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Abstract

Research on child welbeing has underscored the need to better document children’s
living arrangements, in particular to recognize the growing importance of cohabitation and to
sudy transitions over the life-course. In this paper, we describe the recongtruction of children’s
biographies from adult's partnership and fertility histories in eighteen FFS surveys. We
underscore the limitations of some nationd surveys for our project and discuss some conceptua
and methodological issues associated with the recongtruction process in the other countries. We

adso discuss how the recongtructed biographies can yield nationd multi-gate life tables of

children’s living arrangements.

(94 words)






The dramatic contemporary changes in Western family patterns have generated popular
and scholarly concern over their impact on children and their subsequent sociad consequences.
The individud- and family-leve effects of divorce or sngle parenting on children experiencing
particular family structures have been sudied extengvely. Even though the effects are neither
universal nor necessarily large when controlling for other family characteridtics, there gppearsto
be red consequences of growing up in different family structures (Cherlin 1999; McLanahan
and Sandefur 1994; Cherlin and Furstenberg 1994;Amato and Keith 1991; Furstenberg and
Cherlin 1991).

Meanwhile, the paucity of internationa data on living arrangements during childhood
limits the potential of comparative research on these issues. We contend, in particular, that
cross-naiond vitd and maritad datigtics are poorly suited to study the impact of family changes
on children and that we need (@) to assess these changes over a child’s life course, and (b) to
account for the increasing prevaence of child-raisng within cohabitation. In this paper, we
discuss whether FFS data can be used to develop a child-centered, life course perspective on
recent family changes that would recognize the most important living arrangements. More
specificdly, we describe our methodology for congructing childhood biographies of living
arrangements from birth and partnership histories in FFS data. Multi-state life table techniques
will be applied to these biographies to recongtruct the living arrangements of children from birth

through late adolescence across the different countries.
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Background

Only afew decades ago, the nuclear family composed only of married parents and their
biologica children gppeared as the characteridtic living arrangement of Western societies, and
even as the universd "modd" of modern family for the rest of the world (Goode 1970).
Ironicdly, the Western family was then undergoing profound transformations, and the nuclear
family soon logt its centrdlity to a more complex mix of living arrangements.

Marital disruption is most frequent in the U.S,, where about two thirds of first marriages
end in separation or divorce (Castro Martin and Bumpass 1989). At these rates, about two
fifths of children born to married mothers will experience the maritd disruption of their parents
(Bumpass and Rindfuss 1979, Furstenberg et al. 1983, Bumpass 1984). As the proportion of
children born to unmarried mothers continues to increase (Smith, Morgan and K oropeckyj-Cox
1996), one haf of recent American birth cohorts are expected to spend some of their childhood
in a one-parent family Bumpass 1984, Bumpass and Raey 1995). Children’s experience of
gngle parenthood ae further complicated by multiple family trangtions (dthough see
Wojtkiewicz 1993). About hdf of the children living with a Sngle mother see her marry during
their childhood Bumpass and Sweet 1989) and about haf of those children experience the
disruption of that marriage il in childhood (Bumpass 1984).

But vita gatistics show that in the early 1990s the proportion of out-of-wedlock births
was as high or higher than in the United States in severd European countries. the United
Kingdom (32%), France (35%), Norway (44%), Denmark (47%), and Sweden (51%). These
datistics mask important differences in children’s living arrangements, however (Sandefur and

Modey 1997, Bumpass and Raey 1995). When in Europe most births to single mothers in fact
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occur within cohabitation, the proportion is only estimated at one third in the U.S. (Bumpass et
a. 1991). For ingtance, we found that the proportion of own children reported by FFS femae
respondents as born out-of-wedlock was 24% in Austria, 31% in France and 46% in Sweden.
These out-of-wedlock fertility ratios are respectively lower than, amilar to, and higher than
recent ratios in the U.S. (European ratios refer to dl births in the FFS survey and nationd out-
of-wedlock ratios in recent years would be even higher). According to FFS data, however, the
proportion of out-of-partnership births is 14% in Austria, 8% in France, and 6% in Sweden.
Firgt, the rankings of the three European countries are reversed when cohabitation is taken into
account. Moreover, the estimated proportion of children born out of a partnership appears
uniquely high in the U.S. (above 20% in recent years), even though the out-of-wedlock birth
ratio is not. Internationa comparisons thus appear in a different light depending on whether
cohabitation is account for.

