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NEW FORMS OF HOUSEHOLD FORMATION IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE:
ARE THEY RELATED TO NEWLY EMERGING VALUE ORIENTATIONS?

R. Lesthaeghe and J. Surkyn

(text 17.1.2002 — revised version)

1. Introduction

Starting in the 1960s, northwestern Europe underwent a drastic transformation in its
pattern of household formation and reproduction. Ages at first marriage rose again after
reaching an unprecedented young pattern during the sixties. Premarital and postmarital
cohabitation were spreading, and were soon followed by procreation in such informal unions
as well. Divorce rates rose further in tandem with high separation rates among cohabitants.
Equally starting in the late sixties was a pronounced postponement of fertility in the west,
followed by a partial catching up of procreation at later ages.' In the 1970s, total fertility
rates (TFRs) in western countries essentially measured differential postponement. In the

1990s, national TFRs mainly capture differential catching up after age 30.2

At first it was thought that the economic slump following the 1974 oil crisis was
responsible for later marriage and postponement of childbearing,’ but some suspected that the
roots of the new forms of household formation were to be found in the 1960s themselves, and
more particularly in the marked shift in values that occurred during that decade. They linked
the demographic changes to (i) the accentuation of individual autonomy in ethical, moral and
political spheres, (ii) to the concomitant rejection of all forms of institutional controls and
authority, and (iii) to the rise of expressive values connected to the so called “higher order
needs™ of self-actualisation and quest for recognition. This connection between the
demographic and ideational transformations became known as “Europe’s sccond

demographic transition”.”

Near the end of the 1980s, several features of this “second transition” seemed to stop
at the Alps and Pyrenees. Italy, Spain and Portugal had started the postponement phase with

respect to marriage and fertility, but the other two features, i.e. cohabitation and procreation



outside wedlock, had either failed to gain ground (Italy) or were just beginning to rise (Spain,
Portugal). Until 1990, central and eastern European populations had also maintained their
historical early patterns of marriage and fertility. There were not yet any clear signs of
postponement or of the diffusion of premarital cohabitation. It then seemed that the “second
demographic transition” was a northern and western European feature capable of sprouting
across the oceans (Canada, Australia, US, New Zealand), but not capable of crossing the old

European cultural and political divides.

After 1990 all of that changed. On the Iberian Peninsula, proportions of births outside
wedlock rose more rapidly, signalling that both cohabitation and procreation within informal
unions were spreading. In central and eastern Europe (but not in the CIS countries),
postponement of marriage and childbearing started and progressed to the point of causing a
fall in national TFRs to levels below 1.5 children and even below 1.3. A new term was
coined: “lowest low fertility”.® Obviously, a direct connection was made between marriage
and fertility postponement on the one hand and all the effects of the difficult economic
transition on the other. These demographic changes were directly linked to rising
unemployment, a reduction in activity rates particularly for women, to the end of life-long
employment guarantees, the drop in real household incomes, the decline of state supports for

families and the enhanced visibility of poverty.’

Yet, not everyone in central and eastern Europe was convinced that the economic
crisis was the sole explanation for the demographic changes. Mainly younger members of the
demography profession in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Russia suspected that “western
values” had penetrated their societies. They felt that the younger generations, which were to
marry and start childbearing during the 1990s, had different priorities and aspirations
compared to those of the older cohorts who had spent much of their lives during the
Communist era.® The outcome was a debate between the “crisis-thesis” and the “second
demographic transition-thesis”. As is common with such debates about the essentials of life,
the two explanations were pitted against each other, and were viewed as mutually exclusive

by their respective proponents.

In this contribution we do not subscribe to such an “either-or” proposition. There is
nothing mutually exclusive about the operation of both economic and cultural factors. In fact,

they may be interwoven and mutually reinforcing.’ To state it simply and metaphorically, the



cart of demographic change can be pulled by two horses simultancously. At the onset, it may
well be that the horse of the economic crisis is doing much of the pulling, while the other one
is quietly trotting along. But in the longer run, i.e. when the transitional recession has been
fully overcome in central Europe and when there has been a sustained improvement of the
economic situation, the second horse may be taking over. This proposition has important
consequences for the future: an improvement of the economic situation would then not lead to
a restoration of the old demographic pattern with early marriage and fertility schedules, but to
patterns of family formation that tend to converge to those of the west. In addition to later
marriage and fertility postponement, also the emergence of the other “second demographic
transition” features can be expected: premarital and postmarital cohabitation, procreation

within cohabitation, and possibly also longer spells of single living.

The aim of the present chapter is to look for more precise indicators that signal the
presence of the second horse in our metaphor.'® A new source with ample information on
types of living arrangement and values is the 1999 round of the European Values Surveys.

But this source is not flawless, as we shall show in the next section.

2. The European Values Surveys of 1999

Since 1980 the European Values Surveys (EVS) have become a major source of
information on changing value orientations and their covariates.'' The EVS has had three
rounds by now (1981, 1990, 1999) in a fairly large number of countries. Attitude and value
measurements cover a broad variety of domains; marriage and family, gender, religion, civil
morality and ethics, political preferences, trust in institutions, protest-proneness,
“postmaterialism”,'* social distance and tolerance for minorities, qualities valued in
socialisation and in work, world orientation, economic ideology (free enterprise versus state
intervention), community involvement and organisation membership, etc. Most of these
topics are covered by multiple questions or items which improves measurement validity. In
the 1999 round, many countries also fine-tuned the houschold questions, inter alia by
inserting a probe for earlier premarital cohabitation. As a consequence, a finer typology for

living arrangements could be constructed for this latest round.

The major drawback of the EVS has always been its small national sample sizes. The
EVS standard practice is that a sample of 1000 respondents suffices to cover the entire

population, i.e. both sexes and all ages from 18 to 80. Only a few countries have larger
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sample sizes.”” But on the whole, such small samples are inadequate for crucial topics such as
the study of value orientations of the newly arriving cohorts of young adults, or for addressing

any questions pertaining to more narrow age groups or subcategories.

Also the present study has been hampered by the small national EVS samples, and we
have been forced to pool information for countries. For the present purpose, three such
pooled groups are formed:

1. WEST-8: Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, Denmark, Sweden, Spain and Portugal;
2. CENTRAL-7: Croatia, Slovenia, Hungary, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Poland and
Lithuania;

3. EAST-5: Bulgaria, Romania, Ukraine, Belarus and the Russian Federation.'

We also have refrained from weighting the samples according to national population sizes, so
that possible idiosyncrasies in a small sample for a large country could not overshadow the
overall pattern. Hence, in everything that follows for the three groups, all countries have

received an equal weight of unity.

As already mentioned, the 1999 EVS permits a more meaningful classification of respondents
according to household situation than the earlier EVS rounds. More specifically, use will be
made of the following eight categories:

1. Res.par.: respondents residing in the parental household without a partner or spouse.
Most of them are never married or were never in a union, and never left home either
(88%). The remaining group has returned to the parental household after a different
history.

2. Single: Respondents who are not living with their parents, are never married and are
not currently in a partnership either. Some had an earlier relationship, but none have
children.

3. Coh.0: currently unmarried but cohabiting respondents without children, irrespective
of earlier histories;

4. Coh.+: currently cohabiting respondents with children, again irrespective of earlier
histories;

5. Mar.0: currently married respondents with a spouse present but without children;

6. Mar.+N: currently married respondents with a spouse and children, but who never

passed through premarital cohabitation (N = never cohabited);
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7. Mar.+E: currently married with spouse and children, but who passed through
premarital cohabitation (E = ever cohabited);

8. FmNu: formerly married or cohabiting respondents who are currently divorced or
separated, but not yet in a new union. The majority of these respondents (85%) have

children and many women among them form a lone parent household.

