18 0.18 

 Medium 0.18 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.09 

 High 0.27 0.29 0.34 0.02 0.02 0.02 

NL Low 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.11 0.11 0.10 

 Medium 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.03 0.05 0.04 

 High 0.27 0.35 0.38 0.01 0.01 0.01 

BG Low 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.43 0.43 0.43 

 Medium 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.38 0.41 0.33 

 High 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.15 0.17 0.14 

CZ Low 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 

 Medium 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.24 0.28 0.21 

 High 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.06 0.07 0.06 

GE Low 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.24 0.24 0.22 

 Medium 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.22 0.31 0.21 

 High 0.14 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.15 0.11 

HU Low 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.15 0.16 0.15 

 Medium 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.17 0.24 0.16 

 High 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.10 0.07 

LT Low 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.29 0.29 0.29 

 Medium 0.18 0.12 0.12 0.22 0.25 0.20 

  High 0.20 0.21 0.24 0.05 0.05 0.04 
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Table 4.5 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Women) (cont.) 

  CohJob CohEd 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.07 0.02 0.03 

 High 0.09 0.10 0.05 0.22 0.08 0.10 

FR Low 0.27 0.26 0.25 0.02 0.02 0.03 

 Medium 0.24 0.25 0.22 0.02 0.00 0.01 

 High 0.19 0.19 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.02 

NL Low 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.16 

 Medium 0.10 0.14 0.11 0.32 0.12 0.15 

 High 0.11 0.14 0.07 0.26 0.10 0.12 

BG Low 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.02 0.00 0.01 

 High 0.14 0.14 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.02 

CZ Low 0.31 0.30 0.29 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.23 0.24 0.22 0.05 0.01 0.02 

 High 0.20 0.21 0.12 0.14 0.05 0.06 

GE Low 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.13 0.04 0.06 

 High 0.10 0.11 0.06 0.16 0.06 0.07 

HU Low 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.02 

 Medium 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.25 0.09 0.11 

 High 0.11 0.15 0.08 0.34 0.15 0.19 

LT Low 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 Medium 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.01 

  High 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.02 0.01 0.01 
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Table 4.5 Predicted Probability of Being in Each Cluster, by 
Country, Cohort and Education (Women) (cont.) 

    SlowIn 

    1950-59 1960-69 1970-78 

AT Low 0.19 0.19 0.23 

 Medium 0.02 0.01 0.02 

 High 0.02 0.01 0.01 

FR Low 0.07 0.07 0.08 

 Medium 0.03 0.01 0.03 

 High 0.01 0.00 0.00 

NL Low 0.19 0.18 0.21 

 Medium 0.03 0.02 0.04 

 High 0.02 0.01 0.01 

BG Low 0.09 0.08 0.10 

 Medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 High 0.01 0.00 0.00 

CZ Low 0.08 0.08 0.10 

 Medium 0.01 0.00 0.01 

 High 0.01 0.00 0.00 

GE Low 0.54 0.53 0.58 

 Medium 0.21 0.13 0.22 

 High 0.04 0.01 0.01 

HU Low 0.25 0.25 0.29 

 Medium 0.08 0.05 0.09 

 High 0.05 0.02 0.02 

LT Low 0.08 0.08 0.10 

 Medium 0.01 0.00 0.01 

  High 0.01 0.00 0.00 
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Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 

Note: Based on multinomial logistic regression models with interactions of education 

and country, education and cohort, controlling for sex. Bold figures indicate 

differences between educational levels that are significant at the .10 level.  

AT = Austria; FR = France; NL = Netherlands; BG = Bulgaria; CZ = Czech Republic; GE = 

Georgia; HU = Hungary; LT = Lithuania. 

 

ModInd, LateHL, LateInd, TradTrans, CohJob, CohEd, and SlowIn Each is 

characterized by a combination of the four residential, partnership, 

parental and employment trajectories of interest. 

 

The analysis lends support to differences in in young adults’ life course 

trajectories: First, the level of education seems to be an important 

predictor of life course trajectories for both men and women – 

generally young adults with a higher education seem to be more likely 

belong to life course trajectories with late labor market entry and 

independence and where cohabitation is included and marriage and 

childbearing are postponed. Specifically, for women a higher 

educational level not only delays life course transitions but also 

facilitates the experience of a variety of different life course trajectories 

(i.e., living as a single or cohabiting before marrying, childbearing 

outside of marriage). There is also a faster entry into the labor market 

of those young adults with low education, but also to an early exit from 

the parental home and early family formation. Second, the analysis 

lends support to differences in life course trajectories between men 

and women. It seems that young men’s and women’s transition to 

adulthood is still markedly different. Young women are more likely to 

follow more family oriented trajectories and trajectories linked to 

inactivity. Compared to men they also tend to be less concentrated to 

specific life course trajectories, and their transition to adulthood thus 

seems, overall, to be more diverse.  

 

Third, the results indicate that the country does not only directly shape 

the transition to adulthood but also differently affect the association 
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between education and young adults’ life course trajectories. On the 

one hand, the more modern life course trajectories like ‘ModInd’, 

‘LateHL’, and ‘LateInd’ – with a typical early exit from the parental 

home, longer time staying single and cohabitation being more common 

– are generally more likely to occur in Western European countries than 

in Eastern European countries. But the findings also indicate that the 

positive educational gradient of belonging to one of these clusters is 

stronger in Bulgaria, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. This at least 

partly is line with the expected effects. However, many countries show 

no significant differences, and in one country (Georgia) there is modest 

evidence of a decreasing educational gap. 

 

I conclude with some limitations about the data and methods. First, 

sequence analysis as a method to identify and extract typical clusters of 

life course trajectories is sensitive to substitution cost specifications and 

may produce clusters not supported by the data. Compared to other 

methods (e.g., latent class modeling) it is less computationally intensive 

and does not need to be model-based. Second, the analysis is mainly 

descriptive in nature and can neither (1) establish a causal relationship 

between education and life course trajectories nor (2) disentangle a 

possible reverse causality between education and employment and 

education trajectories. Third, I have used country dummies as rather 

broad indicators of institutional and normative settings. It would be 

worthwhile to further disentangle how country contexts shape the 

transition to adulthood in Europe. Nevertheless, this study has shown 

the usefulness of combining a holistic and comparative approach in 

studying the transition to adulthood, because it sheds more light on 

how lives of young adults from different parts in Europe evolve in this 

important period of life.  

Notes 

1. I excluded Germany from the analysis because of the poor re-

interview rate and the unreliability of the partnership and fertility 
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histories, and consequent underreporting of first births. (For a detailed 

analysis of the German GGS data see also Kreyenfeld, Hornung, and 

Kubisch 2013; Ruckdeschel, Sauer, and Naderi 2016). 

2. The month of birth of the respondents is not available due to data 

protection. Therefore, a uniformly distributed random variable was 

used to create this variable. Similarly, if monthly information was 

missing for any life course events, it was imputed with a uniformly 

distributed random variable. The imputed values were corrected for 

negative durations. 

3. Young adults who were not in a cohabiting relationship or marriage 

were considered as single. Thus, the category single includes other 

relationship forms such as living apart together. 

4. Note that for simplicity (1) respondents are defined as working if 

they are in part-time or full-time employment, paid job training or in 

paid self-employment and (2) the category inactive comprises of all 

other activities related to the labor market. 

5. All calculations were made using the ‘‘TraMineR’’ and 

‘‘WeightedCluster’’ packages in R (Gabadinho et al. 2011; Studer 2013). 

6. A medoid sequence is a sequence with the minimum distance from 

all of the other sequences in that cluster. As such it represents a life 

course trajectory of a typical individual in a given cluster. 
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Appendix to Chapter 4 

Table 4.6 Percentage Distribution of the Observed States 
(between Age 18–34) 
Channel Label % 

Family   

Single in the  
parental home 

Single in the parental home 21.27 

Single in the  
parental home + child 

Single + child 1.02 

Single Single 23.03 

Single + child Single + child 7.01 

Cohabiting in  
the parental home 

Married in the parental home 0.71 

Cohabiting in  
the parental home + child 

Married in the parental home + 
child 

0.25 

Cohabiting Cohabiting 4.62 

Cohabiting + child Cohabiting + child 3.11 

Married in  
the parental home 

Married in the parental home 1.29 

Married in  
the parental home +child 

Married in the parental home + 
child 

2.22 

Married Married 7.95 

Married + child Married + child 27.52 

Work    

Student Student 15.89 

Inactive Inactive 4.79 

Employed Employed 79.32 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006–2013). Own calculations. 

Note: Single parents (i.e., single + child; single in the parental home + child) comprise 

of young adults who do not necessarily co-reside with their child. There are 

presumably differences between men and women in this category thus. 
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Figure 4.1 Dendrogram Plot 

 

Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006 - 2013). Own calculations. 

Note: Based on a hierarchical cluster analysis. The red rectangles indicate where the 

tree was cut to create 7 clusters.  
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Figure 4.2 Clusters of Life Course Trajectories – 7 Cluster Solution 
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Table 4.7 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects)  
M1:  ModInd CohJob LateHL 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Intercept 0.30 ** 0.10 0.66 *** 0.11 0.26 * 0.10 

Country (ref = France)          

Austria –0.01  0.12 –0.53 *** 0.14 0.40 ** 0.12 

Netherlands 0.58 *** 0.13 0.07  0.14 0.50 *** 0.14 

Bulgaria –1.18 *** 0.10 –1.78 *** 0.11 –1.47 *** 0.10 

Czech Republic –0.97 *** 0.13 –0.65 *** 0.13 –0.50 *** 0.13 

Georgia –1.21 *** 0.10 –1.97 *** 0.12 –1.07 *** 0.10 

Hungary –0.91 *** 0.10 –1.08 *** 0.11 –0.30 ** 0.10 

Lithuania –0.49 *** 0.13 –0.83 *** 0.15 –1.17 *** 0.16 

Education (ref = Low)          

Medium 0.62 *** 0.07 0.08  0.08 0.08  0.07 

High 1.90 *** 0.08 1.07 *** 0.09 1.15 *** 0.08 

Sex (ref = Women)          

Men 1.12 *** 0.05 0.17 ** 0.06 1.23 *** 0.05 

Cohort (ref: 1950-59)          

1960-69 –0.01  0.06 –0.10  0.07 –0.10  0.06 

1970-78 0.18 * 0.07 –0.14  0.09 0.32 *** 0.08 
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Table 4.7 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects) 
(cont.)  
M1:  LateInd SlowIn CohEd 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Intercept –0.07  0.11 –0.33  0.17 –2.16 *** 0.19 

Country (ref = France)          

Austria 0.19  0.13 0.63 ** 0.23 1.07 *** 0.22 

Netherlands 0.73 *** 0.13 1.42 *** 0.21 2.85 *** 0.20 

Bulgaria –2.23 *** 0.11 –0.99 *** 0.18 –1.46 *** 0.24 

Czech Republic –1.38 *** 0.14 –1.25 *** 0.38 –0.09  0.24 

Georgia –1.57 *** 0.11 1.63 *** 0.18 0.39 * 0.18 

Hungary –1.34 *** 0.11 0.94 *** 0.18 1.47 *** 0.18 

Lithuania –0.83 *** 0.15 –0.84 * 0.36 –1.49 *** 0.42 

Education (ref = Low)          

Medium 0.48 *** 0.08 –1.54 *** 0.10 1.02 *** 0.12 

High 2.21 *** 0.09 –2.28 *** 0.19 2.33 *** 0.12 

Sex (ref = Women)          

Men 1.31 *** 0.06 –0.43 *** 0.09 0.53 *** 0.07 
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Table 4.7 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects) 
(cont.)  
M1:  LateInd SlowIn CohEd 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Cohort (ref: 1950-59)          

1960-69 –0.25 *** 0.06 –0.53 *** 0.08 –1.15 *** 0.08 

1970-78 –0.03  0.08 0.03  0.11 –0.70 *** 0.10 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006 - 2013). Own calculations. Unweighted N = 21,696. 

Note:  –2LL = 71182.14; Nagelkerke R² = 0.28; AIC = 71338.14.  

TradTrans = Cluster Traditional Transitions; ModInd = Cluster Modern and Independent; CohJob = Cluster Cohabiting with a Job; LateHL = 

Cluster Late Home Leavers; LateInd = Cluster Late Transitions and Independence; SlowIn = Cluster Slow Transitions with Inactivity; CohEd = 

Cluster Cohabiting with Education. † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001   
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Table 4.8 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects 
and Interactions).  
M2:  ModInd CohJob LateHL 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Intercept –0.09  0.15 0.40 ** 0.15 –0.09  0.15 

Country (ref: France)          

Austria –0.15  0.27 –0.90 ** 0.31 0.32  0.26 

Netherlands 0.74 *** 0.20 –0.23  0.22 0.22  0.22 

Bulgaria –0.94 *** 0.15 –1.57 *** 0.16 –1.09 *** 0.16 

Czech Republic 0.32  0.44 0.77 † 0.41 1.09 ** 0.41 

Georgia –1.25 *** 0.33 –2.24 *** 0.47 –0.95 ** 0.32 

Hungary –0.55 ** 0.21 –0.46 * 0.21 0.69 *** 0.19 

Lithuania –0.30  0.27 –1.18 *** 0.34 –0.57 † 0.29 

Education (ref: Low)          

Medium 1.02 *** 0.19 0.41 * 0.20 0.51 * 0.20 

High 2.94 *** 0.33 1.89 *** 0.35 1.95 *** 0.34 

Sex (ref: Women)          

Men 1.14 *** 0.05 0.19 ** 0.06 1.25 *** 0.05 

Cohort (ref: 1950-59)          

1960-69 0.22 * 0.10 –0.04  0.11 –0.09  0.10 
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Table 4.8 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects 
and Interactions) (cont.)  

M2:  ModInd CohJob LateHL 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

1970-78 0.15  0.14 –0.11  0.16 –0.02  0.14 

Country * Education (Ref: France, Low)          

Austria * Medium education 0.11  0.31 0.28  0.36 –0.03  0.31 

Austria * High education 0.34  0.59 0.61  0.63 0.39  0.59 

Netherlands * Medium education 0.22  0.29 0.47  0.31 0.54 † 0.30 

Netherlands * High education –0.28  0.50 0.64  0.52 0.62  0.51 

Bulgaria * Medium education –0.47 † 0.27 –0.26  0.33 –0.25  0.29 

Bulgaria * High education –0.85 * 0.34 –0.85 * 0.36 –0.93 ** 0.35 

Czech Republic * Medium education –1.50 ** 0.46 –1.63 *** 0.44 –1.79 *** 0.44 

Czech Republic * High education –1.37 * 0.62 –1.84 ** 0.63 –2.05 *** 0.62 

Georgia * Medium education 0.12  0.35 0.19  0.50 –0.28  0.35 

Georgia * High education –0.75 † 0.45 –0.27  0.58 –0.60  0.45 

Hungary * Medium education –0.44 † 0.25 –0.82 ** 0.25 –1.14 *** 0.23 

Hungary * High education –1.02 ** 0.38 –1.27 ** 0.39 –1.96 *** 0.38 

Lithuania * Medium education –0.35  0.32 0.27  0.39 –0.76 * 0.36 

Lithuania * High education –0.21  0.51 0.28  0.57 –0.67  0.56 
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Table 4.8 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects 
and Interactions) (cont.)  

M2:  ModInd CohJob LateHL 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Cohort * Education (Ref: 1950-59, Low)          

1960-69 * Medium education –0.27 * 0.13 –0.08  0.15 –0.04  0.13 

1960-69 * High education –0.34 † 0.18 –0.07  0.20 0.07  0.19 

1970-78 * Medium education 0.13  0.17 0.19  0.20 0.49 ** 0.17 

1970-78 * High education 0.01  0.23 –0.33  0.28 0.46 † 0.24 

M2:  LateInd SlowIn CohEd 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Intercept –0.36 * 0.17 –0.94 *** 0.22 –2.11 *** 0.33 

Country (ref: France)          

Austria 0.07  0.30 1.01 ** 0.32 –1.29  0.94 

Netherlands 0.09  0.23 1.48 *** 0.27 2.38 *** 0.35 

Bulgaria –1.75 *** 0.17 –0.65 ** 0.23 –1.97 *** 0.39 

Czech Republic 0.62  0.45 0.76  0.55 –0.32  1.16 

Georgia –2.29 *** 0.55 1.76 *** 0.30 –0.94  0.80 

Hungary –0.41  0.23 1.44 *** 0.25 –0.33  0.47 

Lithuania –0.43  0.31 –0.30  0.44 –1.57  1.05 
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Table 4.8 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects 
and Interactions) (cont.)  
M2:  LateInd SlowIn CohEd 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Education (ref: Low)          

Medium 0.90 *** 0.21 –0.42  0.35 0.24  0.48 

High 3.00 *** 0.34 0.13  0.72 3.05 *** 0.50 

Sex (ref: Women)          

Men 1.31 *** 0.06 –0.39 *** 0.09 0.54 *** 0.07 

Cohort (ref: 1950-59)          

1960-69 –0.12  0.12 –0.04  0.12 –0.14  0.20 

1970-78 –0.26  0.18 0.16  0.17 0.19  0.33 

Country * Education (Ref: France, Low)          

Austria * Medium education 0.18  0.34 –1.56 ** 0.50 2.79 ** 1.02 

Austria * High education 0.30  0.60 0.43  1.04 3.24 ** 1.11 

Netherlands * Medium education 0.95 ** 0.32 –0.24  0.46 1.70 ** 0.52 

Netherlands * High education 0.85 † 0.51 0.12  0.87 0.21  0.62 

Bulgaria * Medium education –0.27  0.36 –5.01  6.04 0.63  1.05 

Bulgaria * High education –1.60 *** 0.36 –0.92  0.85 –0.36  0.59 

Czech Republic * Medium education –2.09 *** 0.48 –2.93 *** 0.82 0.66  1.23 
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Table 4.8 Multinomial Logistic Regression on the Probability of Belonging to each Cluster (Main Effects 
and Interactions) (cont.)  

M2:  LateInd SlowIn CohEd 

Base outcome: TradTrans b  se b  se b  se 

Czech Republic * High education –2.66 *** 0.65 –2.08  1.66 0.24  1.28 

Georgia * Medium education 0.90  0.57 –0.47  0.40 2.28 ** 0.88 

Georgia * High education –0.23  0.63 –2.07 ** 0.78 0.28  0.89 

Hungary * Medium education –0.86 ** 0.27 –0.85 * 0.38 2.60 *** 0.59 

Hungary * High education –2.11 *** 0.40 –0.90  0.76 1.03 † 0.61 

Lithuania * Medium education –0.33  0.36 –1.49 † 0.83 1.02  1.20 

Lithuania * High education –0.76  0.54 –0.77  1.45 –0.44  1.34 

Cohort * Education (Ref: 1950-59, Low)          

1960-69 * Medium education –0.40 ** 0.15 –0.74 *** 0.18 –1.28 *** 0.23 

1960-69 * High education 0.06  0.20 –1.23 *** 0.36 –1.10 *** 0.27 

1970-78 * Medium education 0.03  0.22 –0.04  0.23 –0.96 ** 0.36 

1970-78 * High education 0.61 * 0.27 –1.17 * 0.48 –0.91 * 0.39 
Source: GGS Wave 2 (2006 - 2013). Own calculations. Unweighted N = 21,696. 

Note: –2LL = 70620.72; Nagelkerke R² = 0.30; AIC = 70992.72.  