While changes in cohabitation, marriage, divorce, and childbearing are common to dl
Western countries, important differences are hidden bdow the surface of these uniform
transformations. Moreover, a cross-sectiona perspective does not fully trandate the impact of
such changes on childhood experience. In particular, past research has clearly established the
relevance of a life course gpproach to children’s experience of marita disruption. Because it
fals to satisfactorily describe the experience of children, cross-sectiond data makes the
relationship between family structures and children outcomes harder to specify and assess.
Priminary andyses of FFS data suggest that European cohabiting unions may be dmost as
dable as U.S. mariages. Among a Swedish femde birth cohort, only 36% of ther firg

partnerships that were consensud unions were dissolved after 15 years. Thisis an underestimate
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of the proportion of unions actualy separated after 15 years, because marriage censors the risk
that a consensua union will be dissolved. Cohabiting unions converted into marriages that end in
divorce are not accounted for but the proportion of consensua unions “regularized” by marriage
that were dissolved 12 years after marriage is only 17%. These preliminary results suggest that
about one hdf of dl first cohabiting partnerships in Sweden have likdy ended after 15 years,
which gppears to be less than the proportion of first marriages that are dissolved in the U.S.

after 15 years (Castro Martin and Bumpass 1989).

States of I nterest

We contend that understanding the impact of these family changes on children requires
an extenson of the life course perspective that has been gpplied to maritd disruption, for
ingance, in severa important respects. Frs, internationa differences in the meaning of
cohabitation require that we aso study the family life course of children born out-of-wedlock. It
is clearly unsatisfectory to treet out-of-wedlock births as a single category, under the
assumption that these children will grow up with asingle parent during their entire childhood and
adolescence. Many may live firgt with cohabiting parents, who may marry and possbly divorce
later. Internationa variations in the frequency of these different sequences should be better
documented. Second, past life table approaches to family changes from the perspective of
children have concentrated on a single transtion a a time, most often parental divorce, and
occasondly remarriage after a parentd divorce or an initid cohabitation. As changes in family
dructures have become more frequent, the number of trandtions that may be experienced

throughout childhood is increasing for recent birth cohorts and the sequences of living
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arangements are becoming increasingly varied. In such diverse contexts, the entire family
experience during childhood and adolescence cannot be properly accounted for by andyzing a
few trangtionsone a atime.

In the interest of reiability, however, the number of trangtion to be jointly estimated
needs to be kept to a minimum. Our review of the literature on child well-being and family
sructures suggedts a primary distinction between living with only one or two biologica parents,
and therefore, these should be the two different states to be distinguished. Past research is less
clear about whether the maritd satus of the parents affect child well-being directly, but
consensud unions are typicdly less dable than marriages. When a child lives with both
biologica parents, we should account for their marita atus, if only as a determinant of parental
separation. When a child lives with one parent only, we should distinguish between whether that
parent is the mother or the father. Although mothers typicaly have custody, limited evidence
suggedts that the children outcomes —particularly economic status- associated with parentd
breek-up differ for children living with their father after the separation. Finally, research indicates
that the subsequent partnerships of the custodian parent have mixed effects on children. We
should dso digtinguish between living with only a Sngle parent or a Sngle parent and his or her
live-in partner.

