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INTRODUCTION
I. Background and the Task Force mission

During recent decades, the UNECE regitias seen significant changes in individual behavio
resulting in major changes in families and livingaagements. In particular, the patterns of family
formation, dissolution and reconstitution have lmeeanore heterogeneous and family boundaries
more ambiguous.

Marriage has become less central in shaping litesm transitions. There has been increased
diffusion of consensual unions and, in some coesfrithe legal recognition of heterosexual and
homosexual registered partnerships. The increaseparation and divorce has led to new types of
families and living arrangements. When separatedivmrced individuals start a new union, they
form Reconstituted Couples Families depending on the presence of children. Increasjagial
mobility allows individuals to spend their lives tifferent dwellings, and those who regularly
commute between households (CBtdye increased. The desire of individuals to pres¢heir
independence, as well as union instability and éorife expectancies have encouraged new ways of
managing a partnerships, suchLagng apart together (LAT)The increasing social acceptance of
homosexuality increases the acceptancgamhe-sex coupleBifferences in policy environments (in
terms of availability, cost and quality of publiersice provision offered by social and family
policies) affect the patterns of functional solitlaand the way ofiving apart but within a network.

The transformations experienced by families, imiof structure, social role and meaning are of
crucial relevance in the political arena. Spegqpiaticies are required to meet the needs of emerging
forms of families and living arrangements. Relevamid authoritative statistics about family
structures, dynamics and support patterns are aruoi help researchers and policy makers
understand the changes and the impacts of pohcidservices on families and individuals.

Families and households statistics were highliglatedne of the emerging topics in social statistics
at the first joint UNECE-Eurostat-OECD Meeting ofr€tors of Social Statistics. In particular,

Reconstituted families, Commuters between housshadliding apart together, Same-sex couples,
and persons Living apart but within a network, haeen identified as the most relevant new forms
of family and living arrangements. In order to pedy survey and study these emerging realities in
a comparative framework, clear definitions at inggional and regional levels have to be developed.

Within the overall objective of improving the rence of families and households statistics, a
UNECE Task Force on Emerging Families and Househalds established to cope with the
challenge to (Bureau of the Conference of Eurof&atisticians, 2006; 2006a):

« define the concepts related to policy concernswmaitld include the new forms of families
and households and the issues related to familygoacnd;

« develop an analytical framework under which differiorms of households and families can
be measured,

* assess the feasibility of implementing the concémtsaadministrative data or survey use in
the UNECE region after taking into account the itssaf the testing.

! UNECE brings together 56 countries located inEueopean Union, non-EU Western and Eastern Eur®path-

East  Europe and Commonwealth of Independent  Statg€lS) and North  America
http://www.unece.org/oes/nutshell/member_Statesesgmtatives.htm
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To fulfil these goals, the Task Force has produtesi report with recommendations to countries
interested in the emerging forms of families anddatolds, on the bases of the existing literature,
as well as the current international and regiotaidards, and countries’ practices and experiences.

Il. Remarks on the definition of families and houskolds

Providing standardized concepts and measures fergeng families and households requires the
development of a framework which enables comparalata and analyses across countries.
However, even the definition of a household is alwtays agreed, and often is slightly adjusted
depending on the survey purpose or country spesifimtion. As a consequence, when defining
emerging families and households, the establislegthidtons have to be taken into account and
considered as the foundations for the new defimitio

Most surveys rely on household rosters in whiclgoeting to defined rules, information on
household members are collected. Before askingiaddl questions to collect information on the
emerging forms of living arrangements, membershefhiousehold need to be identified. The way
countries identify household members varies and #ifects the comparability of households’
structure and the possibility to collect comparataéa in countries where different criteria areduse
A number of concepts are used in on-going survegsdifferent criteria define households: i) Co-
residence (living together in the same dwellingtyuni) Sharing of expenditures including joint
provision of essentials of living; iii) Pooling @icome and resources; iv) The existence of family
and emotional ties. The way these criteria are eygul varies across countries. In some cases only
one of the criteria is used to identify householbijle in others more than one is used as a
condition for identifying households.

This Task Force was not able to take into accaumadjust the information collection strategies on
emerging families and households for all the ddfercriteria adopted in on-going surveys and
different countries. This responsibility is leftitadividual countries who will need to find a way t
collect information needed to achieve the most cnaple definition of emerging households and
families.

Moreover, the Task Force does not propose any essisent of well established definitions of
traditional households and families. Country andvey specific definitions are considered a
starting point, and further information useful tefide and describe the characteristics of emerging
households and families is outlined.

The proposals are based on the consolidated erperi countries that have already faced (or are
still facing) the challenge to collect informatiam emerging families and households. The Task
Force considered the experience of countries g lalready tested and implemented questions in
on-going surveys as more reliable than possiblagstng of original questions on small samples.

For this reason, by reviewing, comparing and disitigsthese different experiences the Task Force
has defined the information needed and outlinedestipnnaire proposal to survey the families and

households of interest.

As far as administrative data are concerned, thek Frce noted that the information needed to
survey emerging families and households of intei®stot easily available in registers. Sample
surveys represent the most feasible instrumenolteat all the information needed to define LAT,
Commuters between households and Living apart bithhirva network. Some features on
Reconstituted families and couples may be availtbleugh administrative data, if information on
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the timing of partnership and parenthood are ctkkcSimilarly, if Same-sex partnership are
legally recognised and registered, some measurésoarrangement may be available in registers.
However, as we will discuss later, additional imf@tion may be required to understand the
heterogeneity characterising each new definitionfamhily and household, and to this purpose
sample surveys represent a more suitable instrument

II.1 The household and family concepts: CES recomnmelations

The main concepts concerning households and famitiee explored in detail inCES
Recommendations for the 2010 Round of Population and Housing Ceesus
(http://www.unece.org/stats/archive/01.01a.e.htrr).the following, the most relevant definitions
considered as foundation for new definitions of egimg families and households are detailed.

The household concept

A private householdk either:

a) A one-person household, that is a person who ese in a separate housing unit or
who occupies, as a lodger, a separate room (orgpofma housing unit but does not
join with any of the other occupants of the housimit to form part of a multi-person
household as defined below; or

b) A multi-person household, that is a group of twonmore persons who combine to
occupy the whole or part of a housing unit and ravigle themselves with food and
possibly other essentials for living. Members @& troup may pool their incomes to a
greater or lesser extent.

This concept of a private household is known ashinesekeeping conceprthis does not assume

that the number of private households is equah¢onumber of housing units. Within this concept,
it is useful to distinguish between “boarders” afiddgers”. Boarders take meals with the
household and generally are allowed to use thedimld facilities. They are thus members of the
household as defined above. Lodgers have hiredgbatte housing unit for their exclusive use.
They will belong to a different household.

Some countries may be unable to collect data ommammhousekeeping of household members, for
example when their census is register-based. Mattyese countries use a different concept of the
private household, namely, the household-dwellimmcept The household-dwelling concept
considers all persons living in a housing unit ¢éorembers of the same household, such that there
is one household per occupied housing unit. Irhtihesehold-dwelling concept, then, the number of
occupied housing units and the number of houseladspying them is equal, and the locations of
the housing units and households are identical.

Whether a country uses the “housekeeping unit” tee thousehold-dwelling” concept of a
household has generally little implication for tteal number of private households. However,
differences can be large for certain household syper example for one-person households. In
view of international comparability it is thereforecommended that countries that use the
“housekeeping unit” concept, if possible, make atingate of the number of private households
according to the 'household-dwelling' concept, lrggk this number down by household size.
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The family concept

A family nucleusis defined in the narrow sense as two or moregpsrsvho live in the same
household and who are related as husband andagifephabiting partners, as a marital (registered)
same-sex couple, or as parent and child. Thus dyfm@mprises a couple without children, or a
couple with one or more children, or a lone paveittt one or more children.

The family concept as defined above limits relagtips between children and adults to direct (first-
degree) relationships, that is between parentschildren. In some countries, numbers of “skip
generation households”, that is households congistif (a) grandparent(s) and one or more
grandchild(ren), but with no parent of those grdmidicen is present, are considerable. Therefore,
countries may include such skip generation houskshoi their family definition. The relevant
census report and/or metadata should clearly sth&ther or not skip generation households are
included in the family nucleus definition.

“Child” refers to a blood, step or adopted son anghter (regardless of age or marital status) who
has usual residence in the household of at leasbbthe parents, and who has no partner or own
child(ren) in the same household. Grandsons anadgeaughters who have usual residence in the
household of at least one grandparent while thezena parents present may also be included.
Foster children are not included. A (grand)songpaiid)daughter who lives with a spouse, with a
registered partner, with a consensual partner,itbr @ne or more own children, is not considered to
be a child. A child who alternates between two lebtwdds (for instance after his or her parents have
divorced) should consider the household where h&herspends the majority of the time as his or
her place of usual residence. Where an equal anaduime is spent with both parents the place of
usual residence should be the place where the ishitdind at the time on census.

The term “couple” should include married couplesgistered couples, and couples who live in a
consensual union. Two persons are considered patteers in a consensual union when they have
usual residence in the same household, are noienao each other, and have a marriage-like
relationship with each other.

The place of usual residence

The rules governing usual residence are partiguleelevant in defining Commuters between
household and Living apart together. For this reakis paragraph reports the recommendations
and conventions set out by CES to ensuring thdt pacson have one, and only one, place of usual
residence.

Place of usual residence is the geographic placenine enumerated person usually resides. The
general rule is that a person’s place of usuatiezgie is that at which he/she spends most of his/he
daily night-rest. For most persons the applicatidnthis rule will not give rise to any major
difficulty. However, problems may be encountere@ inumber of special cases. The recommended
conventional treatment of these cases is as follows

a) Persons who work away from home during the weekvemal return to the family home
at week-ends should consider the family home ag thlace of usual residence
regardless of whether their place of work is elsenehn the country or abroad:;

b) Primary and secondary students who are away frameluring the school term should
consider their family home as their place of useaidence regardless of whether they
are pursuing their education elsewhere in the cguwntabroad;
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c) Third level students who are away from home whilealege or university should
consider their term-time address as their placesofl residence regardless of whether
this is an institution (such as a boarding schooB private residence and regardless of
whether they are pursuing their education elsewiretke country or abroddAs an
exceptional measure, where the place of educasiomithin the country, the place of
usual residence may be considered to be the fdroitye;

d) The institution should be taken as the place odlusesidence of all inmates who at the
time of the census have spent, or are likely tandpéwelve months or more in the
relevant institution. Examples of inmates of ingtd@ns include patients in hospitals or
hospices, old persons in nursing homes or convaitdtomes, prisoners and those in
juvenile detention centres;

e) Where a person regularly lives in more than onédeege during the year, the one
where he/she spends the majority of the year shoeilthken as his/her place of usual
residence regardless of whether this is locatezwlsre within the country or abroad;

f)  The general rule in relation to where the mosthef daily night rest is spent applies to
persons in compulsory military service as well@sembers of the armed forces who
live in military barracks or camps;

g) The place of enumeration should be taken as thee gusual residence of homeless or
roofless persons, nomads, vagrants and personsiwitbncept of usual residence;

h) A child who alternates between two households ifistance after his or her parents
have divorced) should consider the household wherer she spends the majority of
the time as his or her place of usual residenceer@/an equal amount of time is spent
with both parents the place of usual residence ldhoel the place where the child is
found at the time on census night.

[ll. The report outline

The report consists of five different chapters,hedevoted to the discussion of a specific type of
emerging family or living arrangemenReconstituted Families and Couplese discussed in
Chapter 1.Commuters Between Householddows in Chapter 2, andliving Apart Togethelin
Chapter 3Same-Sex Couplese discussed in Chapter 4, and lastly Chapterdevoted td.iving
Apart but Within a Network

In each chapter, the relevance of the topic isimedf, measurement issues discussed, the
experiences of countries reviewed, and a strateglefine the target population, collection method
and question formulation has been proposed. Inrgénthe information has been classified as
“core” or “optional”. The former is considered asical to understand the main characteristics of
the family, household or living arrangement of iet and is recommended to countries. The latter
is suggested to countries, valuable to achieveepatecomprehension of the structure and dynamics
underlying the emerging households and families.

2 Note that for National Accounts purposes thircelestudents living away from home while at collegeuniversity are
included at their home address and not their téme address.

% The proposals of this Task Force have been disdumsd agreed with its members. However, some mwnhiael also
the responsibility to write the chapters devoteth®definition of the emerging families and hougdb. In particular:
The introduction chapter is written by Cristina gu@ with the collaboration of Lucia Coppola. Chaptl on
Reconstituted Couples and Families, is written hgoNKeilman (University of Oslo — Norway); Chapt&r on

Commuter Between Households is written by Laurentl@mon (INED -France); Chapter 3 on Living Apadgether
is written by Anne Milan with the collaboration éfeather Dryburgh (Statistics Canada); Chapter 4Same-Sex
couples is written by Steve Smallwood with the @lodiration of Chris W. Smith (Office for Nationak8stics - United
Kingdom); and the paper on Living Apart Within atiterk is written by Cristina Freguja (ISTAT- Italy)
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The remainder of this introduction provides for leaChapter a brief description in terms of

relevance, definition, and structure. Moreovererdibn is drawn to some significant issues and a
broad overview of potential measures achievableutjin a survey. To this end, the description of
each chapter is followed by an overview of selea$sdes as well as a list of possible indicators to
measure the most relevant characteristics of timeliés and living arrangement. Clearly, this is a

proposal of measures and does not claim to be eiiaulut is rather designed to highlight the most
important dimensions characterising the differemarggements belonging to each new definition

proposed.

I11.1 Reconstituted families and couples (Chapter 1L

The process of reconstituting families after sefpamédivorce or widowhood has an important
psychological, economical and social impact onlifieeof the individuals and on the society as a
whole. Characteristics of reconstituted familiesymafluence all members’ living conditions.

Studies (see Chapter 1 for references) have shbainchildren who grow-up in reconstituted
family are more likely to experience lower levelsveell-being and poorer life outcomes, when
compared to children in intact families. This is @amportant reason why policy makers show
interest in reconstituted families as an emergargilly type.

Definition: A Reconstituted familyconsists of a married or cohabiting couple or aitala
(registered) same-sex couple, with one or moredddil, where at least one child is a
non-common child, i.e. the child of only one partne

Within the reconstituted family it is worthwhile identify the so-called blended families which
consist of a married or cohabiting couple or a tabfregistered) same-sex couple, with one or
more children coming from both partners’ previousous (and with or without other common
children). These families have a very complex $tme where the ties and relationship with the
family circle is complicated.

Recently, debate has focused also on the “mobilifypersons involved directly or indirectly in
separations and divorces. There is an increasingbau of persons who form a new consensual
union or marriage, after having experienced a pre/union break or widowhood and without non-
common children. The characteristics of this kifidvdng arrangement are important (e.g a number
of studies refer to how repartnering in the eldexffiects their physical or mental status). For this
reason, the Task Force discusses and proposesmegutations to survey and study reconstituted
couples.

Definition: A Reconstituted coupleonsists of a married or cohabiting couple or aitala
(registered) same-sex couple, with or without cahab children, where at least one
partner experienced a previous marriage or regidtpartnership

The chapter on reconstituted families and coupsestiuctured as follows. Direct and indirect

measurement strategies are discussed (i.e. resggcthe use of a household roster and the
comparison between partners’ union and childreth biates). The experience of some countries
where the Gender and Generation Survey is carriad i® outlined and drawbacks of the

implemented question are shown. Finally, a strategyollect the information is provided.

[11.1.1 Indicators on reconstituted families and caples
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In defining a set of core indicators on reconstidufamilies and couples a number of factors have
been considered. Firstly, differences in patterhauptiality, marital instability and fertility, s
well as the cultural and policy environment caduence the propensity of reconstituting families
to lead effective lives after a separation/divoocevidowhood. Thus it is not only the number and
percentage of reconstituted families that can \ampss countries, but also their composition by
marital status and age of the partners with diffeienpacts on the life cycle of individuals and
households. Moreover, from a structural point @wieconstituted families are not simply couples
with children. They can assume different degreestroictural complexity and their borders can be
uncertain. For example, when children come fronh lpatrtners’ previous unions that may generate
different levels of complexity in the management@htionships among family members and the
previous partner and non-cohabitant children/sgsirEventually, repartnering can be an important
determinant of well-being among separated, divoreed widows/widowers where there are
differences in the likelihood of repartnering (eggnder is a major determinant).

Core indicators suggested:
1. Number of / percent of all Reconstituted familiesiples;
2. Number of / percent of all People living in recangéed families/couples;
3. Number of / percent of all Children living in rewituted families/couples;
4. Number of / percent of all Reconstituted familieslples by type of union, i.e. married,
marital registered, de facto;
Number of / percent of all People living in reconded families/couples by type of union,
i.e. married, marital registered, de facto
6. Number of / percent of all Reconstituted familiesfples by former (for married and marital
registered unions) and current marital status (ferfacto unions) of the partners;
7. Number of / percent of all Reconstituted familiesl gwhere appropriate) couples by the
presence of children born in the previous uniomi one member of the couple, children
born in the previous unions of both partners, cemmhildren.

o

I11.2 Commuters between households (CBH) (Chapter @

Factors related to changes in family life cycled ahe educational and professional histories of
individuals have produced an increased number ksops who live between two homes. This new
type of living arrangement, which involves both iinduals and families, deeply affects people
lives and should be measured by official statisticghat policy makers have information on new
social facts, trends and needs.

Definition: Commuters Between Householte individuals who share their time between two
homes, that is, persons who regularly live in &@ldat is different from their place of
usual residence for a limited time (for instance tw more days a week, or throughout
the university term, etc.).

Taking these situations into account is particylaglevant to i) improve the quality of population
enumeration, by avoiding double-counting; ii) ackeie@ more precise knowledge on household and
family characteristics; and iii) highlight the argbities of the current basic household and family
categories.

The chapter on Commuters between households istwted as follows. Firstly, the definition of
usual residence and, in turn of commuters is dssmulis Then, different approaches to survey
commuters are outlined. Alterative strategies arallowing sample of individuals to provide
information on more than one dwelling, or ii) calieg information on all individuals who spend at
least part of their time, on a regular bases, e@wgame dwelling. Characteristics of the alternative
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approaches are discussed according to the experiasfc selected countries. Finally,
recommendations to collect information on commutaes proposed according to strategy ii), and
the suggested questions are identified.

111.2.1 Indicators on Commuters between households

To survey commuters between households requiresws fon both individuals who commute and
households from/to which they move regularly. lagiics need to include people who move
(children, young, elderly, woman, men, workersg thain features of the commuter’s life (reasons
to commute, duration of the stay, distance coverad)l type of households (single, couples, etc.)
and who lives there (children, partner, etc.).

Core indicators suggested:

1. Number of / percent of all commuters between hoolsksh

2. Number of / percent of all households where attlaasommuter between households lives
by household type.

3. Number of / percent of all People living in houslkelsowhere at least a commuter between
households lives.

Non Core indicators suggested:

duration of stay in the other usual residence;
the distance between the two usual residences;
reasons to commute;

persons who live in the other dwelling.

PwbrE

[11.3 Living Apart Together (LAT) (Chapter 3)

Cohabitation is not the only arrangement for livingouple. Individuals may not share their home
with their partner for a number of reasons. They mat wish to give up their pre-existing lifestyle
and maintaining independent finances and homes srteanfinancial dispute and negotiation is not
a source of friction in the couple's relationsifhere a previous cohabiting relationship has broken
down; they may have dependents in one househotth, asi children or elderly parents or other
family responsibilities. In addition, different agdses may be more convenient (for instance due to
work commitments).

The relationship between partners who live in twepagsated homes may be seen as part of the
“going steady” process, a likely a prelude to a omm-law union or marriage, or as a living
arrangement by individuals who do not want, orreoeyet able, to share a home.

Definition: Living Apart Together (LATarerelationships characterized by partners that mainta
an intimate relationship, live in two separate fehadds and have no shared or
common household.

LAT does not necessarily represent a new type wofilya but it is increasingly recognized in
modern society as a distinct living arrangemenbbeythe more temporary dating stage associated
with the courtship process. Of most interest angptes who live in LAT arrangement as a long
term solution, either by choice or circumstancdsesk situations are likely to become increasingly
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common in the future due to longer life expectasci@gher proportions of separated/divorced
people, and postponed union formation and paredthoo

The Chapter on LAT, is structured as follows. Hsthe definition of the living arrangement, and
the pro/cons of possible restrictions have beecudsed, and the target population is defined. The
experience of some countries is reviewed, and quaatily questions coming from established
surveys evaluated, according to the quality of nmf@tion collected. The Gender and Generation
Survey, showing a solid foundation for measuringspas in LAT couples, represents the starting
point for the formulation of the set of questioesammended to countries to survey LAT. Some of
these questions are strictly necessary to definéAd relationship. Since LAT includes
heterogeneous arrangements, a wider set of quessgroposed to distinguish between different
types of LAT, identify their particular characteits and understand their social role.

[11.3.1 Indicators on Living Apart Together

Many studies show a young age profile of LAT parshgs, as a temporary form of living
arrangement, which has become more frequent dtleetdelaying of formal and informal unions.
This type of arrangement among young people shioallgrimarily regarded as possibly leading to
marriage or cohabitation, rather than as an altedamily form. Longer relationships before
marriage/cohabitation can be experienced as statdéionships that permit persons to maintain
independence and to invest more in their own paisachievements. The peculiarities of this kind
of relationship suggest it is important to consitihem as different from other living arrangements.

Basic indicators related to different profiles AL based on age of the partner who is interviewed
and household where the person lives are recomrdende

Core indicators suggested:

Number of / percent of all People in LAT relatioigsh

Number of / percent of all Youth in LAT relationghivho do not live in the parental home;
Number of / percent of all Youth in LAT relationphivho still live in the parental home;
Number of / percent of all Adult in LAT relationghi

Number of / percent of all Elderly in LAT relatidmg.

