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Abstract

Over the past few decades, significant changes in family and household structure have been observed.
Despite common trends, recent household distribution has been found to vary among countries and
reflects the demographic behaviour, the effect of economic and social conditions, the quality of healthcare,
cultural differences, and the overall lifestyle of each society. The most significant impact on the
transformation of the current household distribution of the most developed countries is attributed to
population ageing and new forms of living arrangements. The paper sets out to analyse recent
household trends in Europe on the basis of harmonised 2011 census data and focuses both on new forms
of families such as consensual unions and young adults living with their parents and on traditional families.
Finally, in the second part of the paper European countries are classed into six groups according to shared

household trends.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, we have witnessed significant changes
in the family and household structure across developed
countries. Many studies have shown (e.g. Hantrais -
Letablier, 1996; Burch — Matthews, 1987; Bradbury
— Peterson — Liu, 2014, etc.) that the size of private
households has decreased significantly over the past
few decades, while the number of households is
steadily increasing. Despite this common trend,
the current household structure varies between
countries. It reflects the demographic behaviour
and lifestyle of the population, cultural factors, and
the socioeconomic and health care situation and
policies in the country. The most significant impact on
household transformation has been mostly attributed
to population ageing, which, together with the low
birth rate and new forms of living arrangements, has
significantly shaped the household distribution in most
developed countries in the world.

1) Czech Statistical Office, contact: pavlina.habartova@gmail.com.
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This article focuses on the cross-country differences
in household trends and patterns in Europe. The anal-
ysis covers all the basic types of households, both
from the perspective of household distribution itself
and from the perspective of family and the household
status of individuals, and it focuses particularly on
the categories of the households in which the biggest
differences are observed between countries.

This paper builds on the results of Pavlina Ha-
bartovd’s PhD thesis (2016) focusing on households
in the census in the light of the methodological aspects
of the data.

2. METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES

This analysis draws on the 2011 Census database
containing comparable census data for EU member
states and EFTA countries, which is accessed through
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the online application Census Hub. The Census Hub
is a new tool developed by Eurostat that allows users
to access data and customise tabulations. In order
to achieve the greatest data comparability possible,
the analysis in this paper was carried out only on
EU and EFTA countries. The data available through
the Census Hub application methodologically
follow both European regulations? and international
recommendations, which more specifically use the
term ‘private household’. According to international
recommendations, a one-person household (‘a per-
son who lives alone in a separate housing unit or
who occupies, as a lodger, a separate room (or
rooms) of a housing unit but does not join with any of
the other occupants of the housing unit to form part
of a multi-person household as defined below’ (UN,
2006)), or a multiperson household (‘a group of two
or more persons who combine to occupy the whole
or part of a housing unit and to provide themselves
with food and possibly other essentials for living.
Members of the group may pool their incomes to
a greater or lesser extent’ (UN, 2006)). This concept
is known as the housekeeping concept. However, in
countries that carry out the register-based census,
the household concept is simplified to the house-
hold-dwelling concept, which considers all persons
living in a housing unit to be members of the same
household, so that there is one household per occu-
pied housing unit. These methodological distinctions
may, however, play a significant role in assessing in-
ternational household trends.

Another important international term is ‘family
nucleus. A family nucleus is defined ‘in the narrow
sense as two or more persons who live in the same
household and who are related as husband and wife,
as cohabiting partners, as a marital (registered) same-
-sex couple, or as a parent and a child. Thus the family
comprises a couple without children or a couple with
one or more children, or a lone parent with one or
more children. (UN, 2006: 109)

This definition is close to the definition of fami-
ly household used in the 2011 Census in the Czech
Republic, but the international definition is even
narrower and excludes other people living in a private
household as non-family members. While the Inter-

2) Commission Regulation (EC) No. 1201/2009 and UN (2006).

national Recommendations consider skip generation
households a family nucleus, Commission Regulation
(EC) No. 1201/2009 has finally included the skip ge-
neration household among non-family households,
the way Czech methodology does.

According to international recommendations
households are determined on the basis of ‘place of usual
residence’ National statistical institutes, however, ge-
nerally interpret this rule differently and sometimes
simplify it to the registered place of residence (see also
OECD, 2014) because it better firsts their data collection
methodology. Similarly, household type derivation
are often affected by the data collection methodology
and the data sources, so great caution still needs to be
applied when conducting international comparisons.

