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Elderly Living Arrangementsin Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,

Estonia, Finland, and Romania

ABSTRACT

This paper examines the living arrangements of ederly people in five European countries:
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland and Romania. The paper discusses indtitutiondization,
“headship” rates, “relationship to reference person,” a generd household composition scheme for
eders, and solitary living. The living arrangements of edersin Finland in 1990 gppeared amilar to that
of other Northern European countries; the situation in the Czech Republic appeared somewhat
intermediate between Northern and Southeastern Europe; and the situations in Bulgaria, Estonia and
Romania gppeared more “traditiond.” For instance, 42 percent of currently unmarried eldersin
Bulgariain 1992 resded with a child compared with 21 percent in the Czech Republic and only 12
percent in Finland. On the other hand, married elderly in al the countries tended to live by themselves
(more so again in Finland and the Czech Republic) and few edersin any country lived with other

reatives.



Elderly Living Arrangementsin Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,

Estonia, Finland, and Romania

I ntroduction

The purpose of this paper isto provide an overview of living arrangements of people aged 65
and over around 1990 in five European countries. Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland and
Romania. We examine indtitutionaization, age-gpecific “headship” rates, household “relation”
information, family household composition and solitary living. An overview providesthe basisfor an
examination of such topics as how living arrangements help indicate the family position of derly people
and how living arrangements help indicate socid support. Thet is, we begin with the common view that
the family is an older person’s mgor ass, that the family provides for dders s needs including housing,
and that older people reciprocate when possible. Along with housing, since they are near anyway,
family members can aso provide such socid supports as companionship.

The five countries had the first data sets to come available from a unique United Nations project
producing comparable data on elders. Fortunately, they aso represent different broad regions of
Europe: North, Centrd and Southeast. Theregiond differences are important in a number of ways.
Demographicdly, they are very different in leves of fertility and mortdity, in nuptidity and childbearing
patterns, and in reasons for young adults leaving and/or returning to their parental homes (see Kuijtsen,

1996 for a thoughtful discusson). Our study adds to present knowledge about diversty because littleis



presently known about the living arrangements of elders in these countries compared to what is known
for Western Europe or the United States.

It is often extremdly difficult if not impossible to compile comparative information on living
arrangements spanning a number of countries that isin such aform asto be even somewhat
comparable, as Wall’s (1989) discussion of dders living arrangements helped illustrate (see dso
Kellman, 1987; 1996). Fortunately, census microdata sets for these countries largely followed
standard ECE (U.N. Economic Commission for Europe) recommendations. Even 0, the data sets are
not completely comparable, either among themsaves or with other data sets, and they are dill ina
provisond stage.! They dill endble us, however, to roughly overview dder living arrangements around

1990 in anumber of countries about which we know relativey little.

Data

The Countries
Being in North, Central and Southeast Europe, the countriesin this study help represent awell-
known demographic divide in marriage patterns that may well be associated with fertility, woman's

datus and elder familid roles. In his historical and comparative examination, Hgina (1965) drew a

! The data come from the “ The Dynamics of Population Aging in ECE Countries” project conducted by the
Population Activities Unit of the United Nations Economic Commisssion for Europe and funded by the U.S. National
Institute of Aging and the United Nations Population Fund. They are part of the Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Socia Research (ICPSR) National Archive of Computerized Data on Aging (NACDA) and are available
for use subject to a pledge of confidentiality. Information about NACDA is available at
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/nacda or (313) 936-1752. Asthe data are still provisional, the version used here are
‘beta;” and while we use five data sets here, there may eventually be at least nine others.
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rough line between S. Petersburg in Russaand Trieste in Itay, suggesting that the historical nuptidity
patterns east and west of the line were very different. To the eadt, there were young average ages a
marriage for femaes, often large disparities in age between husband and wife, virtudly no marriagesin
which the wife was older than the husband, and virtudly universal marriage among femdes. To the

west of theline, ages at first marriage tended to be much later for both men and women, husbands were
often younger or nearly the same age as their wives, and many people never married. The eastern
pattern was often accompanied by high fertility while the western pattern often resulted in low fertility
(see dso Dixon, 1971; Goody, 1983). Andorka (1995) used the ideato help better understand aging
in eestern Hungary.

Finland and Estonia are in Northern Europe. Both countries historicaly exhibited Hgnd's
“Wegern” nuptidity regime of rdatively high proportions never marrying and late ages a marriage (eg.
P6ldma, 1995). Currently, they are both experiencing a noticeable upward trend in consensua union
and non-marita childbearing (eg. Ritamies, 1997). The vast mgority of the population of Finland is
ethnic Finnish; Etoniais not so ethnicaly homogeneous. As of 1990 (or 1989) most EStonian elders
grew up before the War when perhaps 88 percent of the population was ethnically Estonian but today
only 64 percent of the population is ethnically Estonian because of in-migration (much of it of ethnic
Russians). Thiswill have consequences for the future ederly population (Katus, 1995).2

The Czech Republic isin Central Europe. What used to be Czechodovakiais now two

2 According to the data, most (over 87 percent) of the sampled elderly usually spoke Estonian in childhood. Less
than 3 percent spoke Russian as children. Even among older people however, ethnicity is quite important. Puur
(1995) shows noteworthy contrasts in the housing conditions of Estonian and non-Estonian elders, non-Estonians
generally being much better off.



separate countries with the Czech Republic higtoricaly exhibiting more of a Western marriage pattern &
la Hgina and Slovakia exhibiting a more Eastern pattern (Fidova, 1994; see also Horska, 1994).
More recently, the Czech Republic gppears to have family patterns smilar to those described for
Western Europe such as increased cohabitation and nonmarita childbearing (Rabusic, 1996).