TradTrans = Cluster Traditional Transitions; ModInd = Cluster Modern and Independent; CohJob = Cluster Cohabiting with a Job; LateHL = 
Cluster Late Home Leavers; LateInd = Cluster Late Transitions and Independence; SlowIn = Cluster Slow Transitions with Inactivity; CohEd = 
Cluster Cohabiting with Education. † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001  
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DIFFERENCES IN LEAVING HOME BY 

INDIVIDUAL AND PARENTAL EDUCATION 

AMONG WOMEN IN EUROPE 

Many studies on leaving home of young adults in Europe are based on 

data for single countries or only a small number of European countries, 

and rarely include Eastern European countries. The current study goes 

beyond single-country approaches and examines country differences in 

the effect of young women’s education and parental education on 

leaving the parental home across 17 European countries. We use data 

from the Harmonized Histories Program for 46,945 young women (aged 

16–35 years) in 17 European countries. We estimate discrete-time 

competing-risks event history models of leaving home to live without a 

partner versus with a partner. Our results underscore the importance of 

the country context in shaping young women’s leaving home and 

shaping the effect of educational attainment, enrollment, and parental 

education. For example, the positive educational gradient in leaving 

home to live without a partner was found to be stronger in most of the 

Western European countries (except Austria) and less strong in Sweden 

and Norway and in most of the Eastern European countries (except the 

Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland). This study complements and 

updates our understanding of leaving home behavior in Europe by 

focusing on the relation between women’s education and parental 

5 
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education and leaving home across Western and Eastern European 

countries. * 

5.1 Introduction 

Patterns of leaving the parental home vary widely across Europe. On 

average, young women leave home earlier in Western and Northern 

Europe, while they stay longer with their parents in Eastern and 

Southern Europe. For example, the average age of leaving the parental 

household is lowest for women in France, the Netherlands, Finland and 

the United Kingdom, whereas young women establish their own 

household relatively late in Italy and Slovakia (Choroszewicz and Wolff 

2010). A wealth of literature exists describing leaving home of young 

adults in Europe (e.g., Aassve et al. 2002, 2007; Aassve, Arpino, and 

Billari 2013; Chiuri and Del Boca 2010; Iacovou 2001, 2010), but many 

studies are based on data for single countries, or compare only a small 

number of European countries (Aassve et al. 2002; Bernhardt, Gähler, 

and Goldscheider 2005; Holdsworth 2000; Mulder, Clark, and Wagner 

2002). The few cross-national studies focusing on large-scale 

comparisons are in part descriptive and particularly Eastern European 

countries have only rarely been included (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Billari, Philipov, and Baizán 2001; Iacovou 2010; Mandic 2008).  

A first contribution of the current study, therefore, is to go beyond 

single-country approaches and examine how educational attainment 

and parental education shape young women’s leaving home behavior 

across 17 European countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, the 

Netherlands, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, 

Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, Italy, Norway, and Sweden). Unlike 

earlier work, this study also compares women from Western and 

Eastern European countries in the period from the mid-1940s to the 

early 1970s, so that we look at leaving home behavior over the whole 

period since the Second World War. The third contribution is that we 
                                                           
* This chapter is co-authored by Clara H. Mulder and Laurent Toulemon. A slightly 
different version of it has been submitted to an international peer-reviewed journal. 
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analyze the effect of two important factors – education and parental 

education – in the transition out of the parental home and whether or 

not European countries – with different welfare and housing market 

systems and cultures – differ in the way the transition process varies 

with education and parental education differences. A fourth 

contribution to the literature is that we distinguish between two 

pathways out of the parental home: Leaving home to without a partner 

and leaving home to live with a partner (including both marriage and 

cohabitation). Prior research has demonstrated the importance of 

distinguishing between different pathways out of the parental home. 

For example, leaving home to get married and leaving home for college 

have repeatedly proven to be very different processes with different 

causes and effects (Iacovou 2010; e.g., Zorlu and Mulder 2010). Studies 

that distinguished between the different pathways out of the parental 

home across a large number of European countries are rare 

(Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1999; cf. Iacovou 2010; Rusconi 2004). 

We ask the following research questions: (1) To what extent does the 

timing of young women’s leaving home – and the different pathways 

out of the parental home – vary by education and parental education in 

Europe? (2) How do education and parental education interact with 

national context across Europe?  

Using data from the Harmonized Histories Program (n= 46,945), we 

conduct discrete-time event history analyses that include variables 

measuring young women’s individual and family characteristics, but 

also country fixed effects and their interactions with education and 

parental education. This approach does not risk masking within-group 

differences, as does making broader comparisons across groups of 

countries – an approach that has been adopted in a fair number of 

studies (e.g., Iacovou 2001, 2004). We focus on women only in this 

paper because of practical reasons: Given the increased take-up of 

higher education among women in recent decades across Europe, a 

study of how structural conditions shape women’s leaving home 

behavior (via different pathways) may also be a stepping stone for 
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more detailed future analyses of how structural conditions may 

differentially shape men’s and women’s educational gradient in leaving 

home behavior.  

5.2 Background  

Previous literature has shown that the timing of leaving home and the 

different pathways out of the parental home are influenced by three 

sets of factors: Individual characteristics (e.g., level of education and 

family background), parental characteristics (e.g., parental education 

and homeownership of parents) and contextual characteristics (e.g., 

wider social institutions, broad historical trends and sociocultural 

regimes and cultures) (Aassve, Arpino, and Billari 2013; Blaauboer and 

Mulder 2010; e.g., Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1999; Iacovou 2001, 

2010). These findings are well-established in the research literature and 

we describe them only briefly because our main focus lies on analyzing 

the differential effects across countries. 

5.2.1 Leaving Home and Education 

Educational enrollment and the level of educational attainment are 

critical determinants of the likelihood of leaving home and the 

pathways taken in various countries. First, higher levels of education 

are associated with a higher earnings potential, and may increase the 

risk of leaving the parental home because young women who have 

completed higher education are in an economically better position to 

leave (Mulder and Hooimeijer 2002). Different levels of educational 

attainment may also be linked to different preferences for living 

arrangements, because a higher completed level of education often 

indicates a high degree of non-traditionalism and highly valuing 

independence (Liefbroer and Billari 2010). It is therefore expected that 

a higher educational attainment of young women increases their 

likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner and decreases the 

likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner.  

 



Chapter 5 

264 

Second, achieving a high level of education in many cases also implies 

attending higher education away from home. Pursuing higher 

education thus triggers young adults to leave the parental home to live 

alone or to share with roommates (Bernhardt, Gähler, and 

Goldscheider 2005; De Jong Gierveld, Liefbroer, and Beekink 1991; 

Mulder and Hooimeijer 2002). At the same time, however, students 

frequently rely on their parents’ financial support, which may delay 

moving out (Stone, Berrington, and Falkingham 2014) and makes 

moving out to live with a partner unlikely (Aassve et al. 2002; Blossfeld 

et al. 2006; Goldscheider and Waite 1986; Liefbroer and Corijn 1999). 

"Role incompatibility" between being a student and being married or 

cohabiting may also be a constraining factor (Blossfeld and Huinink 

1991). It is therefore expected that enrollment in education increases 

the likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner and decreases 

the likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner.  

5.2.2 Leaving Home and Parental Education  

Parental education is also linked to decisions about leaving home (Ward 

and Spitze 2007). In particular, it can be linked to economic and cultural 

resources available to the young adult (Settersten, Furstenberg, and 

Rumbaut 2005). There appears to be no simple relationship between 

parental economic resources and leaving home and the particular way 

in which family economic resources influence young adults’ leaving or 

staying. The "feathered nest hypothesis" posits that affluent parents 

may provide a rather comfortable home from which young adults are 

reluctant to leave (Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1999), particularly 

when they would leave to live alone (Avery, Goldscheider, and Speare 

1992). There is, however, only limited support for this hypothesis. 

Research findings indicate (1) the opposite (De Jong Gierveld, Liefbroer 

and Beekink 1991), but also that (2) that the effect of parental 

education and resources varies by age of the young adult (e.g., Mulder 

and Clark 2002). The "socialization hypothesis" posits that parents 

transfer cultural resources, such as values and attitudes with regard to 
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timing of life course events, to their children. In the case of parents 

from higher educational backgrounds, the relatively strong emphasis on 

autonomy and human capital accumulation (e.g., higher education and 

higher-status jobs), and discouragement of potentially costly and non-

reversible life course transitions (e.g., starting a union and having the 

first child) (Kohn, Slomczynski, and Schoenbach 1986) seem to be 

associated with early leaving home but an unlikely direct transitioning 

to living with a partner (Avery, Goldscheider, and Speare 1992; 

Blaauboer and Mulder 2010). It is therefore expected that a high 

educational attainment of the parents increases the likelihood of 

leaving home to live without a partner and decreases the likelihood of 

leaving home to live with a partner, after controlling for woman’s level 

of education. 

5.2.3 Variation in Leaving the Parental Home across Europe 

Our interest also lies in highlighting differences between countries, 

because the decision to leave the parental home (via different 

pathways) is likely to differ not only between individuals (with different 

characteristics), but also between countries with distinct institutional 

and normative settings (Chiuri and Del Boca 2010; Iacovou 2010). To 

explain cross-national differences, three theoretical arguments have 

been established. (1) Institutional context (e.g., labor and housing 

markets, as well as education opportunities), (2) public policies and 

welfare regimes, and (3) long-term cultural continuities – and arguably 

a complex interplay between them – could shape the leaving home 

behavior of young adults, by creating a country-specific set of 

opportunities and constraints and may guide choices between leaving 

the parental home to live without a partner and leaving the parental 

home to live with a partner (Aassve, Arpino, and Billari 2013; Albertini, 

Kohli, and Vogel 2007; Esping-Andersen 1990, 1999; Fenger 2007; 

Ferrera 1996; Hajnal 1965; Iacovou 2010; Reher 1998). Note that we 

cannot isolate the effect of institutional and welfare regime differences 

from that of long-standing and persistent cultural differences, which is 
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why we make predictions about how these three different factors taken 

together shape young women’s pathways from the parental home. 

Toward this end, we formulate hypotheses about contextual 

differences in the effects of education (differentiated furthermore by 

enrollment in and level of education) and parental education. We 

describe the specific countries along the three dimensions and then 

derive hypotheses at the end.  

 

Northern European countries such as Norway and Sweden exhibit 

"weak family ties" and tend to display patterns of early home-leaving 

(Liefbroer and Billari 2010; Reher 1998). In these countries, normative 

expectations favor priority of the individual over the family, place a high 

importance of young people's autonomy, dispense with traditional 

gender roles (i.e. male breadwinner model) and are more gender equal 

than most other countries– a feature that has also been linked to 

Norway’s and Sweden’s advanced position in the second demographic 

transition (Lesthaeghe 2010). Additionally, the level of social security is 

high, welfare state transfers are strong and access to rented or owned 

housing is relatively easy. Moreover, in Norway and Sweden the 

structural opportunities in terms of housing market access and welfare 

state support are such that young women across educational categories 

can leave the parental home rather easily. In this setting enrollment in 

(higher) education also triggers leaving home to live without a partner 

(Nilsson and Strandh 1999).  

 

The countries of Western Europe, such as France, Belgium, and the 

Netherlands have less pronounced family obligations and a high level of 

social security which encourages, like in Northern Europe, 

intergenerational independence and an early exit from the parental 

home. The housing market is such that renting is easier than buying and 

homeownership is restricted to more affluent young adults (or those 

who can rely on family help). Typically, in these countries, young adults 

set up their own independent household before starting a family and 
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time spent living as a single is prolonged. Compared to Northern 

Europe, gender equality and autonomy are important but somewhat 

less dominant cultural values in Western European countries. Austria 

and Germany are examples of countries where traditional gender roles 

within the couple (i.e. breadwinner model) remain strong and the level 

of gender equality is not as high as in the Northern European countries. 

Evidence suggests that marriage is still highly valued, and that young 

people – rather than avoiding it altogether – are postponing marriage 

(Perelli-Harris et al. 2012). Still, a de-synchronization of partnership 

formation and leaving home is noticeable and leaving home for 

education or autonomy is socially accepted and encouraged 

(Luetzelberger 2014). Enrollment in higher education is thus frequently 

associated with a step toward residential independence, particularly 

leaving the parental home to live without a partner. However, the 

structural opportunities (in particular access to housing markets and 

wage returns of education) are such that leaving the parental home 

may be easier for the better educated. As a result, the effect of 

women’s education on leaving home to live without a partner should 

be stronger.  

 

Southern European countries like Italy exhibit "strong family ties" – 

where young adults tend to leave home at later ages and there is also a 

synchronization between leaving home and partnership formation 

(typically marriage) (Holdsworth 2000; Reher 1998; Santarelli and 

Cottone 2009). Furthermore, Italy is characterized by a high female 

unemployment rate, traditional gender roles within the couple, a less 

comprehensive welfare structure, and a difficult homeownership 

regime (Ferrera 1996; Mulder and Billari 2010). This means that leaving 

home is relatively difficult for young women – due to a difficult housing 

market entry and the need to rely on intergenerational assistance 

rather than welfare transfers – and is also strongly linked to partnership 

formation (Luetzelberger 2014).  
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Because of Italy’s mix of traditional values – implying late leaving home 

and typically via leaving home to live with a partner – and quite difficult 

opportunity structures, women’s level of education is likely important 

in determining leaving home behavior. Parental education is important, 

too, but in a very traditional country with a difficult housing market 

regime and underdeveloped welfare safety net, early leaving home and 

leaving home to live without a partner is a potential risk for the young 

adults. It could lead to general disadvantages in social mobility and 

poverty, for example (Aassve et al. 2007). It can be argued that parents 

in such a context will not particularly encourage their adult children to 

go their own way and face the choices and responsibilities of life 

independently. As a result, the effect of parental education on leaving 

home to live without a partner should be less strong. With respect to 

enrollment in education, it has been noted that this is less frequently 

associated with an exit from the parental home – possibly due to a 

large geographical spread of universities in Italy allowing young adults 

to continue living with their parents while studying (Billari 2004).  

 

Eastern European countries like Russia, Bulgaria, Romania, and Georgia 

have had a distinct cultural pattern of family formation, characterized 

by nearly universal, early marriage, late leaving home, and formation of 

extended family households. There is also a strong reliance on informal 

support due to low affluence, low levels of state welfare transfers, high 

wage returns and lack of a well-developed rental market (Fenger 2007; 

Robila 2004). Poland is slightly different in that the emphasis on strong 

traditional and religious values as well as on conservative gender roles 

and support for the breadwinner model is particularly strong (e.g., 

Mynarska and Bernardi 2007). Finally, Lithuania and Estonia have been 

characterized as having "weak family ties" – where intergenerational 

relationships are assumed to be less important (Reher 1998). In terms 

of the specific family and kinship system (more individualistic, strong 

focus on autonomy, and early leaving home) they are similar to 

Northern and Western European countries (Hajnal 1965). The rather 
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poor welfare safety net with restricted access and limited coverage may 

result in relatively high reliance on intergenerational relations. It is 

important to note that welfare level differences among Eastern 

European countries already existed during communist times and have 

continued with the end of communism and the post-communist 

economic and policy transformations. The restructuring of the welfare 

systems was quite country-specific and arguably with varying degrees 

of success. Today, some countries like the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Poland and Bulgaria come close to welfare system types in Western 

Europe, but with lower levels of social spending than in the West. In 

Russia, Estonia and Lithuania the welfare state is more precarious and 

conflictual. Finally, in Romania and Georgia the welfare state provides 

very low levels of social security and has the least comprehensive social 

programs (Fenger 2007). 

 

In the Eastern European countries – with overall inefficient labor 

markets and thus low wage returns, as well as poor welfare-state 

provisions – early leaving home and leaving home to live without a 

partner is generally difficult for women. This is arguably enhanced by 

the more traditional values which favor family closeness, early family 

formation, and where marriage is the most important reason for 

leaving home. Estonia and Lithuania are expected to depart from this 

pattern, because prevailing family values less strongly endorse marriage 

as the only reason for leaving home. However, the effect of parental 

education on leaving home to live without a partner should be less 

strong in Eastern European countries, because parents try to discourage 

behavior (i.e., leaving home to live without a partner) that could 

represent a risk in terms of social mobility or poverty.  

 

The arguments above lead to several expectations about the direct 

effect of young women’s education, enrollment, parental education 

and country on leaving home – distinguished between leaving home to 

live without a partner and leaving home to live with a partner. The 
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arguments also lead to expectations about how the effect of women’s 

education, enrollment, and parental education differ by country. Table 

5.1 summarizes all expectations. 

 

5.2.4 Control Variables 

Women’s leaving home (to live without and with a partner) is also 

influenced by the number of siblings they have: If space and parental 

resources have to be shared among many siblings, the likelihood of 

intergenerational co-residence decreases (Ward and Spitze 2007) and 

the timing of leaving the parental home speeds up (De Jong Gierveld, 

Liefbroer, and Beekink 1991; Rusconi 2004). Changes in family 

structure, such as parental separation or divorce, tend to accelerate 

young adults’ leaving the parental home, because these changes 

negatively influence and disrupt family relationships. The strongest 

effects of parental separation and divorce are often found – in the US 

context – for leaving home to live without a partner, although leaving 

home to live with a partner is also accelerated (Aquilino 1991). Finally, 

young adults’ transition to adulthood has changed over time in Europe 

(e.g., Blossfeld et al. 2006; Lesthaeghe 2010) – most notably with 

respect to the different pathways taken from the parental home. More 

young adults in younger cohorts choose to live independently and 

fewer choose to leave the parental home to live with a partner (Billari 

and Liefbroer 2010). 
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Table 5.1 Overview of the Hypotheses (Main Effects and 
Interactions with Country) 
 Left to Live without a Partner Left to Live with a Partner 

Main 
effect → 

Enroll
ment 

Educ
ation 

Parental 
education 

 Enroll
ment 

Educ
ation 

Parental 
education 

+ + +   – – – 

Interaction ↘ 

AT + + + + – + + – 

BE + + + + – + + – 

FR + + + + – + + – 

DE + + + + – + + – 

NL + + + + – + + – 

BG – – – – + – – + 

CZ – – – – + – – + 

EE + – – – – – – + 

GE – – – – + – – + 

HU – – – – + – – + 

LT + – – – – – – + 

PL – – – – + – – + 

RO – – – – + – – + 

RU – – – – + – – + 

IT – – + – + – – + 

NO + + – + – + + – 

SE + + – + – + + – 

Note: Main effect:  + indicates a positive main effect; - indicates a negative main 

effect.  Interaction: + indicates a positive interaction effect; – indicates a negative 

interaction effect. For example: We expect a positive effect of enrollment on the 

likelihood to leave home to live without a partner. We expect that young women are, 

overall, more likely to leave home to live without a partner (positive effect). In Austria, 

the positive effect of enrollment on the likelihood of leaving home to live without a 

partner is stronger (positive interaction effect). In Bulgaria, the positive effect of 

enrollment on the likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner is less strong 

(negative interaction effect).  
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5.3 Data, Measures, and Method 

5.3.1 Data 

The data have been derived from the Harmonized Histories Project (see 

http://www.nonmarital.org) (Perelli-Harris, Kreyenfeld, and Kubisch 

2010) and are mainly built from the first Wave of the Generations and 

Gender Survey (GGS), an internationally comparable and harmonized 

set of survey data (see http://www.ggp-i.org). The dataset contains 

information about a broad range of socio-economic, demographic and 

family characteristics. We use data for women born between 1945 and 

1972 from 17 European countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, 

the Netherlands; Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, 

Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia; Italy; Norway and Sweden).1 We 

deemed observations of respondents who reported leaving the 

parental home before age 16 as either unrealistic or outliers and 

dropped them from the analysis (n= 3,486). We also dropped cases with 

missing information on whether or not respondents have left the 

parental home (n= 1,959). There were three variables with missing 

values (number of siblings, parental education, and education) that we 

addressed through a simple univariate sampling imputation (hot deck). 

This method is a more suitable means of imputation than, for example, 

mean imputation or multiple imputation because the variables with 

missing values are categorical and the percentage of missing values was 

less than five (Allison 2003). 

5.3.2 Dependent Variable: Two Pathways from the Parental 

Home 

Based on the detailed life history calendar (i.e., the year of specific life 

course transitions), we constructed two different pathways out of the 

parental home: Leaving home to live without a partner versus leaving 

home to live with a partner. If respondents start to live with a partner in 

the same year they leave home, they are classified as "leaving home to 

live with a partner". All others who leave home are classified as "leaving 

home to live without a partner".2 Process time starts at age 16 and ends 
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at age 35 because events happening before or after those ages are 

considered to be out of the ordinary. 3 Note that we measured age at 

the end of the year (i.e., age at leaving home = year of the event – year 

of birth). Cases were censored at the time of interview or at age 35 

when the transition out of the parental home had not been made by 

that age. Our sample of 46,945 women were observed along 321,412 

person-years. The total number of observed events for the sample is 

44,046. 26,104 women left the parental home to live with a partner, 

17,942 women left to live without a partner, and 2,899 were censored 

at the time of the survey or at age 35. 

5.3.3 Independent Variables 

We used information on the completed level of education of the 

respondent at the time of interview and the date of obtaining this 

qualification to construct a time-varying covariate combining both 

enrollment and level of education. The variable is based on the 

international standard classification (ISCED 1997) and has four 

categories: 1 = in education, 2 = low education (ISCED 0–2), 3 = medium 

education (ISCED 3–4), and 4 = high education (ISCED 5–6). Parental 

education was included as a dummy variable, indicating whether at 

least one parent had a high level of education (ISCED 5–6) (= 1) or not 

(= 0). To control for possible crowding effects (Ward and Spitze 2007), 

we included a categorical variable for the number of siblings 0 = no 

siblings, 1 = one sibling, 2 = two siblings, and 3 = three or more siblings. 