The sample sizes for the eight household types in each of the three groups of countries are
given in Table 1 (absolute numbers and percentage distribution). These pertain to
respondents aged 18 to 45. Despite our pooling of national samples, sample sizes are still
small for several household categories in the central and eastern countries. This obviously
reflects their smaller prevalence in the population. But, for further work relating household

positions to value orientations, these sample sizes are adequate.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

The question on current cohabitation in the 1999 EVS also gives a rough idea of the
incidence of premarital cohabitation among the younger adults. In Table 2 we have compared
these 1999 figures with those reported for the 1990s in the Family and Fertility Surveys
(FFS)." In table 2 one immediately notices that the EVS sample sizes are only a fraction of
those used in the FFS. Furthermore, the FFS survey dates are heterogeneous and spread over
a period of 6 years, i.e. between 1991 and 1997. Finally, the information is gathered ViaV
different procedures in the two sources. This implies that the data in this table are merely
indicative of the prevailing trend, and especially that the 1999 EVS orders of magnitude are

definitely subject to confirmation or correction by later and more representative sources.

With this major caveat in mind, the comparison of FFS and EVS 1999 still suggests
that a rise has taken place in the peréentages of women aged 20-24 and 25-29 who are
currently cohabiting. Hence, unmarried cohabitation has become a significant new household
type in most Baltic and central European populations since the early 1990s. This holds in
particular for Estonia and Latvia, and for Slovenia, Croatia, Hungary and the Czech Republic.
The EVS 1999 also suggests more modest rises in Poland and Lithuania. In Slovakia
cohabitation among young women is still exceptional. In most of these central European
countries, cohabiting women aged 20-29 are still childless, but in Estonia, Latvia and

Slovenia more significant proportions of cohabiting women with children are found.
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Table 1: EVS 1999 sample sizes for the various household positions in three regional groups of
countries; respondents aged 18 to 45.

WEST-8 CENTRAL-7 EAST-5

N % N % N %
Respar: resident in parental households 783 1511 984 229 602 192
Single: living alone 474 9.1 154 3.6 97 3.1
Coh 0: cohabiting without children 719 139 337 7.8 102 33
Coh +: cohabiting with children 385 74 198 4.6 127 4.1
Mar 0: married without children 278 5.4 145 34 154 49
Mar +N: married with children, never cohabited 1548 298 2114 492 1622 518
Mar +E: married with children, ever cohabited 740 14.3 198 4.6 188 6.0
Fm Nu: Formerly married/in union; not in new 259 5.0 164 38 242 7.7
union
Total: 5186 100.0 4294 100.0 3134 100.0

Source: EVS Consortium ~ National data sets.
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Table 2: The rise of unmarried cohabitation during the 1990s in the transition economy countries; FFS

and EVS results.
% women 20-24 cohabiting % women 25-29 cohabiting
total without  with total without  with
=== children children === children children
A. Baltic States
Estonia FES 1991 13 9 4 19 5 14 659
EVS 1999 42 33 9 22 4 18 99
Latvia FFS 1995 8 5 3 6 2 4 778
EVS 1999 40 26 14 37 19 18 73
Lithuania FFS 1994 3 2 1 1 0 1 990
EVS 1999 10 5 3 10 4 91
B. Central Europe
Czech Rep. FES 1997 10 8 2 9 3 6 601
EVS 1999 24 22 2 17 11 0 146
Poland FFS 1991 0 0 0 0 0 0 1194
EVS 1999 16 11 5 3 0 3 &5
Hungary FFS 1992 7 5 2 2 1 1 1456
EVS 1999 33 28 5 27 16 11 87
Slovenia FFS 1994 15 6 9 14 4 10 875
EVS 1999 37 29 8 31 15 16 109
Croatia* EVS 1999 30 30 0 13 13 0 146
Slovakia* EVS 1999 6 6 0 3 3 0 125
C. Eastern Europe
Bulgaria FFS 1997 4 2 2 3 2 1 843
EVS 1999 3 0 3 0 0 0 60
Romania* EVS 1996 20 20 0 10 7 3 85
Russian Fed.* EVS 1999 2 1 1 16 5 11 171
Belarus* EVS 2000 8 6 2 22 14 8 88
Ukraine* EVS 1999 0 0 0 10 5 5 99

Note: * = countries without Family & Fertility Survey (FFS)
Sources: FFS: UN Econ. Commission for Europe & UNFPA, FFS-country reports, Table 4.
EVS: EVS Consortium — National data sets.



TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

In eastern Europe the incidence of cohabitation is still lower than in central Europe.
The low figures recorded in the 1997 FFS in Bulgaria are confirmed by the 1999 EVS, but
there could have been a rise in Romania, Russia and Belarus, and more particularly for

women 25-29. In Ukraine, as in Bulgaria, households of young cohabitants are still rare.

Taken at face value, the latest EVS results show a major jump in cohabitation in four
countries (Estonia, Latvia, Hungary and Slovenia) that brings its prevalence (30 to 50%) to
western levels. Pending confirmation, this would mean that two Baltic states increasingly
resemble the Scandinavian situation, and that Slovenia and Hungary are moving toward the

Austrian example.

Despite the caveats, one can safely conclude that premarital cohabitation is spreading
in central Europe. Procreation within this new household type may not be far off or has

already started. And, as expected, eastern Europe displays a lag in both respects.

3. Which values matter?

»16 posited that the new living

The initial article on “the second demographic transition
arrangements, and cohabitation in particular, were the expression of secular and anti-
authoritarian sentiments of better educated young cohorts with an egalitarian world view and
an accentuation of the “higher order needs” (i.e. self-actualisation, expressive values,
recognition). This reflects the picture of cohabitants in the Low Countries during the late
1960s and early 1970s. In addition, Belgium and the Netherlands had a plethora of political
parties that represented the entire spectrum from “old values” to “new values”,'” and voting
behaviour according to living arrangement provided the initial empirical check. At the same
time the correlates of Inglehart’s “post-materialist” orientation were high on the research
agenda of political scientists, and both the EU Eurobarometer surveys and the first EVS round
of 1981 provided measurements for more detailed empirical verification in several western
European countries. Also in the US statistical associations between value orientations and
living arrangements were drawing attention. Moreover, the US demographers and
sociologists had moved on to panel studies in which specific value orientations were recorded

at each wave in tandem with the recording of vital events occurring in the windows between



successive waves."® As a result, American colleagues could verify whether or not specific

value orientations had a truly predictive power with respect to later household choices, and
furthermore, they could assess to what extent earlier transitions in household position led to
the accentuation or the adjustment of previously held values and attitudes. In other words, a
recursive model emerged with (i) values-based selection into alternative living arrangements,
and (ii) event-based values adaptation. This feedback model of selection and adaptation
provides the dynamics of the process, whereas the cross-sectional overall correlations

between values and household positions are merely footprints of this recursive mechanism.'”

As indicated, the initial set of values that were thought to cause the selection along
alternate pathways of household formation mainly dealt with the following dimensions in the
West:

1) Secularisation, or the reduction in religious practice, the abandoning of traditional
religious beliefs (heaven, sin...) and the decline in individual sentiments of
religiosity (prayer, meditation, ...).

(i1) The “new political left”, with indicators pertaining to Inglehart’s
“postmaterialism”, voting for the Green parties or left-wing liberals, protest-
proneness, distrust in institutions, and anti-authoritarianism more generally.

(iii)y  Egalitarianism, with the accentuation of symmetrical gender relations, tolerance
for minorities, rejection of social class distinctions, and a preoccupation with
North-South equity associated with “world citizenship”.