Number of / percent of all People living in houskelsowhere at least a person in LAT
relationship lives

oukrwnpE

Non Core indicators suggested:

* length of relationship;
* marital status;
» reasons for living in a LAT relationships.

[11.3.2 CBH and LAT: possibly overlapping living ar rangements

The most straightforward approach to measure LA@ngement is to ask individuals who do not
live with a married spouse or cohabiting partnethattime of the survey if they actually are in a
LAT relationship. One of the basic tenets of a L&Tationship is that there is no share or common
household and the partners “live apart”. This cpheray be difficult to measure in practise and
whatever objective criteria we can use (number ights per week spent together, sharing of
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expenditures, etc.), they still might not accusatedflect individuals’ sense of shared versus
separate households. For instance, if a coupledspene or two nights a week together then a
partner may consider him/herself to be part of aTLéouple while the other may consider
themselves to be part of a cohabiting couple, wterpartner commutes. Thus, a subjective
interpretation on the part of respondents whethrenai they live apart, i.e., maintain separate
households, offers the most feasible approach tsareng this living arrangement.

However, the border between commuter and LAT psastney not depend only on the subjective
interpretation of the relationship, but in someesaalso on the nature of these arrangements. On the
one hand, an individual in a LAT relationship whegularly spends some time/nights in the
partner’'s dwelling, may consider the partner’s dinglas a usual residence although not a shared
one. On the other hand, a commuter that spends onadise time in a different dwelling from the
partner, in practice experiences a LAT living agament while in principle sharing a dwelling
with him/her. Eventually, a commuting couple maylee towards a LAT relationship and vice
versa, and in the meantime the transition is natgieted and thus distinguishing between the two
living arrangements may not be possible.

A solution to properly deal with potential overlapg is to survey at the same time both LAT and
CBH. By combining information on both LAT and CBH, more precise understanding and
description of these situations is achieved, andsequently a more accurate classification of
couples either as LAT or CBH.

[11.4 Same-Sex Couples (Chapter 4)

Information on same-sex couples will improve knavge and insights of policy makers and
communities to best support a cohesive and divasiety. Co-residential same-sex couples are not
a new type of family. However, increasing accepgéaof same-sex couples has made it easier for
such families to be visible and may have giveneagr number of people the freedom to live in
such a family arrangement. Information on sameesmiples is of interest to policy makers for a
number of reasons: it will help them understandtétke up of new legal arrangements that allow
same-sex couples rights and responsibilities;lithvelp in determining groups which may be at risk
of discrimination; and it may help in understandimyising need and family formation.

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

Although people's attitudes have changed and secieéptance has grown, in many societies,
homosexuality is still stigmatized and same-sexpterimay be reluctant to reveal their status in
population-based data collections. In other wordsmatter which method is used, the quality and
reliability of the data might vary according toibisity and social stigmatization in each country.

The Task Force considered the possibility that saexecouples may be more likely to identify
themselves in surveys where there was also dakectioh on sexual identity or orientation in the
same collection instrument. This may signal to shevey respondents that same-sex relationships
are acceptable and may give them greater confidenceeporting a cohabiting same-sex
relationship, particularly in appropriate surveysitt collect information on sensitive topics, e.g.
health conditions or discrimination. This hypotisesiould need to be tested, and there is concern
that depending on the cultural environment, quastion sexuality may actually cause greater
problems within the overall acceptability of thenay. However, countries are encouraged to widen
their knowledge on sexual identity in general, antlrn on same-sex couple living arrangements,
through ad hoc modules or surveys, that would ssmeat least a benchmark for the estimates of
same-sex couples provided by other surveys or sensu
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The Chapter is structured as follows. Definitiofisexual identity and sexual behaviour, and their
interactions are discussed in terms of consequemtdke definition of the living arrangement. A
strategy to survey these couples is proposed. imcipte, it attempts to mirror heterosexual
partnership information, including those in a legame-sex partnership (legally defined), and de
facto unions (more difficult to define). Direct amalirect measurement approaches are shown, and
the consequences of using more or less explicistopres are discussed. Drawbacks when using a
sample survey or a census as a collection mett®a@lao considered. The experience of selected
countries is outlined. Finally, depending on thensiand constraints of the survey where the
collection of information on same-sex couples ib#implemented, the most feasible solution is
suggested.

I11.4.1 Indicators on Same-sex couples

The following indicators on same-sex couples basedsex of the partners, type of union and
people living in households where a same-sex cdiyge are recommended:

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

2. Number of / percent of all people living as a saar-couple in households, by sex of the
members of the couple and (in countries where itelsvant) type of union, i.e. legally
registered, de facto.

In addition countries may wish to consider a furtimelicator of the percentage of all couples who
are same sex couples which may be further spliereviielevant, by the percentage of de jure
couples who are same sex couples and the percesftdgdacto couples who are same sex couples.

As well as the indicators mentioned above similaagsure to those used for opposite-sex couples for
household composition (presence of children, pareftone (or both) of the couple, presence of
other families) could be derived.

[11.5 Living apart but within a network (Chapter 5)

Living apart but within a network is a different yaf looking at a family and its functioning. It
means to go beyond the co-residence bond and émathe concept of household structure and
household relationships including kinship, friengstand neighbourhood. When leaving the
household context, finding a definition that deises the situation in which a person or a household
could be considered as part of a network entadgigk of simplifying a complex concept connoted
by multi-dimensionality. The definition of the momglevant dimensions of the network and its
functioning is not easy. Particular attention isdp@ three aspects: the exchange of instrumental
and financial assistance and in-kind support betwemembers of different households; ii) people
who the respondents feel close to; and iii) somaltact (visits, telephone, internet/e-mail, etc.).

Definition: Living Apart but Within a Networkonsists of relationships of help and solidarity a
person/household keeps with other people/househwuidg in separate dwellings.

The Chapter is structured as follows. The theaebackground and the multidimensionality of the
topic is discussed. The experience of some cousngieutlined, and the data quality of information



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0OCT/10/Add.1
page 14

achieved patrticularly in Canada and lItaly is shotmroposal for collecting information on the
network’s dimensions of interest is then discusd®ekide the main set of questions defined to
collect information on the most relevant aspectsjider set of optional questions is proposed to
achieve a clearer picture of the network structum@ dynamics.

[11.5.1 Living apart but within a network

The family and friend relationship alternately shibetween latency (latent form of cohesion; i.e.
the potential for support) and activity (exchangegsassistance). Indicators have to identify
evidence of the closeness among the network’s mesnitieeir potential capability of support

(affinity and frequency of contacts), the variousdalities with which the networks provide their

support and the kind of persons and families algtiverolved in the networks.

Core indicators suggested:

Number of / percent of People who feel close to-ocomabiting relatives;

Number of / percent of People who has close frierber friends;

Number of / percent of People who sees relativiesfiis by frequency of contacts;

Number of / percent of People who communicates veilitives/friends by frequency of
contacts;

Number of / percent of People who give unpaid tslfkind of unpaid help given;

Number of / percent of Households who receive uhgalp by kind of unpaid help
received,

7. Number of / percent of Symmetric households (whve gind receive help at the same time).
8. Number of / percent of People living in househald® give and/or receive help

PwbdPE

ou

Non Core indicators suggested:

Core Indicators 6-7 are worthwhile studying by kofchousehold.
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CHAPTER 1:
COLLECTION OF INFORMATION ON RECONSTITUTED FAMILIES

l. Introduction

Growing up in a stepfamily is associated with lovexels of well-being and poorer life outcomes
(educational achievements, entry into the labouketathan living in a family with two biological
parents. Many of the empirical findings underlythgs conclusion stem from the USA (e.g. Amato
and Keith 1991; Cherlin 1999), but findings fromr&pe point into the same direction (Jonsson and
Gahler 1997; Kiernan 1992). Put simply, childrendfé@ from the economic and emotional
investment of parents who reside together contislypand these investments are generally higher
among biological than among surrogate parentsd@hrilmay therefore be better off residing in a
cohabiting union formed by two biological parertar in a married household where one of the
parents is not a biological parent. This is an irtgodt reason why policy makers show interest in
stepfamilies and reconstituted families as an emer@amily type.

The aim of this chapter is to discuss definitiond eneasurement of stepfamilies and reconstituted
families, and of the members of such families,uee in sample surveys. Given policy makers’
focus on children, the discussion will be limitedamilies with at least one child present, althoug
it is acknowledged that a wider definition of restituted family is possible. For instance,
“reconstituted couples without children” could beluded in a definition of reconstituted families,
i.e. married, cohabiting or registered (same-sexptes where at least one of the partners had
experienced a previous relationship. While this im@ymportant to understand fertility and housing
careers, it poses challenges of definition and oreasent that are not of central concern for policy
makers interested in reconstituted families anpfatailies. For instance, retrospectively collected
data from both partners show that it may be probtenior respondents to define a consensual
union without children, and measure the time whestairted (Festy 1990; Trost 1988). However,
for specific purposes, such as studies on fertilitg extended definition could be considered
including also reconstituted couples (with no nemamon children living in the family) where at
least one of the two members had a previous maroagegistered partnership (not just a previous
cohabitation).

Il Definitions

The CES Census Recommendations state the follofparggraph 498):

A reconstituted familis a family consisting of a married or cohabitioguple or a marital
(registered) same-sex couple, with one or moradaodil, where at least one child is a non-common

child, that is, the child of only one member of¢baple. If the other partner adopts the child néo
partner later, the resulting family is no longereconstituted family.

This definition is very similar to the one giventire INED Glossary
(http://www.ined.fr/en/lexicon! a family composed of an adult couple, married mmarried,
living with at least one child born from a previousion of one of the partners.

One small (numerically unimportant) difference be@w the two definitions is that the INED
Glossary requires the child to bern from a previous union, while the CES Census
Recommendations definition also alloadoptedchildren in the previous union.
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A more important difference is adoption of the drein by the new partner. In case (re-) marriage
automatically implies that the new partner becothedegal parent of the child with all the
responsibilities following from that status, ordase the new partner takes legal steps to adopt the
child, the family is still a reconstituted family the INED definition, but not in the Census
definition.

Sometimes stricter definitions which require tha¢eonstituted family results from two lone-parent
families are applied. In this case there are &t tea children in the family who have no biological
parent in common. In this interpretation, a fantligt results from a lone parent, who forms a new
union with an adult with or without children, islleal astepfamily or sometimes blended family

For practical reasons, it is preferred to adhetbedCensus definition.

After the start of the new union, the couple intdeonstituted family may have children together.
In this case there astep-siblinggno blood line in commonhalf-siblings(one blood line in
common), andull siblings (two blood lines in common) in the family, and aatingly stepparents
andfull parents

As a definition of reconstituted couple the follogiis recommended:
A reconstituted couplis a couple where at least one of the two partih@shad a previous
marriage or registered partnership.

Note that previous cohabitation is not includedyiider to avoid unreliable measurements due to
memory problems. It is unlikely that formal mareagr registered partnership will pose this
problem.

1. Measurement issues

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

Direct measuremenask each of the two partners to classify eacld @hithe family as either
(i) joint child (i.e. biological child of both parérs),

(ii) own (biological) child but not partner’s,

(i) only partner’s own child, or

(iv) adopted child (i.e. adopted by both partneist|y).

Indirect measurementompare birth dates of all natural children elvern to each adult household
member with the birth dates of all children presarnthe household. A slightly different indirect
method is to compare birth dates of all childrea espondent’s family with his or her union
history. The union history should include infornagition the number of children each partner
already had when the union started.

The indirect method that compares children’s hildkes with union histories is the one commonly
applied in empirical research on reconstituted li@s)isee e.g. Thomson et al. (2002) and the
references therein. A disadvantage of this methalat retrospectively collected information is
required. For marked events such as the birthobilld or a marriage, this causes no problems.
However, to report cohabitation histories may pas#lems, for two reasons. First, the start and
the end of a consensual union are not well definedany cases. Second, one may have problems
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in remembering the dates. Some evidence suggedtthit seems to be the case for men in
particular (Courgeau 1992).

The indirect method based on matching of birth slatenatural children and children present in the
household is the one proposed in the CES Censumieendations for mapping reconstituted
families in countries with a register-based censas;Recommendations point 541.

As to the direct method, the CES Census Recommiendanention three possible methods for
collecting the information (paragraph 541).

1. Household relationship matrix
A reconstituted family can be identified providéat each child in the household can specify
his/her relationship to each adult so that he/simebe classified in one of the following three
distinct categories:

a. Child of both the adult pers@ndhis/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/pasfribe adult person is a member of the same
private household.

2. Partial household relationship matrix

The household relationship matrix as described uha®vers the relationships between all
members of the household. For the purpose of iiy&mgia reconstituted family it is sufficient
to use only part of that matrix, namely that phattasks all children information on their
relationship to all adults in the household, a<g@el by categories a to ¢ above.

3. Relationship to the reference person of the hoddeho
In those cases where the reference person is atpara child in a reconstituted family, that
family can be identified as reconstituted familyemirelationship to reference person includes
the following three categories:

a. Child of both the reference person and his/her sgipartner;

b. Child of reference person only; and

c. Child of the reference person’s spouse/partner;only

These three categories start from the perspectitheadult. Not mentioned in the CES
recommendations are the following two categorias skart from the perspective of the child:
d. Parent of reference person; and
e. Stepparent of reference person.

Note that this third approach will not cover reditnged families in those cases where the
reference person is not a stepparent or a stepohife reconstituted family.

The CES recommendations state that countries eoenreended to use the first or the second
approach, provided that the household relationstafrix method is feasible. Otherwise, the third
approach can be used, provided that the referearsepis chosen carefully (paragraph 542).

An alternative way of measuring reconstituted fasilusing the direct method is to ask each child
in the household whether his/her biological fated mother are members of the household. In
case one of the two biological parents is missing (ot both), a follow-up question asks for the
possible presence of a stepparent (stepfatheepmsither) in the household. Clearly, not all
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children qualify for being asked questions of #ired, for instance because they are too young or
perhaps because they have not been told that dhe pfrents is a stepparent.

Finally, measuring a reconstituted couple is shiiggward, given the definition in Section 2. Fjrst
one has to identify a couple in the household,qustandard instruments. This may be a cohabiting
couple, a marital opposite-sex couple, or a mafiggjistered) same-sex couple. Second, one has to
check whether at least one of the partners has lpaelvious marriage or registered partnership.

IV.  Experiences in selected countries

The EU-SILC (Statistics on Income and Living Coiatis) survey identifies each household
member's father, mother, and spouse, provided thiege in the household. The current
guestionnaire does not distinguish between biogsarent and other type of parent, but it could
be marginally adapted to better allow for such stimition, and hence for the identification of
reconstituted families. The distinction betweenldgacal parent and other type of parent was
possible in ECHP (European Community Household Bare the SILC's predecessor.

A preliminary check of international surveys inde&sthat the Gender and Generation survey
(GGS) has the potential to give valuable informatdout experiences with questions on
reconstituted families and their members. The amg@GS collects information on relationships
between children and parents, and between partnev&ay 2008, 16 industrialized countries had
completed the first of three planned waves, whkeothese had carried out the second wave.
Eight more countries plan to take part in the imétional project. See
http://www.unece.org/pau/_docs/ggp/2008/GGP_200&006_Report.pdf

Box 1 gives the wording of question 101 in the letwedd roster as used in the first wave of the
GGS. All questions in the questionnaire were askazhly one member of the household. Question
101 asks for the relationship that the respondasiwith each of the other members in the
household (this was labeled as direct method, ndetlionber 3 in Section 3). Category number 4
maps stepchildren of the respondent, and numbest&parent. Note that the latter answers also
may indicate a foster parent.
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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 all persons who live in this household. Who are
they? To help me keep track of your answers, please tell me their first names and how they
are related to you.

Show Card 101: Relationship to R. Write answers in Household Grid.

0 — R lives alone

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

2 - biological child with my current partner or spouse

3 - biological child with a former partner or spouse

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 partner or spouse
10 - stepparent or foster parent of current partner or spouse
11 - grand- or great-grandchild (either mine or my partner's)
12 - grand- or great-grandparent (either mine or my partner'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

GGS-representatives in 15 of the 16 countries (ehkay Lithuania)were contacted and asked the
following questions:

1. Did you construct “reconstituted family” as goessible family type for the respondents?
2. If not, what was the major obstacle?

3. If yes, which algorithm/procedure did you appBi@ase describe in detalil.

4. Did you compare the family structure of the sknfpo reconstituted family, % couple
with children, % lone-parent family etc.) with tHeam a different source (e.g. census,
register, other survey)? If yes, please send tlegaat tables for the sample and the second
source.

Information was obtained from seven countries: GZRepublic, France, Germany, Georgia, Italy,
Netherlands, and Romania. All seven had processidah reconstituted families (Question 1), but
the results from Czech Republic are not yet avhal&dr this family type. France, Germany,
Georgia, and Romania supplied data on the shaexohstituted families (compared to all
families): 10.0, 13.5, 0.8, and 8.3 per cent, respely. The algorithm is straightforward, givereth
definition and the answers to question 101. Itatjudes childless married couples, provided that
one or both partners have been married beforedfy&duted couple”). None of the countries
provide information on how well the share of reddnted families agrees with similar shares from
other sources. Germany explicitly stated that camgbéo many other data sources, the GGS gives
good opportunities to analyse reconstituted famsilie
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Based on this limited international evaluatiorgah be concluded that the GGS question is useful
for mapping reconstituted families and their mermsb&here is a potential problem in the case
where the respondent lives in a household thatomnt reconstituted family, but is not the parent,
the stepparent, or the stepchild of the stepfarmiyhese cases, the reconstituted family will et
recorded as such by the GGS question. For instarfoeir-person household comprised of an aged
father, his daughter, his grandchild, and the dearghnew partner who is not the biological parent
of the child, will not be recorded as reconstituiaahily in cases where the aged father is the
respondent. A similar situation arises in a hoaketvith a reconstituted family and an unrelated
lodger, in cases where the lodger is the respon@ameful selection of the respondent can avoid
many of these and similar cases. When there isea tieneration family, the respondent should be
selected from the middle generation. Householdsldhme defined according to the housekeeping
definition (so that a lodger will not be a membethe household that contains the reconstituted
family).

V. Proposal on Questions to Be Considered in Survey
The proposal is as follows.

la. The preferred measurement is by means of thechold relationship matrix. Relationships
between household members X and Y should inclugléalfowing categories:

- Xis own child of Y

- Xis stepchild of Y

- Xis own parent of Y

- Xs stepparent of Y
“own child” is to be interpreted as “biologicalilcti.

1b. In case the household relationship matrix tsused, relationships to the respondent should be
mapped. Relationship of household member Y to esfe person R should include the following
categories:

- Y is the own child of both R and his/her spousefpar

- 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

- Y is the stepparent of R.

In addition:

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

3. When relationship between respondent and holdefmbers is mapped (case 1b above) and
the household consists of a three-generation faméect a person from the middle generation as
the respondent.
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CHAPTER 2: COMMUTERS BETWEEN HOUSEHOLDS

l. Introduction

This chapter defines Commuting between househ@Bs#ij as a type of living arrangement and
presents related measurement issues. Commutersdretwuseholds share their time between two
usual homes. People who regularly live in a plaeg is different from their place of usual
residence for a limited time (for instance two arendays a week, or throughout the university
term, etc.) can be defined as “commuters betweasdimlds” (Saraceno 1994, Sabbadini 2005).
Taking CBH situations into account has three megmsequences:

a.improving the quality of population enumeration,dwoiding double-counting;
b.creating more precise information on householdfamdly characteristics;
c. highlighting the ambiguities of the current basiubehold and family categories.

Commuting between households is not explicitly takeo account in Population Census forms,
except in Switzerland, where persons having twmesges are asked to fill an individual census
form in both residences. Commuting between houskshislcontrolled in Population Censuses in
order to avoid double counting and omissions. Sjedaistructions are given to fill in the list of
household members, in order to avoid undercourtirdpuble-counting. However, this control for
multi-residence has two major weaknesses. Firstrutes applied to attribute one, and only one,
“usual residence” to each person is neither sttiighiard nor homogenous. Second, in most cases
census information does not allow estimating tlegprtion of persons who usually live in more
than one residence.

Similarly, in most household surveys, the houselgoid used to list the members of the household
contains some information on persons who live imeriban one household, but the survey
guestions do not take multi-residence into account.

Commuting between households, is firstly definedtayting from the definition of the “usual
residence” proposed by tléonference of European Statisticians Recommendatarthe 2010
Censuses of Population and Housprgpared by the United Nations Economic Commis&on
Europe and the Statistical Office of the Europeam@unities (UNECE-Eurostat 2006,).
Measurement issues are then presented, first fritvaaetical point of view, and secondly based
on the actual practice adopted in several countfiesilly, a way is proposed to test the
introduction of explicit information on Commuterstiveen households in censuses and household
surveys, not from a new survey but based on egigtkperience in France.

Il. Definitions

There is no reference to CBH situations as a topinterest in th&€ensus Recommendations
Complex rules are suggested in order to “ensutecthezh person has one, and only one, place of
usual residence”. The initial focus is on ways efiming this single “place of usual residence”,
followed by defining Commuting between householadd the ways to get the necessary
information on these situations.

II.1. Defining the “place of usual residence”

The simplest rule for defining a unique place sidence for each person is based on the place of
residence during the Census day (or the censug) niglsome cases the persons will not be at their
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“usual” residence during that day or that nightm®oof the usual residents can be temporarily
absent at the time of the census; and others véhosaially resident elsewhere can be temporarily
present at the time of the census. The duratidheofime taken into account to define the “place of
usual residence” is of primary importance.. Thealitants who have more than one “usual
residence” may move from one to the other on a lyeatonthly, or yearly basis.