Whether or not the respondents’ parents had divorced or separated 

before the respondent was aged 15 (Aquilino 1991) was also included 

(1 = yes and 0 = no). A separate category "unknown" (= 3) was used for 

those who did not provide information on this question (no imputation 

was performed, as there are more missing cases than parental 

separations). Three birth cohorts (1 = 1945–1954, 2 = 1955–1964, and 3 

= 1965–1972) are included in the models, as well as dummy variables 

for the 17 European countries. We included the duration variable in 

linear as well as in logistic form. This parameterization leads to a similar 
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shape as a polynomial squared function. We did not have preconceived 

theoretical expectations about the baseline hazard of leaving home, but 

tested different specifications of it and found that a linear-logistic 

specification had the best fit (smallest AIC and BIC values). Figure 5.1 

presents the baseline hazards graphically and Table 5.2 shows 

descriptive statistics of the variables. The Harmonized Histories surveys 

are relatively comparable, but we include weights in the analysis of the 

pooled sample – based on the provided sample weights and normalized 

to the population size – to create a sample that represents the 

European population (i.e., each country is represented in proportion to 

its population size within the respective nation). 

 

Figure 5.1 The Separate (without vs. with) and Combined (with/ 
without) Baseline Hazard 

 

Source: Authors. 

5.3.4 Method: A Discrete-Time Competing-Risks Model 

We estimated discrete-time event history models (multinomial logistic 

regressions of person-years) to model young adults’ leaving home and 
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used a competing risks approach, where leaving the parental home to 

live alone and leaving home to live with a partner are the outcomes of 

interest (Allison 1982; Steele 2005). The discrete-time approach has the 

advantage that it is straightforward to include non-proportional hazards 

and time-varying covariates (Steele 2005). By using a competing risks 

approach, we allow the determinants to differ between the decision to 

leave the parental home to live without a partner and the decision to 

leave the parental home to live with a partner (Iacovou 2010). The 

standard errors of the models were corrected for the clustering of 

observations in period-person combinations. The discrete-time 

multinomial logit model is given by:  

 

 
log

ℎ𝑡𝑖
(𝑟)

ℎ𝑡𝑖
(0) = 𝛼(𝑟)(𝑡) + 𝛽(𝑟)′𝑥𝑡𝑖

(𝑟)
     𝑟 = 1, … , 𝑘,  

 

5.1 

 

where ℎ𝑡𝑖
(𝑟)

 is the probability of transitioning from the parental home 

(state 0) to state 𝑟 at age 𝑡 for the woman 𝑖.  

 

The number of countries (N = 17) in our sample is too small to apply 

multilevel modeling, which is why we opt to alternatively use country 

fixed effects. We also considered broader comparisons across groups of 

countries, an approach that has been adopted in a fair number of 

studies (e.g., Iacovou 2001, 2004) but masks within-group differences. 

We firstly looked at the overall timing of leaving home in order to get a 

better idea of the differences across countries and to see if there are 

indeed differences between the 17 countries in somewhat broader 

groups of countries: Northern, Western, Eastern and Southern Europe. 

The four groups of European countries are characterized not only by 

geographical contiguity, but also similar culture as well as similar 

welfare states. Figure 5.2 contains the survival functions, showing 

differences across groups of countries and homogeneity within. As we 

can see, the country groupings are fairly consistent for Northern Europe 
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(Panel A), but not for Western Europe (Panel B), Eastern Europe (Panel 

C) and Southern Europe (Panel D). Notable outliers in the respective 

country groups are Belgium and Poland, where leaving home occurs 

later. In Estonia, however, leaving home occurs earlier than in the other 

Eastern European countries. 

 

Table 5.2 Descriptive Statistics 
Variables N % 

Whole sample 46,945 100.00 

Pathway out of the parental home   

Did not leave (censored at survey or age 35) 2,899 6.59 

Left to Live without a Partner  17,942 36.85 

Left to Live with a Partner 26,104 56.56 

Woman’s level of education   

Low 8,608 18.49 

Medium 25,117 49.85 

High 13,220 31.66 

Parental education   

Not high 40,345 85.17 

High 6,600 14.83 

Number of siblings   

0 4,271 9.60 

1 15,215 32.23 

2 11,509 23.83 

3 or more 15,950 34.34 

Parental divorce (before age 15)   

Yes 2,304 6.04 

No 35,852 76.83 

Unknown 8,789 17.13 
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Table 5.2 Descriptive Statistics (cont.) 

Variables N % 

Cohort   

1945-1954 15,514 33.25 

1955-1964 16,928 38.36 

1965-1972 14,503 28.39 

Country   

Austria (AT) 1,138 1.41 

Belgium (BE) 1,917 2.20 

Bulgaria (BG) 2,979 1.46 

Czech Republic (CZ) 2,318 2.13 

Estonia (EE) 2,014 0.25 

France (FR) 2,828 11.88 

Georgia (GE) 2,717 0.90 

Germany (DE) 2,472 14.78 

Hungary (HU) 2,909 2.14 

Italy (IT) 3,239 12.12 

Lithuania (LT) 1,960 0.72 

The Netherlands (NL) 2,844 2.74 

Norway (NO) 3,757 0.92 

Poland (PL) 5,460 8.01 

Romania (RO) 2,792 4.32 

Russia (RU) 3,195 32.28 

Sweden (SE) 2,406 1.71 

Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. Unweighted N and weighted %.  
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Figure 5.2 Kaplan-Meier Estimates by Broad Country Groups 

 

 

Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. Unweighted N = 46,945  
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5.4 Results 

5.4.1 Descriptive Results 

Figure 5.3 shows the age by which half of all young women have left the 

parental home in each country. It varies from age 19.5 in Norway to 

almost age 28 in Italy. The differences, not surprisingly, coincide with 

the "North-South gradient" – where leaving home occurs earliest in the 

Northern European countries, latest in the Southern European 

countries, and the Eastern European countries fall in somewhere in 

between. In Figure 5.4, the age at which young women leave home is 

plotted against the proportion of young women whose destination 

after leaving home is to live with a partner. We see that the differences 

do not coincide with this gradient in a clear-cut way. Countries where 

young women leave home later (e.g., Poland, Italy, and Spain) tend to 

be the same countries where young people are more likely to live in 

partnerships. Other countries show similarities in the timing but 

variation in the pathways out of the parental home (e.g., Romania and 

Russia, as well as Germany and France).  

5.4.2 Multivariate Results  

Table 5.3 presents the coefficients of women’s level of education and 

parental education from the multinomial logistic regression model 

without any interactions. We find that, after they have completed their 

studies, women with a high educational level have a slightly higher risk 

of leaving home to live without a partner (b= 0.04, p>.10). The 

coefficient is not significantly different from zero, and there is thus no 

evidence for the expected positive effect of educational attainment on 

the likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner. Women who 

are enrolled in education have a higher risk of leaving home to live 

without a partner compared to those with a low level of education (b= 

0.56, p<.001). We also anticipated that women’s likelihood of leaving 

home to live with a partner would decrease with level of education – 

this is the case: Highly educated women have a lower risk of leaving  
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Figure 5.3 Women’s Median Age at Leaving Home, by Country. 
Life-table Estimates 

 

Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. N = 46,945 

Note: We added 0.5 to the median age to correct for the fact that the age at leaving 

home was measured as age reached during the occurrence of the event year (age at 

leaving home = year of the event – year of birth).  

 

home to live with a partner (b= –0.23, p<.001). However, women who 

are enrolled in education have a considerably lower risk of leaving 

home to live with a partner (b= –0.70, p<.001).  

In support of our expectations on the effect of parental education, we 

see that having a highly educated parent increases (b= 0.12, p<.01) 

women’s likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner (as 

predicted), and that it decreases (b= –0.13, p<.001) women’s likelihood 

of leaving home to live with a partner (as predicted).  

We also note that (1) the effect of parental education is only slightly 

reduced when the young woman’s level of education is included and 

vice versa that (2) the effect of the young woman’s level of education is 

not reduced when parental education is included (results not shown). 
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Figure 5.4 Women’s Non-partnership and Partnership 
Destination after Leaving Home 

 

Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. Unweighted N = 46,945  

 

This means that the difference by parental education is only very 

slightly mediated by woman’s level of education. Let us also note that 

our expectations on the differences between countries (as indicated by 

the country dummies) in leaving home seem overall to be confirmed – 

with some exceptions: Young women in Belgium have a higher risk of 

leaving the parental home to live with a partner than leaving home to 

live without one (see Appendix 5, Table 5.5). Young women in Italy, 

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Russia are 

not more likely to leave home to live with a partner. What we see, 

instead, is a negative gradient for leaving home without a partner 

compared to the other countries.  

 

To assess whether the effects of education and parental education vary 

across the 17 European countries, we present interaction effects of the 

key independent variables with the country dummy variables (from the 

full model) in Table 5.4. The LR test between the baseline model 

(without interactions) and the full model (with interactions) suggests 
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that the latter fits better than the baseline model (χ2(128) = 2147.41, 

p<.001). We also tested separately the improvement in fit for each 

interaction effect (Appendix 5, Table 5.5), so as not include noise into 

our models. Turning first to the results of the interaction between 

education and country, we also present the results of these interactions 

graphically, because there are so many effects that they are difficult to 

interpret from the regression coefficients. Therefore, Figures 5.5 and 

5.6 show the effects of education for the 17 countries, but now broken 

down by educational category. The figures make clear that enrollment 

in education is an important determinant of leaving the parental home 

across most European countries: if young women are still in education 

they generally have a high risk of leaving the parental home to live 

without a partner, but a low risk of leaving to live with a partner. We 

hypothesized that the positive educational gradient for leaving home to 

live without a partner would be stronger in the different Western 

European countries and Italy, but less strong in the different Northern 

and Eastern European countries – and find some evidence for this.  

 

In France, the Netherlands, and Germany the interactions are negative, 

but an overall positive educational gradient exists for leaving home to 

live without a partner. In Austria, however, the positive gradient is less 

apparent. Highly educated women in Italy have a higher (but not 

significantly higher) risk of leaving to live with a partner than women 

from other European countries. In Sweden and Norway, we clearly see 

(Figure 5.4) that the positive educational gradient is less strong. Finally, 

in most Eastern European countries – with the exception of the Czech 

Republic, Hungary, and Poland, where highly educated women still 

have a slightly higher risk of leaving the parental home to live with a 

partner – the positive educational gradient is less strong.  
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Table 5.3 Selected Main Effects from the Discrete–time 
Multinomial Logistic Regression of the Transition out of the 
Parental Home 
Variables Left to Live without  

a Partner  
Left to Live with  

a Partner  

b   SE b   SE 

Woman’s level of education        

In education 0.56 *** 0.05 –0.70 *** 0.04 

Low (ref.) 0   0   

Medium –0.02  0.05 –0.19 *** 0.03 

High 0.04  0.08 –0.23 *** 0.05 

Parental education        

Not high (ref.) 0   0   

High 0.12 ** 0.04 –0.13 ** 0.04 
Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. N = 46,945. N - person-years = 
321,412. 
Note: Base category: Staying in the parental home. † p<0.1 * p<0.05 **p<0.01 
***p<0.001. p-values corrected for clustering. Controlled for durations dependence 
(linear and logged age), cohort, number of siblings, parental divorce before age 15, 
and country of residence. See Appendix 5 Table 5.5 for estimates of variables not 
shown in Table 5.3. 

 

We furthermore hypothesized that the negative educational gradient 

for leaving home to live with a partner would be stronger in Italy and 

the Eastern European countries, but less strong in the different 

Northern and Western European countries. This is only marginally 

supported – for the Western European countries (the interaction 

effects are negative, but the negative gradient does not appear to be 

very strong in Figure 5.6). In Italy, the interaction effects are negative, 

but a positive educational gradient exists for leaving home to live with a 

partner (Figure 5.6). This is also the case in the Czech Republic, 

Hungary, Lithuania (but the coefficients are not significantly different 

from zero), Poland and Romania. In Bulgaria, Estonia, Russia, and 

Georgia young women with a low level of education have a higher risk 
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of leaving home to live with a partner than of leaving home to live 

without a partner.  

 

Table 5.4 Selected Interaction Effects from the Discrete-time 
Multinomial Logistic Regression of the Transition out of the 
Parental Home 

Variables 

Left to Live without a Partner 

In  
education 

Medium  
education 

High 
education 

High 
parental 

education 

Country          

AT 0.28  0.16  –1.20 ** 0.14  

BE –0.84 *** –0.31  -0.94 *** 0.18  

FR (ref.) 0  0  0  0  

DE –0.12  –0.36 * –0.85 ** –0.19  

NL 0.18  –0.19  –0.31  0.24 * 

BG 0.80 *** –0.21  –1.37 *** –0.32 * 

Z –0.80 *** –0.27 † –0.64 * 0.12  

EE 0.03  –1.53 *** –3.85 *** –0.80 *** 

GE 1.06 ** 0.01  –0.70 † –0.40 ** 

HU –0.24  –0.34 * –0.64 ** –0.25 † 

LT 0.67 ** -0.69 * –1.59 *** –0.79 *** 

PL 0.23  –0.34 * –0.67 ** 0.13  

RO 0.41 ** –0.15  –1.18 ** –0.59 * 

RI 0.08  –1.07 *** –2.08 *** –0.40 ** 

IT 0.64 *** 0.30  0.17  –0.16  

NO 0.11  –0.18  –1.16 *** –0.42 *** 

SE –0.41 ** –0.52 ** –1.70 *** –0.45 *** 
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Table 5.4 Selected Interaction Effects from the Discrete-time 
Multinomial Logistic Regression of the Transition out of the 
Parental Home (cont.) 

Variables 

Left to Live with a Partner 

In  
education 

Medium  
education 

High 
education 

High 
parental 

education 

Country          

AT 0.38 * –0.29 † –0.78 ** –0.20  

BE –0.19  0.08  –0.18  0.24  

FR (ref.) 0  0  0  0  

DE 0.15  –0.12  –0.54 * 0.18  

NL –0.42 * 0.04  –0.42 * 0.22  

BG 0.32 ** –0.53 *** –1.20 *** –0.17  

Z 0.53 *** 0.22 * –0.06  0.20  

EE 0.45 ** –0.20  –1.03 *** 0.21  

GE 0.93 *** –0.30 * –0.74 *** –0.08  

HU 0.54 *** –0.09  –0.25  0.05  

LT 0.68 ** 0.13  –0.14  0.28  

PL 0.06  –0.19 * –0.54 ** 0.30 † 

RO 0.31 ** –0.27 ** –0.45 * –0.35  

RI 0.34 * –0.53 *** –0.90 *** 0.37 ** 

IT –0.83 *** –0.41 *** –0.28  0.13  

NO 0.24 † –0.02  –0.91 ** 0.14  

SE 0.49 ** –0.15  –0.73 * –0.06  
Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. N = 46,945. N–person-years = 

321,412. 

Note: Base category: Staying in the parental home. † p<0.1   * p<0.05   **p<0.01   

***p<0.001. p-values corrected for clustering. Controlled for education, parental 

education, durations dependence (linear and logged age), cohort, number of siblings, 

parental divorce before age 15, and country of residence. These interaction effects 

add to country effects and educational effects to estimate log-odds-ratios by country 

and level of education. See Appendix 5 Table 5.5 for estimates of variables and SE’s 

not shown in Table 5.4.
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Figure 5.5 Odds Ratios to Leave the Parental Home to Live 
without a Partner by Level of Education and Country (ref. 1 = 
Low Educated Women in France) 
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Figure 5.6 Odds Ratios of Leaving the Parental Home to Live with 
a Partner by Level of Education and Country (ref. 1 = Low 
Educated Women in France) 
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Finally, we look at the results with regard to how the impact of 

women’s enrollment differs between countries. The hypothesis on 

cross-national differences in the positive effect of enrollment on the 

likelihood of leaving home to live without a partner – stronger in 

Western European countries and Sweden and Norway, but less strong 

in Italy and the Eastern European countries – is not confirmed (Table 

5.4). We note, though, that some of the interaction effects are in the 

expected direction, but are not significantly different from zero (e.g., 

interaction effect for the Netherlands, Austria, and Hungary). The 

negative effect of enrollment on the likelihood of leaving home to live 

with a partner is stronger for women in Italy (as expected), but not for 

women in the Eastern European countries. Here the negative effect of 

enrollment is less strong (see Table 5.4). This is also the case for women 

in Norway and Sweden (as expected), and Austria and Germany (as 

expected), but not in Belgium and Netherlands. 

 

Turning to the results of the interaction between parental education 

and country (Table 5.4), we see negative interaction effects for the risk 

of leaving home to live without a partner in most of the Eastern 

European countries (except the Czech Republic and Poland, where the 

coefficients are not significantly different from zero) and Italy. Hence, 

the average effect of high parental education (b= .12) is even smaller in 

these countries. In the Western European countries, the interaction 

effects are mostly in the expected direction, but are not significantly 

different from zero. In Norway and Sweden, however, the parental 

education gradient is less strong. All in all, there is partial support for a 

less strong parental education gradient in the Eastern European 

countries, while almost no support is that the negative effect of high 

parental education differs significantly across the 17 European 

countries. In Poland and Russia, however, the effect of parental 

education is less strong (as expected). Table 5.5 presents an overview 

of all the hypotheses and whether they are supported.  
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The results for the control variables, number of siblings, parental 

divorce before age 15, and cohort are not unexpected (see Table 5.5 in 

the Appendix 5 for estimates). Compared to having no siblings at all, 

having three or more siblings is associated with a much greater 

likelihood of leaving the parental home (to live without a partner: b = 

0.60, p<.001; to live with a partner: b = 0.34, p<.001). Parental divorce 

before the age of 15 also has a positive effect on the transition out of 

the parental home (to live without a partner: b = 0.14, p<.05; to live 

with a partner: b = 0.16, p<.01). The cohort effects are only marginally 

significant: compared to their older counterparts born in 1945–1954, 

women from the cohort 1955–1964 have a slightly higher likelihood of 

leaving the parental home (to live without a partner: b = 0.11, p<.01; to 

live with a partner: b = 0.00, p>.10). 

5.5 Conclusion and Discussion 

Using recent European data for 17 countries, this study has enhanced 

our understanding of the relation between level of individual and 

parental education and women’s timing of leaving home by considering 

leaving home to live without a partner and leaving home to live with a 

partner as competing risks. Our first aim was to find out how the timing 

of young women’s leaving home – and the different pathways out of 

the parental home – varies by education and parental education in 

Europe. An important extension of previous comparative research is 

that, unlike previous studies (Aassve et al. 2002; Chiuri and Del Boca 

2010; Iacovou 2010), we compared young women across Western and 

Eastern European countries. Overall, our findings indicate that the 

impact of woman’s educational attainment on leaving home (both to 

live without and with a partner) is quite small, especially when 

compared to the impact of enrollment in education. Enrollment in 

education is clearly positively related to leaving home to live without a 

partner, but negatively related with leaving home to live with a partner 

across all 17 European countries. This finding emphasizes the (1) 

importance of educational enrollment and being a student, rather than 
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the level of education, as a driving force behind different pathways 

taken from the parental home – something that has been also 

suggested for women’s transition to parenthood in the research 

literature; this finding is also interesting insofar as that (2) role 

incompatibility seems to hold across various European contexts. 

Furthermore, our findings point to parental education as a non-

negligible – independent of women’s own education – determinant of 

leaving home differences, which in a comparative perspective echoes 

findings from single-country studies on Western Europe on the 

importance of social background and social class for determining 

residential transitions (e.g., Blaauboer and Mulder 2010). The analysis 

of country differences in the destinations of young women’s leaving 

home are also noteworthy and provide a more nuanced picture than 

broad generalizations across groups of countries (Chiuri and Del Boca 

2010; Iacovou 2010). The more complex patterns emerging from our 

analysis – particularly the observed heterogeneity in young women’s 

leaving home among Western and Eastern European countries – 

demonstrate the danger of masking country specificities in residential 

transitions.  

Our second – and more important – aim was to find out how women’s 

education and parental education interact with the national context 

across Europe. First, our results show that the educational gradient in 

leaving home varies considerably among the 17 European countries. 

With respect to leaving home to live without a partner, the positive 

educational gradient for women is stronger in most of the Western 

European countries (except Austria) and less strong in Sweden and 

Norway and in most of the Eastern European countries (except the 

Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland). This could suggest that young 

women’s education may be less of a decisive determinant of leaving 

home to live without a partner in national contexts where (1) leaving 

home is easy for most people, such as in Sweden and Norway – possibly 

due to a high level of social security, strong welfare state transfers, easy 
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access to rented or owned housing, and social acceptability of leaving 

home via various pathways other than partnership formation; or (2) 

leaving home is particularly difficult, such as in Bulgaria, Romania, and 

Georgia – possibly due to a low level of social security, weak welfare 

state transfers, difficult access to rented or owned housing, and social 

unacceptability of leaving home via pathways other than partnership 

formation. 

