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Abstract

Two perspectives provide alterative insights inlo household composition in con-
temporary Eastern Europe. The [irst stresses that individuals have refatively fixed
preferences about living arrangements and diverge from them only when they can-
not atlain their ideal. The second major approach, the adaptive slrategies perspec-
tive, predicts that individuals have few preferences. Instead, they use household
composition to cope with economic hardship, deploy labor, or care for children or
the elderly. This article evaluates these approaches in five post-socialist East-Buro-
ean countries, Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Russia, using descriptive
statistics and logistic repression. The results suggest that household extension is
common in these coundries and provide the most evidence for the adaptive strate-
gies perspective. In particular, the results show (hat variables operationalizing Lhe
adaptive strategies perspeetive, including measures of single motherhood, retire-
ment status, agricullural cultivation, and poverty, increase the odds of household
extension. '

Introduction

The region of Eastern Eurape stands at the center of a debate about the prevatence
of extended househalds, in which several nuclear families or extended kin co-re-
side. Lasletl (1965) debunked the slereotypical idea that extended households were
a constant feature of historic societies, to be replaced by modermn, nuclear ones. At
the same time, however, it is clear that extended househotds have been commaon in
some regions, including historic and conlemporary Eastern Europe, even if they
have not been numerically predeminant and there has been considerable regional
variability in their frequency (Andorka and Faragd 1983:302-304; Kaiser 1992:70;
Rudolph 1980:114-115; Shlapentokh 1991:268). Hajnal's (1983:66) and Laslen’s
(1983:513) typologies reftect this variability, by suggesting thal Northwest-Buro-
pean households tend to be nuclear, while East-LEuropean and Mediterranean house-
holds tend to be extended. This debate about the extent of household extension is
complemented by different explanations ol it (see review in Ruggiles 1987:31-59):
whelber it is primarily a luxury emly the rich can afford (Kaiser 1992:70), or an eca-
nomic strategy to deploy labor (Emigh 1997:617-618) or 1o share living expenses in
impoverished families (Lokshin et al, 2000). We contribute (o this literature by ex-
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anuning households in five contemporary post-socialist East-Buropean countries,
Bulgaria. Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Russia.

These explanations of household composition can be grouped into two broad
theoretical perspeclives. The first approach, the life-style preferences perspective,
suggests that families exhibit relatively fixed preferences for a particular type of
household Formadion, either extended (Ruggles 1987:129) or nuclear (Smith
1993:347; Verdon 1998:10), in any given time and place. Preferences can be con-
ceptualized as jinherent in human nature, as derived from region-wide cultural, eco-
nomic, demographic, and socia) patterns (Wachter, Hammel, and Lasletr 1978;
Whealon 1975:603-604; Verdon 1998: [88). or as praclices of an ethnic group, such
as the Roma { Gypsies) (Liégeois 1994:83), Within any given context, the variability
in observed distributions of households stems not from these fixed preferences, but
fron the ability of households to attain them. Because it is often not possible to ob-
serve preferences directly or (o provide a quantitative measure of preferences to in-
chude in statistical models, one way to consider this perspective is to compare the
wealthy, who may be better able to achieve their preferences, with other social
groups. For example, Ruggles (1987) argues that househeld extension was a wide-
spread goal in Viclorian England because tamily relations were idealized. Only the
wealthy, bowever, were able to attain this cultural ideal. In the nineteenth century,
household extension increased because declining mortality and rising incomes al-
lowed more individuals to atlain this ideal, not becanse of economic advantages as-
sociated with this household type {Ruggles 1987:134),

Another version of the preferences perspective suggests that families prefer
to live in nucledr househalds (Smith 1993:347; Verdon 1979; 1998:6,104.188).
Household extension arises oniy because of cultural, economic, or demographic
constraints that restrict the formation of nuclear households. Thus, it often appears
in agricultural communities characterized by impartible inheritance where the fa-
ther is powerful, because these conditions constrain offspring’s ability to form their
own houseliold (Verdon 1979:95-97, 1998:18%).