In the analysis two approaches were used. The first
approach analyses the distribution of private house-
holds or family nuclei, the second one works with
household status, which has the same informative
value and, moreover, can be combined with other
personal characteristics. The disadvantage, however,
are the more frequent methodological deviations and
data errors generated during data processing (see more
in Habartovd, 2016).

The second part of the analysis focuses on household
composition across Europe, where, more specifically,
cluster analysis was used. Because of the significant
correlation between most of the variables, factor anal-
ysis was applied in the first step. In total, 14 variables
entered the factor analysis (see Table 1), and this num-
ber was reduced using principal component analysis
to 3 main factors. The choice of variables, especially tho-
se with the most significant variance across countries,
was based on previous descriptive analysis of house-
hold-type distribution. These deviations, however,
should not be generated by errors in data inputs nor
remote observations. Sampling errors should also be
excluded, since the analysis deals with census data only.

Subsequently, all three main factors were used
to produce country-specific factor scores, and then,
based on the similarity of the factor scores, country
typology was calculated by using cluster analysis,
with unweighted factor scores as input values and
mean Euclidean distance and the Ward’s method as
the main methods.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
AND AVERAGE SIZE OF PRIVATE
HOUSEHOLDS

According to the latest census data, the average Eu-
ropean private household had 2.41 members in 2011.
As Figure 1 shows, household size varies across Euro-
pe - ranging from 2.07 members in Finland to 2.88
household members in Slovakia.

In recent decades household and family patterns
have changed significantly. On one hand, one can
notice lower number of children living in families as
well as a reduction of family numbers in general, as
a result of the low fertility rate and the postponement
of childbearing in Europe. On the other hand, there
has been a significant increase in the proportion
of one-person households and families without
children among people at an older age as a result
of population ageing.

As Figure 2a and Figure 2b show, household size is
affected more by the share of one-person households
than by family nucleus size. While a positive but weak

correlation can be observed in the relationship in the first
figure, there is a strong negative correlation in the sec-
ond one. A significant negative correlation is logically
evident in the northern and western European coun-
tries, where household structure is strongly influen-
ced by the high share of one-person households. More
specifically, one-person households make up more
than a third of private households in these countries,
and in Finland, Estonia and Norway, as much as 40%
of all private households (see Figure 1).

The number of one-person households does not
exceed the number of family households in any of the
selected countries, except those in southern Europe,
where the number of one-person households already
exceeds the number of households made up of mar-
ried or registered couples. Married couple families
(registered partnerships included) are the household
type with the highest variance across Europe. While
in northern European countries, including the Baltic
States, married couple families constitute only a third
of all households, in southern and eastern Europe
this is still a traditional and the most common type
of household (see Figure 3).

Figure 1 The average size of private households and the share of one-person households in Europe, 2011
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Source: Census Hub, author’s calculations.
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Along with one-person households the number
of consensual unions is also increasing, especially in
northern Europe and in France, where they make up
more than one-fifth of all households. By contrast, in
countries such as Greece, Poland, Croatia, and Slo-
vakia, less than 5% of households are composed of
consensual unions.

As Figure 3 shows, the Czech Republic has average
shares of one-person households and consensual un-
ions, a slightly below average proportion of consen-
sual union families, and almost ranks highest when it

comes to the share of lone-parent families. The largest
proportion of lone-parent families was reported by
the Baltic States (22-29% of households), followed by
Central European countries. Conversely, in the Scan-
dinavian countries, only 12% of family households are
lone-parent families.

Across Europe, the smallest percentage of house-
holds is still households consisting of 2 or more
families and multi-person non-family households.
Both types of households on average make up less
than 3% of all households (6% in total). In addition

Figure 2a, b The average size of private household and the relationship of household size to the proportion
of one-person households and the size of the family nucleus in European countries, 2011
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to demographic behaviour, it is mainly methodology
(including data collection method, data processing
method, and methodical concepts) that has affected
the observed number of such households. However,
despite the methodological deviations, the num-
bers confirm the findings of the study from Iacovou
and Skew (2010), which, among other things, found
the largest intensity of multi-generation households
to be in the countries of eastern and south-eastern
Europe and in Slovakia, Slovenia, and Poland (Iaco-
vou - Skew, 2010 ?).