Both Romaniaand Bulgaria are in Southeastern Europe. While the “eastern” marriage pattern
described by Hgind was pervasive in this region, another way of thinking about aregiond divideisin
terms of inheritance patterns and post-nuptia residence. Kaser (1996) presents us with a map of
Southeastern Europe in which Romanid s family system, except for asmal part in the country’s center,
is“neolocd-nuclear” (newly-weds establish their own household) whereas Bulgaria s family sysem is
mainly “patriviriloca-lifecycle complexity” (newly-weds live with the groom’ s parents and any other of
his married brothers or unmarried sblings). This latter contention is under scrutiny as there is reason to
believe that a* neolocal-nuclear” residence pattern is common in Bulgariaas well (Todorova, 1996).
More important however is the agreed-upon notion that only males inherited. Thiswas not truein the

other countries. (The patriarchal nature of the societiesis very much evident in the Setigtics))

The Censuses

This sudy uses census files from a United Nations project designed to produce comparable data on
elders according to standard ECE (U.N. Economic Commisson for Europe) recommendations.
Nonetheless, one must be cautious in making comparisons because of differences in how the data were

collected and recorded. Perhaps the most serious problem for usis that the data sets do not employ



one standardized definition of the household* The U.N. recommendations for 1990-round European
censuses (1987:33-34) suggest that it is preferable to use a“household' rather than ‘family’ concept but
Estonia used the ‘family’ concept (Sakkeus, 1995).* Of two common ‘household’ definitions, the
preferable one is the housekeeping unit in which adigtinction is made between separate “lodgers’ who
have “hired part of the housing unit for their exclusve use’ and “boarders’ who “take meds with the
household and generdly are dlowed to use dl the available household facilities” But “Some countries
use a different concept of the private household ... referred to as the househol d-dwelling concept, ...
defined as the “aggregate number of persons occupying ahousing unit.” Censusesthat use this latter
concept are supposed to report on how it may affect the results, but a country report in the indigenous
language is usudly inaccessible to internationd researchers.

The conceptud problem may be serious when trying to assess the living arrangements of older
people because many eders are on pensons that pay for basic items but not for everything. Thus one
can easlly imagine cases in which penson money is dlocated for food causing that person (people) to
be enumerated as a separate household even if he (she or they) livesin the same dwelling. A
“housekeeping” definition might well congder him (or her or them) as separate while a* househol d-
dwdling” definition might congder him (or her/them) as part of the same household. Without knowing

what iswhat, it isimpossible to know to what extent some of the observed differences are actud or

3 A summary report (U.N., 1997: paragraph 68) stated that when asked for details: “ Relatively few countries ... gave
adetailed response ... and thus only limited information was available ... for judging to what extent these ...
recommendations were observed. However, ... it would seem that at least ten countries used the ‘ housekeeping unit’
concept of a private household, that four used the * household-dwelling’ concept and that one country used both.”

4 The Estonian census enumerated families defined as units of persons related by blood, adoption, marriage or
kin, sharing the same dwelling and having a common family budget (Sakkeus, 1995).
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amply atifactud. We try to distinguish between differences thet are likdy red or only artifactud in our

discussion below but we cannot be sure.

Livingin an Ingtitution

Ingtitutiond living is becoming an increasingly common form of living among older peoplein
some societies, epecidly the oldest of the old, and especidly if caring for onesdlf or depending on
family for specidized hedth care isimpossble. We have overdl figures for severd European countries
asto the extent of such living that can help place our five study countriesin perspective in Table 1.

Even compared to figures that in some places reflect the Situation ten years earlier, we do not seea
noteworthy proportion of ederly people living outsde private homesin any of our sudy countries
around 1990 except in Finland. In both Bulgaria and Romania the proportion of the ederly population
not living in private households was |ess than one percent while that for Estonia and the Czech Republic
was somewhat more but ill maybe half of the Finnish proportion. Ten years earlier, 5 percent or more
of the derly population in such countries as France, Great Britain, Denmark and Norway dready did
not livein private households® It is useful to keep in mind that the figures are cross-sectiond, that they
do not tdl us what proportion of people will ever live in an inditution a some time, and that the Stuation
of later cohorts may well be different.

Certan dders were especidly likdy to live in an indtitutional setting. Thisisshown in Table 2.

5 We cannot explain the discrepancy between the estimated figure for Finland in 1990 and the one presented by
Wall for a decade earlier of 7%.



In the five countries, we can see that the prevadence of inditutiond living was much higher anong
women than men, among unmarried people than married people, and was more prevaent among older
than younger elderly people. In Finland, 2.7 percent of men compared to 4.8 percent of women were
inaninditution. Lessthan 1 percent of married Finnish eders were in an inditution relaive to 6.7
percent of unmarried eders. Twelve percent of dders 80+ lived in indtitutions in Finland compared to
0.9 percent of elders aged 65-69.

However, the highest leve of indtitutiond living was not necessarily among unmarried women
80+ yearsold. While thiswas the case in Estonia and Finland, this was not the case in Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic or Romania. In Bulgaria and the Czech Republic, the highest level was among
unmarried men 80 years and over. In Romaniathe highest leve of living in an ingtitution was among
unmarried men 65-69 years of age.

The unmarried population itsalf is comprised of people with very different marita histories. See
Table 3. Some people never married, others married but became widowed, and still others married but
then divorced or separated. Of the three groups by far the greatest ingtitutiond living was among elders
who never married. The most glaring figures in this respect were for the Czech Republic, a country in
which szable portions of elders never married. The figure of 12 percent was followed fairly closdly by
that for Finland at 9.5 percent. The figure for Estonia was greater than those for Romania and Bulgaria
on the one hand, but much lower than those of Finland and the Czech Republic on the other.