These primary digtinctions between living arrangements require us to modd sx different
dates for co-resdent children living (a) with both parents who are married; (b) with both
parents who are cohabiting; (c) with the mother and no partner; (d) with the mother and her
partner (who is not the biologicd father); (€) with the father and no partner; (f) with the father

and his partner (who is not the biological mother). Two additiond states pertain to children: (g)
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living without either parent and (h) deceased. Of course, further digtinctions within these eight
dates might be of interest, such as whether non co-resdent children live with rdatives (grand-
parents in particular), whether the custodian parent is married with his or her new partner, or
whether the parents marriage is afirst marriage. While some of thisinformation is tractable from
FFS data, we need to limit the number of dtates to keep the etimation of trandtion rates

manageable.

Selected States and Observable Statuses

From FFS adult respondents record of past partnerships and childbearing, we can
recongtruct a biography of each child living arrangements (statuses) from birth to the end of co-
residence with the respondent. These statuses are congruent with, but not identicd to, the find
dates of the life tables. (To avoid confusion, we will refer to statuses for the living arrangements
reported by parents and states for the find dates sought in the life table). As shown in Figure 1,
these satuses are (1) living with parents, married; (2) living with parents, cohabiting; (3) living
with respondent (parent), no partner; (4) living with respondent (parent) and his’her partner (not
the other parent); (5) living away from the respondent (parent); and (6) deceased.

Our andyses of 18 of the 23 FFS countries so far proved these steps less
straightforward that one might have thought." The trouble begins with the first question, whether
a child is a co-resdent. The question about co-residence a the time of the survey does not
gopear in the SRF in Lithuania making the study of children’s living arrangements amost
impossble. In two other countries, Canada and Norway, the date a which non co-resident

children left is not reported so thet living arrangements can be studied a the time of the survey
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but not followed precisely across a child biography. Note that even if we have information on
whether the child left, and, if so, when, we can only assume that children have been living with
the respondent continuoudy from birth (female respondents) or from first partnership with the
mother (mde respondents) to that date. We may thus overlook a few cases of multiple
trangtions in and out of the respondent’s house but this assumption should be vdid for the vast
mgjority of cases.

The second set of problems relates to the completeness of the partnership histories. In
Bulgaria and Portugd, information was only collected about one partnership, the most recent
one we presumed, 0 that it is generdly not possible to assess whether a child is born within a
partnership or not. We do for children born within that current partnership but retaining only
those children would obvioudy bias the estimates as we would then sdlect on the dependent
variable. At this point, we are left with only 13 of the 18 countries we started with. Note that
even in those 13 countries, various completeness and consstency checks at the respondent level
exclude up to 7% of al reported own children (Table 1).

For these countries with sufficient birth and partnership information, the main difficulty
becomes the identification of the non-responding parent. At birth, parental reports only indicate
if achild isborn within a partnership, and, if o, whether the parents are married or not. We can
reasonably assume that when a child is born within a partnership, the two partners are the
parents. When a child is born outsde a partnership, it is less straightforward to determine if the
mother's next partner is the father or an unrdated adult, since it is plaushble tha the first
partnership following a birth is between the two biologica parents. Severd pieces of information

may guide this decison: the age of the child at the time the new partnership forms, whether the
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partnership is preceded by marriage, and the number of children each partner brings into the
partnership. We expect that a union with the other parent will be formed sooner after the birth,
that it is more likely that the union will be preceded by marriage, and that the partners are more
likely to bring the same number of own children into the new partnership.

The timing of birth and new union formation appears to be the strongest indirect
evidence, however, and our current decison rule is to code first partnerships after birth as
between parents (rather than between a single parent and another partner) if it occurs within a
year of the child's birth. This rule has the advantage of smplicity and more complex schemes
typicdly affected few margind cases only.

