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. Introduction

A. Background and the Task Force mission

1. During recent decades, the United Nations Ecdmo@ommission for Europe
(UNECE) region has seen significant changes in individual behavigsulting in major
changes in families and living arrangements. Inigalar, the patterns of family formation,
dissolution and reconstitution have become morerbgeneous and family boundaries
more ambiguous.

2. Marriage has become less central in shapingcéfese transitions. There has been
increased diffusion of consensual unions and, mesgountries, the legal recognition of
heterosexual and homosexual registered partnersfips increase in separation and
divorce has led to new types of families and liviagangements. When separated or
divorced individuals start a new union, they foReconstituted Couplesr Families
depending on the presence of children. Increaspagiscd mobility allows individuals to
spend their lives in different dwellings, and thoatao regularly commute between
households (CBH)ave increased. The desire of individuals to prestheir independence,
as well as union instability and longer life expaaties have encouraged new ways of
managing a partnerships, such laging apart together (LAT) The increasing social
acceptance of homosexuality increases the accept#i@ame-sex coupleBifferences in
policy environments (in terms of availability, castd quality of public service provision
offered by social and family policies) affect thatterns of functional solidarity and the
way ofLiving apart but within a network.

3. The transformations experienced by familiesteims of structure, social role and

meaning are of crucial relevance in the politicedra. Specific policies are required to

meet the needs of emerging forms of families amthdi arrangements. Relevant and

authoritative statistics about family structuregnamics and support patterns are crucial to
help researchers and policy makers understandhidneges and the impacts of policies and
services on families and individuals.

4. Families and households statistics were highdidilas one of the emerging topics in
social statistics at the first joint UNECE-Eurostaganisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) Meeting of Directors of @bcBtatistics. In particular,
Reconstituted families, Commuters between househdliding apart together, Same-sex
couples, and persons Living apart but within a oekywhave been identified as the most
relevant new forms of family and living arrangententin order to properly survey and
study these emerging realities in a comparativadsaiork, clear definitions at international
and regional levels have to be developed.

5. Within the overall objective of improving theleeance of families and households
statistics, a UNECE Task Force on Emerging Famdied Households was established to
cope with the challenge to (Bureau of the Confeeeot European Statisticians, 2006;
2006a):

(a) Define the concepts related to policy concehag would include the new
forms of families and households and the issuada@lto family background;

UNECE brings together 56 countries located inEheopean Union, non-EU Western and Eastern
Europe, South-East Europe and Commonwealth of rl#gnt States (CIS) and North America,
http://www.unece.org/oes/nutshell/member_Statesesgmtatives.htm.
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(b)  Develop an analytical framework under whicHeti&nt forms of households
and families can be measured,;

(c)  Assess the feasibility of implementing the agpis for administrative data or
survey use in the UNECE region after taking intocamt the results of the testing.

6. To fulfil these goals, the Task Force has predutis report with recommendations
to countries interested in the emerging forms afifies and households, on the bases of
the existing literature, as well as the currentiinational and regional standards, and
countries’ practices and experiences.

7. The report does not discuss which of these fahwuld be given priority in the
production of statistics. It is very difficult toefine priorities at this stage, when
information on the emerging forms of households families, in terms of diffusion and
social relevance, is still scarcely available. Rties may be different in different countries,
also because the prevalence of the various phersomegly vary across countries.
Moreover, the social fragility of specific formskd same-sex couples and reconstituted
families, may induce countries to focus on thesz#io typologies first, regardless of their
prevalence.

Remarks on the definition of families and houdw®lds

8. Providing standardized concepts and measuresierging families and households
requires the development of a framework which esmldomparable data and analyses
across countries. However, even the definition dfoasehold is not always agreed, and
often is slightly adjusted depending on the supespose or country specific situation. As
a consequence, when defining emerging families &odseholds, the established
definitions have to be taken into account and aw®reid as the foundations for the new
definitions.

9. Most surveys rely on household rosters in whiabgording to defined rules,
information on household members are collectedoigehsking additional questions to
collect information on the emerging forms of livirggrangements, members of the
household need to be identified. The way countdestify household members varies and
this affects the comparability of households’ stuwe and the possibility to collect
comparable data in countries where different detare used. A number of concepts are
used in on-going surveys and different criteriairefhouseholds: i) Co-residence (living
together in the same dwelling unit); ii) Sharingeaenditures including joint provision of
essentials of living; iii) Pooling of income andsoeirces; iv) The existence of family and
emotional ties. The way these criteria are emploseaiks across countries. In some cases
only one of the criteria is used to identify houslels, while in others more than one is used
as a condition for identifying households.

10. This Task Force was not able to take into astoar adjust the information
collection strategies on emerging families and bbols for all the different criteria
adopted in on-going surveys and different countfTdsgs responsibility is left to individual
countries who will need to find a way to collectdmmation needed to achieve the most
comparable definition of emerging households andilfes.

11. Moreover, the Task Force does not propose eagsessment of well established
definitions of traditional households and famili€ountry and survey specific definitions
are considered a starting point, and further infdfiam useful to define and describe the
characteristics of emerging households and fanigiesitlined.

12.  The proposals are based on the consolidatedrierpe of countries that have
already faced (or are still facing) the challengedllect information on emerging families
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and households. The Task Force considered the ierperof countries that have already
tested and implemented questions in on-going ssrasymore reliable than possible pre-
testing of original questions on small samples. this reason, by reviewing, comparing
and discussing these different experiences the Taske has defined the information
needed and outlined a questionnaire proposal teeguthe families and households of
interest.

13. As far as administrative data are concerned, Task Force noted that the
information needed to survey emerging families &odseholds of interest is not easily
available in registers. Sample surveys representrtbst feasible instrument to collect all
the information needed to define LAT, Commutersaeein households and Living apart
but within a network. Some features on Reconstitutemilies and couples may be
available through administrative data, if infornoation the timing of partnership and
parenthood are collected. Similarly, if Same-sextrgaship are legally recognised and
registered, some measures on this arrangement enaydilable in registers. However, as
we will discuss later, additional information maye krequired to understand the
heterogeneity characterising each new definitionfashily and household, and to this
purpose sample surveys represent a more suitaditeiment.

1. The household and family concepts: Conferencé Buropean Statisticians
recommendations

14. The main concepts concerning households and famédie explored in detail in
“CES Recommendatiorfer the 2010 Round of Population and Housing Ceesus
(http://www.unece.org/stats/archive/01.01a.e.htmn the following, the most relevant
definitions considered as foundation for new définis of emerging families and
households are detailed.

a. The household concept
15. A private householid either:

(@ A one-person household, that is a person wheslialone in a separate
housing unit or who occupies, as a lodger, a sépasam (or rooms) of a housing unit but
does not join with any of the other occupants ef flousing unit to form part of a multi-
person household as defined below; or

(b) A multi-person household, that is a group obter more persons who
combine to occupy the whole or part of a housiniyaimd to provide themselves with food
and possibly other essentials for living. Membdrthe group may pool their incomes to a
greater or lesser extent.

16.  This concept of a private household is knowrthas housekeeping concefithis
does not assume that the number of private houdel®lequal to the number of housing
units. Within this concept, it is useful to distingh between “boarders” and “lodgers”.
Boarders take meals with the household and gegpesadl allowed to use the household
facilities. They are thus members of the houselasldiefined above. Lodgers have hired
part of the housing unit for their exclusive usbe¥ will belong to a different household.

17. Some countries may be unable to collect datacemmon housekeeping of
household members, for example when their censuegsster-based. Many of these
countries use a different concept of the privatesetold, namely, the household-dwelling
concept The household-dwelling concept considers all gregdiving in a housing unit to
be members of the same household, such that themei household per occupied housing
unit. In the household-dwelling concept, then, thenber of occupied housing units and
the number of households occupying them is equmal,the locations of the housing units
and households are identical.
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18. Whether a country uses the “housekeeping umit’the “household-dwelling”
concept of a household has generally little impiara for the total number of private
households. However, differences can be largeddain household types, for example for
one-person households. In view of international garability it is therefore recommended
that countries that use the “housekeeping unitteph if possible, make an estimate of the
number of private households according to the '‘dloolsl-dwelling' concept, and break this
number down by household size.

The family concept

19. A family nucleuss defined in the narrow sense as two or moregmsrsvho live in
the same household and who are related as hushbandite, as cohabiting partners, as a
marital (registered) same-sex couple, or as paaadtchild. Thus a family comprises a
couple without children, or a couple with one orrenohildren, or a lone parent with one or
more children.

20. The family concept as defined above limits treteships between children and

adults to direct (first-degree) relationships, tlsabetween parents and children. In some
countries, numbers of “skip generation householtist is households consisting of (a)

grandparent(s) and one or more grandchild(ren)whtiit no parent of those grandchildren

is present, are considerable. Therefore, countn@y include such skip generation

households in their family definition. The relevar@nsus report and/or metadata should
clearly state whether or not skip generation hoolsishare included in the family nucleus

definition.

21.  “Child” refers to a blood, step or adopted swndaughter (regardless of age or
marital status) who has usual residence in thedtmid of at least one of the parents, and
who has no partner or own child(ren) in the sameushbhold. Grandsons and

granddaughters who have usual residence in theeholgsof at least one grandparent while
there are no parents present may also be incluéester children are not included. A

(grand)son or (grand)daughter who lives with a spowith a registered partner, with a
consensual partner, or with one or more own childige not considered to be a child. A

child who alternates between two households (fetaimce after his or her parents have
divorced) should consider the household where tsherspends the majority of the time as
his or her place of usual residence. Where an egpurmunt of time is spent with both

parents the place of usual residence should bpléte where the child is found at the time
on census.

22. The term “couple” should include married casplregistered couples, and couples
who live in a consensual union. Two persons aresidened to be partners in a consensual
union when they have usual residence in the samsehold, are not married to each other,
and have a marriage-like relationship with eacteioth

The place of usual residence

23.  The rules governing usual residence are péatlguelevant in defining Commuters
between household and Living apart together. Fir iason this paragraph reports the
recommendations and conventions set out by CE®idorimg that each person have one,
and only one, place of usual residence.

24.  Place of usual residence is the geographiceplalcere the enumerated person
usually resides. The general rule is that a pesspleice of usual residence is that at which
he/she spends most of his/her daily night-rest.nkast persons the application of this rule
will not give rise to any major difficulty. Howeveproblems may be encountered in a
number of special cases. The recommended convehtitmatment of these cases is as
follows:
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(a) Persons who work away from home during the waeak who return to the
family home at week-ends should consider the fanhibme as their place of usual
residence regardless of whether their place of woeksewhere in the country or abroad;

(b)  Primary and secondary students who are away frome during the school
term should consider their family home as theircelaf usual residence regardless of
whether they are pursuing their education elsewimetiee country or abroad;

(c)  Third level students who are away from homelevhi college or university
should consider their term-time address as theiceplof usual residence regardless of
whether this is an institution (such as a boardsefool) or a private residence and
regardless of whether they are pursuing their ehrcalsewhere in the country or abrédad
As an exceptional measure, where the place of ¢&idaca within the country, the place of
usual residence may be considered to be the fdritye;

(d)  The institution should be taken as the placasnfal residence of all inmates
who at the time of the census have spent, or ketylto spend, twelve months or more in
the relevant institution. Examples of inmates dftitations include patients in hospitals or
hospices, old persons in nursing homes or conwatésicomes, prisoners and those in
juvenile detention centres;

(e)  Where a person regularly lives in more than @sédence during the year,
the one where he/she spends the majority of the sleauld be taken as his/her place of
usual residence regardless of whether this is éocaisewhere within the country or
abroad;

) The general rule in relation to where the mafsthe daily night rest is spent
applies to persons in compulsory military servisenell as to members of the armed forces
who live in military barracks or camps;

(@  The place of enumeration should be taken apléee of usual residence of
homeless or roofless persons, nomads, vagrantsparsbns with no concept of usual
residence;

(h) A child who alternates between two householdsifistance after his or her
parents have divorced) should consider the houdelibére he or she spends the majority
of the time as his or her place of usual resideWdigere an equal amount of time is spent
with both parents the place of usual residence ldhoe the place where the child is found
at the time on census night.

C. The report outline

25.  The report consists of five different chaptexach devoted to the discussion of a
specific type of emerging family or living arrangent. Reconstituted Families and
Couplesare discussed in Chapterdommuters Between Househofdows in Chapter 2,
andLiving Apart Togethein Chapter 3Same-Sex Couplese discussed in Chapter 4, and
lastly Chapter 5 is devoted kiving Apart but Within a Netwofk

Note that for National Accounts purposes thircelestudents living away from home while at college
or university are included at their home addressraut their term time address.

The proposals of this Task Force have been diedumsd agreed with its members. However, some
members had also the responsibility to write theptérs devoted to the definition of the emerging
families and households. In particular: The intretibn chapter is written by Cristina Freguja with
the collaboration of Lucia Coppola. Chapter 1 oredestituted Couples and Families, is written by
Nico Keilman (University of Oslo — Norway); Chap&on Commuter Between Households is
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26. In each chapter, the relevance of the topicouslined’, measurement issues

discussed, the experiences of countries reviewad, a strategy to define the target
population, collection method and question formatathas been proposed. In general, the
information has been classified as “core” or “op&f. The former is considered as crucial

to understand the main characteristics of the fgnfibusehold or living arrangement of

interest and is recommended to countries. Therlatteuggested to countries, valuable to
achieve a deeper comprehension of the structuredgndmics underlying the emerging

households and families.

27.  The remainder of this introduction provides éaich Chapter a brief description in
terms of relevance, definition, and structure. Meex, attention is drawn to some
significant issues and a broad overview of potémtieasures achievable through a survey.
To this end, the description of each chapter i®fedd by an overview of selected issues as
well as a list of possible indicators to measure thost relevant characteristics of the
families and living arrangement. Clearly, this ipraposal of measures and does not claim
to be exhaustive but is rather designed to highlifte most important dimensions
characterising the different arrangements belongingach new definition proposed. The
indicators represent a suggestion for measuringesofithe relevant dimensions of the
phenomena of interest. They are not meant to reptesn exhaustive definitive list of
indicators, but rather a selection of indicatoragidered relevant by the TF and they may
support countries in measuring these phenomena.

Reconstituted families and couples (Chapter 1)

28.  The process of reconstituting families aftgrasation/divorce or widowhood has an
important psychological, economical and social iotm the life of the individuals and on
the society as a whole. Characteristics of rectutetl families may influence all members’
living conditions. Studies (see Chapter 1 for refiees) have shown that children who
grow-up in reconstituted family are more likely egperience lower levels of well-being
and poorer life outcomes, when compared to childirerintact families. This is an
important reason why policy makers show intereseoonstituted families as an emerging
family type.

Definition: A Reconstituted familgonsists of a married or cohabiting couple or a
marital (registered) same-sex couple, with one orenthildren, where at least one
child is a non-common child, i.e. the child of oadliye partner.

29.  This definition implies that if the other patradopts the child of one partner later,
the resulting family is no longer a reconstituteanily. Considering adoptive children
otherwise may lead to error in respondent reportingcause adoption is usually not
reported due to sensitivity issues, particularlaihousehold enumerated census. However,
countries that prefer to use a different definitiorthe census, as France, will find it useful
to use their own census definition in surveys ak. we

30.  Within the reconstituted family it is worthwhilto identify the so-called blended
families which consist of a married or cohabitirguple or a marital (registered) same-sex
couple, with one or more children coming from bpértners’ previous unions (and with or

written by Laurent Toulemon (INED -France); Chaen Living Apart Together is written by
Anne Milan with the collaboration of Heather Dryfhr(Statistics Canada); Chapter 4 on Same-Sex
couples is written by Steve Smallwood with the @lotiration of Chris W. Smith (Office for National
Statistics - United Kingdom); and the paper on hgviApart Within a Network is written by Cristina
Freguja (ISTAT- Italy).
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without other common children). These families haveery complex structure where the
ties and relationship with the family circle is cplinated.

31. Recently, debate has focused also on the “ihgbdf persons involved directly or
indirectly in separations and divorces. There isnareasing number of persons who form a
new consensual union or marriage, after having iampeed a previous union break or
widowhood and without non-common children. The eleteristics of this kind of living
arrangement are important (e.g a number of studfes to how repartnering in the elderly
affects their physical or mental status). For tléason, the Task Force discusses and
proposes recommendations to survey and study réged couples.

Definition: A Reconstituted coupleonsists of a married or cohabiting couple or a
marital (registered) same-sex couple, with or withcohabitant children, where at
least one partner experienced a previous marringegcstered partnership

32.  The chapter on reconstituted families and @i structured as follows. Direct
and indirect measurement strategies are discussedespectively the use of a household
roster and the comparison between partners’ uniod ehildren birth dates). The

experience of some countries where the Gender arei@tion Survey is carried out is
outlined and drawbacks of the implemented questim shown. Finally, a strategy to
collect the information is provided.

Indicators on reconstituted families and ceaspl

33. In defining a set of core indicators on recibutgtd families and couples a number of
factors have been considered. Firstly, differencgzmtterns of nuptiality, marital instability
and fertility, as well as the cultural and poliegvironment can influence the propensity of
reconstituting families to lead effective liveseafa separation/divorce or widowhood. Thus
it is not only the number and percentage of redmstl families that can vary across
countries, but also their composition by maritatss and age of the partners with different
impacts on the life cycle of individuals and houses. Moreover, from a structural point
of view reconstituted families are not simply caplwith children. They can assume
different degrees of structural complexity and theirders can be uncertain. For example,
when children come from both partners’ previousonsithat may generate different levels
of complexity in the management of relationshipoagfamily members and the previous
partner and non-cohabitant children/siblings. Ewelly, repartnering can be an important
determinant of well-being among separated, divoraed widows/widowers where there
are differences in the likelihood of repartneriegg( gender is a major determinant).

34.  Core indicators suggested:
(@) Number of / percent of all Reconstituted faesicouples;
(b)  Number of / percent of all People living in oastituted families/couples;
(c)  Number of / percent of all Children living iaconstituted families/couples;

(d)  Number of / percent of all Reconstituted fagslicouples by type of union,
i.e. married, marital registered, de facto;

(e) Number of / percent of all People living in oestituted families/couples by
type of union, i.e. married, marital registeredfaleto;

() Number of / percent of all Reconstituted famdlicouples by former (for
married and marital registered unions) and cunmeantital status (for de facto unions) of the
partners;
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(@ Number of / percent of all Reconstituted faesliand (where appropriate)
couples by the presence of children born in the@ipts union of only one member of the
couple, children born in the previous unions ofhgmartners, common children.

Commuters between households (Chapter 2)

35.  Factors related to changes in family life cyeled the educational and professional
histories of individuals have produced an increasechber of persons who live between
two homes. This new type of living arrangement, alihinvolves both individuals and
families, deeply affects people lives and shouldneasured by official statistics so that
policy makers have information on new social fattnds and needs.

Definition: Commuters Between Households individuals who share their time
between two homes, that is, persons who regularyih a place that is different
from their place of usual residence for a limitedet (for instance two or more days
a week, or throughout the university term, etc.).

36. Taking these situations into account is paldity relevant to i) improve the quality
of population enumeration, by avoiding double-cougt ii) achieve a more precise
knowledge on household and family characteristiogt iii) highlight the ambiguities of the
current basic household and family categories.

37.  The chapter on Commuters between househokteustured as follows. Firstly, the
definition of usual residence and, in turn of comensi is discussed. Then, different
approaches to survey commuters are outlined. Alteratrategies are i) allowing sample
of individuals to provide information on more thame dwelling, or ii) collecting
information on all individuals who spend at leaattpof their time, on a regular bases, in
the same dwelling. Characteristics of the alteweatipproaches are discussed according to
the experience of selected countries. Finally, meoendations to collect information on
commuters are proposed according to strategy i ¢he suggested questions are
identified.

Indicators on Commuters between households

38.  To survey commuters between households regaifesus on both individuals who
commute and households from/to which they move legbyu Indicators need to include
people who move (children, young, elderly, womamnmworkers), the main features of
the commuter’s life (reasons to commute, duratibthe stay, distance covered), and type
of households (single, couples, etc.) and who litaese (children, partner, etc.).

39. Core indicators suggested:
(a) Number of / percent of all commuters betweenskbolds;

(b)  Number of / percent of all households wherdeast a commuter between
households lives by household type.

(c) Number of / percent of all People living in lseholds where at least a
commuter between households lives.

40.  Non Core indicators suggested:
(a) Duration of stay in the other usual residence;
(b)  The distance between the two usual residences;
(c) Reasons to commute;

(d)  Persons who live in the other dwelling.

11
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Living apart together (Chapter 3)

41.  Cohabitation is not the only arrangement feing in couple. Individuals may not
share their home with their partner for a numbereafsons. They may not wish to give up
their pre-existing lifestyle and maintaining indagent finances and homes means that
financial dispute and negotiation is not a sourtdriotion in the couple's relationship.
Where a previous cohabiting relationship has brakemn; they may have dependents in
one household, such as children or elderly parentsther family responsibilities. In
addition, different addresses may be more convén{r instance due to work
commitments).

42.  The relationship between partners who livenia separated homes may be seen as
part of the “going steady” process, a likely a pdel to a common-law union or marriage,
or as a living arrangement by individuals who dé want, or are not yet able, to share a
home.

Definition: Living Apart Together (LATgrerelationships characterized by partners
that maintain an intimate relationship, live in ts®parate households and have no
shared or common household.

43.  LAT does not necessarily represent a new typémily, but it is increasingly
recognized in modern society as a distinct livingaagement beyond the more temporary
dating stage associated with the courtship pro€@smost interest are couples who live in
LAT arrangement as a long term solution, either diwice or circumstances. These
situations are likely to become increasingly comnionthe future due to longer life
expectancies, higher proportions of separated/dadrpeople, and postponed union
formation and parenthood.

44.  The Chapter on LAT, is structured as followsstly, the definition of the living
arrangement, and the pro/cons of possible restnsthave been discussed, and the target
population is defined. The experience of some a@mtis reviewed, and particularly
questions coming from established surveys evalyasedtording to the quality of
information collected. The Gender and Generatiorvé8y showing a solid foundation for
measuring persons in LAT couples, represents #i¢irgy point for the formulation of the
set of questions recommended to countries to sup/ely. Some of these questions are
strictly necessary to define a LAT relationshipn& LAT includes heterogeneous
arrangements, a wider set of questions is proptsdistinguish between different types of
LAT, identify their particular characteristics andderstand their social role.

Indicators on living apart together

45.  Many studies show a young age profile of LATtperships, as a temporary form of
living arrangement, which has become more frequiemet to the delaying of formal and

informal unions. This type of arrangement among ngpwpeople should be primarily

regarded as possibly leading to marriage or cohgduit, rather than as an alternative
family form. Longer relationships before marriagdfabitation can be experienced as
stable relationships that permit persons to maintadependence and to invest more in
their own personal achievements. The peculiarifethis kind of relationship suggest it is

important to consider them as different from otlhéng arrangements.

46.  Basic indicators related to different profitdd AT based on age of the partner who
is interviewed and household where the person lwesecommended.

47.  Core indicators suggested:

(a) Number of / percent of all People in LAT retaiship;
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(b)  Number of / percent of all Youth in LAT relatiship who do not live in the
parental home;

(c) Number of / percent of all Youth in LAT relatiship who still live in the
parental home;

(d)  Number of / percent of all Adult in LAT relatiship;
(e) Number of / percent of all Elderly in LAT relaship.

) Number of / percent of all People living in temlholds where at least a person
in LAT relationship lives.

48.  Non Core indicators suggested:
(a) Length of relationship;
(b)  Marital status;

(c) Reasons for living in a LAT relationships.