Fguresin Table 3 for the ingtitutiond living of widowed or separated/divorced elderly people
suggest different attitudes and meanings of those marita statuses in the various countries. In both

Bulgariaand Romania, for example, inditutiond living among widows of any age was quite low but



wheress it was aso quite low among separated/divorced elderly people in Romania, it wasnot in
Bulgaria Then in the Czech Republic the levd of ingtitutiond living seemed about the same among
widowed or separated/divorced eders. In Estonig, ingtitutiona living was more common among

separated/divorced el ders than among the widowed whereas in Finland the opposite was true.

Living Arrangementsin Private Households

Headship Rates

One way to summarize living arrangements of people resding in private householdsisto look a
aggregate-level headship rates. These rates are the percentage of the private-household population in
any age-sex category that “heads,” or isthe reference person of, ahousehold. These rates reflect both
the tendency for married men to head their households, and the tendency for people to live done or
with others. And as they are cdculated by age group, they aso help capture the different age patterns
of mae and femde “headship”’. Traditiondly, someone (usudly the oldest mde) in the household would
be designated the “head”. Currently in theory anyone can be designated the reference person aslong
as that person isamember of the primary family (not another relative or nonrdative); but in practice
that person is usudly the one in whose name the dwdling is rented or owned (usudly the oldest mae if
thereisone). Infact, the U.N. (1988) has recommended the continuation of this gpproach.

Elderly men typicaly have their highest headship rates at ages 65-69 whereas elderly women
typicaly have their lowest headship rates at that age. A good example isthat of Canadain 1991

shown in Table4. In generd, mae rates tend to climb into the 80s and 90s during middle ages (40-64)



when those males tend to be out from under an older male and tend aso to be married and the ‘head’
of the couple. Rates then tend to fdl into the 70s and 80s at older ages when some men turn headship
over to another, perhaps to a son or son-in-law. In Canada, the rates were 87 and 86 among males
60-69 years but fell to 75 for the 75+ year age group.

In contrast, female rates tend to Start very low and remain low until around the mid-50 age
group when more women become widowed and/or lose shlings. After that female headship rates start
climbing to ever higher figures, up to 49 percent for the 75+ age group in Canada as shown in Table 4.
One can account for some of the high rates among e derly women by suggesting that the women
become widowed and either de facto heads of family households or live done. The fact that the
Canadian rates keep growing while the male middle-age rates are high, suggests that many widows end
up living aone rather than heading households occupied by adult children.

Table 4 shows recent age-specific headship rates for men and women in various countries
around the globe including the five European countries of specid interest here. Compared with the
pattern noted above for Canada, figures for the five study countries appear to fdl within different
groups. Firgt, figuresfor Finland seem to accord most closdly to those of Canada dthough the mde
rates might have been a bit lower than expected while the female rates were a bit higher than expected.
Second, figures for Estonia seem unremarkable for males but a bit high for females. Third, figures for
the Czech Republic seem high for both males and femdes, perhaps due in part to unknown features of
how heads were identified in this census. Fourth, male figures for Bulgaria and Romania seemed quite
high for men and rather low for women, perhaps reflecting the stark gender differences there referred to

above. One might note that the figures for the latter two countries appear rather smilar to those for



West Germany in 1987.

Houschold Composition in Comparative Pergpective

The big advantage of the headship rateisthat it can tell usalot with aminimum of data
Although different in detail, each of the five censuses examined here dso identifies the relationship to the
household’ s reference person for every person in a private household.? As Table 5 shows, by far the
most commonly listed “relationship to reference person” among the edersin the five countries,
congtituting 80 percent or more of them, were the reference person himself/herself or the spouse of that
person. Estoniaidentified those living done in a separate category but the other countries did not,
amply ligting them as the reference person. Most of the remainder were listed as parent, parent-in-law
or grandparent of the reference person. Few lived as*another rdative’ or “unrdated” to the reference
person. The conclusion must be that dmost al eders lived in households elther as the reference person
or asaparent (in-law).

The direct individua-level information can be used to devise a sandard comparative household
compostion variable. Focusing on elderly people, perhaps the best scheme is the one devel oped by
Shanas and colleaguesin their sudy of old people in three industrid societies (Greet Britain, Denmark
and the United States, 1968; see dso De Vos and Holden, 1988; Wolf, 1994). Shanas later used the

scheme to include more countries including Poland, Isradl and Y ugodavia, and to study change in the

8 The number of categories ranged from 11 to 15 as the census for the Czech Republic only had 11 categories
while the census for Finland had 15 categories.
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United States (1973; 1980).” Dahlin also used the scheme to extend our knowledge about the U.S,
back to the turn of the century (1980). The scheme has sSix basic categories: 1) solitary living, 2) couple
aone, 3) with an unmarried child, 4) with amarried child, 5) with other rdative, and 6) with unrelated
person.

Pdmore (1975; with Maeda in 1985) later modified the basic Shanas et d. scheme by ignoring
the marital status of the child in astudy that compared the Situation in the United States and Japan.
That was unfortunate because a nuclear family is usudly thought to consst of parents and never -
mar ried offgoring whereas an extended family is usudly thought to contain relaives that belong to more
than one conjugd unit (that may include a once-married child; seee.g. U.N., 1980). We must
unfortunately use PAmore' s smplified scheme because the standard household variables recommended
by the U.N. for European censuses (1987) do not congder children’s marita status.

To place the stuation of the five study countries around 1990 in agloba perspective, Table 6
contains living arrangement figures for the five sudy countries and the United States, Japan and
Mexico Comparing figures for the last three countries, we see that most unmarried eldersinthe U.S.

lived done while few in Jgpan or Mexico did so; that most married edersin the U.S. lived only with

" A major drawback of the Shanas et al. schemeisthat it neglects an important aspect of the modern elderly
population, that many elders themselves have even older parents who must be cared for. Thisisafairly modern
development and something Shanas et a. probably encountered rarely but were aware of (Shanas, 1980). The
hierarchical nature of the Shanas et a. scheme puts living with children first. On the other hand, the ECE schemeis
nicely suited for capturing residence with even older parents because three-, four- and five-generation households
can as well emphasize the coresidence of a parent or grandparent as a child or grandchild. The ideal would be for
any given data set to make itself comparable with a number of different studies while also potentially advancing on
past schemes.

