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CHAPTER SEVEN

FAMILIES AND VALUES IN EUROPE

James Georcas, Kostas MyLoNas, AIKATERINI GARI &
Penxny PanacioTopouLou

1 Introduction

Demographic statistics can provide a snapshot of the status of current
European family. The proportion of persons living in households by
type of household for the 15 member states of the European Union
in 1995 were measured by the Eurostat-European Community House-
hold Panel (cited in Fotakis, 2000). The average of households with two
adults and one or more dependent children, a nuclear family structure,
is 36% in the 15 EU countries, with the lowest Austria (30%) and
Germany (33%) and the highest Denmark and France (43%). The
average of households with three or more adults with dependent
children, which can be a brother or sister of one of the parents or
a non-family member living with them, is 12% in the 15 EU countries,
with the lowest the Netherlands (6%) and Denmark (7%) and the
highest Spain (24%) and Ireland (23%). The single-parent with depen-
dent children family has an average of 3% with the lowest Spain
(1%) and the highest the UK (6%). Fotakis concluded that the most
conventional family patterns and household forms are found in south-
ern Europe. Four or more person households account for over 40%
of the total number in southern Europe, primarily due to the high
proportions of younger people aged 16-30 living with their parents
(up to two thirds in Italy). The average of three-generation house-
holds, which corresponds to an extended family type with at least one
grandparent, one parent and one child, is 10.8% in Europe, with
Greece (21.7%) and Portugal (18.9%) having the highest percent
while Finland (1.3%) and Sweden (1.3%) had the lowest. Greece and
Portugal also have lowest percent of single parent families and cou-
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pies witnout cnilaren. Un tnce otncr hand, the Nordic member states

have the highest percent of single parent families and one-person
households and the lowest percent of three-generation households.
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Another demographic statistic is the increasing divorce rate. Accord-
ing to Fotakis (2000) marriage rate has decrcased and the divorce
rate has increased in almost all EU nations between 1970-74 and
1988. The highest crude marriage rate in 1998 was in Portugal and
Denmark with nearly 7 per 1000 population and lowest in Sweden
with less than 4 per 1000. Divorce rate has also increased between
1970-74 and 1998; the divorce rate in Denmark and Sweden has
remained unchanged, and the lowest increase in divorce rate has
been in Greece and Ireland. The highest crude divorce rate in 1998
was found in the UK and Finland with nearly 3 per 1000 of the
population, and the lowest in Ireland, Greece and Spain with less
than 1 per 1000.

On the other hand life expectancy in Europe is increasing, estimated
at 80.8 years for females and 74.5 years for males (Fotakis, 2000).
The implications for the family are the increased presence of grand-
parents in the lives and potential care of grandchildren in the future.
However, fertility is decreasing, estimated at 1.45 children/woman,
the lowest, together with Japan, in the world.

The demographic statistics provide a picture of a variety of family
types in today’s Europe. They also suggest differences in types of
families in northern Europe and southern Europe. Three-generation
families are more prevalent in the south and one-parent families
more prevalent in the north. However, the same is not the case with
nuclear families. Indeed, one would not have predicted that Austria
and Germany have the lowest percent of nuclear families in Europe,
lower than Greece and other countries with higher percents of
extended family systems. This is a fact of some importance in the
issue of the ‘autonomy’ of the nuclear family, and in the issue of
the importance of family networks; residence, frequency of contact
and communication.

The decline of the family, the crisis of the family, the breakdown
of the family, the rise of individualism, are phrases which reflect one
school of thought during the past few decades. The increased divorce
rate, the increase in unmarried one-parent families, the increase in
remarriage and families with step-parents and step-brothers and sis-

ters, the decrease in the birth rate, the increase in singlc-parent

households, the gradual repl

same-sex couples, certainly provide support to the arguments of the
breakdown of the family (Cuyvers, 2000). Over thirty years ago Laing
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(1971) argued that the family is doomed, and the wrong setting to
raise children.

An opposite school of thought questions whether these changes
reflect a ‘disintegration’ of the family. As Aerts (1993) has argued,
children continue to be born and raised by adults in a household.
Also, the increase in divorce rates are a consequence of changes in
the economic and social role of women since the 1950s. Thus, divorce
represents the opportunity of women or men to leave an unsatis-
factory marriage in which in the past, when the sanctity of the family
was the social norm, the ‘integrity’ of the family often led to patho-
logical relations between the mother and father in some families.
Skolnick (1993) believes that rising divorce rates do not reflect a
flight from marriage so much as rising expectations for satisfaction
in marriage.

Aerts (1993) emphasizes that the major institutional change in USA
and Europe is the rupture between marriage and family formation
in the sense that marriage is no longer a socially sanctioned pre-
requisite of child-bearing. Men no longer have either the institutional
or legal power to control the lives of spouses and mothers. Changes
in the roles of women have altered profoundly the dynamics within
the family. Women, because of their entry into the labor market,
can control the number of births through contraception and abortion,
can freely choose their spouses, and can leave an unsatisfactory rela-
tionship with the husband. Aerts concludes that although the idea
of family remains valued, it is pragmatically accepted under com-
promised forms at the cultural and individual levels. However, Aerts
pessimistically concludes that although family ties may develop between
the child and father, grandparents, uncles, aunts, etc., it cannot be
assumed any longer, considering the high divorce level, that significant,
long lasting ties of this kind will develop, except with the mother,
and be sustained for a period long enough to make a significant
impact on the child’s socialization.