Also note that there is most often very little information on a child that is not resding
with the reporting parent. Since parental households after bresk-up are not matched, it is not
possible to identify a the individuad-level whether these children live with their other parent and
trangtions after living the respondent. As a result, a complete living arrangement biography
cannot dways be recongructed for each individud child. These child biographies must be
trested as censored at the time co-residence ends rather than at the time of the interview. We
could not observe, for instance, sequentia trangtions between maternd and paternal household
for an individud child. This limits the potentid for individud-leve investigation, but appropriate
life table techniques Hill provide unbiased estimates of the rates of trangtion across dates in

each population.
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Estimating Rates of Transition between Statuses

To handle the joint estimation of such internd trandtion probakilities, the techniques of
multi-state life tables (Rogers 1975, Land and Rogers 1982, Schoen 1988), are most adequate.
Although these techniques have largely originated from an interest in modeling internd migration
in regiond demography, their gpplicability and potential for other demographic issues has been
quite clear from the outset. In particular, these techniques have been gpplied early on to the
different maritd statuses for instance single, married, divorced, widowed (Schoen and Nelson
1974).

To apply these techniques to the different parentd statuses that a child will experience
during childhood does not pose any particular problem as long as the data has been reformatted
as described above to provide children’s trangtion rates between the different sates. The
accounting framework for the multi-tate life tables remains the same (Palloni 2000):

(X+1)=l(x)+ E;j 1diix - Ej 1dijx
10 =1Mjx* 1Lix
1bix=.5% (li(x) i (x+1))

with the following life table notations

li(X) isthe number of children in datei at exact age x;

10jx s the number of children changing from Statei to state | between ages x and x+1;

1M« isthe rate of trangtion from State i to tate j between ages x and x+1,

1Lix isthe number of person-yearslived by children in Sate i between ages x and x+1.
With the convention that the Six parentd states are numbered from 1 to 6 and that child death is

sate 0, then i can take any vaue from 1 to 6, while j can take any vaue from 0 to 6 but i, and
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any 10gix must be equd to 0. The garting point of the estimation of I;(x+1) and ;Lix are the
previous values of |;(x) and the observed period rates of trangition 1M
1Mijx=1Dijx / 1Nix
making the usua assumption of life table congtruction that the observed rates are equd to the
equivaent ratesin the life teble:
Mij=1mix

where

1Djjx 1S the observed number of child's trangtions from Sate i to State | between ages x and

x+1inagiven period,

1Nix isthe number of person-yearslived by children in Sate i between ages x and x+1 in the

same period (typicdly gpproximated by the length of the period folds the mid-period

number of children in date i between ages x and x+1).

Since thisis a large system of equations, it is advantageous to switch to matrix notation
inwhich
[(x+1)=1(x)-D(x)

represents the following 36 equations:.

2, L(x* D (Lx+D o L+ Do @,L(X) 0 O... 0 ¢ asd, -dy
GeL0 D LLOGY LI ¢ 0 L9 O 0 ;_g-dm S dyy
¢ .. O S e e v 28 )
LoL0 D) (LG D oLt Ds € 0 Oeee O L0+ Dp &g O

and where
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«ili(x+1) is the number of children in Sate | a age x and State | a age x+1 (and the
convention that «ili () issmply 1;(x)).
The estimation of the next age group starts with the l;(x+1), which are amply the sum on j of the
X li(x+1). The typica problem of closing the life table does not gpply here because our last
age group is not an open-ended age interva but a closed one, usng an arbitrary age (e.g. 18

years) asthe end of childhood. If we define two additional matrices,
gesleljx ) lMle ) 1M31x"' 1M61x 0
g' 1M12x Sle ) 1M32x"' 1M62x+

2 jx

M(X) =

L (x)=.5*(1(x)+l(x+1))
then the solution to the system of equation can compactly be written as:
[(x+21)=I(x)*[I-.5*M (X)][1 +.5*M (X)]™* = I(x) * P(x)
With retrospective data, the right-hand side surviva matrix, P(x), could be directly estimated for
birth cohorts but only up to their age at the time of the survey. Solving the above system,
however, dlows the completion of period life tables up to the end of childhood using the most

recent data.