(iv)y  Unconventional civil morality and ethics, with a higher degree of permissiveness
for forms of uncivil conduct (e.g. joyriding, drugs, tax evasion...) and also a
higher degree of tolerance for interference in matters of life and death (euthanasia,
abortion, suicide).

(v)  Accentuation of expressive values, showing an enhanced preoccupation with
individuality and self-fulfilment. Typical indicators thereof are the ranking of the
traits of “imagination” and “independence” above all other qualities to be
stimulated in the education of children, or the preferences for the intrinsic job
qualities (challenging, interesting, permitting social contact and initiative) rather
than for the material advantages (pay, vacations, promotion).

(vi)  Companionship and unconventional marital ethics, stressing the quality aspects of
a relationship (communication, tolerance and understanding, happy sexual

relationship) over the conventional and institutional foundations of marriage and



parenthood, and tolerating deviations from strict marital morality (adultery, casual

seX...).

During the 1990s, aspects related to social cohesion and social capital were added to the

list. One suspected that traditional families had maintained stronger community ties and a

higher degree of involvement in various types of local associations, whereas others had

relinquished such links in favour of social networks based on personal friendships. These

connections have not been adequately researched so far,” but in this chapter association

membership and voluntary work are added as extra items.

At this point we do not wish to create the impression that only value orientations

matter. Besides value orientations also other factors matter and empirical research has found

a role for:

1.

Family antecedents: the experience of parental divorce and/or of family reconstruction

after a parental divorce frequently lead to earlier home leaving, single living,
premarital cohabitation and even lone parenthood.”

Regional historical contexts: in several European countries, cohabitation and

procreation within cohabitation have increased much faster in regions (often rural
ones) that had a much older history of tolerance for such forms of family formation
(e.g. northern Scandinavia, Austrian alpine regions).”> In other countries, the current
emergence of new forms of household formation displays a strong correlation with the
regional patterning of the “first demographic transition”, i.e. with the onset of fertility
control and the weakening of the late Malthusian marriage pattern during the 19"
Century (e.g. France, Belgium, Switzerland).”

Diffusion mechanisms: with the passing of time new forms of behaviour gain

acceptability and legitimation, cven to the point that they are accommodated by the
legal system. Increased legitimation is both the motor and the outcome of social
diffusion from an “innovative core” to other population segments.

Economic differentiation: new living arrangements may accommodate different

economic aspirations and situations. For instance, cohabitation may suit the
motivation to maintain economic independence of women, as postulated in neo-classic
cconomic theory. Alternatively, it may be the expression of economic uncertainty, as
proposed by R. Easterlin’s relative deprivation theory.*® In the former instance,

cohabitation is likely to be found among better-educated women with a career



orientation, whereas in the latter case, it would be a dominant trait for lower social
strata with less income security. Moreover, cohabitation would be an interim-phase
that is a correlate of the overall destandardisation of the life course, including the
destandardisation of job and career paths. Obviously, the “crisis-theory” invoked in
central and ecastern Europe to explain the rise of new household types refers to the
latter mechanism.

5. Policy effects, labour market characteristics and housing conditions: carlier home

leaving, single living and premarital cohabitation in the west are more typical for
countries with income support policies for young adults via scholarships, cheap
student accommodation and transportation subsidies.” Also the existence of flexible

labour markets with ample availability of part-time jobs contributes to earlier
economic independence for younger adults. At the other end of the spectrum,
prolonged residence in the parental home is more typical in countries without such

policies and with expensive housing.26

To sum up, the shift toward the “unconventional” values, often occurring via the
succession of generations, is by no means the only factor that has shaped the “second
demographic transition” in the west, but it has been a non-redundant factor in sustaining a

long term demographic trend through periods of slower and faster economic growth alike.

4. The footprints of selection and adaptation: what to expect?

In this section there is an analysis of the expected value effects as they are operating in
the selection process with respect to the paths chosen in family formation, and to the value
reinforcements or adaptations following such life course events. The overall picture of
expectations is summarised in figure 1. First, on the vertical axis we have made a distinction
between two poles. One pole brings together the values that are non-conformist and more
libertarian, They are accompanied by expressive values accentuating personality and self-
actualisation in non-material domains, by the stress on individual autonomy with respect to all
choices (morality and ethics included), and correspondingly by the refusal of institutional
authority. This pole is a secular one, with tolerance for all types of minorities, but also with a
low identification or involvement in local community affairs. The opposite pole of diagram 1
is obviously characterised by high conformity and respect for tradition, higher religiosity,
respect for ethical and moral values that uphold social cohesion, and respect for authority

coupled to a greater trust in institutions.
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Non-conformism = secular,stress individual autonomy,
weaker civil morality, expressive values, distrust
institutions, protest prone, tolerant minorities,world

orientation,"postmaterialist”
FmNu
Coh +
Life course
> )

A
progression

Coh 0

neutral
E \AX*
\»

A 4
Conformism = religious, respect for

authority, trust institutions, conservative
morality, lower tolerance minorities, local or
national identification, expressive values not

stressed.

Respar = resident with parents; Single = never married & not in a union; CohO = cohabiting & no children;
Mar0 = married & no children; Coh+ = cohabiting with children; Mar+E = married with children & ever cohabite
Mar+N = married with children & never cohabited; FmNu = formerly married or in union, not yet in new union.

Figure 1 : Flow chart of life course development and hypothesised changes in value
orientations stemming from selection-adaptation mechanism.
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FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

The starting position in figure ! is the respondent’s residence in the parental household
(Respar). At that point the “informative years”, or the late adolescent period of values
formation, are nearing theif completion, and individuals have undergone the influence of
parents, schools and peers. The influence of the latter is often in the opposite direction from
that of the other two, and it may have risen over time.”” Also, as already indicated, problems
in the parental household (discord, separation, divorce) have a major influence on both
children’s values and options followed in the life course. We therefore expect that the
position of young adults is already shifting toward the non-conformist pole prior to home

leaving.

During the next steps in the unfolding of the life course, we expect that home leaving
in favour of living alone is predicated on the dominance of the non-conformist set of values,
whereas home leaving in favour of a direct marriage involves a selection based on
conventional value orientations.” At the same time, these two alternative options reinforce
the sets of values that were responsible for the choice in the first place.”” Hence, we have
moved up the position of “single” toward the non-conformist pole in diagram 1, whereas we

have placed “married without children” (Mar0) more toward the conformist end.

Singles face the option of moving into cohabitation (Coh0) or to marry (Mar0). The
former option again reinforces non-conformist values.*® For instance, also partners are likely
to be chosen for their preference for unconventional values that underpin the choice in favour
of cohabitation. Such mutually reinforcing orientations of both partners may then enhance the
consistency of various values sets more generally, so that we expect childless cohabitants
{Coh0) to score highest and most consistently on the value orientations associated with pole 1.
By contrast, singles who move into marriage may do so because of a higher respect for
traditional institutions, because of respect for parental preferences, or because of a partner
with more conventional attitudes. Once the institution of marriage is accepted, values
consistency is again reinforced, and we expect a move in the opposite direction, i.e. toward
pole 2. A similar mechanism would also apply to cohabitants who marry prior to parenthood.
For them, the values reorientation associated with a transition into marriage could be quite

substantial given that they come from a strongly non-conventional position. However, we
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also suspect that the earlier convictions are not obliterated altogether, and that the experience

of cohabitation leaves a durable imprint.