In theCensuRecommendationparagraph 158.), the “place of usual residenisedefined as the
“geographic place where the enumerated personlysealdes™ The persons must have been
living in this “place of usual residence” for mah&n 12 months, or have the intention of staying
there for at least one year. For those who may hare than one “usual residence”, the rule is
based on the number of nights spent in each dwellanperson’s place of usual residence is that at
which he/she spends most of his/her daily night*r&ut no less than eight special cases are
presented with a “recommended conventional treatfh&he following focuses on four situations
where the rules may not be followed:

a) Persons who work away from home during the veaekwho return to the family home for the
weekend should consider the family home as thargbf usual residence regardless of whether
their place of work is elsewhere in the countrabroad, and of where he/she spends most of
his/her daily night-rest; this rule is not followadall countries.

b) Students. Primary and secondary students whaveag from home during the school term
should consider their family home as their placesafal residence regardless of whether they are
pursuing their education elsewhere in the countglbwoad, while third level students who are
away from home when at college or university shaddsider their term-time address as their
place of usual residence. As an exceptional meaginere the place of education is within the
country, the place of usual residence may be cersitito be the family home; this distinction
between primary and secondary students, on th&éame, and third level students, on the other
hand, and the addition of possible exceptions, siatvthis rule is difficult to follow in practice.

c) Persons regularly living in more than one rastéeduring the year. For those persons, the
residence where they spend the majority of the gkauld be taken as their place of usual
residence regardless of whether this is locatezmisre within the country or abroad; As most
censuses take place during winter, persons whalspene than six months in their summer home
(seasonal workers, retired people...) are in pradittedy to fill in a form in their winter home,
and/or not to fill in any form in their summer home

d) Children who commute between two parental hooisish most often after the separation of their
parents, should consider the household where therydsthe majority of the time as their place of
usual residence. “Where an equal amount of tinspésnt with both parents the place of usual
residence should be the place where the childuisdat the time on census night”. This rule may
not be followed by parents who might prefer to edesthat their children are “usually” living with
them, irrespective of that rule.

[1.2. Household members grid and usual residencea ithe household surveys

In household surveys two different definitions apfgr dwellings and households. A dwelling may
be divided into two or more households, as housishaie sometimes defined as a “group of people
who share daily expenses”. Also, a household maynsre than one dwelling. In practice, this
definition is extremely complicated to implemerg,ia most situations only some members of the
household use more than one dwelling, and thesebexsncan be part of another household in their

® Three definitions are envisaged for the “usuadersce”, which is first presented as the “geograpiice where the
enumerated person usually resides”: a) The plaeceme/she actually is at the time of the Censu) Blis/her legal
residence; or c) His/her residence for voting dileotadministrative purposes.
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other dwelling. For instance, a student may shdmeusehold with other students, and return to the
parental home for weekends. If the parents arengdyir the student accommodation, the student
may be considered as a member of the parental holase

Thus, in most household surveys, the householdligstricted to people living most of the time in
the household, if not to persons living permaneintiihe household. This avoids non response to
the core questions of the surveys, including qaaestasked for each household member, or for one
selected member, who has to be present to ansevgugstions.

I1.3. Defining Commuters Between Households

Commuting has first been defined as the procetsetlling between one's place of residence and
one’s regular place of work or study. Commutingstmost often takes place on a daily basis, but
may also exist over a longer time period. Persdms work or study during week days, and return
to their family home during the weekend, have aaoghace of “usual residence” near their work or
study, in addition to their family home. Seasonatkers also have more than one place of “usual
residence”. All persons who usually live in moraritone dwelling are considered as commuting
between households. The concept of commuting betWweaseholds was introduced by Saraceno
(1997) as a challenge to family boundaries.

Most often, Commuters between households may censitk of their usual places of residence as
their main household, and the other as their seargritbusehold. Three questions may arise, which
make the situation less straightforward. Firsteotiye definitions, such as the number of nights
spent in each dwelling, may not be consideredlasagt by the individuals, and people may be
tempted to use their “own” definition. Second, saitgations may be ambiguous and different
persons may have different views on the situatioa jgarticular person. A frequent example of
such a situation is young adults who considerttiey have left the parental home, while their
parents consider that their child is still livingtvthem. Another example concerns children of
separated parents, where the information givenably parents may not be consistent. Third, many
situations of commuting between households arestirtk complex family situations, which may be
transitory and ill-defined. Union formation andsbéution are processes which take time. During
that time people may not know what their precisesimg and family situation is. For instance,
couples living-apart-together may “visit” one armthwhile other couples may move regularly

from one home to the next and consider that theyngote together “as a couple” from one home to
the other (Caradec 1997).

Secondary homes are of interest, while holiday reamsl vacant dwellings are not considered in
the census data collection process. Neverthelesslistinction between secondary homes and
holiday homes is not always simple, especiallyolder adults who may spend most of the time in
their holiday home. In the ne@ensusRecommendatiorfer the 2010 censuses (UNECE-Eurostat
2006), a new non-core topic was added on seconseagonal and vacant dwelling available to the
household (see paragraphs 632-637).

Commuters between households may share their &@tveelen a private household and a communal
establishment such as General hospital; Psychtaspital/home; Other hospital; Children's home
(including secure units); Nursing home; Residergzake home; Other medical or care home;
Defence establishments (including ships); Prisarsy@mung offenders' institutions; Education
establishment (including halls of residence); Hdtelkrding house, guest house; Hostel (including
youth hostels and hostels for the homeless); @iviihip, boat or barge; Other (includes religious
establishments). As most household surveys donebide communal establishments in the sample,
only people living in private households are ineédddPeople commuting between a private



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0CT/10/Add.1
page 25

household and a communal establishment are inclagdiging in the private household, as long as
they spend six month or more per year in the peivetusehold or if they are present in a private
household during the fieldwork period.

.  MEASUREMENT ISSUES
I1I.1. Three ways to consider commuters between haeholds

In order to take Commuting between householdsantwunt, three rules are possible. The first
possibility, which is used in most household susvay well as in the CEHSecommendatiorfer

the census, is to define one, and only one, “ussitlence” for all enumerated persons, and to ask
them to fill in a census form — or to answer the/ey — only in their “usual residence”. This
attribution of every person to one dwelling musblased on objective rules which “should be
clearly set out in the census instructions andritest in the various census reports.” This choice
implies that dwellings are defined as “occupied tings with one or more usual residents”,
“dwellings reserved for seasonal or secondary wse'yacant dwellings”. The main shortcoming
of this method is that it may lead to enumeratioors if the persons do not fill in the forms asyth
should, according to the rule. Another shortcomntipat it does not explicitly consider commuters
between households, but only deals with the questi@voiding double-counting.

A second possibility is to allow the enumeratedspes to give information in more than one
dwelling. This was done in the Swiss census 200@&revcommuters between households were
asked to fill in one form in each of their usualedimgs (see below). The address of an eventual
second dwelling was collected, and a linkage progedas used to avoid double-counting.

In order to avoid omissions, the list of househakimbers must include as many inhabitants as
possible, not only those who “usually live heret blso other “temporary inhabitants” and persons
who have a secondary residence in the dwelling.dansus, a linkage procedure is useful to ensure
that commuters between households are identifisthes, and to apply explicit and homogenous
rules to their situations. This linkage proceduseful to avoid double-counting, can be done only
when all inhabitants are included in the censud,raot when the census enumeration is based on a
survey.

The third possibility is to use the first or secontkt (one, and only one, “usual residence” fotheac
enumerated person, or as many usual residenceaspibig) but to collect information about their
second “usual dwelling”, if they have one. Like #exond rule, this third rule is useful to avoid
double-counting, because it allows the enumeragesioms to be more precise about complex
situations. In the French 2004 Survey on Incomelavidg Conditions (SILC), people who
“usually” live in the household were consideredhaasehold members even if they had another
“usual residence”. The rule “one, and only one aliseisidence” may then be appliexi postfrom
the information given by the respondents about eaatlling. Furthermore, this rule allows
studying commuters between households by usingrrdton on both dwellings.

[11.2. Taking commuters between households into acrint

Taking commuters between households explicitly atoount in population censuses and surveys
may have three major consequences on census amy sasults:

a) Improving the quality of population enumeratiorny avoiding double-counting

Individuals do not always read carefully the censsfructions and, in surveys, enumerators may
also fill the household form without following comeg rules of inclusion. They may tend to
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overestimate the number of “usual residents” indévelling, when the family ties are strong. This
is likely to be the case for parents who consillat their adult children who come back to the
parental home each weekend are still members oftthasehold. The same is true for separated
parents. If both parents report that their childrem living in their household, these children Wil
enumerated twice. When the enumerators are pagbgronately to the number of individual
forms, there is no incentive for the intervieweatmid double counting. When the census is not
exhaustive, as in the new rotating census survefgance, or in surveys where the sampling
probability is low, eliminating the possibility diouble counting is difficult. Most commuters
between households are included in the censusegsin only one of their “usual residences”,
and are unaware that their inclusion probabilitgiasible, compared to other inhabitants.
Introducing a question on the existence of andtigwal residence” for each member of the
household is the most efficient way to be awarthisfpossibility of double-counting, and to correct
the enumeration for double counting where necessary

The question thus arises about how to deal wittttimemuters between households. Firsly any
forms which were not filled in at the “usual reside” should be discarded.. Secondly; it is possible
to weight the enumerated persons by their inverskegbility of inclusion, in each of the “usual
dwellings” they live in. In practice, most commuw@re commuting between two dwellings. A
simple way to improve the quality of population eraration is to check whether the other dwelling
is in the scope of the survey, and thus could blidted in the sample. A simple way to get a
accurate enumeration where commuters have twajesgsual residences is to count the
commuters twice and multiply the individual weidgyt a factor of %2 in each “usual” dwelling.

If the sample is drawn from a list of householdseve people are recorded at their legal residence,
(e.g. in Italy), the inclusion probabilities maypged on legal rules more than on actual behaviour,
and this rule will need to be adapted.

b) Creating more precise information on Householddfamily characteristics

Some family situations such as one-parent famiregtepfamilies, are defined in terms of the
presence of a couple or a single parent, and bgréfeence of children in the household. Most
children commuting between households are commu@tegyeen their mother’s and father's homes
(58% in France, see Toulemon and Pennec 2008)asthie enumeration issues on children are
concentrated in one-parent families and stepfasjifir whom the relative error is important.
According to the 2004 EU-SILC survey, 22% of chélddiving in a one-parent family are
commuting between two or more households, and tievpotential to be counted twice.
Furthermore, the parents may live as a couple witheing identified as such. For instance, in a
Family survey conducted within the French 1999 uaen$0% of parents identified in the census as
living in a one-parent family answered in the syrteat they were living as a couple (Algava
2002). These couples were living-apart-togethgrastially co-resident, but they were not identified
as couples in the census, the partners having ededptheir census forms in different households.
This means that the 2 million one-parent familgienitified in the 1999 census probably include
200 000 families with a parental couple, and ara2®@ 000 families with children enumerated not
only in a one-parent family but also in another-paeent family or in a stepfamily (in their other
parent’s home), and thus counted twice. Thus timebeu of one-parent families could be reduced
by approximately 400 000 (200 000 couples and Zmbf@milies with children counted twice), the
census estimate of 2 000 000 being 20% too large.

¢) Rethinking the basic household and family cateps

Weighting commuters between households as ¥z indfdtieir dwellings is convenient for the
purpose of an unbiased total enumeration, but doeprovide an accurate description of family
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situations related to commuting between househ@dmpleting current family situation
nomenclatures with new categories is a way to gssyfurther. For instance, the 2004 French EU-
SILC survey shows that 2.2% of children are comngubietween both parental households,
compared to 2.1% living with their father only, ati8l6% with their mother only (Toulemon 2008).
Taking commuters between households into accoupliemrethinking many of the basic variables
describing housing situations. An indicator as $&gs the proportion of one-person households
may significantly change, from the current defimitiof a dwelling with one “usual inhabitant”. It
could be restricted to dwellings with always ond anly one inhabitant, or extended to dwellings
which are sometimes empty, sometimes inhabiteddsrson alone, as well as to dwellings where
one person lives permanently, and others partiaflyvhich are sometimes inhabited by one person
only.

IV.  Experiences in selected countries

Comments are made about censuses in three counbrieshe 2000 round of population censuses.
After this, comments are made about three sepauateys which included comprehensive
guestions on commuters within households.

IV.1. Census 2000 round

A comprehensive evaluation of the census 2000 raudd countries has been published by the
UN-ECE (2008). Chapter 6 is devoted to the rulgsiag in order to define the place of usual
residence, and the compliance with the UNECE-Eatastommendations.

In all countries, one single “usual residence” waBned by the person enumerated. In some
countries, information was asked about anotherdlisesidence”, most often in order to identify an
“economic residence” used for school or work, sames to identify a “usual residence” different
from the one where the census takes place (Australi where the census form is supposed to be
filled in (Austria).

Usually, no family-related questions were askerklation to any other “usual residence”. Three
examples are given below, where the census cobect® information on the other “usual
dwelling” of commuters between households.

a) Switzerland

In Switzerland, the 2000 census was based on thaqtion registers of each of the 2 896
communes. The next census will be based on a caidxinof administrative registers and the
results of a sample survey of 200 000 personsO0® 2respondents were asked to fill their name
and address, in the dwelling where the census akasg place as well as in their “second place of
residence” where applicable (see questions beldwuestion was asked on the residence used
most often (“Where do you mainly reside, 4 or mdags a week”); all other questions were asked
in reference to the dwelling where the form wasdilin, and the commuters between households
were asked to complete a form in each of theidergies.

A single usual residence, called “economic resid&neas defined for each person, based on the
answers to the question “Where do you mainly résSidée question “From which address do you
normally leave for work/school?” was not used térae“economic residence” but a linkage was
made in order to check the consistency of the arsse@ming from commuters between households
in their two residences, and to help define th@feenic residence”. In all official census reports,
the residence allocated to the respondent waseiten'dmic residence”, the one used most often,
and not the family residence as recommended bZEf®, or the one from which the respondent
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left for school or work. The rule, with its excepis, has been defined at the political level by a
decree dated 13 January 1999 on the Federal 2080 ¢ésee
http://www.admin.ch/ch/f/rs/4/431.112.1 fr.pdf).

Swiss inhabitants can be registered in severallptipn registers, but they have only one legal
residence in Switzerland with the information abitigt “Commune of registration” being provided
by the communes themselves and printed on theftth®@uestionnaire, as shown below.
Unfortunately, when the economic residence, basetti® 4-days rule, was equivalent to the legal
residence, the occurrence of a second residenceav&ept in the census data. It is only for those
who had an “economic residence” different from thkgigal residence” that data for both
households were kept, in order to make it possbfgoduce statistics based on the place of legal
residence or on the place of usual residence. flyeawailable information on commuters between
households thus comes from the individuals whoserfemic residence” was not identical with the
“legal residence”. 2.3 % of the total inhabitart20o of persons living in private households) are
identified in the census data as having two resideifSFSO 2008 and Fux 2005 addition, the
coverage of the census, in terms of over-coverageaiader-coverage components, has been
evaluated (Renaud 2007) but unfortunately, inforomabn both dwellings of the commuters
between households was not kept.

Name:

First name(s):

Residence

A (if subtenant) landlordfady: € /0 - B
Floor: Street: No.:

Postcode: Locality:

e RCnE No (just residence A)
] Yes [specify):
(if subtenant) fandiord/lady: C/ 0

Residence

Floor: Street: No.:
Postcode: Locality: . o
Canton: or foreign country:
Where do you mainly reside (4 or more days a week)? 7 Residence A Residence B

http://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/fr/index/dierstungen/geostat/datenbeschreibung/volks-
gebaeude-2.html
To be completed by the communa

Tommune: SFS0 N Register Mo,
Building No.. Dom,;  Commune of registration:
Census District No.: Household No. 1 Househaig No. &

243 B i

r [ TRERRACRIRg R PR PAPY ey S VIR S| R SNt ey g () S, e, S Baina C it Sa il St et AODFNCE
http://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/en/index/infokierhebungen guellen/blank/blank/vz/fragebo
gen.parsys.0002.downloadList.00021.DownloadFile/geypdf

b) United Kingdom 2001 Census

In the 2001 United Kingdom census the list of htwasé members includes persons who live
usually in the dwelling, even if they are away dgrthe reference census night, persons who have
more than one address if they live at this addi@sthe majority of the time, schoolchildren and

® | thank Ms Dominique Spahn, from the Swiss Fed8tatistical Office (SFSO), for her very preciseswers to
guestions on the linkage procedure, double-courgimjcensus dataset in Switzerland.
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students who live there during the term as wethase who are away from home during the term.
The latter are identified through a specific quastn the form and limited information is obtained
to allow them to be taken into account for housetiamily composition analyses.

In 2011, it is proposed that the United Kingdomsteninclude questions identifying visitors (who
usually live elsewhere) and their usual addresgldenl & Wales and Northern Ireland are also
proposing to collect information on second resagen for people who "usually live" in the
household by asking "Do you stay at another addoggsore than 30 days a year?". In the case of
a positive answer, the address and type of houd€lidirmed Forces base address; Another
address when working away from home; Student's ramtdeess; Another parent or guardian's
address; Holiday home; Other") would be obtained.
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/census2001/censusfasm.
http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-cegaastionnaire-content/2009-rehearsal-

questionnaire

c) ltaly 2001 Census

In the 2001 Italian census, the household form&went to the inhabitants identified in the
population register, and to other inhabitants. Aitlesehold form includes a List A and a list B. For
persons “usually living in the accommodation” (gt as well as for those not usually living there
(list B), several questions identify the use oftheo usual dwelling, during the past 12 months and
at the date of the census, as well as the timet apéime other household (number of days per year)
and the main reason for using another dwelling kwstudy, relatives, vacation, previous usual
accommodation). A question is also asked on whetweother dwelling is in the same municipality
or not.

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

IV.2. Household surveys

As in censuses, most surveys use a “single resdeule. The household grid lists household
members with including people who usually live e hhousehold, and exclude people who
“usually” live elsewhere. In the Labour force sys€ONS, LFS user’s guide), the Gender and
Generation surveys (Vikat et al. 2007a) as welhake EU-SILC (Bernard 2008), private
households are defined as “a person living aloreegmoup of people who live together in the same
private dwelling and share expenses includingaivé provision of the essentials of living”.
According to the Gender and Generation Surveys goestionnaire and guidelines (Vikat et al.,
2007hb), the respondent (R) is supposed to ment@miembers of his/her household without any
further explanation. If R doubts about whethemidude a certain person among the household
members or not, the following definition was given:

“A household consists of persons who live in thesalwelling-unit for at least four days in a
normal week over a period of at least three monthaddition to them, there are dependent
children with joint custody, and others who mailive in the same dwelling-unit, but study or

work at non-daily commuting distances or are teraplyrin hospital, jail or military service.

Visitors whose main place of residence is somewakse do not belong to the household. Babies
less than three months old belong to the houséhd@question is asked about the other dwellings
of the household members.

Some surveys do identify and describe situatioroimuting between household and the
associated family situations. Three examples areigked.
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a) The French 2004 EU-SILC survey

The French edition of the European Union Surveyneome and Living conditions (EU-SILC, see
e.g. Eurostat 2007) is a panel of 25,299 individuigcluding 6,147 children aged 0-17. The survey
is conducted by the French National Institute fiatiStics and Economic Studidastitut National

de la Statistique et des Etudes EconomigINSEE). The first wave took place in 2004, and
individuals are followed yearly during 9 years, wdt rotating sample.

The questionnaire starts with a household dgrab(eau des habitants du logemérttL), which is

in fact an extensive list of the members of thellimgs which comprises all the inhabitants of the
dwelling, including visitors. Many questions ar&ed about all the other dwellings the members of
the list “usually” live in. In addition to the dwlg, the household unit is defined as a group of
people sharing daily expenses, so that severakhoids can be present in the same dwelling, and
some members of a household may live in anothelidgieEach inhabitant of the dwelling is
allocated to one household. In the household grafollowing questions are asked about all
members of the dwelling, identified by their fireime, starting with the respondent. First:

- Question A7. Does <first name> live here...
o 0. No (member of the household living elsewherenather dwelling)
1. (Almost) all year
2. During the weekend or holidays => (A8) How malays per year?
3. During the working days => (A9) How many dags preek?
4. Some months in the year => (A10) How many mesthce last year?
5. Less often => (All) How many days per year?

O O0OO0OO0OOo

Several controls are added to this question. Foplediving only in the dwelling where the
interview takes place (answer ‘1’ to question ARg question is asked again:

Question A12. Does <first name> live also elsewliiena time to time?’
For people living in another dwelling (answer ottiean ‘1’ to question A7 or answer ‘yes’ to
question A12), respondents are asked whetherdhteer dwelling (or each of the other dwellings
for those who declare more than one other usuallidgeis a communal establishment (and its
type) or an ordinary dwelling, how much time these® spends in the other dwelling (question
similar to A7) and how many other dwellings thegoer ‘usually’ lives in. Finally, there is a
guestion about the occurrence of people who ligeally’ in the dwelling but had not already been
listed, and a question that names explicitly sdveses such as ‘- a child in the custody of the
other parent; - a student living elsewhere durireytear; - a person with whom a member of the
dwelling has an intimate relationship; - a subténan

Another part of the questionnaire is devoted todter dwellings: where they are (in France or
abroad), who lives in them (a question about tlesgmce of the ‘other parent’ of children aged less
than 15 has been added in the following waves)thérghe dwelling is a main dwelling or a
holiday home for the household (if all the housdhades this dwelling), whether somebody who
could be included in the sample can be reacheusrmbusehold before the end of the fieldwork.
The survey also includes questions about the parpaeents, and family ties of each person
enumerated in the THL with the other household memb

Some 6% of respondents, adults as well as childrenidentified in the survey as “usually” living
in another dwelling. Some of these situations adiouble-counting of the individuals. Double
counting is not systematic, because communal eésttafsénts are not included in the sample; it is
not always easy to identify whether a person hdsuble probability of inclusion, because the
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guestions relating to whether the other dwellinghmibe included in the sample, and whether the
person might be enumerated as “usually living’hea bther dwelling, are not easy to ask nor to
answer. Double-counting is very likely for childremnd much less likely for adults. The actual
proportions of commuters between households amaa&tstd at 3% of children aged 0-17 and 4 to
6% of adults. The proportion reaches 12% at agez42@nd is around 3 to 4% at ages 55 and more
(Toulemon 2008).

b) The Australian HILDA survey

The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Aliat(&lILDA) Survey is a household-based
panel study, conducted by the Melbourne Institlite first wave took place in 2001, and the
survey is repeated every year. In addition to theual core questions, each year a special topic is
covered — such as in wave 1 the family backgroumdiave 2 the household wealth, and in wave

3 retirement and plans for retirement. Private thaakurance and youth are covered in wave 4, etc.