Multi-State Life Table Construction from Status Transition Rates
Nationd life tables can be completed by (1) “splicing” together rates of status trangtion
estimated from mothers and fathers reports and (2) using incidence and prevaence estimation

techniques. Table 2 indicates how the different trandtion rates across states will be estimated,
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from which parent, and from which change in status. Trangition rates out of a dud-parent home
can be estimated from both male and fema e samples, rates out of a single-parent home can only
be derived from ather the mae or femde sample. To enforce consstency, we will follow the
conventiond “femae-dominant” approach in demography, which consgts of estimating the rates
of trangtions reported by both maes and femades from female reports only, because those are
generdly considered to be more accurate. Most incidences of status trandtion will thus be
edimated from materna reports, including the mogt frequent trangtions that typicaly involve
continued residence with the mother (states (a) to (d) above). Because women do not provide
information on the partnerships of custodian fathers, trangtions between states (€) and (f) can
only be estimated from father’ s reports.

Findly, trandtions out of the mother’s resdence require a two-sep estimation
procedure. Firg, the incidence rate of moving out of state (a), (b), (c) or (d) can be estimated
from maternd reports. The exit rate then needs to be apportioned between the possible
recaiving states (€) to (h). Since this cannot be accomplished on observed incidences, we will
use the prevaence across the corresponding statuses reported by fathers as pro-rating factors.
This procedure enforces the internd consstency of mothers and fathers reports a the
aggregate leve, because the volume of such trangtions derives from materna reports and only
the distribution across receiving states derives from paternd reports. We dso note that thisis
the “ default” gpproach that we will use when no further information is avallable on the child. Ina
magority of countries, respondents provided additiond information about a non co-resdent
child's next destination (e.g., whether he currently lives with his other parent). This information

will be used to limit the number of potentia recelving states.
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Discussion

However desrable, the god of producing child-centered, life-course perspectives on
living arrangements in a large number of countries has, until recently, remained dusve since
gopropriate data sources were only available for a few countries that had implemented ether
longitudind or retrospective surveys of fertility and family behavior. In the absence of red
longitudind data, one dternative is to turn to retrospective data and the FFS project provides
this opportunity by collecting histories of past fertility and partnerships (Macura and Klijzing
1992).

Recongructing children’s living arrangements from parenta records raises a number of
issues. The firgt one is whether the sample of children reported by a nationaly representative
sample of adults is itsdlf representative, especidly for past periods, snce only children with a
parent il living in the country at the time of the interview will be represented. This is a very
generd concern when data are collected indirectly from kin, especidly in high-mortdity settings
(Heuveine 1998). In the countries of interest here, differentid survivd is unlikely to introduce a
serious bias in the sample of children. In most developed countries, migration is likely a more
important issue and salective migration poses smilar threets. Typica age patterns of migration in
developed countries are reassuring because they suggest that mobility is most frequent in young
adult years and at the time of retirement. Overdl, the fact remains that the surveys were not
designed to provide nationdly representative samples of children in past periods, but the extent

of potentiad biasesis likely within acceptable limits.
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Reying on retrospective data dso raises the posshility of recdl errors, most
importantly, from omitted events and misreported dates. In the comparatively well-educated
populations consdered here, it seems reasonable to expect fairly accurate information on
childbearing, especidly from mother. The qudity of partnership data is more of a concern, but
marriage and cohabitation are memorable events, especidly when children are involved. It is
possible that short-lived premarital partnerships might be omitted, but as long as these
partnerships teke place before first birth their omisson would not affect our assessment of
children’s living arrangements. As shown in Table 1, there are very few omitted dates, dthough
male respondents more frequently omit partnership dates.

Splicing rates from both samples, however, requires an acceptable comparability of the
male and female responses. FFS mae and femae samples are not comparable in respect to
important characteristics such as the respondent’s age. As a result, the corresponding age
dructures of the sample of children reported by maes and femdes adso differ. This should not
concern us here since life table caculations are based on age-specific rates. More importantly,
Table 3 dso shows that mae- and femade-provided data on children’s living arrangements are
reasonably comparable in FFS. Our main concern with mae respondents was the omission of
non-resident children but it is fairly reassuring to compare the proportion of resdent children
reported by their mother as not living with their father and the proportion of non co-resdent
children reported by their father (Table 3, columns (4) and (5).) In most countries, the
proportions are fairly close and there does not seem to be an extensve under-reporting of non

co-resdent children by ther fathers. (Belgium and Germany exhibit very different mae and
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female didributions because in these countries the age range of adults in the sample is 20-40
and the number of children 15 and older is quite smdl.)