8 Snce ECE region recommendations are different from the regular ones, data from the ECE region may be comparable amongst
themselves but they cannot easily be compared with census data from elsewhere, such as from Latin America. Nor can the data
readily be compared with historical/anthropological data.
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their spouse while that was not so in either Jgpan or Mexico dthough a much larger proportion did soin
Mexico than in Japan. In this broad sense, the five study countries tend to resemble the U.S. pattern:

A mgority of unmarried eders lived done and most married elders lived only with a spouse instead of
in amultigenerationd household with a child.

If onejust compares the five countries among themsaves however, significant contrasts appear
because living with a child was by no means unusua everywhere. On the one hand, afifth or less of the
eldersin Finland or the Czech Republic lived with a child whereas doing so was much more common in
Egtonia, Romaniaand Bulgaria In fact, we estimate that fully 42 percent of unmarried ddersin
Bulgarialived with achild. On the other hand four fifths or more of married elders and two thirds or
more of unmarried edersin Finland and the Czech Republic lived only with a spouse or done whereas
little more than two-thirds of the married eders and only about a hdf of unmarried edersin Estonia,
Romaniaand Bulgarialived only with a spouse or done. In the laiter countries especidly, living done
may have been common but not living aone was common as well.

In no country did living with “other” relatives gppear common. Living with anon-relative
appeared even less so. Thisisimportant becauise in populations in which a notable proportion of men
and women never marry, experience marita ingtability and/or have no children, kinship or other ties

outsde the immediate family could be important for coresdence and socid interaction.

Living Alone
Whatever their previous life experience, many older people end up unmarried and at risk of

living done, and we previoudy noted that many in the five sudy countries did indeed do 0. A naturd
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first question is how this compares with the Stuation dsawhere. Unfortunately, published comparative
figures can only be obtained for all ederly people even if only unmarried peopleare a risk. In
addition, the published figures treet age 75 as a maximum athough gerontol ogists often want to extend
that to at least age 80. Thus we have to settle for the figuresin Table 7 that are the percent of the entire
elderly household population by age that lived done in various countries (figures derived from the
census microsamples are in bold). The inevitable greater tendency for women than for men of the same
age and country to live done everywhere is gpparent even if the level differs among countries. A
greater tendency for older people than younger counterpartsto live done is aso gpparent, except in
Japan. Findly, it gopearsthat living done among dderly people was more common in Northern
European countries than in Eastern or Southern ones. Czech figures again are a puzzle--perhaps in part
due to the way ‘household’ was defined--because they were quite high compared to those of other
Centra European (and even northern) countries.

We can look more closdy at the unmarried population and extend our maximum age group to
80+ in the five sudy countries. Thesefigures are shownin Table 8. Both these additions prove
important, especidly taken together. For instance, the figures in the previous table showed us that the
proportion of people living done tends to increase with age. Thisis shown again in the firgt set of rows
of Table 8interms of four age groups. When figures are limited to unmarried people however, the
relationship is reversed to a negative one between age and the propengty to livedone. Thereisa
particularly acute drop in proportion between the 75-79 and 80+ age groups in some countries. Only
in the Czech Republic and Finland did amgority of 80+ people in private households il live done.

See the second set of rows of Table 8.
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Aswasthe case for inditutiond living, the propengty to live done differed by maritd satus
among the unmarried population, and differently in different countries. In Bulgaria and Romania, never-
married elders were less likely than the average unmarried eder to live done, while divorced/separated
elders were more likely to than average. 1n the Czech Republic and Estonia the opposite gppeared to
bethecase. InFinland it did not seem to matter much, perhaps because the level was so high for
everyone.

It is noteworthy thet in contrast to their greater likelihood of living in an indtitutiond setting,
never-married or sngle people in private households were no more likdy to live done than derly
unmarried people of other marital satuses. Thisisimportant because single people may become a
larger proportion of the future elderly population (Kelman et d., 1995). °

Findly, there gppeared to be important gender differences in the propengty to live done that
could be only partly explained by maritd satus. Mdes on average were much less likely than femades
to live done. Among unmarried elders however the opposite often gppeared to be true. Each country

and marital status (whether never married, widowed or divorced/separated) differed.

Interpreting the figuresis risky because solitary living may often be more artifactua than redl.
How should one interpret a Stuation in which an eder had aflat with a separate entrance right next to

or below that of a child'sfamily and usudly had dinner with them? In some eyes, such “solitary” living

% In their recent study involving a different set of European countries and projecting living arrangements into the
future, Keilman et al. conclude “Asfar as marital status ... amajor trend ... is the strong increase in the proportion of
single and divorced old (aged 60 or more) males, accompanied by a substantial decline in the share of elderly married
males, ..."” (1995:213).
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combined adesire for autonomy with the desire for companionship and commundity.

Formal and Informal Support

In this section we briefly discuss the family postion of ederly people and pension policy
because these issues are inextricably bound to any attempt to interpret living arrangement figures. That
is, dmog dl the dderly people in the five countries were reported to be economicaly inactive, usudly
because they had retired. For such people economic sustenance would have had to come from one or
more of three basicdly different sources: their family, their own savings, or some society-wide
intercohort trandfer, i.e. socid security or pensons (Ryder, 1988). Thisin turn influences ther living

arrangements and housing conditions.

The Family Podtion of Elderly People

Glick (1947) specified 9x “norma” stages in the family life cydle, noting that two of them were
common among older people: 1) the “empty next” stage when a couple lives together done after their
last child has married, and 2) the survivorship and solitary living (non-remarriage) of one of the spouses
after the other has died (see dso Murfioz et d., 1991). Although the scheme was based on a
mainstream American family that existed in the middle of the 20 century, it appears to fit the modern
American and European family aswdl (eg., Jani-Le Bris, 1993).