With respect to leaving home to live with a partner, the findings on the 

negative educational gradient are mixed. For the Western European 

countries, there is some indication that the relation between women’s 

level of education and leaving home to live with a partner is less strong. 

Previous research has documented a reversal of the educational 

gradient in entering a partnership (i.e., from negative to positive), 

because in comparatively gender egalitarian countries higher education 

and economic potential increase women’s attractiveness in the 

marriage market (Kalmijn 2013). However, our findings point to a 

specific mechanism with respect to leaving home: In France, for 

example, the hazard of leaving home to live with a partner increases 

with level of education (OR = 1.65, high vs. low), but the increase is 

larger for leaving without a partner (OR = 3.29), so that the odds of 

leaving home to live with a partner decrease (OR = 0.50) with level of 

education.  

Second, our results show that enrollment in education affects leaving 

home differently among the 17 European countries. This seems only to 

be the case, however, with respect to the negative effect of enrollment 

on the likelihood of leaving home to live with a partner. This negative 

effect is stronger for women in Italy, and less strong in Norway, 

Sweden, Austria and Germany, as well as for women in the Eastern 

European countries (the latter contrary to our predictions). 
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Table 5.5 Overview of the Hypotheses (Main Effects and 
Interactions with Country) and their (Non-) Confirmation 

 Left to Live without a Partner Left to Live with a Partner 

Main effect 
→ 

Enroll
ment 

Educ
ation 

Parental 
education 

 Enroll
ment 

Educ
ation 

Parental 
education 

+ ✓ + ✓ + ✓  – ✓ –  – ✓ 

Interaction ↘ 

AT + ✓ +  +  + ✓ – ✓ + ✓ + ✓ –  

BE + ✓ +  + ✓ + ✓ – ✓ +  + ✓ –  

FR + ✓ +  + ✓ + ✓ – ✓ + ✓ + ✓ –  

DE + ✓ +  + ✓ + ✓ – ✓ + ✓ + ✓ –  

NL + ✓ +  + ✓ + ✓ – ✓ +  + ✓ –  

BG –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  –  +  +  

CZ –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  –  +  +  

EE + ✓ –  – ✓ – ✓ – ✓ –  +  +  

GE –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  + –  –  

HU –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  + –  –  

LT + ✓ –  – ✓ – ✓ – ✓ – ✓ –  –  

PL –  –  –  – ✓ +  + – –  

RO –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  + –  –  

RU –  –  – ✓ – ✓ +  + –  –  

IT –  –  +  – ✓ +  +  – ✓ – ✓ 

NO + ✓ +  – ✓ +  – ✓ – ✓ + ✓ + ✓ 

SE + ✓ +  – ✓ +  – ✓ – ✓ + ✓ + ✓ 
Note: ✓ indicates that the effect was found;     indicates that the effect was not found; 

 indicates that the opposite effect was found. 

The findings for the Eastern European countries again point to the 

different mechanisms between the two destinations from the parental 

home: the hazard of leaving home to live with a partner is generally 

higher for those enrolled, but the increase is (slightly) larger for leaving 

without a partner.  
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Third, our results show that the parental educational gradient varies 

among the 17 European countries. From our results, it seems that 

parental education is particularly relevant in determining leaving the 

parental home to live without a partner. In countries where leaving 

home is rather difficult and may also be risky in terms of social mobility 

and poverty – notably in many Eastern European countries – parental 

education is less of a push factor and young women with a highly 

educated parent have a lowered risk of leaving home to live without a 

partner. Quite unexpectedly this also seems to hold in Sweden and 

Norway, where the context is such that normative expectations favor 

priority of the individual over the family and attach a great importance 

to young people's autonomy. One would have expected this to be even 

more pronounced in more highly educated social backgrounds. It is 

speculative if this finding could hint at the relative importance of the 

“feathered nest” hypothesis.  

While we have been able to establish cross-national variation in the 

effect of women’s education and parental education on pathways out 

of the parental home, further research on the educational gradient to 

test the robustness of these findings and interpretations would be 

welcome. We also acknowledge other limitations of our study. First, we 

recognize that there is a potential for reverse causation. For example, 

“family-oriented” women may prefer to partner and leave education 

earlier than more “career-oriented” women, leading to different 

pathways from the parental home. Second, differences in leaving home 

(via different destinations) across countries could be due to young 

women’s different age profiles in the countries. Third, the limited 

information available at the individual level (the data do not, for 

example, contain any information on income or employment) may 

cause the results to be biased due to omitted relevant variables. Fourth, 

we only considered specific interactions between young women’s 

education and parental education, respectively, with the country and 

there could be others. Following Iacovou’s (2010) research on the 

differential effect of income by age across countries, the extent to 
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which the effect of women’s education and parental education on 

pathways out of the parental home are age graded, for example, may 

be worthwhile investigating. Similarly, including interactions with 

gender – and thus also extending the analysis to young men – may be 

equally interesting. This could also provide more insight into how 

countries demonstrate distinct patterns of residential transitions on the 

basis of age and gender.  

If we want to understand the contemporary structuring of young 

women’s leaving home, we need to build on both macro and micro 

perspectives. While we are able to point only tentatively to some 

factors at the country level underlying differences in leaving home, 

future research could include fixed effects for countries and macro level 

indicators for country-period combinations. This would more directly 

measure the institutional context (e.g., labor and housing markets, as 

well as education opportunities), public policies and welfare regimes, 

and long-term cultural continuities. This is arguably more of a challenge 

for researchers if (1) Eastern European countries are to be included – 

and we would indeed argue that a comprehensive understanding of 

European diversity in leaving home behavior depends on this –  and (2) 

a long time period is included, because of the relative scarcity of 

contextual data.  

Nevertheless, the findings reported in the current study provide new 

insights into women's leaving home behavior by making a link between 

macro level factors and micro-level determinants of the different 

pathways from the parental home (living without a partner vs. living 

with a partner) young women take across Europe. They reveal that 

enrollment, overall, is more important than level of education in 

determining whether or not women leave home to live with or without 

a partner – underscoring role incompatibility (Blossfeld and Huinink 

1991). But enrollment also differentially affects leaving home in the 

different countries. The negative effect of enrollment on leaving home 

to live with a partner is, for example, particularly reinforced in Italy. 
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Young women’s level of education, conversely, seems to be an 

important determinant of leaving home to live without a partner in the 

Western, Eastern, and Northern European countries. Finally, parental 

education is particularly relevant in determining leaving the parental 

home to live without a partner. Our findings have thus shown that the 

country context is important for explaining young women’s leaving 

home behavior, over and above of women’s enrollment, women’s level 

of education, and parental education. Because it could not be 

established which causes underlie the variability at the country level, 

how the country context shapes the gradient of education and parental 

education (as well as other individual level characteristics) deserves 

attention in future comparative research on leaving home in Europe. 

Notes  

1. We had to drop Spain from the (multivariate) analysis because of the 

unavailability of certain key demographic variables (parental education 

and parental divorce). Note, though, that we calculated and present 

some basic descriptive statistics for the Spanish subsample. 

2. We rely on self-reported information of the date when the women 

had left the parental home for the first time (for longer than 3 months), 

because we think that for women in the European context it is a fairly 

good indicator. We realize though that leaving home can be a 

continuous process – with repeated moves from and back to the 

parental home – and defining and measuring "having left home" may 

otherwise be quite difficult (for a detailed discussion cf. Buck and Scott 

1993).  

3. Defining young adults as persons aged between 16–35 is somewhat 

arbitrary; but (1) has been used in prior research (e.g., Blaauboer and 

Mulder 2010), and (2) ensures a larger sample size. Using 18 years as 

entry age would have reduced the sample by 22.05%. 
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4. In the GGS surveys (Wave 1), the date of obtaining the highest level 

of education is only measured retrospectively at the time of the 

interview. We corrected the date using average time spent in education 

(separately by country), if there were inconsistencies or implausible 

information. There were, however, relatively few of such cases. 
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Appendix to Chapter 5 

Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live without 
a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

Constant –33.71 *** 1.76 –66.28 *** 1.57 –31.89 *** 1.77 –66.28 *** 1.58 

Age –0.67 *** 0.04 –1.24 *** 0.03 –0.62 *** 0.04 –1.24 *** 0.03 

Age ln. 14.64 *** 0.86 29.82 *** 0.74 13.69 *** 0.86 29.76 *** 0.75 

Education (ref. Low)             

In education 0.56 *** 0.05 –0.70 *** 0.04 0.41 *** 0.10 –0.87 *** 0.08 

Medium –0.02  0.05 –0.19 *** 0.03 0.36 ** 0.11 0.09  0.07 

High 0.04  0.08 –0.23 *** 0.05 1.27 *** 0.17 0.43 ** 0.14 

Parental education (ref. Not high)           

High 0.12 ** 0.04 –0.13 ** 0.04 0.35 *** 0.09 –0.36 * 0.14 

Number of siblings 
(ref. 0 siblings) 

            

1 0.33 *** 0.06 0.18 *** 0.04 0.33 *** 0.06 0.19 *** 0.04 

2 0.49 *** 0.06 0.33 *** 0.05 0.47 *** 0.06 0.33 *** 0.05 

3 or more 0.61 *** 0.06 0.34 *** 0.04 0.60 *** 0.06 0.34 *** 0.04 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

Parental divorce before age 15 (ref. 
No) 

          

Yes 0.13 * 0.06 0.15 * 0.06 0.14 * 0.06 0.16 ** 0.06 

Unknown 0.01  0.05 –0.17 *** 0.05 0.01  0.05 –0.18 *** 0.05 

Cohort (ref. 1945-1954)           

1955-1964 0.10 ** 0.04 –0.01  0.03 0.11 ** 0.04 0.00  0.03 

1965-1972 –0.01  0.04 –0.10 ** 0.03 0.01  0.04 –0.09 ** 0.03 

Country (ref. France) 0.04  0.08 –0.23 *** 0.05 1.27 *** 0.17 0.43 ** 0.14 

Austria (AT) 0.07  0.06 –0.11 † 0.06 –0.13  0.20 –0.08  0.13 

Belgium (BE) –0.71 *** 0.06 0.03  0.04 –0.21  0.13 0.02  0.08 

Germany (DE) 0.21 *** 0.05 –0.01  0.05 0.45 ** 0.15 0.00  0.12 

The Netherlands 
(NL) 

0.30 *** 0.05 –0.03  0.04 0.12  0.19 –0.12  0.14 

Bulgaria (BG) –0.54 *** 0.06 0.08 * 0.04 –0.93 *** 0.17 0.28 *** 0.08 

Czech Republic (CZ) –0.55 *** 0.06 –0.05  0.05 –0.14  0.13 –0.37 *** 0.09 

Estonia (EE) 0.59 *** 0.05 0.10 * 0.05 0.98 *** 0.15 0.03  0.14 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

Georgia (GE) –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –1.52 *** 0.33 –0.31 * 0.12 

Hungary (HU) –0.59 *** 0.05 –0.17 *** 0.04 –0.37 ** 0.14 –0.31 *** 0.08 

Lithuania (LT) 0.33 *** 0.05 –0.35 *** 0.05 0.09  0.25 –0.75 *** 0.19 

Poland (PL) –1.07 *** 0.06 –0.34 *** 0.05 –1.11 *** 0.13 –0.32 *** 0.08 

Romania (RO) –0.71 *** 0.06 0.11 ** 0.04 –0.83 *** 0.13 0.13 * 0.07 

Russia (RU) –0.04  0.05 –0.16 *** 0.04 0.26  0.17 –0.07  0.13 

Italy (IT) –1.58 *** 0.07 –0.57 *** 0.04 –1.99 *** 0.14 –0.40 *** 0.06 

Norway (NO) 0.92 *** 0.04 0.14 ** 0.05 1.04 *** 0.11 0.13  0.09 

Sweden (SE) 0.88 *** 0.06 0.49 *** 0.06 1.49 *** 0.15 0.46 ** 0.16 

Parental education * Country           

High * AT       0.14  0.18 –0.20  0.26 

High * BE       0.18  0.14 0.24  0.16 

High * DE       –0.19  0.12 0.18  0.17 

High * NL       0.24 * 0.12 0.22  0.17 

High * BG –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –0.32 * 0.14 –0.17 * 0.16 
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Table 5.6Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

High * CZ       0.12  0.16 0.20  0.18 

High * EE       –0.80 *** 0.13 0.21  0.18 

High * GE       –0.40 ** 0.13 –0.08  0.16 

High * HU       –0.25 † 0.15 0.05  0.17 

High * LT       –0.79 *** 0.14 0.28  0.18 

High * PL       0.13  0.14 0.30 † 0.17 

High * RO       –0.59 * 0.28 –0.35  0.24 

High * RU       –0.40 ** 0.12 0.37 ** 0.16 

High * IT       –0.16  0.25 0.13  0.22 

High * NO       –0.42 *** 0.11 0.14  0.17 

High * SE       –0.45 *** 0.11 –0.06  0.17 

Education * Country –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –1.52 *** 0.33 –0.31 * 0.12 

In education * AT       0.28  0.22 0.38 * 0.17 

In education * BE –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –0.84 *** 0.16 –0.19  0.12 

In education * DE       –0.12  0.16 0.15  0.15 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

In education * NL –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 0.18  0.20 –0.42 * 0.18 

In education * BG       0.80 *** 0.19 0.32 ** 0.11 

In education * CZ       –0.80 *** 0.16 0.53 *** 0.12 

In education * EE       0.03  0.17 0.45 ** 0.17 

In education * GE       1.06 ** 0.34 0.93 *** 0.14 

In education * HU       –0.24  0.16 0.54 *** 0.11 

In education * LT       0.67 ** 0.25 0.68 ** 0.21 

In education * PL       0.23  0.14 0.06  0.10 

In education * RO       0.41 ** 0.15 0.31 ** 0.11 

In education * RU       0.08  0.18 0.34 * 0.15 

In education * IT       0.64 *** 0.18 –0.83 *** 0.15 

In education * NO       0.11  0.13 0.24 † 0.12 

In education * SE       –0.41 ** 0.16 0.49 ** 0.17 

Medium * AT       0.16  0.23 –0.29 † 0.15 

Medium * BE       –0.31  0.19 0.08  0.11 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

Medium * DE –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –0.36 * 0.18 –0.12  0.14 

Medium * NL       –0.19  0.21 0.04  0.15 

Medium * BG       –0.21  0.22 –0.53 *** 0.10 

Medium * CZ       –0.27 † 0.16 0.22 * 0.11 

Medium * EE       –1.53 *** 0.22 –0.20  0.17 

Medium * GE       0.01  0.36 –0.30 * 0.14 

Medium * HU       –0.34 * 0.17 –0.09  0.10 

Medium * LT       –0.69 * 0.28 0.13  0.20 

Medium * PL       –0.34 * 0.15 –0.19 * 0.09 

Medium * RO       –0.15  0.18 –0.27 ** 0.09 

Medium * RU       –1.07 *** 0.20 –0.53 *** 0.14 

Medium * IT       0.30  0.19 –0.41 *** 0.09 

Medium * NO       –0.18  0.15 –0.02  0.13 

Medium * SE       –0.52 ** 0.18 –0.15  0.18 

High * AT       –1.20 ** 0.45 –0.78 ** 0.29 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

  b   SE b   SE b   SE b   SE 

High * BE –0.84 *** 0.05 –0.10 * 0.04 –0.94 *** 0.23 –0.18  0.16 

High * DE       –0.85 ** 0.28 –0.54 * 0.25 

High * NL       –0.31  0.26 –0.42 * 0.22 

High * BG       –1.37 *** 0.34 –1.20 *** 0.18 

High * CZ       –0.64 * 0.28 –0.06  0.21 

High * EE       –3.85 *** 0.50 –1.03 *** 0.23 

High * GE       –0.70 † 0.41 –0.74 *** 0.20 

High * HU       –0.64 ** 0.24 –0.25  0.17 

High * LT       –1.59 *** 0.40 –0.14  0.27 

High * PL       –0.67 ** 0.25 –0.54 ** 0.17 

High * RO       –1.18 ** 0.42 –0.45 * 0.20 

High * RU       –2.08 *** 0.25 –0.90 *** 0.19 

High * IT       0.17  0.30 –0.28  0.18 

High * NO       –1.16 *** 0.32 –0.91 ** 0.31 

High * SE       –1.70 *** 0.30 –0.73 * 0.29 
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Table 5.6 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (cont.)  

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

 Left to Live  
without a 
Partner  

Left to Live with a 
Partner  

Left to Live  
without a 
Partner 

Left to Live with a 
Partner 

             

Observed N-person 
years 

321,412 321,412 

Pseudo-R2 0.07 0.08 

Model χ2 13223.5 18179.1 

df 58 186 

Pseudo-Loglikelihood –147634.4 –146619.8 

AIC 295388.7 293615.7 

BIC 296029.5 195623.6 
Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. Unweighted N = 46,945. N–person-years = 321,412. 

Note: Base category: Staying in the parental home. † p<0.1   * p<0.05   **p<0.01   ***p<0.001. p-values corrected for clustering. 
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Table 5.7 Wald-tests for the Different Parameters from the Full 
Model (Model 2) 
Parameters χ2 df P>χ2 

Age 1576 2 0.000 

Age ln. 1772.9 2 0.000 

In education 129.97 2 0.000 

Medium 11.612 2 0.003 

High 61.363 2 0.000 

High parental education 23.246 2 0.000 

1 sibling 44.932 2 0.000 

2 siblings 100.6 2 0.000 

3 + siblings 141.77 2 0.000 

Parental sep: Yes 12.016 2 0.002 

Parental sep: Unknown 14.823 2 0.001 

1955-1964 9.025 2 0.011 

1965-1972 10.497 2 0.005 

Austria  0.75 2 0.687 

Belgium 2.753 2 0.253 

Germany  9.426 2 0.009 

The Netherlands  1.233 2 0.540 

Bulgaria  44.54 2 0.000 

Czech Republic  17.687 2 0.000 

Estonia  40.844 2 0.000 

Georgia  26.627 2 0.000 

Hungary  21.354 2 0.000 

Lithuania  16.7 2 0.000 

Poland  84.282 2 0.000 

Romania  47.16 2 0.000 

Russia  2.888 2 0.236 

Italy  219.85 2 0.000 

Norway  87.427 2 0.000 
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Table 5.7 Wald-tests for the Different Parameters from the Full 
Model (Model 2) (cont.) 
Parameters χ2 df P>χ2 

Sweden  101.08 2 0.000 

High parental education * Austria 1.273 2 0.529 

High parental education * Belgium 3.543 2 0.170 

High parental education * Germany 4.267 2 0.118 

High parental education * Netherlands 5.261 2 0.072 

High parental education * Bulgaria 5.8 2 0.055 

High parental education * Czech Republic 1.744 2 0.418 

High parental education * Estonia 39.391 2 0.000 

High parental education * Georgia 9.053 2 0.011 

High parental education * Hungary 2.955 2 0.228 

High parental education * Lithuania 35.603 2 0.000 

High parental education * Poland 3.91 2 0.142 

High parental education * Romania 6.075 2 0.048 

High parental education * Russia 18.535 2 0.000 

High parental education * Italy 0.788 2 0.674 

High parental education * Norway 16.16 2 0.000 

High parental education * Sweden 15.94 2 0.000 

In education * Austria 6.396 2 0.041 

In education * Belgium 29.941 2 0.000 

In education * Germany 1.789 2 0.409 

In education * Netherlands 6.771 2 0.034 

In education * Bulgaria 24.387 2 0.000 

In education * Czech Republic 48.144 2 0.000 

In education * Estonia 7.177 2 0.028 

In education * Georgia 51.822 2 0.000 

In education * Hungary 25.397 2 0.000 

In education * Lithuania 16.165 2 0.000 

In education * Poland 2.938 2 0.230 
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Table 5.7 Wald-tests for the Different Parameters from the Full 
Model (Model 2) (cont.) 
Parameters χ2 df P>χ2 

In education * Romania 14.77 2 0.001 

In education * Russia 5.326 2 0.070 

In education * Italy 43.764 2 0.000 

In education * Norway 4.029 2 0.133 

In education * Sweden 17.7 2 0.000 

Medium * Austria 4.413 2 0.110 

Medium * Belgium 3.591 2 0.166 

Medium * Germany 4.555 2 0.103 

Medium * Netherlands 0.919 2 0.632 

Medium * Bulgaria 27.514 2 0.000 

Medium * Czech Republic 7.901 2 0.019 

Medium * Estonia 48.777 2 0.000 

Medium * Georgia 4.838 2 0.089 

Medium * Hungary 4.429 2 0.109 

Medium * Lithuania 7.011 2 0.030 

Medium * Poland 9.048 2 0.011 

Medium * Romania 8.239 2 0.016 

Medium * Russia 37.283 2 0.000 

Medium * Italy 23.481 2 0.000 

Medium * Norway 1.332 2 0.514 

Medium * Sweden 8.337 2 0.015 

High * Austria 12.633 2 0.002 

High * Belgium 16.552 2 0.000 

High * Germany 11.928 2 0.003 

High * Netherlands 4.678 2 0.096 

High * Bulgaria 55.575 2 0.000 

High * Czech Republic 5.409 2 0.067 

High * Estonia 75.691 2 0.000 



DIFFERENCES IN LEAVING HOME BY INDIVIDUAL AND PARENTAL EDUCATION 

311 

Table 5.7 Wald-tests for the Different Parameters from the Full 
Model (Model 2) (cont.) 
Parameters χ2 df P>χ2 

High * Georgia 16.075 2 0.000 

High * Hungary 8.219 2 0.016 

High * Lithuania 16.028 2 0.000 

High * Poland 15.801 2 0.000 

High * Romania 11.952 2 0.003 

High * Russia 79.698 2 0.000 

High * Italy 3.003 2 0.223 

High * Norway 19.437 2 0.000 

High * Sweden 34.962 2 0.000 
Source: Harmonized Histories. Own calculations. Unweighted N = 46,945.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

This book contains four complementing and interrelated empirical 

chapters, in which data from international population censuses 

(IPUMSi), the Generations and Gender Survey (GGS), and the 

Harmonized Histories are analyzed to tackle three broad and general 

research objectives. It aimed to describe and examine young adults’ 

family living arrangements: 

(1) In multiple social contexts (e.g., policy regimes, socio-economic 

circumstances, and normative climate);  

(2) from the perspective of different social groups (e.g., women vs. 

men; young birth cohorts vs. older birth cohorts; low level of 

education vs. high level of education); and 

(3) by comparing and explaining differences in living arrangements 

across several European countries – including Eastern Europe.  