The panel began with a national sample of Austdtiauseholds living in private dwellings of
6,872 households and 13,969 individuals. Membethebriginal survey in 2001 have been traced
and interviewed annually, along with new membertheir households. Detailed information on
the HILDA survey is available on the web, throubl website
http://www.melbourneinstitute.com/hildarhe sample of the first wave comprises private
dwellings.

Unlike the French EU-SILC, the single residence neicommended by the CES is applied to
persons interviewed in the HILDA survey. Persong \Wed in more than one household were
treated as members of the household only if theptsmost of their time in the household. People
who lived in another private dwelling for more tha® per cent of the time were not treated as part
of the household. Visitors to the household wese albot treated as part of the household. Finally,
people who usually lived in the household but wereporarily absent for work, school or other
purposes were treated as part of the householdh&theans that a small proportion of interviews
were conducted in locations other than at the Hwldeaddress. Children attending boarding
schools and halls of residence while studying vierated as members of sampled households
provided they spent at least part of the year énsimpled dwelling (Watson and Wooden 2002).
The Household form includes information on all heflusld members, defined as having their “usual
residence” in the household, even if they are atetethe time of the survey. For those who also
live elsewhere, two questions follow, one on tharstof the time, the other on the reasons of multi-
residence: “Does ... live here about half the timererthan half, or less than half?” and “Why does
... live here only part of the time?”.

The main difference between the French and theralies surveys is that for the French EU-SILC,
all persons living in the household were recordethé household form, even those who usually
lived elsewhere, while in HILDA the list was restad to persons living in the household more than
half of the time. Both surveys include a complegationship grid’ to accurately identify the

family links between all household members.

¢) The ltalian survey “Famiglia e soggetti sociali”

The Italian survey on Families and social topkanfiglia e soggetti socigliwhich took place in
2003, included detailed questions in order to ifgcommuters between householgedolari
della famiglig. Detailed information on this survey is availablethe website
http://www.istat.it/strumenti/rispondenti/indagi@miglia_societa/famigliesoggettisociali/
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The first part of the questionnaire deals with gweember of the households included in the
sample. Persons are asked whether they had kggdarly in another dwelling, during the

previous year. This was categorised as: two daysek, or all week except the week end, or during
schooling or university term, but excluding travieisholydays or occasional work. A positive
answer is followed by a series of specific question this other dwelling: how many days the
person lives there during the year, for what reéspomwhere is this other dwelling located, what
type of house and who owns or rents it, who persetthere, who pays for the dwelling. The
questions are reproduced below, from annex 2 didfia(2006, page 189).

The survey sampling frame is based on the standiiEICE recommendations for usual residence
where people belong to one household only (siregelence rule). Each person is attributed to one
and one only household on the basis of his/herluss@lence (place where the person spends most
of the nights, family home for workers). So, inrmiple, there is no risk of double counting, and
some undercounting could occur for people who speost of their time away from their legal
residence because the sample of households coomedife households register. But no study has
been carried out to check whether the inclusioesralre followed or not.

2. FAMILY COMMUTERS (FOR ALL)

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

(exclude holidays and occasional business trips)

NO Lo “4go to question 3.1
YES. oo 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. e 01
Study oo 02
Health.......co oo 3.0

Compulsory military/civil service :..,04
To stay with spouse /

partner/boyfriend.............cccoviiiieeennnnn. 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 ............... Al
Out of need for company, assistance......... 12
Other (SPECIfY)....cccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeemaiias 13

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

In the same Municipality as that

of residence ........cccccceveeeeeiiiiiiiinnen, 1

In another Municipality of the same

PrOVINCE.....ceiiiiiiiiiiieieee e 2

In another Province of the same
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In another Italian Region......................... .4
ADroad.........oooeviiiiiii e, 5
In various places...........ccooecvvviiiiiiineeenenene 6

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

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

In a rented 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........................... 05

Guest of one or both parents........ ....06

Guest of relatives ...........ceeevvvvennnen. 7.0

Guest of friends........cooeveveeiiiiiiiniiiian 08

In an institution/hostel/student

apartment/yard/hospital........................ 09.

INDArracks .....oovviiiiii e, 10

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

Lived alone.........cccccvveeveennnnenn. 1

With spouse.........cccccceeeieennnn. e 2

With partner/boyfriend................. 3

With parent/s..........ccoccveeiiiinnnnns .4

With child/children................coounee... )

With father/mother-in-law................... ...0

With some other relative.......c..cc............ 7

With students/work colleagues/

fellow soldiers ......ccoceeeeieiiiiiiiiiiniieeee, 8

With some friends .. . SRR |

With other persons (speC|fy) .................... 0.

2.7 During your stay outside of this house, you keéyourself:

(more than one answer possible)

With the money earned by yourself................1
With the help of your family ........................ 2
At the expense of the host family /

(01T 6510 o [P 3
With a scholarship or some other subsidy .... 4
At the employer’s expense........................ 5
Other (SPECIfY) covvvvviiiiiiieieiiiiiiiiiis emrmmenas 6
Other (SPECIfY) ..covvvviiiiieeieeeieee e eeeemres 11

Source: Fraboni 2006nh{tp://www.istat.it/dati/catalogo/20060621 03/stiue_familiari.pd).
The total number of commuters between householdstimated to be 2.4 million (ISTAT 2005, p.
254; Fraboni 2006, p. 57), which accounts for 4cdt%he Italian population. Compared to 1998,
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the estimated number of commuters slightly decikasigh a declining difference between men
and womeh

Summary table

Country Census or Short description of topic/variable covered
survey and selection method
Switzerland| 2000, Census| Occurrence of “second place of res&de@ollection of the
exact address to identify the “economic residenicetase it is
different from the “legal residence”. Commutersvietn
households were supposed to fill in a form in easidence; in
case of two forms for the same inhabitant, one wr@yg kept in
the files.
United 2001, census | The list of inhabitants include pewagie have their “usual
Kingdom residence” in the household, as well as peoplesgreduring
the census night”
Italy 2001, census| The household list includesgrex$not usually living in the
accommodation”. Questions on the use of anothaxlusu
dwelling, during the past 12 months and at the dathe
census, time spent in the other household (nunftaays per
year), main reason for using another dwelling, Wwhethe other
dwelling is in the same municipality or not.
France 2004, follow-| The household list includes persons “not usualiygj in the
up survey, household”. Questions on the usual use of anothealu
French dwelling, time spent in the current dwelling, magason for
version of the | using another dwelling, (for children) whether titker parent ig
EU-SILC. living in this other dwelling.

Australia 2001, follow- | The household list includes only persons “usudllihg in the
up survey, dwelling. Questions on the usual use of anothealudbwelling,
HILDA time spent in the current dwelling, main reasonuging another

dwelling, the location of this other dwelling.

Italy 2003, survey | The household list includes only persons “usudilihg in the

on “Famiglia | dwelling. Questions on the usual use of anothealubwelling,

e soggetti time spent in the current dwelling, main reasonuging another

sociali” dwelling, the location of this other dwelling, themner or renter
of this dwelling.

V. Proposal for testing

It is not recommended to test new questions brdtteer carefully examine what has been done in
previous censuses and surveys. In many countgesisant effort is made to avoid double
counting, and information on multi-residences sduced as part of this verification process, even
if it is seldom kept in the final datasets.

The list of questions below is taken from a prof@tt one-percent survey to take place within the
2011 census in France. A pilot survey took plaoenfdanuary to March, 2009 (12 enumerators
involved, 1 600 forms, with a participation rate8%.5% among the respondents to the census), and
a larger test will take place in the first montfi2010. At question 3 on “another usual residence”,
16.8% of the respondents did not answer and 9.6Mened that they “usually live in another

" | thank Ms Romina Fraboni, from the Italian instit of Statistics (ISTAT), for her very precise &gss to questions
on the survey “Famiglia e soggetti sociali”, itswent, double counting, and the weighting procedure
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dwelling”. These questions allow the deletion ahgoforms because they were not filled in at the
main “usual residence”. This assumes a simple andambiguous rule in order to identify the
“main” usual residence or to count twice the comemubetween households, with a weight of %2 in
each “usual” dwelling. It also enables a descripttb commuters between households and their
families. The number of answers offered after egastion is limited, due to the scarcity of space
in a self-completed questionnaire taking place withe census, compared to the Italian survey
Famiglia e soggetti socialivhich includes such similar questions on commhbé&tween

households.

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

V.1 Information to be collected and wording of quesons

The list of questions below has been adapted $oingey beginning with a household grid. In most
cases, one “contact respondent” answers the qoesifdhe household grid for all persons living in
the household and, in a second step, specific ignssire asked about all members of the
household, or about a selected respondent. Thengpod the questions is thus adapted here to
<person>, the list of persons being completed byctintact respondent.

V.1l.a Identify the existence of another “usual relgince” for all members of the household

For each member of the household, the first stép gt some information on the existence of
another “usual dwelling”. In some countries a seleop dwelling is identified, in relation to work

or study. The question must be more general arlddeall cases where persons have more than
one “usual residence”. In the French pilot test,dhestions about the duration of stay have been
deleted. The definition of “usual residence” wob#tter be as broad as possible, as the answer to
specific questions on the second dwelling allowdbkection of precise and comparable
information. Question 9 is included in order to make definition as broad as possible.

- QUESTION 1. Does <person> live here...

o 1. (Almost) all year

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

o 3. During the working days => How many daysweek?

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

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

0 7. Other. Specify

The sub-questions can be replaced by a generdiguesuch as question 2 below, or, as in the
Italian survey, a question on the number of dagsasm the household
- QUESTION 2. How much time does <person> live (oegsl&person> intend to live) here
on a yearly basis?
o 1. Six months or more
o 2. Four to five months
0 3. One to three months
0 4. Less than one month

- QUESTION 3. In addition to this dwelling, does <gan> usually live in another dwelling?
Multiple answer
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. Yes, for his/her work

. Yes, for his/her studies

. Yes, for leisure, holidays

. Yes, to meet again his/her partner, his/herlfami
. Yes, for another reas@pecify
. No =>Next household member

O o0Oo0Oo0oo0oo
O, WNPE

The categories could be more detailed. A specé#tegory could be included such as “to live with
the other parent” if the parents are separatethdrtalian surveyFamiglia e soggetti socidlthe
following categories are provided (with multiplesarers): work; study; health; compulsory
military/civil service; to stay with spouse/pantimyfriend; to stay with one or both parents; to
stay with the children; to stay with brothers amdisters; to stay with some other relatives; &y st
with some friends; to safeguard some interestspboeed for company, assistance; other (specify).

V.1.b. Is the other dwelling to be included in tieensus or the survey field? Is the other dwelling
in the country?

The second step is to know whether the other duggi$ to be considered as a main dwelling or
not, for those censuses or surveys where a fofitteid in one and only one “usual residence”.

The most efficient solution is to ask the addrddhat other usual residence, and to check through
linkage, if the census is exhaustive. If the cernisunot exhaustive or in surveys specific ineri
are required. The information from both usual resies of the person can also be merged using
this procedure.

In any case, it is useful to locate the secondlezsie in order to study geographically the
commuters (street number and name are useful binhkage is envisioned):
- QUESTION 4. What is the address of this other exsid?
o 1. In another country => Country
0 2. In this country => Street number, Street nameality or town, Postcode

If computing the distance between two localitieras possible, a possibility is to describe the
distance between the two dwellings, in kilomettese distance, or administrative proximity (same
district, same city, same province, same regiomesaountry...). See question 2.4 of the Italian
Famiglia e soggetti sociaurvey above.

V.1.c Relatives living in the other dwelling

In addition to the address, which allows locatinghi‘'usual residences”, some questions can be
asked on the other dwelling. The key points alideatify the owner or renter of the other dwelling,
in order to know who is the “reference person™histother dwelling, who takes who in, and to
know whether some persons who are not living ia thwelling are sharing the other dwelling with
the person:

-  QUESTION 5. Is this other dwelling...?

o0 1. Acommunal establishment

(children's home, boarding school, workerstélp old people’s home, barrack);
2. A mobile home, camping car, caravan
3. A private household that you own or rent yoursel
4. A private household that your partner owns atge
5. A private household that your parents or youtrga’'s parents own or rent
6. A private household that your children own ortre
7. OtherSpecify

O O0Oo0OOo0OO0Oo
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- QUESTION 6. Who usually lives in this other diied? Multiple answer

o 1. <person>

0 2. His/her partner

o 3. His/her parents or partner’'s parents

0 4. One of his/her children or partner’s children

0 5. OthersSpecify
Here again, the Italian surveffdmiglia e soggetti socidli offers more items: alone; spouse;
partner/boyfriend; parent/s; child/children; fatheother-in-law; other relative; students/work
colleagues/fellow, soldiers; friends; other pers@pecify)

V.1.d Time spent in the other dwelling

The fourth step is to know how the person sharghéi time between both “usual residences”, by
asking a question on the time spent in the othelldwg.
- QUESTION 7. Do you live in this other dwelling...

o 1. (Almost) all year

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

o 3. During the working days => How many daysweek?

o0 4. Some months in the year => How many monthseslast year?
o 5. Part of the time, on an irregular basis => Hoany days per month?

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

0 7. Other. Specify

In practice some more sophisticated questioningoeatieveloped in order to avoid redundant
questions, if more than one member of the housedr@ldegularly living in the same “other usual
dwelling”, to be more precise and specific on ttieeo parent of children living with one parent
only, and to ask some questions on how often tildren meet their non-coresident parent, even
without sleeping in their dwelling, (as per thdita and Australian surveys)

V.1l.e Include as many people as possible in thesehold

Questions 1 to 7 are asked for all household mesnfd&en two more questions could be asked, in
order to include any other possible commuters:
- QUESTION 8. Is there somebody else who lives heven if it is not regular and if he/she
also lives elsewhere?
o 1. Yes =>Question 1, fonext household member
o 2.No

If the answer to question 8 is “No”, the househmpid is presumably complete. Question 9 is then
asked, as a check:
- QUESTION 9. Is there somebody else who may considerdwelling 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 hasm&mate relationship;
- a subtenant.
0 1. Yes =>Include that person and go to Question 1,rfext household member
o0 2.No=>End
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Questions 1 to 5 may be considered as “core quesstin order to identify the Commuters between
households and their precise wording will dependvbether the questions are asked about the
respondent him/herself or for all the members efitbhusehold grid. Questions 6 and 7 allow better
description of the family situation of Commuterdfieir two households. Questions 8 and 9 are
important to improve the quality of the data cdilet.

V.2  Data collection method and target population

Questions 1 to 5 may be considered as “core qumsstin order to identify the Commuters between
households and their precise wording will dependvbather the questions are asked about the
respondent him/herself or for all the members efttbusehold grid.

No specific survey testing is needed. The mostiefit way to evaluate the possibility of gaining
information on commuting between households isetopgecise information on the data processing
in countries which have included questions on ther‘usual place of residence”, such as
Switzerland, Belgium, Italy, as well as in courdgrighere specific surveys include questions on this
topic, such as Australia, France, and Italy.

The presence of precise questions on family tiesyeng identification of step-parenting
relationships, is key to understanding the famitiyagions of children commuting between
households, and the distinction between couplésgiapart together and couples with one or two
“commuters between households” is important fonidging this situation as a new couple
situation, between living apart together and livinghe same household, among adults.
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CHAPTER 3: LIVING APART TOGETHER (LAT)

l. Introduction

The purpose of this Chapter is to defineing Apart Together (LAT) relationships and present
related measurement issues in order to proposatagy for collecting data that would be both
representative at a national level and internatipmamparable. Existing strategies of selected
countries regarding the measurement of LAT arrareggswill also be discussed. The proposed
measures for LATs include several core questiongdiantitative surveys that would provide
information on prevalence and basic characteristissvell as optional questions that would
contribute to a broader understanding of this gvamrangement.

Much of the research on LATSs that has been conduotdate has been based on relatively small-
scale qualitative studié3While this form of analysis can be valuable foderstanding some of the
dynamics of this relationship type, it is generalbt representative of the overall population.
Beginning more than a decade ago, LAT relationship& been included in survey questionnaires
at least to some extent by large national staéisticganizations (e.g., Italy beginning in 1995 and
United Kingdom in 1998), and more recently by otbeuntries, such as Canada (2001).

LAT relationships are not necessarily a new faraiijiousehold form—indeed, the term LAT is
credited to a Dutch journalist who first used itli&78—but they are increasingly recognized in
modern society as a distinct living arrangemenbbeythe more temporary dating stage associated
with the courtship process. Living as part of a Léduple may reflect a longer term arrangement,
either by choice or by circumstance, for some inldigls. Trends toward delayed marital or
cohabiting union formation, high rates of unionsdisition and longer life expectancies in many
countries allow for more fluidity in living arrangeents. These changes create a larger pool of
individuals that could potentially be available 8&oLAT relationship. Consequently, it will become
more and more important to accurately measureréwafence and characteristics of people in LAT
relationships. LAT arrangements may also have spoi&y implications in areas such as housing,
social subsidies or income transfers.

li. Definition

There is no reference to LAT relationships in Recommendations for the 2010 Censuses of
Population and Housingrepared by the United Nations Economic Commistofcurope and the
Statistical Office of the European Communiti@siowever, several definitions, based on a variety
of criteria, are found in the existing literatukdost generally, a couple in a LAT relationship

8 For example, B. Bawin-Legrow and A. Gauthier. 20Régulation of intimacy and love semantics in desfiving
apart togetheirnternational Review of Sociolog¥1(1).; S. Ghazanfareeon Karlsson and K.Bor8D22 Intimacy and
autonomy, gender and ageing: Living apart togethgeing International27 (4): 11-26.; S. Ghazanfareeon Karlsson
and K. Borell. 2005. A home of their own. Womerssibdary work in LAT-relationship3ournal of Aging Studie$9:
73-84; S. Roseneil. 2006. On not living with a part Unpicking coupledom and cohabitati®wociological Research
Onling, 11 (3):http://www.socresonline.org.uk/11/3/roseneil.htrAlccessed Februaryp22007.

° See, for example, the discussion in J. Trost. 18€pfamily variationsMarriage and Family Review26 (1-2):71-
84.

19 United Nations Economic Commission for Europe #edStatistical Office of the European Communit2306.
Recommendations for the 2010 Censuses of PopulatidtiousingConference of European Statisticians.
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maintain an intimate relationship, live in two segia households and have no shared or common
household, but other restrictions can also be epphAccording to Levin (2004), a LAT
arrangement requires the following conditions aray mefer to either same-sex or opposite-sex
couples:

+ the couple has to agree that they are a couple;
- others have to see them as such; and
« they must live in separate homes.

A more comprehensive definition of Living Apart Teiber (LAT) arrangements comes from
Haskey RO0S 36). He defines a LAT relationship as:

"a relationship, which is understood to includeeausl relationship, between partners who have
their own separate address. That is, they usuaélyalt different addresses to each other but they
regard themselves as a couple and are recognizdhdy others. The partners in a LAT
relationship may be of the same sex as well aseobpposite sex. Also, each partner may be
living in a household containing other people. L&Tin one respect, similar to co-residential
cohabitation in so far as friends and relativesvkand accept the relationship. There is also the
understanding that, as with cohabitation, LAT iaepally viewed as monogamous in nature and
an arrangement that is more than a temporaryjritgetr casual relationship."

For the purposes of this Chapter, the definitioa AT relationship is consistent with that of
Haskey, but with several differences. First, it may necessarily be the case that family and fsend
know about the relationship. As Roseneil (2006)ihd&ated, individuals in relationships but who
live separately may be considered by others to beotoupled”. Or it may be, as other researchers
have indicated, that individuals in this type afaagement are characterized by a greater degree of
flexibility in that they may choose to be seen agifig a partner in some circumstances and as
single in other situations (Karlsson, Ghazanfareksransson, Gerdner and Borell, 2007).

Secondly, a sexual relationship may not be necgssar the LAT arrangement should at least be
considered by the partners to be a romantic anate relationship. There could be sensitivities
involved with a question that overtly asks aboseaual relationship with an unmarried person in
another household. Regardless of whether a LAThgament is considered sexual or romantic or
both, given the intimate nature of the LAT relaship, this excludes sibling or other family
relationships based on blood or adoption from atersition.

1. Measurement issues

There are various issues related to measuring Lredhgements including how best to capture the
phenomenon, from whom the data should be colledié;ulties with the concept of “shared
versus separate households”, and what follow-uprin&tion would be most valuable in
understanding these relationships.

I11.1 Data collection issues

The most straightforward approach to measure LA3argements is to ask individuals who do not
live with a married spouse or cohabiting partnghattime of the survey if they are in a LAT
relationship. However, the difficulty in having mgle question that captures this target population
has been noted by Haskey (2005). The exact wotdidgscribe a LAT relationship is particularly
challenging as the concept “living apart togethsiiikely not sufficiently widespread to be easily
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recognized or understood by most survey particgpdrirthermore, there could be cultural or other
differences in interpretation that make some temoisas easily recognized or understood across all
populations or groups. Current practices of setectauntries will be considered in Section IV of
this Chapter with the recommended question worgiegented in Section V.