It is very important to note that Glick modeled a nor mative family life cyde. Uhlenberg

caculated that only 575 out of 1,000 White American women born in 1870 actually followed an
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expected path of marriage, childbearing/rearing and * surviving to age 50 with the first marriage till
intact” and only 630 born in 1930 did so (Uhlenberg, 1978:83).2° He was more limited in his ability to
cdculate the stuation for men because there was no paternity information for them but he till could
estimate that among the 1930 birth cohort of White American men, only 685 out of 1,000 survived to
age 50 with anintect firs marriage. Maritd ingtability had become amgor factor and though less
important in the later cohort, spinsterhood/bachel orhood had a measurable impact. Childlessness had
impacts of an erratic nature depending on the particular cohort involved.

There does not appear to be any comparable demographic andyss of the family life coursein a
European country gppearing in English but one can expect the existence of widespread deviations from
agraight normative path. For instance, we know that many people in some societies never married.
Among those who married, some never had surviving children with whom they could resde even if
people desired coresidence (see e.g. Rubingtein, 1987). Unfortunately, we only have information on
number of surviving children for about one-fourth of dl women in one of the five study countries,
Egtonia  We have no information on fertility a al for Bulgaria; and our information for Finland comes
from an unrepresentative sample. Thereisinformation on children ever born for most women in the
Czech Republic and Romania but we do not know whether any of those children survived.

Even the limited information is sobering however. See Table 9. If we areto believe the figures,
the lowest proportion of ederly women who had no children ever born was about 13 percent in the

Czech Republic. Rowland (forthcoming) suggestsit might be aslow as 7 percent in Bulgaria and that

191 an earlier study that only looked at women, Uhlenberg calculated that a much lower proportion of Nonwhite
women in birth cohorts between 1890-1894 and 1930-1934 followed the normative path than did birth cohorts of
White women (Uhlenberg, 1974).
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the Finnish figure might be around 15-20 percent. In both Estonia and Romania about 21 percent of
the women never had any births athough that proportion is somewhat less for currently-married women
(17 and 15 percent). For people without surviving children, coresidence is not even an option!

Thusit may make sense that the family losesitsrole as the primary financid support of eders
with modernization (see Cowgill, 1986). In an article on the development of the United States' national
pension (socia security) program, Dahlin argued that early in the 20 century, the family was supposed
to be the primary source of aid for the dependent elderly (1993). According to him however,
reformers argued that the family, especidly the working-class family, was no longer able to perform this
role asaresult of indudtridization: if it added aged relaivesto dready over-crowded homes, afamily
would have to make unacceptable sacrifices such as sending children to work at ayoung age or
destroying privacy in the family. Jani-Le Bris (1993:18) too describes a traditiona/modern dichotomy
in European family relations that includes a decline in the coresdence of eders with adult children.

Y et if modernization induces the development of pensions, the existence of pensons might in
turn reduce the family’ srole in old age support. Ruggles (1996) shows that an increased tendency to
live done occurred after the onset of the present-day Socia Security (federd pension) program in the

U.S. With thisin mind, let us now consder the pengon Stuation in the five European countries.

Pensons
Attempted foraysinto the issue of savings and pensonsis very difficult for the five countries. At
least the U.S. Socid Security Adminigtration collects information on the “officid” socid security

programs around the world (http:/Aww.ssa.gov/stati stics/ssptw99.html) (see dso Tracy and
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Steinmeyer, 1994). We summarize what information is available in Table 10.

It appearsthat dl the countries have had penson schemes for along time and, except for Bulgaria as of
1999, dl have been revisng and updating their pension schemes. One of these revisons appears to be
to increase the retirement age. Both Bulgaria and Romania have an age of retirement of 60 years for
men and 55 years for women but Finland and Estonia have made that five years later while the Czech
Republic makes the basic age for men 62 but provides better benefits if someone waits until 65. Some
countries, such as Finland and Estonia, appear to have universa coverage while others seem to connect
pensonsto paid work. Inthelatter case, “non-working” widows are only digible for much lower
survivor benefits.

Given that there may be awhole host of other benefits that go dong with a government pension,
it isdifficult to assessthe true value of a pension but from afar they gppear inadequate except, perhaps,
in Finland (Lindgren, 1990: 92-97). The standard pension in the Czech Republic was alittle less than
three-quarters of the average monthly income (Nebesky, 1994). Similar work on Romania found that
while most (86%) Romanian elders were covered by socid security, two-thirds of them considered
their income inadequate (Puwak, 1994). In Romania, poverty was more prevaent among elders than
among the rest of the population. Kiuranov (1994) found that Bulgarian pensions were about 60
percent of the top wage received in three of the last ten years for people who worked for pay; over two
fifths of the elderly population of villages and fully one third of thosein cities regarded their income as
insufficient. The author also avers that lowering the amount of pensions would not solve the problem of
an expensve pension system because many of the pensons were dready rather low. Rather, the

suggestion isthat many elders continue to work. Thiswork could involve ‘ reasonable
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accommodations of being lighter than normd if necessary.

Discussion and Conclusion

This paper described the living arrangements of dderly people in five European countries:
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, and Romania. We found a modest proportion of
Finnish ddersresided in indtitutions rather than in private households, amilar to the Stuation in other
Northern or Western European countries. The proportion residing in ingtitutions in the Czech Republic
and Estoniawas less but gtill noticegble, but the proportion doing so in Bulgaria and Romaniawas
negligible. Inditutiond living was least prevaent among eders who were sill married, and most
prevaent anong el ders who never married.