Commuters between households and living apg#ther: possibly overlapping living
arrangements

49. The most straightforward approach to measurel La#rangement is to ask
individuals who do not live with a married spousecohabiting partner at the time of the
survey if they actually are in a LAT relationshiPne of the basic tenets of a LAT
relationship is that there is no share or commomsébold and the partners “live apart”.
This concept may be difficult to measure in pracasd whatever objective criteria we can
use (number of nights per week spent together,rghaf expenditures, etc.), they still
might not accurately reflect individuals’ sensesbfared versus separate households. For
instance, if a couple spends one or two nights ekviegether then a partner may consider
him/herself to be part of a LAT couple while thdxet may consider themselves to be part
of a cohabiting couple, where a partner commutésisTa subjective interpretation on the
part of respondents whether or not they live apa&rt, maintain separate households, offers
the most feasible approach to measuring this ligirrgngement.

50. However, the border between commuter and LAThpas may not depend only on
the subjective interpretation of the relationsHipt in some cases also on the nature of
these arrangements. On the one hand, an individualLAT relationship who regularly
spends some time/nights in the partner’s dwellingy consider the partner’s dwelling as a
usual residence although not a shared one. Ortliee loand, a commuter that spends most
of the time in a different dwelling from the pantnén practice experiences a LAT living
arrangement while in principle sharing a dwellinghwhim/her. Eventually, a commuting
couple may evolve towards a LAT relationship ancewersa, and in the meantime the
transition is not completed and thus distinguishigween the two living arrangements
may not be possible.

51. A solution to properly deal with potential okegaping is to survey at the same time
both LAT and CBH. By combining information on bot/AT and CBH, a more precise
understanding and description of these situatisnachieved, and consequently a more
accurate classification of couples either as LAT8H.

Same-sex couples (Chapter 4)

52. Information on same-sex couples will improveolktedge and insights of policy
makers and communities to best support a cohesidedaverse society. Co-residential
same-sex couples are not a new type of family. él@w; increasing acceptance of same-
sex couples has made it easier for such familidetaisible and may have given a greater
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number of people the freedom to live in such a famirangement. Information on same-
sex couples is of interest to policy makers forumhber of reasons: it will help them

understand the take up of new legal arrangemeatsallow same-sex couples rights and
responsibilities; it will help in determining grosipvhich may be at risk of discrimination;

and it may help in understanding housing need amdly formation.

Definition: Same-sex couplesnsist of cohabiting, or legally registered parsnaf
the same-sex.

53.  Although people's attitudes have changed acidlsacceptance has grown, in many
societies, homosexuality is still stigmatized armne-sex couples may be reluctant to
reveal their status in population-based data cidles. In other words, no matter which
method is used, the quality and reliability of tteta might vary according to visibility and
social stigmatization in each country.

54. The Task Force considered the possibility shate-sex couples may be more likely
to identify themselves in surveys where there wss data collection on sexual identity or
orientation in the same collection instrument. Timgy signal to the survey respondents
that same-sex relationships are acceptable and gnay them greater confidence in
reporting a cohabiting same-sex relationship, paldrly in appropriate surveys that collect
information on sensitive topics, e.g. health cdodi or discrimination. This hypothesis
would need to be tested, and there is concerndéqaending on the cultural environment,
questions on sexuality may actually cause greatdylgms within the overall acceptability
of the survey. However, countries are encouragewitten their knowledge on sexual
identity in general, and in turn on same-sex colipiag arrangements, through ad hoc
modules or surveys, that would represent at leasnahmark for the estimates of same-sex
couples provided by other surveys or census.

55.  The Chapter is structured as follows. Defimsoof sexual identity and sexual
behaviour, and their interactions are discussedrins of consequences on the definition of
the living arrangement. A strategy to survey thesaples is proposed. In principle, it
attempts to mirror heterosexual partnership infdioma including those in a legal same-sex
partnership (legally defined), and de facto unigmore difficult to define). Direct and
indirect measurement approaches are shown, andotieequences of using more or less
explicit questions are discussed. Drawbacks whamus sample survey or a census as a
collection method are also considered. The expeeiesf selected countries is outlined.
Finally, depending on the aims and constraintsh&f survey where the collection of
information on same-sex couples is to be implentknthe most feasible solution is
suggested.

Indicators on same-sex couples

56.  The following indicators on same-sex coupleseldaon sex of the partners, type of
union and people living in households where a saexecouple lives are recommended:

(@) Number of / percent of all same-sex couplesédw of the members of the
couple and (in countries where it is relevant) tgpeanion, i.e. legally registered, de facto;

(b)  Number of / percent of all people living asaang-sex couple in households,
by sex of the members of the couple and (in coesitwhere it is relevant) type of union,
i.e. legally registered, de facto.

57.  In addition countries may wish to consider rahfer indicator of the percentage of all

couples who are same sex couples which may beefushlit, where relevant, by the

percentage of de jure couples who are same sexdesoapd the percentage of de facto
couples who are same sex couples.
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58. As well as the indicators mentioned above simiheasure to those used for
opposite-sex couples for household compositionsgaree of children, parents of one (or
both) of the couple, presence of other familieg)ldde derived.

Living apart but within a network (Chapter 5)

59.  Living apart but within a network is a diffetamay of looking at a family and its
functioning. It means to go beyond the co-residelpoed and to extend the concept of
household structure and household relationshipduditg kinship, friendship and
neighbourhood. When leaving the household confaxting a definition that describes the
situation in which a person or a household couldd@sidered as part of a network entails
the risk of simplifying a complex concept connotdmulti-dimensionality. The definition
of the most relevant dimensions of the network esdunctioning is not easy. Particular
attention is paid to three aspects: the exchangestiumental and financial assistance and
in-kind support between i) members of different $ehwlds; ii) people who the respondents
feel close to; and iii) social contact (visits gighone, internet/e-mail, etc.).

Definition: Living Apart but Within a Networgonsists of relationships of help and
solidarity a person/household keeps with other f&bpuseholds living in separate
dwellings.

60. The Chapter is structured as follows. The thécal background and the
multidimensionality of the topic is discussed. Ehxerience of some countries is outlined,
and the data quality of information achieved patéidy in Canada and Italy is shown. A
proposal for collecting information on the netwarkdimensions of interest is then
discussed. Beside the main set of questions defioetbllect information on the most
relevant aspects, a wider set of optional quesi®psoposed to achieve a clearer picture of
the network structure and dynamics.

Living apart but within a network

61. The family and friend relationship alternatshifts between latency (latent form of
cohesion; i.e. the potential for support) and dgtiexchanges of assistance). Indicators
have to identify evidence of the closeness amoegngtwork's members, their potential
capability of support (affinity and frequency ofrntacts), the various modalities with which
the networks provide their support and the kingexfsons and families actively involved in
the networks.

62.  Core indicators suggested:
(@) Number of / percent of People who feel closedn-cohabiting relatives;
(b)  Number of / percent of People who has closnfts/other friends;

(c)  Number of / percent of People who sees relsffsiends by frequency of
contacts;

(d)  Number of / percent of People who communicatéh relatives/friends by
frequency of contacts;

(e) Number of / percent of People who give unpailp by kind of unpaid help
given;

) Number of / percent of Households who receiveaid help by kind of
unpaid help received;

(@) Number of / percent of Symmetric householdsdwfve and receive help at
the same time);

15



ECE/CES/2010/8

(h)  Number of / percent of People living in houdelsovho give and/or receive
help.

63.  Non Core indicators suggested:

(@) Core Indicators 6-7 are worthwhile studyingkioyd of household.

16
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Chapter 1: Collection of information on recondituted
families

Introduction

64.  Growing up in a stepfamily is associated witwér levels of well-being and poorer
life outcomes (educational achievements, entry thie labour market) than living in a
family with two biological parents. Many of the eimpal findings underlying this
conclusion stem from the United States (e.g. Anatd Keith 1991; Cherlin 1999), but
findings from Europe point into the same directidonsson and Géahler 1997; Kiernan
1992). Put simply, children benefit from the ecomand emotional investment of parents
who reside together continuously, and these investsnare generally higher among
biological than among surrogate parents. Childrery therefore be better off residing in a
cohabiting union formed by two biological parertart in a married household where one
of the parents is not a biological parent. Thisisimportant reason why policy makers
show interest in stepfamilies and reconstitutedliasas an emerging family type.

65.  The aim of this chapter is to discuss defingiand measurement of stepfamilies and
reconstituted families, and of the members of sfahilies, for use in sample surveys.
Given policy makers’ focus on children, the dis¢osswill be limited to families with at
least one child present, although it is acknowledidpat a wider definition of reconstituted
family is possible. For instance, “reconstitutedigies without children” could be included
in a definition of reconstituted families, i.e. mad, cohabiting or registered (same-sex)
couples where at least one of the partners hadriexged a previous relationship. While
this may be important to understand fertility armlising careers, it poses challenges of
definition and measurement that are not of cemalkcern for policy makers interested in
reconstituted families and stepfamilies. For ins&rretrospectively collected data from
both partners show that it may be problematic éspondents to define a consensual union
without children, and measure the time when ittsth(Festy 1990; Trost 1988). However,
for specific purposes, such as studies on fertilitye extended definition could be
considered including also reconstituted couplesh(wo non-common children living in the
family) where at least one of the two members haprevious marriage or registered
partnership (not just a previous cohabitation).

Definitions

66. The CES Census Recommendations state the fojdywaragraph 498):

A reconstituted familys a family consisting of a married or cohabitioguple or a
marital (registered) same-sex couple, with one orerchildren, where at least one
child is a non-common child, that is, the childooly one member of the couple. If
the other partner adopts the child of one partretef, the resulting family is no
longer a reconstituted family.

67. This definition is very similar to the one givein the INED Glossary
(http://www.ined.fr/en/lexicon/):a family composed of an adult couple, married or
unmarried, living with at least one child born frarprevious union of one of the partners.

68.  One small (numerically unimportant) differermween the two definitions is that
the INED Glossary requires the child to bern from a previous union, while the CES
Census Recommendations definition also alladgptedchildren in the previous union.
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69. A more important difference is adoption of teldren by the new partner. In case
(re-) marriage automatically implies that the neavtper becomes the legal parent of the
child with all the responsibilities following frothat status, or in case the new partner takes
legal steps to adopt the child, the family is séllreconstituted family in the INED
definition, but not in the Census definition.

70.  Sometimes stricter definitions which requiratth reconstituted family results from
two lone-parent families are applied. In this ctimge are at leaswvo children in the family
who have no biological parent in common. In thigipretation, a family that results from a
lone parent, who forms a new union with an adulihwdr without children, is called a
stepfamily or sometimes blended family

71.  For practical reasons, it is preferred to aelheithe Census definition.

After the start of the new union, the couple in teeonstituted family may have
children together. In this case there atep-siblings(no blood line in common),
half-siblings (one blood line in common), anfll siblings (two blood lines in

common) in the family, and accordingdtepparentandfull parents

72.  As a definition of reconstituted couple thddwaling is recommended:

A reconstituted couples a couple where at least one of the two parties had a
previous marriage or registered partnership.

73. Note that previous cohabitation is not includéd order to avoid unreliable
measurements due to memory problems. It is unlikedy formal marriage or registered
partnership will pose this problem.

Measurement issues

74. In theory, there are two methods to check wdreshgiven family is a reconstituted
family or not, a direct one and an indirect one.

(@) Direct measuremenask each of the two partners to classify each ¢hithe
family as either:

0] Joint child (i.e. biological child of both paers);
(i)  Own (biological) child but not partner’s;

(i) Only partner’s own child; or

(iv)  Adopted child (i.e. adopted by both partnjgistly).

(b)  Indirect measurementompare birth dates of all natural children elvern
to each adult household member with the birth datesll children present in the
household. A slightly different indirect methodtéscompare birth dates of all children in a
respondent’s family with his or her union historffhe union history should include
information on the number of children each paredezady had when the union started.

75.  The indirect method that compares childrenfthidates with union histories is the
one commonly applied in empirical research on retiiied families, see e.g. Thomson et
al. (2002) and the references therein. A disadggntd this method is that retrospectively
collected information is required. For marked esestich as the birth of a child or a
marriage, this causes no problems. However, tortegmhabitation histories may pose
problems, for two reasons. First, the start andethe of a consensual union are not well
defined in many cases. Second, one may have prelilememembering the dates. Some
evidence suggests that this seems to be the adasesfoin particular (Courgeau 1992).
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76. The indirect method based on matching of bd#tes of natural children and
children present in the household is the one prxgbasthe CES Census Recommendations
for mapping reconstituted families in countries twith register-based census; see
Recommendations point 541.

77. As to the direct method, the CES Census Recomations mention three possible
methods for collecting the information (paragragh o
Household relationship matrix

78. A reconstituted family can be identified praxdthat each child in the household
can specify his/her relationship to each adultred he/she can be classified in one of the
following three distinct categories:

(a) Child of both the adult persamdhis/her spouse/partner;

(b)  Child of the adult person only; and

(c) Not the child of the adult person.
In category (a) it is assumed that the spouse/f@adhthe adult person is a member of the
same private household.
Partial household relationship matrix

79. The household relationship matrix as describeder 1 covers the relationships
between all members of the household. For the merpd identifying a reconstituted
family it is sufficient to use only part of that ma, namely that part that asks all children
information on their relationship to all adultstime household, as specified by categories
(a) to (c) above.

Relationship to the reference person of the heehold

80. In those cases where the reference persorp&emt or a child in a reconstituted
family, that family can be identified as recongtu family when relationship to reference
person includes the following three categories:

(@)  Child of both the reference person and his¢peuse/partner;
(b)  Child of reference person only; and
(c) Child of the reference person’s spouse/parnéy.

81. These three categories start from the persgeofithe adult. Not mentioned in the
CES recommendations are the following two categoitiat start from the perspective of
the child:

(a) Parent of reference person; and
(b)  Step-parent of reference person.

82. Note that this third approach will not covecasstituted families in those cases
where the reference person is not a stepparenstepahild in the reconstituted family.

83. The CES recommendations state that countreesegommended to use the first or
the second approach, provided that the househt@taomship matrix method is feasible.
Otherwise, the third approach can be used, provitlatithe reference person is chosen
carefully (paragraph 542).

84.  An alternative way of measuring reconstitutachifies using the direct method is to
ask each child in the household whether his/hdogical father and mother are members
of the household. In case one of the two biologmalents is missing (but not both), a
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follow-up question asks for the possible preserice siepparent (stepfather or stepmother)
in the household. Clearly, not all children qualidy being asked questions of this kind, for
instance because they are too young or perhapsigtizey have not been told that one of
the parents is a stepparent.

85.  Finally, measuring a reconstituted couple rigightforward, given the definition in
Section 2. First, one has to identify a couplehi@ household, using standard instruments.
This may be a cohabiting couple, a marital oppesite couple, or a marital (registered)
same-sex couple. Second, one has to check whetlesash one of the partners has had a
previous marriage or registered partnership.

Experiences in selected countries

86. The EU-SILC (Statistics on Income and Livingn@itions) survey identifies each
household member's father, mother, and spouseidgahthese live in the household. The
current questionnaire does not distinguish betwlei®fogical parent and other type of
parent, but it could be marginally adapted to bettkow for such a distinction, and hence
for the identification of reconstituted familieshf distinction between biological parent
and other type of parent was possible in ECHP dg@ein Community Household Panel),
i.e. the SILC's predecessor.

87. A preliminary check of international surveysdicates that the Gender and
Generation survey (GGS) has the potential to galeable information about experiences
with questions on reconstituted families and thmgmbers. The ongoing GGS collects
information on relationships between children aadepts, and between partners. In May
2008, 16 industrialized countries had completedfitisé of three planned waves, while six
of these had carried out the second wave. Eighengountries plan to take part in the
international project. See

http://www.unece.org/pau/_docs/ggp/2008/GGP_200&006_Report.pdf .

88. Box 1 gives the wording of question 101 in timeisehold roster as used in the first
wave of the GGS. All questions in the questionnaieze asked to only one member of the
household. Question 101 asks for the relationdtap the respondent has with each of the
other members in the household (this was labeledirast method, method number 3 in

Section 3). Category number 4 maps stepchildreithef respondent, and number 8 a
stepparent. Note that the latter answers also niigdte a foster parent.

89. GGS-representatives in 15 of the 16 counteéaslgding Lithuania)were contacted
and asked the following questions:

1. Did you construct “reconstituted family” as opessible family type for the
respondents?

2. If not, what was the major obstacle?

3. If yes, which algorithm/procedure did you appBle@ase describe in detail.

4, Did you compare the family structure of the skEn{p6 reconstituted family,

% couple with children, % lone-parent family etwith that from a different source (e.g.
census, register, other survey)? If yes, please genrelevant tables for the sample and the
second source.
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Text box 1
Household questions in Gender and Generation Survey

1. HOUSEHOLD
Household Roster
101. To begin, | would like to ask you about altgms who live in this household. Who
are they? To help me keep track of your answeessgl tell me their first names and
how they are related to you.

Show Card 101: Relationship to R. Write answendaasehold Grid.

0 — R lives alone

For all household members (except R): Relatiorespondent is either:
1 - partner or spouse

2 - biological child with my current partner or sjse

3 - biological child with a former partner or speus

4 - stepchild

5 - adopted child

6 - foster child

7 - biological or adoptive parent

8 - stepparent or foster parent

9 - biological or adoptive parent of current partaespouse
10 - stepparent or foster parent of current parnepouse
11 - grand- or great-grandchild (either mine orpaytner's)
12 - grand- or great-grandparent (either mine omparyner's)
13 - brother or sister

14 - my partner's or spouse's brother or sister

15 - other relative of mine

16 - other relative of my partner or spouse

17 - a non-relative

97 - does not know

98 - refusal

99 - not applicable/no response

90. Information was obtained from seven countriésech Republic, France, Germany,
Georgia, Italy, Netherlands, and Romania. All setiad processed data on reconstituted
families (Question 1), but the results from Czedp@blic are not yet available for this
family type. France, Germany, Georgia, and Romanipplied data on the share of
reconstituted families (compared to all familie€0.0, 13.5, 0.8, and 8.3 per cent,
respectively. The algorithm is straightforward, egivthe definition and the answers to
question 101. Italy includes childless married despprovided that one or both partners
have been married before (“reconstituted coupléNpne of the countries provide
information on how well the share of reconstitutehilies agrees with similar shares from
other sources. Germany explicitly stated that coegbdao many other data sources, the
GGS gives good opportunities to analyse reconetittamilies.

91. Based on this limited international evaluatidncan be concluded that the GGS
guestion is useful for mapping reconstituted fassiliand their members. There is a
potential problem in the case where the respontiegs in a household that contains a
reconstituted family, but is not the parent, trepptarent, or the stepchild of the stepfamily.
In these cases, the reconstituted family will netrécorded as such by the GGS question.
For instance, a four-person household comprise@rofaged father, his daughter, his
grandchild, and the daughter's new partner whooisthe biological parent of the child,

will not be recorded as reconstituted family in esswhere the aged father is the
respondent. A similar situation arises in a hookkhwith a reconstituted family and an
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unrelated lodger, in cases where the lodger isrédspondent. Careful selection of the
respondent can avoid many of these and similarsca&ben there is a three generation

family, the respondent should be selected fromntfidle generation. Households should

be defined according to the housekeeping definitganthat a lodger will not be a member
of the household that contains the reconstitutedlfa.

Proposal on questions to be considered in sury®

92.  The proposal is as follows.

la.  The preferred measurement is by means ofahsefmold relationship matrix.
Relationships between household members X and Mldhaoclude the following
categories:

- Xis own child of Y

- Xis stepchild of Y

- Xis own parent of Y

- Xis stepparent of Y

“own child” is to be interpreted as “biologicalileh.

1b. In case the household relationship matrix i$ umeed, relationships to the
respondent should be mapped. Relationship of haldeghember Y to reference
person R should include the following categories:

- Y is the own child of both R and his/her spousefpsr
- Y is the own child of R only
- Y is the own child of R’s spouse/partner only;
- Y is the own parent of R and of R’s spouse/partner
- Yis the stepparent of R.

93.  In addition:

2. Define households according to the housekeegéfition, not the dwelling
definition.

3. When relationship between respondent and holsehembers is mapped (case
1b above) and the household consists of a threerggon family, select a person
from the middle generation as the respondent.
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A.

Chapter 2: Commuters between households

Introduction

94.  This chapter defines Commuting between houdsh@BH) as a type of living
arrangement and presents related measurement .iSSagsmuters between households
share their time between two usual homes. People nebularly live in a place that is
different from their place of usual residence fdinaited time (for instance two or more
days a week, or throughout the university term) e@n be defined as “commuters between
households” (Saraceno 1994, Sabbadini 2005). TakiB§l situations into account has
three major consequences:

(a) Improving the quality of population enumeratiooy avoiding double-
counting;

(b)  Creating more precise information on houselaold family characteristics;

(c) Highlighting the ambiguities of the current la$iousehold and family
categories.

95. Commuting between households is not expli¢dken into account in Population
Census forms, except in Switzerland, where perbamig two residences are asked to fill
an individual census form in both residences. Cotmglbetween households is controlled
in Population Censuses in order to avoid doublenttog and omissions. Specific
instructions are given to fill in the list of hous#d members, in order to avoid
undercounting or double-counting. However, thistoarfor multi-residence has two major
weaknesses. First, the rules applied to attribnge and only one, “usual residence” to each
person is neither straightforward nor homogenouscoB8d, in most cases census
information does not allow estimating the propartaf persons who usually live in more
than one residence.

96.  Similarly, in most household surveys, the hbot# grid used to list the members of
the household contains some information on persgrslive in more than one household,
but the survey questions do not take multi-residento account.

97.  Commuting between households, is firstly defibg starting from the definition of
the “usual residence” proposed by th€onference of European Statisticians
Recommendations for the 2010 Censuses of PopulatiohHousingprepared by the
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe ahd Statistical Office of the
European Communities (UNECE-Eurostat 2006,). Measent issues are then presented,
first from a theoretical point of view, and secagntlased on the actual practice adopted in
several countries. Finally, a way is proposed $b tiee introduction of explicit information
on Commuters between households in censuses arsghmd surveys, not from a new
survey but based on existing experience in France.

Definitions

98. There is no reference to CBH situations as mctof interest in theCensus
Recommendation€omplex rules are suggested in order to “ensuredheh person has
one, and only one, place of usual residence”. Tiltal focus is on ways of defining this
single “place of usual residence”, followed by defg Commuting between households
and the ways to get the necessary information esetisituations.
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Defining the “place of usual residence”

99.  The simplest rule for defining a unique plateesidence for each person is based
on the place of residence during the Census dathércensus night). In some cases the
persons will not be at their “usual” residence dgrthat day or that night. Some of the

usual residents can be temporarily absent at the @f the census; and others who are
usually resident elsewhere can be temporarily ptegsé the time of the census. The

duration of the time taken into account to defihe tplace of usual residence” is of

primary importance.. The inhabitants who have ntbasm one “usual residence” may move

from one to the other on a weekly, monthly, or {}ehasis.

100. In theCensusRecommendation@aragraph 158.), the “place of usual residenise”,
defined as the “geographic place where the enuetkrperson usually reside¥'The
persons must have been living in this “place ofalisasidence” for more than 12 months,
or have the intention of staying there for at least year. For those who may have more
than one “usual residence”, the rule is based enrthmber of nights spent in each
dwelling: “a person’s place of usual residencéné fait which he/she spends most of his/her
daily night-rest.” But no less than eight speciases are presented with a “recommended
conventional treatment.” The following focuses ourfsituations where the rules may not
be followed:

a) Persons who work away from home during the wask who return to the
family home for the weekend should consider theilfainome as their place of usual
residence regardless of whether their place of vilmedsewhere in the country or abroad,
and of where he/she spends most of his/her dajlgtsiest; this rule is not followed in all
countries;

b) Students. Primary and secondary students whawaey from home during
the school term should consider their family honge tleir place of usual residence
regardless of whether they are pursuing their ethrcalsewhere in the country or abroad,
while third level students who are away from honteew at college or university should
consider their term-time address as their placeusafal residence. As an exceptional
measure, where the place of education is withinctentry, the place of usual residence
may be considered to be the family home; this mlisibn between primary and secondary
students, on the one hand, and third level studentshe other hand, and the addition of
possible exceptions, show that this rule is diffito follow in practice;

C) Persons regularly living in more than one resigeduring the year. For those
persons, the residence where they spend the nyagirthe year should be taken as their
place of usual residence regardless of whetherigHzated elsewhere within the country
or abroad; As most censuses take place during wip&gsons who spend more than six
months in their summer home (seasonal workersetepeople...) are in practice likely to
fill in a form in their winter home, and/or notfitl in any form in their summer home;

d) Children who commute between two parental hiooisis, most often after
the separation of their parents, should consider hbusehold where they spend the
majority of the time as their place of usual resie “Where an equal amount of time is
spent with both parents the place of usual resielshould be the place where the child is
found at the time on census night”. This rule may loe followed by parents who might
prefer to consider that their children are “usudliing with them, irrespective of that rule.