Moreover, the splicing of life table rates only apply to states that involve children not
living with their mother. Table 3 indicates that the vast mgority of children live with their mother
(in states (@) to (d)) from birth to adolescence (Table 3, column (7) last one to the right). Living
with other states remain farly rare and the most important life table indicators should not be
severdy biased as aresult of possble reporting errors by fathers. The important implication is
that for countries that did not include a male sample, an aoridged life table can ill be derived
with little information loss, by lumping together the states corresponding to children who are
dive but do not resde with their mother (states (€) to (g).)

Recongtructing child histories from adult respondents  partnerships and fertility histories
rases a number of conceptud and methodological issues. At the conference, we will dso
present national Multi-state Early Life Tables completed at that time, and discuss their potentia

uses.
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Figure 1: Observed Living Arrangement Statuses
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Table 1. Effects on Sample Sizes of Completeness and Consistency Checks
Completeness and Consistency Check

Country Co-reside
Tod - pgeof  co  ENddAe withfaher \ o ive Co.  Col. (6)
natural : . of co-  withno .
: Birth  residence . . duration (1)- as%of
children @ 3 residence partnership 6 co.(6) co.()
@ 4 dates ' '
©)
Audtria 86380 8680 8,669 8,669 8655 8645 3B 99.6%
Belgium 5824 5815 5815 5699 5695 5695 129 97.8%
Bulgaria*
Canada 9182 9129 9,129 na
Czech Republic 3573 3573 3573 3573 3573 3570 3 991%
Finland 8541 8538 853 8495 8495 8492 49  99.9%
France 6,746 6,746 6,746 6,746 6,745 6,714 32 994%
Germany 8710 8549 833 8277 8113 8067 643 995%
Hungary 7053 7,053 7053 7,053 7,052 7,046 7 926%
Ity 6455 6451 6,451 6,434 6,422 6,420 3B 99.9%
Latvia 5744 5743 5743 5734 5733 5728 16 99.5%
Lithuania 6,068 6,068 n‘a
Norway 7134 7,133 7,133 na
Portugal *
Poland ** 7043 7,038 7038 6968 6,966 6,961 82 89.9%
Span 6897 6897 68% 6893 6,393 6,334 13 98.8%
Sweden 6815 6814 6814 6813 6,805 6,797 18  99.8%
Switzerland 7993 7,987 78% 7,869 7,865 7864 129  99.7%

* |n Bulgaria and Portugal, partnership histories are incomplete so that the living arrangement at
the time of birth can only be estimated for a biased sub-sample of children.

** In Poland, the male sample does not have partnership histories.

Note: Column (1) is the total number of children identified as “own” children by both male and
female respondents. In Column (2), we excluded children without a complete date of birth. In
Column (3), we further excluded children for whom the co-residence status is unknown. In
Column (4), we further excluded children who are no longer co-resident but for whom the date of
departure is unknown (right censoring.) In Column (5), we excluded for those, children who are
reported as co-resident by their father but he reported no partnership dates. In such cases, we do
not know when the co-residence started (left censoring.) Findly in Column (6), we excluded
children for whom the date of birth and date of departure were incompatible, that is the date of
departure was earlier than the date of birth.
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Table 2: Correspondence Between State Transtion Rates and Status Trangtion, by
Respondent (Mother vs. Father) and Estimation Technique (Incidence v.