There was a contrast between the living arrangements of edersin Finland and the Czech
Republic on the one hand and in Estonia, Romania and Bulgaria on the other. Four-fifths or more of
the married elderly population lived only with their spouse in Finland and the Czech Republic compared
to alesser proportion in Estonia, Romaniaand Bulgaria (dthough gill substantia in aglobd sense).
Among unmarried elders, over two-thirds of them lived donein Finland and the Czech Republic
compared with only about a hdf in Esonia, Romaniaand Bulgaria Conversdy, many ddersin these
latter countries lived with children.

Virtudly no eders anywhere shared households with other relatives or with unrelated
individuds. Thisisimportant because in populations in which a notable proportion of men and women

never marry, experience maritd ingability and/or have no children, kinship or other ties outsde the

19



immediate family could be important for coresdence and socid interaction.

One of the results of better pension coverage under modern arrangements may be that elderly
people often live independently. Gerontologists in both Europe and the United States have argued that
separate living is a characterigtic of the modern family that need not lead to an attenuation of other
family ties. Isthat true? In the United States, recent work using data from both the 1984 National
Hedth Interview Survey Study on Aging and the 1962 and 1975 Survey of the Aged studies found that
the amount of interaction between people in different households has declined (Crimmins and Igegneri,
1990).

Pensons can only speek to economic need while there are many nonmaterid factorsinvolved in
living as wdll, especidly when people become limited in their bility to perform activities of daily living.
Even if government pensions were sufficient for an eder’ sfinancia needs, and even if medicd services
were sufficient for an eder’ s hedth stuation, people would still have socid, emotiond and physicd
needs that cannot be met by a bureaucracy. We ultimatdly turn our gaze onto either nursing homes or
such informal ties as those between friends or family members (see Shanas and Sussman, 1977; dso
Rubinstein, 1984).*

It isdifficult to interpret coresidence or living done because living done might be a preferred

“good” purchased with additionad money or it could be asign of asandonment and misery. If actud

1 Our gaze need not go to atraditional family based on dominance-subservience or biological relatedness. There
is no reason to suppose that the family institution cannot change to incorporate a new model of elderly parent-adult
child (or other relative) relationships (see Tallman, 1986). Furthermore we need not think literally in terms of
biological relatedness. Anthropologists have for along time used the concept of “fictive kinship” to try to identify
humans’ penchant to form kin-like relationships that would not normally exist (Fallers, 1965; Schneider, 1965).

20



living arrangements are a product of preferences and kin availability, then it would be hel pful to know
how important (or unimportant) kin availability isin determining living arrangements. Sttigticdl
modeing of hypothetical kinship networks among the elderly population could be most illuminating in
the absence of direct measures (e.g. Hammel et &, 1981; see also Wolf, 1994). So too could viewing
the relationship between different household forms and materia well-being. Do solitary elders have
better or worse housing conditions than those living with children? Isliving only with a gpouse among
married elders associated with better accommodations?

Whether the Stuations in the five study countries is the same asin the past or has changed with
“modernization” is an important unanswered question. Even in a cross-section, andysis by urban/rurd
residence could provide some ingght into a probable traditional/modern differentid. A mgor
complicating factor, one that relates o to historica study, isthat housing may not be constructed with
amultigenerationd family in mind (see Martin and Kinsdla, 1994; dso Golant, 1992). At onetime, that
could have made sense for demographic reasons. But given the present and future Situation, one must
ask whether the developers are merdy following consumer preference or whether they are determining
it.

Why should there be any gender difference in living arrangements of any kind? Why, for
ingtance, should unmarried femaes be more likely to resde in inditutions than unmarried males? Why
should single mdes in private households be less likely to live done than femde counterparts in some
countries but not in others? What effect has universal pension coverage had on sex differentiasin living
arangements in Esoniaand Finland? What might the effect be in the Czech Republic, Romaniaand

Bulgaria? There are aways more questions. If we &t least have a base upon which to stand when
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asking them, then we have achieved what we set out to.
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Tablel. Percent of 65+ Population Ingtitutiondized

Totd
Date Percent

Northern Europe

Estonia 1989 2

Finland 1990 4

Norway 1980 5
Western Europe

France 1982 6

Grest Britain 1981 5

Luxemburg 1981 6
Central Europe

Czech Rep. 1991 2
Eagstern Europe

Bulgaria 1992 0.4

Romania 1992 0.3
Southern Europe

Cyprus 1982 2

Source:  regular print from Wall (1989) Table 12.1
bold print from census microsamples



Table 2.

Percent of Population 65 and over Indtitutionalized By Sex, By Whether Married, By Age and By Most Frequent Age-Sex-Maritd Status

Totd Sex Maritd Status Age
Mde Femde Maried Unmaried 65-69 70-74 75-79 80+ Largest Group
Total
Bulgaiia 04 04 04 0.08 0.89 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.9 15(MU80+)
Czech Rep. 2.3 15 2.7 0.3 3.9 0.7 13 24 6.2 7.5(MFU80+)
Edonia 16 13 18 0.1 2.6 1.0 12 16 3.2 3.8(FU80+)
Finland 4.0 2.7 4.8 0.8 6.7 0.9 16 3.6 121 14.6 (FU80+)
Romania 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.09 0.6 0.2 0.3 04 06 1.2(MU65-69)




Table3.  Percent of Population 65 and over Inditutiondized By Marital Status

Totd Married Unmarried
Totd Sngle  Widowed Separated/
Divorced
Bulgaria 0.4 0.08 0.9 4.6 0.6 3.0
Czech Rep. 2.3 0.3 3.9 12.1 3.8 3.1
Egtonia 1.6 0.1 2.6 7.4 1.6 4.4
Finland 4.0 0.8 6.7 9.5 6.2 4.8

Romenia 0.3 0.09 0.6 3.7 04 0.9




Table4.  Age-specific Headship Rates of Elderly Population for Selected Countries

