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Resum.-Caracteristiques actuals de les formes de convigeamgsociades a la viduitat a
Europa i als Estats Units

L'estudi de les formes de convivéncia després dedlztat no s'ha estudiat tant com les
trajectories familiars després del divorci, encgua aixd esta canviant a mesura que les
formes tradicionals de vida “menys tradicionalsfi ®&da vegada més comunes. Ja sabem
gue les vidues prefereixen quedar-se a casa pealee mantenir la seva (acabada de
descobrir) independéncia i en canvi, els homesnsg@érceben que un nou matrimoni
comporta més beneficis que romanent vidus. Mahysat, altres variables d'analisi com el
nivell educatiu i la participacio en la vida labocales diferéncies entre paisos, han estat
menys estudiades. Aquest és I'objectiu de I'artidibtzant les dades del cens de IPUMS-
International. Els resultats mostren que les foraegonvivéncia depenen de l'edat i el
sexe: les vidues més grans tenen més probabdgatgire soles pero les vidues més joves
amb els seus fills, tenen més probabilitat de vam#d una nova parella o amb els seus
pares. Vidus/es en les llars unipersonals s6n famaj més grans, propietaris d'habitatges,
i economicament inactius. Viure amb els pares @@ssamb ser més jove i desocupat;
viure amb els fills en tenir ocupacio; viure ambayparella o fills amb un baix nivell
educatiu; i viure sol o amb pares amb un nivell catiu superior. En quant a les
diferencies especifiques de cada pais: els franc@so més propensos a viure sols o amb
un company, els espanyols a residir amb els nesrsilo els pares, mentre que els grecs
vidus/es, viuen en parella.

Paraules clau.-Formes de convivencia, viduitat, Europa, EUA, edid, treball, propietat
de I'habitatge.

Resumen.-Caracteristicas actuales de las formas de convieasociadas a la viudedad
en Europa y en los Estados Unidos

El estudio de las formas de convivencia despuda daidedad no se ha estudiado tanto
como las trayectorias familiares después del digpungque esta cambiando a medida
gue las formas tradicionales de vida “menos tradalies” son cada vez mas comunes. Ya
sabemos que las viudas prefieren quedarse en cagaepquieren mantener su (recién
descubierta) independencia y en cambio, los homdneenudo perciben que un nuevo
matrimonio conlleva mas beneficios que permanecewddos. Sin embargo, otras
variables de analisis como el nivel educativo ypdaticipacién en la vida laboral o las
diferencias entre paises, han sido menos estudidgdds es el objetivo del articulo,
utilizando los datos del censo de IPUMS-Internatiohos resultados muestran que las
formas de convivencia dependen de la edad y da@: dax viudas mayores tienen mas
probabilidades de vivir solas pero las viudas n@&nes con sus hijos, tienen mas
probabilidad de vivir con una nueva pareja o cos gadres. Viudos/as en los hogares
unipersonales son de media, mayores, propietar@svidendas y econdmicamente
inactivos. Vivir con los padres se asocia con sés joven y desocupado; vivir con los
hijos al tener empleo; vivir con una pareja o hgos un bajo nivel educativo; y vivir solo
0 con padres con un nivel educativo superior. BEanttua las diferencias especificas de
cada pais: los franceses son mas propensos &®iog o con un compafiero, los espafioles
a residir con los nifios 0 con los padres, mientras los griegos viudos/as, viven en
pareja.

Palabras clave.-Formas de convivencia, viudedad, Europa, EEUU, emptducacion,
propiedad de vivienda.



Abstract.- Current Characteristics of Living Arrangements éaing bereavement in
Europe and the US

The study of living arrangements after bereaverngenbt as extensively covered as post-
divorce household trajectories in family sociolo@tthough this is changing as non-
traditional living arrangements are becoming moommmon. We already know that
widows prefer to stay in their own home becausg tint to maintain their (newly found)
independence and men often perceive that remarbeggs with it more benefits than
remaining widowed. However, other variables sucledscational level and labour force
participation or differences between countries hbgen less studied. This is what this
paper aims to do using census data from IPUMSHatenal. Results show that living
arrangement types are age and sex dependent:valdi@vs are more likely to live alone,
younger widows with their children but younger wigeys with a new partner or with their
parents. Widow(er)s in one-person households areverage older, economically inactive
and fewer are homeowners. Living with parents isoesited with being younger and
unemployed, living with children with being emplaydiving with a partner or children
with low education and living alone or with paremt#h higher education. Regarding
country-specific differences: the French are mikely to live alone or with a partner, the
Spanish to reside with children or parents, whele Greek widow(er)s live with a partner.

Keywords.- Living arrangements, widowhood, Europe, US, emplegt, education,
homeownership.
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CURRENT CHARACTERISTICS OF LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
FOLLOWING BEREAVEMENT IN EUROPE AND THE US

Jeroen SPIJKER
jspijker@ced.uab.es

1.- Introduction

While the study of family trajectories after diverand of single parents has recently
received a broader interest in Spanish sociololggret have been few studies on what
happens after bereavement and even internatiomadlynot extensively covered, although
as more flexible living arrangements such as livaggart together are becoming more

common in Western Europe and the US, it has provile subject with new impetus.

While women appear less interested in starting redationships following bereavement
because it often means giving up their new freedooh independence, men perceive that

re-partnering brings with it more benefits than agmng widowed and alone.

Using the 2001 Spanish census, the objective otilndy is to compare demographic and
socioeconomic characteristics of the widowed pdpariaaccording to their different living

arrangements such as single households, unmaofebitation and living with children.

Demographic characteristics of the widowed population in several western societies

Overall, the widowed population in western courstrieicreased less than the total
population over the course of the"™@entury, although increases were not uniform
between countries and trends were sometimes oppfmitmen than for women. For
instance, as shown in Table 1, the widowed popratiock was just 18% higher in 2001
than in 1901 in France, but while female numbecseased by 40%, the male widowed
population actually decreased by 35%. On the dtlaed, total population grew by 54%

over the course of the century with few genderedéhces.
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Jeroen SPIJKER.- Current Characteristics of Livimgangements following bereavement in.Europe...

In the case of Spain, the total population was 1188her in 2001 than in 1901 (about
equal for both sexes) while the widowed populatimreased by 112%, +22% and +151%
in the case of widowers and widows, respectivelythitd example is US where the total
population grew by 270% (and slightly more amongnea than among men) between
1900 and 2000. This very high increase for a wasteuntry was of course mainly the
result of the high influx of immigrants throughahe course of the 0century. Yet, like
Spain, the widowed population in the US increadetbat the same in proportional terms
as the total population (+278%), but with even éargender differences (+343% in the
case of widows and +130% in the case of widowé&tsason for the gender differences in
both the stock of widows and their change over timas been the increase in gender
differences in mortality, the fact that women teadnarry older men and because men are

more likely to remarry.