It investigated to what extent family living arrangements are a function 

of structural opportunities of the context, people’s individual 

characteristics, and the modifying influence of the context people are 

living in which hamper or promote the prevalence of specific living 

arrangements. Under this broad umbrella, each chapter had its own 

focal point and addressed specific research questions.  

Chapter 2 “Living Arrangements of Young Adults in Europe”: How much 

diversity in living arrangements is observable across European 

6 
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countries? How have the living arrangements of young adults changed 

between 1980 and 2000? 

Chapter 3 “Intergenerational Co-residence of Young Adults with their 

Parents across European Regions”: To what extent do the individual 

characteristics (individual resources and preferences) and the regional 

context (i.e., housing market and sociocultural climate) explain regional 

differences in intergenerational co-residence across Europe? How does 

the regional context modify the relationship between resources and 

preferences and intergenerational co-residence? 

Chapter 4 “The Transition to Adulthood and Pathways Out of the 

Parental Home: A Cross-national Analysis”: How do life course 

trajectories differ between educational groups and men and women? 

How do life course trajectories differ across countries? And how do the 

educational gradients for life course trajectories differ across Europe 

and over time?  

Chapter 5 “Differences in Leaving Home by Individual and Parental 

Education among Women in Europe”: To what extent does the timing of 

young women’s leaving home – and the different pathways out of the 

parental home – vary by education and parental education in Europe? 

How do education and parental education interact with national 

context across Europe? 

6.1 Summary of Research Findings  

6.1.1 Diversity of Family Living Arrangements across Countries 

The first research question of Chapter 2 addressed how much diversity 

in living arrangements is observable across European countries. We 

argued that in order to provide a detailed picture of how young adults 

live across European countries, family living arrangements must be 

carefully conceptualized and include a variety of extended family and 

non-family living arrangements. This is important, because as our 

findings indicate, there are considerable country differences in young 
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adults’ family living arrangements and these differences mainly play out 

between extended and non-family living arrangements. We found that, 

net of demographic controls, (1) non-family arrangements (i.e., living 

alone or sharing with others) are significantly more common in Western 

European countries, whereas (2) extended family arrangements (i.e., 

living with parents, living as a couple with parents and/or extended 

family, and living as a couple with children and parents and/or 

extended family) are significantly more common in Southern and 

Eastern Europe. This pattern is generally compatible with longstanding, 

systemic variation in family forms and cultures that follows a North – 

South gradient (Hajnal 1965; Reher 1998) – we may even speak of a 

North/ West – South/ East gradient. Nonetheless, our results also show 

that Ireland and Austria are much more similar to Southern and Eastern 

Europe with respect to some extended family living arrangements and 

do not seem to fit easily into the theoretical classification.  

A recurring result of this work is that countries are not that easily 

distinguishable from each other – at least along the line of 

classifications derived from theoretical perspectives. We do not claim 

that the exceptions we have found justify overturning these 

classifications – more observations like this would be needed – but that 

an understanding of the variations in family living arrangements across 

Europe also warrants to be cautious about country-specific 

circumstances (including the cultural, religious, socio-economic and 

policy context). 

The second research question in Chapter 2 addressed how the living 

arrangements have changed between 1980 and 2000. We found that, 

while there was an overall decline in extended family living 

arrangements, living with parents increased especially in Southern and 

Eastern Europe during that period. Extended living arrangements are 

quite robust in (parts) of Eastern Europe. In Austria, Switzerland, and 

France, but neither in Ireland nor in Southern and Eastern Europe, there 

was an increase in non-family living arrangements. This is generally in 
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line with prior research (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Fokkema and 

Liefbroer 2008; Sobotka and Toulemon 2008) and suggests that longer 

time spent in education, later labor-market entry, and postponement of 

relationship and family formation translates into a different prevalence 

and divergence of family living arrangements across Europe. In 

Southern and Eastern Europe, as well as in Ireland young adults have 

been staying longer with their parents, whereas their counterparts in 

Western and Northern Europe leave earlier and live alone at least for 

some time or share a flat with others before entering a married or 

unmarried cohabitation.  

With respect to the perspective of different social groups Chapter 2 

underscores differences in family living arrangements between men 

and women. Young women, in general, make transitions such as 

forming relationships and having a first child earlier than men. We 

confirmed previous analyses on the different age-structuring of life 

course events for young men and women (Billari and Liefbroer 2010; 

Fokkema and Liefbroer 2008; Iacovou and Skew 2011; Sobotka and 

Toulemon 2008) and highlighted that single young mothers in Eastern 

Europe particularly tend to live with parents and/or extended family 

and not alone. This raises the question of whether intergenerational co-

residence is a strategy adopted to organize support, economic and 

otherwise, or if it is an expression of preferred living arrangements. 

6.1.2 Differences in Intergenerational Co-residence across 

Regions 

In Chapter 3, the first research question addressed to what extent 

young adults’ individual characteristics (individual resources and 

preferences) and the regional context (i.e., housing market and 

sociocultural climate) explain regional differences in intergenerational 

co-residence across Europe. We hypothesized that variations in family 

living arrangements – and more specifically in intergenerational co-

residence of young adults and their parents – within countries comes 

from a complex interplay of variables at different levels. We found that 
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the distribution of individual resources (i.e., income) and preferences of 

young adults across regions partly account for differences in 

intergenerational co-residence patterns and that composition effects 

are more important than regional context effects. These results indicate 

that individual preferences shape intergenerational co-residence across 

regions in Europe, even if educational and income-related composition 

of countries also play a role (Billari 2004). Differences in the regional 

sociocultural climate (i.e., familialistic norms) and socioeconomic 

context (i.e., housing-market conditions) matter in determining 

whether young adults across European regions live with their parents or 

not. This highlights that the regional context is relevant for 

understanding differences in intergenerational co-residence across 

Europe, even if country-level differences remain prominent (Billari 

2004; Mulder et al. 2002).  

The second research question in Chapter 3 addressed how the regional 

context modifies the relationship between resources and preferences 

and intergenerational co-residence. This kind of question lies at the 

heart of a methodological multilevel approach, where individual 

characteristics have different weights in different contexts. We found 

that both young adults’ preferences and income have less relevance for 

determining intergenerational co-residence in more familialistic 

regions, where family arrangements are more standardized. A fair share 

of macro-micro studies has asked whether the impact of individual level 

characteristics (e.g., education, social class, gender) on transition 

events to adulthood varies by type of welfare regime (e.g., Aassve et al. 

2002; Breen and Buchmann 2002). Our findings add to this literature 

and furthermore highlight that explanations solely focusing on 

individual level characteristics ignore the power of regional contextual 

backgrounds in influencing intergenerational co-residence. It seems 

indeed imperative to consider how regional and country contexts 

channel the impact of individual characteristics. 



CONCLUSIONS 

317 

6.1.3 Diversity in Life Course Trajectories across Europe 

The first research question in Chapter 4 addressed how life course 

trajectories differ between educational groups and between men and 

women. I identified seven different types of the transition to adulthood 

among young adults in eight Western and Eastern European countries. 

Each of these types is characterized by a combination of the four 

residential, partnership, parental and employment trajectories of 

interest. Even though the types are based on limited information that 

does not take into account reversibility, work–family pathways showed 

a great deal of variety captured by a 7-group typology.  

The level of education is an important predictor of life course 

trajectories for both men and women – generally young adults with a 

higher education are more likely belong to life course trajectories with 

late labor market entry and independence and where cohabitation is 

included and marriage and childbearing are postponed. Specifically, for 

women a higher educational level not only delays life course transitions 

but also facilitates the experience of less traditional and standardized 

patterns, while more standardized patterns like leaving the parental 

home to marry and have children are less frequent. The higher the 

educational level, the less standardized the transition to adulthood. 

Specifically, for women a higher educational level not only delays life 

course transitions but also facilitates the experience of a variety of 

different life course trajectories (i.e., living as a single or cohabiting 

before marrying, childbearing outside of marriage). Young adults with 

low education, experience a faster entry into the labor market, an early 

exit from the parental home, and early family formation. Young women 

are more likely to follow family oriented trajectories and trajectories 

linked to inactivity. Compared to men, their transitions to adulthood 

are, overall, more diverse. 

The second and third research questions in Chapter 4 addressed how 

life course trajectories differ across countries and how the educational 

gradient for life course trajectories differs across Europe and over time. 
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The residential, partnership, parental and employment trajectories 

among European young adults born between 1951 and 1978 (in eight 

countries) were analyzed, based on the order and timing of events. The 

more modern life course trajectories with a typical early exit from the 

parental home, longer time staying single and cohabitation being more 

common are generally more likely to occur in Western European 

countries (like France and the Netherlands, for example) than in Eastern 

European countries (like Bulgaria and Georgia, for example). The 

country, however, does not only directly shape the transition to 

adulthood but also differently affects the association between 

education and young adults’ life course trajectories. The positive 

educational gradient of belonging to one of the more modern and 

clusters is stronger in Bulgaria, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.  

Thus, the transition to adulthood remains, on the one hand, marked by 

historical family systems: Tradition of early parental home departure in 

Northern Europe, of late parental home departure in Southern Europe, 

and of joint households in Eastern Europe. In addition to the influence 

of the institutional and normative setting, we confirmed the buffer 

effect of generous welfare regimes, which prevent the transition to 

adulthood from being too delayed during periods of economic 

stagnation or depression. The fact that the trajectories of the European 

countries globally come together along the lines of the classical welfare 

regime typology suggests that institutions and policies still leave a clear 

mark on the different stages of the path towards adulthood (Blossfeld 

et al. 2006). 

The convergence observed for cohorts born after the end of the Second 

World War, especially for those who grew up in a favorable economic 

context, slowed largely afterwards. This convergence could be linked to 

the participation of women in the labor force, hence to the growing 

equality between women and men. The accelerated transitions to 

adulthood experienced by the cohorts born after the Second World 

War in all Europe (except in Southern European countries) can be seen 
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as a historical exception rather than the norm when compared with the 

slower and incomplete pathways of the oldest and youngest cohorts. 

6.1.4 Diversity in Leaving the Parental Home across Europe 

Chapter 5 highlights the salience of education and parental education 

for determining which pathways young women take from the parental 

home: To live without a partner vs. to live with a partner. We focussed 

on women only in this paper because of the increased take-up of higher 

education among women in recent decades across Europe, which 

makes a study of how structural conditions shape women’s leaving 

home behavior (via different pathways) very interesting. The first 

research question in Chapter 5 addressed to what extent the timing of 

young women’s leaving home –and the different pathways out of the 

parental home – varies by education and parental education in Europe. 

Overall, our results lend support to (1) a positive relation between both 

women’s individual level of education and parental education on 

leaving home to live without a partner; as well as to (2) a negative 

relation between both women’s and their parents’ level of education 

and leaving home to live with a partner. Another finding – not 

unexpected – is that enrollment in education is positively related to 

leaving home to live without a partner but negatively related with 

leaving home to live with a partner across all 17 European countries. 

This is interesting insofar as that role incomparability seems to hold 

across various contexts. 

The second research question of Chapter 5 addressed how education 

and parental education interact with national context across Europe. 

Again, there is evidence that both the educational gradient and the 

parental educational gradient vary among European countries. Because 

we used a rather broad indicator of macro level effects and cross-level 

interaction effects – with country dummies and interactions with 

education and parental education, respectively – we cannot strictly 

disentangle the influence of welfare regimes, national policies, housing 

markets and family systems on leaving home. The overall country 
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context, however, also proves to be important in determining which 

pathways (to live without a partner vs. to live with a partner) young 

women take from the parental home. In most of the Western European 

countries (but not in Belgium and Austria) as well as the Czech Republic 

and Hungary the highly educated have a higher risk of leaving to live 

without a partner than the less educated. In Sweden and Norway, but 

also in many Eastern European countries, the differences between 

women with high and low levels of education are not very strong. It 

seems that in countries where leaving home is easy – given a high level 

of social security, strong welfare state transfers, easy access to rented 

or owned housing, and social acceptability of leaving home via various 

pathways other than partnership formation – young women’s 

education may be less of a decisive determinant of leaving home to live 

without a partner. Irrespective of their education, young women have 

good chances to establish an independent household. Similarly, in 

countries where leaving home is very difficult – given a low level of 

social security, weak welfare state transfers, difficult access to rented 

or owned housing, and social unacceptability of leaving home via 

pathways other than partnership formation – young women’s 

education may be equally less of a decisive determinant of leaving 

home to live without a partner. Irrespective of their education, young 

women in these countries have poorer chances to establish an 

independent household. Less educated women are more likely to leave 

the parental home to live with a partner in many of the Northern, 

Western and Eastern European countries than in Southern Europe. In 

France, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania and Italy the 

link between education and leaving home to live with a partner is 

stronger.  

With respect to parental education, in countries where leaving home is 

rather difficult and may also be risky in terms of social mobility and 

poverty – notably in many Eastern European countries – parental 

education is less of a push factor and young women with highly 

educated parents have a lowered risk of leaving home to live without a 
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partner. Quite unexpectedly this also seems to hold in Sweden and 

Norway, where the context is such that normative expectations favor 

priority of the individual over the family and place a high importance of 

young people's autonomy.  

6.2 Main Conclusions 
The studies presented here demonstrated the pivotal importance of a 

multilevel framework for explaining and understanding differences in 

young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition to 

adulthood in Europe. Explanations that focus on either macro or micro 

factors and do not consider their possible interplay cannot fully account 

for observed variation in family living arrangements across European 

regions or countries. Chapter 3 made the most important case for 

cross-level interactions: the case where a regional characteristic (the 

socio-cultural climate) channels the impact of young adults’ individual 

characteristics – in addition to a more direct influence. Chapters 4 and 5 

underscored this finding, although the context measure was with a 

country dummy variable comparatively crude.  

Individual characteristics also play a role. A key objective in this book 

was to describe and examine young adults’ family living arrangements 

from the perspective of different social groups. There were, not 

unexpectedly, clear differences between men and women in the 

prevalence of family living arrangements (Chapter 2) but also in the 

sequencing of life course trajectories (Chapter 4). Cohort differences 

(Chapters 2 and 4) in the transition to adulthood and differences 

between educational groups in their leaving home behavior need to be 

mentioned here, too. Individual level characteristics include the family 

background and characteristics of young adults’ parents (Chapter 5). 

Finally, values and preferences are also a driving force behind young 

adults’ behavior (Chapter 2).  

Another conclusion relates to the first research objective, which is that 

we need to pay attention to multiple social contexts (e.g., policy 



Chapter 6 

322 

regimes, socio-economic circumstances, and normative climate). 

Although it is plausible to think that all these factors play a role, the 

theoretical and empirical challenge lies in determining the relative 

weight of these determinants (Billari 2004). First, policy regimes, socio-

economic circumstances, and normative climate are not necessarily 

independent from each other. As a matter of fact, policy arrangements 

are themselves a reflection of cultural values shaped by socio-economic 

and political contexts (Hantrais 1999). Second, disentangling the effects 

of different levels of context also means to strongly consider variability 

at an infra-national level. In Chapter 3 we could show that on a regional 

level both familialistic norms and housing-market conditions are 

directly related to intergenerational co-residence between young adults 

and their parents. However, we did not evidence that regional youth 

unemployment – which has been shown to be an important predictor 

of intergenerational co-residence (Chiuri and Del Boca 2007, 2010; 

Vitali 2010) – adds an explanation for cross-regional differences. This 

could be due to the level of regional aggregation, which may be too 

large to capture such effects.  

The third research objective stressed the importance of including 

Eastern Europe in comparative research because it would complement 

our picture about family living arrangements and the transition to 

adulthood. European family constellations are often described in terms 

of a North – South gradient. The analyses in this book revealed that it 

could be more appropriate to think of differences in family patterns 

along a North/West – South/East gradient. Yet I hasten to add that this 

description, too, paints the variation in family living arrangements in 

Europe with a very broad brush. There are indeed many “outliers” like 

Ireland, Belgium, and Austria, but also Hungary, Lithuania, and Estonia 

(Chapters 2, 3, and 5) – countries that do not follow the specific family 

patterns as predicted by theories of welfare and policy regimes, or 

family and kinship systems. These kinds of overarching, big macro-

theories necessarily make simplifying assumptions and generalizations 
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about broad regions within Europe, neglecting country specificities or 

the way in which different factors come together in a given country.  

An important task of any comparative research is to delimit the context 

(Hantrais 1999). Intuitively, country seems to be an appropriate unit of 

analysis in a European research setting, because countries possess 

clearly defined geographical boundaries, institutional, socio-economic, 

and policy structures. They also relate closely both to available 

statistical data and to existing theoretical frameworks. Chapter 3 

explored the argument that region is an appropriate unit of analysis or 

context, as well – specifically if the demographic research tries to assess 

the role of culture in shaping family living arrangements and the 

transition to adulthood. The results lend some support to this idea and 

underscore previous findings (Aassve et al. 2013; Holdsworth 2000; 

Santarelli and Cottone 2009; Vitali 2010). However, the empirical 

results also highlight that different explanatory variables operate at 

different levels and that researchers are well-advised to determine the 

context level for each variable. A case in point, again, is the association 

between youth unemployment and intergenerational co-residence, for 

which we did not find evidence on the regional level. Prior studies on 

the transition to adulthood in Spain, however, suggest that this factor 

operates in a local context (e.g., municipalities) (Holdsworth 2000; Vitali 

2010). While the selection of the most appropriate contexts ideally 

should be theory-driven, demographic theories do not always spell out 

at which level factors operate or exclude specific country contexts (e.g., 

Esping-Andersen’s welfare regime typology).  

6.3 Reflection on Data  

Two data sources are used in this book: Censuses and surveys – both of 

which have their strengths and limitations. Census data provide 

information about individual persons and households and offer superior 

data on family living arrangements, given their sample size and 

geographic coverage, but they also tend to measure fewer variables 

than cross-national surveys. Cross-national surveys are rich in individual 
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level data and often offer greater subject coverage and detail than 

census data, but until recently they also covered relatively few 

countries and in the case of Europe even fewer Eastern European 

countries. Furthermore, cross-national survey analyses that focus on 

macro-micro linkages are often constrained because macro level 

indicators are not comparable and not available for all countries. It is 

important to remember, however, that the sort of quantitative analyses 

represented in this book depend on high-quality data from multi-

country collaborations, which only recently have become available to 

family demographers. The rapid development of new, high-quality 

cross-national data or “big micro data”– offering greater variation in 

contexts and additional time points – bodes well for future 

demographic analysis (Ruggles 2013).  