Total Mde Femde
65-69 70-74 75+ 65-69 70-74 75+ 65-69 70-74 75+

North America

Canada 1991 60 63 59 87 86 75 38 46 49
East Asa

Japan 1990 50 48 36 89 82 65 21 24 19
Latin America

Brazil 1991 62 61 55 91 88 79 36 39 37
Western Europe

Luxembourg 1991 60 64 58 90 89 78 39 48 48
Switzerland 1990 61 66 64 89 90 83 38 47 54
W. Germany 1987* 60 67 65 97 95 86 35 52 56
Northern Europe

Estonia 1989 67 69 65 80 79 78 60 64 60
Finland 1990 59 64 68 74 77 75 49 57 65
Norway 1990 59 63 64 81 80 75 39 49 58
Sweden 1990 65 71 77 83 85 84 49 59 72
Centra Europe

Czech Rep. 1991 68 73 72 97 96 89 47 57 64
Poland 1988 58 58 54 80 77 69 42 47 46
Slovenia 1991 61 63 57 74 71 64 54 58 54
Southeastern Europe

Bulgaria 1992 61 63 59 95 9 84 32 38 42
Romania 1992 64 66 64 96 9 86 38 47 50
Greece 1991 56 56 49 89 85 74 28 33 31
Southwestern Europe

Portugal 1991 58 59 54 92 89 79 30 36 39

* Figures for 65-69 in redlity refer to 60-69.
Source: 1995 UN Demographic Y earbook Table 31 for regular print
Census microsamples for bold print



Tableb. Digtribution of Relationship to Household Reference Person - in Percents

Tota

B C E F R
Relationship
Reference person 61.0 70.7 32.8 64.3 64.2
Spouse 23.2 175 16.3 18.7 21.0
Child 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0@ 0.1
Child-in-law 0.1 0.0@ 0.0@ 0.0@ 0.1
Parent 135 8.0* 8.4 6.4@ 79
Parent-in-law 39 3.2 3.8
Grandchild 0.0’ 0.0@ 0.0@ 0.0@
Grandparent 0.8 0.8 0.0@ 0.7
Shling 1.0 0.0@ 0.5
Other Relative 0.7 0.7 2.3" 0.6
Unrelated 0.1 0.0@ 13 0.5
Indtitutiondized 04 2.3 1.6 4.0 04
Country-specific(1) 0.7 32.1 1.0 0.2
Country-specific(2) 1.9 3.2

B=Bulgaria; C=Czech Rep.; E=Egtonia; F=Finland; R=Romania

gpace sgnifiesthat the category did not exist

@ Is< .001.

* |n the Czech Rep. the category listed here as* parent” included a parent, parent-in-law or grandparent.
A Other relative here is used to reflect “ other” who may be rdated or unrelated.

(1) Therewas nothing specific to Bulgaria;
The Czech Rep. used this category to list “common-law wife of reference person”;
Egtonia used this category as “single person’”;
Finland used this category to denote “spouse of cohabiting CRP” where CRP had to do with the existence of a second nuclear family in the same
household;
Romania used this category to list “brother(sster)in-law”;

(2) Therewas nothing specific to Bulgaria, the Czech Rep. or Romanig;
Egtonia used this category for “family member living gpart” but they were dl in inditutions;
Finland used this category to denote “ parent/parent-in-law” of the cohabiting CRP where CRP is the chief reference person for a second nuclear
family in the same household.



Table6. Living Arrangements of Persons Aged 65 and Older in Sdlected Countries, Using the Shanas/Pamore Classfication Scheme - in Percents

Not Currently Married Married
Alone With With With In Missng With Spse WithChid ~ With With In Missng/
Child Other Non- Indti- Other Only Oth Non- Ingti- Other
Rel Rel tution Rel Rel tution

United States 1973 66 17 13 3 84 12 4 -
Japan 1973 10 82 6 2 16 79 4 1
Mexico 1976 16 67 12 5 31 61 7 1
Finland 1990 70 12 0.1 7 6.7 01 80 17 0.02 0.1 0.76 0.03
Czech Rep. 1991 66 21 5 1 3.9 83 12 3 0.5 0.33
Estonia 1989 53 34 5 5 2.6 1.3 72 21 3 2 0.15 2.7
Romania 1992 51 36 6 5 0.6 68 23 3 4 0.09
Bulgaria 1992 50 42 4 2 0.9 --- 71 24 3 1 0.08 0.6

Rel=Relative; Spse=Spouse.

Source:  For the United States: Nationa Survey of the Aged, 1975, directed by Ethel
Shanas and made available by the Inter-University Consortium for Political and

Socid Research. Also Table 3 in De Vos and Holden, 1988.

For Japan for maes (figures for femaes much the same), from Pamore, 1975

Table4-2. For Mexico, from De Vos and Holden, 1988.



Table 7. Percent People in Age Group Who Live Alone, By Sex

Tota Made Femde
65-69 70-74 75+ 65-69 70-74 75+ 65-69 70-74 75+

North America

Canada 1991 20 26 38 12 14 20 26 36 50
Eas Ada

Japan 1990 10 12 12 5 5 6 15 17 15
Wegtern Europe

W. Germany 1987* 21* 36 46 8* 12 21 30* 50 58
Northern Europe

Estonia 1989 30 35 38 16 17 23 37 44 43
Finland 1990 30 38 53 17 18 29 39 50 64
Norway 1990 25 32 49 18 18 28 32 43 61
Sweden 1990 28 35 54 21 22 33 35 45 67
Central Europe

Czech Rep. 1991 29 36 47 15 17 26 39 48 57
Poland 1988 19 ---27#-- 9 ---144--- 26 ---344---
Sovenia 1991 19 24 28 8 9 13 26 32 35
Eastern Europe

Bulgaria 1992 17 22 29 9 13 22 23 29 33
Romania 1992 18 24 31 8 11 19 26 33 38
Southern Europe

Greece 1991 13 18 20 6 8 12 19 25 26
Portugal 1991 13 18 23 7 9 14 18 25 29

Source: 1995 U.N. Demographic Y earbook Tables 28 & 30 for regular print.