The changing mortality trends among the married wittbwed population caused both a
feminisation and an ageing of the widowed poputatiBven so,within different age
groups few sex differences are currently obserirethe case of Spain, for instance, about
3% were under the age of 45 (both sexes), 17% dbwers and 18% of widows were
aged between 45 and 64 years of age, 47% were &e@ges 65 and 79 (both sexes) and,
respectively 34% and 32% were older than 80 yehag®. In terms of ageing, the highest
proportions of older widows (aged 80+) are observethose countries with the highest
life expectancy such as France and Spain and thestoin countries with relatively low
life expectancies, such as Romania and Hungary.th@nother hand, relatively high
numbers of young widows (aged below 45) were foumthe US (Table 2), probably
because of both higher marriage and lower cohaitatates among young adults of
younger cohorts as Europeans of the same ageg(geeéMulder et al., 2006). In addition,

the latter are also less likely to die (Jenkins Raodyan, 2005).
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Table 1.- Total and widowed population of various Hropean countries and the US in ca. 1900 and ca.@D

ca. 1900 ca. 2000 Change 1900-2000
Population % Population % Total population Wigal population

Total Widowed Widowed Total Widowed Widowed Absolute % Absolute %
Austria - Total 6057617 466649 7.7% 8032926 573318 7.1% 1975309 32.6% 106669 22.9%
Austria- Men 290058 12344 4.3% 388918 8721¢ 2.2% 98860: 34.1% -3622¢ -29.3%
Austria- Womer 315703 34320¢ 10.9% 414373 48610: 11.7% 98670" 31.3% 14289’ 41.6%
France - Total 38485925 3268080 8.5% 59249169 3865313 6.5% 20763244 54.0% 597233 18.3%
France- Men 1893827 95392¢ 5.0% 2877628 61962: 2.2% 983801! 51.9% -33430¢ -35.0%
France - Women 19547651 2314152 11.8% 30472880 3245691 10.7% 10925229 55.9% 931539 40.3%
Greece - Total 6204684 466163 7.5% 10964020 717460 6.5% 4759336 76.7% 251297 53.9%
Greece- Men 307623! 9092¢ 3.0% 542768: 10976( 2.0% 235144 76.4% 18831 20.7%
Greece - Women 3128449 375234 12.0% 5536338 607700 11.0% 2407889 77.0% 232466 62.0%
Hungary - Total 7980143 561368 7.0% 10201683 956815 9.4% 2221540 27.8% 395447 70.4%
Hungary- Men 387090: 12085¢ 3.1% 485810: 15086¢ 3.1% 98719¢ 25.5% 3000¢ 24.8%
Hungary - Women 4109239 440509 10.7% 5343580 805951 15.1% 1234341 30.0% 365442 83.0%
Romania - Total 21878848 1565191 7.2%
Romaniz- Men 1070192 22205" 2.1%
Romanis- Womer 1117692, 134313 12.0%
Spain - Total 18618086 1280739 6.9% 40847371 2711173 6.6% 22229285 119.4% 1430434 111.7%
Spain- Men 908782: 39166¢ 4.3% 20(01288: 47836 2.4% 1092506 120.2% 8669¢ 22.1%
Spain- Womer 953026! 88907( 9.3% 2083448 223280t 10.7% 1130422 118.6% 134373t 151.1%
Great Britain - Total 36999946 2044883 5.5% 57103900 3847400 6.7% 20103954 54.3% 1802517 88.1%
Great Britair- Mer 1790236 62307: 3.5% 27758401 81250( 2.9% 985603 55.1% 18942¢ 30.4%
Great Britain- Womer 1909757 142181. 7.4% 29345501 303490( 10.3% 1024792 53.7% 161308t 113.5%
United States - Total 75994000 3879682 5.1% 281421906 14674500 5.2% 205427906 270.3% 10794818 278.2%
United State:- Men 38816001 1173471 3.0% 13805356 269917! 2.0% 9923756: 255.7% 152569¢ 130.0%
United State- Womer 37178001 270620t 7.3% 14336834 1197532! 8.4% 10619034 285.6% 926911 342.5%

Sourcesca. 1900: Franz Rothenbacher (2002), The Europeanlation 1980-1945. Hampshire, UK.: Palgrave Milan except for US (see below).

ca. 2000: Austria: Statistik Austria (2000). Stidishes Jahrbuch 2009: Vienna: Statistik Austria,;

France: Institut national de la statistique et éesles économiquesmww.insee.fr Hungary and Romania: Eurostahttp://ec.europa.eu/eurostat

Spain: Estadistico y Instituto Nacional de Estais{2004). Censos de Poblacion y Viviendas 20@kuRados definitivos www.ine.es

Great Britain: Office for National Statistical. M@l Status, by sex 2001. Regional Trendsi&://212.58.231.21/StatBase/ssdataset.asp?vii@o&idore=Y;
United States — US Census Bureau. Statistical AbistHistorical Statisticsvww.census.gov/compendia/statab/hist_stats.html

Notes Census years: Austria 1920 and 2001; France 28811990; Greece 1928 and 2001; Hungary 1920 ad#; Zpain 1900 and 2001; Great Britain 1901 andl18®ited
States 1900 and 2000. For Austria, Greece and Hymrgasuses were also held around 1900 but notd=mmesl due to territorial changes during the filstades of the 3century.
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Table 2.- Age structure of the widowed population ovarious European countries and the US

in ca. 2000
Males Females Males Females Males Females
Austria Hungary Great Britain
<45 2,6% 2,1% 3,3% 3,4% 2,4% 2,0%
45-64 20,2% 18,2% 27,6% 28,4% 19,4% 18,2%
65-79 46,9% 47,7% 48,2% 49,2% 51,7% 52,3%
80+ 30,3% 32,1% 20,9% 19,1% 26,6% 27,5%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
France Romania United States
<45 3,8% 3,1% 3,2% 4,2% 6,9% 3,6%
45-64 21,9% 21,0% 27,8% 30,3% 18,9% 18,5%
65-79 40,2% 42,9% 51,0% 49,8% 43,2% 44,1%
80+ 34,1% 32,9% 17,9% 15,6% 31,1% 33,8%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Greeci Spair
<45 4,4% 3,9% 3,1% 3,0%
45-64 16,8% 25,1% 16,8% 17,9%
65-79 47,9% 49,2% 46,5% 46,9%
80+ 30,8% 21,7% 33,5% 32,3%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Sources and notes: see Table 3.