3.2. HOUSEHOLD STATUS

Figure 4 shows similar household formation patterns
across European countries. In 2011, on average almost
40% of people were living as a partner in a married,
registered, or other legally recognised union of two
people, almost 30% were living as a child or a son /
daughter in the family household, and 13% were li-
ving in a one-person household. While in northern
European countries more than a tenth of people were
living in consensual unions, in the southeast and eas-
tern European (including Poland) countries the figure
was only less than 4%.

3.2.1. PERSONS LIVING ALONE

Single persons living alone are concentrated mostly in
the oldest age groups in all countries. Because of male
over-mortality, the majority of these households are
widowed women living alone. The proportion of wo-
men aged 70+ living alone varies considerably across
European countries, from 28% in Spain and other
southern European countries to 65% in Denmark and
other northern European countries.

While the significant variations in the proportion
of women living alone grow with increasing age (often
due to different economic conditions and traditional
family patterns), the proportion of men living alone
varies most, on the contrary, in the lower age groups,
where the largest shares of men living alone are ob-
served. As Figure 5a illustrates, in Norway, on one
hand, more than a third of men aged 25-29 were living
alone in 2011, while in Croatia, on the other hand, only
6% of men aged 25-29 were living alone.

The 2011 Census data in all the selected countries
shows a different age profile for men and women. In most
countries, men are more likely than women to live
alone up to the age of 55, when women start to pre-
vail. These female one-person households are most

Figure 4 Population by household status, Europe, 2011
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3) Based on EU-SILC data.
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often created by the death of a partner. The share of these
households decreases in the oldest age groups because
of the higher intensity at which people enter another
household as a person living in the family nucleus
of private household or as a person living in an instituti-
on. Similarly, the higher percentage of men living alone
at a younger age is often explained by later entering
a one-couple family household as a partner.

3.2.2. PARTNERS

In all European countries, the age profile of persons
living as a couple in a family household has the shape
of an inverted U (see Figures 6a, b). While in most
countries women are most likely to be a partner in

a couple at the age of 30-44, among men this percentage
peaks later, at the age of 60-74. For both men and wo-
men, however, there is clearly a sharp increase in the
young age groups and a decline in elderly ages. Since
women are more likely than men to survive their part-
ner, the proportion of women living with a partner
decreases sooner in the higher age at the expense of
women living alone. By contrast, men aged 70-79 are
more likely to be living in a couple if they are living in
a household (75%) than women are (44%).
Differences have been found between European
countries both in the age profile and in the intensity of
people living in a couple. While the age profile is strong-
ly dependent on family attitudes and fertility timing

Figure 5a, b Persons living alone (in %) by age and sex, selected countries, 2011
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Figure 6a, b Persons living as a partner in a one-couple family household (in %) by sex and age,
selected countries, 2011
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(this is most visible in the case of Romania, see Figure 6b)
and on mortality rates in the older age groups, the
intensity of people living in a couple is also affected
by the incompleteness of by an incomplete identifica-
tion of household types during data processing. This
means in particular insufficient input data or, in the case
of traditional censuses, for example by data collection.

3.2.3. COHABITING PARTNERS

For some decades, consensual unions (cohabitations)
have been a household type with one of the most
significant rates of variance among European coun-
tries. Already in the 1990s, cohabitations were much
more common in northern European countries than
in southern Europe (Kiernan, 1999). These findings
were also confirmed by the last census data in 2011,
but cohabitations are becoming a more common form
of partnership in some central and eastern European
countries. In all European countries, in 2011 1-14%
of people were living as a cohabiting partner in a one-
-family household. The lowest proportions were found
in most countries of southern, eastern, and central
Europe (with the exception of Hungary and Bulga-
ria), and traditionally the highest proportions were
observed in the countries of northern and western Eu-
rope and in the Baltic states, with Estonia ranking top.