6.3.1 IPUMSi  

The population census data that were used in Chapter 2 come from the 

Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, international (IPUMSi) 

(Minnesota Population Center 2011). These census data are highly 

comparable, harmonized and easily accessible. Particularly when, as in 

this book, very different country contexts are involved the census data 

have to fulfill statistical quality criteria, namely measurement 

equivalence and accuracy. While the IPUMS data are without a doubt of 

a high quality, known limitations concern under-coverage of European 

countries, lack of information of multi-residence of young adults and its 

related measurement difficulties, and the use of relatively broad 

categories of family living arrangements. First, there are only census 

data for 13 European countries available from the IPUMSi data base 

and, additionally, in some cases censuses are only available for single 

years (e.g., Slovenia 2002 or Italy 2001) or persons are not organized 

into households (e.g., United Kingdom 1991 – 2001 or Netherlands 

1960 – 2001). For the purposes of Chapter 2 this specifically meant that 

the pool of available countries was minimized. It also more generally 

suggests that IPUMSi data mainly support a small-country-sample 
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approach to European cross-national research, where the focus lies 

more strongly on comparisons of individual level results between 

countries rather than explicitly testing cross-national differences in 

socio-cultural norms, welfare regimes, and institutional and policy 

arrangements (Yu 2015).  

Second, family living arrangements tend to be poorly reported or 

measured in censuses if family situations are ambiguous. For instance, 

young adults may spend a large part of the year in their own apartment 

or student housing, but they also may ‘visit’ their parents for long 

periods. In the US research context, this somewhat ambiguous family 

situation has theoretically been termed semi-autonomy (Goldscheider 

and DaVanzo 1989), practically it corresponds to having multiple 

residences. Although in most countries, rules are applied in censuses to 

avoid the double-counting of individuals (e.g., by restricting the 

observation of individuals to their main dwelling), this does not 

automatically allow for an accurate description and measurement of 

family households. Third, IPUMSi data – but also more generally census 

data – still measure family households in a somewhat broad way. 

Because the family is being replaced by complex cross-household 

families that can include married or cohabiting opposite-sex or same-

sex couples; single parents; biological, step-, half-, and unrelated 

siblings; and other related and unrelated individuals, the Minnesota 

Population Center has announced a re-calibration of the family 

interrelationship variables in order to increase comparability across 

different data projects and over time, and to include same-sex couples 

and other less common family types. This would allow future analysis to 

study even more diverse living arrangements of young adults.  

6.3.2 GGS  

The survey data that were used in Chapters 3 and 4 come from the 

Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) (Vikat et al. 2007). A major 

advantage of the GGS as compared to other international social surveys 

– for example, the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) and the 
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European Social Survey (ESS) – is the large size of its sample (with an 

average of 9,000 respondents per country at Wave 1), covering many 

European and particularly Eastern European countries, its detailed life 

event calendar relating to key life course transitions such as completing 

education, leaving the parental home, entering the labor market, and 

starting family formation among others, as well as detailed information 

not only on socio-demographic variables but also on health, social 

networks, values and attitudes (Vikat et al. 2007). Due to the huge 

sample and the fact that information is being collected for all 

household members, the GGS is a rich data source for researching and 

monitoring the lives of young Europeans both as a specific subgroup 

within the population, and in comparison, with other age groups.  

From its inception, the GGS was designed as a panel study – collecting 

information on the same persons at three-year intervals – because 

many questions relating to people’s incomes, well-being and life-course 

trajectories can be answered better with longitudinal data (i.e., 

modeling change over time and addressing causality). The GGS Wave 1 

was carried out in the period 2002-2012 and twelve countries have thus 

far conducted Wave 2 of the survey. While I could thus not use 

information from the different waves from the GGS for a dynamic 

analysis of young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition 

to adulthood, the detailed life course history calendar recorded in the 

questionnaire allowed reconstructing detailed life histories and 

establishing links between the timing of events in various domains of 

the life course. Using information on life histories gained from 

retrospective questions can be associated with problems like recall bias 

or incomplete information, which in turn may bias studies on the timing 

and sequencing of life course events. This type of bias was particularly 

relevant to Chapter 4 where I excluded the data from the German GGS 

from the analysis because of the poor re-interview rate and the 

unreliability of the partnership and fertility histories, and consequent 

underreporting of first births (Kreyenfeld et al. 2013; Ruckdeschel et al. 

2016). 
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The GGS is in many ways a quasi-successor of the Family and Fertility 

Survey (FFS), albeit with fewer countries participating (19 countries in 

the GGS compared to 24 in the FFS) and an improved and extended 

multidisciplinary questionnaire, which is both retrospective (i.e., life 

course history calendar) and prospective (i.e., questions about 

respondents’ intentions). The coordination of the GGS was performed 

through the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE), 

but the responsibility for the implementation of the respective national 

GGS lies with the participating countries (and the respective statistical 

offices or national research institutes) themselves. This means that 

although data comparability was an imperative goal of the GGS (Vikat 

et al. 2007), the publicly available harmonized data files do exhibit 

some variation, for example, in whether or not some variables were 

collected at all and how variables were actually measured, due to the 

different survey implementation by the various national statistical 

institutions.  

For the purposes of the analyses in this book – and depending of the 

scope of the chapters’ research questions – the following GGS country 

specificities were notable: The Dutch GGS questionnaire – which 

follows more closely the initial FFS questionnaire (see 

https://www.unece.org/pau/ffs/ffs.html) – excludes most of the 

questions in section 11 on Value Orientations and Attitudes. The Italian 

GGS does not collect any information on the respondent’s income (i.e., 

types of income received, number of payments, and net amount of 

payment) in section 8 on Respondent’s Activity and Income. The 

Swedish GGS neither uses the NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units 

for Statistics) classification nor a national statistical area classification to 

measure the Region or Administrative Unit of Residence, but collects 

information on population size of urban or rural areas. The public 

release files of the Hungarian GGS data do not include any information 

on the Region or Administrative Unit of Residence – only through direct 

communication with the Hungarian statistical office information on 

NUTS regions for the Hungarian GGS could be acquired. These GGS 
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country specificities generally limited the pool of relevant cross-

sectional data. 

Another limitation of the GGS lies in the data quality and it is important 

to note that these issues are not necessarily evident from the GGS 

supporting material (e.g., data documentation and technical papers) 

and online portal. This seems to be due to at least two reasons: First, 

the different national statistic institutions appear to be reluctant in 

publishing detailed information on response rates and the like – 

notable exceptions are Belgium and France where in-depth quality 

reports are available online; second, the GGS is a comparatively young 

population survey and researchers and GGS data users have only 

started to do more exhaustive explorations regarding data quality 

(Beaujouan 2013; Buber-Ennser 2014; Kreyenfeld et al. 2013). At this 

stage, interested researchers need to be prepared to make explorations 

of their own and are also well-advised to seek information from other 

GGS users. The analyses in this book benefitted from insider knowledge 

(on uncommonly low response rates in some urban regions in the 

Russian GGS in Chapter 3) and expertise from more experienced GGS 

users (on panel attrition and low representativeness of the German 

GGS in Chapter 4), for example. A greater consistency and clarity in 

documentation about the available GGS data would immensely benefit 

data users and possibly boost the GGS’ attractiveness as a data source 

for scientific research. Fokkema et al. (2016) published a 

methodological overview of the Wave 1 data as late as 2016, however, 

more transparent documentation is needed.  

6.3.3 Harmonized Histories  

The survey data that were used in Chapter 5 come from the 

Harmonized Histories (Perelli-Harris et al. 2010). The Harmonized 

Histories data file was created by an international panel of researchers 

in an effort to facilitate comparative research on life course histories. It 

builds heavily on European GGS data, but also includes, harmonizes, 

and standardizes childbearing, partnership and leaving home histories 
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with data from Spain (source: The Spanish Fertility Survey), the United 

Kingdom (source: The British Household Panel Survey) and the United 

States (source: The National Survey of Family Growth).  

Because the focus clearly lies on the life course histories in this data set, 

the socio-demographic background variables are relatively few. 

However, the advantages of this data source generally are the 

information on additional European countries – although this 

information could ultimately not be used in this book apart from more 

descriptive analysis in Chapter 5 – and the standardization of the 

various life course histories. The latter considerably eased the 

necessary work – in terms of data cleaning – for Chapter 5. Producing a 

similar, harmonized file from the GGS data would have gone beyond 

the time frame of the research project. The technical manual of the 

Harmonized Histories incidentally also revealed that the (already 

cleaned and harmonized) public release files of the GGS may still 

contain some errors (see also for a general discussion of the validity of 

life course histories in the German GGS: Kreyenfeld et al. 2013; Perelli-

Harris et al. 2010). Again, these shortcomings are probably put into 

perspective by the fact that the GGS is still in its early days and this may 

improve over time. It only reinforces that researcher should not blindly 

use any kind of data and that careful checks of variables are always 

necessary.  

6.3.4 Alternative Data Sources  

Despite the inclusion of several Eastern European countries – a major 

strength – the GGS was nonetheless limited in the total numbers of 

countries available for selection, preventing a more detailed 

examination of contextual effects using multilevel regression models. 

Socio-cultural effects that are theoretically independent could thus not 

be disentangled in the empirical analysis. This led me to consider the 

European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions Survey (EU-

SILC) as an additional data source that could have been used for this 

book. The EU-SILC combines comprehensive cross-sectional and 
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longitudinal micro-level data on income, poverty, social exclusion, 

housing, labor, education, and health for currently 32 countries in 

Europe (i.e., all 27 member states of the enlarged EU as well as Croatia, 

Iceland, Turkey, Norway, and Switzerland). The targeted sample size is 

135,000 and 101,500 households for the cross-sectional and 

longitudinal components, respectively (Eurostat n.d.).  

Although there are good reasons for using the EU-SILC to monitor the 

lives of young people, it was ultimately not used as a data source for 

the analyses in this book. First, this is because the EU-SILC is output-

harmonized. The different national statistical institutes collecting the 

EU-SILC data are not required to use harmonized questionnaires but 

may decide how specified indicators and variables are collected. 

Furthermore, national statistical institutes are free to determine 

sampling strategies for data collection purposes and may use a variety 

of different sources. Second, the EU-SILC is a general population survey 

and thus does not place particular emphasis on the life situation of the 

younger generation. In particular, it does not focus on life domains of 

special relevance for this population category, such as education and 

training, life course events, friends and family relationships and the like. 

Third, another downside of the EU-SILC is related to serious problems 

with non-response and panel attrition, which may have an impact on 

general data quality and representativeness of samples in select 

countries and thus limit its analytic potential – particularly with regard 

to analyzing young adults’ transitions from the parental home in 

Eastern European countries (for an in-depth discussion see: Iacovou 

and Lynn 2013).  

6.4 Reflection on Methodology  

This book is a testimony to the value of different methodological 

approaches to cross-national research. As I have argued earlier, in order 

to fully capture the variation in young adults’ family living arrangements 

and the transition to adulthood, both a static and dynamic perspective 

are necessary. The advantage of a static approach is to provide a 
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unique snapshot and an important insight into similarities and 

differences in transition experiences of young adults living in different 

historical, socio-economic and cultural contexts (Chapters 2 and 3). 

While it is true that a static approach cannot address causality, gained 

insights complement our knowledge about family living arrangements 

and the transition to adulthood, particularly if countries are studied 

that do not feature heavily in other comparative studies. The advantage 

of a dynamic approach is to capture the time-dependency of family 

living arrangements and the transition to adulthood. Furthermore, it 

allows addressing the transition to adulthood in an event-based way 

(Chapter 5) or in a holistic way (Chapter 4).  

Aside from static and dynamic, methodological and analytical 

approaches in this book can also be delineated by the number of 

countries used for cross-national comparison: A small country approach 

vs. a large country approach (Yu 2015). The small country approach was 

applied in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, which both analyzed eight different 

European countries. Typical of this approach are so-called parallel 

analyses, where the same regression models are run for a relatively 

small number of countries. A specific statistical test can then be used to 

test whether or not the regression coefficients for the different 

countries are statistically different. Because this method tells us 

nothing about why the countries are different (if the coefficients are 

found to be statistically different across countries), it was not applied in 

this book. I opted instead for a slight variation of it: Pooled regressions 

with country dummies. The assumption here is that the regression 

coefficients for the various individual level variables are the same in all 

countries. A series of country dummies is then added to test whether 

countries are statistically different – after controlling for country-

specific differences in the composition of the population (as captured 

by the individual level variables). Strictly speaking, this method still 

does not tell us why the countries are different (if the dummies are 

found to be statistically significant). In fact, the onus is on the 

researcher to build and present a convincing case, why, for example, 
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the cultural, socio-economic or welfare context of a country could 

explain patterns of family living arrangements. Arguably, the macro-

micro linkages are ultimately unmeasured and only inferred with this 

method, making it generally slightly inferior to pooled regressions with 

macro level variables. The latter strategy, on the first glance, seems to 

be applicable easily enough – after all it only requires the replacement 

of the country dummies by relevant macro level variables in order to 

see what characteristics of countries explain unique patterns of family 

living arrangements. However, such measures were not always 

available for all countries (and particularly some of the Eastern 

European countries) or all cohorts, and neither were measure always 

comparable across the countries – a prerequisite for any cross-national 

analysis irrespective of the number of studied countries. Given these 

encountered practical restrictions, pooled regressions with country 

dummies seem an acceptable solution, especially if research question 

are explanatory and descriptive in nature. In a similar vein, a small 

country approach reveals associations and details that a multilevel 

analysis of two dozen countries cannot. 

The large country approach, conversely, was applied in Chapter 3 

(although we notably used a large number of regions rather than 

countries) and Chapter 5. Typical of this approach are multilevel 

analyses, where a large number of regions or countries are pooled into 

one dataset and macro level variables are directly tested. A key 

objective in this book, indeed, was to conceptualize and analyze family 

living arrangements and the transition to adulthood in a multi-level 

framework. The advantage is that large-scale, multilevel analyses allow 

us pursueing cross-country differences systematically, detecting 

patterns at the individual and country levels, and exploring the macro-

micro linkages (typically by identifying moderating effects). The 

practical application of a multilevel model critically depends on the 

number of higher level units (more than 20), so that correct statistical 

inferences can be drawn (Snijders and Bosker 2011). The GGS data and 

Harmonized Histories data only provide information on 17 European 
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countries, which poses a severe limitation for the actual empirical 

application of a multilevel framework. In Chapter 5 we applied a 

method that – similar to a multilevel model – attempts to identify the 

impact of certain policies’ or the social context's moderating effects on 

the leaving home behavior of young women: Country fixed effects 

models with cross-level interactions. This method is also applicable with 

a small number of countries – similar to pooled regressions with 

country dummies, but with additional moderating effects of the country 

dummies – and avoids omitted variable bias through controlling for 

country level heterogeneity with country dummies. In many cases, this 

is a good alternative, because it enables the researcher to produce 

equally valid results as those from cross-level interactions in multilevel 

models and to control for all country level characteristics that may 

shape individuals’ outcomes (Möhring 2012).  

6.5 Contribution to the Research Literature 

An important merit of this book is that it investigates family living 

arrangements and the transition to adulthood from a comparative 

perspective. As such it reveals some new puzzle parts of the big picture 

of young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition to 

adulthood in Europe. The first part concerns the cross-national and 

cross-regional comparison between Eastern and Western Europe. By 

including many Eastern European countries in the different analyses in 

this book our understanding about how young adults live in this part of 

the continent has deepened. Comparative research on family living 

arrangements in much of Eastern Europe has been scarce so far. The 

second part concerns macro-micro linkages. The analyses in this book 

have highlighted that young adults make choices regarding their living 

arrangements and life course transitions and that their individual 

characteristics are important in capturing agency. But young adults’ life 

courses also unfold within regional and national opportunities and 

constraints. This was most clearly illustrated in the moderating 

influence of the regional socio-cultural climate on intergenerational co-
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residence. The third part concerns the usefulness of a multilevel 

framework within both a static and dynamic perspective for 

comparative research on the transition to adulthood. The explicit 

illustration of the different types of cross-sectional and longitudinal 

data on different analytical levels, as well as the different methods used 

throughout this book offer a unique in-depth insight into this type of 

research.  

 

This book has highlighted cross-national differences in family living 

arrangements and the transition to adulthood. In light of the wealth of 

available comparative data – irrespective of possible limitations – and 

the extensiveness of the topic, this book necessarily presents selected 

sub-topics and research questions. During my 4-year work on it, I also 

came across other interesting and unanswered questions. Some of 

them fall into the realm of achievable research projects – because the 

data and statistical tools to analyze them already exist – whereas other 

fall into the realm of imaginable research projects. The latter seem very 

interesting and scientifically rewarding, if only the right kind of data 

would exist to study them. This section briefly outlines three different 

avenues for future achievable and imaginable research projects on 

young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition to 

adulthood from a demographic and comparative perspective in Europe. 

6.5.1 Avenues for Future Research: Achievable Projects  

First, our understanding of young adults’ family living arrangements and 

the transition to adulthood can be significantly improved by focusing on 

young adults’ residential decision-making. So far, this aspect remains 

something of a black box: While the demographic literature has 

emphasized the impact of various contextual and individual level 

variables on leaving home behavior, it has rarely addressed how much 

intentions (e.g., to leave the parental home) guide actual behavior 

(Ferrari et al. 2014). As a result, we do not know much about how 

young adults make the decision to leave the parental home and what 
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possibly makes them fail or succeed in realizing their intentions across 

Europe. Knowledge about residential decision-making can tell us 

something about young adults’ agency in shaping their own life course 

trajectories and identify more clearly the structural obstacles young 

adults face. A unique feature of the GGS data is that they include a 

number of questions on young adults’ intentions to leave the parental 

home in section 5 on Parents and parental home. Given the GGS’ panel 

structure it is then possible to link the information on leaving home 

intentions with their realization in a subsequent wave. In line with the 

cross-national comparative perspective this book takes, future studies 

should try to examine cross-national differences in young adults’ 

decision-making process to leave the parental home paying particular 

attention to the influence of policy regimes, socio-economic 

circumstances, and normative climate. Alternatively, future studies 

could try to capitalize on the fact that differences in leaving home 

intentions and behaviors may not only exist at the national level, but 

also at regional levels within a country (e.g., Aassve et al. 2013); or that 

differences in leaving home intentions and behaviors may exist across 

subsequent cohorts. By either including the regional level or addressing 

within-country changes across subsequent cohorts, the variation at 

supra-individual levels of analysis would be increased – an important 

consideration, given that at this time only twelve countries have 

conducted two waves of the GGS. 

Second, our understanding of young adults’ family living arrangements 

and the transition to adulthood can be significantly improved by 

focusing on migrants and the life course dynamics in migrant families. 

This suggestion for future research ties in with a key objective of this 

book: To examine family living arrangements between different social 

groups. As growing shares of young adults in European countries have 

migrant origins, researchers have paid increasing attention to their 

transition to adulthood (e.g., Bernhardt et al. 2007; Kleinepier et al. 

2015). But studying migrants’ family living arrangements is not only 

warranted because we know relatively little about how the transition to 
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adulthood unfolds for this population subgroup across European 

countries – at least two additional aspects are noteworthy: First, 

gauging the relative importance of cultural factors at the individual or 

family level. It has often been suggested that the strength of family ties 

and general patterns of the transition to adulthood vary across cultures 

and that cultural values shape young adults’ family living arrangements 

decisions (e.g., Hajnal 1965; Reher 1998; Zorlu and Mulder 2011). 

Future research should further focus on a cultural interpretation of 

differences in young migrants’ transition to adulthood relative to that 

of native young adults; second, comparing and contrasting the relative 

importance of cultural factors at the individual or family level across 

European countries. An interesting theme to pursue is, to study 

whether or not similar migrant groups replicate a specific pattern in the 

transition to adulthood across different European policy and welfare 

contexts. Again, the GGS data are readily available to study the family 

living arrangements and the transition to adulthood of young adults of 

migrant origin in Europe: Their particular advantage are the large 

national sample sizes and comparable measures, which are necessary 

to study smaller population subgroups such as migrants. They also are 

able to capture a sufficiently large number of life-events (like leaving 

the parental home) for statistical analyses.  

Third, our understanding of young adults’ family living arrangements 

and the transition to adulthood can be significantly improved by 

focusing on the role of family and personal networks as factors shaping 

young adults’ behavior. The concept of “linked lives” (Elder 1994) from 

the life course literature is useful here. It emphasizes that the 

opportunities and constraints faced by individuals are shaped by the 

needs and resources of family members whose lives run close to their 

own. Young adults are affected by what happens to others, and when 

making decisions (e.g., to leave the parental home) they consider the 

consequences there might be for others. It is also important to 

recognize that a specific country context vis-à-vis welfare and social 

policies may reinforce interdependencies among family members. In 
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future projects interdependencies in the life courses of household and 

multiple family members (partners, parents and children, and also 

grandparents and grandchildren) should be examined. A major 

innovation of the GGS lies in its focus on the impact of 

intergenerational relations on demographic behavior. It is the only 

available survey with information on normative expectations of social 

network members. Thus, another unique feature of the GGS is that it 

allows assessing the influence of parents, children, friends, and relatives 

on decisions such as leaving home, entering the labor market, starting 

to live with a partner, and having children.  