There are various possibilities in terms of whdhi@ household should respond to this question. It
could be that:

« only one person is selected per household, repfgingim/herself;

« one person replies for all members of the household

- all eligible household members reply for themselves

« both members of the LAT couple respond (from the diferent households).

Because the nature of this question involves kndgdeof someone who lives in a separate
household, the most cost effective strategy iotlect data via a direct question from one
household member selected at random who respondgi¢herself only. The other possibilities
for data collection involve costs that are notlijk® outweigh potential benefits. Having one
household member respond on behalf of all otheséloold members could be difficult given the
subjective nature of the LAT relationship. One parmay not have complete knowledge of the
relationships engaged in by other household memiginsandividuals outside of the home. In
situations where all eligible household member$yrég themselves individually this would add to
the operational costs as well as to the responskebwf the household. Finally, while it may be
valuable to gather data from both persons in a tAlple, it would also add to the complexity and
operational cost to collect data from persons in $@parate households.

One of the basic tenets of a LAT relationship & there is no shared or common household and
that the partners “live apart”. Yet, this concetynbe difficult to measure in practice because it
could be based on a variety of indicators. Mostesys collect information on household members
by using a household list, although different rutesy be used to define a househdlavhile

criteria such as number of nights spent per wegétter, the address where financial contributions
are made or domestic responsibilities are conduetedare quantifiable they still might not
accurately reflect individuals’ sense of sharedusrseparate households. Even if respondents did
meet particular requirements they might still cdesithe physical location where they contributed
as a separate household from their “own” househottted, a LAT arrangement is perhaps more
subjective than other relationship types. In otherds, there may be greater uncertainty about the
existence of a LAT relationship on the part ofegtst one partner compared to married spouses or
cohabiting partners. For example, if couples spmraor two nights a week together then some
individuals may consider themselves to be partloA@ couple while others believe they are part
of a cohabiting or commuting couple. (See pape€ommuters Between Householdsdefinition
and discussion of that emerging family/househotdcjo

Given these challenges, a subjective interpretatiothe part of respondents whether or not they
maintain separate households, i.e., live aparh it AT partner may offer the most feasible
approach to measuring this living arrangement.

1 A number of concepts are implemented in on-goingesgs and different criteria are used to definedetwlds:

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

» Sharing of expenditures including joint provisidregsentials of living;

¢ Pooling of income and resources;

e The existence of family and emotional ties.
The way countries employ these criteria varies tyre@ome countries use only one of the criteriaidentify
households, while others consider more than onetheg as a condition for identifying householdsisTheterogeneity
affects the comparability of households’ structamel LAT estimates.
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1.2 Follow-up questions

While a single, core question would determine wle#n individual was in a LAT relationship, the
inclusion of several follow-up questions could gisovide for greater clarity and understanding of
this living arrangement. Clearly, LAT unions cafieet a wide variety of relationships. LAT
relationships based on a short duration might cefidemporary arrangement, part of the dating or
courtship process, which may subsequently develtapa cohabiting or marital union or dissolve as
the partners go their separate ways. For othevidhehls, the LAT relationship will continue as a
longer-term arrangement on a more permanent bagisl be important to distinguish between
short-term and long-term LAT relationships, recagrg that it is the latter that more appropriately
represents a new or emerging living arrangement.

Collecting information on the age, sex, maritatistaand living arrangements of the respondents
would help determine the degree to which thisp@nomenon of young or older adults. In terms
of age, young adults are proportionally more likieloe in LAT relationships compared with older
adults. In particular, young adults still living tihe parental home could be involved in LAT
relationships due to their financial and or emadiatependence on their parents. This may account
for a significant component of young adults in LAffangements given the high proportion of
young people who live in the parental home througlleeir twenties and thirties for educational,
employment or other reasons (e.g., Canada, ItalySgain).

Reasons for being in a LAT arrangement should basomed in order to understand the extent to
which a LAT arrangement is based on choice or oastance. In some situations, living apart
together may be a preference on the part of obetbrpartners. A LAT relationship may provide
the benefits of being part of a couple while allogvior a high degree of independence. Persons
who have experienced a previous marital or cohl@pitnion dissolution may prefer an alternative
arrangement such as a LAT relationship. On therdtard, circumstances such as the care of
children or elderly parents, or educational or eypient commitments, may necessitate living
separately.

IV.  Experiences in selected countries
a) Canada

In Canada, th&eneral Social Surveyr GSS (2001, 2006), a telephone survey of about
25,000 persons conducted by Statistics Canadageis 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 quastwording was
chosen is not available. This question was askéadofiduals over the age of 15 who were
not living with a spouse or partner at the timehef survey. A subsequent question was asked
of these individuals whether they intend to liventoon-law (i.e. cohabit) in the future and if
so, at what age.

In terms of findings, 8% of the Canadian populatged 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€8oIof people in LATs were in their
thirties, 14% in their forties and 11% were agedb@ over. About one-half of persons in
LAT couples expected to cohabit at some future fiaieng from 57% of individuals in their
twenties to 26% for Canadians aged 50 and older.
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b) Finland

Finland has three sources of information on couipleésAT relationships. A one-time postal survey
in 2002 Population Policy Acceptance Suryegarried out by the Population Research Instiaite
the Family Federation captured the LAT phenomersingua question about current living
arrangement with responses: (1) | have a partrigr,wmhom | have lived together since year xxxx;
(2) I have a partner, but we live in separate househo#d (3) | don't have a partner.

An on-going survey, thEinnish National Sex SurvéFINSEX) carried out in spring 2007 (and
historically in 1992, 1999) was a postal questiarenahich asks Do you currently live in a
consensual union?? (1)Yes (2) No; followed byDo you have some other steady sexual
relationship, but you are not living together?” (1) No (2) Yes, one (3) Yes, two or more.

A third survey Welfare and Services in Finland - panel sur(2904)also measures LAT
relationships but the exact question wording iskmatwn.

c) ltaly

In Italy, LATs have been measured by two data sssird 1995 survey, theertility and Family
Survey (Inf-2was based on face to face interviews at the relgls home using a paper
guestionnaire. Information about LAT relationshipass provided by a sample of unmarried women
in response to the questid@re you currently having an intimate (couple) relationship with
someone you are not living with?"For those responding affirmatively the start datenth and
year) of the relationship, the reasons for livipgid from this person (she wants to live apart, she
cannot live together, both reasons) and the irderit live together within the next two years were
also collected.

Secondly, th&amily and Social Subjects Surviagluded relationships with a non-cohabiting
partner, as well as the start date of this cunreationship. Data were collected using a
combination of face to face interviews at the resjfgmt's home. A paper questionnaire was used for
all members of the family and a self-administeradsgionnaire for people aged 18 and more.
However, the question about a relationship with sone with whom the respondent does not live
refers to a concept much broader than the onelyseéérred to as a LAT relationship. In 2003,
7.7% of the population aged 20 years and more3.isemillion people, live in a relationship with a
partner without cohabiting with him/her. This granpludesde factoseparated persons who live
apart from their married partner due to reasoraedI|to study, work, etc. (and not due to
relationship breakdown). Unmarried young peoplélating within their parental home but with a
relationship with someone in another householdts® included in this definition.

d) United Kingdom

The 1998 British Household Panel Sury@xamined non-residential relationships using the
guestion: Do you have a steady relationship with a male or fieale friend whom you think of
as your 'partner’, even though you are not living gether?" (Ermisch, 2000).

For theOmnibus Survef2002-3), conducted by the Office for NationaltStacs, the question
chosen was:Do you currently have a regular partner?” and was asked of men and women aged
16 to 59. “[T]his question was addressed only tséhwho were not married and living with their
spouse, or not co-residentially cohabiting. Thathisir partner, if they had one, would have to be
living in another household. Whilst this questiared not explicitly mention sexual relations, the
combination of the terms ‘partner’ and ‘regular’'snatended and judged to be interpreted as such.
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Furthermore, it was hoped that using the word ‘l@would exclude responses referring to
casual, or very short-term, or adolescent relakipss (Haskey, 2005: 38).

Findings from theéOmnibus Survelpased on the above definition but also excludioity shildren

of the household reference person and full-timdestis (given the more likely temporary nature of
their relationships), indicated that about oneetloit individuals aged 16 to 59 who were neither
married nor cohabiting at the time of the surveg dgartner living elsewhere. As a further
refinement, one-half of this group could be consddo be in LAT relationships (Haskey, 2005).

e) Netherlands

In the Netherlands, thaving Arrangements and Social Networks Survey Z19&s used to
measure LATs (Gierveld, 2004). Current partnemustatas captured by the questions: (a)
“Are you currently living with someone (person bétopposite or the same sex) whom you
consider to be a partner?”; and (kg there someone with whom you do not share living
guarters, but whom you do consider to be a partner?

More recently, théetherlands Kinship Panel Study (2005 and 206G&3 the Dutch
contribution to thesender and Generations Survayd asked:

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

AC 104:Does your partner live with you here?

f) Generations and Gender Programme (GGP)

“The goal of the GGP is a cross-national, comparatiwltidisciplinary, longitudinal study

of the dynamics of the family and family relationshin the contemporary industrialised
countries, in particular in Europe and North Amarithe specific aim is to improve the
understanding of factors - including public polayd programme interventions - affecting the
evolution of two principal family relationships:ithparent relationships and partner-partner
relationships” (Macura, 2002).

This survey asks detailed questions on LAT arrareges) starting with the following
guestion, asked of respondents who do not haveresident partner:

Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relanship with someone you're not living with?
This may also be your spouse if he/she does net logether with you. Our survey does not only
cover heterosexual relationships, but also same-sdationships. If you have a partner of the
same sex, please answer the following questionwek.

There are follow-up questions on when the relatignegan, why the couple are living apart, the
distance between their dwellings, how often they e&ch other, and if they have intentions to live
together within three years. These follow-up guestiallow for a broader understanding of LAT
relationship and whether they are relatively shem or longer-term. This series of questions is
presented in the following box.
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Current Non-Resident Partner or Spouse

328, Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relationship with someone you're not living with?
(This may also be your spouse if he/she 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 )

329.

330.

1 — yes |

2 —

In what month and year did this relationship start?

month ||| year

I

no — go to 401

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.
1 —lwanttolive 2 — bothmy
apart partner and |
want to live
b apart
b—=c

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

1 =

3 —  my partner wants to
live apart

L

C

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

4 — we are constrained
by circumstances

b

d

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

Show Card 330d.

Show Card 330b. Show Card 330c. 1 —  work circumstances
1 — for financial reasons 1 — forfinancial reasons | 2 — financial
2 — to keep independence 2 — tokeep circumstances
3 — because of children independence 3 — housing
4 — not yet ready for living 3 — because of children circumstances
together 4 —  not yet ready for 4 —  legal circumstances
5 — other living together 5 — my partner has

5 — other another family
If 330a=2 continue with 330c — 97 — do not know 6 — other

If 330a=1 continue with 331

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?
yes — go to 333 no — continue with 332 1

[Comment: Countries where it is possible to register a same sex partnership, should route same-sex partners into questions
analogous fo 332, using the approprafe ferminology.]

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

1 — vyes
2- no

333, In what month and year was your partner/spouse barn?
month |__|__| year |_I__|

Source: Generations and Gender Survey, Core Quasiie for Wave 2, 2006
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334, a. Was your parinerspouse born in [the UK]?
1 — yes— go to 335 2 - no

b. In which country was halshe born?
Country of birth

2. Im what month and year did hal/she first start living permanently in [the LIK]?
manth |_|__| year |_|__|

335, What is the highast level of education your partnerspouse has successfully completed?
[Country-specific izt to be compatible with ISCED]

325, What was the main subject matter of these studies?

Write exact answer.

337, Which of the items on the card best describes what ha'she is mainly doing at present?

Show Card 104: Activity

— student, in school, in vecational training

- employed

—  self employed

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

— retfirad

— in military or social service

—  homemaker

— maternity leave

10 — parental leave, care leave

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

L] IE I U T R R
|

338, How long does it take to get from your home to wheare helshe is living at present?
__ hours ______minutes

338, Heow often do you see him/her?
__ ftimes per: W ] b

340, Is your partner'spouse limited in his'her ability to underaks normal everyday activities, becauss of
a physical or mental health problem or a disability?

1 - yes 2 - no
341. Does your partmer think that you should start living together?

1 - yes

2 - no

3 — partneris not sure
87— R doss not know

Source: Generations and Gender Survey, Core Quoaasiie for Wave 2, 2006
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Country

Survey

Short description of topic/variablecovered,
collection method, question wording etc.

Canada

General Social Survey (2001
2006)

212 Are you in an intimate relationship with
someone who lives in a separate househslsked
only of individuals who were not living with a

spouse or common-law partner at the time of the

survey. Respondents who reported being legall
married and not separated, or common-law, but
their spouse or partner was not living in the
household were not asked this question. They v
asked why the married spouse or common-law
partner was not in the household. Answer
categories include: Work-related separation,
Spouse is in a nursing home, Other medical caré
facility, School-related separation, Prison or
correctional institution, Marital problems or

~

vere

D

conflict, Spouse has not immigrated to the country.

Target population: all persons aged 15 and over
private households

Sample size: approx 25,000

Collection method: telephone interview

in

Finland

Population Policy Acceptance
Survey 2002
(One—time survey)

Q: Current living arrangement: (1) | have a partn
with whom | have lived together since year xx; (2
have a partner, but we live in separate househol
(3) I don't have a partner

Target population: persons aged 18 to 69
Sample size: 6,864

Collection method: postal questionnaire

er
)
ds;

Finland

Finnish National Sex Survey
(FINSEX) 1992, 1999, 2007

Q: Current consensual union (Do you currently |
in a consensual union): (1)Yes; (2) No

Do you have some other steady sexual relations
but you are not living togethe(l) No; (2) Yes,
one; (3) Yes, two or more

Also includes the starting date of the LAT
relationship

Target population: persons aged 18 to 74
Sample size: approx 6,000

Collection method: postal questionnaire

ve

hip,

Italy

Multipurpose households surve
on “Family and social subjects

(began in 1998 and conducted

every 5 years; last survey year
was 2004)

yAre you currently involved in a relationship with
someone you do not live with?

Target population: all persons

Sample size: 19,227 households; 49,541 persor

Collection method: Face to face interviews at the

respondent's home using paper questionnaire fqg
members of the family and a self-administered
guestionnaire for people aged 18 and more

S

D

r all

Italy

Fertility and family survey (Inf-
2) 1995

Are you currently having an intimate (couple)

relationship with someone you are not living with~

One-time survey

?

Target population: persons aged 20 and 49
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LAT question restricted to Sample size: 4,824 women and 1,206 men
unmarried women. For those | Collection method: Face to face interviews at the
responding affirmatively the dateespondent's home using paper questionnaire
(mm and yy) of the beginning o
the relations, the reasons for
living apart from this person (she
wants to live apart, she cannot
live together, both reasons) and
the intentions to live together by
the next two years are also
collected
Netherlands| Living Arrangements and SocjaCurrent partner status was captured by |the
Networks Survey (1992) questions: (a) Are you currently living with
someone (person of the opposite or the same|sex)
whom you consider to be a partner?; and I
there someone with whom you do not share living
quarters, but whom you do consider to bg a
partner?
For more information:
Gierveld, Jenny de Jong. 2004. Remarriage,
Unmarried cohabitation, living apart together:
Partner relationships following bereavement| or
divorce” Journal of Marriage and Family6:236-
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 Panel AC101: Do you have a partner at the
Survey (2005 and 2007) moment, that is to say, someone with whom
you have had a relationship for at least three
months?
AC 104: Does your partner live with you
here?
Target population: persons aged 18 to 79 years
(plus migrant oversample)
Sample size: 8,161
Collection method: CAPI
United British Household Panel Survey Do you have a steady relationship with a malg or
Kingdom (1998) — Wave 8 female friend whom you think of as your “partner”,
even though you are not living together?
Target population: population aged 16 and over
Sample size: 5,500 households and10,300
individuals (Wave 1, 1991- longitudinal panel)
Collection method: household questionnaire;
individual schedule; self-administered
guestionnaire
United Omnibus Survey — 2002/03 Do you currently have a regular partner?
Kingdom This question was asked only of those who were

not married and living with their spouse, or not
residentially cohabiting.

CO

“A short set of questions was designed for runni
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=R

in the ONS Omnibus Survey, with the purpose 0
estimating the extent of living apart together. Th
guestions also explored the duration of the LAT
relationship; the sex of the respondent’s parttiner
number of non-married relationships the respondent
had had in the past (excluding the current LAT
relationship); the age at — and duration of — tte f
non-married relationship, and, ...the history of the
pattern of residence and co-residence of the curfen
relationship.” (Haskey, 2005: 38)
For more information:

Haskey, J. 2005. Living arrangements |in
contemporary BritainPopulation Trends35-45.
Target population: persons aged 16 to 59
Sample size: 5,544

Collection method: face to face interview

11%

IV.l  Evaluation of the questions proposed
a) Sources and methods used to evaluate the quesiiwoposed

The recommended questions coming from establishedeygs were evaluated by requesting
information from the respective survey teams camogrthe following:

* Number ofnon-responsegrefusals)

* Number of Don’t know’ responses

» Inconsistencies arther analytic findings related to data quality

b) Main results of the evaluation

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

This question is asked of those who:

* Have never been in a common law relationship (ar'Oknow, Not Stated), and are not
currently married and are not married or commonaath spouse living outside household
and have no partner in the household.

OR

* Have never been in a common-law partnership tltahdi result in marriage, current
marital status is legally married and separatedyrded, widowed, or single (never married)
and have no partner living in the house.

Data quality:

e 0.3% item non-response

* 0.2% don’t know

» Respondents who reported being legally marriedremiéeparated (legally), or common law
but their spouse or partner was not living in thadehold were not asked this question.
They were asked why the married spouse or comnvepdatner was not in the household.
Answer categories include: Work-related separat8pouse is in a nursing home, Other
medical care facility, School-related separatiatsdh or correctional institution, Marital
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problems or conflict, Spouse has not immigratethéocountry, and Other. This is not a
recommended exclusion. All respondents who ddawe a co-resident partner should be
asked these questions.

Are you currently having an intimate (couple) relanship with someone you're not living with?
(Gender and Generations Survey)
» Asked of respondents who do not have a co-resjammher

Feedback was requested from countries that usBehder and Generations SurvgyGS). The
following comments were received:

Georgia
» Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatedlata quality for this question?

“In the Georgian GGS 2.0% and 1.1% of respondemtstioned during the interview that they have
non-resident partners. Among them 35% of femate20% of male respondents declared during
the interview that their partners live at the dist of several hours of flight from them. So we
suppose that these persons are temporarily abooadjéb. Hence, LAT is not a widespread
practice in Georgia and is mainly caused by temydedor migration abroad-?

France:
* Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatedlata quality for this questién

Around 10% of respondents (18 to79 years old) ‘Sé&a$" but this category contains different types
of LAT : young people (students), widowed peopigpcted people and people who do not live
together because of professional reasons. Thesgifoups do not have same intentions for the
future (living together within three years, havighild, and so or)®

Germany**

» the number of non-responses (refusal®.3% (non-response and not applicable)
» the number of ‘Don"t know’ response®.2%
* Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatediata quality for this questi@n

6,299 respondents are currently living togethehaipartner in the same household, resulting in
3,718 respondents for possible LAT relationships.

2 50urce of information on Georgia GGS was Irinaashvili, Director of the Georgian Centre of Paian
Research, Georgia, e-mail correspondence, NoveR#he008.

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

1 source of information on German GGS was RobereNahd Kerstin Ruckdeschel, Statistisches Bundesamail
correspondence, November 28, 2008.
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living together with partner in one household

Frequenc Cumulative
y Percent| Valid % %
Valid 0 no 3,718 37.1 37.1 37.1
1 yes 6,299 62.9 62.9 100.0
Total 10,017 100.0 100.0

Out of these 3,718 respondents 3,622 = 97.4% apsiprestion a310 (relationship with somebody
not living in your household), 0.2% didn’t know aB8% did not respond or found the question

not applicable. In Germany 24% said they wereliA@ relationship.

a310 Have relationship to somebody without cohataition

Frequeng Cumulative
y Percent| Valid % %
Valid 1 yes 870 8.7 24.0 24.0
2 no 2,752 27.5 76.0 100.0
Total 3,622 36.2 100.0
Missin 7 does not know 8 0.1
g 9 not
applicable/no 88 0.9
response
System 6,299 62.9
Total 6,395 63.8
Total 10,017 100.0

Similar results were found for the Czech Repubk&S5- no non-response, no refusals. About 8%
of respondents reported being in a LAT relationship
Russid”

Are you currently having an intimate (couple))

) S , - GGS-2004 GGS-2007
relationship with someone you're not living Asked = 4. 696 N= 4.807
with? o o
the number of non-responses (refusals) 35
the number of “Don’t know” responses 2 66

inconsistencies or other analytic findings
related to data quality -
for this question

(not separated)

Netherlands

Do you have a partner at the moment, that is to ssgmeone with whom you have had a
relationship for at least three months? Does yqartner live with you here?(Netherlands
Kinship Panel Survey (a slightly different versadrthe GGS))

15 Source of information on Russian GGS was OxangaSskaya, Russian GGS Project Director and Depirgcibr,
Independent Institute for Social Policy, e-mailrespondence, December 11, 2008.



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0OCT/10/Add.1
page 54

* “No special problems with these questions. A loyafing adults, who intend to start
cohabitation/ marriage in the (near) future areived in these LAT relationships. What |
try to find out is how many LAT relationships protebe long-term LAT relationships and
what are the characteristics of the respondenthiad in long term LAT relationships?

Romania

In the file cleaned by NIS (Romanian National Ingé for Statistics) there is no possibility to
identify the number of non-responses, nor “donthresponses, nor the inconsistencies. All
these where cleaned by NIS and put in the catégyincluded in the filter". However we can
Iearnﬂthat 415 (3.46%) respondents from a totdllgd86 have a LAT relationship at the interview
time.