We expect the readjustment effects of parenthood to be even stronger than those of
marriage. In fact, value shifts in the conformist direction already occur in anticipation of
parenthood,”' and also the transition from cohabitation to marriage is often made in
anticipation of the arrival of the first child. Parenthood corresponds with a firm commitment
to both partner and child, closes “open futures”, and redirects attention to the well being of the
next generation. Moral, civil and ethical values are reaccentuated, and social networks
associated with children are activated. Tolerance for deviance diminishes, authority regains
prominence, and self-actualisation takes second place. Priorities are centred on the “priceless
child”, and preoccupations shift in favour of those upholding greater social cohesion. In
figure 1, all positions with children are therefore located further toward the conformist pole.
Nevertheless, we still hypothesize that the earlier experience of cohabitation acts as a brake on
this ideational readjustment. The position of Mar+E (= ever cohabited) therefore remains

above that of Mar+N (= never cohabited) on figure 1.

Finally, a separation or divorce not yet followed by a new partnership (= FmNu)
causes a complete overhaul of the values structure. New doubts emerge with respect to
religion, traditional family values and trust in institutions. One is also more likely to become
more preoccupied with one’s own person, and hence with the expressive values and with
individual autonomy. We therefore hypothesize that the FmNu-position shifts toward the

non-conformist pole.

The household positions in figure 1 are incomplete, and so are the types of transitions.
However, they capture the dominant streams through the life course. Moreover, the EVS only
captures sections of the life course, and the sample sizes are too small to separate certain
categories into more meaningful ones. For instance, there is no question on an earlier divorce
or separation, so that the currently married cannot be split up into the ever and never divorced,
and the category Mar0, i.e. married without children, is too small for an added contrast
between those who ever and never cohabited. This highlights once more the need for larger
samples, and it shows the usefulness of “ever questions” probing for the occurrence of earlier

events or life markers.
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The overall outcome of this section is that there should be an ordering of the
individual household positions along the vertical axis of ﬁguré 1, i.e. roughly from
“traditional” to “non-conformist”. In this ordering, cohabitants without children should score
highest on non-conformism, followed by singles and formerly married. Residents in parental
households should come next. More toward the opposite pole are married persons without
children, cohabiting parents and married parents who ever cohabited. The most conservative
values should be found among married parents who never cohabited. It should also be noted
that we formulated these expectations about the “footprints™ of the recursive life cycle model

in tempore non suspecto, i.e. well before the present analysis of the EVS survey results.*?

5. Measurement and profiles: do we find the footprints of selection and adaptation?

In this section the use of 80 values items is proposed, and these are analysed for
respondents aged 18 to 45. The selected items were common to all the country-specific
questionnaires of the 1999 EVS round. We then proceed with the inspection of the item
profiles according to household positions of respondents to check whether the expectations
just formulated are indeed emerging in all three pooled country data sets. In doing so, the
question is being addressed as to whether the profiles of central and eastern European
countries are similar to those found in the west. Such similarity indicates that the selection
and adjustment mechanisms that connect value orientations and life course choices are more

universal and not idiosyncratic of western countries only.

Firstly, the selection of 80 items was made on the basis of the individual country data
sets. In this exploratory analysis use was made of Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) of
over 150 items. For each item the covariates were household position (8 categories), age and
age squared (continuous), education level (4 categories), profession (8 categories, including
unemployed, housewives and students), gender, and urbanity (2 categories). The selection of
the final 80 items was based on (i) the topic, i.e. making sure that items were represented
covering all major domains or subjects, and (ii) the strength of their association with
household positions, i.e. leaving out the least discriminating items.” A set of 80 items is still
very large, but we wanted to maintain multiple items per subject to increase measurement
validity. The list of the 80 items is given in table 3. Also, @/l items are coded as dummy
variables and in such a way that the value of unity is always assigned to the non-conformist or
unconventional opinion. Such a uniform coding direction facilitates the subsequent

inspection of values profiles across covariates and countries.
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The list in table 3 contains nine major subjects. The largest number of items (15)
pertains to attitudes related to marriage as an institution, to qualities needed for the success of
a marriage, to the meaning of parenthood and parent-child duties, and to the degree of
permissiveness with respect to sexual freedom, divorce and abortion. Secularism is
represented by 9 items indicating a loss of traditional religious beliefs, a low level of the
individual religious sentiment, and distrust in the churches as institutions. The civil morality
set with 12 items captures permissiveness with respect to different forms of deviant
behaviour, but also the ethical acceptability of forms of interference in matters of life and
death. The political set contains 11 items dealing with distrust in institutions, protest-
proneness, Inglehart’s postmaterialism index and the rejection of authority more generally.
The social distance or tolerance set is made up of 8 items that are all indicative of the type of
persons that are either tolerated as neighbours or considered as undesirable. The expressive
values are spread over the socialisation and work qualities sets. The former (7 items) show
the preference for imagination and independence as education traits rather then conformity
and respect for others. The latter (8 items) indicate a similar preference for intrinsic work
qualities over material or status conferring rewards. The identification set (6 items) deals
with a world orientation rather than a local identification or national pride, but with distrust in
established international organisations. The last set of 4 items are indicative of a retreat from
social and political life, and it contains the absence of any memberships or voluntary work, a
distrust in people in general, and a lack of any interest in politics. In all further analyses these
80 values items will be used without any prior data reduction, such as factor analysis. Hence,

no particular structure will be imposed prior to further statistical work.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

At this point the item profiles according to household position can be established. We
recall that (i) all items are coded in the unconventional or non-conformist direction, and
(ii) that controls are present for other covariates (i.e. gender, age, education, profession and
urbanity). The data set now takes the form of net deviations from the item mean associated
with each of the eight household positions. Such net deviations are available for each of the
80 items and for each of the three groups of countries. A positive value of a net deviation

from the item mean indicates that a particular household position has a more non-conformist
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Table 3; Overview of 80 items used in the current analysis, EVS 1999

Topic & n of items

Item description

Marriage and family MF (15)

Marriage outdated institution; children not necessary life fulfilment;
parents must not sacrifice for children; justified: casual sex, adultery,
divorce, abortion; important for marriage: tolerance & understanding,
sharing chores, talking, time together, happy sexual relations; not very
important for success marriage: faithfulness, children; single
motherhood acceptable.

Religion RL (9)

Not believing in: god, sin, hell, heaven; no comfort from religion, no
moments of prayer or meditation; god not at all important in life;
distrust church, religious faith not mentioned as socialisation trait.

Civil morality CM(12)

Justified: soft drugs, homosexuality, joyriding, suicide, euthanasia,
speeding, drunk driving, accepting bribe, tax cheating, lying, tax
evasion by paying cash, claiming unentitled state benefits.

Politics PO (11)

Distrust in institutions: education system, army, police, justice system,
civil service; participated or willing to participate in: unofficial strikes,
attending unlawful demonstrations, joining boycotts, occupying
buildings; not more respect for authority; postmaterialist.

Social distance SD (8)

Not wanted as neighbours: large families, right wing people; no
objection to have as neighbours: aids patients, unstable people,
criminal record, drug addicts, homosexuals, immigrants (western
countries) or gypsies {central European countries).

Socialisation SO (7)

Not mentioned as desirable trait in educating children: hard work,
obedience, good manners, unselfishness, tolerance & respect; stressed
as desirable: independence, imagination.

Work qualities WQ (8)

Not mentioned as desirable job aspect: good hours, promotion; stressed
as desirable: respected job, meeting people, useful for society,
interesting work, enabling initiative.

Identification ID (6)

Identification with “Europe and World”, not with “own village or
town”, not very or quite proud with own nationality; no priority for
national workers; no trust EU or UN.

Retreat RT(4)

Not member any voluntary organisation; no voluntary work; people
cannot be trusted; never discuss politics.

Note: all items have been coded in the “non-conformist” direction.
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attitude than average for the item concerned. Hence, a single tally of the number of positive

deviations for each household position is already highly revealing of the overall profile.