Three definitions are envisaged for the “usuabesgce”, which is first presented as the “geographi
place where the enumerated person usually residgFhe place where he/she actually is at the time
of the Census; or b) His/her legal residence; dtisjher residence for voting or other administm@ti
purposes.
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Household members grid and usual residence the household surveys

101. In household surveys two different definitiapply for dwellings and households.
A dwelling may be divided into two or more houselmlas households are sometimes
defined as a “group of people who share daily egspsh Also, a household may use more
than one dwelling. In practice, this definitionestremely complicated to implement, as in
most situations only some members of the housals®@dnore than one dwelling, and these
members can be part of another household in theéralwelling. For instance, a student
may share a household with other students, andratuthe parental home for weekends. If
the parents are paying for the student accommoddti@ student may be considered as a
member of the parental household.

102. Thus, in most household surveys, the houselisilds restricted to people living
most of the time in the household, if not to pesstiming permanently in the household.
This avoids non response to the core questioriseauirveys, including questions asked for
each household member, or for one selected memberhas to be present to answer the
guestions.

Defining Commuters Between Households

103. Commuting has first been defined as the psoogtravelling between one's place of
residence and one’s regular place of work or st@ynmuting thus most often takes place
on a daily basis, but may also exist over a lorigee period. Persons who work or study
during week days, and return to their family homeirty the weekend, have another place
of “usual residence” near their work or study, odiion to their family home. Seasonal
workers also have more than one place of “usuadiease”. All persons who usually live
in more than one dwelling are considered as commguietween households. The concept
of commuting between households was introduced dpceno (1997) as a challenge to
family boundaries.

104. Most often, Commuters between households roagider one of their usual places
of residence as their main household, and the aheaheir secondary household. Three
guestions may arise, which make the situation Iesaightforward. First, objective
definitions, such as the number of nights spergaich dwelling, may not be considered as
relevant by the individuals, and people may be temhgo use their “own” definition.
Second, some situations may be ambiguous andefiff@ersons may have different views
on the situation of a particular person. A frequerample of such a situation is young
adults who consider that they have left the patdrdme, while their parents consider that
their child is still living with them. Another exaste concerns children of separated parents,
where the information given by both parents mayb®tonsistent. Third, many situations
of commuting between households are linked to cemfmily situations, which may be
transitory and ill-defined. Union formation and stitution are processes which take time.
During that time people may not know what theirgge housing and family situation is.
For instance, couples living-apart-together maysitvVione another, while other couples
may move regularly from one home to the next amsicler that they commute together
“as a couple” from one home to the other (Carad®87L

105. Secondary homes are of interest, while holtlt@yes and vacant dwellings are not
considered in the census data collection procesveftheless, the distinction between
secondary homes and holiday homes is not alwayglajraspecially for older adults who
may spend most of the time in their holiday homehke newCensusRecommendatiorfer
the 2010 censuses (UNECE-Eurostat 2006), a newcaantopic was added on secondary,
seasonal and vacant dwelling available to the Humldgsee paragraphs 632-637).

106. Commuters between households may share thesrkietween a private household
and a communal establishment such as General abdpdychiatric hospital/home; Other
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hospital; Children's home (including secure unité)irsing home; Residential care home;
Other medical or care home; Defence establishnm{@mthiding ships); Prisons and young
offenders' institutions; Education establishmemicl(iding halls of residence); Hotel,
boarding house, guest house; Hostel (includingtybatstels and hostels for the homeless);
Civilian ship, boat or barge; Other (includes rigigs establishments). As most household
surveys do not include communal establishmentshen dample, only people living in
private households are included. People commutigtgvden a private household and a
communal establishment are included as living & phivate household, as long as they
spend six month or more per year in the privatesbbald or if they are present in a private
household during the fieldwork period.

Measurement issues

Three ways to consider commuters between housstis

107. In order to take Commuting between househ@itls account, three rules are
possible. The first possibility, which is used iros$h household surveys as well as in the
CESRecommendatiorfer the census, is to define one, and only oneydlusesidence” for
all enumerated persons, and to ask them to fél aensus form — or to answer the survey —
only in their “usual residence”. This attributiofi @ery person to one dwelling must be
based on objective rules which “should be cleady aut in the census instructions and
described in the various census reports.” Thisaghanplies that dwellings are defined as
“occupied dwellings with one or more usual resid&rtdwellings reserved for seasonal or
secondary use”, or “vacant dwellings”. The mainrgt@ming of this method is that it may
lead to enumeration errors if the persons do tloinfthe forms as they should, according
to the rule. Another shortcoming is that it does explicitly consider commuters between
households, but only deals with the question oiding double-counting.

108. A second possibility is to allow the enumedgtersons to give information in more
than one dwelling. This was done in the Swiss cer100, where commuters between
households were asked to fill in one form in eattheir usual dwellings (see below). The
address of an eventual second dwelling was colleeted a linkage procedure was used to
avoid double-counting.

109. In order to avoid omissions, the list of hdwdd members must include as many
inhabitants as possible, not only those who “uguale here” but also other “temporary
inhabitants” and persons who have a secondaryenesédin the dwelling. In a census, a
linkage procedure is useful to ensure that commautetween households are identified as
such, and to apply explicit and homogenous rulesthiir situations. This linkage
procedure, useful to avoid double-counting, candbae only when all inhabitants are
included in the census, and not when the censusenation is based on a survey.

110. The third possibility is to use the first @cend rule (one, and only one, “usual
residence” for each enumerated person, or as maungl wesidences that apply) but to
collect information about their second “usual dweft, if they have one. Like the second
rule, this third rule is useful to avoid double-oting, because it allows the enumerated
persons to be more precise about complex situatiortee French 2004 Survey on Income
and Living Conditions (SILC), people who “usually’e in the household were considered
as household members even if they had another l'vssidence”. The rule “one, and only
one, usual residence” may then be appkedpost from the information given by the
respondents about each dwelling. Furthermore, thie allows studying commuters
between households by using information on bothlldvgs.
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Taking commuters between households into accaun

111. Taking commuters between households explicitly imtocount in population
censuses and surveys may have three major conseguem census and survey results:

Improving the quality of population enumeratibg avoiding double-counting

112. Individuals do not always read carefully thensus instructions and, in surveys,
enumerators may also fill the household form witHfollowing complex rules of inclusion.
They may tend to overestimate the number of “usesidents” in the dwelling, when the
family ties are strong. This is likely to be thesedor parents who consider that their adult
children who come back to the parental home eackkera are still members of their
household. The same is true for separated parétusth parents report that their children
are living in their household, these children wile enumerated twice. When the
enumerators are paid proportionately to the numifeindividual forms, there is no
incentive for the interviewer to avoid double cangt When the census is not exhaustive,
as in the new rotating census surveys in Franceinosurveys where the sampling
probability is low, eliminating the possibility oflouble counting is difficult. Most
commuters between households are included in theuseor survey in only one of their
“usual residences”, and are unaware that theiugich probability is double, compared to
other inhabitants. Introducing a question on thisterce of another “usual residence” for
each member of the household is the most efficiayt to be aware of this possibility of
double-counting, and to correct the enumeratiordéarble counting where necessary.

113. The question thus arises about how to deal thé commuters between households.
Firsly any forms which were not filled in at thestal residence” should be discarded..
Secondly; it is possible to weight the enumerates@gns by their inverse probability of
inclusion, in each of the “usual dwellings” theydiin. In practice, most commuters are
commuting between two dwellings. A simple way topiaove the quality of population
enumeration is to check whether the other dweliinip the scope of the survey, and thus
could be included in the sample. A simple way & g accurate enumeration where
commuters have two in scope usual residences isotmt the commuters twice and
multiply the individual weight by a factor of ¥z @ach “usual” dwelling.

114. If the sample is drawn from a list of houseplWwhere people are recorded at their
legal residence, (e.g. in Italy), the inclusion lgabilities may depend on legal rules more
than on actual behaviour, and this rule will nezte adapted.

Creating more precise information on Housetaid family characteristics

115. Some family situations such as one-parentli@snor stepfamilies, are defined in
terms of the presence of a couple or a single paaad by the presence of children in the
household. Most children commuting between housilshake commuting between their
mother’s and father’'s homes (58% in France, sedefman and Pennec 2008), so that the
enumeration issues on children are concentratederparent families and stepfamilies, for
whom the relative error is important. Accordingtte 2004 EU-SILC survey, 22% of
children living in a one-parent family are commagtipetween two or more households, and
have the potential to be counted twice. Furtheentine parents may live as a couple
without being identified as such. For instanceaiframily survey conducted within the
French 1999 census, 10% of parents identifiedercénsus as living in a one-parent family
answered in the survey that they were living asupte (Algava 2002). These couples were
living-apart-together or partially co-resident, hioéy were not identified as couples in the
census, the partners having completed their cefeuss in different households. This
means that the 2 million one-parent families idédiin the 1999 census probably include
200 000 families with a parental couple, and aro@@d 000 families with children
enumerated not only in a one-parent family but &sanother one-parent family or in a
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stepfamily (in their other parent's home), and thaanted twice. Thus the number of one-
parent families could be reduced by approximat@§ @00 (200 000 couples and 200 000
families with children counted twice), the censssireate of 2 000 000 being 20% too
large.

Rethinking the basic household and family caieg

116. Weighting commuters between households as *hoth of their dwellings is
convenient for the purpose of an unbiased totalmemation, but does not provide an
accurate description of family situations related dcommuting between households.
Completing current family situation nomenclatureghwnew categories is a way to
progress further. For instance, the 2004 FrenchSHLG survey shows that 2.2% of
children are commuting between both parental harldshcompared to 2.1% living with
their father only, and 13.6% with their mother o(lyoulemon 2008). Taking commuters
between households into account implies rethinkiamy of the basic variables describing
housing situations. An indicator as simple as ttopgrtion of one-person households may
significantly change, from the current definitiohaodwelling with one “usual inhabitant”.
It could be restricted to dwellings with always ar@ only one inhabitant, or extended to
dwellings which are sometimes empty, sometimeshiitbéd by a person alone, as well as to
dwellings where one person lives permanently, ahdre partially, or which are sometimes
inhabited by one person only.

Experiences in selected countries

117. Comments are made about censuses in thredriesufrom the 2000 round of
population censuses. After this, comments are nadmbeit three separate surveys which
included comprehensive questions on commutersmitbuseholds.

Census 2000 round

118. A comprehensive evaluation of the census 2@0@d in 44 countries has been
published by the UN-ECE (2008). Chapter 6 is devdte the rules applied in order to
define the place of usual residence, and the camgd with the UNECE-Eurostat
recommendations.

119. In all countries, one single “usual residenea’% defined by the person enumerated.
In some countries, information was asked abouthanctusual residence”, most often in
order to identify an “economic residence” useddohnool or work, sometimes to identify a
“usual residence” different from the one where ¢kasus takes place (Australia), or where
the census form is supposed to be filled in (Aatri

120. Usually, no family-related questions were dske relation to any other “usual
residence”. Three examples are given below, whegecensus collects some information
on the other “usual dwelling” of commuters betwéeuseholds.

Switzerland

121. In Switzerland, the 2000 census was baseteopdpulation registers of each of the
2896 communes. The next census will be based @onzbination of administrative
registers and the results of a sample survey of0B@0persons. In 2000, respondents were
asked to fill their name and address, in the dwgllivhere the census was taking place as
well as in their “second place of residence” whapplicable (see questions below). A
question was asked on the residence used most ((##¢rere do you mainly reside, 4 or
more days a week”); all other questions were askedference to the dwelling where the

29



ECE/CES/2010/8

30

form was filled in, and the commuters between hbaokks were asked to complete a form
in each of their residences.

122. A single usual residence, called “economi@mxe”, was defined for each person,
based on the answers to the question “Where damaialy reside?” The question “From
which address do you normally leave for work/scRbebas not used to define “economic
residence” but a linkage was made in order to clieelconsistency of the answers coming
from commuters between households in their twodegies, and to help define the
“economic residence”. In all official census repgorthe residence allocated to the
respondent was the “economic residence”, the oeel msost often, and not the family
residence as recommended by the CES, or the one Virieich the respondent left for
school or work. The rule, with its exceptions, leen defined at the political level by a
decree dated 13 January 1999 on the Federal 2000suse (see
http://www.admin.ch/ch/f/rs/4/431.112.1 fr.pdf).

123. Swiss inhabitants can be registered in sey@pulation registers, but they have
only one legal residence in Switzerland with théimation about the “Commune of
registration” being provided by the communes thdweseand printed on the top of the
guestionnaire, as shown below. Unfortunately, witeneconomic residence, based on the
4-days rule, was equivalent to the legal residetiepccurrence of a second residence was
not kept in the census data. It is only for thos®wad an “economic residence” different
from their “legal residence” that data for both keholds were kept, in order to make it
possible to produce statistics based on the plategal residence or on the place of usual
residence. The only available information on conmeraitbetween households thus comes
from the individuals whose “economic residence” wast identical with the “legal
residence”. 2.3 % of the total inhabitants (1.2%p@fsons living in private households) are
identified in the census data as having two resider(SFSO 2008 and Fux 2063h
addition, the coverage of the census, in terms \@r-coverage and under-coverage
components, has been evaluated (Renaud 2007) bottumately, information on both
dwellings of the commuters between households wakept.

Name:
Residence Firt tamel
(If subtenant) landlord/lady: C/0
A Floor: Street: No.:
Postcode: Localty:
No (just residence A)
"-; LS Yes (specify):

~ (If subtenant) landlordflady: C/0

Residence

Floor: Street: No.:
Postcode: Locality: '
Canton: or foreign country:
Where do you mainly reside (4 or more days a week)? . Residence A Residence B

http://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/fr/index/diereitungen/geostat/datenbeschreibung/vol
ks-___gebaeude-2.html

¢ | thank Ms Dominique Spahn, from the Swiss Fedstatistical Office (SFSO), for her very precise
answers to questions on the linkage procedure,ldadunting and census dataset in Switzerland.
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To be completed by the commune

ommiune: SFS0 M. Register .,
AuildingNo.. Dom: Commune of regigtration:
Cenius District Mo Household Mo, 1 Heusenolg No. 2:
1213 -
R R S L R R R i b Blanna Samclnboto Ml inctinte. WEENTE

http://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/en/index/infoktlerhebungen__quellen/blank/blank/vz/
fragebogen.parsys.0002.downloadList.00021.Downldedimp/qe. pdf

United Kingdom 2001 Census

124. In the 2001 United Kingdom census the lishaiisehold members includes persons
who live usually in the dwelling, even if they aaway during the reference census night,
persons who have more than one address if thetitieis address for the majority of the
time, schoolchildren and students who live thergnduthe term as well as those who are
away from home during the term. The latter are tified through a specific question on
the form and limited information is obtained toosl them to be taken into account for
household/family composition analyses.

125. In 2011, itis proposed that the United Kingdeensus include questions identifying
visitors (who usually live elsewhere) and their alsaddress. England & Wales and
Northern Ireland are also proposing to collectiinfation on second residences, for people
who "usually live" in the household by asking "Douystay at another address for more
than 30 days a year?". In the case of a positigeven the address and type of household (
"Armed Forces base address; Another address whekingoaway from home; Student's
home address; Another parent or guardian's addisigday home; Other") would be
obtained.

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/censusfasm.

http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-cegsestionnaire-content/2009-
rehearsal-questionnaire

Italy 2001 Census

126. In the 2001 Italian census, the household fomere sent to the inhabitants
identified in the population register, and to othdrabitants. The household form includes
a List A and a list B. For persons “usually livimgthe accommodation” (list A), as well as
for those not usually living there (list B), sevegaestions identify the use of another usual
dwelling, during the past 12 months and at the datee census, as well as the time spent
in the other household (humber of days per yeat) tae main reason for using another
dwelling (work, study, relatives, vacation, prevdousual accommodation). A question is
also asked on whether the other dwelling is insnime municipality or not.

http://www.unece.org/stats/census/2000/files/I&ahg2001.pdf

Household surveys

127. As in censuses, most surveys use a “singiderase” rule. The household grid lists
household members with including people who usually in the household, and exclude
people who “usually” live elsewhere. In the Labance surveys (ONS, LFS user’s guide),
the Gender and Generation surveys (Vikat et al72p@s well as in the EU-SILC (Bernard
2008), private households are defined as “a pelisomg alone or a group of people who
live together in the same private dwelling and stepenses including the joint provision
of the essentials of living”.
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128. According to the Gender and Generation Surgeys guestionnaire and guidelines
(Vikat et al., 2007b), the respondent (R) is suppgo® mention the members of his/her
household without any further explanation. If R btsuabout whether to include a certain
person among the household members or not, th@fioly definition was given:

129. “A household consists of persons who livehim $ame dwelling-unit for at least four
days in a normal week over a period of at leagtethmonths. In addition to them, there are
dependent children with joint custody, and othel®wnainly live in the same dwelling-
unit, but study or work at non-daily commuting distes or are temporarily in hospital, jail
or military service. Visitors whose main place e$idence is somewhere else do not belong
to the household. Babies less than three monthbedtthg to the household.” No question
is asked about the other dwellings of the housetm@dbers.

130. Some surveys do identify and describe sitnataf commuting between household
and the associated family situations. Three exasrgale provided.

The French 2004 EU-SILC survey

131. The French edition of the European Union SporeIncome and Living conditions
(EU-SILC, see e.g. Eurostat 2007) is a panel oR2%,individuals, including 6,147
children aged 0-17. The survey is conducted byFiesch National Institute for Statistics
and Economic Studiednstitut National de la Statistiqgue et des Etudemidmiques
(INSEE). The first wave took place in 2004, andividbals are followed yearly during 9
years, with a rotating sample.

132. The questionnaire starts with a household @rédbleau des habitants du logement
THL), which is in fact an extensive list of the mensbef the dwelling, which comprises all
the inhabitants of the dwelling, including visitoMdany questions are asked about all the
other dwellings the members of the list “usualli’el in. In addition to the dwelling, the
household unit is defined as a group of peopleispadaily expenses, so that several
households can be present in the same dwellingsanm members of a household may
live in another dwelling. Each inhabitant of theedlimg is allocated to one household. In
the household grid, the following questions areedsfibout all members of the dwelling,
identified by their first name, starting with thespondent. First:

Question A7. Does <first name> live here...

0. No (member of the household living elsewhergriother dwelling)

1. (Almost) all year

2. During the weekend or holidays => (A8) How malays per year?

3. During the working days => (A9) How many days week?

4. Some months in the year => (A10) How many mesihce last year?
5. Less often => (A11) How many days per year?

133. Several controls are added to this question.pEople living only in the dwelling
where the interview takes place (answer ‘1’ to tjoaesA7), the question is asked again:

Question A12. Does <first name> live also elsewlfierm time to time?’

134. For people living in another dwelling (answeher than ‘1’ to question A7 or

answer ‘yes’ to question A12), respondents aredaskeether their other dwelling (or each
of the other dwellings for those who declare mdrant one other usual dwelling) is a
communal establishment (and its type) or an orglidavelling, how much time the person
spends in the other dwelling (question similar t6) And how many other dwellings the
person ‘usually’ lives in. Finally, there is a gties about the occurrence of people who
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live ‘usually’ in the dwelling but had not alreadhgen listed, and a question that names
explicitly several cases such as ‘- a child in tlistody of the other parent; - a student
living elsewhere during the year; - a person withom a member of the dwelling has an
intimate relationship; - a subtenant’.

135. Another part of the questionnaire is devotethée other dwellings: where they are
(in France or abroad), who lives in them (a questibout the presence of the ‘other parent’
of children aged less than 15 has been added ifollbeving waves), whether the dwelling
is a main dwelling or a holiday home for the howddh(if all the household uses this
dwelling), whether somebody who could be includedhe sample can be reached in this
household before the end of the fieldwork. The syralso includes questions about the
partner, parents, and family ties of each persammemated in the THL with the other
household members.

136. Some 6% of respondents, adults as well adrehil are identified in the survey as
“usually” living in another dwelling. Some of theséuations lead to double-counting of
the individuals. Double counting is not systemaltiecause communal establishments are
not included in the sample; it is not always easidentify whether a person has a double
probability of inclusion, because the questionatiet] to whether the other dwelling might
be included in the sample, and whether the persghtrbe enumerated as “usually living”
in the other dwelling, are not easy to ask norrteweer. Double-counting is very likely for
children, and much less likely for adults. The attproportions of commuters between
households are estimated at 3% of children aged &l 4 to 6% of adults. The proportion
reaches 12% at ages 20-24, and is around 3 to 4¥%eat55 and more (Toulemon 2008).

The Australian HILDA survey

137. The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics ustralia (HILDA) Survey is a
household-based panel study, conducted by the Meikolnstitute. The first wave took
place in 2001, and the survey is repeated every. yeaaddition to the annual core
questions, each year a special topic is coverediek as in wave 1 the family background,
in wave 2 the household wealth, and in wave 3aetant and plans for retirement. Private
health insurance and youth are covered in wavie4, e

138. The panel began with a national sample of raliah households living in private

dwellings of 6,872 households and 13,969 individudembers of the original survey in

2001 have been traced and interviewed annuallyngalwith new members of their

households. Detailed information on the HILDA syri&available on the web, through the
website http://www.melbourneinstitute.com/hildaheTsample of the first wave comprises
private dwellings.

139. Unlike the French EU-SILC, the single residende recommended by the CES is
applied to persons interviewed in the HILDA survBgrsons who lived in more than one
household were treated as members of the househbldf they spent most of their time in
the household. People who lived in another privatelling for more than 50 per cent of
the time were not treated as part of the househbsitors to the household were also not
treated as part of the household. Finally, peoph® wsually lived in the household but
were temporarily absent for work, school or otherpmses were treated as part of the
household, and this means that a small proportiégmterviews were conducted in locations
other than at the household address. Children dittgnboarding schools and halls of
residence while studying were treated as membesawipled households provided they
spent at least part of the year in the sampledlohge]Watson and Wooden 2002).

140. The Household form includes information on teusehold members, defined as
having their “usual residence” in the householdreif they are absent at the time of the
survey. For those who also live elsewhere, two ties follow, one on the share of the
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time, the other on the reasons of multi-residefibees ... live here about half the time,
more than half, or less than half?” and “Why doesive here only part of the time?”.

141. The main difference between the French andAtistralian surveys is that for the
French EU-SILC, all persons living in the househwigle recorded in the household form,
even those who usually lived elsewhere, while ih[B# the list was restricted to persons
living in the household more than half of the tingoth surveys include a complete
‘relationship grid’ to accurately identify the falynlinks between all household members.

The Italian survey “Famiglia e soggetti sociali

142. The ltalian survey on Families and socialdsgramiglia e soggetti socigli which
took place in 2003, included detailed questionsiider to identify commuters between
householdsgendolari della famigliq Detailed information on this survey is available
the website

http://www.istat.it/strumenti/rispondenti/indagif@imiglia_societa/famigliesoggettisociali/.