Even more significant variance can be measured
when only family households are considered (3-31%).
Cohabitation is a common alternative to marriage in
northern European countries, France, the Netherlands,
and the UK, where more than 20% of people living
as a partner are unmarried. Some studies have called
the increasing trend of cohabitation ‘a deinstitutiona-
lisation of marriage’ (e.g., Cherlin, 2004). However, it
should be noted that although some countries do not
use the legal term consensual union, they can still work
with cohabitations, and such couples can have a simi-
lar status as married ones (e.g. in the Czech Republic,
see Mojzisovd, 2006). Nevertheless, some countries,
such as Norway or Sweden, in order to harmonise
the distinction between a consensual union and mar-
riage have even anchored cohabitation in their legal
system (Perelli-Harris - Gassen, 2012). Therefore,
the differences cannot be explained only by differences
in demographic behaviour, economic situation, or tra-
ditional family patterns, but are also due to a country’s

104

family policies and legislation, which often influence
the need to legitimise family formation.

Despite the similarities in the age profile of people
living in cohabitation across European countries, signi-
ficant differences in the peak position and the intensity
between countries have been found. On average, people
aged 25-34 are most likely to choose cohabitation as
a living arrangement (women at a younger age than
men), except in Italy, Slovenia, and Slovakia, where it
is postponed to the age 30-39 (and to even older in
Slovakia). While in Scandinavia, Estonia, the Nether-
lands, France, and the United Kingdom more than
a quarter of men and a third of women live in cohabi-
tation, the percentage in Greece and Poland is only 5%.

In general, the highest proportion of cohabiting
partners is in all countries found in the youngest age
groups, and the percentage declines very rapidly with
increasing age to the half of them at the age of 25.
The popularity of premarital cohabitations is also do-
cumented in Figures 7a, b. While at age 20-24 almost
90% of women in couples in 2011 were cohabiting,
among women ten years older about two-thirds were
living in a marriage.

In some countries, however, despite the global rise
of cohabitation at a younger age, the number of married
couples still exceeds the number of cohabitations. For
instance, in Greece, Croatia, Poland, Slovenia, and Slo-
vakia, in all five-year age groups the number of married
couples is higher than the number of cohabitations.
In contrast, in some northern and western European
countries, the number of persons living in cohabitations
aged 25-29 exceeded the number of same-aged persons
in married couples by more than three times in 2011.

Although the Czech Republic is located mid-way
between northern and southern Europe in terms of
the intensity of cohabitation, the popularity of pre-
marital cohabitations has increased significantly since
2001. In addition, taking into account the possible
underestimation of the number of people living in
one-couple families in the 2011 census data (more
in Habartovd 2016), it is more likely that the struc-
ture of one-couple families is moving in the direction
of northern and western European countries. However,
the age pattern shows a more significant declining
trend around the age of 30, which is more like the age
profile of Germany than that of Norway or France.
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3.2.4. LONE PARTNERS

Lone-parent households are typical for the female
population. In 2011, around 8% of women lived as
a lone parent, compared with 2% of men. Consistent
with overall European trends, the Czech Republic
had almost the highest percentage of women (and
men) living alone with their child/ren around the age
of 40 (see Figures 8a, b). Only Hungary, Iceland, and,
above all, the Baltic States reached even higher va-
lues. As Figure 8a shows, the peak for lone fathers in
the middle-age groups is less pronounced. Likewise,
the differences between countries are less significant.

The only common trend is the higher share of lone
fathers in northern European countries, which are
known for their higher level of gender equality.
Alongside middle-aged lone parents, older sin-
gle-parents represent another important group of
lone-parent households. In some countries, such as
Greece, Spain, and Croatia, this type of lone-parent
family even predominates. Such households are more
likely to be formed as a result of the death of a partner
than separation, and the next most common reason is
a parent moving to the household of an adult daughter/
son. Due to male over-mortality, this type of family

Figure 7a, b Number of cohabiting partners compared to the number of persons living in a married couple
by age and sex, selected countries, 2011
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status is more common among older women than
men and geographically among countries/regions with
a stronger family or religious tradition, or where the eco-
nomic situation makes the possibility of living in an
institution much harder. Supported by the higher rates
of middle-aged lone-parent families, the proportion
of persons living as a single parent could rise to 20%
of the elderly (Poland, the Baltic States).

3.2.5. YOUNG ADULTS LIVING WITH
THEIR PARENTS

The new phenomenon of emerging adulthood has
been attracting special interest from psychologists, so-
ciologists, and demographers since the end of the last
century, mainly because of the new trends in family
behaviour among the contemporary young generation
(see Boyd - Norris, 1999; Arnett, 2007; White, 1994,
etc.). This is not just a European issue, but a trend
observed across all developed countries in connec-
tion with postponement of the age of childbearing
and marriage.