Main conclusions of the evaluation: The question works well in identifying LAT relatiships,

but further information is necessary in order tatidguish other characteristics, such as temporary
LAT relationships from those that are relativelpder term. Questions on age of LAT partners,
duration of the LAT arrangement and household ¢uamrangements will help distinguish between
these kinds of LAT relationships.

V. Proposed questions
V.1 Information to be collected and wording of quesons
V.1.1 Core questions

The basic questions asked regarding LAT arrangesneifitbuild on those included in the
Generations and Gender SurvigyGS). The GGS has a solid foundation for meagysarsons in
LAT couples and many countries are already colgctihhe information. The questions should be
asked of all respondents in the target populatiba do not live with a married spouse or
cohabiting partner at the time of the survey.

This paper recommends following the GGS strateggapturing prevalence with a single question.
Other basic characteristics of individuals in LATTaaagements should be collected including living
arrangements, duration of the relationship, and s&eand marital status of the respondent.
Additional questions that may contribute to a ggeanderstanding of persons in LAT
arrangements are recommended but considered nertagcs.

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

'8 Source of information oNetherlands Kinship Panel Survesas J. Gierveld, Prof. em. Vrije Universiteit,
Amsterdam, September 3, 2008.

" Source of information on Romanian GGS was Corrdliaesan, Faculty of Sociology and Social Work, wémsity
Babes-Bolyai of Cluj, e-mail correspondence, Decemdh 2008.
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It is recommended thabusehold living arrangementbe determined using a household roster.
This will provide information regarding whether imdiuals in a LAT arrangement are living in the
parental home, as lone parents with dependentrehiladvith roommates or other situations.

Date of birthof respondent
month| | pear|_ | |

Sex of respondent
— male
— female

Legal marital status
— never legally married
— legally married (and not separated)
— separated, but still legally married
— divorced
— widowed

V.1.2 Non-core questiongbut recommended)

In order to more fully understand LAT arrangementsould also be important to include follow-
up questions. Information on reasons for livingai,AT relationship, the age, sex and marital
status of the LAT partner, frequency of contact &mdre intentions would contribute to a more
complete picture of the LAT relationship. Againetktarting point is the questions included in the
GGS, with modifications where appropriate.

Reasons for living in a LAT relationship

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

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

a— |wantto 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 teeliapart?
Please mark all that apply and rank your reasonsarder of importance.
— work or school-related reasons
— desire to maintain independence (e.g., finanerabtional)
— because of dependents such as children or elolemnts
— not yet ready to live together
— other (please specify)

For respondents who answered ‘c’ (My partner wamtsre apart):
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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 constidiyecircumstances):
By which circumstances were you constrained?

— work-related circumstances

— financial-related circumstances

— dependent on others in the household (e.g.,dialy, emotionally)

— because of dependents such as children or elp@rgnts

— to avoid disapproval of family and/or friends

— housing circumstances

— other (please specify)

Characteristics of the LAT partn#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 wiafshe is mainly doing at present?
— student, in school, in vocational training
— employed
— self employed
— helping family member in a family business dasmn
— 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 ighmur 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?
times perr WM Y

18 The questions in this section based on the GG&sked of the respondent regarding the LAT parth@rcluded
then the equivalent questions should be askedeafespondent.
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Is your partner/spouse limited in his/her abilitp tundertake normal everyday activities, because
of a physical or mental health problem or a disabif?

—yes

-no

In what month and year was your partner/spouse b@arn
month| | Wear|_ | |

a. Was your partner/spouse born in [country of semp]?

b. In which country was he/she born?
Country of birth

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

month| | year| | |

Other non-core non-GGS qguestions:

How many of your closest family and friends knowald 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 cient (LAT) partner?
— in the next year
— in two 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 curreftAT) partner?
— in the next year
— in two years
— in three or more years
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V.2. Data collection method and target population

The data collection method for persons in LAT agements would be appropriate in the context of
a large scale sample survey questionnaire condgteither telephone, post, or face to face, such
that one particular person within a household lected at random. The objective is to produce
results that would be representative of the nalipogulation for each given country as well as

internationally comparable.

It is proposed that the target population for pesseho may be in LAT relationshipclude 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-pévoepitrespondents);

- Animplied sexual or romantic relationship (i.eblimg relationships, platonic friendships

excluded);

« Minimum age should be the same as that used fatiagaror cohabitation, e.g., age 15 and
older (although some surveys may use only 18 aed)pv

« No minimum duration of the LAT relationship (baswuself-perception of respondents that
they are part of couple).
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CHAPTER 4: SAME-SEX COUPLES

l. Introduction

Traditionally co-residential family relationshipave been defined in terms of married couples but
since the 1970s living together without marrying bacome far more common as either a
precursor to, or replacement for marridgeAlong with the rise in opposite sex cohabitatithere
has also been an increased acceptance of samelstgonships, which have gone from being
illegal in some countries through to provision@jél recognition for those in same-sex
relationship€® Of course, co-residential same-sex couples ara netv type of family. However,
increasing acceptance of same-sex couples hasitreser for such families to be visible and
may have given a greater number of people the draegd live in such a family arrangement.
Information on same-sex couples is of interestoiacp makers for a number of reasons. It will help
them understand the take up of new legal arrangesntlesit allow same-sex couples rights and
responsibilities; it will help in determining grosivhich may be at risk of discrimination; it may
also help in understanding housing need and faimitypation. The aim of this chapter is to provide
consideration of how information might be collectedsame-sex couples from surveys. The issues
here will also be applicable to censuses, but thithadded problems of space constraints and self
completion.

Il. Definitions
a) Family and Household

The terms family and household are often useddhtergeably but they are in fact different
concepts. Family refers specifically to relatiomshand can essentially be defined as either a eoupl
relationship (with or without children) or a persoot in a couple relationship but with a child. The
definition in the Conference of European Statiatisi (CES) Recommendations for the 2010
censuses includes same-sex couples although tlingas ambiguous as cohabiting is not spelt
out as being both opposite and same sex and aeadbtd the assumption that only legally
recognised same-sex partnerships should be coastadamily’?> More complex definitions

allowing for extended families are possible. Hdwdds are classified by the type of family
contained within them, but may contain either noifeés or more than one family.

19 Prinz, Christopher. (1995) Cohabiting, MarriedSimgle: Portraying, Analyzing and Modelling Newlrig
Arrangements in the Changing Societies of Europe.

20 Following the Wolfenden report, sexual acts betwseo adult males, with no other people presenteweade legal
in England and Wales in 1967, in Scotland in 198@ l[dorthern Ireland in 1982. December 2005 saw the
implementation of the Civil partnership Act 2004iefhgave same-sex couples the right to register tekationship,
and receive similar rights and responsibilitiesaki marriage.

% From CONFERENCE OF EUROPEAN STATISTICIANS RECOMMBATIONS FOR THE 2010 CENSUSES
OF POPULATION AND HOUSING (United Nations, 2006)

Census definition: “A family nucleus is definedtire narrow sense as two or more persons who litleeisame
household and who are related as husband andagif&yhabiting partners, as a marital (registerashessex couple, or
as parent and child. Thus a family comprises a leowjthout children, or a couple with one or mohédren, or a lone
parent with one or more children” (para. 493).
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(b) Same-sex couples, legal relationships and sekbahaviour

There is a need for rigor around the definitionsduim social statistics, and this is particulartyet

in a sensitive area like same-sex relationshigss @an be illustrated using the diagram in Box 1.
Although not to scale, the diagram attempts toasgnt the issues around the different groups that
may need to be considered when attempting to peodtatistics on sexual identity.

The diagram shows that same-sex cohabitation dmaesegessarily equate to sexual identity or
sexual behaviour. It raises the issue that, aswvélriage, or opposite sex cohabitation, it is not
necessarily about a curresgxualrelationship. Same-sex couples, as with oppssitecouples,

may be celibate through choice, age or infirmitess likely, but still possible is the fact thatrs®
same-sex couples may not actually identify thenesedshomosexuafthere are many different
sexual sub-groups). It is also important that fegufor same-sex couples should not be used as an
indicator of total numbers in particular sexualnitiges. The numbers of people who identify
themselves as lesbian or gay will be larger thasdtthat have formed same-sex cohabiting couple
families.
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122

Box 1°° Schema of interactions of sexual identity, sexuéehaviour and living arrangements

Those who class 7
themselves as i identify themselves as athe
solely thah heterosexual

heterosexual*

* Note this could be defined in a number of ways,édxample it could mean ‘ever’ or it could
mean within a defined period of time such as tlseyaar or the last five years.

Description

The white area of the diagram represents thosetbagolely heterosexual.

The shaded area of the diagram represents, therg®ople whose sexual identities are not solely
heterosexual.

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

. Those that would identify themselves as other tieterosexual (blue)

. Women who have had sex with women and men who hagesex with men. (red)

However, this is a group that can be defined inmlver of ways. It could apply to ever having had
sex with someone of the same sex, having had xpatrience at some point in a previous time
scale such as one year of five years or even justmtly involved in a same-sex physical
relationship. The definition of this is importeat it essentially helps define the population
regarded as wholly heterosexual in the diagramaFmall number of people this is a particularly
difficult area. Those that have been coerced (fapey perhaps object to their sexual identity
being described as not wholly heterosexual. THiaitien here could be refined by adding the
word consensual 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 sebewal it cannot be assumed. It also cannot be
assumed that the relationship is sexual (e.g. mesydfe¢he clergy may be in celibate same-sex
relationships).

22 This diagram was created as part of the condiderfor identifying the provision of sexual idefytin the UK



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0OCT/10/Add.1
page 62

. Civil Partners (not separated) (purple). As withabiting same-sex couples, it cannot be
assumed that every partnership involves eitherethiost identify themselves as other than
heterosexual or that a sexual relationship is vel However, ignoring polyamory, civil partners
(not separated) cannot be in a cohabiting relatipnsNote this group excludes same-sex close
family households such as two sisters. There ilalsmall category of Civil Partners who are
separated and cohabiting with another partner.

A further consideration when collecting information same-sex couples is, for those countries
with legal recognition of same-sex partnershipsetivar there is a requirement to distinguish
between de jure and de facto relationships.

(c) Same sex or same gender?

There will be a small number of couples where anieoth partners are transsexual or identify
themselves with a different gender to that of théaith. In practice most surveys collect gendet, n
biological sex information, by accepting the repdrsex of the respondent. Legal partnership
information will usually reflect sex because legadtrictions will apply, although in some countries
(e.g. the UK) gender recognition does now allowsththat have undergone gender realignment and
recognition to be recognised in their new gendette purposes of legal partnershipsDe facto
partnership information will reflect gender as repd by the respondent. For example, a male to
female pre-op transsexual who has not yet goneigifirgender recognition and is living with a man
may report themselves as a member of an oppositecsple.

.1  What do we want to measure? Definitions of aa@me-sex partnership

Given the definitional issues highlighted abovegaaeeds to be taken to specify what types of
relationships need to be counted. A sensibleisgaposition is to mirror heterosexual partnership
information. This would mean collecting information all those in a legally recognised same-sex
partnership (assuming the facility for forming thexists) plus those who are in a same-sex
partnership that has an equivalence to an oppsesitele facto partnership (i.e. consensual union or
cohabitation). The definition of those in a legane-sex partnership is legally defined. De facto
unions are more difficult to define. The CES defam of partners in consensual union can be
summarised:

- Have usual residence in the same household,;

- Are not married to each other;

- Have a marriage-like relationship to each otfier.

In the Gender and Generations Survey a definitiontbff of 3 months is used for identifying co-
residence and cohabiting coupfésHowever, the beginning of co-residence is noegsarily a
precise date. The prohibitions on certain marriadgtionships tend to be mirrored in counting
cohabiting relationships. Thus opposite sex cdtraprelationships will not include sister/brother
relationships. So the following appear to be tég Boints for definition of a de facto same-sex
partnership.

3 Legislation has been set so that the switch cande immediately between being married and béirgpartnered
so that legal entitlements and responsibilitiesveen the partners are maintained.

%4 From CONFERENCE OF EUROPEAN STATISTICIANS RECOMMBATIONS FOR THE 2010 CENSUSES
OF POPULATION AND HOUSING (United Nations, 2006)

Census definition: “Two persons are taken to béneas in consensual union when they have usualeese in the
same household, are not married to each othethawela marriage-like relationship to each othegi#p219).

% http://ww.unece.org/pau/ggp/iwg/Prague/draftojussipdf
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* Both partners in the relationship share the samedtwld. This requires the definition of
residence. We would recommend that the definitiomsoal residence proposed by
proposed by th€onference of European Statisticians Recommendafamrthe 2010
Censuses of Population and Hous{tWNECE-Eurostat 2006) be used.

» Both partners are of the same-sex (in realitywhilsbe where both partners report the same
gender).

» Both partners recognise themselves as living aasiple (i.e. it is more than just a flat share
or friendship, it is implied that the relationshggromantic’ although it should not be
automatically assumed that it is sexual or sexusdiye).

» Both partners are not in a registered partnershfess they have separated from that
partnership). It is assumed that registered pasties will be separately recorded.

.  MEASUREMENT ISSUES

There many ways that information on same sex csuggeld be collected. Broadly they can be
classified as below, with the following advantages disadvantages:

1. Collection of all relationships (or at least redtion to person one in household)
(a) Implicit question — simply ask whether you e partner of another person and use sex
variable to derive same-sex couples

Advantages Disadvantage
* Question will not antagonise those » Relies on accurate recording of sex,
that may object to a question that may be an issue with self completion
includes same-sex » Does not encourage those in same-sex
» Parsimonious partnerships to identify themselves,

they may feel deliberately ignored of
may simply not realise that the data
collector wants them to be identified.

(b) Explicit question — include a specific categoryhe relationship matrix for a de facto same-sex
couple.

Advantages Disadvantage
» Clear that information on same-sex » Lengthening of what can already be|a
couples is required long list of possible relationships
» Less likely to be confusion over sex » Potential confusion with any legal
categorisation same-sex partnership category

2. Ask a separate specific question about cohabitan.
(@) Only record same-sex couples if they voluntieelinformation

Advantages Disadvantage
* Question will not antagonise those * Does not encourage those in same-sex
that may object to a question that partnerships to identify themselves,
includes same-sex they may feel deliberately ignored of
* Not reliant on sex question may simply not realise that the data
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collector wants them to be identified,
likely to produce an undercount

(b) Specifically include in the question that sasa&-couples are to be included

Advantages Disadvantage
* Encourages same sex couples to * Question may antagonise those tha
respond may object to a question that includes
* Not reliant on sex question same-sex, leading to higher non-
response.

The mode of collection may also be a factor in dieg how to design a question that collects
information on same-sex couples. For example,espad/or question complexity may be an issue
in a self completion questionnaire or census; csehg there may be an embarrassment factor in an
interview situation.

No matter which method is used there may be a terydi@ countries where same-sex relationships,
and consequently same-sex cohabitation, are lesptble for under recording of cohabiting
same-sex couples. In most societies homosexuslgiili stigmatized (Barbagli and Colombo,
2001)26 and a high percentage of same-sex couples da&watify themselves as such in
population-based data collectiéhslt can be hypothesised that a truer picturéefriumber of
same-sex cohabiting couples may be gained where ifigreater acceptance of same-sex
relationships. In societies where there is lesgptamce of same-sex relationships there is the need
to consider how to encourage same-sex cohabitingles to identify themselves. It may be that if
questions on sexual identity and orientation wése able to be asked as part of the survey this may
signal to the survey respondents that same-setioredhips are acceptable. In turn it may
encourage participants to disclose that they live same-sex couple and may give them greater
confidence in reporting a cohabiting same-seximahip. To test this hypothesis, ad-hoc modules
on sexual identity may be introduced in approprsateveys that collect information on sensitive
topics, as health conditions or discriminationeeen better an ad-hoc survey may be carried®out.
Acceptance of collecting information on sexual ititgriorientation would possibly achieve more
accurate estimates of same-sex couples. It wostdla of interest in its own right as another socio
economic characteristic.

The use of questions on sexual identity is not seandly feasible. For example, if the cultural
environment of a country made it difficult for tleolving in co-residential same-sex relationships

* Barbagli M, Colombo A. (2001), Omosessuali modeltr¥julino, Bologna

" Sabbadini L.L., “Changes in Household Structures Behaviours: New Challenges for Official Statistj invited
paper at the Joint UNECE/Eurostat/OECD meetingioédors of Social Statistics, Luxembourg, 39-3@t8mber
2005.

2 «The 2006 Statistics Canada Census content conisuitegportrefers to work that was carried out to test sexual
orientation questions. During some focus group wbgy found that, “Most participants did not appeosf including
a sexual orientation question on the Census”. Haxerespondents were more willing to answer questiwithin the
context of a health survey or a discrimination dmuonan rights survey. They also found that people wst willing
to answer questions if they understood why thetouewas being asked and how the data could be. (dslreasons
that respondents gave for not being willing to amiser question included the fact that the Censusdadatory, the
issue of proxy reporting for other household mermabprivacy concerns, and the sensitivity of theatdpgn Sexual
Orientation and the 2011 Census — background irdtiom March 2006, paper available at
http://lwww.statistics.gov.uk/about/consultationsdeidoads/2011Census_sexual_orientation_backgrouhd.pd
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to report themselves as such, questions on sexuadiy actually cause greater problems with the
overall acceptability of the data collection, bsutvey or census.

The potential underestimation of same-sex couplé®musehold surveys or census should be taken
into account, particularly where there is not sb@ad legal) acceptance of same sex-relationships.
To cope with this problem, countries are encourdgesiden their knowledge on sexual identity in
general, and in turn on same-sex couple livingreanents, through ad-hoc modules or surveys,
that would represent at least a benchmark for stienates of same-sex couples provided by other
surveys or census.

V. EXPERIENCES IN SELECTED COUNTRIES
IV.1 Current UK methods

The UK has both de jure and de facto same-sexegattips. December 2005 saw the introduction
of legal same sex partnerships (termed Civil Pastrips), and there had been over 31 thousand
civil partnerships formed by the end of Septemi8#)& Most surveys have had a Civil Partnership
category added at the point where legal maritalists asked. Further work is required, in
particular to understand how to pick up categooigseople who were previously in a legal
partnership which has ended through either deatlissplution. Of course, there may be a small
number of people in a legal partnership who mainsaiparate addresses.

For those in a heterosexual de facto cohabitatiodirection mention of a sexual relationship is
usually made. Rather respondents are asked witathelive with someone as a couple. In the
largest social surveys, same-sex couple relatipasdme only reported if the information is
volunteered by the respondent. Effectively thatl$® true of opposite sex cohabiting relationships.
The onus is on the respondent to report the relstip. Box 2 shows the relevant questions from
the two main surveys used in the UK for family imf@tion, the General Household Survey and the
Labour Force Survey. However another survey, theey of English Housing specifies in the
question on living together that the question idelsisame sex couples, (also shown in Box 2).
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Box 2 Survey Questions on same-sex partnership

Questions on marital status and partnership in Gengal 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?...........coccee oo e e e e e 1

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

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

married and separated from your husband/wife?

divorced? ......ccoieeiiiiie e

OF WIAOWEA? .ottt ettt 6..

Spontaneous only — In a legally recognised Civitfaship and separated from his/her civil partriér.
Spontaneous only — Formerly a civil partner, theil@&artnership now legally dissolved.................8

Spontaneous only — A surviving civil partner: he/lpartner having since died............cccoceeeeet ... 9

Ask if there is more than one person in the houseltb 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 ———————— 1
N e 2
SPONTANEOUS ONLY - same seX Couple.........ueeaaecrueennnns 3

Information is also collected on relationships tieess in the household (excerpt below)
form a relationship matrix — the relationship coaéti 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 it eea e 1
CONADITEE. .....ccieeei e 2..

Son/daughter (inc. adopted).........cuviieiiirvceiieiereee e 3

Survey of English Housing (SEH) Questions — as abeexcept

LiveWith

ASK OR RECORD
May | just check, are you/is "DMNAMES|[LTLooper] ling with someone in the household as a couple?
This would include as a same sex couple.

Yes
No
*Yes — same sex

—
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IV.2 Methods in other countries

The table below shows the different methods useal $gmple of countries to collect information
on same-sex couples.

Country Method of collection Source of information

Canada Most social surveys at Statistics Cangtlask force response and
capture relationship information and/or Task force response and Paul
marital status. Respondents are Kelly Chief, Questionnaire
instructed to include same-sex Design Resource Centre,

relationships. For example, same-sex Social Survey Methods
partners who are married are instructegivision, Statistics Canada
to report "spouse” (to the relationship
guestion) or "married" (to the marital
status question). Same-sex partners
living common-law are similarly
instructed.

Census of population takes a more direct
approach to the relationship question
(the marital status question is similar t
what was described above). There ar
specific response categories for persans
in same-sex relationships;
- opposite-sex common-law partner to
person 1

- same-sex common-law partner to
person 1

D O

For the 2011 Census Canada propose to
have separate categories for same-sex
couples who are married (same-sex
married spouse of person)

Sweden Statistics Sweden do not ask specifigaynilla Davidsson
for same sex cohabitation, but ask the Statistics Sweden
selected respondent who is living in
his/her household. For all persons the
ask for age, sex and relation to the
selected respondent. It is an indirect way
of asking, and it's up to the responden
to be truthful or call his/her partner a
lodger or something else. Their view i$
that, in Sweden, nowadays those with|a
same sex partner are normally happy to
declare their situation.

<

—

Holland The Dutch do not have a specific CBS
guestion about same-sex cohabitation,.
In some questionnaires they assess who
lives in the household and the relations
between those people. In these cases
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they also ask for same sex relationships
if they are married or partnered. In other
guestionnaires they use administrative
data about the household composition.
In these cases only same sex couples
who are married or have a registered
partnership can be found.

|8

Finland Similar to Holland above. Same-sex | Task force response
couples are identified in surveys by
answers to questions on household
relationships. Same-sex couples not in a
legally registered partnership are not
identifiable or inferred from register
data

New Zealand Most Statistics New Zealand surveysg Task force response
use the relationship matrix to collect

family information and as such could
derive same-sex couples living in the
same households. However, the censps
is the only source that currently
publishes any data on same-sex coup|es.