143. The first part of the questionnaire deals veitery member of the households
included in the sample. Persons are asked whéhtlegr had lived regularly in another
dwelling, during the previous year. This was catesgal as: two days a week, or all week
except the week end, or during schooling or unityererm, but excluding travels for
holydays or occasional work. A positive answenitofved by a series of specific questions
on this other dwelling: how many days the perseedithere during the year, for what
reason(s), where is this other dwelling locatedatiyipe of house and who owns or rents it,
who person met there, who pays for the dwellinge Tiuestions are reproduced below,
from annex 2 of Fraboni (2006, page 189).

144. The survey sampling frame is based on thelatdnUNECE recommendations for
usual residence where people belong to one housemdy (single residence rule). Each
person is attributed to one and one only housebolthe basis of his/her usual residence
(place where the person spends most of the nidamsily home for workers). So, in
principle, there is no risk of double counting, asmime undercounting could occur for
people who spend most of their time away from thegial residence because the sample of
households comes from the households registern8study has been carried out to check
whether the inclusion rules are followed or not.
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2. FAMILY COMMUTERS (FOR ALL)

2.1 In the past year, has it occurred to you to liwin a house other than this one|
with a certain regularity, such as: two day a weekpor the whole week
except for the week-end, or for the whole period yo were studying at
school or at University?

(exclude holidays and occasional business trips)

NO e, 4go to question 3.1
YES it 2

(If yes)

2.2 For how many days during the year?
Nr. days............ |

2.3 What were the reasons behind it?
(more than one answer possible)

WOIK. i, 01
Study .o 02
Health........coovoviiiieee 3.0

Compulsory military/civil service ...,04

To stay with spouse /

partner/boyfriend..........cccccceeeeiiiennnn. 05

To stay with one or both parents .......... 06

To stay with the children .................... Q7.

To stay with brothers and/or sisters.......... 08

To stay with some other relatives............. 09

To stay with some friends..................... 10

To safeguard some interests ................ 11...

Out of need for company, assistance......... 12

Other (SPECIfY)....coeeeeeeciiieeie e 13

2.4 During those periods, where were you staying?
(one answer only)

In the same Municipality as that

of residence .........ccoocceeiveiiiiiiccienn, 1

In another Municipality of the same

ProViNCe........oooiiiiiiiis e e 2

In another Province of the same

REGION .. e )

In another Italian Region

F2Y o] {0 T- T F .

IN Various places........cccovvvveeriiiieniesrinenn. [

2.5 During those periods, where were you living?
(more than one answer possible)

In a hotel, in a guesthouse ....01

In arented room .................... ..02

In a rented house.......................03

In a house of the person or the

person’s family property............... 04

Guest of spouse /

partner /boyfriend............cccoeeeeeenn. 05

Guest of one or both parents........ ....06
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Guest of relatives ......cccoeeeeeeeeeneennn. 7.0

Guest of friends.......cccoeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiinns 08

In an institution/hostel/student
apartment/yard/hospital...............ccuve... Q9.
INnbarracks .......coovviiiiiiiii e, 10

2.6 With whom did you live?
(more than one answer possible)

Lived alone..........cccoovvevvveeennnen, 1
With SpoUSE......cccovviiiiieeiiine, 2
With partner/boyfriend................. 3
With parent/s..........ccceveeeevniennnn, ... 4
With child/children..........cccceeeeeeieni. .5
With father/mother-in-law................... ...6
With some other relative..................... e 1
With students/work colleagues/
fellow soldiers ........ccooeeveeeeiiieeiieeiieeneen, 8
With some friends ...........cccoceeens
With other persons (specify)..........ccccee.... 0.
2.7 During your stay outside of this house, you kepyourself:
(more than one answer possible)
With the money earned by yourself................1
With the help of your family ............cc.......... 2
At the expense of the host family /
PEISON .ooviiiiiiiiiiee e e e 3
With a scholarship or some other subsidy ..
At the employer's expense...............c.uee.., 5
Other (SPECify) ....oovcvvveeiiiiiiiiieiiet ecmeen, 6

Other (SPECIY) .vvvvveiiiiiiiee et eeeemeie e 1

Source: Fraboni 2006 (http://www.istat.it/dati/ckigo/20060621_03/strutture_familiari.pdf).

145. The total number of commuters between houdshslestimated to be 2.4 million
(ISTAT 2005, p. 254; Fraboni 2006, p. 57), whichcamnts for 4.2% of the Italian
population. Compared to 1998, the estimated nurbeommuters slightly decreased, with

a declining difference between men and wofmen

| thank Ms Romina Fraboni, from the Italian insté of Statistics (ISTAT), for her very precise aass to
guestions on the survey “Famiglia e soggetti sicigd content, double counting, and the weighting

procedure.
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Summary table

Country Census or Survey Short description of topariable covered and selection method

Switzerland 2000, Census Occurrence of “seconcepécesidence”. Collection
of the exact address to identify the “economic
residence”, in case it is different from the “legal
residence”. Commuters between households were
supposed to fill in a form in each residence; isecaf
two forms for the same inhabitant, one only wag kep

the files.
United 2001, census The list of inhabitants include pewgie have their
Kingdom “usual residence” in the household, as well as [geop
“present during the census night”
Italy 2001, census The household list includesgrer$not usually living

in the accommodation”. Questions on the use often
usual dwelling, during the past 12 months and &t th
date of the census, time spent in the other holdeho
(number of days per year), main reason for using
another dwelling, whether the other dwelling ighe
same municipality or not.
France 2004, follow-up  The household list includes persons “not usualing
survey, French in the household”. Questions on the usual use of
version of the EU- another usual dwelling, time spent in the current

SILC. dwelling, main reason for using another dwellirfgr (
children) whether the other parent is living irstbiher
dwelling.

Australia 2001, follow-up  The household list includes only persons “usually”
survey, HILDA living in the dwelling. Questions on the usual o$e

another usual dwelling, time spent in the current
dwelling, main reason for using another dwellirg t
location of this other dwelling.

Italy 2003, survey on The household list includes only persons “usually”
“Famiglia e soggettliving in the dwelling. Questions on the usual ofe
sociali” another usual dwelling, time spent in the current

dwelling, main reason for using another dwellirg t
location of this other dwelling, the owner or rarmé
this dwelling.

Proposal for testing

146. Itis not recommended to test new questionsdoather carefully examine what has
been done in previous censuses and surveys. In ooamyries significant effort is made to
avoid double counting, and information on multiidesices is produced as part of this
verification process, even if it is seldom kepthe final datasets.

147. The list of questions below is taken from ajgrt on a one-percent survey to take
place within the 2011 census in France. A pilovsyrtook place from January to March,
2009 (12 enumerators involved, 1 600 forms, withatticipation rate of 83.5% among the
respondents to the census), and a larger testak#l place in the first months of 2010. At
guestion 3 on “another usual residence”, 16.8%hefrespondents did not answer and 9.6%
answered that they “usually live in another dwejlinThese questions allow the deletion of
some forms because they were not filled in at tlénrfusual residence”. This assumes a
simple and non ambiguous rule in order to iderttiy “main” usual residence or to count
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twice the commuters between households, with ahteif¥z in each “usual” dwelling. It
also enables a description of commuters betweerseimlds and their families. The
number of answers offered after each questiormgdd, due to the scarcity of space in a
self-completed questionnaire taking place withia tensus, compared to the Italian survey
Famiglia e soggetti socigliwhich includes such similar questions on commbgtween
households.

148. The questions are limited in number and simpteause the survey will be based on
a self-completed form. The proposal is slightlyfeliént to the version which was tested in
2009, due to some choices related to place conitrai

Information to be collected and wording of quesbns

149. The list of questions below has been adaptedaf survey beginning with a
household grid. In most cases, one “contact regfidanswers the questions of the
household grid for all persons living in the househand, in a second step, specific
guestions are asked about all members of the holgsebr about a selected respondent.
The wording of the questions is thus adapted hereperson>, the list of persons being
completed by the contact respondent.

Identify the existence of another “usual resic for all members of the household

150. For each member of the household, the fiegi & to get some information on the
existence of another “usual dwelling”. In some doies a secondary dwelling is identified,
in relation to work or study. The question musint@e general and include all cases where
persons have more than one “usual residence”.drirtBnch pilot test, the questions about
the duration of stay have been deleted. The defimitf “usual residence” would better be
as broad as possible, as the answer to specifi&tiqgne on the second dwelling allow the
collection of precise and comparable informatione&ion 9 is included in order to make
the definition as broad as possible.

QUESTION 1. Does <person> live here...
1. (Almost) all year

2. During the weekend or holidays => How many dagsyear?
3. During the working days => How many days\peek?
4. Some months in the year => How many monthseslast year?

5. Part of the time, on an irregular basis => Hoany days per month?
6. Less often => How many days per year?
7. Other. Specify

151. The sub-questions can be replaced by a gemqeeation, such as question 2 below,
or, as in the Italian survey, a question on the lmemof days spent in the household

QUESTION 2. How much time does <person> live (cegslgperson> intend to live)
here on a yearly basis?

1. Six months or more
2. Four to five months
3. One to three months

4. Less than one month
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QUESTION 3. In addition to this dwelling, does <g&m> usually live in another
dwelling?Multiple answer

1. Yes, for his/her work

2. Yes, for his/her studies

3. Yes, for leisure, holidays

4. Yes, to meet again his/her partner, his/herlfami

5. Yes, for another reas@pecify

6. No =>Next household member

152. The categories could be more detailed. A fipezategory could be included such
as “to live with the other parent” if the parente aseparated. In the Italian survey
“Famiglia e soggetti socidlihe following categories are provided (with mplé answers):
work; study; health; compulsory military/civil  séce; to stay with
spouse/partner/boyfriend; to stay with one or hagttents; to stay with the children; to stay
with brothers and/or sisters; to stay with someeptielatives; to stay with some friends; to
safeguard some interests; out of need for comssgjstance; other (specify).

Is the other dwelling to be included in the suenor the survey field? Is the other dwelling
in the country?

153. The second step is to know whether the otivetlichg is to be considered as a main
dwelling or not, for those censuses or surveys wlgeform is filled in one and only one
“usual residence”.

154. he most efficient solution is to ask the addref that other usual residence, and to
check through linkage, if the census is exhaustivethe census is not exhaustive or in

surveys specific inquiries are required. The infation from both usual residences of the
person can also be merged using this procedure.

155. In any case, it is useful to locate the secoesidence in order to study
geographically the commuters (street number andenare useful only if linkage is
envisioned):

QUESTION 4. What is the address of this other ersig?
1. In another country => Country
2. In this country => Street number, Street nanoeality or town, Postcode

156. If computing the distance between two loaitis not possible, a possibility is to
describe the distance between the two dwellings,kilometres, time distance, or
administrative proximity (same district, same cisgme province, same region, same
country...). See question 2.4 of the Italltamiglia e soggetti sociaBurvey above.

Relatives living in the other dwelling

157. In addition to the address, which allows logatboth “usual residences”, some
questions can be asked on the other dwelling. Byepints are to identify the owner or
renter of the other dwelling, in order to know wilsathe “reference person” in this other
dwelling, who takes who in, and to know whether sgmersons who are not living in this
dwelling are sharing the other dwelling with the:qua:

QUESTION 5. Is this other dwelling...?

1. A communal establishment
(children's home, boarding school, workerstéip old people’s home, barrack);
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. A mobile home, camping car, caravan

. A private household that you own or rent yoursel

. A private household that your partner owns atge

. A private household that your parents or youtrna’s parents own or rent

. A private household that your children own artre

. OtherSpecify
QUESTION 6. Who usually lives in this other diied? Multiple answer

~N O o1 b~ owWwN

. <person>
. His/her partner

. His/her parents or partner’'s parents

. One of his/her children or partner’s children
. OthersSpecify

ga b W N P

158. Here again, the ltalian surveffdmiglia e soggetti socidli offers more items:
alone; spouse; partner/boyfriend; parent/s; dtfilittdiren; father/mother-in-law; other
relative; students/work colleagues/fellow, solgjdriends; other persons (specify)

Time spent in the other dwelling

159. The fourth step is to know how the personeshis/her time between both “usual
residences”, by asking a question on the time spehe other dwelling.

QUESTION 7. Do you live in this other dwelling...

1. (Almost) all year

2. During the weekend or holidays => How many dagisyear?

3. During the working days => How many days\peek?

4. Some months in the year => How many monthseslast year?
5. Part of the time, on an irregular basis => Hoany days per month?

6. Less often => How many days per year?

7. Other. Specify

160. In practice some more sophisticated questipoan be developed in order to avoid
redundant questions, if more than one member ohthesehold are regularly living in the

same “other usual dwelling”, to be more precise gpetific on the other parent of children
living with one parent only, and to ask some question how often the children meet their
non-coresident parent, even without sleeping inrthevelling, (as per the Italian and

Australian surveys)

Include as many people as possible in the mlide

161. Questions 1 to 7 are asked for all househadbers. Then two more questions
could be asked, in order to include any other fpbssiommuters:

QUESTION 8. Is there somebody else who lives heven if it is not regular and if
he/she also lives elsewhere?

1. Yes =>Question 1, fonext household member
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2. No

162. If the answer to question 8 is “No”, the hdusd grid is presumably complete.
Question 9 is then asked, as a check:

QUESTION 9. Is there somebody else who may condtisrdwelling as a usual
residence, but had not already been listed, such as

- a child in the custody of the other parent;

- a student living elsewhere during the year;

- a person with whom a member of the dwelling hagheimate relationship;

- a subtenant.

1. Yes =>Include that person and go to Question 1,rfext household member
2. No=>End

163. Questions 1 to 5 may be considered as “coestouns” in order to identify the
Commuters between households and their preciseingpndill depend on whether the
questions are asked about the respondent him/hesselor all the members of the
household grid. Questions 6 and 7 allow better rijgtgon of the family situation of

Commuters in their two households. Questions 8%ark important to improve the quality
of the data collection.

Data collection method and target population

164. Questions 1 to 5 may be considered as “coestimuns” in order to identify the
Commuters between households and their preciseingpndill depend on whether the
guestions are asked about the respondent him/hesselor all the members of the
household grid.

165. No specific survey testing is needed. The neffitient way to evaluate the
possibility of gaining information on commuting beten households is to get precise
information on the data processing in countriesciwhiave included questions on the other
“usual place of residence”, such as SwitzerlandgiBm, Italy, as well as in countries
where specific surveys include questions on thpictasuch as Australia, France, and ltaly.

166. The presence of precise gquestions on fanely, @llowing identification of step-
parenting relationships, is key to understandirgféimily situations of children commuting
between households, and the distinction betweeplesliving apart together and couples
with one or two “commuters between householdsiripartant for identifying this situation
as a new couple situation, between living aparétiogr and living in the same household,
among adults.
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Chapter 3: Living apart together

Introduction

167. The purpose of this Chapter is to defihwing Apart Together (LAT)
relationships and present related measurementsissuerder to propose a strategy for
collecting data that would be both representative anational level and internationally
comparable. Existing strategies of selected coemtregarding the measurement of LAT
arrangements will also be discussed. The proposadunes for LATs include several core
guestions for quantitative surveys that would plevinformation on prevalence and basic
characteristics, as well as optional questions thatuld contribute to a broader
understanding of this living arrangement.

168. Much of the research on LATs that has beemuwcted to date has been based on
relatively small-scale qualitative studf@sVhile this form of analysis can be valuable for
understanding some of the dynamics of this relatign type, it is generally not
representative of the overall population. Beginningpre than a decade ago, LAT
relationships have been included in survey questioas at least to some extent by large
national statistical organizations (e.g., Italy ipeghg in 1995 and United Kingdom in
1998), and more recently by other countries, sgcBanada (2001).

169. LAT relationships are not necessarily a nemiffaor household form—indeed, the
term LAT is credited to a Dutch journalist who firesed it in 1978—but they are
increasingly recognized in modern society as aristiving arrangement beyond the more
temporary dating stage associated with the cogrtphbcess. Living as part of a LAT
couple may reflect a longer term arrangement, eithechoice or by circumstance, for
some individuals. Trends toward delayed maritata@nabiting union formation, high rates
of union dissolution and longer life expectanciesriany countries allow for more fluidity
in living arrangements. These changes create arlgogol of individuals that could
potentially be available for a LAT relationship. i3equently, it will become more and
more important to accurately measure the prevalandecharacteristics of people in LAT
relationships. LAT arrangements may also have bpoiicy implications in areas such as
housing, social subsidies or income transfers.

Definition

170. There is no reference to LAT relationshipgha Recommendations for the 2010
Censuses of Population and Housimgepared by the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe and the Statistical Office the European Communitié}.

For example, B. Bawin-Legrow and A. Gauthier. 20R&gulation of intimacy and love semantics in
couples living apart togethdnternational Review of Sociology1(1).; S. Ghazanfareeon Karlsson
and K.Borell. 2002. Intimacy and autonomy, gendet ageing: Living apart togethekgeing
International 27 (4): 11-26.; S. Ghazanfareeon Karlsson angidfell. 2005. A home of their own.
Women's boundary work in LAT-relationshipsurnal of Aging Studie$9: 73-84; S. Roseneil. 2006.
On not living with a partner: Unpicking coupledomdacohabitationSociological Research Online
11 (3): http://www.socresonline.org.uk/11/3/roséh&inl. Accessed February 22007.

See, for example, the discussion in J. Trost. 188apfamily variationdMarriage and Family

Review 26 (1-2):71-84.

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe #edStatistical Office of the European
Communities. 2006Recommendations for the 2010 Censuses of PopukatidtHousing
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However, several definitions, based on a varietyciiteria, are found in the existing
literature. Most generally, a couple in a LAT r&aship maintain an intimate relationship,
live in two separate households and have no sharecommon household, but other
restrictions can also be applied. According to bef2004), a LAT arrangement requires
the following conditions and may refer to eithemsasex or opposite-sex couples:

(@)  The couple has to agree that they are a couple;
(b)  Others have to see them as such; and
(c)  they must live in separate homes.

171. A more comprehensive definition of Living Aparogether (LAT) arrangements
comes from Haskey (2005: 36). He defines a LATtietship as:

"a relationship, which is understood to include exuml relationship, between
partners who have their own separate address.ighiey usually live at different
addresses to each other but they regard themsedv@souple and are recognized as
such by others. The partners in a LAT relationshigy be of the same sex as well as
of the opposite sex. Also, each partner may badiin a household containing other
people. LAT is, in one respect, similar to co-resitial cohabitation in so far as
friends and relatives know and accept the relakigns There is also the
understanding that, as with cohabitation, LAT is@lly viewed as monogamous
in nature and an arrangement that is more tharmpaeary, fleeting, or casual
relationship.”

172. For the purposes of this Chapter, the defimitf a LAT relationship is consistent
with that of Haskey, but with several differencégst, it may not necessarily be the case
that family and friends know about the relationshiys Roseneil (2006) has indicated,
individuals in relationships but who live separtelay be considered by others to “not be
coupled”. Or it may be, as other researchers hadieated, that individuals in this type of
arrangement are characterized by a greater de§ftexibility in that they may choose to
be seen as having a partner in some circumstanugsas single in other situations
(Karlsson, Ghazanfareeon Johansson, Gerdner ard ,B2807).

173. Secondly, a sexual relationship may not beesssry, but the LAT arrangement
should at least be considered by the partners torbenantic or intimate relationship. There
could be sensitivities involved with a questionttbgertly asks about a sexual relationship
with an unmarried person in another household. Rigss of whether a LAT arrangement
is considered sexual or romantic or both, givenittienate nature of the LAT relationship,

this excludes sibling or other family relationshipased on blood or adoption from

consideration.

Measurement issues
174. There are various issues related to measuAidgarrangements including how best
to capture the phenomenon, from whom the data dhoeilcollected, difficulties with the

concept of “shared versus separate households”waatl follow-up information would be
most valuable in understanding these relationships.

Conference of European Statisticians.
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Data collection issues

175. The most straightforward approach to measufd larrangements is to ask

individuals who do not live with a married spousecohabiting partner at the time of the
survey if they are in a LAT relationship. Howewviire difficulty in having a single question

that captures this target population has been ripgddaskey (2005). The exact wording to
describe a LAT relationship is particularly chaligng as the concept “living apart

together” is likely not sufficiently widespread be easily recognized or understood by
most survey participants. Furthermore, there cdagdcultural or other differences in

interpretation that make some terms not as easitpgnized or understood across all
populations or groups. Current practices of setectauntries will be considered in Section
IV of this Chapter with the recommended questiomdivgy presented in Section V.

176. There are various possibilities in terms obvim the household should respond to
this question. It could be that:

(a) Only one person is selected per householdyirepfor him/herself;
(b)  One person replies for all members of the hbolsk
(c)  All eligible household members reply for theiwss;

(d) Both members of the LAT couple respond (frome ttwo different
households).

177. Because the nature of this question involvesvkedge of someone who lives in a
separate household, the most cost effective syratetp collect data via a direct question
from one household member selected at random wémonels for him/herself only. The
other possibilities for data collection involve toghat are not likely to outweigh potential
benefits. Having one household member respond balbef all other household members
could be difficult given the subjective nature b&tLAT relationship. One person may not
have complete knowledge of the relationships erdjagey other household members with
individuals outside of the home. In situations vehall eligible household members reply
for themselves individually this would add to thpewational costs as well as to the
response burden of the household. Finally, whilmaty be valuable to gather data from
both persons in a LAT couple, it would also addh® complexity and operational cost to
collect data from persons in two separate housshold

178. One of the basic tenets of a LAT relationskifhat there is no shared or common
household and that the partners “live apart”. Yieis concept may be difficult to measure
in practice because it could be based on a vapétindicators. Most surveys collect
information on household members by using a hodddhs, although different rules may
be used to define a househdldiVhile criteria such as number of nights spent \peek
together, the address where financial contributemesmade or domestic responsibilities are
conducted, etc. are quantifiable they still might accurately reflect individuals’ sense of
shared versus separate households. Even if respisndiel meet particular requirements
they might still consider the physical location whethey contributed as a separate

A number of concepts are implemented in on-goingeys and different criteria are used to define
households:

. Co-residence (living together in the same dwelling);

. Sharing of expenditures including joint provisidressentials of living;
. Pooling of income and resources;

. The existence of family and emotional ties.

The way countries employ these criteria variestyresome countries use only one of the criteria to
identify households, while others consider morenthae together as a condition for identifying
households. This heterogeneity affects the comgayadf households’ structure and LAT estimates.
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household from their “own” household. Indeed, a LAfrangement is perhaps more
subjective than other relationship types. In oterds, there may be greater uncertainty
about the existence of a LAT relationship on thet p&at least one partner compared to
married spouses or cohabiting partners. For exanifpteuples spend one or two nights a
week together then some individuals may considemtelves to be part of a LAT couple
while others believe they are part of a cohabitngommuting couple. (See Chapter 2 on
Commuters between households for definition andcudision of that emerging
family/household form).

179. Given these challenges, a subjective inteapiogt on the part of respondents
whether or not they maintain separate househalgs,live apart, with a LAT partner may
offer the most feasible approach to measuringlitriisy arrangement.

Follow-up gquestions

180. While a single, core question would deternvitnether an individual was in a LAT
relationship, the inclusion of several follow-upegtions could also provide for greater
clarity and understanding of this living arrangeme®learly, LAT unions can reflect a
wide variety of relationships. LAT relationshipssled on a short duration might reflect a
temporary arrangement, part of the dating or cbiptprocess, which may subsequently
develop into a cohabiting or marital union or digsoas the partners go their separate
ways. For other individuals, the LAT relationshipillwcontinue as a longer-term
arrangement on a more permanent basis. It willipgortant to distinguish between short-
term and long-term LAT relationships, recognizinigatt it is the latter that more
appropriately represents a new or emerging livimgregement.