Previous studies on widowhood

While widows are ever more present in society, @gtto divorce, widowhood is not an
extensively studied field within family sociology population studies. Exceptions include
the comprehensive works by Lopata (1996) who atawvsl on research-related topics like
later-life marriage, caregiving roles, friendshgst employment patterns, and the changing
roles of wife and mother; and Stroebe et al. (1998d provide an account of what is
understood by the process of grieving and the emalj physical, and social impact of
bereavement; as well as more specific researcthemealth effects of widowhood (e.qg.
Hu and Goldman 1990; Joung 1996; Smith and Zick6l9lineau et al. 2002;
Martikainen et al. 2005) and remarriage patterng. Bongaarts 1989, Smith et al 1991,
Wu 1995, De Jong Gierveld 2002, and Carr 2004)addition, as more flexible living

arrangements such as living apart together hawentplace in Western Europe and the US
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following bereavement (e.g. Davidson 2002; Ste\2932; de Jong Gierveld 2004), it has

provided this area of research with new impetus.

A changing social context

Changing norms and values have been important apisg new trends in living
arrangements among the widowed. In particular ttoevimg search for individual status
that has caused a shift from family orientationdgot¢ an emphasis on the individual have
made people move away from traditional behaviopetterns (Van de Kaa, 1987) and
more tolerant towards widowhood (Sanchez Vera yeHbdiaz 2007). This explains, for
instance, the existence of a larger and more aetiderly marriage market. Conversely,
improved living standards, marriages surviving kdeo ages and lower fertility rates (i.e.
generally no dependent children when becoming wathwhas made repartnering less
economically necessary and allowed more older w{dow to live independently. The
declining proportions of relatives in European hehadds indicate, for instance, that
widows (as well as single women and divorceesharknger as dependent on the support
of their parents, children or brothers and siséerghey were in the past. They are either
employed, or else they are entitled to social welfar a pension (Schwarz 1988). Besides
improved socioeconomic conditions, fertility deeliand urbanisation processes have also
contributed to the individualisation and ‘nucleatien’ of the family household that has
led to fewer families with three or four generasoand fewer households with non-
relatives (servants, lodgers, etc) and the coneorhitlecline in average household size
(Keilman 1987).

2.- Factors that influence new living arrangementsfter bereavement

As almost everyone who is married cohabits withirtppartner, the composition of the
household changes the moment that someone becoiesed and because widowhood
usually occurs at older ages, this often meansamgdh from a two- to a one-person
household. However, it is also possible that theiging spouse still had children living in
the household, in which case the household comgposithanges to a single-parent
household (although, as opposed to the former ebeartife family nucleus is not lost). Of
course, post-widowhood living arrangements arenecessarily static. For instance, in the

5



Jeroen SPIJKER.- Current Characteristics of Livimgangements following bereavement in.Europe...

case of single-parent households, offspring areentiban likely to move out once they
become economically independent. Young widowedquesrsvith dependent children may
also opt to move back to their parents’ home (lbotleconomic and practical reasons). On
the other hand, elderly widows or widowers, esglcihose who are frail (and poor) may
need to take up residence in the home of one ofltiidren, or when this is not possible,
in an institution. Another possibility is that adewed person finds new romance and

decides to cohabit (with or without formal marriage

The majority of the widowed will first remain in ér own household, although this
decision is not entirely made in isolation, but eeg on individual demographic (age, sex,
cohort, number of children), socioeconomic and thefsctors, values and character. The
same applies to the likelihood of later startingeav relationship, to cohabit or to marry.
For instance, in one Spanish study, the most itih@pifactor for initiating a relationship
(including, or not, marriage) was the expected emrthtion with one’s children, followed
by the possibility of becoming subjected to crdini from friends, neighbours and family,
as well as the implication of a loss of personal aconomic independence (Sanchez Vera
and Bote Diaz, 2007). Not only are women legsrestedin finding a new partner, data
show that men indeed remarry more often than wofaed faster) (Houle et al. 2001).
There are, however, also age and cohort effectyoasger widows are more likely to
remarry than older ones and older women of recenbits are less interested in marriage
or cohabitation following bereavement than thoseolufer cohorts (de Jong Gierveld
2004). In addition, partner choice is influencedtbg demographic imbalance in the sex
ratio that is exacerbated by age due to the higgvel of male mortality at advanced ages
and the fact that elderly men tend to prefer wombo are younger than they are (Morgan
and Kunkel 1998). In other words, even if widowsrdi have any personal objection to

repartnering, the scarcity of (eligible) men makeding a suitable candidate unlikely.

Another known determining factor is motherhood, @eticularly women with non
coresidential children having a higher probabibfyrepartnering than those with children
still at home (Sweeney 1997), while for men it sedimat socioeconomic circumstances
are more decisive (Bumpass et al. 1990). At higigges widows without any offspring
have a high probability in ending up in a residantiome (Désesquelles and Brouard
2003), while cohort differences in infertility irp&in could also explain different forms of
living arrangements following bereavement over tirfieérez Diaz 2001). Another

important factor is the health of the widowed pearsas they tend to have worse health
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than their married counterparts and healthy indiald are more likely to marry than
unhealthy ones (Hu and Goldman 1990; Joung 1996all¥, the social construction of
religious norms may be a reason for many to renewty possibility of repartnering.
According to the study by Sanchez Vera and Botez 2807) those most interested in

repartnering where those who never attended a lehurc

3.- Study objective, data source and methodologicasues

The main objective of this study is to describe lkiking arrangements of widows and
widowers in a number of western countries. Morecspally, the study aims to do the
following:
I) to construct a household typology suited to desctite living arrangements of
the widowed population;

i) to ascertain if there are age- and sex differeintdbe living arrangements of
the widowed population;

iii) to analyse differences according to individual el#aristics, including
educational level, housing ownership and econowtivity.

To accurately describe the types of living arrangets of the widowed population, the
“International Integrated Public Use of Microdataries” (IPUMS-International) is
employed. This database contains harmonized vasafpbm census microdata from 35
countries and 111 censuses, including 10 Europeantiges (31 censuses) and the US (6
censuses) (as at March 2009) that are downloadi@geof charge after registering. It was
aimed to incorporate data from the most recentusfe which data were available. Table
3 displays the availability of European and US ddteensuses held since 1990 and a more

detailed description of the database can be foumdaw.international.ipums.org.