6.5.2 Avenues for Future Research: Imaginable Projects 

The life-course perspective acknowledges transition reversals, such as 

the phenomenon of young adults returning to live with their parents – 

after having previously moved out and established an independent 

household (Shanahan 2000). This research topic has garnered some 

scholarly interest among North American and Western European 

researchers (Biggart and Walther 2006; Choi 2003; Da Vanzo and 

Goldscheider 1990; Lei and South 2016; Mitchell et al. 2004; Mulder 

and Clark 2002; Sandberg-Thoma et al. 2015; Smits et al. 2010; Stone et 

al. 2014) and is derived from theoretical underpinnings emphasizing the 

transition to adulthood as a process of gradually gaining autonomy 

(e.g., Arnett 2000). In this process, young adults, with the participation 

of their parents, develop new forms of living arrangements, such as 

living at home with occasional residence elsewhere, or living elsewhere 

with regular visits to parents. Young adults may also return home – 

“boomeranging” – after the end, or interruption, of the first 

autonomous living arrangements (Mitchell et al. 2004). While several 

conceptual approaches have been used to study returning to the 

parental home in a North American and West European context – 

among them socio-structural and socio-psychological approaches – 

systemic comparative approaches are rare. Consequently, cross-

national research on young adults’ returning to the parental home in 
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Europe has been proposed as an avenue for future demographic 

research (Buchmann and Kriesi 2011).  

Its implementation, however, crucially hinges on either longitudinal 

data recording the exact dates of several moves from and back to the 

parental home or a compilation of register data for a large number of 

European countries. The first kind of data is presently not available in 

any of the large-scale European longitudinal surveys (i.e., GGS or ESS). 

The second kind of data would have to be compiled in one data set 

from available register data for (a small number of) different European 

countries (e.g., Denmark, Finland, Norway and the Netherlands). The 

gains of a comparative study of young adults’ returning home lie, for 

instance, in disentangling the different life course trajectories leading to 

intergenerational co-residence. The latter may be due to young adults 

having not yet (or indeed having never) left the parental home; young 

adults having returned to the parental home; or the parent(s) having 

moved back in with their adult children. Each of these trajectories, in 

turn, may be due to specific and even contradictory determinants 

across European countries (e.g., Choi 2003). Furthermore, exploring 

interdependencies of returning home with other demographic behavior 

(e.g., family formation) provides insight into the unique demographic, 

economic and sociological implications of intergenerational co-

residence across European countries.  

More stringent tests of the effect of welfare and policy regimes, socio-

economic circumstances, and normative climate, possibly disentangling 

the relative contribution of cultural vs. structural macro level variables, 

would also considerably enhance our understanding of the transition to 

adulthood in Europe. A non-negligible challenge for such future studies 

lies in finding, compiling or producing comparable and harmonized 

contextual data for a large number of – if not all – European countries. 

Although contextual data bases exist (e.g., the Contextual Database of 

the Generations and Gender Programme), some macro level measures 

may be incomplete (i.e., with regard to countries or years covered) or 
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not comparable for all countries of interest. Future studies may not 

only be challenged by data availability but also by theory availability. A 

case in point for the relative absence of macro-theorizing is the welfare 

state typology proposed by Esping-Andersen (1990). It has been widely 

used as an analytical framework to derive hypotheses from, but is 

limited to Western and Southern Europe. If we want to examine 

whether cross-national differences in young adults’ family living 

arrangements across Europe are because of culture or structure, family 

demographers need more comprehensive data and theories. The ideal 

next step is to have a community of researchers who work on 

contextual data, with comparisons across time and societies, and 

theory advancement. However, I add a note of caution: The small-N-

problem (Mills et al. 2006) is apt to remain a methodological problem 

despite concerted efforts by the demographic research community to 

develop and enlarge contextual databases. Even with available data for 

more than 20 or 30 European countries, the number of degrees of 

freedom at the country level would be still very small and the problems 

associated with comparative research (e.g., insufficient country-level 

controls, influential cases, and measurement incomparability) will not 

be fully resolved (Yu 2015). Nonetheless, a collaborative, coordinated 

approach to enlarge comparative contextual European data and to 

advance macro-theorizing (particular with respect to including Eastern 

Europe) can provide a broader foundation for comparative research on 

the transition to adulthood across Europe. 

The long-term impact of “period shocks” like the economic crisis in 2008 

looms large as a topic of family demographic studies. Media, politicians 

and researchers alike have paid much attention to how young adults 

were affected by unemployment as a consequence of the crisis in the 

short-run. The interest of media and politicians is understandable given 

the scope of the economic crisis, for researchers there is the additional 

possibility of conducting a natural experiment to capture the impact of 

profound economic changes on the transition to adulthood. More 

recent demographic studies suggest that the economic crisis has – 
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already in the short-term – left an imprint on fertility patterns and on 

patterns of intergenerational co-residence, for example (e.g., Davis et 

al. 2016; Goldstein et al. 2013; Lennartz et al. 2016; Sobotka et al. 2011; 

South and Lei 2015). In the long-run – and with subsequent future 

waves of longitudinal survey data (e.g., the GGS) – family demographers 

will be able to assess how the economic crisis has altered the lives of 

young adults and their families. They will be able to address questions 

like “Has the economic crisis led to a delay in leaving home across 

Europe” and “What does this delay mean for young adults’ family life 

courses?”.  

6.6 Relevance of this Book for Policy Makers 

Why are young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition to 

adulthood of interest for policy makers? This is the question I had to 

answer separately for each chapter and it is also a question most 

demographers have to think of when communicating their research 

results. This is because demographic research today focuses not only on 

knowledge gain but to a large degree on the production of research 

evidence with societal relevance. Unlike other demographic topics – 

think of childlessness or population ageing, for instance – the nexus 

between research on the transition to adulthood and social policy is not 

self-evident.  

There are three arguments to be made about how comparative 

research on young adults’ family living arrangements and the transition 

to adulthood in this book bears policy implications. First, while the 

consequences of the transition to adulthood were not specifically 

analyzed, it is clear that the different transitions (i.e., residential, 

school, employment, partnership, and parental) of young adults are 

interconnected. For example, obstacles to leaving home are likely to 

lead to postponement of co-residential union formation and 

subsequent childbearing. Gaining new insights into when young adults 

leave the parental home and how and with whom they live afterwards 

thus helps us to – at least indirectly – gauge impact in other life 
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domains which then in turn relate to social policy. Second, cross-

national comparisons have demonstrated that variation in family living 

arrangements and the transition to adulthood cannot be understood 

without looking beyond the individual. By identifying the critical 

conditions that promote or hinder the realization of specific family 

living arrangements, cross-national comparisons can inform policies to 

advance young adults’ abilities to freely choose when they leave the 

parental household and with whom they live. Third, knowledge about 

young adults’ family living arrangements has potential benefits for 

housing policy. For example, with whom young adults live after leaving 

the parental home (alone vs. with a partner) bears implications for the 

need for new social housing, particularly for the types of social housing 

(e.g., single-family housing vs. apartments). In addition, if access to 

already existing social housing is difficult, housing policies could 

counteract a delay in leaving home by facilitating and subsidizing access 

of young people to rented dwellings. 

A basis for implementing various social and housing policies across 

Europe can only be grounded on scientific knowledge – to provide 

relevant information to policy-makers and to set the right tone for 

discussions related to young adults’ family living arrangements and the 

transition to adulthood.  
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EDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING (DUTCH 

SUMMARY) 

 

Dit boek bevat vier onderling samenhangende empirische hoofdstukken 

waarin de gegevens van internationale volkstellingen (IPUMSi), de 

Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) en de Harmonized Histories 

Survey worden geanalyseerd met het oog op drie brede en algemene 

onderzoeksdoelstellingen. Het doel is de leefsituatie van 

jongvolwassenen te beschrijven en te onderzoeken: 

(1) in meerdere sociale contexten (zoals verzorgingsstaten, sociaal-

economische omstandigheden en normatief klimaat);  

(2) vanuit het perspectief van verschillende sociale groepen 

(bijvoorbeeld, vrouwen tegenover mannen, jonge 

geboortecohorten tegenover oudere geboortecohorten, laag 

opleidingsniveau tegenover hoog opleidingsniveau); en 

(3) door het vergelijken en verklaren van verschillen in leefsituaties 

tussen verschillende Europese landen, in het bijzonder Oost-

Europa.  

In dit boek wordt onderzocht in hoeverre leefsituaties een functie 

vormen van de structurele mogelijkheden van de context, de 

individuele kenmerken van mensen en de veranderende invloed van de 

context waarin mensen leven (en die de prevalentie van specifieke 

leefsituaties belemmeren of bevorderen). Onder deze brede paraplu 

N 
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behandelt elk hoofdstuk zijn eigen kernpunten en specifieke 

onderzoeksvragen:  

Hoofdstuk 2, “De gezinsleefsituatie van jongvolwassenen in Europa”: 

welke leefsituaties zijn er te onderscheiden in Europese landen? Hoe is 

de leefsituatie van jongvolwassenen veranderd tussen 1980 en 2000? 

Hoofdstuk 3, “Intergenerationeel samenleven van jongvolwassenen 

met hun ouders in Europese regio's”: in hoeverre kunnen individuele 

kenmerken (individuele hulpbronnen en voorkeuren) en de regionale 

context (zoals de woningmarkt en het sociaal-cultureel klimaat) de 

regionale verschillen in intergenerationeel samenleven in Europa 

verklaren? Hoe beïnvloedt de regionale context de relatie tussen 

enerzijds hulpbronnen en voorkeuren en anderzijds intergenerationeel 

samenleven? 

Hoofdstuk 4, “De overgang naar volwassenheid en het 

levenslooptraject na het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis: een 

internationale vergelijkende analyse”: hoe variëren de 

levenslooptrajecten tussen mensen met verschillende 

opleidingsniveaus en tussen mannen en vrouwen? Hoe verschillen de 

levenslooptrajecten van land tot land in Europa? En hoe verschilt de 

opleidingsgradiënt voor levenslooptrajecten in Europa en in de loop van 

de tijd?  

Hoofdstuk 5, “Verschillen tussen vrouwen in Europa bij het verlaten van 

het ouderlijk huis naar individueel opleidingsniveau en opleidingsniveau 

van de ouders”: in hoeverre is het moment waarop jonge vrouwen in 

Europa het huis verlaten (en de verschillende levenslooptrajecten na 

het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis) afhankelijk van het individuele 

opleidingsniveau en het opleidingsniveau van de ouders? Hoe kunnen 

het individuele opleidingsniveau en het opleidingsniveau van de ouders 

in verband worden gebracht met de nationale context in Europa? 
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Onderzoeksresultaten  

Diversiteit van gezinsleefsituaties in Europese landen 

De eerste onderzoeksvraag van hoofdstuk 2 behandelt de vraag hoe 

divers de leefsituaties in Europese landen zijn. We voerden aan dat, om 

een duidelijk beeld te geven van hoe jongvolwassenen in verschillende 

Europese landen leven, de leefsituatie zorgvuldig moet worden 

gedefinieerd en er verschillende leefsituaties (bijvoorbeeld met 

familieleden en niet-familieleden) in de analyse moeten worden 

opgenomen. Dit is belangrijk, want zoals uit onze bevindingen blijkt, zijn 

er aanzienlijke verschillen in de leefsituaties van jongvolwassenen 

tussen Europese landen. Deze verschillen hebben voornamelijk 

betrekking op leefsituaties in meergeneratiegezinnen of met niet-

familieleden. Onze conclusie, na controle voor demografische 

kenmerken, was dat (1) niet-gezinsleefsituaties (dat wil zeggen, alleen 

wonen of samenwonen met niet-familieleden) significant vaker 

voorkomen in West-Europese landen, terwijl (2) leefsituaties met 

meergeneratiegezinnen (dat wil zeggen, samenwonen met ouders, 

samenwonen als paar met ouders en/of uitgebreide familie, 

samenwonen als paar met kinderen met ouders en/of uitgebreide 

familie) significant vaker voorkomen in Zuid- en Oost-Europa. Dit 

patroon is over het algemeen in overeenstemming met een langdurige, 

systemische diversiteit in gezinsvormen en culturen die een “North-

South gradient” volgt (Hajnal 1965; Reher 1998); we kunnen zelfs van 

een “North-West/South-East gradient” spreken. Niettemin blijkt uit 

onze resultaten ook dat Ierland en Oostenrijk veel meer 

overeenkomsten vertonen met Zuid- en Oost-Europa voor wat betreft 

sommige leefsituaties met uitgebreide families en niet goed in de 

theoretische classificatie passen.  

Een steeds weer terugkerend resultaat in dit boek is dat Europese 

landen niet zo gemakkelijk te groeperen zijn, tenminste niet op basis 

van de geografische classificaties die zijn afgeleid van theoretische 

perspectieven. We beweren niet dat de uitzonderingen die we hebben 
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gevonden een aanpassing van deze classificaties rechtvaardigen; 

hiervoor zouden meer observaties als deze nodig zijn. Maar voor een 

goed begrip van de diversiteit in leefsituaties in heel Europa moeten we 

ook voorzichtig omgaan met landspecifieke omstandigheden 

(waaronder de culturele, religieuze, sociaal-economische en politieke 

context). 

De tweede onderzoeksvraag in hoofdstuk 2 behandelt in hoeverre de 

leefsituatie is veranderd tussen 1980 en 2000. Uit ons onderzoek bleek 

dat, hoewel over het algemeen steeds minder mensen in 

meergeneratiegezinnen woonden, vooral in Zuid- en Oost-Europa in 

deze periode steeds meer mensen samenleefden met de ouders. 

Leefsituaties met meergeneratiegezinnen zijn vrij robuust in (delen van) 

Oost-Europa. In Oostenrijk, Zwitserland en Frankrijk was er een 

toename van leefsituaties met niet-familieleden, maar dit was niet het 

geval in Ierland en in Zuid- en Oost-Europa. Dit is grotendeels in 

overeenstemming met eerder onderzoek (Billari en Liefbroer 2010; 

Fokkema en Liefbroer 2008; Sobotka en Toulemon 2008) en duidt erop 

dat een hogere opleiding, betreding van de arbeidsmarkt op latere 

leeftijd en uitstel van relaties en gezinsvorming zich in heel Europa 

vertalen naar een andere prevalentie en divergentie van leefsituaties. In 

Zuid- en Oost-Europa, maar ook in Ierland, blijven jongvolwassenen 

langer bij hun ouders wonen, terwijl jongvolwassenen in West- en 

Noord-Europa het ouderlijk huis eerder verlaten en in ieder geval voor 

een bepaalde periode alleen gaan wonen of een woning delen met 

anderen voordat ze al dan niet gehuwd gaan samenwonen.  

Met betrekking tot het perspectief van verschillende sociale groepen 

onderstreept hoofdstuk 2 verschillen in de leefsituaties tussen mannen 

en vrouwen. Jonge vrouwen ondergaan transities zoals hun eerste 

relatie en hun eerste kind, over het algemeen eerder dan mannen. Deze 

bevindingen bevestigen eerdere analyses over de verschillende 

leeftijdsstructuren van levensgebeurtenissen voor jonge mannen en 

vrouwen (Billari en Liefbroer 2010; Fokkema en Liefbroer 2008; Iacovou 
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en Skew 2011; Sobotka en Toulemon 2008) en we benadrukken dat met 

name alleenstaande jonge moeders in Oost-Europa bij de ouders en/of 

de uitgebreide familie blijven wonen, in plaats van alleen te gaan 

wonen. Dit roept de vraag op of intergenerationeel samenleven een 

strategie is om economische en andere steun te organiseren of dat het 

een voorkeur weerspiegelt voor een bepaalde leefsituatie. 

Verschillen in intergenerationeel samenleven tussen 

verschillende regio’s 

In hoofdstuk 3 is de eerste onderzoeksvraag in hoeverre de individuele 

kenmerken van jongvolwassenen (individuele hulpbronnen en 

voorkeuren) en de regionale context (zoals de woningmarkt en het 

sociaal-cultureel klimaat) de regionale verschillen in intergenerationeel 

samenleven in Europa kunnen verklaren. Onze hypothese was dat 

diversiteit in de leefsituaties binnen landen, en dan vooral in 

intergenerationele leefsituaties van jongvolwassenen en hun ouders, 

het resultaat is van een complex samenspel van variabelen op 

verschillende niveaus. Uit ons onderzoek bleek dat de verschillen in 

intergenerationeel samenleven tussen de regio's deels verklaarbaar zijn 

door de verdeling van individueel inkomen en de voorkeuren van 

jongvolwassenen en dat deze effecten belangrijker zijn dan regionale 

contexteffecten. Uit deze resultaten blijkt dat individuele voorkeuren 

de verklaring vormen voor de verschillen in intergenerationeel 

samenleven in de Europese regio's, zelfs als er ook rekening wordt 

gehouden met de samenstelling van landen qua opleidingsniveau en 

inkomen (Billari 2004). Ook verschillen in het regionale sociaal-culturele 

klimaat (familiale normen) en de sociaal-economische context (de 

toestand van de woningmarkt) bepalen of jongvolwassenen in Europese 

regio’s samenleven met hun ouders. Dit wijst erop dat de regionale 

context van belang is voor het begrijpen van de verschillen in 

intergenerationeel samenleven in Europa, zelfs als verschillen binnen 

landen prominent blijven (Billari 2004; Mulder et al. 2002).  
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De tweede onderzoeksvraag in hoofdstuk 3 behandelt hoe de regionale 

context de relatie tussen inkomen en voorkeuren enerzijds en 

intergenerationeel samenleven anderzijds beïnvloedt. Deze vraag staat 

centraal bij een methodologische aanpak op meerdere niveaus, waarbij 

individuele kenmerken in verschillende contexten een ander gewicht 

hebben. We vonden dat zowel voorkeuren als inkomen van 

jongvolwassenen minder relevant zijn voor intergenerationeel 

samenleven in meer familiale regio's, waar leefsituaties meer 

gestandaardiseerd zijn. In een aanzienlijk aantal macro-micro-

onderzoeken is de vraag gesteld of de impact van individuele 

kenmerken (bijvoorbeeld opleiding, sociale klasse, geslacht) bij de 

overgang naar volwassenheid verschilt per type verzorgingsstaat 

(bijvoorbeeld Aassve et al. 2002; Breen en Buchmann 2002). Onze 

bevindingen vormen een aanvulling op deze literatuur en benadrukken 

bovendien dat verklaringen die zich uitsluitend op individuele 

kenmerken concentreren geen rekening houden met de invloed van 

regionale contextuele achtergronden op intergenerationeel 

samenleven. Het lijkt inderdaad noodzakelijk om te bekijken hoe de 

regionale en landelijke context de impact van individuele kenmerken 

kanaliseert. 

Diversiteit in levenslooptrajecten in Europa 

De eerste onderzoeksvraag in hoofdstuk 4 behandelt hoe 

levenslooptrajecten variëren per opleidingsniveau en tussen mannen 

en vrouwen. Ik heb zeven verschillende vormen van overgang naar 

volwassenheid geïdentificeerd onder jongvolwassenen in acht West- en 

Oost-Europese landen. Elk van deze vormen wordt gekenmerkt door 

een combinatie van vier verschillende trajecten: huisvesting, 

partnerschap, ouderschap en werk. Hoewel de vormen zijn gebaseerd 

op beperkte informatie die geen rekening houdt met de 

omkeerbaarheid van levensgebeurtenissen, toonden de 

geïdentificeerde levenslooptrajecten een grote mate van diversiteit, die 

in zeven typen kan worden samengevat.  
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Het opleidingsniveau is een belangrijke voorspeller van 

levenslooptrajecten voor zowel mannen als vrouwen: over het 

algemeen kiezen jongvolwassenen met een hogere opleiding vaker een 

levenslooptraject waarin ze op latere leeftijd de arbeidsmarkt betreden 

en uit huis gaan en waarin ze ongehuwd samenwonen en huwelijk en 

ouderschap uitstellen. Hoe hoger het opleidingsniveau, hoe minder 

gestandaardiseerd de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid. Vooral 

voor vrouwen vertraagt een hoger opleidingsniveau niet alleen de 

verschillende levenslooptransities, maar vergemakkelijkt het ook de 

keuze voor verschillende levenslooptrajecten (zoals leven als 

alleenstaande, samenwonen met een partner voordat ze gaan trouwen, 

kinderen buiten het huwelijk). Jongvolwassenen met een laag 

opleidingsniveau betreden de arbeidsmarkt eerder, verlaten het 

ouderlijk huis eerder en beginnen eerder een gezin. Jonge vrouwen 

volgen vaker op het gezin georiënteerde levenslooptrajecten en 

trajecten waarin ze niet actief zijn op de arbeidsmarkt. Hun overgang 

naar volwassenheid is, vergeleken met jonge mannen, meer divers.  