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

The results of such a tally for each of the groups of countries are displayed in figure 2.
Respondents who are still residing with parents (Respar) are close to having positive net
deviations for 40 items in the set of 80. This puts them closely to the “neutral” position in
figure 1. The groups of central European countries had a slightly higher score (45 items), and
the group of eastern European nations a slightly lower one (37). As expected, a move to
single living increases the number of positive net deviations. This holds for all three regions,
but the effect is more pronounced in the western countries (60 against 55 and 48). A further
move to cohabitation without children (Coh0) increases the overall non-conformism score
even more in western countries (66 items), but only slightly in the central European group
(57) and not in the eastern European populations (47). The progression to parenthood prior to
a marriage and still within a consensual union (Coh+) has the expected readjustment effect in
western and central Europe, but not in eastern Europe. In the latter group of countries,
cohabitants with children have the higher score for overall non-conformity (55). The exact
reason for this cannot be established, but it is likely that parenthood within cohabitation, i.e. a
rare transition in eastern Europe, is produced as a result of a strong selection for non-
conformity which outweighs the adjustment effect associated with parenthood. On the whole,
home leaving and cohabitation with or without children are clearly associated with higher
non-conformity scores, and this pattern holds in all three groups of countries. There is no

particular western idiosyncrasy in this respect.

The overall pattern holds further for the remaining household positions as well.
Married couples without children (Mar0) have positive net deviations for less than half the
number of items, and married couples with children who never cohabited (Mar+N) have by
far the most conservative attitudes. They were both selected in this household position
because of initial conformism, and have further adjusted or reaffirmed their opinions in this
direction as a consequence of parenthood as well. By contrast, married couples with children
but who passed through cohabitation before (Mar+E), did not have the selection effect
associated with direct marriage, and have apparently not experienced the adjustment effect of

parenthood to the same degree either. In other words, the earlier experience of cohabitation
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leaves a lasting mark, and largely prohibits the return to conformity. The distinction between
the Mar+N and the Mar+E groups is just as large in central and eastern Europe as in the West.
In fact, the Mar+E category in central Europe has the highest non-conformity score of all (68
items). Finally, a divorce or separation (FmNu) has also the expected increase in non-

conformity when compared to Mar0 or Mar+N, and to all married groups in western Europe.

So far, the results of the comparisons in figure 2 indicate unambiguously that there is a
systematic profile of association between current household position and earlier life course
history on the one hand, and value orientations on the other. The magnitude of selection and
adaptation effects may vary in the three broader European regions — as they may in individual
countries as well — but the resulting profiles are essentially similar and in line with the

“second demographic transition” hypothesis.

The data of figure 2 can be disaggregated according to topic. In figure 3, the set of 80
non-conformity items has been divided into a subset A, with the secularisation, marriage and
parenthood, and the civil morality items (total = 36), a subset B, with items pertaining to
politics, identification and retreat (total = 21), and a subset C, with the remaining items on
socialisation traits, work qualities and social distance (total = 23). The tally of the number of
positive net deviations is now plotted for each of these subsets. The overall picture in figure 3
is that the pattern according to household position for the entire set is essentially being
replicated for each of the three subsets. This furthermore holds in the three regions. In other
words, the outcome displayed in figure 2 is not produced by a concentration of positive
deviations in a particular cluster of items, but a reflection of non-conformity across most

topics.

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

In fact, there are only a few anomalies in figure 3. The most striking one is that
childless cohabitants (Coh0) in eastern Europe score lower than expected on the items of
subset B. A closer item-by-item inspection of net deviations reveals that these respondents
score high on nationalism and trust in institutions (except international ones), and that they
want more respect for authority as well. On the other hand, they fit the classic picture for
childless cohabitants by scoring high on protest proneness and postmaterialism. It seems that

eastern European childless cohabitants are vocal (as expected), but wish to express their
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loyalty to national institutions. This latter trait sets them apart from childless cohabitant in

western and central Europe.

The overall conclusion from these findings is that the footprints of the proposed
selection and adaptation mechanisms of figure 1 are indeed clearly visible in all three regions,
and not solely in western Europe, and furthermore, that the footprints are detectable in all
domains for which we could set up indicators of non-conformity. This means that not only
unconventional views with respect to marriage, family and parenthood are responsible for
selection into single living and cohabitation, but that a much broader array of non-conformist

attitudes are involved as well.
6. Finer distinctions

So far we have only relied on simple tallies of net positive deviations generated by
MCA. In what follows, we shall push the item-by-item analysis much further by using the net
positive deviations as inputs into a correspondence analysis.>® The aim is to bring out the
proximities of value items and household positions by trying to project them on a plane.
Since proximities rely on distances, which obviously cannot be negative, the net deviations
gencrated by the MCA are converted into rankings.” Hence, the input is now the ranking of a
household position (from 1 to 8) on each of the 80 items. A household position takes rank 1 if
it has the highest positive net deviation for a particular item. We recall that the net deviations
are measured after controls for gender, age, education, profession and urbanity. The
correspondence analyses furthermore show that two dimensions (hence a plane) suffice to
summarise 50 percent of the information, and that a third dimension would add only about 12

percent in all three regions.

With 80 items and 8 household positions, the projection of proximities yields a plot
with 88 dots. Since all of these need to be identified with labels, such “busy” plots are not
readily readable. To overcome this drawback, new figures were prepared using the following
procedure:

1. The 8 household positions are plotted on their exact location on the plane, but the
items are grouped according to their own proximities. Such a group of items is then
represented by an arrow on the plane starting in the origin. Hence, items in a group

are all located near their arrow.
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2. It turned out in all three regions that 7 groups of items, and hence also 7 arrows, could
give an adequate description of the item plots. The content of these groups, however,
varies across the three regions, and so does the direction of the arrows. It is at this
point that finer distinctions between the three groups of countries emerge.

3. It is helpful to add the information from the previous section, and to indicate to what
extent each household position contributes to the overall non-conformity score from 0
to 80. We have therefore tilted the projection plane, so that a third dimension could be
used to indicate the overall non-conformity score of each household position.

4. 'The tilted projection plane is located at a non-conformity score of 40. The vertical
bars for each household position then indicate the number of items in the non-

conventional direction above or below 40 recorded for that household position.

The resulting three-dimensional figures now contain a large amount of information. If a
household type has an overall non-conformity score well in excess of 40 and located near the
edges of the plane, then it draws disproportionately on these non-conformity items that are
identified by the nearest arrows. In other words, these are the items for which the household
position has produced the higher rankings with respect to the net deviations. Conversely, if
the household type has a low overall non-conformity score well below 40, it would still draw
higher rankings on the items identified by the nearest arrows. Household positions that are
located closely to the origin draw higher rankings from all items, and not mainly from a
particular group identified by an arrow. When this is coupled with a high overall non-
conformity score, then that household position produced high rankings on a great variety of
items, and if such a position near the origin is coupled with a low overall score, then it draws
its small set of the higher rankings for all sorts of items as well. Finally, household types that
are located at the opposite end of certain arrows draw nothing or almost nothing from the
items that identify these arrows. For instance, in figure 4, the two arrows that point to the left
mainly refer to items that deal with relaxed civil, ethical and marital morality, to greater
distrust in institutions, higher protest proneness and more “postmaterialism”. The group of
singles is located at a small distance from both arrows, which means that these items are
highly characteristic for them. Moreover, the singles group has a surplus of +20 on the
overall non-conformity score, and the items mentionned above are strongly contributing to
this surplus. The group Mar+N in figure 4 is located at the diametrically opposite side, which
means that they are far away from subscribing to the items concerning relaxed morality,

“postmaterialism”, etc. Also, they have a large deficit on the overall non-conformity score of



Figure 4 : Correspondence between household positions and 80 non-conformism
items, EVS 1999 : results for 8 western European countries ( pooled samples).
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—29. Hence, the few items of non-conformity that characterise them are disproportinately
found among those identified by the nearest arrow, i.e. companionship (talking, time
together...) and lack of trust in people in general. No doubt, the comments that accompany

the results will be of further help in reading the figures.