One of the requisites for the construction of tlmudehold typology for the widowed

population is that besides information on individuzharacteristics also household
information is needed, in particular the existelcenot of kinship and relationship ties
between household members, including marital amdmarital unions and the presence of
own children and parents. However, only in few cses was information explicitly

collected on consensual unions for all individual& household, namely in the Hungary
2001, Romania 2002, and Spain 2001 samples whireried part of marital status. In the

7
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other samples non-marital unions had to be assuomedhe basis of other variable
characteristics. In the case of the U.S. 2000, ¢&x&®01, French 1990 and the British
1991 samples this was possible using a variable deacribed the relationship of the
individual to the head of household. This was eittieectly (as spouse of the head of
household) or indirectly (linking a child with ailthin-law* or a parent with a parent-in-
law present in the household). What was not passhmdwever, was the reconstruction of
living arrangements afemarriedwidows and widowers given that previous maritatiss

is not asked in a census.

Table 3.- Microdata of European and US censuses lgelsince 1990 for which data are
available (as at March 2009) and were used by cougtand subsample precision.

Country ~2000 Subsample USS?SO;; ~1990 subsample USS?SO;;
Austria 2001 10% Yes 1991 10,0% No
Belarus 1999 10% No*
France 1990 4,2% Yes
Greece 2001 10% Yes 1991 10,0% No
Hungary 2001 5% Yes 1990 5,0% No
Netherlands 2001 1,2% No®
Portugal 2001 5% No 1991 5,0% Nb
Romania 2002 10% Yes 1992 10,0% No
Spain 2001 5% Yess 1991 5,0% No
United 2001 3% No 1991 2,0%* Yes
Kingdom

, 2000 5% Yes 1990 5% No
United States 200E 104 NG®

Notes:

In bold, country and census used in study.

! It was not possible to identify (probable) parmef widowed persons

2 Microcensus

% Systematic sample of individuals whereby individuare not organized in households. This made it
impossible to construct a household typology.

* Excludes Northern Ireland. As this study uses $aimple it is therefore referred to in the textGieat
Britain.

® Not used due to some inconsistent results andrfa subsample size (1%). In addition, the sampds w
not considered random and thus it was recommenoladé the provided weights (also applied to 2005
sample).

! In the case of France and Greece, no spousesildfechof the head of household could be identifiss
both children and children-in-law were labelled saene in the “relationship to household head” aateg

8
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Besides the information on partner status, the sletts also contain variables that identify
the presence and location in the household regidtpossible parents, own children and,
as mentioned already, the relationship of eachdtwald member to the head of household,
information also essential for the constructiorttef household typology for the widowed
population. Initially, the household typology caonted 9 categories. This was later reduced
to 5 due to the relatively small proportiorsl§o) in 5 of them. Given the many different
possible combinations (i.e. the presence or nat pértner, children, parents, others), the
obtained typology that was adhered to in the manalysis of this paper has a basic
hierarchical structure. For instance, cohabitatidh a new partner was considered more
important than living with children, which was, farn, more important that living with
own parents. This led to the following living argement structure: 1) living in an one
person household; 2) living with partner and pdssiither persons; 3) living with own
child(ren) and possible other persons but not withartner; 4) living with parent(s) and
possible other persons but not with partner noddotm; 5) other forms of living

arrangements.

4 .- Results

4.1.- Demographic characteristics

Around the turn of the millennium, between 79%tfie US) and 86% (in Romania) of the
widowed population was female, although few seked#inces were observed in terms of
the age profile. As widowhood is a mortality-retatstate, the age-distributions of the
widowed population is skewed towards older ages andnortality is lower in Western

Europe and the US than in the two Eastern Europeantries Hungary and Romania, this
is more so in the former than in the latter co@strironically, though, while being a young
widow is rare in all countries it is most commorthie US: about 4% of the total were aged
below 45 years of age, twice as high than in GBe#&in. On the other hand, almost 30%
of the widowed population in Romania and Hungaraged between 45 and 64 years,
while this age group only accounts for between 18%pain and 24 % (in Greece) of the
total widowed stock in the other countries. Th@édat group of widowers are between 65

and 79 years of age, ranging between 42% in France52% in Great Britain in the
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countries that were studied, while between 169R@mania) and 33% (France, Spain and

the US are older than 80. The complete resultgiaen in the Appendix.

4.2.- Living arrangements

Also in terms of living arrangements countries @iénces are also observed, this time
between the traditionally family-orientated and mandividual societies. As shown in
Table 4 there is a clear divide between the twdlsoa European countries and Romania
on the one hand and Austria, France, Hungary, @etdin and the US on the other in
that in the former countries studied most widowsdi with their children, closely followed
by those who lived alone, while in the latter coigs the proportion of people who live
alone is more than double that those who live whtfir children. Even so, in all countries
studied the two categories comprise between 88% 9@24d of all widows except for
Hungary, where almost a quarter live in “other tyjoé households”, i.e. widow(er)s who
live with unrelated persons or where there is moilianucleus. In the other countries this
ranged between 3% and 9%. The fourth most commua @y living arrangement was for
widows to live with a partner. In Austria, Frané®ingary and Great Britain this amount to
4-5% of all widows and in the US, Romania, Spainl &@reece between 1% and 3%.
Finally, in all samples only about 1% or less livgh their parents (excludes those who

also live with a partner or children).

In terms sex-differences in living arrangement, fere observed for one-person
households or households where widows live withr tbieildren, although the sex ratio is
generally less skewed than overall for those wie With a partner and to a lesser extent

when living with parents (Table 5).

In terms of age-differences by living arrangeménoth widows and widowers who live in
one-person households are on average the oldastegie about 71 and 75 years of age),
although this does not apply to all countries ®tddin the case of Hungary and Romania,
those living in the remaining category of livingargements are a few years older than
those living alone. As to the widowed populationonMive with children, they average
about 70 years of age (about 62 in the case of &lyihgSlightly younger, especially in the
case of women, are those who live with a new partnenost countries the widowers are
in their early-to-mid 60s while widows who cohawith a new partner are between 3 and

8 years younger. Widows and widowers who live wiitgir own children (and without a

10



Papers de Demografi&55 (2009), 1-34 pp.