The second major approach, the adaptive strategies perspective, holds that
{amilies use household composition as an economic sirategy and have few fixed
preferences towards particular types of living arrangements (see reviews in
Fontaine and Schulmbohm 2000; Moen and Wethington 1992). For example,
lower-class families may take in extended kin to pool limited financial resources,
especially during periods of economic transition, upheaval, or uncertainty, therely
ensuring their economic survival (Hareven 1990:232.235; 2000:8; Stack 1974).
Fontaine and Schulmbohm (2000:1-3) also nate that families often rely on house-
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hold stratepies, such as extension, to meet other challenges, such as disease, aging.
widowhood, and raising large numbers of small children. Becker's (1991:347-349)
explanation of the decline of the extended family is also siwsilar to an adaptive strat-
egies argument. According to Becker, household extension in traditional sacieties
was an insurance policy against economic uncertainty. He atiributes the decline of
household extension to the replacement af Family insurance witli market insurance
iy odern socielies, thus reducing the economiic utility of househoid extension. Fi-
naily, housebold extension can be an economic strategy to supply labor, and thus,
may be linked to forms of land tenure (Emigh 1997.617-618; Kertzer and Hogan
1989:10). Rural families engaging in labor-intensive agriculluce may favor house-
hold extension, because it provides cheap. readily available and easily deplayved la-
bor. Thus, the adaptive strategies perspective suggests thal household composition
will be more variable in response to local conditions than dues the preferences per-
speclive, especially in response to poverty, kin care responsibilities, and the [abor
requirements of agriculture. It is important to note that nuclear or extended house-
holds can be consistent with either the prefetences or the adaptive strategies
perspective, so it is important to consider the correlates of household exlengion, in
addition to its extent, to help assess the applicability of the perspectives.

Household Extension in Eastern Europe

Pre-industrial households in Eastern Europe were more likely to be extended than in
Western Europe (Andorka and Faragd 1983:302-304; Kahk et al. 1982:78: Morvay
1965; Wall 1983:42, 48, 1998:50). Extended tamily forms included the Serbian and
Buigarian economically self-contained zadruga and Russian serf peasant house-
holds (Czap 1982, 1983; Halpem 1972; Halpern and Kerewsky-Halpern 1986:26,
Hamimel 1972; Mitterauer and Kagan 1982:110-111).” Extended family Torims were
also common in rural Hungary (Gunda 1982:40; Morvay 1965),

Household extension was common during socialism because of housing re-
strictions and shortages, especially during the Stalinist period (Morton 19802472
Shiapentokh 1991:268). In Bulgaria, however, extension rates decreased somewhat
during collectivization in the 19505 and 1960s; individuals could elect to tive in co-
operatives rather than crowded extended family dwellings (Creed 1998§:
58,132-133). Nonetheless, 48% of all Bulgarian households were extended as late
as 1935, because of lingering housing shartages (Tsenkova 1996:1207).

The relative liberalization of some state socialist regimes during more recent
decades led to regional transformations in household composition, though the ex-
planations for these changes vary. Some patterus — in parlicular, a graduat lragmen-
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tation of extended households as housing conditions improved - may illustrale
Verdon’s (1998) and Smitly’s (1993) argument that individuals prefer nuclear living
arrangements, once they become possible. Andrusz (1990:253) estimates that in
1967, 61% of urban families lived in non-communal apartments; by 1986, the fig-
ure rose 1o 85% because of increases in the supply of housing. Similarly, Volkov
{1994:163) estimates that 0% ol all Soviet families were nuclear immediately prior
‘to the collapse of socialism, though urban extension rates were as high as 45% in
most large Soviet cities in 1989 (Kosareva et al. 1996:263). Extended households
also remained common in Transcaucasia and the Central Asian republics (Volkov
1994:163). Link ([987:6) likewise notes a “nuclearisation” of households in East-
ern Europe since World War II, which he attributes to increased income, more plen-
tiful housing, and changing customs. This trend was strongest in Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. Census data, for example, show that 83% of Hun-
gartan households were nuclear in the early 1980s (Link 1987:13). In Poland, the
exlension rale was also relatively low: about 20% in 1984 (Dawson 1990:68).