181. Collecting information on the age, sex, mastatus and living arrangements of the
respondents would help determine the degree tohathis is a phenomenon of young or
older adults. In terms of age, young adults amp@rtionally more likely to be in LAT
relationships compared with older adults. In paitic, young adults still living in the
parental home could be involved in LAT relationshigue to their financial and or
emotional dependence on their parents. This maguatdor a significant component of
young adults in LAT arrangements given the highpprton of young people who live in
the parental home throughout their twenties andidki for educational, employment or
other reasons (e.g., Canada, Italy and Spain).

182. Reasons for being in a LAT arrangement shbaldheasured in order to understand
the extent to which a LAT arrangement is based looice or circumstance. In some
situations, living apart together may be a prefeeeon the part of one or both partners. A
LAT relationship may provide the benefits of beipart of a couple while allowing for a

high degree of independence. Persons who have ierped a previous marital or

cohabiting union dissolution may prefer an altemgatarrangement such as a LAT
relationship. On the other hand, circumstances saghhe care of children or elderly
parents, or educational or employment commitmenés; necessitate living separately.

Experiences in selected countries

Canada

183. In Canada, th&eneral Social Survegr GSS (2001, 2006), a telephone survey of
about 25,000 persons conducted by Statistics Canadased to collect information on
LATs. The particular question wa%Are you in an intimate relationship with someone
who lives in a separate household?Background information on why this particular
question wording was chosen is not available. Thisstion was asked of individuals over
the age of 15 who were not living with a spousepartner at the time of the survey. A
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subsequent question was asked of these individua¢sher they intend to live common-
law (i.e. cohabit) in the future and if so, at whge.

184. In terms of findings, 8% of the Canadian papiah aged 20 and over were in LAT
relationships, according to the 2001 GSS (Milan Baters, 2003Although most of these
people (56%) were young adults in their twenti€3%l1of people in LATs were in their
thirties, 14% in their forties and 11% were agedaBd over. About one-half of persons in
LAT couples expected to cohabit at some future tfalkng from 57% of individuals in
their twenties to 26% for Canadians aged 50 anerold

Finland

185. Finland has three sources of information ompts in LAT relationships. A one-
time postal survey in 2002P¢pulation Policy Acceptance Suryegarried out by the
Population Research Institute at the Family Federataptured the LAT phenomenon
using a question about current living arrangemetit vesponses: (1) | have a partner, with
whom | have lived together since year xxxx; (Bave a partner, but we live in separate
households;(3) | don’t have a partner.

186. An on-going survey, thBinnish National Sex SurvefFINSEX) carried out in
spring 2007 (and historically in 1992, 1999) wasoatal questionnaire which ask3d you
currently live in a consensual union?? (1)Yes (2) No; followed byDo you have some
other steady sexual relationship, but you are nofiding together?”: (1) No (2) Yes, one
(3) Yes, two or more.

187. A third surveyWelfare and Services in Finland - panel sur{2904)also measures
LAT relationships but the exact question wordingda known.

Italy

188. In ltaly, LATs have been measured by two dataces. A 1995 survey, thertility

and Family Survey (Inf-2)vas based on face to face interviews at the refgdls home
using a paper questionnaire. Information about L¥eTationships was provided by a
sample of unmarried women in response to the questire you currently having an
intimate (couple) relationship with someone you arenot living with?” For those
responding affirmatively the start date (month gadr) of the relationship, the reasons for
living apart from this person (she wants to livarpshe cannot live together, both reasons)
and the intention to live together within the nexo years were also collected.

189. Secondly, theamily and Social Subjects Surviegluded relationships with a non-
cohabiting partner, as well as the start date isfahirrent relationship. Data were collected
using a combination of face to face interviews la¢ trespondent's home. A paper
guestionnaire was used for all members of the famild a self-administered questionnaire
for people aged 18 and more. However, the questimut a relationship with someone
with whom the respondent does not live refers twoacept much broader than the one
usually referred to as a LAT relationship. In 2003{% of the population aged 20 years
and more, i.e. 3.5 million people, live in a redaship with a partner without cohabiting
with him/her. This group includede factoseparated persons who live apart from their
married partner due to reasons related to studyk,weic. (and not due to relationship
breakdown). Unmarried young people still living kit their parental home but with a
relationship with someone in another householdts® included in this definition.

United Kingdom

190. Thel998 British Household Panel Suryesxamined non-residential relationships
using the question:D'o you have a steady relationship with a male or feale friend
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whom you think of as your 'partner', even though ya are not living together?"
(Ermisch, 2000).

191. For theOmnibus Survey2002-3), conducted by the Office for National tiStics,
the question chosen wa®d you currently have a regular partner?” and was asked of
men and women aged 16 to 59. “[T]his question wasessed only to those who were not
married and living with their spouse, or not coidestially cohabiting. That is, their
partner, if they had one, would have to be livingahother household. Whilst this question
does not explicitly mention sexual relations, tlembination of the terms ‘partner’ and
‘regular’ was intended and judged to be interpreteduch. Furthermore, it was hoped that
using the word ‘regular’ would exclude responsderring to casual, or very short-term, or
adolescent relationships” (Haskey, 2005: 38).

192. Findings from th©mnibus Survepased on the above definition but also excluding
both children of the household reference person falidime students (given the more
likely temporary nature of their relationships)dicated that about one-third of individuals
aged 16 to 59 who were neither married nor cohabitit the time of the survey had a
partner living elsewhere. As a further refinemeate-half of this group could be
considered to be in LAT relationships (Haskey, 2005

Netherlands

193. In the Netherlands, tHdaving Arrangements and Social Networks Survey 2199
was used to measure LATs (Gierveld, 2004). Curpamtner status was captured by the
questions: (a) “Are you currently living with sonreo(person of the opposite or the same
sex) whom you consider to be a partner?”; and ig}tfere someone with whom you do
not share living quarters, but whom you do consideto be a partner?”

194. More recently, théNetherlands Kinship Panel Study (2005 and 208&$ the Dutch
contribution to the&sender and Generations Survayd asked:

AC101: Do you have a partner at the moment, that is to saysomeone with
whom you have had a relationship for at least threenonths?

AC 104:Does your partner live with you here?

Generations and Gender Programme (GGP)

195 “The goal of the GGP is a cross-national, compagatimultidisciplinary,

longitudinal study of the dynamics of the family darfamily relationships in the
contemporary industrialised countries, in particula Europe and North America. The
specific aim is to improve the understanding oftdex - including public policy and
programme interventions - affecting the evolutidntwo principal family relationships:
child-parent relationships and partner-partnetti@isghips” (Macura, 2002).

196. This survey asks detailed questions on LATarayements, starting with the
following question, asked of respondents who dohaok a co-resident partner:

Are you currently having an intimate (couple) réaship with someone you're not
living with? This may also be your spouse if he/dbes not live together with you.
Our survey does not only cover heterosexual retatiips, but also same-sex
relationships. If you have a partner of the same, gdease answer the following
questions as well.

197. There are follow-up questions on when theticelahip began, why the couple are
living apart, the distance between their dwellirftgsy often they see each other, and if they
have intentions to live together within three yedrsese follow-up questions allow for a
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broader understanding of LAT relationship and whetthey are relatively short-term or
longer-term. This series of questions is preseiméide following box.

Current Non-Resident Partner or Spouse

328. Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relationship with someane you're not living with?
(This may also be your spouse if hefshe does not live together with you. Our survey does not only
cover heterosexual relationships, but also same-sex relationships. If you have a partner of the
same sex, please answer the following questions as well )

1- yes | 2 - no-—gotod401

329 Inwhat month and year did this relationship start?
month |__|__| year |||

330. a. Are you living apart because you and/or your partner want to or because circumstances prevent
you from living together? Please choose your answer from the card.

Show Card 330a.
1T -lwanttolive 2 - bothmy 3 — myparnerwantsto 4 — we are constrained
apart partner and | live apart by circumstances
want to live 4 v
b apart C d
b-c

b. Why do you (R) want to live
apart? Please choose the most
important reason.

1 -

c. Why does your partner
want to live apart? Please
choose the most important
reason.

d. By which circumstances?
Please choose the most
impaortant circumstances.

Show Card 330d.
Show Card 330b. Show Card 330c. 1 - work circumstances
1 — for financial reasons 1 — forfinancial reasons | 2 — financial
2 — tokeep independence 2 — tokeep circumstances
3 - because of children independence 3 - housing

4 —  not yet ready for living
together
5 — other

If 330a=2 continue with 330c —
If 330a=1 continue with 331

3 — because of children
4 - notyet ready for
living together

5 — other

97 — do not know

331. Please tell me whether your partner is male or female.
1 - male
2 — female

Interviewer Check: Is the partner of same sex as R?

circumstances

4 - legal circumstances
5 — my partner has
another family

6 — other

yes — go to 333 no — continue with 332 !

[Comment: Countries where it is possible to register a same sex partnership, should route same-sex partners into quastions
analogous o 332, using the appropriate terminalogy.]

332, Have you ever lived together with him/her?

1- vyes
2- no

333, Inwhat month and year was your partner/spouse barn?
month |_|__| year |_|__|

Source: Generations and Gender Survey, Core Questice for Wave 2, 2006
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334.

335.

338.

337.

33B.

338,

a. Was your partiner/spouse born in [the LK]?
1 — yes — goto 335 2 - no

b. In which country was he/she bormn?
Country of birth
c. In what month and year did he/she first start living permanently in [the LE]?
month |_|__| year |||

What is the highest level of education your pariner’spouse has successfully completed?
[Country-apecific lizf to be compatibie with [SCED]

What was the main subject matter of these studies?

Write exact answer.

Which of the items on the card best describes what hal/she is mainly doing at prasent?

Show Card 104: Activity

— student, in school, in vocational training

—  employad

- self employed

—  helging family member in a family business or a farm
unemployed

— retirad

— im military or social service

—  homemaker

— maternity leave

10 — parzntal leave, care leave

11 — ill or disabled for a long time or permanently
12 — other status

[=JN= I = A W R K
|

How long does it take to get from your home to whers heishe is living at present?
hours minutes

How often do you see him/her?
times per: W M by

Is your pariner/spouse imited in his'her abilty to undertake nomal everyday activities, because of
a physical or mental health problem or a disability?

11— yes 2 - no
Dioes your partner think that you should start living together?

1 — yes

2 - no

3 —  partneris not sure
87- R does not know

Source: Generations and Gender Survey, Core Questice for Wave 2, 2006
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Summary table:

Country

Short description of topic / variable covered, eotion method,
Survey question wording, etc.

Canada

Finland

Finland

Italy

Italy

General Social SurveyQ. Are you in an intimate relationship with someon&®
(2001 and 2006) lives in a separate household®ked only of individual:
who were not living with a spouse or common-law
partner at the time of the survey. Respondents who
reported being legally married and not separated, o
common-law, but their spouse or partner was notdiv
in the household were not asked this question.y The
were asked why the married spouse or common-law
partner was not in the household. Answer categorie
include: Work-related separation, Spouse is inr@ing
home, Other medical care facility, School-related
separation, Prison or correctional institution, Nédr
problems or conflict, Spouse has not immigratetthéo
country.
Target population: all persons aged 15 and over in
private households
Sample size: approx 25,000
Collection method: telephone interview
Population Policy Q: Current living arrangement: (1) | have a partmgth
Acceptance Survey 200@hom | have lived together since year xx; (Bave a
(One—time survey) partner, but we live in separate househc (3) | don't
have a partner
Target population: persons aged 18 to 69
Sample size: 6,864
Collection method: postal questionnaire
Finnish National Sex Q: Current consensual union (Do you currently liva
Survey (FINSEX) 1992,consensual union): (1)Yes; (2) No
1999, 2007 Do you have some other steady sexual relationship,
you are not living togeth: (1) No; (2) Yes, one; (3)
Yes, two or more
Also includes the starting date of the LAT relatibip
Target population: persons aged 18 to 74
Sample size: approx 6,000
Collection method: postal questionnaire
Multipurpose householdare you currently involved in a relationship with
survey on “Family and someone you do not live with?
social subjects (began ifarget population: all persons
1998 and conducted  Sample size: 19,227 households; 49,541 persons
every 5 years; last surveyollection method: Face to face interviews at the
year was 2004) respondent's home using paper questionnaire for all
members of the family and a self-administered
guestionnaire for people aged 18 and more
Fertility and family Are you currently having an intimate (couple)
survey (Inf-2) 1995 relationship with someone you are not living with?
One-time survey Target population: persons aged 20 and 49
LAT question restricted Sample size: 4,824 women and 1,206 men
to unmarried women. Fdollection method: Face to face interviews at the
those responding respondent's home using paper questionnaire
affirmatively the date
(mm and yy) of the
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Country

Survey

Short description of topic / variable covered, eotion method,
question wording, etc.

beginning of the relatior

the reasons for living
apart from this person

(she wants to live apart,
she cannot live together,

both reasons) and the

intentionsto live togethe!
by the next two years are

also collected

NetherlandsLiving Arrangements anCurrent partner status was captured by the quest{ai
Social Networks SurveyAre you currently living with someone (person ot

(1992)

opposite or the same sex) whom you consider to
partner?; and (b there someone with whom you dc
share living quarters, but whom you do considebeoz
partner”

For more information:

Gierveld, Jenny de Jong. 2004. Remarriage, Unnad
cohabitatdn, living apart together: Partner relations
following bereavement or divorceJournal of Marriage
and Family66:236-243.

Target population: persons aged 55 to 89 years
Sample size: 4,494 men and women

Collection method: Face to face interviews

Netherlands Netherlands Kinship AC101: Do you have a partner at the moment,
Panel Survey (2005 andhat is to say, someone with whom you have had a

United
Kingdom

United
Kingdom

2007)

relationship for at least three months?

AC 104: Does your partner live with you here?
Target population: peons aged 18 to 79 years (}
migrant oversample)

Sample size: 8,161

Collection method: CAPI

British Household PaneDo you have a steady relationship with a male ondk
Survey (1998) — Wave 8riend whom you think of as your “partr’, even thoug

Omnibus Survey —
2002/03

you are not living togethe

Target population: population aged 16 and over
Sample size: 5,500 households and10,300 indivédual
(Wave 1, 1991- longitudinal panel)

Collection method: household questionnaire; indiaid
schedule; self-administered questionnaire

Do you currently have a regular partner?

This question was asked only of those who were
married and living with their spouse, or not-co
residentially cohabiting.

“A short set of questions wakesigned for running in tf
ONS Omnibus Survey, with the purpose of estimating
the extent of living apart together. The questials®
explored the duration of the LAT relationship; #ex of
the respondent’s partner; the number of non-married
relationships the respondent had had in the past
(excluding the current LAT relationship); the age-a
and duration of — the first non-married relatiopskind,
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Short description of topic / variable covered, eotion method,
Country Survey guestion wording, etc.

...the history of the pattern of residence andesidenc
of the current relationship.” (Haskey, 2005: 38)

For more information:

Haskey, J. 2005. Living arrangements in contempy
Britain. Population Trends35-45.

Target population: persons aged 16 to 59

Sample size: 5,544

Collection method: face to face interview

Evaluation of the questions proposed

Sources and methods used to evaluate the queas proposed

197. The recommended questions coming from eskeldisurveys were evaluated by
requesting information from the respective sunesants concerning the following:

Number ofnon-responsegrefusals)
Number of Don’t know’ responses

Inconsistencies avther analytic findings related to data quality

Main results of the evaluation

198. Are you in an intimate relationship with someone whlives in a separate
household ? (Canada, General Social Survey)

199. This question is asked of those who:

Have never been in a common law relationship (on'Diinow, Not Stated), and
are not currently married and are not married anroen-law with spouse living
outside household and have no partner in the holseh

OR

Have never been in a common-law partnership thdtrdit result in marriage,
current marital status is legally married and safeat, divorced, widowed, or single
(never married) and have no partner living in tbade.

Data quality:
0.3% item non-response
0.2% don’t know

200. Respondents who reported being legally maraied not separated (legally), or
common law but their spouse or partner was natdivih the household were not asked this
guestion. They were asked why the married spouseraomon law partner was not in the
household. Answer categories include: Work-relageparation, Spouse is in a nursing
home, Other medical care facility, School-relategpasation, Prison or correctional
institution, Marital problems or conflict, Spousashnot immigrated to the country, and
Other. This is not a recommended exclusion. A#pondents who do not have a co-
resident partner should be asked these questions.

201. Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relanship with someone you're
not living with? (Gender and Generations Survey)
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14

202. Asked of respondents who do not have a cdeaspartner

203. Feedback was requested from countries thaheggender and Generations Survey
(GGS). The following comments were received:

Georgia:

Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatediata quality for this question?

“In the Georgian GGS 2.0% and 1.1% of respondenghtioned during the
interview that they have non-resident partners. oAghthem 35% of female and
20% of male respondents declared during the irger¢hat their partners live at the
distance of several hours of flight from them. S® suppose that these persons are
temporarily abroad for a job. Hence, LAT is not ml@spread practice in Georgia
and is mainly caused by temporary labor migratioroad.*?

France:

Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatedlata quality for this questi@n

204. Around 10% of respondents (18 to79 years shill "Yes" but this category
contains different types of LAT : young people (&nots), widowed people, divorced
people and people who do not live together becafiggofessional reasons. These four
groups do not have same intentions for the futiiveng together within three years, having
a child, and so or}.

Germany+

the number of non-responses (refusal®.3% (non-response and not applicable)

the number of ‘Don"t know’ responses).2%

Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatedlata quality for this questi@n

205. 6,299 respondents are currently living togettith a partner in the same household,
resulting in 3,718 respondents for possible LARtiehships.

Living together with partner in one household

Frequency Percen Valid % Cumulative 9
Valid 0 no 3,71¢ 37.1 37.1 37.1
1 yes 6,29¢ 62.9 62.€ 100.0

Total 10,01% 100.0 100.0

206. Out of these 3,718 respondents 3,622 = 97r¥ered question a310 (relationship
with somebody not living in your household), 0.2%rct know and 2.3% did not respond
or found the question not applicable. In Germamo2said they were in a LAT
relationship.

Source of information on Georgia GGS was IrinaBadhvili, Director of the Georgian Centre of
Population Research, Georgia, e-mail correspond&meember 28, 2008.

Source of information on France GGS was ArnaudniRég_oilier, INED, Paris, France, e-mail
correspondence, November 24, 2008.

Source of information on German GGS was RobereNahd Kerstin Ruckdeschel, Statistisches
Bundesamt, e-mail correspondence, November 28,.2008
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Have relationship to somebody without cohabitation

Frequency Percen Valid % Cumulative 9
Valid 1 yes 87( 8.7 24.C 24.C
2 no 2,752 27.5 76.C 100.0
Total 3,62: 36.2 100.0
Missing 7 does not know 8 0.1
o response a8 09
System 6,29¢ 62.€
Total 6,39¢ 63.€
Total 10,017 100.0

207. Similar results were found for the Czech RépuBGS — no non-response, no
refusals. About 8% of respondents reported beirgyliAT relationship.

Russid®

Are you currently having an intimate GGS-2004 GGS-2007
(couple) relationship with someone you're

not living with? Asked = 4,696 N= 4,807
number of non-responses (refusals) 35

number of “Don’t know” responses 2 66
inconsistencies or other analytic findings (not separated)

related to data quality for this question

Netherlands

208. Do you have a partner at the moment, that is to ssymeone with whom you have
had a relationship for at least three months? Dogsur partner live with you here?
(Netherlands Kinship Panel Survey (a slightly défe version of the GGS))

“No special problems with these questions. A loyafing adults, who intend to start
cohabitation/ marriage in the (near) future areolmed in these LAT relationships.
What | try to find out is how many LAT relationskiprove to be long-term LAT
relationships and what are the characteristicshefrespondents involved in long
term LAT relationships®

Romania

209. In the file cleaned by NIS (Romanian Natiotredtitute for Statistics) there is no
possibility to identify the number of non-responsear “don't know” responses, nor the
inconsistencies. All these where cleaned by NISmridn the category "not included in the

Source of information on Russian GGS was OxangaSskaya, Russian GGS Project Director and
Deputy Director, Independent Institute for Sociali®y, e-mail correspondence, December 11, 2008.
Source of information oNetherlands Kinship Panel Survess J. Gierveld, Prof. em. Vrije
Universiteit, Amsterdam, September 3, 2008.
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filter". However we can learn that 415 (3.46%) wsgents from a total of 11,986 have a
LAT relationship at the interview timg.

Main conclusions of the evaluation

210. The question works well in identifying LAT agionships, but further information is
necessary in order to distinguish other charadiesissuch as temporary LAT relationships
from those that are relatively longer term. Quesion age of LAT partners, duration of
the LAT arrangement and household living arrangamevill help distinguish between

these kinds of LAT relationships.

Proposed questions
Information to be collected and wording of quetsons

Core questions

211. The basic questions asked regarding LAT aemawegts will build on those included
in the Generations and Gender Survg$GS). The GGS has a solid foundation for
measuring persons in LAT couples and many countdes already collecting the
information. The questions should be asked ofedpondents in the target population who
do not live with a married spouse or cohabitingmarat the time of the survey.

212. This paper recommends following the GGS gisat®y capturing prevalence with a
single question. Other basic characteristics oividdals in LAT arrangements should be
collected including living arrangements, duratiohtlee relationship, and age, sex and
marital status of the respondent. Additional questithat may contribute to a greater
understanding of persons in LAT arrangements aremnenended but considered non-core
topics.

Recommended:

Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relanship with someone you're
not living with?

In what month and year did this relationship start?
month year

It is recommended thabtousehold living arrangementde determined using a
household roster. This will provide information aeding whether individuals in a
LAT arrangement are living in the parental homeae parents with dependent
children, with roommates or other situations.

Date of birthof respondent

month| | pear| [ |

Sex of respondent
— male
—female

Legal marital status

17 Source of information on Romanian GGS was Corndlisesan, Faculty of Sociology and Social
Work, University Babes-Bolyai of Cluj, e-mail cospgondence, December 4, 2008.
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— never legally married

— legally married (and not separated)
— separated, but still legally married
— divorced

— widowed

Non-core questions (but recommended)

213. In order to more fully understand LAT arrangeis it would also be important to
include follow-up questions. Information on reasdar living in a LAT relationship, the
age, sex and marital status of the LAT partnegiemcy of contact and future intentions
would contribute to a more complete picture of L#€T relationship. Again, the starting
point is the questions included in the GGS, withdifications where appropriate.

Reasons for living in a LAT relationship

The GGS uses a filter question before asking readon being in a LAT
relationship. This is a recommended approach:

Are you living apart because you and/or your partnevant to or because
circumstances prevent you from living together?

a— |lwantto live apart

b - Both my partner and | want to live apart

c— My partner wants to live apart

d - We are constrained by circumstances

e — *NEW* We have never thought about it / Ddaribw

If responded ‘a’, ‘b’, or ‘c’ to above question:

Why do you/does your partner/do you both want telapart?

Please mark all that apply and rank your reasonsarder of importance.
— work or school-related reasons

— desire to maintain independence (e.g., finanerational)

— because of dependents such as children or elpargnts

— not yet ready to live together

— other (please specify)

For respondents who answered ‘c’ (My partner wemtive apart):

Does your partner think that you should start livintogether?

—yes

-no

— partner is not sure

— R does not know

For respondents who answered ‘d’ (we are constilddyecircumstances):

By which circumstances were you constrained?
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— work-related circumstances

— financial-related circumstances

— dependent on others in the household (e.g.,dinliy, emotionally)
— because of dependents such as children or elpargnts

— to avoid disapproval of family and/or friends

— housing circumstances

— other (please specify)

Characteristics of the LAT partné&t:

Please tell me whether your partner is male or fdma
— male

— female

What is the highest level of education your partfggouse has successfully
completed?

Which of the items on the card best describes whatshe is mainly doing at
present?