Table 4.- Household structure of the widowed populion®in European countries and the US

Austria France ‘90 Greece ‘01 Hungary Romania Spain ‘01 Great Us ‘00

‘01 ‘01 ‘02 Britain ‘01
One-person household 64.6% 66.9% 43.4% 49.5% 43.5% 42.9% 69.4% 63.3%
Widow(er) with partnérwith(out) other persons 3.9% 5.2% 0.9% 5.2% 3.1% 2.2% 1.4% 2.6%
Widow(er) with childref with(out) other persofis 26.6% 24.2% 46.1% 21.0% 44.8% 45.5% 22.9% 25.4%
Widow(er) with parents with(out) other pers® 0.3% 0.7% 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 0.7% 0.5% 1.0%
Other type of living arrangement 46% 3.1% 8.6% 23.3% 7.4% 8.7% 5.8% 7.7%
Widowed population 570,2803,885,240 717,460 994,180 1,877,180 2,650,620 3,753,900 14,664,255

Table 5.- Sex ratio of the household structure amanthe widowed populationl in European countries anthe US

Austria France ‘90 Greece ‘01 Hungary Romania Spain ‘01 Great Us ‘00

‘01 ‘01 ‘02 Britain ‘01
One-per:on househol 83.2¥% 84.4% 81.7% 85.7Y% 82.9Y 81.3% 78.1% 79.0%
Widow(er) with partnérwith(out) other persons 80.1% 83.6% 79.4% 85.6% 68.5% 78.0% 81.1% 74.9%

Widow(er) with childred with(out) other persofis 85.0% 85.0% 86.7% 86.0% 83.5% 82.8%  81.7% 84.8%
Widow(er) with parents with(out) other persdns 72.8% 69.6% 64.4% 67.9% 61.4% 69.4% 57.9% 67.0%
Other type of living arrangeme 85.5Y% 84.5% 83.7¥% 84.9¥ 79.7% 82.9¥ 80.1% 81.6%
Widowed population 84.8% 83.8% 84.7% 84.4% 80.9% 82.4% 80.0% 81.7%

Sourcewww.international.ipums.orsee Table 3); own elaboration and calculations.

Notes:
! In the case of Austria, France, Hungary and theséiBple includes those living in collective dwejn(groups quarters).

2 Excludes partners of children of head of housefhokrance and Greece.

3»Child” generally includes adopted and step-chitdrin Romania also includes foster children.
*excludes partner

® excludes partner and children.
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partner) are on average in their late 60s, with $ew differences being observed. Finally,
the youngest group are those who live with thenepts. In this case widows tend to be

older than widowers (respectively averaging ab@uyéars and 57 years) (see also Fig. 1).

Figure 1. Average age of widowed population accomdg to living arrangement in European
countries and the US.
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Source and notes: see footnotes Tables 3-5.
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To show age differences among the different livargangements can also be done by
calculating age-categories or profiles. For instganghile just 2% of widowers and less
than 1% of widows who live in one-person househalds under the age of 45 (with a
maximum of 5.4% of US widowers), this is respediyiv&l% and 13% of those who live
with their parents. In the case of Greek and Spamidowers who live with their parents,
41% are under the age of 45 and just 5% of Frendbws are. Vice versa, about 31% of
widowers and 28% of widows who live in single-persmuseholds are over the age of 80,
with US and Hungarian widows at both extremes @etpely, 39% and 18%). See the

Appendix for the full results.

4.3.- Socioeconomic differences in living arrangemeés

There is more information that may be of interestthe study of living arrangements
among the widowed population which can be extrafit@h the census data, in particular
level of education, economic activity and type ofuking tenure. For instance, we know
from the literature that the probability aemarriage is influenced by educational

attainment —a component of an individual's socioeeoic status (Bollen et al., 2001)-,
whereby among widowers the association is posaivé among widows negative (Smith
et al. 1991; Wu 1995). A higher socioeconomic Stathierefore increases a man’s
eligibility and consequently older widowers may ui#g some minimal criterion of

socioeconomic status before they can attract ng@raifers (especially as they typically
seek younger women). On the other hand, for worhenetmay be more incentive to
remarry when socioeconomic status is low as theg te be more economically dependent
(education and income are closely related). Hawdnipwer socioeconomic status may,
however, also mean that one is required to livéhwite’s children or in more complex

household living arrangements in order to be abl®ake ends meet.

Using the IPUMS census data educational differencediving arrangements were
analysed for men and women. Without going intortagch detail here, results in Figure 2
demonstrate that widows who lived with their paseténded to have higher levels of
education (secondary or tertiary) than those livingther types of households. In the case
of widowers, the higher educated tended to livdwheir children if they were between 45
and 64 years of age or with their partner if thesrevolder. In addition, educational level

tended to be lower for the younger widowed popatativing in other types of living
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arrangements (i.e. without partner, children oepts). Apart from the fact that the level of
education in the US was highest across the boatdoavest in France few other country-
specific patterns could be discerned. In fact, @s £ducational (as well as gender)
differences are observed for Spain is perhapsisurgrbecause there are clear educational
differences in this country as to the attitude ldedy towards the possibility of finding a
partner: in the study by Sanchez Vera and Bote [#897) 60% of persons aged 65+
without any study showed a positive attitude towatdwhile three-quarters of those with
secondary-level studies did so and 85% of theamgreducated. One may have therefore
thought that cohabiting with a new partner wouldehdeen more confined to the higher

educated.

Figure 2.- Living arrangements of the widowed accating to highest completed educational
attainment

Widowers and widows aged 45-64

France, 1990
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Continued

2 While IPUMS have harmonised different types of edional levels that are typical of each countrye
best of their ability by creating common categarigsis possible that the true educational differsn
between countries according to the used broad caésgare partly obscured by operationalization
differences of country-specific sub-categories éeggly with regard to primary and secondary scheatl).
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Greece, 2001
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The second tested indicator of socioeconomic ststusome ownership. As shown in
Figure 3, in Greece Hungary, Spain and the US $eweélhome ownership among the
widowed population is quite high, between 80% antbat 10093

In addition, there are few differences accordingdivimg arrangement, sex and age group
observed, although the older age group in the WSaha-10% higher ownership rate than
the 45-64 year olds. One could deduce from thesdtsethat in these countries one tends
to remain in the same house after becoming widowRegjarding the other countries, in
Great Britain about 65-75% of widows own their olome with few differences by living
arrangements, although ownership rates are soméahet for those living in one-person
households (rates around 50-60% depending on agesex category) and elderly widows

who live with a partner (about 55%).

In countries where general home ownership is lowhstlargest differences in ownership
rates according to living arrangements are fourids Ts particularly the case in Austria,
with levels of about 40%-50% for one-person houkihaoslightly higher for those who
live with a partner (50% in the case of the 65-@aryolds and 60% for those aged 45-64).
Higher levels were observed for those widow(er)s Wed with their children or parents,
particularly the elderly ones. Finally, with respéz France, we observe a clear gradient
for the 65-79 year olds, while among the 45-64 y#ds those who live with their parents

observe the highest home ownership rates, irrespeatt sex (about 80%).