United States The Survey of Income and Program | Task Force response
Participation collects a complete
relationship matrix which allows the
derivation of same-sex couples.

Same sex partners of the householder
can also be distinguished in the
following data sets, based on the
relationship to householder question,
and the sex of the householder and
partner: Survey of Income and
Program Participation, Current
Population Survey, American
Community Survey and the decennial
census.

In addition, beginning in January of
2007, the Current Population Survey
asks adults age 15 and over who are
living with non-relatives whether they
have ‘a boyfriend, girlfriend, or partnel
in the household'.

V. PROPOSAL FOR TESTING

Given that the collection of same-sex cohabitingptes is analogous to the collection of opposite-
sex cohabitation, questions should be consistehsanple. However it is recognized that the
mode of collection may be a factor in deciding vileetto make such a question explicit, both for
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reasons of sensitivity and, in the case of cerspage. Festy (200%)has recently recommended
that questions on same-sex cohabitation shoulckjleci.

As mentioned in section I, the hypothesis wassidered that collecting information on sexual
orientation/identity may lead to more same-sex bty couples being comfortable with
revealing their relationship. It is recommendeat this be tested with two important caveats.
Firstly sample sizes will need to be large to idgnthether a difference is truly statistically
significant as the overall numbers of those in saeecohabiting relationships is likely to be low
and may be only around one to two per cent of tpufation. Secondly the collection of sexual
orientation or identity is a major new topic areatself and although some countries such as
Canada, New Zealand and the United Kingdfbane exploring collecting such data in regular
surveys, there are many issues to consider inidgfimhat is to be collected and in designing
appropriate questions. The United Kingdom startgk&cting information on sexual identity on its
major continuous surveys in January 2609.

V.1 Information to be collected and wording of quesons

It is recommended that the question be contain#ddma question that asks about all non-
legally registered partnerships or that a relatignsnatrix is used:

V.1.1 Topic/question direct question on same-sexes

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

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

V.1.2 Topic/question question as part of a relatgmp matrix

Where a relationship matrix is used there are tessibilities for ensuring that information on
cohabiting same-sex couples are collected. Tkeifito simply include as an option in the
relationship matrix ‘partner’ and then use thissmfation in combination with the information
collected on sex to produce numbers of cohabitimgessex couples. The second option is to have
two options, one for opposite sex partner and onsdme-sex partner. The latter may be a better
option on self completion questionnaires and cersudere the problem of non-response to the
sex question may make it difficult to produce aousate split of the opposite and same sex
couples.

V.2  Data collection method and target population
A similar question to the direction question pragmbshas already been asked on the Survey of

English Housing, and major British surveys routynglclude a relationship matrix which allows
same-sex cohabiting couples to be identified. Sgebstions need to be targeted at the whole

% Festy P (2007) Enumerating same-sex couples isuses and population registers Demographic Res¥alame
17 Article 12, Pages 339-368

%0 See http://www.statistics.gov.uk/about/data/meaguequality/sexual-identity/default.asp

31 hitp://www.statistics.gov.uk/pdfdir/sip1208. pdf
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household population, although are superfluoushbasehold only contains one person. The key
issue is that the cohabiting same sex populatidikedy to be fairly small and large sample sizes
may be needed to make an accurate overall estimaéze is also evidence from the UK census
that these types of families are concentrated miqudar geographical areas, which are perhaps
more accepting of such relationships.

V.3 Suggested indicators for same-sex couple poptibn

Information on same sex couples can be presentleren terms of couples or on individuals in
couples. The following indicators for same-sex despare recommended, based on: sex of the
partners; type of union; and, people living in helusds where a same-sex couple lives.

1. Number of / percent of all same-sex couples d&y of the members of the couple and (in
countries where it is relevant) type of union, legally registered, de facto.

2.Number of / percent of all people living as a saax couple in households, by sex of the
members of the couple and (in countries where riglisvant) type of union, i.e. legally registered,
de facto.

In addition countries may wish to consider a furtimelicator of the percentage of all couples who
are same sex couples, this may be further spligrevhelevant, by the percentage of de jure couples
who are same sex couples and the percentage atttedouples who are same sex couples.

As well as the indicators mentioned above similaagsure to those used for opposite-sex couples for
household composition (presence of children, pareftone (or both) of the couple, presence of
other families) could be derived.

VI.  INVESTIGATION OF PERFORMANCE OF SAME-SEX COUPLE QUESTIONS

As reported in section 1V.l only one survey in K, the Survey of English Housing (SEH) has a

guestion which includes same-sex cohabitation giseaific response category (although the other
main social surveys all collect such informatiovalunteered through the relationship matrix and
the cohabitation question). The numbers of sammegaples identified in the SEH are very small,

but there is no evidence that the change in thetmguewhich took place for the 2005/06 survey

round affected overall response rates to the survey

Information on same-sex couples has also beenctatlen a number of countries through the
Generations and Gender programme surveys (GGS).

A number of questions in the Generations and Ge&devey identify same-sex couples. The
guestions 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

Interviewer Check: Is the partner of same sex aS&®Household Grid.

yes -> go to 303 no -> continue with 302

However the information is also collected in thei$ehold grid which asks:
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To begin, | would like to ask you about all persar® live in this household. Who are they? To
help me keep track of your answers, please telthai first names and how they are related to
you.

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

0 — R lives alone

The relation ship options are partner or spouse

This question then checks the sex of each of thedtmld members

Interviewer Instruction: Ask 109 and 110 about ehohsehold member
and write answers in the Household Grid.
109. Can | just check, that [name] is male/female?

Countries which have run the GGS were asked farinétion about respondents that refused or
provided ‘don’t know’ answers to questions whicHlected information on same-sex couples and
to comment on any inconsistencies or other analiytdings related to data quality. A summary of

responses received from a range of countries ompdin®rmance of the questions that collect, or
allow the derivation of same-sex couples, is givethe table below.

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

Country the number of | Inconsistencies or other analytic Comments
non-responses findings related to data quality
(refusals)
the number of
Don’t know
responses
*
France No refusals | Too few couples identified to look at
and no don’'t | inconsistencies and data quality - 37
knows Male Respondents said that they live

with a same-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%)

Germany Refusal rate afNo comments provided on

0.1 per cent to| inconsistency and data quality, small
guestion on numbers of same sex couples found
the sex of the | 1.5 per cent (95 responses).
co-residential
partner (5 Also showed 3.3 per cent same sex
responses 1 | couples amongst LATs (29 cases)
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Country the number of | Inconsistencies or other analytic Comments
non-responses findings related to data quality
(refusals)
the number of
Don’'t know
responses
*
not known and
4 not
applicable no
response)
No missing
cases on LAT

Georgia See comment There were no reported cases of | Although no same-sex

respondents having the same sex | couples were found ther

partner in the same household. was no evidence of non
response despite the

In Georgia there is no provision for dequestion allowing the

jure same-sex couple relationships. | reporting of same-sex
couples.

Netherlands There are no| No inconsistencies or issues reported.

missing values De jure and de facto same-sex
on the specific| relationships are identified and
questions reported separately.

Italy There is no data on sam
sex couples reported an
where potential same-se
couples are identified in
the relationship grid they,
are removed.

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

Republic responses out| couples were found, 0.4 per cent (16| comments were based g

of a sample of| responses). However, the level of | GGS responses in 2005
c4,500 inconsistent answers found was almo$2e jure same-sex
reported as large at 0.3 per cent (13 responsespartnerships began in
2006
A small number of same-sex coupleg
were also identified as LATS.

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

Russia For the 2004 GGS there were only 2

refusals out of a sample of 6565 to
answer the question relating to same
sex couples. There were no refusalsi|i




ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0CT/10/Add.1

page 73
Country the number of | Inconsistencies or other analytic Comments

non-responses findings related to data quality
(refusals)
the number of
Don’'t know
responses
*

2007.

No same-sex cohabiting couples were

identified in either survey, although 3

LAT same-sex couples were identified

in the 2004 Survey (none in 2007).

Although there are only a small number of count@eslysed it is clear there are underlying
cultural variations that operate, rather than funelatal issues with the design or operation of the

guestions. Several countries disregarded the pligsidf same sex couples being reported by the
GGS survey instrument.

Amongst those who received and retained informafliom same-sex couples, with the exception
of the Czech Republic the questions appeared t& well. However, only very small numbers of
couples were found and so any inconsistency magfibre be relatively large.
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CHAPTER 5: LIVING APART BUT WITHIN A NETWORK

l. Introduction

Despite the structural simplification of families) today’s society, families still live within
significant networks of relations and exchangesvbenh relatives. Studies show that adult children
are not isolated from their parents but frequemttgract and exchange assistance with them — even
when divided by large geographical distances (Withn1967 and 1991; Bonvalet, 2003, Fraboni et
al. 2005, Sabbadini, 2005). The empirical evidesaggests that the extended family maintains
cross-generational cohesion in spite of centrifiggaial forces that distance family members. This
type of extended family - labeled “modified extedtle is able to respond to the needs of its
members (Litwak, 1959, 1960). The situation siguaifitly differs across countries. In Europe, for
example, frequent family contact as well as codeste seems to be more usual in southern than in
northern countries. However, communication, excleamgd support relations within social networks
help maintain adequate levels of well-being. Thegeed (i) support family members who have
troubles in their daily life or who have to dealthvisudden events, (i) help them gain wider
perspectives and opportunities, (iii) reduce uraeties and find solidarity and companionship.

The exchange of instrumental and financial assistaand support between family members and
members of different households is a dimension tiaatt significantly affect the achievement of
social goals. In effect, informal support netwocks play an important role for the type and qugntit
of assistance provided to the people with differeaeds in the various phases of their lives.
Attitudes and cultural background are importantd®plaining variation across countries in family
relationships. Different attitudes reflect culturadrms and values which emphasize obligations of
mutual aid between parents and children or othiatives throughout life, resulting not only in
higher levels of family support to relatives in debut continued levels of assistance from elderly
parents to their adult children.

However, national differences in family support a@ wholly explained by cultural differences.
The attitudes towards family responsibility for deese of frail older people or other family members
are also likely to reflect differences in the pglenvironment across the countries (availabilistc
and quality of public service provision offered dncial and family policies) (Glaser et al., 2004).

The role of the informal support networks can benplementary to (or substitutive for) the
provision of public services offered by social pms. Therefore, progress in understanding
comparative patterns of functional solidarity, adlvas in developing responses to demographic and
socio-economic change (the ageing of the populadimh the vertical structure of the family, the
increase in women’s employment, etc.) is a centatern for policy-making.

Il A definition for a multidimensional concept

Living apart, but within a networls not a particular form of household alternatiog¢he household
defined based on the co-residence criterion. k& idifferent way of looking at a family and its
functioning. It aims to go beyond the co-residehomd and extend the concept of household
structure and household relationships includinglkip, friendship and neighbourhood.



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0CT/10/Add.1
page 75

When leaving the household context, finding a difin that describes the situation in which a
person or a household could be considered as partnetwork entails the risk of simplifying a
complex concept connoted by multi-dimensionalifywé consider all possible relations with family
members, friends, neighbours and acquaintancesylmay, or almost everybody, can count at least
on one person for support, even if that suppoalitriged. The difference, of course, depends on the
number of knots in the network (i.e. individualsglwivhom the person has relationships), on their
closeness, on their capability of meeting the rfeedupport.

Hence, a definition operson/household living apart but within a netwoekls for a further step to
identify the links among the persons, the relatioelsl with the network, and how close the relations
are. A person/household living apart but within atwork could simply be defined aa
person/household keeping relationships of soligasiith other people/households living in separate
dwellings. Then further data analysis is required to quakfyd articulate the meaning of
“relationships of solidarity’and to classify the population/households, objéduovey, according

to the characteristics and levels of intensity led telationship. Studies need to explore different
dimensions of the social network (structure of tmetwork, association, functions, affection,
consensus and the norms). The central componghesé analyses focus on the nature and degree
of solidarity between family member§Solidarity implies that individual interest are ptly)
subordinated to collective interests or interedtsthers in a relationship, but motives for expnegs
solidarity may vary from a sense of mutual affattimoral convictions, accepted authority, to
considerations of long-term self-intere@ykstra, 1999, p. 5).

Vern Bengtson and colleagues in the 1970s (Bengts@b., 1976; Bengtson and Roberts, 1991)

codified six principal dimensions of solidarity eten generations:

a. structural solidarity: factors such as geographic distance that consiranhance interactions
between family members;

b. associative solidarityfrequency of social contact and shared activitetsvben family members;

c. affectual solidarity:feelings of emotional closeness, affirmation, amimacy between family
members;

d. functional solidarity: exchange of instrumental and financial assistamze support between
family members;

e. consensual solidarityactual or perceived agreement in opinions, valueslidestyle between
family members;

f. normative solidarity strength of obligation felt towards other family migers.

Although the construct of intergenerational solityaglaborated by Vern Bengtson and colleagues is
still a subject of debate (Hammarstrom, 2004)efiresents the most used and fruitful approach to
study intergenerational adult relationsKfp8engtson and colleagues examine social-psychmgi

32 Using the conceptual model of intergenerationaldaoity as a theoretical guide, Silverstein and @san (1997)

have developed a multidimensional typology of adoiergenerational relations and a nomenclatureetscribe the

empirically generated types. They have identified finderlying types of intergenerational familateonships:

a.tight-knit  (traditional extended family; adult children aeegaged with their parents based on all indicatfrs
solidarity)

b.sociable(adult children are engaged with their parents éasegeographic proximity, frequency of contactpéonal
closeness and similarity of opinionSunctional exchange is abseriut the high level of affinity may hold the
potential for future exchange)

c.obligatory (adult children are engaged with their parents thasegeographic proximity, frequency of contactype
of extended family with an high level of functiore{change buwithoutstrong positive sentiment)

d.intimate but distant (adult children are engaged with their parent®motional closeness and similarity of opinions,
but not based on geographic proximity, frequency of cantaviding and receiving assistance; also in taise the
affinity may hold the potential for future exchahge
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structural, and transactional aspects of aduldgbdrent relations, but their approach can be ursed
order to measure morphology, thickness, and funictgp of the network as a whole, taking into
account the relations between other kind of redetiystepparents, brothers, sisters, grandfathers,
cousins, etc.).

1. Measurement issues

Most of the studies on family solidarity focus exsively on the relationshipetween parents and
childrenmainly because of two factors. On the one haredgtikater significance of this relationship
compared to that with other family figures and,tba other hand, it is easier to conceptualise and
operationalise. Nevertheless, studies carried autetationships with other family members have
highlighted the limitation of an approach restritte parent/child relationships. The most important
life transitions — marriage, birth of a child, I&ay the labour market, etc — involve a re-orgamirat

of the social relations that may affect parentsthiers and sisters, other family members, friemds a
neighbours in different ways. The frequency of ectg between parents and children, the closeness
of their relations, the support they give/receiveld depend on the differences in the distributén

a set of determinants such as availability, contaxt support of other family figures or friends
which all play an important role (Istat, 2005).

Most of the surveys on solidarity network ameividual-oriented The sample consist of a number

of adult persons representative of the populatioth data focus exclusively on one person in the
household and his/her personal network. A morensite and fruitful approach is to reconstruct

every piece of a household’s network, by collecimgrmation from each household member, in

order to measure the overall extension of netwarks their configuration, including any area of

relationships’ overlapping (that could reveal ahieiglevel of intensity in some bonds), asymmetry
and complementary within family relationships. stcase, the unit of analysis can be both the
individual and the household as a whole.

Theactors of the networkepresent a further element for discussion. Itake for granted the need

to survey the various dimensions of solidarity oy between parents and non-cohabitating
children, but also among other family figures @erids, a minimal approach requires considering the
persons that play an active role in the networkadgée the respondent should be asked to indicate
the main family members with whom they do not l{ueother, father, siblings, etc.) or other persons
(relatives in law, friends, stepparent, etc.) withom he/she has close relations, feels close to and
who, whether effectively or potentially, would prde support in case of need.

The persons involved in a relationship may haverogieneouspinions of and perceptions on the
content and significance of their relationshiphese differences can highlight potential cotdlic
allow the analysis of forces which influence théeirsity and direction of the relationships, and
could help design different relationship types.altle the point of view of both partners of a dyad
(for instance: questions on the relationship shdnddasked both to the children and to their non-
cohabitant parents) should be examined. This reguite need to trace the persons identified by the
respondent and to interview them, increasing camaloly cost and time of the survey. In compiling
common survey modules, a simple approach is redjuirat enables a focus on the outcomes (for
instance the exchange of instrumental and finarassistance) rather than on the factors that
constrain or enhance interactions between faméynivers.

e.detached (isolated extended family; adult children ast engaged with their parents based on any of theatats of
solidarity)



ECE/CES/BUR/2009/0CT/10/Add.1
page 77

Designing a set of variables that gather the infdrom necessary for constructing indicators regativ
to some dimensions of solidarity, e structural, associative, affectuahd functionalones may

be straight forward. The questions refer to objecsituations and examine the universe of close
relatives or friends. The same cannot be said, hexw®f consensual solidarity (sharing opinions)
and normative solidarity (strength of obligatioit fewards other family members). The necessity of
taking into account perceptions and opinions memmsove to subjective information. Defining
appropriate indicators is more difficult, espegidtir international comparisons, as the aspecteto
measured are much less clear. Indeed, consensdah@amative solidarity are usually surveyed
through a large number of questions within demamnaurveys whose principal objective is that of
analysing intergenerational relationships and $oo&works. Researchers must clearly define
concepts, related terms and carefully select ojpelt definitions that match the conceptual
definitions used (Ganong and Coleman, 2005). Nbetsss, the most important risk likely to be
encountered is to obtain answers that reflect comrfelings, values and opinions socially
acceptable, but not real preferences and personaiations.

Not considering these solidarity dimensions linthe scope to analyse the latent dimension of
relationships (i.e. the potential for support) dhe degree of cohesion that may be underestimated
(high level of affinity and/or obligation may holde potential for future exchange). Surveying them
is often disregarded not only because of a numbehe methodological problems, but also for
balancing the informative needs with the respongeldm.

Hence, the proposal focuses on a set of variathes,has been selected from the most relevant
surveys on this topic (see part IV). These vaeglgioncern three main domains:

i) people the respondent feels a certain level ohigffwith (emotional closeness);

i) social contacts (visits, telephone, internet/e-netit.);
The level of affinity and the amount of social caeis allows the identification of links among
persons even if cross-sectional level functionalhexges are absent. The family and friend
relationship alternately shift between latencygfatform of cohesion; i.e. the potential for
support) and activity (exchanges of assistancd)niyf and frequency of contacts demonstrate
the closeness among the network’s members, andabieintial capability of support.

iii) the exchange of instrumental and financial assistaand in-kind support between members of
different households.

The aim of the variables associated with this donto put in evidence the various modalities
with which the networks provide their support, tkied of persons and families actively
involved in the networks, the different strategiest people adopt in order to support people in
need;

In the following the target variables per domaie ksted:
i) People the respondent feels affinity with

1. Has the respondent non-cohabitant relatives whis felese to?

2. Who are the non- cohabitant relatives the respanhéels close to?
Literature shows strong differences by gender amgation in the direction of the fluxes of
help. So the items response may be detailextder to capture these differences.

3. Number of close friends the respondent has.

4. Number of other friends the respondent has.
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i) Social contacts

1.
2.

3.
4.

How often the respondent sees relatives;

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

How often the respondent sees friends;

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

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

1.

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

According to the Italian and Canadian testing elgmeres on similar questiofisit is better to
remind explicitly the kinds of help to the respontddt helps respondents to focus and recall the
help provided.

Choosing the past month means to concentrateattention on the persons who are actively
involved in the solidarity network at the momentisl choice reduces the probability of
catching persons who give help occasionally, awaids distortion related to the problems of
memory. A month is a period of time the respondam remember easily in terms the number
of times and hours devoted to the help (see foligwiariables).

Activities that do not take place in the helpedspeais house need to be included (for instance:
to wash, iron, cook in their own house for non-dmtaant persons )

Some of these types of help are affected by selgorfeor international comparative analysis
the survey should be conducted in the same pefitteoyear. | it is also better to avoid holiday
seasons.

Both the Italian and Canadian surveys include “okied of help” as an item of response. This
is particularly important in a context of compavatianalysis. It helps identify the different
modalities with which the networks can give theipgort for different countries.

Most important’help given in the past month.

The self-perception of the respondent in orderating which help is the most important is
preferred. It allows identification of burdens tlaa¢ perceived as heaviest or more valuable, and
that deserve more attention by the policy makeesidiing to focus only on the help which the
respondent considers the most important insteadoosidering all kinds of help provided,
permits a more detailed study of aspects of thengimenon (see the other variables below),
than would otherwise be the case (because of bualestraints).

Persons who received the most important helperptist month
The items responses should be detailed in ordeattth the directions of the flow of help. The
literature shows strong differences by gender aedemation. The instructions for the

% The Italian question is: In the past month, did provide a non-cohabitant person (either relativeot) with any of
the following unpaid helps?; the Canadian quessorstill thinking of the change to do with (namiethe change that
had greatest impact on the life of the respondehgt kinds of help did you get from (name of reseunsed for the
change that had the greatest impact)?