— student, in school, in vocational training
— employed
— self employed
— helping family member in a family business darn
— unemployed
— retired
— in military or social service
— homemaker
— maternity leave
— parental leave, care leave
—ill or disabled for a long time or permanently
— other status
What is the distance between where you live and whgur partner lives?
- less than 5 km
-5.0t0 19.9 km
- 20.0t0 49.9 km
- 50 km or more

How often do you see him/her?

18 The questions in this section based on the GG&sked of the respondent regarding the LAT
partner. If included then the equivalent questsimsuld be asked of the respondent.
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times per: WM Y

Is your partner/spouse limited in his/her abilityotundertake normal everyday
activities, because of a physical or mental hegtttoblem or a disability?

—yes
- no
In what month and year was your partner/spouse b@rn

month| [ lyear| [ |

a. Was your partner/spouse born in [country of se]?
b. In which country was he/she born?

Country of birth

c. In what month and year did he/she first start livyjnpermanently in [country of
survey]?

month| [ lyear| [ |

Other non-core non-GGS guestions:

How many of your closest family and friends knowali your (LAT) partner?

more than 75% of them

— between 50% to 75% of them
between 25% to 49% of them

— less than 25% of them
Do you intend tostart living with your current (LAT) partner?

— certainly not

probably not
— probably yes

certainly yes

— don’t know

If applicable:

When would you like to live/cohabit with your cuent (LAT) partner?
— inthe next year

— intwo years

— in three or more years

Do you intend tdegally marry your current (LAT) partner?
- yes

- no

— not sure

If applicable:

When would you like to legally marry your curreLAT) partner?
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— inthe next year
— intwo years

— in three or more years

2. Data collection method and target population

214. The data collection method for persons in Lskfangements would be appropriate
in the context of a large scale sample survey guastire conducted by either telephone,
post, or face to face, such that one particulasgemwithin a household is selected at
random. The objective is to produce results thatild/doe representative of the national
population for each given country as well as irdéionally comparable.

215. ltis proposed that the target populationpEnsons who may be in LAT relationship
include the following criteria

Not living with a married spouse or cohabiting partat the time of the survey;
Opposite-sex as well as same-sex couples;
No shared common household (based on self-pévoepft respondents);

An implied sexual or romantic relationship (i.eiblisig relationships, platonic
friendships

excluded);

Minimum age should be the same as that used fotiagaror cohabitation, e.g., age
15 and older (although some surveys may use ongntiver);

No minimum duration of the LAT relationship (basesh self-perception of
respondents that they are part of couple).

216. As indicated in Section [I1.3.2f the Introduction, the boundaries between
Commuters between households (CBH) and Living ajogether (LAT) partners may be
uncertain, therefore, it is recommended that botT Land CBH be surveyed. By
combining information on both living arrangemengsmore precise understanding and
description of these living arrangements is achdexand consequently a more accurate
identification of LAT and CBH couples. (See Chaptesn CBH for more information).
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Chapter 4. Same-sex couples

Introduction

217. Traditionally co-residential family relationgh have been defined in terms of
married couples but since the 1970s living togettignout marrying has become far more
common as either a precursor to, or replacementrfmriage'® Along with the rise in
opposite sex cohabitation, there has also beenneareased acceptance of same-sex
relationships, which have gone from being illegasome countries through to provision of
legal recognition for those in same-sex relatiopsHi Of course, co-residential same-sex
couples are not a new type of family. Howeverréasing acceptance of same-sex couples
has made it easier for such families to be visérld may have given a greater number of
people the freedom to live in such a family arranget. Information on same-sex couples
is of interest to policy makers for a number ofsazs. It will help them understand the take
up of new legal arrangements that allow same-sagles rights and responsibilities; it will
help in determining groups which may be at riskdafcrimination; it may also help in
understanding housing need and family formatione @&m of this chapter is to provide
consideration of how information might be collectenl same-sex couples from surveys.
The issues here will also be applicable to censuméswith the added problems of space
constraints and self completion.

Definitions

Family and household

218. The terms family and household are often usinichangeably but they are in fact
different concepts. Family refers specifically &ationships and can essentially be defined
as either a couple relationship (with or withoutldien) or a person not in a couple
relationship but with a child. The definition inetfConference of European Statisticians
(CES) Recommendations for the 2010 censuses irglsdme-sex couples although the
wording is ambiguous as cohabiting is not speltasibeing both opposite and same sex
and could lead to the assumption that only legabognised same-sex partnerships should
be counted as a famify. More complex definitions allowing for extendedriiies are
possible. Households are classified by the typtawiily contained within them, but may
contain either no families or more than one family.

Same-sex couples, legal relationships and sekbahaviour

219. There is a need for rigor around the defingiosed in social statistics, and this is
particularly true in a sensitive area like same-sa&ationships. This can be illustrated
using the diagram in Box 1. Although not to scales diagram attempts to represent the

Prinz, Christopher. (1995) Cohabiting, MarriedSamgle: Portraying, Analyzing and Modelling New
Living Arrangements in the Changing Societies ofdpe.

Following the Wolfenden report, sexual acts betwte adult males, with no other people present,
were made legal in England and Wales in 1967, otl&cd in 1980 and Northern Ireland in 1982.
December 2005 saw the implementation of the Civitieership Act 2004 which gave same-sex
couples the right to register their relationshipd aeceive similar rights and responsibilities akin
marriage.

From Conference of European Statisticians Recordatems for the 2010 Censuses of Population
and Housing (United Nations, 2006).
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a.

issues around the different groups that may neebeta@onsidered when attempting to
produce statistics on sexual identity.

220. The diagram shows that same-sex cohabitaties dot necessarily equate to sexual
identity or sexual behaviour. It raises the issha&t,tas with marriage, or opposite sex
cohabitation, it is not necessarily about a cursemxalrelationship. Same-sex couples, as
with opposite sex couples, may be celibate thratlyice, age or infirmity. Less likely,
but still possible is the fact that some same-seuples may not actually identify
themselves aBomosexua(there are many different sexual sub-groups}k &l$o important
that figures for same-sex couples should not bel asean indicator of total numbers in
particular sexual identities. The numbers of peaph® identify themselves as lesbian or
gay will be larger than those that have formed saexecohabiting couple families.

Box 12
Schema of interactions of sexual identity, sexuakmaviour and living arrangements

Those who class Those who would currently
themselves as identity themselves as othe
solely

heterosexual*

* Note this could be defined in a number of ways, éxample it could mean ‘ever’ or it
could mean within a defined period of time suchhaslast year or the last five years. *

Description

221. The white area of the diagram represents ttadere solely heterosexual.

22 This diagram was created as part of the considertdr identifying the provision of sexual idemtit
in the UK.
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The shaded area of the diagram represents, thergfeople whose sexual identities are not
solely heterosexual.

Within the shaded area there are a number of diftegroups (colour coded) which
overlap. These are:

Those that would identify themselves as other theterosexual (blue)

Women who have had sex with women and men who ek sex with men. (red)
However, this is a group that can be defined inumlmer of ways. It could apply to ever
having had sex with someone of the same sex, hdddghat experience at some point in
a previous time scale such as one year of fivesyeareven just currently involved in a
same-sex physical relationship. The definitiontho$ is important as it essentially helps
define the population regarded as wholly heteroakkuthe diagram. For a small number
of people this is a particularly difficult area. dde that have been coerced (raped) may
perhaps object to their sexual identity being dbsd as not wholly heterosexual. The
definition here could be refined by adding the wootsensual to get around this problem.

Those in a cohabiting same-sex partnership (gr&&hile it might be assumed that all such
people would regard themselves as other than tsetewal it cannot be assumed. It also
cannot be assumed that the relationship is sexugl (hembers of the clergy may be in
celibate same-sex relationships).

Civil Partners (not separated) (purple). As witha&oiting same-sex couples, it cannot be
assumed that every partnership involves eitherethiogt identify themselves as other than
heterosexual or that a sexual relationship is we@l However, ignoring polyamory, civil
partners (not separated) cannot be in a cohahiélagionship. Note this group excludes
same-sex close family households such as two sistérere will be a small category of
Civil Partners who are separated and cohabitin asitother partner.

A further consideration when collecting informatiam same-sex couples is, for those
countries with legal recognition of same-sex paghips, whether there is a requirement to
distinguish between de jure and de facto relatiqussh

Same sex or same gender?

222. There will be a small number of couples whare or both partners are transsexual
or identify themselves with a different genderttattof their birth. In practice most surveys
collect gender, not biological sex information, bgcepting the reported sex of the
respondent. Legal partnership information will aibureflect sex because legal restrictions
will apply, although in some countries (e.g. the )ugender recognition does now allow
those that have undergone gender realignment aodméion to be recognised in their new
gender for the purposes of legal partnershipsDe facto partnership information will
reflect gender as reported by the respondent. Kkample, a male to female pre-op
transsexual who has not yet gone through gendegnétion and is living with a man may
report themselves as a member of an opposite agpteco

What do we want to measure? Definitions of a sge-sex partnership

223. Given the definitional issues highlighted aloware needs to be taken to specify
what types of relationships need to be countedseAsible starting position is to mirror
heterosexual partnership information. This wouleam collecting information on all those
in a legally recognised same-sex partnership (aisguthe facility for forming these exists)

Legislation has been set so that the switch candde immediately between being married and being
civil partnered so that legal entitlements and oespbilities between the partners are maintained.

65



ECE/CES/2010/8

66

plus those who are in a same-sex partnership #sth equivalence to an opposite sex de
facto partnership (i.e. consensual union or cohébit). The definition of those in a legal
same-sex partnership is legally defined. De factons are more difficult to define. The
CES definition of partners in consensual union lwasummarised:

(a) Have usual residence in the same household;
(b)  Are not married to each other;
(c) Have a marriage-like relationship to each affier

224. In the Gender and Generations Survey a defiait cut off of 3 months is used for
identifying co-residence and cohabiting cougfeddowever, the beginning of co-residence
is not necessarily a precise date. The prohibitmmsertain marriage relationships tend to
be mirrored in counting cohabiting relationships.Thus opposite sex cohabiting
relationships will not include sister/brother r@aships. So the following appear to be the
key points for definition of a de facto same-serership.

225. Both partners in the relationship share thmesdousehold. This requires the
definition of residence. We would recommend tha¢ tfefinition of usual residence
proposed by proposed by tl@®nference of European Statisticians Recommendafian
the 2010 Censuses of Population and Hou$igECE-Eurostat 2006) be used.

226. Both partners are of the same-sex (in retiitywill be where both partners report
the same gender).

227. Both partners recognise themselves as living aouple (i.e. it is more than just a
flat share or friendship, it is implied that thdat@nship is ‘romantic’ although it should
not be automatically assumed that it is sexuakgually active).

228. Both partners are not in a registered paier@nless they have separated from
that partnership). It is assumed that registerethpeships will be separately recorded.

Measurement issues

229. There many ways that information on same seples could be collected. Broadly
they can be classified as below, with the followatyantages and disadvantages:
Collection of all relationships (or at least rkation to person one in household)

(a) Implicit question — simply ask whether you #re partner of another person and use
sex variable to derive same-sex couples

Advantages Disadvantages

Question will not antagonise those that fRelies on accurate recording of sex, may be areig
object to a question that includes same-sexwith self completion

Parsimonious Does not encourage those in same-sex partnersh
identify themselves, they may feel deliberately
ignored or may simply not realise that the data
collector wants them to be identified.

24 From Conference of European Statisticians recondaméns for the 2010 censuses of population and

housing (United Nations, 2006). Census definitidiwo persons are taken to be partners in
consensual union when they have usual residertbe isame household, are not married to each
other, and have a marriage-like relationship tdeztber” (para. 219).

25 http://www.unece.org/pau/ggp/iwg/Prague/draftojussipdf
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(b) Explicit question — include a specific categamthe relationship matrix for a de facto
same-sex couple.
Advantages Disadvantages
Clear that information on same-sex coupleg sngthening of what can already be a long list of
required possible relationships
Less likely to be confusion over sex Potential confusion with any legal same-sex
categorisation partnership category
Ask a separate specific question about cohabitan.
(a) Only record same-sex couples if they voluntieerinformation
Advantages Disadvantages
Question will not antagonise those that mayDoes not encourage those in same-sex partnerstips t
object to a question that includes same-sexdentify themselves, they may feel deliberately
Not reliant on sex question ignored or may simply not realise that the data

q collector wants them to be identified, likely to

produce an undercount

(b) Specifically include in the question that sase&-couples are to be included
Advantages Disadvantages
Encourages same sex couples to respond |Question may antagonise those that may object tp a

question that includes same-sex, leading to highe
non-response.

=

Not reliant on sex question

230. The mode of collection may also be a factodeniding how to design a question
that collects information on same-sex couples. Ewample, space and/or question
complexity may be an issue in a self completionsjoanaire or census; conversely there
may be an embarrassment factor in an intervievasdn.

231. No matter which method is used there may tendency in countries where same-
sex relationships, and consequently same-sex dalkiabi are less acceptable for under
recording of cohabiting same-sex couples. In mastiesies homosexuality is still
stigmatized (Barbagli and Colombo, 20t9nd a high percentage of same-sex couples do
not identify themselves as such in population-baseda collectior. It can be
hypothesised that a truer picture of the numbesashe-sex cohabiting couples may be
gained where there is greater acceptance of saxnelsgionships. In societies where there
is less acceptance of same-sex relationships ibé¢he need to consider how to encourage
same-sex cohabiting couples to identify themselitemay be that if questions on sexual
identity and orientation were also able to be askegart of the survey this may signal to
the survey respondents that same-sex relationahipacceptable. In turn it may encourage
participants to disclose that they live in a samwe-souple and may give them greater
confidence in reporting a cohabiting same-sex im@iahip. To test this hypothesis, ad-hoc
modules on sexual identity may be introduced inreppate surveys that collect

Barbagli M, Colombo A. (2001), Omosessuali modgitrivulino, Bologna.

Sabbadini L.L., “Changes in Household Structures$ Behaviours: New Challenges for Official
Statistics”, invited paper at the Joint UNECE/Etat/© ECD meeting of Directors of Social
Statistics, Luxembourg, 39-30 September 2005.
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information on sensitive topics, as health condgior discrimination, or even better an ad-
hoc survey may be carried cBtAcceptance of collecting information on sexualnitity
/orientation would possibly achieve more accuraté#reates of same-sex couples. It would
also be of interest in its own right as anotheicceconomic characteristic.

232. The use of questions on sexual identity ismemessarily feasible. For example, if
the cultural environment of a country made it diffi for those living in co-residential
same-sex relationships to report themselves as, susstions on sexuality may actually
cause greater problems with the overall acceptalifi the data collection, be it survey or
census.

233. The potential underestimation of same-sex lesuim household surveys or census
should be taken into account, particularly wheegehs not social (and legal) acceptance of
same sex-relationships. To cope with this problemontries are encouraged to widen their
knowledge on sexual identity in general, and inntwn same-sex couple living
arrangements, through ad-hoc modules or surveys, Would represent at least a
benchmark for the estimates of same-sex couplesda by other surveys or census.

Experiences in selected countries

Current United Kingdom methods

234. The UK has both de jure and de facto samepaexerships. December 2005 saw
the introduction of legal same sex partnershipsnée Civil Partnerships), and there had
been over 31 thousand civil partnerships formedth®y end of September 2008. Most
surveys have had a Civil Partnership category addi¢ke point where legal marital status
is asked. Further work is required, in particitaunderstand how to pick up categories of
people who were previously in a legal partnershificiv has ended through either death or
dissolution. Of course, there may be a small nunobg@eople in a legal partnership who
maintain separate addresses.

235. For those in a heterosexual de facto cohatitato direction mention of a sexual
relationship is usually made. Rather respondastaisked whether they live with someone
as a couple. In the largest social surveys, sameagple relationships are only reported if
the information is volunteered by the respondeffiedtively that is also true of opposite
sex cohabiting relationships. The onus is on tepardent to report the relationship. Box 2
shows the relevant questions from the two main exgvused in the UK for family
information, the General Household Survey and tlbour Force Survey. However
another survey, the Survey of English Housing djgecin the question on living together
that the question includes same sex couples, $algan in Box 2).

“The 2006 Statistics Canada Census content conisultegportrefers to work that was carried out to
test sexual orientation questions. During some$agnoup work they found that, “Most participants
did not approve of including a sexual orientatiaregtion on the Census”. However, respondents
were more willing to answer questions within thateat of a health survey or a discrimination and
human rights survey. They also found that people west willing to answer questions if they
understood why the question was being asked andh®data could be used. The reasons that
respondents gave for not being willing to answeuastion included the fact that the Census is
mandatory, the issue of proxy reporting for otheusehold members, privacy concerns, and the
sensitivity of the topic.Tn Sexual Orientation and the 2011 Census — bacigrinformation March
2006, paper available at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/about/consultationsftioads/2011Census_sexual_orientation_backgro
und.pdf
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Box 2
Survey questions on same sex partnership

Box 2 Survey Questions on same-sex partnership

Questions on marital status and partnership in Genml Household Survey and Labour
Force Survey

Ask if respondent is aged 16 or over

(DVAge > 15)

5. (MarStat) ASK OR RECORD

CODE FIRST THAT APPLIES

Are you

single, that is, NeVer Married?...........oocceee e oo e ecce e e 1

married and living with your husband/wife? ..., 2

a civil partner in a legally recognised civil patship..........ccccccveeee.... 3

married and separated from your husband/wife2...........ccccccceeee. 4

IVOICEAT it e e 5

OF WIHOWEA? ...ttt ettt 6..

Spontaneous only — In a legally recognised Civitfaship and separated from his/her civil
partner...7

Spontaneous only — Formerly a civil partner, theil®artnership now legally
dissolved...........ccceeeeeeee 8

Ask if there is more than one person in the houseldb AND respondent is aged 16 or over
AND is

single, separated, divorced or widowed

(Household size > 1 & DVAge > 15 & Marstat = 1,5,6, 7, 8, 9)

6. (LiveWith) ASK OR RECORD

May | just check, are you living with someone ie tiousehold as a

couple?

Y S e —————— e e e 1
N e 2
SPONTANEOUS ONLY - same seX couple..........eeaaeccvuennnnes 3

Information is also collected on relationships teens in the household (excerpt below) to
form a relationship matrix — the relationship codétl be cohabitee

Ask all households

13 (R##) | would now like to ask how the people ouy household are related to

each other

CODE RELATIONSHIP - ... IS ...’S ...

SPOUSE .ttt ettt a e e e e e e e teeeaeeenrnan 1
CONADILEE. ...t 2.
Son/daughter (inc. adopted)..........coovviieieeeeeiiii e 3

Survey of English Housing (SEH) Questions — as abeexcept

LiveWith

ASK OR RECORD

May | just check, are you/is "DMNAMES[LTLooper] iing with someone in the household
as a couple? This would include as a same sexeoupl

Yes

No

**Yes — same sex
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2. Methods in other countries

236. The table below shows the different methodsdusy a sample of countries to
collect information on same-sex couples.

Country Method of collection

Canada Most social surveys at Statistics Canada captuatiorship information and/or mari
status. Respondents are instructed to include -sameelationships. For examp
samesex partners who are married are instructed tortéppouse” (to the relationst
guestion) or "married" (to the marital status guedt Samesex partners livin
common-law are similarly instructed.

Census of popation takes a more direct approach to the reldtipnguestion (th
marital status question is similar to what was dbsd above). There are spec
response categories for persons in same-sex redhfjus;

- opposite-sex common-law partner to person 1
- same-sex common-law partner to person 1

For the 2011 Census Canada propose to have sepatagories for samgex couple
who are married (same-sex married spouse of person)

Sweden Statistics Sweden do not ask specificatlgdmne sex cohabttan, but ask the select
respondent who is living in his/her household. &bpersons they ask for age, sex
relation to the selected respondent. It is an @adimvay of asking, and it's up to
respondent to be truthful or call his/her partnéydger or something else. Their viev
that, in Sweden, nowadays those with a same seémepare normally happy to decl
their situation.

Holland The Dutch do not have a specific questitmoud samesex cohabitation. In sor
guestionnaires they assewho lives in the household and the relations/déen thos
people. In these cases they also ask for sameet&tionships if they are married
partnered. In other questionnaires they use adtratii®e data about the housel
composition. In theseases only same sex couples who are married oranasgistere
a partnership can be found.

Finland Similar to Holland above. Samsex couples are identified in surveys by answe
questions on household relationships. Same-sepleswot in a legl registere
partnership are not identifiable or inferred fropgister data

New Most Statistics New Zealand surveys use the relship matrix to collect fami

Zealand information and as such could derive same-sex esulpling in the same househalds
However, the census is the only source that cuyrgniblishes any data on sarse»
couples.

United The Survey of Income and Program Participationeotdl a complete relationship ma
States which allows the derivation of same-sex couples.

Same sexartners of the householder can also be distihgdisn the following da
sets, based on the relationship to householdettiqonesnd the sex of the househo
and partner: Survey of Income and Program Ppdiitin, Current Population Surv
American Community Survey and the decennial census.

In addition, beginning in January of 2007, the @ntrPopulation Survey asks adults
15 and over who are living with naelatives whether they have ‘a boyfriend, girlfide
or partner in the household'.
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Proposal for testing

237. Given that the collection of same-sex cohadpitcouples is analogous to the
collection of opposite-sex cohabitation, questicstsould be consistent and simple.
However it is recognized that the mode of collettioay be a factor in deciding whether to
make such a question explicit, both for reasonseofsitivity and, in the case of census,
space. Festy (200%)has recently recommended that questions on saxeebabitation
should be explicit.

238. As mentioned in section Ill, the hypothesissweonsidered that collecting
information on sexual orientation/identity may le@mdmore same-sex cohabiting couples
being comfortable with revealing their relationshift is recommended that this be tested
with two important caveats. Firstly sample sizél meed to be large to identify whether a
difference is truly statistically significant asettoverall numbers of those in same-sex
cohabiting relationships is likely to be low andyriz only around one to two per cent of
the population. Secondly the collection of sexo@éntation or identity is a major new
topic area in itself and although some countrieshsas Canada, New Zealand and the
United Kingdoni® are exploring collecting such data in regular sysy there are many
issues to consider in defining what is to be codld@nd in designing appropriate questions.
The United Kingdom started collecting informatiom @exual identity on its major
continuous surveys in January 2669.

Information to be collected and wording of quetsons

239. It is recommended that the question be comthimithin a question that asks about
all non-legally registered partnerships or thatlatronship matrix is used:

Topic/question direct question on same-sexlesup

240. Are you living with someone in the househddaecouple? This would include as a
same sex couple.

Yes — opposite sex couple
Yes — same —sex couple
No

Topic/question question as part of a relatiopshatrix

241. Where a relationship matrix is used there ter@ possibilities for ensuring that
information on cohabiting same-sex couples areect#d. The first is to simply include as
an option in the relationship matrix ‘partner’ atten use this information in combination
with the information collected on sex to producenbers of cohabiting same-sex couples.
The second option is to have two options, one fgrosite sex partner and one for same-sex
partner. The latter may be a better option on ceffipletion questionnaires and censuses
where the problem of non-response to the sex questay make it difficult to produce an
accurate split of the opposite and same sex couples

2% Festy P (2007) Enumerating same-sex couples suses and population registers Demographic

Research Volume 17 Article 12, Pages 339-368.
30 see http://www.statistics.gov.uk/about/data/meagtequality/sexual-identity/default.asp
3L http:/www.statistics.gov.uk/pdfdir/sip1208.pdf
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Data collection method and target population

242. A similar question to the direction questiongosed has already been asked on the
Survey of English Housing, and major British survayputinely include a relationship
matrix which allows same-sex cohabiting couplebdddentified. Such questions need to
be targeted at the whole household populationpagh are superfluous if a household only
contains one person. The key issue is that thalithg same sex population is likely to
be fairly small and large sample sizes may be nkéulenake an accurate overall estimate.
There is also evidence from the UK census thattlgses of families are concentrated in
particular geographical areas, which are perhape mcepting of such relationships.