On the other hand, Muncie and Sapsford (1995) argue that it was
rare in 1900 for a young child to reach adulthood with grandpar-
ents still surviving, but because of increased life expectancy today,
even great-grandparents are not uncommon in a family. They also
argue that the twentieth-century family is a strengthened version of
its predecessors, and that the modern family offers opportunities for
greater closeness and intimacy than was possible in pre-industrial
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Deviation = 10). Composite scores were computed as the mean
T-scores of the items for each factor for each cluster and for the
overall factor structure. Mean T-scores across cultures were com-
pared with a series of one-way analyses of variance, for each equiv-
alent factor (Table 7.4). Because the number of respondents in each
cluster is very large, mean differences between the clusters for each
factor were highly significant. Thus, the magnitude of the significance
of the mean differences between the clusters on a factor are reported
in terms of effect size, 7.

Religiosity and family life. Values and attitudes relating to the impor-
tance of religion and family life, attending church, shared religious
beliefs were found to be universal constructs in all four country clus-
ters (Figure 7.1). The analysis of variance indicated significant differ-
ences between clusters. Cluster 3 (Croatia . . . Portugal) had the highest
composite mean 53.97, followed by 51.45 for the former Eastern
European countries of Cluster 2 (Belarus . .. Ukraine). The primarily
Western European countries of Cluster 1 (Austria . .. UK) and the pri-
marily Scandinavian countries of Cluster 4 (Denmark . . . Sweden)
had approximately the same means, 48.91 and 48.74 respectively,
with the lowest values for the importance of religiosity. The effect
size of n* = .08 indicates relatively low to medium degree of vari-
ance explained.

Companionship in marriage. This factor was also found in the four
country clusters, indicating it is a universal construct in the European
countries. It concerns communication, sharing of household chores,
mutual respect, happy sexual relationship, which may be consistent
with the relationship between husband and wife, with or without
children, and between unmarried partners. However, the effect size
of n* = .01 indicates no important differences, or very little varia-
tion between the European countries on these attitudes and values.

Abortion and divorce. A factor regarding whether divorce is justified,
and the justification or approval of abortion if the woman is not
married or if more children are not wanted was also found in the
four clusters of countries. Disapproval with mean 52.62 (high scores
indicate disapproval; the directions of the scores are reversed for this
factor) was found in Cluster 3 (Croatia. .. Portugal), followed by
slight approval 49.65 in the former Eastern European countries of
Cluster 2 (Belarus . .. Ukraine) and 48.97 in the countries of Cluster
1 (Austria . . . UK). The highest level of approval was found in the
primarily Scandinavian countries of Cluster 4 (Denmark . . . Sweden)
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Figure 7.1 Factor composite T-scores for the four clusters of countries;
two identical (Religiosity and family life, Abortion-Divorce-Adultery) and
two similar factors

on
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with mean = 45.85. The effect size of 7° = .07 indicates a relatively
low to medium degree of variance explained.

Chuldren, family life, and marriage. Marriage or long-term relationship
is necessary for one to be happy, a woman needs to have children
to be fulfilled, and both parents needed in a family, values related
to the traditional nuclear family system, were common factors found
in the four clusters of countries. The highest mean 51.78 was in
Cluster 2 (Belarus . .. Ukraine). Cluster 3 (Croatia . . . Portugal) and
Cluster 1 (Austria . .. UK) had values 49.75 and 49.24 respectively,
slightly below the mean, while Cluster 4 (Denmark . . . Sweden) with
mean = 45.17 disapproved most of the values of related to this fam-
ily system. The effect size of n* = .09 again indicates a relatively
low to medium degree of variance explained.

Working wife and mother. These attitudes emerged in three of the
four clusters (1, 2 and 3), but the effect size of n* = .0l indicates
that the percent of variation explained is too small to conclude that
the mean differences are significant.

Comparisons of the other factors shared by only two clusters also
did not result in important mean differences. The remainder of the
factors are specific for each cultural cluster,
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One conclusion that can be drawn from the comparisons of the
mean scores between the cultural clusters on the above factors was
that even when mean differences were found, they were ‘relatively’
small and not indicative of extreme differences in these family val-
ues and attitudes in European countries.

2.5 Demographic correlates

This stage of analysis explored the relationships between the family
values factors and demographic variables at the individual level. The
factor indices employed for this stage of analysis were the ‘overall’
structure composite factor scores and the composite factor scores for
each of the four clusters of countries.

Employing the scores for the overall factor structure could be a
problem since the analysis indicated four clusters of countries with
some identical, some similar and some unique factors across the four
clusters of countries. However, for comparability reasons and in order
to combine the similar (although not identical across countries) factor
patterns into a single interpretative framework, this factor structure
was also used together with the cluster of countries factor structures.'

The demographic variables employed were: a) gender, b) age, c)
having a stable relationship or not, d) level of education, e) house-
hold income, f) marital status and g) religious denomination. All
comparisons were at the individual-level. Some other demographic
measures that could be employed at this stage, e.g., if the respon-
dents were married to their partners, were highly unbalanced in
regard to the number of respondents in each cell and were not pur-
sued further; other sparsely distributed measures were not pursued
further, as well. For some of the above demographic measures,
Pearson correlation coefficients were computed and for others analysis
of variance was applied. In Table 7.5, the results for the measures
of association (7 or 7?) are summarized. A general finding was that
the measures of association between the demographic variables and
the factor indices were not very large.

! If we tested for this combined-universal factor structure through a confirmatory
factor analysis model, universalism would not be supported across all 33 countries
but this was not the main target at this point; concurrent description of even similar
patters across these countries was of more interest.