The correspondence analysis results are given in figures 4, 5 and 6 respectively for the
three groups of countries. The outcomes for the eight western European populations display

the most classic profiles and we can use them as a reference.

FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

At the onset, respondents still residing in the parental household (Respar) display the
more “youthful” form of non-conformism: family considerations and parenthood are still a
matter of a more distant future, and unconventional household forms are fully acceptable to
them in tandem with a more relaxed sexual morality. Other expressions of uncivil behaviour
that are more typical for younger ages are also tolerated, such as using soft drugs, joyriding or
speeding. This is linked to distrust in institutions and to the rejection of forms of authority
with which they are confronted more directly: the educational system, the police, the justice
system and the army. But a number of new traits equally emerge: home dwellers score low
on memberships of voluntary associations and on voluntary work. On the whole, however,
this category of respondents has only a modest surplus of unconventional scores (+2), mainly
because they do not score as highly on a series on other dimensions such as expressive values
in socialisation and work, tolerance for ethnic and sexuval minorities, world citizenship,

protest-proneness or secularism. These issues still seem too remote for them.

Single respondents living on their own carry a number of these non-conformism items
with them, and even reinforce this pattern by adding extra items in the spheres of weaker civil
and sexual morality. Their larger surplus (+20) of non-conformist items is furthermore
produced by higher scores on secularism, protest proneness, postmaterialism and world
orientation. Also, “imagination” as a socialisation trait comes to the fore. When a move into
cohabitation is made (Coh0), these features are again reinforced, probably as a result of both
selection and further articulation. From that point onward, the high non-conformism surplus
(+26) is equally made up of many features of secularism, a tolerance for interference in

matters of life and death (abortion, suicide, euthanasia), a further strengthening of expressive
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values (independence in socialisation at the detriment of good manners; jobs permitting
initiative) and greater tolerance for the more adult forms of uncivil behaviour (tax evasion, tax
cheating). This latter set of value orientations equally typifies cohabitants with children
(Coh+), but non-conformist value orientations associated with earlier forms of living
arrangements are fading away. This accounts for their lower overall non-conformism score

(surplus = +13), and for their location at the edge of the projection plane as well.

The experience of earlier cohabitation has apparently a lasting impact after marriage
and parenthood (see Mar+E). This group continues along the lines of high protest proneness
(demonstrations, boycotts) and of emphasis on expressive values (responsible and interesting
job; obedience not stressed in education). But the refusal of nationalist reflexes is added
(lower national pride, no priority for own workers, no exclusion of immigrants, no right wing
neighbours). However, the values that are diametrically opposite on the projection plane are
refuted. This holds particularly for expressions of lax civil and sexual morality, which are
incompatible with parenthood. The outcome is a further reduction in the non-conformist

surplus (+7).

Married respondents without children (MarQ) have a deficit on the non-conformist
scale (-8), as expected. As a result of small sample sizes this group is also undifferentiated
according to presence or absence of earlier transitions (living alone, cohabitation) and it
remains therefore quite heterogeneous. In figure 4, however, childless married persons have
retained certain characteristics of home stayers (Respar), such as low membership rates,
absence of voluntary work and distrust in certain institutions. To these, they also tend to add
other aspects of low community orientation, such as not stressing tolerance and respect or
unselfishness in socialisation and a lack of political interests. They only wish to compensate

for that via a job that is useful for society.

Married respondents with children who never cohabited (Coh+N) have a very low
non-conformist score with a deficit of —29. They are located at the edge of the projection
plane at the opposite end of singles and childless cohabitants. Hence, they score very low on
all the items associated with these two positions. Conversely, if there is a contribution to non-
conformism, it stems from stressing companionship in marriage rather than social homogamy,
and from a few more isolated items such as a reduced trust in people, not stressing hard work

in socialisation, seeking a respected job but accepting unstable people as neighbours.
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Figure 5 : Correspondence between household positions and 80 non-conformism
items, EVS 1999 : results for 7 central European countries ( pooled samples ).
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Divorced or separated respondents who are not yet in a new union (FmNu), finally,
exhibit the expected return to much higher overall non-conformism scores (surplus = +16),
but they are located closely to the origin in the projection plane. This means that they draw
from a wider variety of items than all other positions. The group they resemble most is that of

married parents who ever cohabited (Mar+E).

The detailed central European profile on Figure 5 displays both similarities and
differences when compared to the western picture. Respondents residing in the parental home
(Respar) also have a modest surplus on the overall non-conformity scale (+5), and similar
items are equally overrepresented. These pertain to the remoteness of parenthood, high
tolerance for unconventional living arrangements, acceptability of neighbours with deviant
characteristics, lower standards of marital morality, and the classic distrust in the education
system and civil service. A move to single living, which is a more rare transition in central
Europe, adds a number of traits (surplus = +15) that are a further accentuation of acceptability
of uncivil morality. Also conformity in socialisation is rejected (no stress on good manners,
obedience or tolerance and respect). To this a new feature is added: low national pride and a
weaker identification with village or town. But this broader outlook is matched by distrust in
supranational institutions (EU, UN). What is missing among central European singles is a

selection for and an articulation of secularism.

FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE

Childless cohabitants (Coh0Q) in central Europe strongly resemble their western
counterparts with respect to protest proneness (permitting strikes, occupation of buildings,
boycotts...), “world citizenship” and tolerance for homosexuals. There is also a parallel — but
a weaker one — with respect to expressive values (independence and imagination in education,
expressive job qualities). But again, central European childless cohabitants do not share the
pronounced articulation of secularism of their western counterparts. Instead, they are already
moving towards the accentuation of companionship. The overall surplus of non-conformism
items among central European childless cohabitants is also lower (+17) than in the West
(+27), largely as a result of less articulation of secularism and less tolerance for expressions of

uncivil morality.
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The secularism items in central Europe show up rather strikingly for cohabitants with
children (Coh+). Also other traits typical for western cohabitants now emerge among central
European cohabiting parents: stronger protest proneness and distrust in institutions.

Similarly, tolerance for expressions of uncivil behaviour has faded away with parenthood.

In central Burope too the experience of earlier cohabitation leaves its marks after
marriage and parenthood (see Mar+E). Despite the fact that the surplus of non-conformist
choices (+7) has been reduced and that the position Mar+E has shifted closer to the origin, the
carlier cohabitation experience still tends to be associated with traits typical for cohabiting
couples with or without children. There is also a resemblance with their western counterparts
with the accentuation of expressive job traits, the higher acceptability of ethnic minorities

(here: gypsies) and the aversion to right wing neighbours.

Also relatively close to the origin of the projection plane are the central European
childless married respondents (Mar0). Their deficit on the overall non-conformism scale is
small (-2). Both features taken together imply that this group as a whole has the most
undifferentiated profile of all. As in the West, central European childless married persons are
not accentuating parenthood, and are relatively tolerant to deviations from strict marital
morality and from a civil code of conduct. Similarly, they tend to score high on
postmaterialism. The main difference is that childless married respondents in central Europe
tend to be less choosy about their neighbours and more willing to accept persons with a

deviant profile.