34 An alternative wording might propose “demandingstead of “important”. However, according to thelida
experience, “important” is clearly understood frtme interviewee, while “demanding” should be mdesady defined
in terms of resources (e.g. time spent) allocatethé activity of help. Using “important” allowsdhinterviewee to
declare which is the help he/she provides and dermsias more relevant (either heaviest or moreastg) under a
subjective perspective. Although individuals livilmgdifferent countries may provide a differenteirgretation of what
is “important” for cultural reasons, still this dtion allows to identify which is the help morelevant for the
population, and consequently more worth of intef@spolicy makers.
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interviewers should define which person has to mdicated (in the situation where the
respondent could answer equivocally). For instaicéhe case where the respondent provides
support in caring for a grand-child, the helpedsparshould be his mother and not the grand-
child.

4. Number of times the most important help was givehraumber of hours (on average) devoted
to the most important help each time in the pamttm

5. Whether or not the most important help was alsemiwv the last 12 months. Number of times
the most important help was given in the last 12tm® (last month excluded). Number of hours
(on average) devoted each time to the most impbhip in the last 12 months.

6. Whether or not the most important help was provittethe framework of a volunteer group’s
activities.
Voluntary work deserves special attention. By @sune, voluntary work is somewhat different
to that related to the exchange of assistance appost among relatives, friends, and
neighbours. Nevertheless, this information coultegnicro-level information about the role of
the voluntary work (substitutive/complementary)stes that of family network.

7. Whether or not the most important help was orgafisdgared with other persorad number
of persons the most important help was organizedésf® with.

Help received (items to be asked at household level
The variables for help received mirror those foretph given” especially for items 1 to 5
(excluding number of hours) .
It could be possible to survey about help receivgdooking only for help-givers among the
respondents. In this case, other questions woldd te be asked to the interviewee in order to
know characteristics of who received help, typda@fisehold which belongs to, etc. The “two-
sided” approach proposed overcomes this problenasking to each household member about
both received and provided help. This approach pkmnits the identification the so-called
“symmetric” households in which persons give arcenee help at the same time.

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

g) Canada

The General Social Surveyconducted by Statistics Canada since 1985, cantairseries of
guestions on topic such as social support, frequariccontact with family and friends, help
received and given as a volunteer. Except in thaicse for non-custodial parents (it surveys
contacts, time spent with child, care and financgipport for him/her and/or for ex-
spouse/partner), the different questions do notceon specific kinds of relatives, but collect
information on the number of relatives (and frienitait the respondent feels at ease with, can talk
to and call on for helpSimilarly, questions about the different types ahpaid help given or
received in last past month, ask generically whihésperson who gave/received help (a relative, a
friend, a neighbor, another person?). Also questame asked aboulistance from the respondent
to most of his/her friend@re they in the same city or regior®)d frequency of contacts with them
(visits, telephone, internet/e-mail, fax or letter)

The Canadian survey examines four different dimmrssiof solidarity affectual, structural,
associative and functional, but not the consermso@dinormative ones.

3% Comparing the results of the Italian surveys catetliin 1983 and 1998, these variables were v&fuliin order to
explain an apparent “paradox”: an increase of garers and a decrease of helped households. Agtoaspect to the
past, in the last years, it is more common to firate persons that help the same household/persoimgtance
husband and wife helps together a non-cohabitéative).
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h) France

The aim of the surveyProches et parentgNext of kin, close friends, and relativespnducted

by INED in 1990, was to improve the knowledge lué# £xtended family, to explore the networks
of affinities and study the social practices of tietwork of relatives and friends. The questioreair
collects information on help received and offergadthe individual during his or her lifetime; the
universe of persons the individual considers asecielatives or friends; all the members of the
family of the individual and of the individual's gaer/spouse. In the part of the questionnaire
devoted to close family and friends, there is astjaa for each of them asking whether they gave
or received help from the individual, thus permitithe identification of the persons belonging to
the mutual help network. In the survey, the refadtups between the individual and his or her
relatives were characterized on the basis of fiedicators:

I. being mentioned as “close”;
ii. living in the same commune or a bordering one;
iii. being in contact at least once a week (meetingmelonversations and mail);
iv. being part of a mutual help network (help in thettaraof educational or occupational
guidance, the search for employment or housinig; p@vided during difficult times or on
a regular basis).

These indicators correspond to four types of lioks$ of the six in the micro-social model of

intergenerational solidarity developed by Vern Beng and colleagues (1976, 1991): emotional
solidarity (feelings of affection) which, to a can extent, can be assimilated to the feeling of
being close to a person; structural solidarityifliv together or nearby); associative solidarity
(frequency of contacts); and functional solidafitye extent of help provided or received). Thus,
three types of networks are identified: the extenkiaship network, the network of close relatives
and friends, and the mutual help network.

i) ltaly

In the surveyFamily and Social Subjegtsonducted by the Italian National Statistical i€Hfin
1998 and 2003, the concept of family structure hodsehold relationship is extended to that of
household kinship. This goes beyond the co-reseldrand, and refers to how often different
groups of relatives meet, are in touch, visit aatpleach other (Freguja and Romano, 2001). As a
first step, the number of non co-habitants brotlaad sisters, children and grandchildren, parents
and grandparents alive are asked. As a secondadep,sex and geographical distance from the
respondent of each relative (up to a maximum oftkinee closest relatives for each category) is
surveyed, as well as the frequency of contacts thighn (in terms of phone calls and visits) and the
time spent to reach them (hours and minutes). &érd step, the exchanges of instrumental (as a
volunteer too) and financial assistance and supgrertalso obtained. In addition, a section of the
guestionnaire surveys other relatives, friends a@dhbours the respondent can count on or is
particularly fond of. The sharing of opinions (dfet partner, relatives, friends and children)
regarding the choices of having a child and of ilegvthe family of origin are explored
Furthermore, opinions on gender roles are asked.

The Italian survey also examines the four diffe@intensions of solidarity included in the French
and Canadian surveys, and to some extent alsootgensual solidarity (sharing opinions). The
normative solidarity (values pertaining to intergeational obligations) is not surveyed.

J) The Netherlands

“The Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic igé (NIDI), Utrecht University (UU), the
University of Tilburg, and the University of Amstirm are participating in the development of a
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large-scale database on Dutch families:Nle¢herlands Kinship Panel Stu¢idKPS). The research
concerns the theme of solidarity, which is defiresl ‘feelings of mutual affinity in family
relationships and how these are expressed in bmbaterms’. Two waves of an extensive face-to-
face interview have been conducted (Wave 1 in 2004, Wave 2 in 2006 - 2007).

Three dimensions are distinguished: instrumentatiat and emotional solidarity. A central
component is the focus on family relationships or@ad sense, instead of just relationships within
the nuclear family. The research goals are (a)escidbe the nature and strength of solidarity in
family and kin relationships, (b) to explain vaiweis in solidarity across individuals, social
categories, and time, and (c) to examine the camseses of solidarity for individual well-being,
family functioning and the relationship between fig@s and other social institutions” (NKPS
Codebook, vers.1- July 2005).

Information about attitudinal and emotional aspettthe relationships of respondent with relevant
family members is obtained. Topics include relatlup quality, equity and reciprocity, trust,
feelings of affection versus obligation, relatiomstorientation (exchange versus communal
orientation), feelings of missing certain relatibips when they are absent; feelings of regret or
satisfaction about the former course of relatiopshifeelings of loneliness and incompleteness
within relationships, and relationship-efficacyfarmation about general attitudes towards family
relationships, such as norms about the formatioth dissolution of partnerships, social value
orientation, the quality and content of partneatiehships and parent-child relationships, mutual
support.

e) Other UNECE Countries

The Generations and Gender Programme (GGP) istansya nationalGenerations and Gender
Surveys (GGSJnd contextual databases, which aims at improtiegknowledge base for policy-
making in UNECE countries. The GGS is a panel supnfea nationally representative sample of
18-79 year-old resident population in each paritim country with at least three panel waves and
an interval of three years between each wave. Tam moal of the programme is to improve
understanding of demographic and social developraedt of the factors that influence these
developments, with a particular attention towardiatronships between children and parents
(generations) and relationships between partne¥ad@). The domains covered by the survey
include also values and attitudes, intergeneratioglationships and social networks. There are
specific questions on sharing of opinions (of tretmer, relatives, friends and children) and
choices of having a child, of leaving the family aigin, of leaving the labour market, efto
measure the normative solidarity, the respondeasked to indicate who has the higher load of
responsibilities (society or family) for the caessistance, economic support of elderly members,
children, parents, grandparents, etc.

Summary table:

Country | Survey Short description of topic/variablecovered and collection
method
Canada General Social i) number of relatives (and friends) that respondiesis at ease
Survey with, can talk to and call on for helj) who is the person who

gave/received helpij) distance from the respondent of most| of
his/her friends and frequency of contacts with thienfor non-
custodial parents: contacts, time spent with chddre and
financial support for him/her and/or for ex-spopsetner.
Collection method CATI

France “Proches et i) help given and received during the lifetimi@; persons
parents” [Next | considered as close relatives or friend};all the members of
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of kin, close the family of the individual and of the individual
friends, and partner/spouse.
relatives] Collection method Face-to-face interviews

Italy “Famiglia e i) number of non-cohabitant brothers and sisterddren and
soggetti sociali”| grandchildren, parents and grandparents aliyeage, sex and
[Family , geographical distance from the respondent of ealdtive; iii)

household and | frequency of contacts with them and the time sgenteach
social subjects] | them; iv) exchanges of instrumental (as a volunteer too)|and
financial assistance and suppar}; other relatives, friends and
neighbors the respondent can count on or is péatiguond of.
Collection method Face-to-face interviews

The Netherlands i) relationships with non-kin and social participatio
Netherlan| Kinship Panel |ii) frequency of various types of contact; occasimnsontact;
d Study (NKPS) | location and travel distance; presence of othersmglcontact;

joint activities and their content; financial arg@ments and
support; non-financial help and suppaii); relationship quality
equity and reciprocity, trust, feelings of affectioversus
obligation, relationship orientatiofy) general attitudes towards
family relationships, social value orientation, theality and
content of partner relationships and parent-chdtationships
mutual support,v) well being and life-satisfaction, including
satisfaction about relationships outside the family
Collection method Face-to-face interviews of the Anchors;
mail questionnaires for the other family members] a-depth
interviews with the participants in mini-panels.

Other Generations andi) relationships between children and parents aratioelships
Unece Gender Surveys between partnersji) values and attitudes, intergenerational
countries | (GGS) relationships and social networksj) sharing of opinions

regards specific questionsjv) who has the higher load of
responsibilities for the care, assistance, econasuoigport of
elderly members, children, parents, grandparettds, e
Collection method: Face-to-face interviews

IV.1 Evaluation of the questions proposed
a) Sources and methods used to evaluate the questiwoposed

The recommended questions are derived from egtablisurveys, regularly carried out in Canada
(General Social Surveyparticularly, Cycles 20 and 22 - CATI) and Itallgafnily and Social
Subjectssurvey, 1998 and 2003 - PAPI). They have beeruated on the basis of the results of the
guestionnaires testing and information providedhgy/respective survey teams concerning:

* Number of refusals and ‘Don’t know’ responses (e for GSS); Number of non-responses
(available for FSS; in the Italian questionnaires items “Don’t know” and “Refusal” are not
included, so that non-responses include refusBisn’t know” and data entry errors);

* Inconsistencies or other analytic findings relatedata quality.

In particular:
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1. questions concerningeople the respondent feels affinity wigmdsocial contactsare drawn
from Cycles 20 and 22 of th@eneral Social SurveyThe results of the surveys show that
these questions are easily understood and answeitheé respondents;

2. questions concerninigstrumental and financial assistance, and in-kirslpportare drawn
from theFamily and Social Subjecwirvey, 1998 and 2003. According to the resultthef
Italian pilot survey carried out in 1997 and theulés of the survey carried out in 1998 and
2003 using the same questionnaires, these questiensasily understood and answered by
the respondents;

It is worth noting that the percentages of misgilata concerning questions from thamily and
Social Subjectsurvey are generally higher than those fromGleaeral Social Surveyrhis is due

to the different type of interview the surveys rely. The percentage of item non-response is lower
in CATI than in PAPI interviews. When the formepéyof interview is used, interviewers cannot
make routing errors and when unusual or unrealigiponses are recorded, the interviewer is
supported by appropriate warnings and can verifydirthe response.

b) Main results of the evaluation

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

In the following, the percentages of “Don’t knowich“Refusal” are reported for the questions as
implemented in Cycle 20, because they are notwestadble for Cycle 22. The wording used in the
two Cycles is compared. In this chapter we recontrthe adoption of the questionnaire wording
as in Cycle 22, because it is an improvement ereiperience of the previous Cycle.

1. In the past month, how often did you see youlatares (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? (remember to exde people you live with)

Don't know: 0,2%

Refusal: 0,7%

In Cycle 22 the wording is slightly changed anddhestions split by item of communication:

In the past month, how often did you communicatie any ofyour relatives, whether by telephone
(outside of people you live with)?

In the past month, how often did you communicatie any ofyour relatives, whether by telephone,
internet/e-mail (outside of people you live with)?

3. How many relatives do you have you feel at eastd, 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 surveyehabo are the relatives the
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respondent feels close to, instead of how many diney

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

Who are the relatives you feel close to (that iso wou 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 eagtn, can talk to about what is on your mind,
and call on if you needed help?

Don't know: 2,9%

Refusal: 0,6%

In Cycle 22 a distinction between “close” and otfiemnds is made and two questions are used:
How many_closériends do you have (that is, people who areyootr relatives, but you who feel
at ease with, can talk to about what is on yourdnor call on for help)?

Not counting your close friends or relatives, hoanm other friends do you hae

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 changed beeaadistinction between close and other friends
was made in previous questions, while this refeltfriends in general.
Thinking of all your friendsin the past month, how often did you see anyoaf friends?

6. In the past month, how often did you communicatéh 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 changes in wweding have been implemented, and the
question is split by item of communication:

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

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

Instrumental and financial assistance and in-kind gpport (results from thé=amily and Social
Subjectssurvey, 2003)

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

1. In the past month, did you provide a person adésof people you live with (either relative or
not) any of the following unpaid helps? (econonsapport, health benefits, support and caring

36 This question has been introduced for the firsetimthe questionnaires of the 22 cycles (GSS).rébponsible for
the survey referred that this question shows tlghdst percentage of "Don't know". Nevertheless, ittiormation
about the respondents that may not know the answibiis question is interesting too, consequerBhgtistics Canada
plans to release this variable as well.
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assisting adults, etc.)
Non-response: 0,1%

In theGeneral Social Survey similar question is asked. The percentages oh“tknow” referred
to each kind of help considered vary from the Ota%he 0,7%, and refusals are the 0,5% as a
maximum.

2. Indicate the code of the most important help pigded. If more than one help was provided,
please indicate that you consider as the most int@ot.
Non-response: 1,7%

3. Who are the persons you provided with the magportant 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-nesgo6,2%

The higher percentages of non-response are obsengbstions where the “times” or number of
“hours” spent providing help are requested. Thipassibly due to difficulties respondents may
have to consider the amount of time spent for aifipeactivity, and then compute an average.
Questionnaires testing have shown that a straeggduce this level of non-response is to add a
guestion (only for respondents who are unable twige more precise information) where the
possible answers are structured into classes Yebdhours, 6-10 hours etc.; once a week, twice or
three times a month, etc.). This allows respondémtshose the answer most similar to their
situation. However, the availability of detailedarmation allows for imputing the missing and
class values in order to achieve a more precisesuneaalso to estimate the household care
spending 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 each times?

Non-response (number of times): 2,6%

Non-response (number of hours, in average, ead):tbnl%

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

The high percentage of non response in this cagebmaue to the wording. The term “volunteer”
may not be clearly understood or may be too spe@fid possibly the respondent does not consider
some associations of people, not properly formdJighat actually provide voluntary work and
“help” for free®. It is proposed in section V an alternative wogdfor “volunteer group”, i.e. an

37 1n some societies, “helping” is an expectatiortloé culture so that volunteering is not easily iifeed as a distinct
form of activity. Thus, even in contexts where @agdeal of volunteering takes place, responderstg mot recognize
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organization that serves communities such as ao$chbrary, health care centre, NGO, club,
union, church, or associatin

(if not)
8.Was the help organized/shared with other persons?
Non-response: 8,0%

Possibly, the non-response to this question magdheced by improving the wording, substituting
“other persons” with “relatives, friends, or othpErsons”

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 tvhole household received any of the
following unpaid helps by persons outside of peopti live with (relatives or not) (economic
support, health benefits, support and caring assigtadults, etc.)

Non-response: 2,6%

In the General Social Survey a similar questiaasised. The percentages of “Don’t know” referred
to each kind of help considered vary from the Otd%he 0,5%, and refusals are the 0,3% as a
maximum.

2. Indicate the code of the most important help eded. If more than one help was received,
please indicate that you consider as the most int@ot.
Non-response: 0,6%

3. Which household member received the most impatrtzelp?
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%

In theGeneral Social Survewho is the person who gave/received help (aivelaa friend, a
neighbour, another person?) is asked. The peraantagDon’'t know” and refusals are the 0,1% as
a maximum.

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

6. Was the most important help received in the [A&tmonths too (last month excluded)?
Non-response: 4,7%

7. How many times was the most important helpei®ed in the last 12 months too (last month
excluded)
Non-response: 1,7%

their own acts as something special or distinctiafled volunteer work” as opposed to being simplyoamal part of
life in the communitylLO, Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Waqrk]0.

%8 The alternative wording proposed is drawn fromrémmmended core survey module of the ILO Mavunahe
Measurement of Volunteer Work.
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V. Proposal on questions to be considered for surys
V.1 Information to be collected and wording of quesons

In the following a minimum set of questions is prepd to survey the most relevant characteristics
of the solidarity networks.

Questions concerning the level of affinity, the amioof social contacts and the help given by the
respondent are strongly recommended. As far ashéhe received is concerned, only the first
qguestion may be considered as mandatory for actgevigood estimate of helped households and
their socio-demographic characteristics. Other gmes on this topic would permit the examination
of the phenomenon from the helped households pdiniew (which help the different kind of
households consider most important; who providetiagtv many times; etc.). These questions are
considered as optional.

The set of questions is not suitable for a widessrgectional or panel survey devoted exclusively to
the study of social networks and family solidarRather, the aim is defining a comparable set of
core-variable¥ that could be included in surveys designed fdiediht purposes.

V.1.1 People the respondent feels affinity with and sodi@ontacts(to be asked to each
cohabitant household member aged 14 years aneidfii

1. In the past month, how often did you see any gfur 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 communicat with any of your relatives (outside of
people you live with), whether by telephone?

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

= every day

= a few times a week
= once a week

= 2 or 3 times a month

% The alternative wording proposed is drawn fromrémmmended core survey module of the ILO Maounahe
Measurement of Volunteer Work.

“0 This is the minimum age considered in the Italiarvey “Family and Social Subjects”. This survey\ides some
evidence that also very young people are involvegtiationships and social support differently adawg to their own
and their household characteristics. In the GenSaalial Survey, household member aged 15 yearsoaed are
interviewed. Different age limits may be takenoirtccount in order to reduce the response burdamever they
should not be higher than 16 years.
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= once a month
= not in the past month

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

= Yes,
= No

4. Who are the relatives you feel close to (that,igvho 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 closdriends do you have (that is, people who are nooyr relatives, but you
who feel at ease with, can talk to about what is oyour mind, or call on for help)?

= Number |_|_|

= None ||
6. Not counting your close friends or relatives, he many other friends do you have?

= Number |_|_|
= None ||
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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 telephone?

8b. Thinking of all your friends: in the past month, how often did you communicate with any
of your friends, whether by e-mail 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 househmlember 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 unpaid help?
(more than one answer is possible)

= economic support

= health benefits (injections, medications, etc.)

= support and caring assisting adults (helping tontkee wash, 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 activitiesnfhgpostal 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 given |_|
(to be ask to person who provide at least one help)

2. Indicate the code of the most important help praided. If more than one help was provided,
please indicate that you consider as the most impiant.
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Code |_|_|

3. Who are the persons you provided with the mostiportant 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 |_|_|

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

= Yes
= Not

(If yes) (OPTIONAL)
6. How many times did you provide the most importahhelp in the last 12 months (last month
excluded) and for how many hours each times?

=  Number of times |_|_|_|
= Number of hours (in average) each time |_|_|
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7. Did you provide this help in the framework of anorganization that serves communities
such as a school, library, health care center, NGQ@Jub, union, church, or associatiof?

= 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 ohe whole household received any of the
following unpaid helps by persons outside of peoplgou live with (relatives or not)?
(more than one answer is possible)

= economic support

= health benefits (injections, medications, etc.)

= support and caring assisting adults (helping tonthe wash, 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 activitiesngpostal 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 |_|

(OPTIONAL)

(to be asked to household who received at least help)

2. Indicate the code of the most important help remved. If more than one help was received,
please indicate that you consider as the most impiant.

Code |_|_|
(OPTIONAL)
3. Which household member received the most importa help?

= The sole component of the household
= The whole household
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= Component nr |_|_|
= Component nr |_|_|
= Component nr |_|_|

(OPTIONAL)

4. Who among the following persons provided thisnpaid help in the past month?(more than
one answer is possible)The respondent has to answer having in mind the dagof kinship
between the person providing help and the persorowbceived it. When more than a person
received help, the first person indicated in theeprous question has to be considered. If the
whole household received help, the degree of kipshetween the person providing help and the
household reference person has to be taken intocasd.

= 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

= 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 receed 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
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(OPTIONAL)
7. How many times was the most important help receed in the last 12 months too (last
month excluded)

= Number of times |_|_|_|

V.II  Data collection method and target population

For the purposes of this module, the following silaihd modes of data collection apply:

= Information on “people the respondent feels affinitith and social contacts” and “help
given” must be provided for each current householember aged 15 and over. For
variables asked at individual level, the mode dg&dallection is personal interview.

= Owing to the characteristics of the informatiorbcollected, only personal interviews are
allowed (proxy interviews as an exception for passtemporarily absent or incapacitated)

= Questions on “help received” are asked at houseleotel. The mode of data collection is
personal interview with the adult household memtetter informed about the household
habits.
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