The last analysis performed was on economic agtivitthe widowed population aged 45-
64 (Figure 4), given that almost all of the oldeidowed population is out of the
workforce. Here there are clear sex difference®lated to the interaction between being
active on the labour market and living arrangemEemst of all, in all countries apart from
the US, fewer women than men are employed. Thespecially the case in the southern
European countries. Secondly, in general, thosengrtiee widowed population who live
in one-person households are least likely to wBrceptions are those who live with their
parents in Great Britain and the US and who liveéh@& remaining category in Hungary

(widowers only). Also striking is the very low pertage of employed widows in the case

% We know that until recently renting rather thanmemwnership was a tradition in Spain, due to a
combination of social and economic factors, inahgdgovernment tax reform, a homeownership culta® h
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of Greece (just 10% of those who live in one-perboiseholds) and Hungarian and

Romanian widowers (lower than 50% in each category)

Figure 3.- Living arrangements of the elderly widoved by tenancy (% owned)

Widowers and widows aged 45-64.
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Source and notes: see footnotes Tables 3-5.

emerged without large socioeconomic differencesoalgh social position may influence the timing ofess
to ownership (Cabré and Mddenes, 2004).
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Figure 4.- Living arrangements of the widowed aged5-64 by economic activity and sex
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Hungary, 2001
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United Kingdom, 1991
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4.4.- Results from multivariate analyses

The effects of the above socioeconomic indicatersvall as age, sex and country on the
likelihood of living in each type of living arrangeent were analyzed simultaneously by
means of logistic regression modeling. Austria, Roia and Great Britain were excluded
from the analyses because of incompatible or aldat concerning one of the explanatory
variables. Additionally, the age and sex variahlese combined as both variables and the
interaction effects were significant. The resutes given below in Table 6.
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Table 6.- Living arrangements of the widowed aged5464: results from logistic regression
models

Living arrangement of widow(er)
Variables Alone With partner With children|  With parents
Age group and sex
Widowers, 4-49 0.307* 1.000 0.654* 1.000
Widowers, 5-54 0.449* 0.812* 0.487* 0.707°
Widowers, 55-59 0.708* 0.699* 0.329* 0.435*
Widowers, 60-64 0.980 0.550* 0.243* 0.229*
Widows, 45-49 0.234¢ 0.743* 1.000 0.658*
Widows, 50-54 0.431¢ 0.516* 0.600* 0.588*
Widows, 55-59 0.671¢ 0.341* 0.406* 0.455*
Widows, 60-64 1.000 0.228* 0.296* 0.280*
Ownership of dwelling
Owned 0.900* 1.000 1.000 1.000
Not owned 1.000 0.878* 0.898* 0.598*
Employment status
Employed 0.983f 0.813* 1.000 0.787*
Unemployed 0.841¢ 1.000 1.000 1.000
Inactive 1.000 0.830* 0.899* 0.861*
Educational attainment
< Primary complete 0.426* 1.000 1.000 0.693°
Primary complete: 0.572* 0.896* 0.759* 0.97:
Secondary completed 0.8211* 0.862* 0.588* 1.000
University completed 1.000 0.680* 0.551* 0.849*
Sample
France 1990 1.000 1.000 0.292* 0.604*
Greece 2001 0.491* 0.155* 0.585* 0.758*
Hungary 2001 0.570* 0.959 0.292* 0.365*
Spain 200: 0.276* 0.413* 1.000 1.000
United States 200 0.588* 0.558* 0.350* 0.714*
Constant (Exp (B)) 0.538 0.074 0.892 0.037
Pseudo R: 0.07 0.02( 0.07¢ 0.00¢
N 227250 227250 227250 227250

Results are not very different from the earlieradiggive analysis. They show that the odds
to live in any of the living arrangement types age- and sex-dependent: older widows are
more likely to live alone, younger widows are mdikely to live with children, and
younger widowers are more likely to live with a npartner or with their parents. To live

alone is also more likely to occur among those wlbo't own their home, while the
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opposite is true for the remaining household tyg@s. Being inactive heightens the odds
of living alone, while the odds of a widow or widemwbeing employed is higher if he or
she lives with children. On the other hand, unemmplent is more likely among those
living with a partner or with parents. In the cadesducational attainment, living with a
partner or children is associated with low edugatod living alone or with parents with
higher education. Finally, there are also importantntry-specific differences: the French
are more likely than others to live alone or witlpatner while the same applies to the
Spanish in terms of residing with children or p&ser©On the contrary, very few Greek
widows and widowers live with a partner and thesdflthe French and Hungarian to live
with children or parents is also low. US widows avidowers show average odds in each

of the living arrangement categories.

5.- Room for improvement and ideas for future rese@h

One mayor hiatus in census information regardirghtbusehold structure of the widowed
population is not being able to identify prior ntakistatus in order to ascertain remarriage
patterns among the widowed and (preferably in coatimn with) the time that has passed
since someone became widowed. This makes it imglestsl study more exhaustively in a
retrospective manner post-widowhood partnershipd &amily formation- trajectories
using census information, and as a consequendéenany gender-, age-, socioeconomic-
and other differences therein, for which biographgurvey data are needed. While for the
present study a simple household typology was oactsd, more detailed living
arrangements of widows and widowers may also bethwexploring in future (e.g.

including siblings, granddaughters, borders or giaeegs).

The aim is also to compare census results froneegears or, in the case of France from
the last census (1999). We would suspect an inergasdependent living over the last
decades as the health status of elderly has imgydetility rates have fallen and female
labour force participation has increaded@he latter two tendencies have reduced the

options for elderly who cannot take care of theneel However, improved health also

* Increases in female labour force participation ratsp have positive effects on the probability mtei-
generational co-residence given that the rise enfémale labour force participation may have mdde t
presence of a grandparent in the home more val@abéepotential source of childcare. Thus, the ntadg
and the direction of the effects of increased femabour force participation depend on which of the
effects dominate (Karagiannaki 2005).

25



Jeroen SPIJKER.- Current Characteristics of Livimgangements following bereavement in.Europe...

means that more people will live with a partnefuture. This is why according to Gaymu
et al. (2008) by 2030 a lower proportion of womédeo than 75 and men older than 85
years of age will live alone, in institutions ortlwbthers in Europe. The situation for 75-84

year olds would not change.