Western and central European married parents who never cohabited (Mar+N)
obviously share the overall conservative profile, with the highest deficit on the non-
conformism scale (-29 and -25 respectively). But the two small sets of contributing items
have little more in common than distrust in people in general. Central European married
parents who never cohabited extend this pattern to a lack of memberships and the absence of
voluntary work in all types of associations. Also, unselfishness is not stressed in educating
children. More surprisingly is the finding that they are relatively overrepresented among
those who consider marriage as an outdated institution. Evidently, these married couples with
children are older and belong disproportionately to generations with earlier marriage and
parenthood. They could therefore express some regret about not having had the options of the

later 1990s.
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The divorced and separated respondents who are not yet in a new union (FmNu) in
central Europe equally display the marked increase in the overall non-conformism score
(surplus = +15). But the composition of this score is different from that in the West. Western
divorcees have no return to a higher tolerance for uncivil behaviour, but central European
divorcees do. They also score high on distrust for the UN and EU despite their lower national
pride and lack of local identification. Except for not focussing on promotion, they also lack
the stress on intrinsic work values of their western counterparts. The only features that the
western and central groups of FmmNu have in common are the lack of stress on obedience in

rearing children.

To sum up, the values profiles of persons according to living arrangements in western
and central Europe share many similarities both in terms of overall non-conformism scores
and the more precise composition of these scores. The largest differences are, however, noted
for the singles, childless cohabitants and those who were formerly in a union. Singles and
childless cohabitants in central Europe are not selected on the basis of secularism as in the
west, and childless cohabitants in central Europe are less tolerant toward expressions of
uncivil morality. By contrast, the latter features emerge particularly among central European

divorcees, whereas they have disappeared as characteristic traits among western divorcees.

FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE

Before turning to the details of the eastern European profiles, it should be recalled that
single living, cohabitation and parenthood within consensual unions are all much more rare
forms of living arrangement in this area. The selection into these slots could therefore be the

outcome of a different process or trajectory than in the other two regions.

Eastern European respondents still residing in the parental home (Respar) have a fairly
undifferentiated profile. Their position on Figure 6 is fairly close to the origin of the
projection plane, and they have a small deficit (-3) on the overall non-conformism scale.
There is, however, already a slight overrepresentation in the direction of secularism, a lack of
community involvement (no memberships, no voluntary work), a refusal of authority and a
broader world outlook, but matched by a distrust in international organisations. The feature

of low community involvement is shared with western home stayers, but for the rest, eastern
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Figure 6 : Correspondence between household positions and 80 non-conformism
items, EVS 1999 : results for 5 eastern European countries ( pooled samples ).
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unselfishness in
socialisation, not job
promotion or good hours,

A: no belief God, God unimportant,
suicide acceptable. B:no member-
ships, not voluntary work, not more
authority; identification Europe and
world, distrust UN.
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Europeans in this category do not exhibit the high tolerance for alternative living
arrangements or childlessness, nor the more lax attitudes in matters of civil morality and
ethics. In other words, they start from an overall more conservative profile than in western or

central Europe.

As usual, the non-conformity score increases with single living (surplus = +8).
Besides secularism and continued low community involvement (also never discuss politics),
the features of acceptability of unconventional household types, tolerance for deviance, and
an orientation to expressive values (interesting job, no stress on hard work and obedience)
now emerge more clearly. Most of these features are shared with both their central and
western European counterparts. Only the distrust in national institutions is not yet

accentuated among eastern European singles.

The marked rise in overall non-conformism associated with cohabitation (Coh0) is
also absent in eastern Europe, as already noticed on Figures 1 and 2. The position of childless
cohabitants is located at the opposite side of the projection plane compared to that of the
earlier household positions. Eastern childless cohabitants share higher protest proneness,
postmaterialism and expressive work and socialisation values with both western and central
cohabitants, and also an orientation toward companionship with the central European ones.
What they lack is secularism, tolerance for expressions of uncivil conduct, and distrust in
national institutions. These three features are fully surfacing at the next stage, i.e. when the
selection into unmarried parenthood is made (Coh+). In this respect there is a parallel with
central European cohabiting parents who were also selected for high levels of secularisation.
The overall outcome is that procreation within consensual unions in all three parts of Europe
is associated with secularism, distrust in institutions, protest proneness, accentuation of
expressive values and lowering of standards in matters of civil morality. Eastern European
cohabiting parents, furthermore, share low national pride and weaker local identification with

their western counterparts.

As in the two other regions, eastern European married parents who experienced
cohabitation (Mar+E) are clearly distinct from childless married persons (Mar0) and from
married parents who did not experience cohabitation (Mar+N). This not only pertains to the
marked difference in the total non-conformism score, but equally to the underlying values

profiles. The positions of MarQ and Mar+N are close to the origin of the projection plane,
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indicating that value profiles are rather undifferentiated. The position of Mar+E, by contrast,
reveals a strong accentuation of particular traits: low civil morality (bribing, tax cheating and
tax evasion, collecting unentitled state benefits, soft drugs), distrust in the civil service, lower
marital fidelity despite companionship (talking, chores, sex), protest proneness (boycotts,

demonstrations), and a preference for “imagination” over “good manners” in education.

Finally, eastern European divorcees who are not yet in another union (FmNu) retain or
regain non-conformist traits indicative of secularism, distrust in institutions (education,
police, justice) and lower national pride. As their position on the projection plane shows, they

resemble cohabiting parents in most respects.

On the whole, the most striking differences with the other two regions is that
parenthood among currently or formerly cohabiting couples is not associated in eastern
Europe with a reduction in overall non-conformism, nor with a correction in the spheres of
civil morality in particular. In fact, rather the opposite is true, which suggests that the smaller
Coh+ and Mar+E groups in eastern Europe are more composed of respondents with complex
and perturbed partnerships and marital histories than in western and central Europe.
Unfortunately this hypothesis cannot be checked with the EVS data for lack of more detailed

retrospective questions on these issues.

7. Changes in value orientations during the 1990s

It would of course be totally erroneous to assume that all ideational changes in central and
eastern Europe were absent during the Communist period, and that everything started to move
in 1989. Rather, the events of that year were the culmination of political groundswells that
were also grounded in shifting aspirations and value orientations, and not exclusively in
deteriorating state efficiency in economic and material spheres. In fact, one of the crucial
political elements leading to the 1989 events was the constant quest for the rebirth of a “civil
society”.”® This envisaged the contraction of the party-state and the creation of political space
for voluntary civic organisations such as independent labour unions, professional
organisations, student associations, church groups, free press etc. Hence, the quest for
political autonomy and grass-roots democracy was steadily on the rise prior to 1989. During
the 1990s, however, not much was left of the “civil society” discourse: economic

restructuring caused social disruption, uncertainty and inequality. Individual autonomy and
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freedom of choice were restored, including that of opting for other forms of living
arrangements, but the ideal of an “energised population” supportive of social cohesion proved
to be illusory.”” Instead, central and eastern European societies became much more atomistic

and individualistic, and they faced problems of inclusion and exclusion similar to or more

serious than those in western countries.

The features of this transformation can also be traced in the opinions and attitudes
measured in the 1990 and 1999 EVS-rounds. To document this, we retraced the 1990 data
sets in search for comparable items.”™ The 1990 questionnaires in the various countries were
not yet as standardised as the 1999 instrument, so that the set of comparable items across
countries and for two points in time is much more limited than the set of 80 used so far.
Nevertheless, table 4 reports on 26 items that passed the test, and they pertain to family
values, trust in institutions, civil morality, socialisation values and identification. Given small

national sample sizes, results are again produced for groups of countries.
TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

The most striking changes emerging from table 4 are found for several family items,
and more particularly for those that are directly related to the tolerance for new living
arrangements and to procreation. In each of the three groups of countries (Baltic, central and
eastern Europe), there is a substantial rise of the opinion that women do not need children for
life fulfilment, that marriage is an outdated institution, and that motherhood for women
without a partner or husband is acceptable. The increments in the proportions with these
opinions are of the order of 10 to 25 percentage points for the period 1990-1999. Also the
tolerance for homosexuality has increased, whereas the acceptability of adultery and divorce
has remained stable. Evidently, the presumed rise in premarital cohabitation displayed in

table 2 is matched by a similar rise in legitimacy of non-conformist household types.