In Europe, according to the census data, men leave
home around the age 25 and women at the age of 23.
As Figure 9 shows, in all the countries studied, with-
out exception, later parental home leaving is cha-
racteristic for men. However, a significant difference

has been found among the countries studied. While
in northern European only 10% of men aged 30 were
living with their parents in 2011, in southern Europe
(including Slovenia and Slovakia) more than 40% of
men of the same age were still living in their parents'
households. The Czech Republic is again located in
the middle between the two poles, and, unlike Hun-
gary, Slovakia, and Poland, is closer to western Eu-
ropean countries.

Focusing on the key age group of 25-29 years, i.e.
the age at which young adults often leave the parental
home, on average more than a third of men live with
their parents in European countries. In the countries
with the lowest proportion of men aged 25-29 living
with their parents, young adults prefer to live in coha-
bitation (Denmark, Finland, Sweden) or alone (Nor-
way). In contrast, in the countries with the highest
proportion of men aged 25-29 living with parents,
young adults create their own household with a part-
ner after leaving the parental home. An exception is
Slovenia, where men more often leave the parental
home without being with a partner. For women aged
25-29 years, similar trends can be observed, but with
a significantly lower proportion of them living with
parents and a higher proportion sharing a household
with a husband.

Figure 9 Young adults aged 20-34 living with their parents by sex, Europe, 2011

Source: Census Hub, author’s calculations.
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3.3. CLUSTER ANALYSIS

In order to perform a real cross-national analysis,
more sophisticated methods were used. Firstly, factor
analysis was selected and the principal component me-
thod and varimax rotation were applied. Based on the
eigenvalue criteria and the scree plot, 3 main factors
were identified. All 3 factors explained 80% of the total
variability in the data, in which 14 variables were used.
As Table 1 shows, the most significant factor explains
50% of total variability. Since variables such as share
of cohabitations and elderly persons living alone, and
young adults living with the parents, together with the

share of lone mothers have high loadings on the first
factor (see Table 1), the first factor was named ‘type
of living arrangement.

The second factor, which explains 17% of the total
variability, has a strong association with the share of
lone parents at younger and middle age. Therefore, the
second factor was called lone parents. And finally, the
remaining variables, average size of family and share
of married couples with children, have high factor
loadings on the third factor and seem to be connect-
ed with the size of the family, so the third factor was
called ‘size of the family’.

Table 1 Rotated factor loadings

Factor
1 2 3 The total
. variability
Variable - . explained by
Type of living Lone Size the factors (%)
arrangement parents of the family
Number of men aggd 25—2? in a cohabiting couple compared 0.950 0132 0056 024
to number of men in a married couple
Share of women aged 25-29 in a cohabiting couple 0.944 0.081 ~0179 034
Share of men aged.20—24 ina cohabiting couple compared 0.888 0236 ~0.071 84.9
to number of men in a married couple
Share of men aged 20-34 living with their parents ~0.869 0053 0242 817
Share of cohabiting couples without children 0.840 ~0.043 ~0236 76.4
Share of women aged 85-89 living as lone mothers ~0.793 0.269 0.058 705
Share of men aged 80-84 living alone 0739 0.228 ~0270 67.1
Share of women aged 85-89 living alone 0733 0095 0458 75.7
Share of men aged 25-29 living alone 0.709 ~0.099 0389 66.4
Share of cohabiting couples with at least one child younger 0687 0359 ~0.119 615
than 25 years old
Share of lone parent families with at least one child younger 0,047 0.964 0.042 034
than 25 years old
Share of women aged 35-39 living as lone mothers ~0.021 0.941 ~0242 045
Average size of family ~0137 0087 0.905 845
Share of married couples with at least one child younger 0506 ~0375 0.662 835
than 25 years old
Total variability explained (%) 50.1 16.7 13.7 80.4

Source: Census Hub, author’s calculations.
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A cluster analysis was calculated on the basis of
these three factors in order to divide the selected
European countries into 6 groups at distance 5 (see
Figure 10).