In the literature, a common distinction is madewssn southern and eastern European
countries as being more family oriented than nerthtenes (i.e. the proportion of older
people living with kin are higher in the former)ther as a result of different welfare
systems (e.g. Esping-Anderson, 1990) or differemhily systems (e.g. Reher 1998),
although other researchers have challenged thisedgion (see Glaser et al 2004 and

Gaymu et al. 2006 for a review of the literature).

In the results presented in this paper, some ewales provided for this distinction,
though, as the Spanish and Greek widowed popul&iorore inclined to live with parents
or children. In addition it would seem that Frawe@not be considered a southern country
in terms of living arrangements (as opposed to fdieinstance) and neither Hungary as

typically Eastern as few widows and widowers lividhveither parents or children.

According to Glaser et al (2004), however, it iffidilt to determine its causality: is it

families that provide help because of a lack ofeothlternatives, or do states provide
services (including financial resources) because dack of family support or strong

preferences for formal rather than family care?hi@ir principal components and cluster
analyses they investigated patterns across cosntmidour dimensions designed to be
indicative of the balance between family and foilgnptovided resources for older people
and the socio-economic, demographic and policy exdstin which these are provided.
Rather than a clear-cut north-south division Euampeountries their results reflected a
more complex classification in terms of supportdtter individuals when a wide range of

measures associated with different dimensions mpeu for older people are used

The literature also suggests that the overwhelmmagprity of individuals prefer and do
stay in their own home after becoming widowed ay tlvant to maintain their (newly

found) independence. Of course, maintaining a Hwldeafter spousal death is not easy as

® Regarding Spain, it was included in one of fourstérs, together with Germany, Ireland and ItaBinb
characterised by a lower proportion of older peagleeiving formal care, a higher prevalence of ydail
contacts with family, a lower prevalence of divatocgomen and a lower proportion of adults who baliev
their parents should go into nursing home careeiéded. The two other southern European countries
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the personal strain is often considerable, and astracute for those who were highly
dependent on their spouses prior to death (Carrli#tmd2002). Moreover, as has been
shown in the case of Greece, economic well-beingeaises much faster for elderly people
who live with their children compared to their ctenparts living alone (Karagiannaki

2005). This may be an important motive for eldevlyo have recently lost their spouse to
go and live with one of their children given thegarious economic situation of this group
and others may opt to move closer to one of thddmm, although a continuing

improvement in (social) welfare should further regluhe economic necessity to cohabit
with children. Lastly, we cannot dismiss the impoe of intergenerational solidarity

between, in particular, daughters and their eld@dyents that is typical in southern
European countries when it comes to providing teeessary help. The challenge for
researchers is therefore to try to integrate tledsents into a more explanatory analysis

of living arrangements of elderly widows.

included in the study, Portugal and Greece, weaequ in a separate cluster due to their highed lefve
religiosity and lower proportion of older peoplatlieel comfortable with their income.
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Appendix:

Age of widowed population according to living arg@ment in
European countries and the US
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Males
Own child(ren) Parent(s) + Other forms
Partner + A ; -
Household One person ossible + possible possible others, of living TOTAL
typology household Sthers others, no  no partner/ arrange-
partner children ments
Age
Austria 2001
<45 0,8% 8,0% 5,1% 19,4% 3,4% 2,6%
45-64 15,5% 35,2% 25,7% 61,1% 25,1% 20,2%
65-79 49,3% 40,2% 44,7% 19,4% 40,5% 46,9%
80+ 34,5% 16,7% 24,5% 0,0% 31,0% 30,3%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
France 1990
<45 1,1% 11,0% 7,8% 17,0% 3,7% 3,8%
45-64 16,7% 34,4% 30,2% 61,4% 21,8% 21,9%
65-79 44,8% 37,2% 29,0% 21,0% 37,3% 40,2%
80+ 37,3% 17,4% 32,9% 0,6% 37,2% 34,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Greece 2001
<45 3,0% 6,3% 2,5% 40,7% 13,1% 4,4%
45-64 11,4% 37,1% 21,9% 43,4% 14,3% 16,8%
65-79 53,7% 42,9% 44,6% 15,9% 40,4% 47,9%
80+ 31,9% 13,8% 31,0% 0,0% 32,2% 30,8%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Hungary 2001
<45 1,1% 6,6% 9,1% 30,4% 0,5% 3,3%
45-64 19,1% 44,5% 49,0% 59,4% 17,7% 27,6%
65-79 57,9% 40,2% 30,8% 10,1% 47,5% 48,2%
80+ 21,9% 8,8% 11,1% 0,0% 34,3% 20,9%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Romania 2002
<45 1,1% 7,5% 3,8% 35,7% 1,8% 3,2%
45-64 21,0% 41,4% 34,2% 56,5% 18,1% 27,8%
65-79 57,6% 44,8% 45,5% 7,7% 54,0% 51,0%
80+ 20,3% 6,3% 16,5% 0,0% 26,0% 17,9%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Spain 2001
<45 1,3% 10,8% 2,8% 41,1% 5,8% 3,1%
45-64 9,4% 33,2% 22,3% 48,0% 14,4% 16,8%
65-79 53,1% 41,8% 42,4% 10,9% 41,8% 46,5%
80+ 36,2% 14,2% 32,4% 0,0% 38,1% 33,5%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United Kingdom 1991
<45 0,9% 15,4% 4,5% 23,5% 3,6% 2,4%
45-64 14,8% 36,4% 30,6% 55,9% 21,1% 19,4%
65-79 55,5% 42,5% 40,7% 20,6% 52,5% 51,7%
80+ 28,8% 5,7% 24,2% 0,0% 22,8% 26,6%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United States 2000
<45 5,4% 12,5% 7,3% 37,6% 9,3% 6,9%
45-64 14,8% 33,7% 24,3% 49,6% 23,2% 18,9%
65-79 44,9% 41,3% 40,7% 12,3% 42,4% 43,2%
80+ 34,9% 12,5% 27,7% 0,5% 25,2% 31,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
TOTAL (arithmetic average)
<45 1,8% 9,8% 5,4% 30,7% 5,2% 3,7%
45-64 15,3% 37,0% 29,8% 54,4% 19,5% 21,2%
65-79 52,1% 41,4% 39,8% 14,7% 44,5% 46,9%
80+ 30,7% 11,9% 25,1% 0,1% 30,8% 28,2%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
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Females
Own child(ren) Parent(s) + Other forms
Partner + . . L
Household One person . + possible possible of living
possible TOTAL
typology household others others, no others, no arrange-
partner partner/ ments
Age
Austria 2001
<45 0,3% 12,3% 5,1% 7,6% 1,4% 2,1%
45-64 13,8% 46,8% 25,5% 68,3% 14,6% 18,2%
65-79 50,8% 33,1% 43,1% 24,1% 41,3% 47, 7%
80+ 35,1% 7,8% 26,3% 0,0% 42,7% 32,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
France 1990
<45 0,6% 14,5% 8,3% 5,5% 2,3% 3,1%
45-64 16,4% 41,6% 29,4% 63,3% 18,8% 21,0%
65-79 47,8% 35,2% 31,6% 31,1% 40,3% 42,9%
80+ 35,3% 8,8% 30,7% 0,1% 38,5% 32,9%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Greece 2001
<45 1,8% 14,3% 4,9% 26,3% 6,0% 3,9%
45-64 21,4% 49,9% 28,0% 51,1% 23,4% 25,1%
65-79 57,8% 29,6% 43,5% 22,4% 42,1% 49,2%
80+ 19,0% 6,2% 23,7% 0,2% 28,5% 21,7%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Hungary 2001
<45 0,4% 18,7% 10,6% 5,8% 0,5% 3,4%
45-64 22,8% 57,5% 43,3% 70,3% 19,6% 28,4%
65-79 58,6% 21,5% 33,6% 23,8% 49,2% 49,2%
80+ 18,1% 2,3% 12,5% 0,0% 30,7% 19,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Romania 2002
<45 0,7% 21,5% 6,9% 16,3% 1,2% 4,2%
45-64 22,2% 52,3% 38,1% 66,7% 17,7% 30,3%
65-79 60,5% 24,0% 41,1% 17,0% 54,8% 49,8%
80+ 16,6% 2,2% 13,9% 0,1% 26,3% 15,6%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Spain 2001
<45 0,6% 22,1% 4,2% 18,5% 3,0% 3,0%
45-64 9,4% 40,5% 25,3% 54,3% 13,1% 17,9%
65-79 56,0% 31,1% 39,8% 26,9% 43,1% 46,9%
80+ 33,9% 6,3% 30,7% 0,3% 40,8% 32,3%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United Kingdom 1991
<45 0,4% 19,2% 5,7% 7,5% 1,6% 2,0%
45-64 13,1% 45,0% 30,8% 61,0% 20,4% 18,2%
65-79 57,2% 27,5% 39,0% 30,1% 52,6% 52,3%
80+ 29,2% 8,3% 24,5% 1,4% 25,4% 27,5%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United States 2000
<45 1,1% 23,1% 7,1% 16,2% 4,5% 3,6%
45-64 13,3% 44,4% 25,8% 55,7% 25,1% 18,5%
65-79 46,5% 26,1% 41,1% 27,2% 42,1% 44,1%
80+ 39,1% 6,4% 26,1% 0,9% 28,2% 33,8%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
TOTAL (arithmetic average)
<45 0,7% 18,2% 6,6% 13,0% 2,6% 3,2%
45-64 16,5% 47,3% 30,8% 61,3% 19,1% 22,2%
65-79 54,4% 28,5% 39,1% 25,3% 45,7% 47,8%
80+ 28,3% 6,0% 23,5% 0,4% 32,6% 26,9%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
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TOTAL
Partner + Own child(ren) Parent(s) + Other forms
Household One person ossible + possible possible of living TOTAL
typology household gthers others, no others, no arrange-
partner partner/ ments
Age
Austria 2001
<45 0,4% 11,1% 5,1% 9,9% 1,7% 2,2%
45-64 14,0% 43,6% 25,5% 66,9% 16,4% 18,5%
65-79 50,6% 35,0% 43,3% 23,2% 41,2% 47,5%
80+ 35,0% 10,2% 26,0% 0,0% 40,7% 31,8%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
France 1990
<45 0,6% 13,4% 8,2% 7,4% 2,5% 3,2%
45-64 16,4% 39,4% 29,5% 63,0% 19,3% 21,2%
65-79 47,3% 35,8% 31,2% 29,5% 39,9% 42,5%
80+ 35,6% 11,4% 31,0% 0,2% 38,3% 33,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Greece 2001
<45 2,0% 11,4% 4,6% 29,3% 7,3% 4,0%
45-64 19,7% 45,3% 27,2% 49,5% 21,7% 23,8%
65-79 57,1% 34,3% 43,6% 21,1% 41,8% 49,0%
80+ 21,1% 8,9% 24,6% 0,1% 29,2% 23,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Hungary 2001
<45 0,5% 14,8% 10,4% 9,4% 0,5% 3,4%
45-64 22,3% 53,3% 44,1% 68,8% 19,3% 28,2%
65-79 58,5% 27,5% 33,2% 21,9% 49,0% 49,0%
80+ 18,7% 4,3% 12,3% 0,0% 31,2% 19,3%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Romania 2002
<45 0,8% 16,1% 6,4% 22,4% 1,3% 4,0%
45-64 21,9% 48,1% 37,5% 63,5% 17,8% 29,9%
65-79 59,9% 32,0% 41,8% 14,0% 54,6% 50,1%
80+ 17,4% 3,8% 14,3% 0,0% 26,3% 16,0%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Spain 2001
<45 0,7% 18,7% 4,0% 23,5% 3,5% 3,0%
45-64 9,4% 38,3% 24,8% 52,9% 13,4% 17,7%
65-79 55,5% 34,3% 40,3% 23,4% 42,8% 46,8%
80+ 34,3% 8,7% 31,0% 0,2% 40,3% 32,5%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United Kingdom 1991
<45 0,5% 17,6% 5,5% 10,6% 2,1% 2,0%
45-64 13,5% 41,4% 30,7% 60,0% 20,5% 18,5%
65-79 56,9% 33,8% 39,3% 28,3% 52,6% 52,1%
80+ 29,1% 7,2% 24,5% 1,1% 24,8% 27,4%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
United States 2000
<45 1,9% 19,6% 7,1% 21,6% 5,5% 4,2%
45-64 13,6% 40,9% 25,6% 54,2% 24,7% 18,6%
65-79 46,2% 31,1% 41,0% 23,5% 42,2% 43,9%
80+ 38,3% 8,4% 26,3% 0,8% 27,6% 33,3%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
TOTAL (arithmetic average)
<45 0,9% 15,3% 6,4% 16,8% 3,1% 3,3%
45-64 16,4% 43,8% 30,6% 59,8% 19,1% 22,0%
65-79 54,0% 33,0% 39,2% 23,1% 45,5% 47,6%
80+ 28,7% 7,9% 23,8% 0,3% 32,3% 27,1%
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
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