Prevalence)
Trangdtion from sate
(D)
Wit(r'? g)oth Wit(rEn3 z)oth \f\ft)h With (&) v(vFuzh Wftcr;%ut
A i oih mother  With father tether and ither
To: %a;e:ed? copggitiig monIyer ?;12;‘ only his partner slarem
) M.-I. M.-I. M.-I. F.-l. F.-l. va
Qe Qe @Gl Q@@  @A®(1)
) M.-I. « M.-I. M.-I. F.-l. F.-l. Va
(D® (2) Re2) @Ae2) Q®2)  (A®(2)
© M.-I. M.-I. « M.-1. Wa
D®3) . (A®(3) 4® (3) F.-l. S P
QR®(®B) | D®(5)
M.-I. M.-I. M.-I.
(D) X & M.-P. & M.-P. na
meE @ew 6o @t | @) |
.............. (G) M .-l. M .-I. M .-l. M .-l. E X
(E) DeE) | A®B) | A®B) | D®(5) X ( 4)® ('3) na
..................................... & FE.-P. & E.-P. & E.-P. & E.-P. £
(F) Rto®) | Qto®) | to(d) | (to(d) 3 ® ( 2 X na
(H) M.-I. M.-I. M.-I. M.-I. F.-I. F.-l. va
Deed ([M®®) @®® QO®E® @D O®® 2®(6)

Note: M.-1. (1)® (2) indicates that the corresponding rate is the incidence of transition from status
(2) to status (2) estimated from mothers' reports. Correspondingly, F.-1. (3)® (4) indicates that the
corresponding rates is the incidence of trangition from status (3) to status (4) estimated from
father’s reports.
M.-I. (1)® (5) & F.-P. (3) to (5) indicates that the corresponding rate is the incidence of transition
from datus (1) to status (5) estimated from mothers reports and prorated using the
prevalence of statuses (3) to (5) in fathers' report. For instance, the transition rate from
state (A) to state (E), Xag, is estimated from the estimated rate of status transitions Mis
from (1) to (5) in mother’s report and the prevalence of statuses (3) to (5) R, Ry, and K
from fathers' reports, as:

Xage = Mis * (Fa/Fs+F4+Fs)

n/aindicates rates that cannot be estimated in the mgjority of countries.
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Table 3: Observed Distribution of Children by Living Arrangement at Age 15, Male
and Female Reports (in per cent)

, Te) v c ﬂ (@) (@)
5?, B P BP S5 P50 2552
= =3B s88=25S85-E8=25E85-28
rg 582" X~ 5217 E"BT-17="87¢
Country © o < <
(1 (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7N
Algria M 777 65.3 04 23.3 9.3
__F__315___. 699 _____. Q0. ______ 252 ... 3.8__
Rdaiim M 215 447 0.0 465 56
R 376,729 _____ Q5 _____. 149 ... 51_.
C7ech Rentihlic M 396 66.7 0.0 26.3 4.8
k677693 _____. Q0. ______ 253 ... 21
Fnland M 1.08 73.6 04 194 49
R __247 739 _____ Q3._.__._. 188 ... 3.8__
France M 860 585 03 341 101
__F__158 ___. M1 . 19 _.__. 3 ... 6.9__
Germanv M 4831 237 44 61.7 89
R 764480 ______ 11 .. 429 ... 6.0__
Hinaarv M 590 63.9 0.0 26.9 53
__F__109 .. Ql2. _____. Q0. ______ 25 o ______..43__
Itav M 308K 88.9 0.0 W% 49
_F_.231..881 ____ Q3._.__._. 79 o __._. 13_.
| avia M 700 R8.0 0.1 35.3 4.7
__F__ 137 . 82 _____. Q6. ______ 33 ... 2.3 ..
Poland M None
R __244 790 _____ Q9 ______ 136 . ... 13_.
Snan M 4908 851 0.2 10.3 2.0
__F__169 . 88 _____. Q0. ______ 89 ... 18__
Sweden M 756 381 36 40.7 17.6
R 121 464 48 . ____ N 7.6__
Quitzerland M 584 69.3 0.2 248 36
F 1.66 72.8 0.2 184 59

Source: Computed from FFS data.
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! At thistime, we have not yet received the SRFs for Estonia, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, and the United States and we have processed 18 of the 19 SRFsreceived so far (with
the exception of Sovakia).
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