Based on the results of the cluster analysis and
other studies (e.g. Iacovou - Skew, 2010), northern
Europe has occupied a unique place over the long
term. In our case, northern countries can be grouped
with some countries of western Europe (France,
the Netherlands) into the same cluster, which is cha-
racterised by a high intensity of new form of living
arrangements (see Table 2). Typical characteristics
of household structure in this cluster are a high pro-
portion of young people living in cohabitation (with
or without children), a significant number of per-
sons living alone in every age group (especially men),
a small share of multigenerational households, and
a significant share of young adults living with parents.
The families tend to be small, and the share of lone-
parent families is also small.

Another specific cluster is the group consisted of
majority countries of southern and south-eastern Eu-
rope and some countries of eastern Europe (Slovakia
and Poland). This group of countries is characteris-
ed by traditional types of living arrangements, fewer
young lone-parent families, and larger families in ge-

neral (owing to the above-average share of married
couples with children). These countries also have
a high proportion of young adults living with their
parents and a high proportion of multigenerational
households.

As the first part of the analysis has already shown,
the countries of Central Europe do not form a group
of countries together and have different family and
household patterns. While Poland and Slovakia rank
among the more traditional countries of southern Eu-
rope, the Czech Republic resembles the Baltic States,
in particular with respect to its higher share of young
lone-parent families. The cluster made up of the Baltic
States, Slovenia, and the Czech Republic is characte-
rised by the highest proportion of middle-aged lone-
-parent families and the associated smaller family size.
On the other hand, Hungary can be assigned rather to
the cluster of remaining countries of western Europe
(Belgium, Austria, and United Kingdom).

Another group of countries consists, surprising-
ly, of Germany, Switzerland, Bulgaria, Romania,
and Greece. This cluster is characterised by a low
lone-parent factor score and smaller family size.
Iceland and Ireland are in quite a specific position.
Although the household structure in this cluster
is very similar to the structure observed among

Table 2 Factor scores for clusters of countries

Factor
1 2
Cluster | Countries Indicator 3
Type of living Lone Size
arrangement parents of the family
Mean 0.29 0.39 -0.26
1 Belgium, Hungary, Austria, United Kingdom
Standard deviation 0.28 0.50 0.32
Mean -0.36 -1.03 -0.87
2 Bulgaria, Germany, Switzerland, Greece, Romania
Standard deviation 0.85 0.32 0.47
3 Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Mean =055 1.54 -0.82
Slovenia Standard deviation 067 085 030
4 Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands, Mean 144 -0.37 -0.24
Norway, Sweden Standard deviation 0.27 041 0.60
Mean 0.98 1.11 239
5 Ireland, Iceland
Standard deviation 0.31 0.37 0.60
6 Spain, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Mean -0.80 -0.46 0.68
Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia Standard deviation 0.49 0.52 0.61

Source: Census Hub, author’s calculations.
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Figure 10 Clusters of countries according their household structure, Europe, 2011
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Source: Census Hub, author’s calculations.

northwest European countries, the family size factor
scores are completely different for both clusters. As
Table 2 shows, Ireland and Iceland have the highest
family size factor scores.

4. CONCLUSION

The analysis confirmed that both the structure and
the average size of households in an international
perspective reflect not only the methodology used but
also in particular demographic behaviour, including
population ageing, the socioeconomic conditions of
the population, and the availability of housing and
structure of the housing stock. Population ageing is
significantly contributing to the decrease in the average
household size that is occurring across Europe. It is
manifested not only by an increasing share of per-
sons living alone, but also the decreasing proportion
of one-couple families and lone-parent families at
an older age.

However, differences in the intensity and patterns
of household formation have been observed across
Europe. While the countries of northern and west-
ern Europe are characterised by a high proportion
of one-person households and cohabitations, people
in the countries of eastern and southern Europe live
in more traditional living arrangements. Based on
the results of factor and cluster analysis, selected Euro-
pean countries were divided into 6 groups. The analysis
showed that, unlike other countries, central European
countries do not form a group of countries and behave
differently with respect to household formation and
household structure. While Hungary fits more among
western European countries, the household structure
in Poland and Slovakia is similar to the traditional
structure observed in southern European countries.
And finally, the Czech Republic, owing to its signifi-
cantly higher proportion of lone-parent families, can
be ranked with the Baltic States and Slovenia.
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