Liégeois (1994:83) notes that Roma typically lived in extended families.
Creed (1998:135) asserts that Bulgarian households after the 1980s limited their
size to avoid being labeled as Turks or Roma, who were often stigmatized for living
in very large households. These findings about ethnicity and household composi-
tion support a different variant of the preferences perspective by suggesting that
some groups, and in particular, the Roma. exhibit relatively fixed preferences for
household extension,

The use of household extension as an adaplive strategy, however, may have
increased in some post-Stalinist contexts. In Bulgaria, for example, migration re-
strictions and diminishing employment opportunities facilitated the revival of
three-generation stem family households in the 1970s and 1980s (Creed 1998:132).
Household extension was associaled with farming following decollectivization in
Hungary (Farcsa 1993:106). In Poland, extension rates increased in rural areas,
suggesting that household composition was an economic strategy to deploy
agricultural labor (Link 1987:9).

Female headship increased throughout this region beginning in the
nmid-1960s (Link 1987:14; Lokshin et al. 2000:2185), possibly because of increas-
ing divorce rates that created female-headed families (Link 1987: 14; Lokshin et al.
2000:2183), as well as decreasing fertility that increased the proportion of the el-
derly population (Link 1987:14; Lokshin et al. 2000:2185). In Poland, the number
of households headed by women over seventy years of age increased by 59% be-
tween 1970 and 1978 (Link 1987:14). Cox el al. (1997:193) report that two-thirds
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of all elderly persons in Poland lived with their children. Female heads ol househald
may have used extension as an adaptive strategy (Lokshin el al. 2000).

Similarly, if the adaptive stategies perspective is correct, poverty may be as-
sociated with household extension in post-socialist Eastern Euwrope. Poverty in-
creased during the market iransition as a resull of widespread unemployment
caused by the collapse of socialist industry. inflation stemming (rom the disman-
thing of socialist financial systems and restrictions. and the decrease in the level and
extemt of social benefits and assistance because of the demise of the socialist wel-
fare stale (for Bulparia, see Strong et al. 1996:25-26: for Hungary, see Szalai
1999:46-57, for Poland, see Keane and Prasad 2002:324 and Slay 2000:64-67; for
Romania, see Sirbu 1995:474-475, 488; and Stan 1995:428-429; for Russia, see
Mroz and Popkin 1995:8-22; see also Emigh and Szelényi 2001; Milanavic 1998).
The vse of household extension as an adaptive strategy among the poor may be es-
pecially common in some countries — in our data, namely, Buigaria, Romania, and
Russia — where the transition has been particularly slow or where, during the time
our data were collected, there was a considerable amount of economic disruption
because of the economic uncertainly associated with markets.

Russian evidence supports the adaptive strategies perspective. Tn Russia, the
propurtion of families living below the poverly line has risen steadily during the
market transition, because of the collapse of the command £Conomy, econmnic
stagnation, and a limited private sector (Bobkov 1994:69; Prokofieva and Terskikh
1998:487; Vannoy et al. 1999:10-11). Vanuoy et al. (1999:11) suggest that the eco-
nomic significance of the Russian family is increasing in response to the challenges
presented by the economic transition. Female-headship is correlaled with puverty.
which in turn, is correlated with household extension in present-day Russia
{Bobkov 1994:71; Prokofieva and Terskikh 199%:486, 491-4921). Lokshin el al.
(2000:2183-2184) note thar nearly 40% of single-mother families in Russia Hved
below the poverty line because of the erosion ol the former socialist safety net and
that they are more likely to be persistentty poor than other familjes, Using data from
the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey, they find that low-income single
niothers, in particular, may use household extension as a survival sirategy (Lokshin
et al. 2000:2193-2294). A rise in income increases the probability that a single-par-
ent family will live in a separate household (Lokshin et al. 2000:21 91). Roma, who
often worked as unskilled laborers in the socialist economy, are especiilly vulnera-
ble 1o unemployment in the Hungarian transitional cconoiny (FaL 1994:45). Foli
(1994:45) associates the Roma’s tendency (o live in large extended lamilies, ollen
without employed aduils, with their persistent poverty.
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The ongoing process of privatization of housing also affects houseliold com-
position in post-socialist Bastern Europe (Strong et al. 1996:243), but its effects are
sumetimes comdradictory. On the ane hand, the relaxation or abelishment of socialist
housing and residence regulations may allow some families to move into separate
residences (Winterbottom and Struyk 1996:175-176). In Russia, for example, it has
led to the break-up of lasge extended families: between 41% and 56% of all movers
in Moscow from 1992 to [994 “uncoupled” (Daniell and Struyk 1997:246). These
findings support Verdon’s (1998) and Smith’s (1993) version of the preferences
perspective because once circumstances permit, most families exhibit a preference
for nuclear living arrangements. On the other hand, remaining housing shostages
and the extremely high costs of housing, exacerbated by privatization, may lead to
continued or even increased co-residence (Daniell and Struyk 1994; 5 14; Tsenkova
et al. 1996: 114-115), Shortages of private farily dwellings generate exorbitant
rents and prices (Belkina 1994:66-67; Daniell and Struyk 1997:252; Tsenkova
F996:1210) that make it difficult for many families, especially poorer ones, to ob-
tain adequate housing (Daniell and Struyk 1997:252). In Poland, vp to 50% of ur-
ban young couples currently reside with parents or other extended kin because of
ongoing housing shortages exacerbated by the entrance of ihe late 19705 and the
early 1980s baby boom generation 1o the already tight, overpriced lousing market
(Muziol-Weclawowicz 1996:226-230). These findings support an adaptive strate-
gies perspeclive, suggesting thal poor families in post-socialist Eastern Europe may
take in extended kin to pool economic resources.