Suggested indicators for same-sex couple poptita

243. Information on same sex couples can be predegither in terms of couples or on
individuals in couples. The following indicatorsrfeame-sex couples are recommended,
based on: sex of the partners; type of union; padple living in households where a same-
sex couple lives.

1. Number of / percent of all same-sex couplesexyas the members of the couple
and (in countries where it is relevant) type ofamii.e. legally registered, de facto.

2.Number of / percent of all people living as a easax couple in households, by
sex of the members of the couple and (in countnbsre it is relevant) type of
union, i.e. legally registered, de facto.

244. In addition countries may wish to consideardhfer indicator of the percentage of all
couples who are same sex couples, this may beefudhlit, where relevant, by the

percentage of de jure couples who are same seXesoapd the percentage of de facto
couples who are same sex couples.

245. As well as the indicators mentioned above laimineasure to those used for
opposite-sex couples for household compositionsgaree of children, parents of one (or
both) of the couple, presence of other familieg)ldde derived.

246. However, these family and household types bdl very rare and the risk of
disclosure of information about individuals need®¢é considered.

Investigation of performance of same-sex couplpiestions

247. As reported in section V.l only one surveytire UK, the Survey of English
Housing (SEH) has a question which includes samesgkabitation as a specific response
category (although the other main social survélysolect such information if volunteered
through the relationship matrix and the cohabitatipiestion). The numbers of same sex
couples identified in the SEH are very small, ingré is no evidence that the change in the
question which took place for the 2005/06 surveynibaffected overall response rates to
the survey.

248. Information on same-sex couples has also bekected in a number of countries
through the Generations and Gender programme sufG3S).

249. A number of questions in the Generations ardd@r Survey identify same-sex
couples. The questions are (in italics):

Current Co-Resident Partner or Spouse
Interviewer Check: Does R live together with a par? See Household Grid.

yes -> continue no -> go to 306
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Interviewer Check: Is the partner of same sex aS&?Household Grid.
yes -> go to 303 no -> continue with 302
250. However the information is also collectedhia household grid which asks:

To begin, | would like to ask you about all persar® live in this household. Who
are they? To help me keep track of your answeesggl tell me their first names and
how they are related to you.

Show Card 101: Relationship to R. Write answendansehold Grid.
0 — R lives alone
The relation ship options are partner or spouse

251. This question then checks the sex of eacheofibusehold members
Interviewer Instruction: Ask 109 and 110 about eholisehold member
and write answers in the Household Grid.
109. Can | just check, that [name] is male/female?

252. Countries which have run the GGS were askednformation about respondents
that refused or provided ‘don’t know’ answers tesfions which collected information on
same-sex couples and to comment on any inconsieteac other analytic findings related
to data quality. A summary of responses receivainfra range of countries on the

performance of the questions that collect, or altber derivation of same-sex couples, is

given in the table below.

Responses relating to collection of same-sex coupilgormation in the Gender and
Generations Survey for seven countries

Country Number of non- Inconsistencies or other Comments
responses (refusals) | analytic findings related to data
or “Don’t know” quality
responses
France No refusals and noroo few couples identified to
don't knows look at inconsistencies and data

quality - 37 Male Respondents
said that they live with a samet
sex partner (0.61%)

- 22 Female Respondents said
that they live with a same-sex
partner (0.36%)

France also reported on same
sex LAT relationships

- 13 Male Respondents said that
they have a same-sex partner
but they don't live together
(1.26%)

- 5 Female Respondents said
that they have a same-sex
partner but they don't live
together (0.48%)
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Country | Number of non- Inconsistencies or other Comments
responses (refusals) | analytic findings related to data
or “Don’t know” quality
responses

Germany | Refusal rate of 0.1 peNo comments provided on

cent to question on | inconsistency and data quality

the sex of the co- small numbers of same sex

residential partner (5| couples found 1.5 per cent (95

responses 1 not responses).

knovyn and 4 not Also showed 3.3 per cent samg

applicable no )

response) sex couples amongst LATs (24
cases)

No missing cases on

LAT

Georgia See comment There were no reported casealifiough no
respondents having the same | same-sex couples
sex partner in the same were found there
household. was no evidence
. . . .| of non response
In Georgia there is no provisiop .
. despite the
for de jure same-sex couple . .
. . question allowing
relationships. .
the reporting of
same-sex couples.
Netherla | There are no missing| No inconsistencies or issues
nds values on the specifig reported. De jure and de facto
guestions same-sex relationships are
identified and reported
separately.

Italy There is no data
on same-sex
couples reported
and where
potential same-
sex couples are
identified in the
relationship grid
they are removed

Czech Only 3 non responses Only a small number of same-| To note that the

Republic | out of a sample of sex couples were found, 0.4 pecomments were

¢4,500 reported

cent (16 responses). Howeve
the level of inconsistent
answers found was almost as
large at 0.3 per cent (13
responses).

A small number of same-sex
couples were also identified ag
LATSs.

,based on GGS
responses in
2005. De jure
same-sex
partnerships
began in 2006
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Country | Number of non- Inconsistencies or other Comments
responses (refusals) | analytic findings related to data

or “Don’t know” quality

responses

Romania There is no data
on same-sex
couples reported
and where
potential same-
sex couples are
identified in the
relationship grid
they are removed

Russia For the 2004 GGS there werg
only 2 refusals out of a sample
of 6565 to answer the questior]
relating to same-sex couples.
There were no refusals in 2007.

No same-sex cohabiting
couples were identified in eithe
survey, although 3 LAT same-
sex couples were identified in
the 2004 Survey (none in
2007).

=

253. Although there are only a small nhumber of ¢nes analysed it is clear there are
underlying cultural variations that operate, ratttean fundamental issues with the design
or operation of the questions. Several countrissedarded the possibility of same sex
couples being reported by the GGS survey instrument

254. Amongst those who received and retained irdtion from same-sex couples, with
the exception of the Czech Republic the questigpeared to work well. However, only
very small numbers of couples were found and so iangnsistency may therefore be
relatively large.
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VI.

A.

Chapter 5: living apart but within a network

Introduction

255. Despite the structural simplification of faied, in today’s society, families still live
within significant networks of relations and exchas between relatives. Studies show that
adult children are not isolated from their parebtg frequently interact and exchange
assistance with them — even when divided by lasgsgaphical distances (Willmott, 1967
and 1991; Bonvalet, 2003, Fraboni et al. 2005, Sdivly, 2005). The empirical evidence
suggests that the extended family maintains cresemtional cohesion in spite of
centrifugal social forces that distance family memnsb This type of extended family -
labeled “modified extended" - is able to responthi® needs of its members (Litwak, 1959,
1960). The situation significantly differs acrossuntries. In Europe, for example, frequent
family contact as well as co-residence seems tmdx@ usual in southern than in northern
countries. However, communication, exchange angatpelations within social networks
help maintain adequate levels of well-being. Thedeked (i) support family members who
have troubles in their daily life or who have t@bith sudden events, (ii) help them gain
wider perspectives and opportunities, (iii) reduggcertainties and find solidarity and
companionship.

256. The exchange of instrumental and financialstessce and support between family
members and members of different households isn@rmBion that can significantly affect
the achievement of social goals. In effect, infdrewgpport networks can play an important
role for the type and quantity of assistance preditb the people with different needs in
the various phases of their lives. Attitudes anttucal background are important for
explaining variation across countries in familyatenships. Different attitudes reflect
cultural norms and values which emphasize obligatiof mutual aid between parents and
children or other relatives throughout life, reggt not only in higher levels of family
support to relatives in need, but continued lewtlassistance from elderly parents to their
adult children.

257. However, national differences in family sugmoe not wholly explained by cultural
differences. The attitudes towards family respatisitfor the case of frail older people or
other family members are also likely to reflectfeliénces in the policy environment across
the countries (availability, cost and quality obfia service provision offered by social and
family policies) (Glaser et al., 2004).

258. The role of the informal support networks bancomplementary to (or substitutive
for) the provision of public services offered bycwd policies. Therefore, progress in
understanding comparative patterns of functiondidadty, as well as in developing

responses to demographic and socio-economic cl{#mgeageing of the population and the
vertical structure of the family, the increase immen’s employment, etc.) is a central
concern for policy-making.

A definition for a multidimensional concept

259. Living apart, but within a networls not a particular form of household alternative
to the household defined based on the co-residaitegion. It is a different way of looking
at a family and its functioning. It aims to go bagothe co-residence bond and extend the
concept of household structure and household oalstiips including kinship, friendship
and neighbourhood.
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260. When leaving the household context, findirdgfinition that describes the situation
in which a person or a household could be consibasepart of a network entails the risk of
simplifying a complex concept connoted by multi-dimsionality. If we consider all
possible relations with family members, friendsghbours and acquaintances, everybody,
or almost everybody, can count at least on oneopefi@r support, even if that support is
limited. The difference, of course, depends onrhenber of knots in the network (i.e.
individuals with whom the person has relationships) their closeness, on their capability
of meeting the need for support.

261. Hence, a definition gferson/household living apart but within a netwoslls for a
further step to identify the links among the pessdhe relations held with the network, and
how close the relations are. A person/householddiapart but within a network could
simply be defined as person/household keeping relationships of sdligavith other
people/households living in separate dwellinihen further data analysis is required to
qualify and articulate the meaning ofefationships of solidarity”and to classify the
population/households, object of survey, accordingthe characteristics and levels of
intensity of the relationship. Studies need to esldifferent dimensions of the social
network (structure of the network, association,ctions, affection, consensus and the
norms). The central component of these analyseassfan the nature and degree of
solidarity between family member&olidarity implies that individual interest are §ptly)
subordinated to collective interests or interestoibers in a relationship, but motives for
expressing solidarity may vary from a sense of alulaffection, moral convictions,
accepted authority, to considerations of long-tesgif-interest (Dykstra, 1999, p. 5).

262. Vern Bengtson and colleagues in the 1970sdBen et al., 1976; Bengtson and
Roberts, 1991) codified six principal dimensionsofidarity between generations:

(@) Structural solidarity: factors such as geographic distance that constmrain
enhance interactions between family members;

(b)  Associative solidarity:frequency of social contact and shared activities
between family members;

(c) Affectual solidarity: feelings of emotional closeness, affirmation, and
intimacy between family members;

(d)  Functional solidarity: exchange of instrumental and financial assistance a
support between family members;

(e) Consensual solidarityactual or perceived agreement in opinions, values a
lifestyle between family members;

) Normative solidarity strength of obligation felt towards other family
members.

263. Although the construct of intergenerationdidsoity elaborated by Vern Bengtson
and colleagues is still a subject of debate (Hamstramn, 2004), it represents the most used
and fruitful approach to study intergenerationaluladrelationship¥. Bengtson and

Using the conceptual model of intergenerationAtladty as a theoretical guide, Silverstein and
Bengtson (1997) have developed a multidimensigmallbgy of adult intergenerational relations and
a nomenclature to describe the empirically gendrgtees. They have identified five underlying
types of intergenerational family relationships:

(&) Tight-knit (traditional extended family; adult children @mgaged with their parents based
on all indicators of solidarity);

(b) Sociable(adult children are engaged with their parents tb@segeographic proximity,
frequency of contact, emotional closeness and aiityilof opinions Functional exchange is absent

7
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colleagues examine social-psychological, structuaald transactional aspects of adult
child-parent relations, but their approach can beduin order to measure morphology,
thickness, and functioning of the network as a whaéking into account the relations
between other kind of relatives (stepparents, lersttsisters, grandfathers, cousins, etc.).

Measurement issues

264. Most of the studies on family solidarity focesgclusively on the relationship
between parents and childrenmainly because of two factors. On the one harelgtieater
significance of this relationship compared to tldh other family figures and, on the other
hand, it is easier to conceptualise and operafemaNevertheless, studies carried out on
relationships with other family members have highied the limitation of an approach
restricted to parent/child relationships. The mogiortant life transitions — marriage, birth
of a child, leaving the labour market, etc — inwel re-organization of the social relations
that may affect parents, brothers and sistersy édmsily members, friends and neighbours
in different ways. The frequency of contacts betwparents and children, the closeness of
their relations, the support they give/receive dodepend on the differences in the
distribution of a set of determinants such as abdlity, contact and support of other family
figures or friends which all play an important r¢lstat, 2005).

265. Most of the surveys on solidarity network amdividual-oriented The sample
consist of a number of adult persons represeetativthe population and data focus
exclusively on one person in the household andhéigdersonal network. A more extensive
and fruitful approach is to reconstruct every pie€@a household’s network, by collecting
information from each household member, in ordemeasure the overall extension of
networks and their configuration, including any aaref relationships’ overlapping (that
could reveal a higher level of intensity in somend®), asymmetry and complementary
within family relationships. In this case, the uoitanalysis can be both the individual and
the household as a whole.

266. Theactors of the networkepresent a further element for discussion. Iftake for
granted the need to survey the various dimensiérsol@arity not only between parents
and non-cohabitating children, but also among ofamily figures or friends, a minimal
approach requires considering the persons that gifagctive role in the network. Hence,
the respondent should be asked to indicate the family members with whom they do
not live (mother, father, siblings, etc.) or otipersons (relatives in law, friends, stepparent,
etc.) with whom he/she has close relations, fellsecto and who, whether effectively or
potentially, would provide support in case of need.

267. The persons involved in a relationship mayehheterogeneouspinions of and

perceptions on the content and significance ofrthelationship These differences can
highlight potential conflicts, allow the analysiEforces which influence the intensity and
direction of the relationships, and could help gedlifferent relationship types. Ideally, the

but the high level of affinity may hold the poteitior future exchange);

(c) Obligatory(adult children are engaged with their parents tbasegeographic proximity,
frequency of contact; gpe of extended family with an high level of fuioctal exchange bwithout
strong positive sentiment);

(d) Intimate but distant (adult children are engaged with their parentemotional closeness
and similarity of opinions, butot based on geographic proximity, frequency of canfaroviding and
receiving assistance; also in this case the affmiy hold the potential for future exchange);

(e) Detached (isolated extended family; adult children amt engaged with their parents based
on any of the indicators of solidarity).
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point of view of both partners of a dyad (for imgta: questions on the relationship should
be asked both to the children and to their non-bithat parents) should be examined. This
requires the need to trace the persons identifiethé respondent and to interview them,
increasing considerably cost and time of the surlregompiling common survey modules,

a simple approach is required that enables a facushe outcomes (for instance the
exchange of instrumental and financial assistareser than on the factors that constrain
or enhance interactions between family members.

268. Designing a set of variables that gather tifierination necessary for constructing
indicators relative to some dimensions of soligartsthe structural, associative, affectual,
andfunctionalones may be straight forward. The questions refer featve situations and
examine the universe of close relatives or friedidee same cannot be said, however, of
consensual solidarity (sharing opinions) and noiveaolidarity (strength of obligation felt
towards other family members). The necessity ointakinto account perceptions and
opinions means a move to subjective informationfiriiey appropriate indicators is more
difficult, especially for international comparisores the aspects to be measured are much
less clear. Indeed, consensual and normative siblidae usually surveyed through a large
number of questions within demanding surveys whpgacipal objective is that of
analysing intergenerational relationships and $oc&works. Researchers must clearly
define concepts, related terms and carefully sedperational definitions that match the
conceptual definitions used (Ganong and Colemab5RWevertheless, the most important
risk likely to be encountered is to obtain answbet reflect common feelings, values and
opinions socially acceptable, but not real prefeesmand personal convictions.

269. Not considering these solidarity dimensiomsité the scope to analyse the latent
dimension of relationships (i.e. the potential $mpport) and the degree of cohesion that
may be underestimated (high level of affinity amddbligation may hold the potential for
future exchange). Surveying them is often disreg@mbt only because of a number of the
methodological problems, but also for balancingitiffermative needs with the response-
burden.

270. Hence, the proposal focuses on a set of Jagsiathat has been selected from the
most relevant surveys on this topic (see part [Mese variables concern three main
domains:

(a) People the respondent feels a certain levekféihity with (emotional
closeness);

(b)  Social contacts (visits, telephone, internetét, etc.). The level of affinity

and the amount of social contacts allows the ifieation of links among persons
even if cross-sectional level functional exchangesabsent. The family and friend
relationship alternately shift between latency gffeat form of cohesion; i.e. the
potential for support) and activity (exchanges sistance). Affinity and frequency
of contacts demonstrate the closeness among theomkét members, and their
potential capability of support.

(c)  The exchange of instrumental and financiaistessce and in-kind support
between members of different households.

271. The aim of the variables associated withdbiwain is to put in evidence the various
modalities with which the networks provide theipport, the kind of persons and families
actively involved in the networks, the differentasegies that people adopt in order to
support people in need;

272. Inthe following the target variables per domee listed:
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People the respondent feels affinity with
Has the respondent non-cohabitant relatives whis felese to?
Who are the non- cohabitant relatives the respanéesels close to?

273. Literature shows strong differences by geraer generation in the direction of the
fluxes of help. So the items response may be @elimilorder to capture these differences.

Number of close friends the respondent has.

Number of other friends the respondent has.

Social contacts
How often the respondent sees relatives;

How often the respondent communicates with relativehether by telephone, internet/e-
mail, fax or letter;

How often the respondent sees friends;

How often the respondent communicates with friemdssther by telephone, internet/e-
mail, fax or letter.

Instrumental and financial assistance and in-kid support
Help given (to be asked to each cohabitant househmlember more than 14 years old)

Kind of unpaid help given in the past month to pass(relatives, friends, others) who do
not live with the respondent;

274. According to the Italian and Canadian testirgeriences on similar questidhst is
better to remind explicitly the kinds of help tetrespondent. It helps respondents to focus
and recall the help provided.

275. Choosing the past month means to concentiage attention on the persons who
are actively involved in the solidarity network thie moment. This choice reduces the
probability of catching persons who give help aioaally, but avoids distortion related to
the problems of memory. A month is a period ofetithe respondent can remember easily
in terms the number of times and hours devotetddelp (see following variables).

276. Activities that do not take place in the hdlgerson’s house need to be included
(for instance: to wash, iron, cook in their own edor non-cohabitant persons )

277. Some of these types of help are affected Msmswmlity. For international
comparative analysis the survey should be conduot¢he same period of the year. | it is
also better to avoid holiday seasons.

278. Both the Italian and Canadian surveys incltateer kind of help” as an item of
response. This is particularly important in a cghtef comparative analysis. It helps
identify the different modalities with which thetm®rks can give their support for different
countries.

The Italian question is: In the past month, did provide a non-cohabitant person (either relative
not) with any of the following unpaid helps?; tharfadian question is: Still thinking of the chatge
do with (name of the change that had greatest itmpathe life of the respondent) what kinds of help
did you get from (name of resource used for thexghdahat had the greatest impact)?
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Most important' help given in the past month.

279. The self-perception of the respondent in otdedefine which help is the most
important is preferred. It allows identification béirdens that are perceived as heaviest or
more valuable, and that deserve more attentionhbypblicy makers. Deciding to focus
only on the help which the respondent considergrhst important instead of considering
all kinds of help provided, permits a more detaséatly of aspects of the phenomenon (see
the other variables below), than would otherwise the case (because of burden
constraints).

Persons who received the most important helpeérptist month

280. The items responses should be detailed irr tod=atch the directions of the flow of
help. The literature shows strong differences hydge and generation. The instructions for
the interviewers should define which person halseténdicated (in the situation where the
respondent could answer equivocally). For instarncethe case where the respondent
provides support in caring for a grand-child, tie¢pled person should be his mother and not
the grand-child.

Number of times the most important help was givesh sumber of hours (on average)
devoted to the most important help each timeénpédst month.

Whether or not the most important help was alsemiw the last 12 months. Number of
times the most important help was given in the lBstmonths (last month excluded).
Number of hours (on average) devoted each timéeartost important help in the last 12
months.

Whether or not the most important help was providedhe framework of a volunteer
group’s activities.

281. Voluntary work deserves special attention. By nature, voluntary work is
somewhat different to that related to the exchaonfjeassistance and support among
relatives, friends, and neighbours. Nevertheldss, information could give micro-level
information about the role of the voluntary workil§stitutive/complementary) versus that
of family network.

Whether or not the most important help was orgafiseared with other persorsnd
number of persons the most important help was drgaisharetf with.

Help received (items to be asked at household level

The variables for help received mirror those foreth given” especially for items 1 to 5
(excluding number of hours) .

An alternative wording might propose “demandingstead of “important”. However, according to
the Italian experience, “important” is clearly unsteod from the interviewee, while “demanding”
should be more clearly defined in terms of resaifeeg. time spent) allocated to the activity dphe
Using “important” allows the interviewee to declavkich is the help he/she provides and considers
as more relevant (either heaviest or more valualsider a subjective perspective. Although
individuals living in different countries may prala a different interpretation of what is “important
for cultural reasons, still this definition allows identify which is the help more relevant foe th
population, and consequently more worth of intefesspolicy makers.

Comparing the results of the Italian surveysdemted in 1983 and 1998, these variables were very
useful in order to explain an apparent “paradexiincrease of care givers and a decrease of helped
households. Actually, respect to the past, inalséyears, it is more common to find more persons
that help the same household/person (for instansband and wife helps together a non-cohabitant
relative).
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282. It could be possible to survey about help iveckby looking only for help-givers
among the respondents. In this case, other qusstiwuld need to be asked to the
interviewee in order to know characteristics of whoeived help, type of household which
belongs to, etc. The “two-sided” approach proposestcomes this problem, by asking to
each household member about both received anddavielp. This approach also permits
the identification the so-called “symmetric” houskds in which persons give and receive
help at the same time.

Experiences in selected countries
283. In the following, some significant experiences ba topic are briefly described.

Canada

284. TheGeneral Social Surveyonducted by Statistics Canada since 1985, cantain
series of questions on topic such as social supfrequency of contact with family and
friends, help received and given as a volunteecepikin the section for non-custodial
parents (it surveys contacts, time spent with ¢hilite and financial support for him/her
and/or for ex-spouse/partner), the different qoestido not concern specific kinds of
relatives, but collect information on the number refatives (and friends) that the
respondent feels at ease with, can talk to andbealbr help Similarly, questions about the
different types of unpaid help given or receivadast past month, ask generically who is
the person who gave/received help (a relativeieadr a neighbor, another person?). Also
guestions are asked abodistance from the respondent to most of his/hentis(are they

in the same city or region?and frequency of contacts with theuisits, telephone,
internet/e-mail, fax or letter).

285. The Canadian survey examines four differentedisions of solidarityaffectual,
structural, associative and functional, but notdbesensual and normative ones.

France

286. The aim of the surveyPfoches et parents[Next of kin, close friends, and
relatives], conducted by INED in 1990, was to improve th@wledge of the extended
family, to explore the networks of affinities arntddy the social practices of the network of
relatives and friends. The questionnaire collegfermation on help received and offered
by the individual during his or her lifetime; thaiverse of persons the individual considers
as close relatives or friends; all the membershef family of the individual and of the
individual's partner/spouse. In the part of the sjimnaire devoted to close family and
friends, there is a question for each of them aglihether they gave or received help from
the individual, thus permitting the identificatiohthe persons belonging to the mutual help
network. In the survey, the relationships betwedm individual and his or her relatives
were characterized on the basis of four indicators:

(@) Being mentioned as “close”;
(b)  Living in the same commune or a bordering one;

(c) Being in contact at least once a week (meetipgone conversations and
mail);

(d) Being part of a mutual help network (help ire timatter of educational or
occupational guidance, the search for employmenhausing; help provided during
difficult times or on a regular basis).

287. These indicators correspond to four typesngElout of the six in the micro-social
model of intergenerational solidarity developed\srn Bengtson and colleagues (1976,
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1991): emotional solidarity (feelings of affectiomhich, to a certain extent, can be
assimilated to the feeling of being close to a @erstructural solidarity (living together or
nearby); associative solidarity (frequency of caotgg and functional solidarity (the extent
of help provided or received). Thus, three typkEsaiworks are identified: the extended
kinship network, the network of close relatives &mehds, and the mutual help network.