De tweede en derde onderzoeksvraag in hoofdstuk 4 behandelen hoe 

levenslooptrajecten verschillen van land tot land en hoe de 

opleidingsgradiënt voor levenslooptrajecten in heel Europa en in de 

loop van de tijd verschilt. De trajecten huisvesting, partnerschap, 

ouderschap en werk van Europese jongvolwassenen geboren tussen 

1951 en 1978 (in acht landen) werden geanalyseerd op basis van de 

volgorde en de timing van gebeurtenissen. De modernere 

levenslooptrajecten (met een vroeg verlaten van het ouderlijk huis, 

langere periode als alleenstaande en hoge prevalentie van ongehuwd 

samenwonen) komen over het algemeen vaker voor in West-Europese 

landen (zoals Frankrijk en Nederland) en minder vaak in Oost-Europese 

landen (zoals Bulgarije en Georgië). De nationale context beïnvloedt 

echter niet alleen direct de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid, 

maar ook, op een andere manier, de relatie tussen opleidingsniveau en 

het levenslooptraject van jongvolwassenen. De positieve 
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opleidingsgradiënt voor personen die behoren tot een van de 

modernere clusters is sterker in Bulgarije, Hongarije en Tsjechië.  

De overgang naar volwassenheid wordt dus enerzijds gekenmerkt door 

traditionele familiesystemen: de traditie van p jongere leeftijd uit huis 

gaan in Noord-Europa, van op latere leeftijd uit huis gaan in Zuid-

Europa en van gezamenlijke huishoudens in Oost-Europa. Naast de 

invloed van de institutionele en normatieve context zagen we een 

bevestiging van de bufferwerking van genereuze verzorgingsstaten, die 

een vertraging van de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid in tijden 

van economische stagnatie of depressie voorkomen. Het feit dat de 

levenslooptrajecten in de verschillende Europese landen bij elkaar 

komen langs de lijnen van de klassieke verzorgingsregimes suggereert 

dat ‘institutions and policies still leave a clear mark on the different 

stages of the path towards adulthood’ (Blossfeld et al. 2006). 

De convergentie die werd waargenomen voor cohorten die geboren zijn 

na het einde van de Tweede Wereldoorlog, vooral voor degenen die 

zijn opgegroeid in gunstige economische omstandigheden, vertraagde 

later grotendeels. Deze convergentie zou te maken kunnen hebben met 

de participatie van vrouwen op de arbeidsmarkt en de daaraan 

gekoppelde groeiende gelijkstelling van vrouwen en mannen. De 

versnelde overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid van de cohorten 

geboren na de Tweede Wereldoorlog in heel Europa (behalve in Zuid-

Europese landen) kan worden gezien als een historische uitzondering 

op de norm in vergelijking met de langzamere en onvolledige 

levenslooptrajecten van de oudste en jongste cohorten. 

Diversiteit in het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis in Europa 

Hoofdstuk 5 benadrukt de invloed van het individueel opleidingsniveau 

en het opleidingsniveau van de ouders op het traject dat jonge vrouwen 

volgen vanuit het ouderlijk huis: leven zonder of met partner. We 

hebben ons in dit onderzoek alleen gericht op vrouwen vanwege de 

toegenomen onderwijsdeelname (vooral in het hoger onderwijs) onder 
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vrouwen in de afgelopen decennia in heel Europa. Dit maakt een studie 

naar de vraag in hoeverre structurele voorwaarden het verlaten van het 

ouderlijk huis door vrouwen (via verschillende trajecten) beïnvloeden 

zeer interessant. De eerste onderzoeksvraag in hoofdstuk 5 gaat over in 

hoeverre in Europa het moment waarop vrouwen het ouderlijk huis 

verlaten (en de verschillende trajecten vanuit het ouderlijk huis) 

afhankelijk is van het individueel opleidingsniveau en het 

opleidingsniveau van de ouders. Over het algemeen wijzen onze 

resultaten op (1) een positieve relatie tussen zowel het individueel 

opleidingsniveau als het opleidingsniveau van de ouders en het verlaten 

van het ouderlijk huis om zonder een partner te gaan wonen; en op (2) 

een negatieve relatie tussen zowel het individueel opleidingsniveau als 

het opleidingsniveau van de ouders en het verlaten van het ouderlijk 

huis om te gaan samenleven met een partner. Een andere, niet 

onverwachte bevinding is dat in alle zeventien Europese landen 

deelname aan onderwijs positief samenhangt met het verlaten van het 

ouderlijk huis om zonder een partner te gaan wonen, maar negatief 

met het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis om te gaan samenleven met een 

partner. Dit is interessant omdat deze rol in verschillende contexten 

stabiel lijkt te zijn. 

De tweede onderzoeksvraag van hoofdstuk 5 behandelt hoe het 

individueel opleidingsniveau en het opleidingsniveau van de ouders in 

wisselwerking staat met de nationale context in Europa. Er is opnieuw 

bewijs dat zowel de individuele opleidingsgradiënt als de 

opleidingsgradiënt van de ouders verschillen tussen Europese landen. 

Omdat we een nogal brede indicator voor effecten op macroniveau en 

interactie-effecten op meerdere niveaus hebben gebruikt (dat wil 

zeggen, met landendummies en interacties tussen die dummies en 

respectievelijk het individueel opleidingsniveau en het opleidingsniveau 

van de ouders), kunnen we niet precies aangeven wat de invloed is van 

verzorgingsregimes, nationale beleidsmaatregelen, de woningmarkt en 

familiesystemen op het moment van het verlaten van het ouderlijk 

huis. De algemene context van het land blijkt echter ook van belang 
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voor het bepalen van de trajecten (om zonder of met een partner te 

gaan wonen) die jonge vrouwen vanuit het ouderlijk huis kiezen. In de 

meeste West-Europese landen (maar niet in België en Oostenrijk), 

evenals in Tsjechië en Hongarije, verlaten de hoogst opgeleide vrouwen 

het vaakst het ouderlijk huis om zonder een partner te leven dan lager 

opgeleide vrouwen. In Zweden en Noorwegen, maar ook in veel Oost-

Europese landen, zijn de verschillen tussen vrouwen met een hoog of 

laag opleidingsniveau minder opvallend. Het lijkt erop dat in landen 

waar het eenvoudig is om het ouderlijk huis te verlaten (vanwege een 

hoog niveau van sociale zekerheid en sociale uitkeringen, gemakkelijke 

toegang tot huur- of koopwoningen en sociale aanvaardbaarheid om 

het ouderlijk huis te verlaten via andere trajecten dan gezinsvorming), 

het individueel opleidingsniveau van jonge vrouwen een minder 

doorslaggevende determinant zou kunnen zijn voor het verlaten van 

het ouderlijk huis om zonder een partner te gaan wonen. Jonge 

vrouwen hebben in deze landen, ongeacht hun opleiding, goede kansen 

om een zelfstandig huishouden op te zetten. Ook in landen waar het 

erg moeilijk is om het ouderlijk huis te verlaten (vanwege een laag 

niveau van sociale zekerheid en sociale uitkeringen, moeilijke toegang 

tot huur- of koopwoningen en sociale onaanvaardbaarheid om het 

ouderlijk huis te verlaten via andere trajecten dan gezinsvorming), kan 

het individueel opleidingsniveau van jonge vrouwen een minder 

doorslaggevende determinant zijn voor het verlaten van het ouderlijk 

huis om zonder een partner te gaan leven. Ongeacht hun opleiding 

hebben jonge vrouwen in deze landen minder kansen om een 

zelfstandig huishouden op te zetten. In veel landen in Noord-, West- en 

Oost-Europa verlaten lager opgeleide vrouwen het ouderlijk huis vaker 

om met een partner samen te leven dan in landen in Zuid-Europa. In 

Frankrijk, België, Tsjechië, Hongarije, Litouwen en Italië is er een 

sterkere relatie tussen opleidingsniveau en het verlaten van het 

ouderlijk huis om samen met een partner te gaan leven.  

Het opleidingsniveau van de ouders is in mindere mate een “push 

factor” in landen waar het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis nogal moeilijk 
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is en zelfs riskant kan zijn vanwege het risico van sociale daling en 

armoede (met name in veel Oost-Europese landen) en jonge vrouwen 

met hoogopgeleide ouders verlaten het ouderlijk huis minder vaak om 

zonder een partner te gaan wonen. Geheel onverwacht lijkt dit ook te 

gelden voor Zweden en Noorwegen, waar de normatieve 

verwachtingen juist prioriteit geven aan het individu boven de familie 

en meer belang wordt gehecht aan de autonomie van jongeren.  

Belangrijkste conclusies 

De hier gepresenteerde studies laten het cruciale belang zien van een 

multilevel perspectief om verschillen in de leefsituatie van 

jongvolwassenen en de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid in 

Europa te verklaren en te begrijpen. Verklaringen die gericht zijn op 

macro- of microfactoren en geen rekening houden met de mogelijke 

wisselwerkingen tussen deze factoren, geven geen volledig beeld van 

de waargenomen diversiteit in leefsituaties in Europese regio's of 

landen. Met name hoofdstuk 3 pleit voor cross-level interacties: de 

regionale context (het sociaal-culturele klimaat) heeft ook een 

wisselwerking met individuele kenmerken van jongvolwassenen en 

heeft bovendien een meer directe invloed. Hoofdstuk 4 en 5 

onderstrepen deze bevinding, hoewel de contextmeting was gebaseerd 

op een relatief onnauwkeurige landendummy-variabele.  

Ook individuele kenmerken spelen een rol. Een belangrijke doelstelling 

van dit boek is om de leefsituatie van jongvolwassenen vanuit het 

perspectief van verschillende sociale groepen te beschrijven en te 

onderzoeken. Er waren, zoals verwacht, duidelijke verschillen tussen 

mannen en vrouwen in de prevalentie van leefsituaties (hoofdstuk 2), 

maar ook in de volgorde van levenslooptrajecten (hoofdstuk 4). 

Verschillen tussen geboortecohorten bij de overgang naar 

volwassenheid (hoofdstuk 2 en 4) en verschillen tussen 

opleidingsniveaus in het verlaten van het ouderlijk huis moeten hier 

ook genoemd worden. Individuele kenmerken zijn onder andere de 

familieachtergrond en de kenmerken van de ouders van 
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jongvolwassenen (hoofdstuk 5). Ten slotte vormen ook waarden en 

voorkeuren een drijvende kracht achter het gedrag van 

jongvolwassenen (hoofdstuk 2).  

Een andere conclusie heeft betrekking op het eerste onderzoeksdoel, 

namelijk dat we aandacht moeten besteden aan meerdere sociale 

contexten (zoals verzorgingsstaten, sociaal-economische 

omstandigheden en normatief klimaat). Hoewel het aannemelijk is om 

te denken dat al deze factoren een rol spelen, ligt de theoretische en 

empirische uitdaging in het bepalen van het relatieve gewicht van deze 

determinanten (Billari 2004). Op de eerste plaats zijn verzorgingsstaten, 

sociaal-economische omstandigheden en het normatieve klimaat niet 

per se onafhankelijk van elkaar. Sterker nog, verzorgingsstaten en 

beleidsmaatregelen zijn een afspiegeling van de culturele waarden die 

voortkomen uit de sociaal-economische en politieke context (Hantrais 

1999). Ten tweede betekent het ontwarren van de effecten van 

verschillende contextniveaus dat ook sterk rekening moet worden 

gehouden met diversiteit binnen landen. In hoofdstuk 3 konden we 

laten zien dat op regionaal niveau zowel familiale normen als de 

toestand van de huizenmarkt direct gerelateerd zijn aan het 

intergenerationeel samenleven tussen jongvolwassenen en hun ouders. 

Maar we hebben geen bewijs gevonden dat de regionale 

jeugdwerkloosheid, die een belangrijke voorspeller kan zijn van 

intergenerationeel samenleven (Chiuri en Del Boca 2007, 2010; Vitali 

2010), een extra verklaring vormt voor de verschillen tussen Europese 

regio’s. Dit kan te wijten zijn aan het niveau van regionale aggregatie, 

dat mogelijk te groot is om dit soort effecten bloot teleggen.  

De derde onderzoeksdoelstelling benadrukte het belang van het 

opnemen van Oost-Europa in vergelijkend onderzoek, omdat het ons 

beeld van gezinsleefsituaties en de overgang van jeugd naar 

volwassenheid in heel Europa zou complementeren. Europese 

gezinsleefsituaties worden vaak beschreven in termen van een Noord-

Zuid-gradiënt. De analyses in dit boek toonden aan dat het beter zou 
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kunnen zijn om te spreken van verschillen in familiepatronen volgens 

een “North-West/South-East”-gradiënt. Ik moet hier echter aan 

toevoegen dat ook deze beschrijving de diversiteit in gezinsleefsituaties 

in Europa wel erg breed weergeeft. Er zijn veel ‘uitschieters’, zoals 

Ierland, België en Oostenrijk, maar ook Hongarije, Litouwen en Estland 

(hoofdstuk 2, 3 en 5), landen die geen specifieke familiepatronen 

volgen zoals voorspeld door theorieën over verzorgingsstaten en 

beleidsmaatregelen, of familie- en verwantschapssystemen. Dit soort 

overkoepelende, grote macrotheorieën leiden noodzakelijkerwijs tot 

vereenvoudigende generalisaties van grote regio's in Europa en houden 

geen rekening met de specifieke kenmerken van verschillende landen 

of de manier waarop de verschillende factoren samenkomen in een 

bepaald land.  

Een belangrijke taak van een vergelijkend onderzoek is om de context af 

te bakenen (Hantrais 1999). Intuïtief gezien lijkt een land een passende 

analyse-eenheid in een vergelijkend Europees onderzoek, omdat landen 

over duidelijk gedefinieerde geografische grenzen en institutionele, 

socio-economische en politieke structuren beschikken. Ze komen ook 

nauw overeen met beschikbare statistische gegevens en bestaande 

theoretische kaders. Hoofdstuk 3 onderzocht het argument dat de regio 

eveneens een geschikte analyse-eenheid of context is, vooral als het 

demografisch onderzoek probeert de rol van cultuur te analyseren in 

het vormgeven van leefsituaties en de overgang van jeugd naar 

volwassenheid. De resultaten ondersteunen dit idee enigszins en 

onderstrepen eerdere bevindingen (Aassve et al. 2013; Holdsworth 

2000; Santarelli en Cottone 2009; Vitali 2010). De empirische resultaten 

laten echter ook zien dat verschillende verklarende variabelen op 

verschillende niveaus werken en dat het raadzaam is dat onderzoekers 

het contextniveau voor elke variabele apart bepalen. Een voorbeeld 

hiervan is het verband tussen jeugdwerkloosheid en intergenerationeel 

samenleven, waarvoor we geen bewijs op regionaal niveau vonden. Uit 

eerdere studies naar de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid in 

Spanje blijkt echter dat deze factor in een lokale context (bijvoorbeeld 
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gemeenten) van invloed is (Holdsworth 2000; Vitali 2010). Hoewel de 

selectie van de meest geschikte contexten idealiter gebaseerd is op 

theorieën, geven demografische theorieën niet altijd uitdrukkelijk aan 

op welk niveau factoren van invloed zijn of bepaalde landelijke 

contexten uitsluiten (bijvoorbeeld de verzorgingsstaattypologie van 

Esping-Andersen).  

 

Reflectie op gegevens  

Voor dit boek is gebruikgemaakt van twee gegevensbronnen: 

volkstellingen en enquêtes. Beide hebben hun sterke en zwakke 

punten. Volkstellingsgegevens bieden informatie over individuele 

personen en huishoudens en bevatten, gezien de grootte van de 

steekproef en de geografische dekking, superieure gegevens over de 

leefsituatie van gezinnen, maar ze hebben ook de neiging om minder 

variabelen te meten dan internationaal vergelijkende enquêtes. 

Internationaal vergelijkende enquêtes zijn rijk aan data over individuen 

en bieden vaak een bredere inhoudelijke dekking en detail dan 

volkstellingsgegevens, maar tot voor kort hadden deze betrekking op 

relatief weinig landen; in het geval van Europa waren vooral de Oost-

Europese landen slecht vertegenwoordigd. Bovendien zijn analyses die 

gebruikmaken van internationaal vergelijkende enquêtes en die zich 

richten op macro-micro-verbanden vaak beperkt, omdat macro-

indicatoren niet voor alle landen vergelijkbaar of beschikbaar zijn. Het is 

echter belangrijk om te onthouden dat het soort kwantitatieve analyses 

dat in dit boek wordt beschreven afhankelijk is van hoogwaardige 

gegevens die afkomstig zijn van samenwerkingsverbanden tussen 

verschillende landen en dat dit soort gegevens pas sinds kort 

beschikbaar is voor familiedemografen. De snelle ontwikkeling van 

nieuwe, hoogwaardige, internationaal vergelijkende enquêtes of ‘big 

micro data’, met een grotere diversiteit in context en extra tijdspunten, 

belooft veel goeds voor toekomstig demografisch onderzoek (Ruggles 

2013).  
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Reflectie op methodologie  

Dit boek onderstreept de waarde van verschillende methodologische 

benaderingen van internationaal vergelijkend onderzoek. Zoals eerder 

is betoogd, is zowel een statisch als een dynamisch perspectief 

noodzakelijk om een volledig beeld te geven van de diversiteit in de 

leefsituaties van jongvolwassenen en de overgang van jeugd naar 

volwassenheid. Het voordeel van een statische benadering is dat deze 

een unieke momentopname oplevert en belangrijk inzicht biedt in de 

overeenkomsten en verschillen in overgangservaringen van 

jongvolwassenen in verschillende historische, sociaal-economische en 

culturele contexten (hoofdstuk 2 en 3). Hoewel een statische 

benadering niets kan zeggen over causaliteit, vormen de verworven 

inzichten een aanvulling op onze kennis over gezinsleefsituaties en de 

overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid, vooral als er onderzoek wordt 

gedaan in landen die niet vaak deel uitmaken van andere vergelijkende 

studies. Het voordeel van een dynamische benadering is dat deze de 

tijd-afhankelijkheid laat zien van gezinsleefsituaties en de overgang van 

jeugd naar volwassenheid. Bovendien biedt deze benadering de 

mogelijkheid om de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid op een op 

gebeurtenissen gebaseerde (hoofdstuk 5) of een holistische (hoofdstuk 

4) manier te analyseren.  

Bijdrage aan de onderzoeksliteratuur 

Een belangrijke verdienste van dit boek is dat gezinsleefsituaties en de 

overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid vanuit een vergelijkend 

perspectief worden onderzocht. Hierdoor worden een aantal nieuwe 

puzzelstukjes gelegd van het bredere beeld van gezinsleefsituaties van 

jongvolwassenen en de overgang van jeugd naar volwassenheid in 

Europa. Het eerste deel gaat over internationale en interregionale 

vergelijkingen tussen Oost- en West-Europa. Door veel Oost-Europese 

landen in de verschillende analyses in dit boek op te nemen, wordt 

onze kennis vergroot over hoe jongvolwassenen in dit deel van Europa 

leven. Er was tot nu toe slechts weinig vergelijkend onderzoek naar 
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gezinsleefsituaties in grote delen van Oost-Europa. Het tweede deel 

gaat over zogenaamde macro-micro verbanden. De analyses in dit boek 

hebben aannemelijk gemaakt dat jongvolwassenen keuzes maken met 

betrekking tot hun gezinsleefsituatie en levenslooptrajecten en dat hun 

individuele kenmerken van belang zijn voor hoe zij die keuzes maken. 

Maar levenslooptrajecten van jongvolwassenen ontwikkelen zich 

daarnaast binnen de regionale en nationale mogelijkheden en 

beperkingen. Dit werd het duidelijkst geïllustreerd door het matigende 

effect van het regionale sociaal-culturele klimaat op intergenerationeel 

samenleven. Het derde deel gaat over het nut van een multilevel kader 

binnen zowel een statisch als een dynamisch perspectief voor 

vergelijkend onderzoek naar de overgang van jeugd naar 

volwassenheid. De verschillende transversale en longitudinale gegevens 

op verschillende analytische niveaus en de verschillende methoden die 

in dit boek zijn gebruikt, bieden een uniek diepgaand inzicht dat dit 

type vergelijkend onderzoek verder helpt.  
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