Loipirical Implications

We assessed some of the implications of these two perspectives. The preferences
perspective sugpests that individuals have relatively fixed preferences for house-
held arrangements, either nuclear or extended, depending on which variant of the
perspective is invoked. Where this perspective holds, household composition will
show relatively little variation in response to particular conditions, since all - or at
least most — families are allempting to adopt somie particular living arrangement.
Within the context of this relatively simall variation, however, wealihy households
should exhibit the preferred household compasition most strongly, since they are
the maost likely to be able to intplement their preferences. Groups of individuals —
for example, ethnic minosities — may have preferences for living artangements that
are different from the rest of the population. These preferences should also be move
pronounced among the wealthier members, who can best attain their group prefer-
ence. Thus, in the data anafysis that follows, support for the preferences perspective
would consist of: 1) relatively constant incidences ol household composition — ei-
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ther nuclear or extended — across the populace, 2) the preferred form of household
composition should be most pronounced among the wealihy, and by analogy.
among the highly educated (a measure of high socio-economic status or convertible
“cultural capital” in the form of education {(Bourdieu 1996)), and 3) the Roma may
exhibit high rates of extended household composition.

+.» The adaptive strategies perspective, on the other hand, suggesis that individ-
uals' adapt their living conditions to their immediate circumstances. Therelore,
household compaesition should be highly variable, because local conditions should
have strong effects. Poverty, as well as the need for eider or child care or foragricul-
tural labor, will lead to household extension. I the data analysis that follows, there-
fore, evidence for the adaptive strategies perspective would consist of: It
considerable variation ju houseliold composition, 2) poverty should be associated
with higher rates of household extension. 3 household extension. either vertical
{colder and younger generations of kin) or lateral (siblings. cousing or other horizon-
tally-retated kin) may be used more often by single mothers, who have child care
needs, 4} vertical household extension should be an elder care stratepy that is asso-
ciated with the presence of retired adults in the household, 5) lateral househeold ex-
tension should be a labor strategy used by agricultural families, and 6) these
adaptive strategies may be niore common in Bulgaria, Romania, and Russia than in
Hungary and Poland, because the market transition is slower in the former countries
and,"at the time of our data collection, created considerable economic disruption
and uncertainty. In the following analyses, we operationalized independent
variables to examine these effects.

We also included some control variables in our analyses. Home ownership
can affect household composition, and may be especially impartant during the mar-
ket transition because of privatization. For example, owning even a small houge
may make it easier for those with a smal] income 10 use household extension as an
adaptive sirategy. A large house owned by the wealthy makes it eagier to implement
their preferved living arrangement. Qur data did ot pravide the sort of detailed in-
formation necessary to examine directly the empirical implications of (he prefer-
ences or adaptive strategies models with respect to homeownership, because they
did not provide information about the value of respondents’ equity or their ability to
deploy the resource to their advantage. This information js particufarly important in
Eastern and Central Europe, where privatization meant that households were given
private ownership rights to their dwellings, but the cost of utilities and maintenance
often outstripped the household’s ability to pay. Thus, we included home vwnership
as a control variable, to determine, whether net of home ownership, the eflect of
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wealth or poverty seems to correspond to the preferences or adaptive slrategies
model. Rural or urban residence similarly affecls household composition, but not
necessarily in accordance with either theory, so we included it here as a control, Fi-
nally, households with older members are more likely to be extended, so we
included age of the oldest adult in the household as a control variable.