The other items that display a rise in each of the three groups of countries are related

to:
(i) Greater distrust in several institutions, and more specifically in the church, the
civil service, and the justice system (but not in the police or the education system).

This is coupled to much higher proportions stating that they never discuss politics,
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Table 4: Trends in selected comparable items among respondents aged 18-49, 3 groups of
countries with transition economies, 1990 and 1999

3 Baltic 5 Central 4 East
Estonia Poland Russia
Lithuania Czech + Slovak. Belarus
Latvia Hungary, Slovenia Bulgaria
Romania
1990 1999 1990 1999 1990 1999
Family
Women does not need children life
fulfilment 83%  26.5% 23.5% 44.6%  10.8%  251%
Marriage outdated institution 11.1 23.8 12.7 19.5 14.3 232
Single motherhood acceptable 57.8 839 69.4 78.4 78.5 80.7
Parents must not sacrifice for children 36.1 32.0 229 20.7 28.6 303
Homosexuality acceptable 23 4.5 11.8 16.0 2.2 43
Adultery acceptable 62.6 61.0 56.7 52.6 59.4 58.2
Divorce acceptable 17.1 14.0 21.1 22.6 17.2 18.4
Distrust institutions & politics
No trust in church 8.0 11.7 20.2 26.6 17.5 15.4
No trust civil service 7.3 13.6 10.4 16.4 242 27.6
No trust police 80.8 70.4 61.3 56.1 67.6 64.1
No trust justice system 132 17.5 10.9 15.7 18.6 21.5
No trust education system 54.4 335 371 29.9 48.4 304
Never discuss politics 3.5 19.6 12.9 253 13.8 25.0
One cannot trust people 759 77.9 74.4 78.6 72.9 75.0
Expressiveness
Independence stressed 674 54.4 345 61.2 41.0 38.9
Imagination stressed 12.0 10.2 8.3 13.1 15.9 15.7
Obedience not mentioned 82.2 79.8 714 747 79.6 79.0
Good manners not mentioned 44.1 39.1 345 29.3 25.6 30.0
Unselfishness not mentioned 74.4 82.4 735 72.5 757 84.2
Civil Morality
Claiming unentitled benefits justified 40.2 54.5 59.1 47.8 38.8 46.7
Taking soft drugs justified 12.2 16.8 21.1 29.7 14.6 18.2
Accepting a bribe justified 38.0 37.4 332 43.5 28.0 39.3
Tax cheating justified 51.0 64.4 58.2 59.2 57.5 61.1
Identification
Identification: Europe + world 6.2 8.3 9.9 7.6 11.9 11.7
Identification: not own locality or town 71.0 52.5 61.0 453 54.4 52.7
National pride: not proud 13.8 37.1 15.7 12.7 30.6 30.0

Source: original data sets, EVS-consortium and World Values Studies.
Note: each individual country has a weight of unity; in 1999 the data for the Czech and Slovak
Republics were merged since the 1990 data covered the whole of Czechoslovakia.
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and to a more modest increase in the percentages displaying distrust in people in
general.

(i)  Greater tolerance for several forms of uncivil behaviour, and especially for
claiming unentitled state benefits, tax cheating, using soft drugs and accepting
bribes. Among the socialisation items, “unselfishness” is more frequently absent
among the traits that were given priority. And among the identification items,
there is a decline in identification with the national or supranational levels in

favour of a stronger link with the local settings.

Aside from these general trends, there are also a few remarkable shifts in specific groups
of countries. For instance, independence and imagination as socialisation traits have gained

ground in central Europe, and there is a clear dip in national pride in the Baltic states.

To sum up, the general pattérn displayed in table 4 indicates that the acceptability of
non-conventional household forms and life course transition is clearly on the rise, and that
this tolerance is imbedded in a more general “atomisation” of society. Individuals are free to
choose, but have to do so at their own risk and with their own coping strategies. As a

colleague noted: “the second demographic transition is not kind to all”.*

8. Conclusions

The EVS-surveys for central Europe indicate that new forms of household formation
have gained ground during the 1990s, and that their acceptability and legitimacy have
increased as well. However, the precise orders of magnitude need validation via other and
especially larger surveys. The trend toward unconventional living arrangements is less
pronounced in eastern Europe, as expected, but here too the tolerance for such forms is

increasing.

The cross-sectional “footprints” of the selection-adaptation model are found in all
instances including eastern Europe, and the overall profiles of non-conformity according to
living arrangement are following the western pattern to a remarkable degree. In all three
groups of countries, those who never cohabited and moved into marriage and parenthood have
by far the most conservative profiles, whereas cohabitants and divorced persons occupy the

most non-conformist positions. Similarly, an earlier cohabitation experience leaves a durable
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imprint in the direction of non-conformity as well. This effect is stronger than anticipated in

all three regions.

A more detailed analysis at the item level reveals several differences between the
groups of countries. For instance, the selection of cohabitants on the basis of secularism,
which is still highly typical in the west, is not as pronounced in central and eastern Europe.
This can be attributed to historical factors, and more particularly to the secular tradition
stemming from the Communist era. Also, childless cohabitants in central and eastern Europe
are less tolerant to expressions of uncivil morality. Instead, this has become a more
pronounced trait among their divorcees and among those selected cohabitants who progress to

parenthood without prior marriage.

Other items that were comparable over time furthermore indicate that the rise in new
living arrangements and their value profiles are associated with a weakening of social
cohesion and the “atomisation” of society. The latter factor is obviously linked to the
economic crisis of the 1990s, but it is also a trait associated with capitalism more generally,
and therefore a lasting characteristic. Hence, an economic recovery is not likely to alter the
demographic trend in a fundamental way, since the “second horse” in our metaphor is highly
likely to take over. In short, a capitalist restructuring leads to greater individual autonomy in
the ideational sphere, and this in its turn means more convergence of family formation
patterns to the western types. Not so much the economic crisis per se, but the entire

restructuring of society is an accelerator of the ideational and demographic changes.

This is not to say that all central European countries will end up with household
patterns that are perfect copies of the western ones. There is substantial variation in the west
to start with, and hence we equally expect such heterogeneity to emerge among central
European nations. Only, the road back to a restoration of more stable and conventional

patterns of household formation with early procreation seems no longer open.

The bottom line from this exploration of the 1999 EVS data is that many features of
the “second demographic transition”, including the values patterning along the lines of the
“selection-adaptation” model of life course progression, are by now clearly visible in central
Europe too. In terms of actual behaviour, eastern Europe has not yet made it to the “take-off”

‘phase, but in terms of values shifts since 1990, new houschold formation patterns have gained
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acceptability. Hence, a further eastward spread of “second demographic transition™ features

to include eastern Europe would no longer come as a surprise.

In terms of fertility trends, this means that the growth of new patterns of household
formation continues to be one of the causes of the postponement of parenthood. In the short
run this implies that such a tempo shift will contribute to the prolongation of a period of very
low fertility. However, if the younger generations will reach older ages (say age 30), some
catching up of fertility can occur and this can cause a modest rise in period fertility measures.
The exact degree of fertility “recuperation” after age 30 will then be a crucial element, and it
is highly likely that this degree will substantially vary between the various central and eastern
European populations as well. It is also possible that those countries with the faster transition
in household structures will be the first to move to the fertility recuperation stage at older
ages, and hence to be the first to bounce back to more acceptable levels of sub-replacement
fertility. At this point, an economic recovery will also help, but in the meantime the “second

demographic transition” will have become a fact of life for much of Europe.
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