Italy

288. In the surveyFamily and Social Subjegtsconducted by the Italian National
Statistical Office in 1998 and 2003, the conceptfamily structure and household
relationship is extended to that of household kimsfhis goes beyond the co-residence
bond, and refers to how often different groupsetditives meet, are in touch, visit and help
each other (Freguja and Romano, 2001). As a fiegi, she number of non co-habitants
brothers and sisters, children and grandchildranenqis and grandparents alive are asked.
As a second step, age, sex and geographical distemmm the respondent of each relative
(up to a maximum of the three closest relativesefach category) is surveyed, as well as
the frequency of contacts with them (in terms obnuh calls and visits) and the time spent
to reach them (hours and minutes). As a third dfieg,exchanges of instrumental (as a
volunteer too) and financial assistance and suppertilso obtained. In addition, a section
of the questionnaire surveys other relatives, fiferand neighbours the respondent can
count on or is particularly fond of. The sharingopinions (of the partner, relatives, friends
and children) regarding the choices of having &ddnd of leaving the family of origin are
explored Furthermore, opinions on gender roles are asked.

289. The ltalian survey also examines the foureddfit dimensions of solidarity included
in the French and Canadian surveys, and to somentegiso the consensual solidarity
(sharing opinions). The normative solidarity (vaugertaining to intergenerational
obligations) is not surveyed.

The Netherlands

290. “The Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographlostitute (NIDI), Utrecht
University (UU), the University of Tilburg, and th&niversity of Amsterdam are
participating in the development of a large-scaltadase on Dutch families: the
Netherlands Kinship Panel StudMKPS). The research concerns the theme of sdlydar
which is defined as 'feelings of mutual affinity family relationships and how these are
expressed in behavioral terms’. Two waves of arresive face-to-face interview have
been conducted (Wave 1 in 2002 - 2004, Wave 2 @62®007).

291. Three dimensions are distinguished: instrualesbcial and emotional solidarity. A
central component is the focus on family relatiopshin a broad sense, instead of just
relationships within the nuclear family. The resbagoals are (a) to describe the nature and
strength of solidarity in family and kin relationgh, (b) to explain variations in solidarity
across individuals, social categories, and timel @) to examine the consequences of
solidarity for individual well-being, family funathing and the relationship between
families and other social institutions” (NKPS Codek, vers.1- July 2005).

292. Information about attitudinal and emotionalpexts of the relationships of
respondent with relevant family members is obtairfeapics include relationship quality,
equity and reciprocity, trust, feelings of affectiversus obligation, relationship orientation
(exchange versus communal orientation), feelingsnigsing certain relationships when
they are absent; feelings of regret or satisfactibaut the former course of relationships,
feelings of loneliness and incompleteness withilatienships, and relationship-efficacy;
information about general attitudes towards faméhationships, such as norms about the
formation and dissolution of partnerships, sociue orientation, the quality and content
of partner relationships and parent-child relatiops, mutual support.
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Other United Nations Economic Commission for Exppe countries

293. The Generations and Gender Programme (GGP3ystem of nationgbenerations
and Gender Surveys (GG@nd contextual databases, which aims at improvthe
knowledge base for policy-making in UNECE countri€ke GGS is a panel survey of a
nationally representative sample of 18-79 yearrefddent population in each participating
country with at least three panel waves and amatef three years between each wave.
The main goal of the programme is to improve unideding of demographic and social
development and of the factors that influence thdegelopments, with a particular
attention towards relationships between childresh garents (generations) and relationships
between partners (gender). The domains coverechdystirvey include also values and
attitudes, intergenerational relationships andaawétworks. There are specific questions
on sharing of opinions (of the partner, relatiiegnds and children) and choices of having
a child, of leaving the family of origin, of leawrthe labour market, etd.o measure the
normative solidarity, the respondent is asked tdicete who has the higher load of
responsibilities (society or family) for the camssistance, economic support of elderly
members, children, parents, grandparents, etc.

Summary table
Country Survey Short description of topic/variabtevered and collection
method
Canada General  Sociali) number of relatives (and friends) that respondesits at
Survey ease with, can talk to and call on for hdlp,who is the
person who gave/received helji) distance from the
respondent of most of his/her friends and frequeaty
contacts with themiy) for non-custodial parents: contacts,
time spent with child, care and financial suppoot
him/her and/or for ex-spouse/partner.
Collection method CATI
France “Proches gti) help given and received during the lifetiniig; persons
parents” [Next of| considered as close relatives or friends) all the
kin, close friends| members of the family of the individual and of the
and relatives] individual's partner/spouse.
Collection method Face-to-face interviews
Italy “Famiglia e| i) number of non-cohabitant brothers and sistersdrem
soggetti sociali”| and grandchildren, parents and grandparents aijvage,

[Family ,
household and
social subjects]

sex and geographical distance from the respondezda
relative;iii) frequency of contacts with them and the time
spent to reach theniy) exchanges of instrumental (ag
volunteer too) and financial assistance and support
other relatives, friends and neighbors the respoindan
count on or is particularly fond of.

Collection method Face-to-face interviews

Netherlands

Netherlands
Kinship Panel
Study (NKPS)

i) relationships with non-kin and social participatio

i) frequency of various types of contact; occasifors
contact; location and travel distance; presencetbérs
during contact; joint activities and their contefittiancial
arrangements and support; non-financial help appat;

i) relationship quality, equity and reciprocity, trus
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feelings of affection versus obligation, relatioipsh
orientation; iv) general attitudes towards family
relationships, social value orientation, the qyalénd
content of partner relationships and parent-child
relationships, mutual suppory;) well being and life-
satisfaction, including satisfaction about relasbips
outside the family.

Collection method Face-to-face interviews of the
Anchors; mail questionnaires for the other family
members, and in-depth interviews with the partiotpan

mini-panels.
Other UNECE| Generations and i) relationships between children and parents jand
countries Gender Surveys relationships between partneti§; values and attitudes,
(GGS) intergenerational relationships and social netwoiiks

sharing of opinions regards specific questiorig) who
has the higher load of responsibilities for the ecar
assistance, economic support of elderly members,
children, parents, grandparents, etc.

Collection method: Face-to-face interviews

Evaluation of the questions proposed

Sources and methods used to evaluate the quess proposed

294. The recommended questions are derived froabkstted surveys, regularly carried
out in CanadaGeneral Social Surveyarticularly, Cycles 20 and 22 - CATI) and Italy
(Family and Social Subjecsirvey, 1998 and 2003 - PAPI). They have beeruated on
the basis of the results of the questionnairednggsand information provided by the
respective survey teams concerning:

(a) Number of refusals and ‘Don’t know’ responsegaflable for GSS); Number
of non-responses (available for FSS; in the Itaiaestionnaires the items “Don’t know”
and “Refusal” are not included, so that non-respsriaclude refusals, “Don’t know” and
data entry errors);

(b) Inconsistencies or other analytic findings tredbto data quality.
295. In particular:

(a) Questions concerningeople the respondent feels affinity witind social
contactsare drawn from Cycles 20 and 22 of theneral Social Surveyrhe results of the
surveys show that these questions are easily uddrand answered by the respondents;

(b)  Questions concerninmstrumental and financial assistance, and in-kind
supportare drawn from th&amily and Social Subjecwurvey, 1998 and 2003. According
to the results of the Italian pilot survey carriegt in 1997 and the results of the survey
carried out in 1998 and 2003 using the same quewices, these questions are easily
understood and answered by the respondents.

296. Itis worth noting that the percentages ofsinig data concerning questions from the
Family and Social Subjecwirvey are generally higher than those fromGleaeral Social
Survey This is due to the different type of intervievetburveys rely on. The percentage of
item non-response is lower in CATI than in PAPIleiviews. When the former type of
interview is used, interviewers cannot make rougngrs and when unusual or unrealistic
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2.

responses are recorded, the interviewer is suppbst@ppropriate warnings and can verify
or edit the response.

Main results of the evaluation

297.

People the respondent feels affinity with and sodiaontacts (results from the
Cycles 20 of th&eneral Social Survgy

In the following, the percentages of “Don’'okwi and “Refusal” are reported for the

guestions as implemented in Cycle 20, becauseatenot yet available for Cycle 22. The
wording used in the two Cycles is compared. In thiapter we recommend the adoption
of the questionnaire wording as in Cycle 22, beeaitsis an improvement on the

experience of the previous Cycle.

298.

299.

1. In the past month, how often did you see youlateves (outside of people you
live with)?

Don’t know: 0,2%
Refusal: 0,6%
In Cycle 22 the wording is slightly changed:

In the past month, how often did you see anyoaf relatives (outside of people you
live with)?

2. In the past month, how often did you communicatéh your relatives, whether
by telephone, internet/e-mail, fax or letter? (rember to exclude people you live
with)

Don’t know: 0,2%
Refusal: 0,7%
In Cycle 22 the wording is slightly changed ahe questions split by item of

communication:

300.

In the past month, how often did you communicat wny of your relatives,
whether by telephone (outside of people you livk)®i

In the past month, how often did you communicati wnhy ofyour relatives,
whether by telephone, internet/e-mail (outsideeafje you live with)?

3. How many relatives do you have you feel at eadtd, can talk to about what is
on your mind, and call on if you needed help?

Don’t know: 3,1%
Refusal: 0,6%

In sectionV, we propose small changes in order to surveyehobko are the

relatives the respondent feels close to, instedobaf many they are.

Do you have relatives who you feel close to (teatvho you feel at ease with, can
talk to about what is on your mind, or call on feglp)?

Who are the relatives you feel close to (that isowou feel at ease with, can talk to
about what is on your mind, or call on for help)?

4. How many friends do you have you feel at easth, can talk to about what is
on your mind, and call on if you needed help?

Don’t know: 2,9%
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301.

Refusal: 0,6%

In Cycle 22 a distinction between “close” and otliegends is made and two

questions are used:

302.

How many_closéiends do you have (that is, people who areyooir relatives, but
you who feel at ease with, can talk to about wkabn your mind, or call on for
help)?

Not counting your close friends or relatives, howanyn other friends do you
have®?

5. In the past month, how often did you see youefrds?
Don’t know: 0,2%
Refusal: 0,6%

In Cycle 22, the wording is slightly changeg&use a distinction between close and

other friends was made in previous questions, whikerefers to all friends in general.

303.

Thinking of all your friendsin the past month, how often did you see anyoofr
friends?

6. In the past month, how often did you communicatéth your friends, whether
by telephone, internet/e-mail, fax or letter?

Don't know: 0,2%
Refusal: 0,7%

As for the previous question, small changebénwording have been implemented,

and the question is split by item of communication:

304.

Thinking of all your friendsin the past month, how often did you communigatk
any ofyour friends, whether by telephone?

Thinking of all your friendsin the past month, how often did you communieéate
any ofyour friends, whether by e-mail or internet?

Instrumental and financial assistance and in-kind gpport (results from the
Family and Social Subjectsirvey, 2003)

Help given (to be asked to each cohabitant housekdomember more than 14
years old)

1. In the past month, did you provide a person adés of people you live with
(either relative or not) any of the following unpdihelps? (economic support,
health benefits, support and caring assisting adyjletc.)

Non-response: 0,1%

In theGeneral Social Surveg similar question is asked. The percentages oh'D

know” referred to each kind of help considered véigm the 0,1% to the 0,7%, and
refusals are the 0,5% as a maximum.

This question has been introduced for the firsetin the questionnaires of the 22 cycles (GSS. Th
responsible for the survey referred that this qaesthows the highest percentage of "Don't know".
Nevertheless, the information about the respondéeatsmay not know the answer to this question is
interesting too, consequently, Statistics Canadaglo release this variable as well.
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2. Indicate the code of the most important help pided. If more than one help
was provided, please indicate that you considetresmost important.

Non-response: 1,7%

3. Who are the persons you provided with the maospaortant help? (Father,
mother, father in law, etc.)

Non-response: 4,0%

4. How many times did you provide the most impottaelp in the past month and
for how many hours each time?

Number of times; Non-response: 7,3%
Number of hours (on average) each time; Non-nespo6,2%

305. The higher percentages of non-response agzvausin questions where the “times”
or number of “hours” spent providing help are resjad. This is possibly due to difficulties
respondents may have to consider the amount ofgpeat for a specific activity, and then
compute an average. Questionnaires testing hawenstiat a strategy to reduce this level
of non-response is to add a question (only foraadpnts who are unable to provide more
precise information) where the possible answersstitestured into classes (e.g. 1-5 hours,
6-10 hours etc.; once a week, twice or three timewnth, etc.). This allows respondents to
chose the answer most similar to their situatioowklver, the availability of detailed
information allows for imputing the missing and sdavalues in order to achieve a more
precise measure, also to estimate the househatdsp@nding in the context of the social
account.

5. During the last 12 months did you provide thislp on other occasions too (last
month excluded)?

Non-response: 5,7%
(if yes)

6. How many times did you provide the most impottaelp in the last 12 months
(last month excluded) and for how many hours editnes?

Non-response (number of times): 2,6%
Non-response (number of hours, in average, ead):f#n %

7. Did you provide this help in the framework ofvalunteer group’s activities?
Non-response: 6,2%

306. The high percentage of non response in thie csay be due to the wording. The
term “volunteer” may not be clearly understood aynbe too specific, and possibly the
respondent does not consider some associationgaglegy not properly formalised, that
actually provide voluntary work and “help” for frféelt is proposed in section V an
alternative wording for “volunteer group”, i.e. @mganization that serves communities
such as a school, library, health care centre, N€A, union, church, or associatfin

In some societies, “helping” is an expectatiortleg culture so that volunteering is not easily
identified as a distinct form of activity. Thuseeun contexts where a great deal of volunteering
takes place, respondents may not recognize theiramis as something special or distinctive called
volunteer work” as opposed to being simply a norpeat of life in the communitylLO, Manual on
the Measurement of Volunteer Work, p. 10.

The alternative wording proposed is drawn fromrs@mmended core survey module of the ILO
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(if not)
Was the help organized/shared with other persons?
Non-response: 8,0%

307. Possibly, the non-response to this questioy b® reduced by improving the
wording, substituting “other persons” with “relatis; friends, or other persons”

Yes — How many persons®on-response: 0,7%
Help received (items to be asked at household leyel

1. In the past month, did an household member be twhole household received
any of the following unpaid helps by persons outsi@f people you live with
(relatives or not) (economic support, health bensfisupport and caring assisting
adults, etc.)

Non-response: 2,6%

308. In the General Social Survey a similar quesisoasked. The percentages of “Don’t
know” referred to each kind of help considered véngm the 0,1% to the 0,5%, and
refusals are the 0,3% as a maximum.

2. Indicate the code of the most important help edeed. If more than one help
was received, please indicate that you consideth@smost important.

Non-response: 0,6%
3. Which household member received the most impattaelp?
Non-response: 5,8%

4. Who among the following persons provided thigpaid help in the past
month? (Father, mother, father in law, etc.)

Non-response: 6,5%

309. In theGeneral Social Survewho is the person who gave/received help (aivelat
a friend, a neighbour, another person?) is askée. gercentages of “Don’t know” and
refusals are the 0,1% as a maximum.

5. How many times was the most important help ree€iin the past month?
Non-response: 4,7%

6. Was the most important help received in the |1&& months too (last month
excluded)?

Non-response: 4,7%

7. How many times was the most important helpaiwed in the last 12 months
too (last month excluded)

Non-response: 1,7%

Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Work.
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F. Proposal on questions to be considered for sweys

1. Information to be collected and wording of quesons

310. In the following a minimum set of questionpisposed to survey the most relevant
characteristics of the solidarity networks.

311. Questions concerning the level of affinitye #mount of social contacts and the help
given by the respondent are strongly recommendesi.fak as the help received is

concerned, only the first question may be consitlet® mandatory for achieving a good
estimate of helped households and their socio-deapbic characteristics. Other questions
on this topic would permit the examination of theepomenon from the helped households
point of view (which help the different kind of h&eholds consider most important; who
provided it, how many times; etc.). These questamesconsidered as optional.

312. The set of questions is not suitable for aewdoss-sectional or panel survey
devoted exclusively to the study of social netwaks family solidarity. Rather, the aim is
defining a comparable set of core-variabléisat could be included in surveys designed for
different purposes.

V.1.1 People the respondent feels affinity with and sodi@ontacts(to be asked
to each cohabitant household member aged 14 yeansl oldef®)

1. In the past month, how often did you see any gfour relatives (outside of
people you live with)?

every day

a few times a week
once a week

2 or 3 times a month
once a month

not in the past month

2a. In the past month, how often did you communica& with any of your
relatives (outside of people you live with), whetheby telephone?

2b. In the past month, how often did you communica& with any of your
relatives (outside of people you live with), whetheby e-mail or internet?

every day

a few times a week
once a week

2 or 3 times a month

once a month

3% The alternative wording proposed is drawn fromrésmemmended core survey module of the ILO
Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Work.

4% This is the minimum age considered in the Itafiarvey “Family and Social Subjects”. This survey
provides some evidence that also very young peamelénvolved in relationships and social support
differently according to their own and their houslehcharacteristics. In the General Social Survey,
household member aged 15 years and over are el Different age limits may be taken into
account in order to reduce the response burderevenvthey should not be higher than 16 years.
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not in the past month

3. Do you have relatives who you feel close to (thia, who you feel at ease with,
can talk to about what is on your mind, or call onfor help)?

Yes,
No

4. Who are the relatives you feel close to (that,isvho feel at ease with, can talk
to about what is on your mind, or call on for help®

(more than one answer is possible)

Father

Mother

Father in law

Mother in law

Brother — nr. |_|

Sister — nr. ||

Brotherinlaw — nr.|_|

Sisterinlaw  — nr.|_|

Son — nr.|_|

Daughter — nr. ||

Son in law — nr.|_|

Daughter inlaw — nr. |_|

Grand-father — nr. |_|

Grand-mother — nr. |_|

Grand-child — nr. ||

Nephews/nieces — nr.|_|

Uncle/aunt (brother or sister of parentsy> nr. |_|
Uncle/aunt (spouse/partner of an uncle/auns) nr. |_|
New spouse/partner of mother/father

Other relatives more than 65 years eld nr. |_|
Other relatives less than 65 years old nr. |_|

5. How many closefriends do you have (that is, people who are notowyr
relatives, but you who feel at ease with, can talto about what is on your mind,
or call on for help)?

Number |_|_|
None |_|

6. Not counting your close friends or relatives, ho many other friends do you
have?

Number |_|_|
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None |_|

7. Thinking of all your friends: in the past month, how often did you see any of
your friends?

every day

a few times a week
once a week

2 or 3 times a month
once a month

not in the past month

8a. Thinking of all your friends: in the past month how often did you
communicate with any of your friends, whether by teephone?

8b. Thinking of all your friends: in the past month, how often did you
communicate with any of your friends, whether by emnail or internet?

every day

a few times a week

once a week

2 or 3 times a month

once a month

not in the past month

V.1.2 Instrumental and financial assistance and kind support

Help given (to be asked to each cohabitant househwlember aged 14 years and
older)

1. In the past month, did you provide a person ouide of people you live with
(either relative or not) any of the following unpad help?

(more than one answer is possible)

economic support

health benefits (injections, medications, etc.)

support and caring assisting adults (helping tathewash, dress, eat, etc.)
support in caring and assisting children

support with domestic activities

company, hospitality

provide transportation or running errands

support in carrying out bureaucratic activitiesrnapostal office, etc.)
support in carrying out extra-domestic work

education support

free consumer goods (food, clothes, etc.)

emotional support
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other kind of help (please, specify.............. )
NO help was given |_|
(to be ask to person who provide at least one help)

2. Indicate the code of the most important help preided. If more than one help
was provided, please indicate that you consider dse most important.

Code |_|_|

3. Who are the persons you provided with the moshiportant help?
(more than one answer is possible)

Father

Mother

Father in law

Mother in law

Brother

Sister

Brother in law

Sister in law

Son

Daughter

Son in law

Daughter in law

Grand-father

Grand-mother

Grand-child

Nephews/nieces

Uncle/aunt (brother or sister of parents)
Uncle/aunt (spouse/partner of an uncle/aunt)
New spouse/partner of mother/father

Other elderly more than 65 years old

Other relatives less than 65 years old

Friend

Neighbour

Other person (Please, specify.................. )

4. How many times did you provide the most importahhelp in the past month
and for how many hours each time?

Number of times |_|_|

Number of hours (on average) each time |_|_|
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(OPTIONAL)

5. During the last 12 months, did you provide thishelp on other occasions too
(last month excluded)?

Yes
Not
(If yes) (OPTIONAL)

6. How many times did you provide the most importah help in the last 12
months (last month excluded) and for how many hourgach times?

Number of times |_|_|_|
Number of hours (in average) each time |_|_|

7. Did you provide this help in the framework of anorganization that serves
communities such as a school, library, health careenter, NGO, club, union,
church, or associatior?

Yes

Not

(if not)

8. Was the help organized/shared with relatives, iends, or other persons?
Yes — How many (OPTIONAL)? |_|_|

Not

Help received (items to be asked at household level

1. In the past month, did an household member orhe whole household
received any of the following unpaid helps by persw outside of people you live
with (relatives or not)?

(more than one answer is possible)

economic support

health benefits (injections, medications, etc.)

support and caring assisting adults (helping tathewash, dress, eat, etc.)
support in caring and assisting children

support with domestic activities

company, hospitality

provide transportation or running errands

support in carrying out bureaucratic activitiesrapostal office, etc.)
support in carrying out extra-domestic work

education support

free consumer goods (food, clothes, etc.)

emotional support

other kind of help (please, specify.............. )

NO help was received |_|
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(OPTIONAL)
(to be asked to household who received at least help)

2. Indicate the code of the most important help resived. If more than one help
was received, please indicate that you consider #g most important.

Code |_|_|

(OPTIONAL)

3. Which household member received the most importd help?
The sole component of the household

The whole household

Component nr |_|_|

Component nr |_|_|

Component nr |_|_|

(OPTIONAL)

4. Who among the following persons provided this npaid help in the past
month? (more than one answer is possible)The respondent has to answer
having in mind the degree of kinship between thergmn providing help and the
person who received it. When more than a personeieed help, the first person
indicated in the previous question has to be comsi&b. If the whole household
received help, the degree of kinship between thespe providing help and the
household reference person has to be taken intocacd.

Father

Mother

Father in law
Mother in law
Brother

Sister

Brother in law
Sister in law
Son

Daughter

Son in law
Daughter in law
Grand-father
Grand-mother
Grand-child
Nephews/nieces
Uncle/aunt (brother or sister of parents)

Uncle/aunt (spouse/partner of an uncle/aunt)
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New spouse/partner of mother/father

Other elderly more than 65 years old

Other relatives less than 65 years old
Friend

Neighbour

A person who belongs to a volunteer group
A person who works for the social services
Other person (Please, specify.................. )
(OPTIONAL)

5. How many times was the most important help recegd in the past month?
Number of times |_|_|

(OPTIONAL)

6. Was the most important help received in the last2 months too (last month
excluded)?

Yes
Not
(OPTIONAL)

7. How many times was the most important help receed in the last 12 months
too (last month excluded)

Number of times |_|_|_|

Data collection method and target population

313. For the purposes of this module, the followimgts and modes of data collection
apply:

(a) Information on “people the respondent feelgaff with and social contacts”
and “help given” must be provided for each curfeotisehold member aged 15 and over.
For variables asked at individual level, the mofidata collection is personal interview;

(b)  Owing to the characteristics of the informatiorbe collected, only personal
interviews are allowed (proxy interviews as an @tiom for persons temporarily absent or
incapacitated);

(c) Questions on “help received” are asked at huolsdlevel. The mode of data
collection is personal interview with the adult sehold member better informed about the
household habits.
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