These perspectives are not necessarily mutually exclusive. For example, a
finding that the poor and the rich lived in extended households could support boti
the adaptive strategies and the preferences perspectives. However, these perspec-
tives do suggest different emphases thal may be discernible empirically: For exam-
ple, a finding that the wealthy lived in nuclear, while the poor in extended
househuolds. could be consistent with either the prelerences or adaptive strategies
perspective. [However, the preferences perspective suggests that the effect of wealth
on househiold composition is stronger than the effect of poverty; while the adaptive
stralegies perspective suggests the reverse. In other respecis, it is more difficult to
distinguish between Lhe empirical implications of the two perspectives using survey
data, without considering the social context. For example, a finding that household
extension is conunon among agricultural households could support either the pref-
erences or adaptive strategies perspective. However, if the social context is not an
agricultural setting where impartible inheritance is practiced and fathers exhibit a
high degree of conuol, such a finding does not provide strong evidence for
Verdon’s (1979:95-97, 1998:188) argument that families generally prefer nuclear
households and exhibit extension only under these fmited conditions. Instead, this
finding would support the adaptive stiategies argument that household extension is
a strategy to deplay labor

Methods
The Survey

We examined these empirical implications by analyzing household composition
comparatively during a peried of political and economic trans formation, the market
transition, in five post-socialist Central- and East-European countries: Bulgaria,
Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Russia (in conlrast to most of the studies cited
above that considered a single country). We used evidence from our 1999-2000 sur-
vey, in which we conducted household- and individual-level interviews in three
parts: a general sample, a Roma aversample, and a poor oversample (Szelényi and
Emigh [998).

Tn Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, and Romania, the general sample was approx-
umately 1,000 household and individual interviews, Given the size of Russia and the

—
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problem of coverage, we fncreased the sample to approximately 2,500 individual-
and household-leve} interviews. In Bulgaria, Mungary, and Romania, the poor and
Roma were oversampled. In Poland and Russia. there was o Roma oversample be-
cause their proportion of the general population is miniscule. The poor were
oversamipled in Poland, but not in Russia. The high rate of Russian poverty, coupled
with the larger sample size assured a sufficient mumber of poor in the general san-
rle.

In Bulgaria, Hungary, and Poland, a stratified probability sample wag cal-
lected on the basis of a population register (either from a central registration office
or from a comprehensive electoral roll). In Romania and Russia, there were no reg-
istration procedures that provided comprehensive encugh coverage for sampling,
$0 it was based on a randam walk of pre-selected addresses chosen randomly. Be-
cause it was impossible to use the same procedure in all the countries, the major dif-
ference between them (non-citizens are excluded fromregistries, but included in the
random walk) was corrected by excluding the few non-citizens and their house-
holds by using a question about citizenship in the individual-fevel questionnaire. A
Kish table was used to select the individual-level interviewees when the sampling
was based on households. There were 1,078 completed household interviews in
Bulgaria, 999 in Hungary, 1,013 in Poland; 1,050 in Romania; and 2,496 in Russia.

The oversampies of the poer and Roma in Butgaria, Hungary, and Remania
and the poor in Poland were callecied beginning in May 1999 by inserting a screen-
ing question into 10,553 omnibus interviews in Bulgaria, §9,000 omuibus inter-
views in Hungary, 12,467 omnibus interviews in Poland, and 11,161 omnibus
interviews in Romania. The oversamples were selected on the basis ol the inter
viewer’s identification for several reasons. First, the number of Roma who
self-identify is extremely small, about | to 3% of the population in each country, in
comiparison 1o about 10% of the population who are identifiec by the interviewers
as Roma, making oversampling by self-identification prohibitively expensive. Sec-
ond, and more importantly, we wanted to include assimilated or better-off Roma in
the samples, who are unlikely to self-identity ag Roma, because of the stigma at-
tached to this ethnic identification. Based on the interviewers® assessments, Roma
househoids were identified and a subset was chosen af random. Interviewers com-
pleted 523 Roma househald interviews in Bulgaria, 480 in Hungary, and 368 in Ro-
imania, Although the Roma are stereotypically considered a difficult group to study,
we encountered no insurmountabie problems collecting the data. The data from the
Roma oversamiple are the same qualily as the other groups: for example, the
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percentage of missing cases among the Roma oversample was usually slightly less,
not more, than anteng, the general sample.