PAU Census Microfilesfor bold print.

* Refers to age group 60-69

# Refersto age group 70 and over



Table 8. Percentage of Private Household Population 65+ Living Alone By Maritd Status

Totd Mde Femde

Totad  65-69 70-74 75-79 80+ Total  65-69 70-74 75-79 80+ Totad  65-69 70-74 75-79 80+
Total
Bulgaria 22 17 22 28 30 14 9 13 18 25 28 23 29 35 32
Czech Republic 37 29 36 44 50 19 15 17 22 32 48 39 48 56 58
Egtonia 34 30 35 38 37 19 16 17 21 26 41 37 44 45 40
Fnland 41 30 38 48 58 21 17 18 24 35 52 39 50 60 68
Romania 24 18 24 29 32 13 8 11 16 23 32 26 33 38 37
Unmarried
Bulgaria 50 55 55 51 41 54 56 58 55 48 49 55 54 49 39
Czech Republic 68 71 70 69 63 68 71 69 68 64 68 71 71 69 63
Egtonia 55 62 60 55 45 65 71 69 65 56 54 61 59 54 43
Fnland 75 72 76 77 76 71 68 71 74 74 76 74 77 78 76
Romania 51 56 55 52 44 54 57 56 56 50 51 55 55 51 43
Snge
Bulgaria 44 46 43 43 40 37 39 35 34 35 50 52 50 49 44
Czech Rep. 75 76 75 76 72 74 76 72 73 71 75 76 77 76 72
Egtonia 69 71 72 68 63 76 76 80 75 72 68 70 70 67 62
Fnland 74 72 74 75 75 67 66 68 69 69 76 74 76 77 76
Romania 47 48 46 50 45 39 41 36 40 39 51 51 51 53 48
Widowed
Bulgaiia 50 55 55 51 41 55 57 60 56 48 49 55 54 49 38
Czech Rep. 70 71 71 71 68 70 70 70 70 72 71 71 71 71 67
Egonia 52 60 58 53 43 60 64 64 62 53 51 59 57 52 41
FAnland 75 73 76 77 76 74 71 74 75 74 76 73 76 77 76
Romania 51 56 55 52 44 55 59 58 56 51 50 55 54 51 42
Divorced/Separated
Bulgaria 63 65 64 59 54 70 71 72 67 61 60 62 60 56 51
Czech Rep. 68 71 70 68 62 66 70 67 67 63 68 71 71 69 62
Egtonia 64 66 64 62 57 76 79 78 74 68 59 61 60 58 53
Fnland 77 74 78 81 81 71 69 71 74 76 80 77 81 84 82

Romania 61 62 63 62 51 65 66 68 64 58 60 61 62 62 49




Table 9. Children Ever Born Among Elderly Women 65+ by Marital Status

Totd Never Currently Widowed Separated/
Married Married Divorced
Czech Rep.
0 12.8 79.0 10.0 13.8 9.6
1 214 10.7 199 28.3 22.2
2 3.1 2.3 39.2 31.3 35.8
3 16.9 0.8 18.3 14.3 175
4+ 11.6 0.9 111 10.0 12.9
Missng 2.2 6.3 15 2.3 2.0
Egonia
0 21.2 74.6 16.7 14.9 20.6
1 24.7 17.6 235 25.5 34.2
2 24.6 4.9 30.1 25.3 25.7
3 139 1.7 154 154 114
4+ 15.3 1.2 14.2 184 8.0
Missng 0.3 0.1 04 0.1
Romania
0 20.5 81.7 14.8 20.2 35.1
1 17.8 9.3 18.1 175 31.6
2 21.9 4.2 25.4 20.8 185
3 14.1 2.0 15.8 14.0 7.3

4+ 25.7 2.8 25.9 27.5 7.5




Table 10. Government Old Age Benefits

COUNTRY FIRST CURRENT | COVERAGE QUALIFYING BENEFITS SURVIVOR
LAW LAW CONDITIONS
Bulgaria 1924 1957 Employess, Age 60 for men 55% of average unclear - looks like
Sdf-employed, Age 55 for women earnings during 50% of pension
Farmers, 25 yrs (men) highest 3 consecutive
Professonds, 20 yrs (women) years. Limitedto 3
Artists times socid penson.
Cooperatives
Czech Rep. 1906/ 1995 Employees From 2007 920 crowns (US$34) widows of 55
1924 Cooperatives Age 62 for men + - based on extra widowers of 58;
Advanced students Age 57-61 for women | work, deferrd or early | 1060 crowns (US$40)
Farmers 25yrs(or 15yrsat age | retirement;
Artigts 65) minimum of 770
Sdf-employed crowns (US$29)
Egtonia 1924 1993-1996 | Universd 65 yrs men basic of 410 EEK 150% of basic pension
60 yrswomen (US$34) + supplement
was 5 yrs lower based on yrs covered
Fnland 1937 1965-1996 | Universd age 65 - retirement not | income tested: 2547 Universa pensons
Earnings-related necessary marks (US$556) have no survivors
minmum
Romania 1912 1977-1995 | Employees 60 yrs age men 54-85% of reference 50% of pension paid
Specid for lavyers & 55 yrs age women wage - average of best | or payable to insured
other professonds 30 yrswrk men 5 consecutive yrs.
Voluntary for farmers 25 yrs wrk women during last 10 yrs.
Minimum of
US$40/month

Source: U.S. Socid Security Administration. Social Security Programs Throughout the World - 1997 (http://mww.ssa.gov/search/ and then type in the

title)
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