The poverty oversample was also selected on the basis of interviewer identj-
fication, so that it would be consistent with the Roma oversample. It was compiled
o the basis of screentng questions in the omunibus interviews, using a checklist of
six poverty elements. Households were chosen randomly for interviews {Roma
households were exchudex), creating an vversample of 317 poar households in Bul-
garia, 447 in Hungary, 50} jn Poland, and 505 in Romania. The screemng worked
well. For example, the poor oversample was substantially poorer than the general
sample (e.g. average monthly income for the general sample was about six times
that of the poor oversample). Screening for poverty was, in any event, less problem-
atic than screening for Roma. The poor range between about 10 and 25% of the
population in these countries, so the surveys obtained a fairly large number of poor
even in the general sample.

Our analyses below are wejghted, using household weights, and adjust for
stratification and clustering using the survey commands in Stata {StataCorp 2003).
Aualyses with combinations of oversamples and countries were reweighted. We
rewcighted the subsamples by adjusting the original sampling weights so that
oversamples represented the incidence of these groups in the general population.
We determined the incidence rates of Roma and peor in the general population from
the screening questions in the omnibus interviews by calculating, based on inter-

" viewer assessment, the percentage of Roma and poor, weighted by the screener
weights. For the analyses with all of the countries combined, we adjusted these
weights so that we pave equal weight to each country.

Variables

The household is the unit of analysis in the fallowing analyses and all the vaviables
are defined at the household level, with the exception of ethnicity (discussed be-
fow). Our dependent variabies are operationalizations of household compuosition
based on (he relationships of co-residing kin, coded from the household roster in the
househoid questionnaire. We created sets of dichotomous variables that represented
solitary, nuclear, vertically-exlended, and laterally-extended households, following
the definitions of Lasiett and Wall (J972:31; ¢f. Herl iby and Klapisch-Zuber
1985:29.2). Solitary households consist of a single person, Nuclear households con-
sist of at least two individuals with some combination of the following characteris-
tics: one ar two adults (married or living together as married) whe were living with
or without their children. Vertically-extended households consist of at least two

[P
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adult generations. For example. they can contain grandparents, their adult children,
and their grandchildren. Laterally-extended households contain adult siblings or
COUSins.

There is an additional problem of determinin g when households change from
nuclear to extended. For example, a household consisting of two parents and
g ~school aged children is easily classified as a nuclear family, but the household
is better classified as a vertically extended if the parents live with a 30-year-old off-
spring. However, choosing the age at which this change occurs is not straightfor-
ward. In preliminary analyses. not presented here, we experimented with cutoffs of
different ages, as well as combinations of age and measures of marital, schoal, and
employment status. We poted that strongly significant effects of the independent
variables on the dependent variables were not affected by the different
operationalizations, though borderline effects were. Thus, we decided to pick a cut-
off based on the age at which the age-specific means of employment status {em-
ployed or not) attained the overall mean. For (his variable, the age-sperific
distribution increased substantially between ages 21 and 22, reaching the overali
Inean at the latter age, so we used this cutoff. We alsg examined cutoffs based on
marital status and scliool entolliment, but they did not provide uselul guidelines.
While school enrollment status dropped off sharply in individuals’ early twenties,
the age-specific distribution dropped slowly and nonlinearly afler that, making it
difficult to discern where it attained the value of the overall low mean. The age-spe-
cific distribution of marital status reached the overall mean only by individuals’ late
twenties, an age that seemed too late to provide a useful guideline for household
composition. The importance of borderline significant results in the {ollowing
analyses should not be overdrawn, because they may depend on the
operationalization of the dependent variable.

Thus, we defined nuclear kin as pavents and their children under the age of
2. We also counted respondents and theiy siblings under age 22 as nuclear house-
holds. We designated resident grandparents, nieces, nephews, aunts and uncles, and
respondent’s children aged 22 or over as vertical kin, We designated families con-
taining cousins, sister-/brother-in-laws and siblings over the age of 22 as laterally
extended. For each variable, the value, “J,” represented the particular type of
household composition, and the value, “0.” represented all other households. So.
for example, the varfable, “nuclear households,” was coded 1™ if the houseliold
was nuclear and “0” otherwise. Qur coding of verlically- and [aterally-extended
households was, therefore, not mutually exclusive. Vertical households might con-
tain lateral kin; lateral Louseholds might include vertical kin. This
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operationalization was usefut because of the considerable empirical overlap be-
tween vertical and lateral extension. We present only a combined country maodel for
luterally-extended households because there were relatively few cases.’

We chose independent variables to help assess the applicability of the adap-
tive strategies and preterences approaches. Poor was caded “1™ if the household's
mean per capita income was less than half of the median. income (as given in the
general sample for each country) and 0" otherwise. * Wealthy was coded “17 if the
household's mean per capita income Fell within the top 10% of the income distribu-
tion and 07 otherwise.® We included anather measure of socioeconomic status,
high adult educational attainment, coded “t” if one or more adults present fu the
household completed college and “0” otherwise. We included a variable indicating
whelher retired adults lived in the household, coded *1” it one or more retived adults
were present in the household, “0” otherwise. We also included a dichotomy indi-
cating whether the household contained an unmarried mother of minor children.
(‘This variable is always coded as 0™ for solitary households, so it cannot be used in
the analyses where “solitary households™ is the dependent variable.} Our agricul-
tural holdings variable was coded “ 1" if the household cultivated one or more hect-
ares of lund and “0" otherwise.”

We also tried to assess whether the Roma exhibited a preference for honse-
hold extension (Creed 1998:135; Liégeois 1994:83). Detailed ethnicily questions
were asked only in the individual questionnaire, not in the household roster, so it is
the only variable in the analyses below based on the individual level of analysis. We
included a dicholomous Roma household variable, coded “1" if the respondent
sell-identilted as Roma or il his or her spouse identified as Roma and “0” olherwise.
This variable is not swictly analogous 10 the other household variables; it does not
indicale whether any person in the household is Roma, This ethnicily variable is not
used in (he lables or regression models that present results separately for Poland and
Russia, since Roma oversamples were not collected there (i.e. Tables 2,3, and 4).
The {ew Polish and Russian Roma in our data (see Table 1 are included in the re-
gression that combines the data for al} the countries {i.e. Table 6).

Our contro! variables include a home ownership variable, coded “1”* if the
family owned its dwelling place and 0 otherwise, a regional variable coded for
“17 rural households, and “0° otherwise, and the age of the oldest household mem-
ber. Table | shows the weighted means and standard deviations of all the indlepend-
ent variables. The dependent variables operationalizing household composition are
presented in Table 2,

————
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) Table 1.
Weighted Descriptive Stalistics for Independent Variables, 1999/2000
(Ns and where appropriate. standard deviations, in parentheses),

Bulgaria Hunpary Peland Risnaunia Russia
FPreferences
Wealthy k12 107 099 108 090

(1962) (1673 (1376) (L872) (2332)
Highly 168 130 107 131 2RO
Educated Adult (2087) {I788) (1503) (19rn 2495)
Present
Roma 058 a6 RilER] 0l9 A3
Househald (2007) (1765) (14703 (1923} 122843
Adaptive Strategies
Poor 126 135 182 213 BRt

(2012) {1688) (1393) (1888) {2396)
Single Molher 043 D46 067 038 160
Present (2094) (1792) (1514) (1523) (2495)
Retired Adult 583 530 381 567 392
Present (2004) {1789) (H4u9) (19200 { 2-194)
Cullivates One N9 Od | 150 BiE 022
of More (2093 (1767) 11426) {1919) 12474)
Hectares
Controls
Rural 345 359 338 446 258
Household (2094} (1792 (1514) (1923) (2496)
Owns Home B56 REE] Rt 921 504

{2088} (1789) (1510) (1923} 12493)
Age of Oldest 39.576 37.345 53514 56.647 53.025
Adult {s1d: 1:.920) Istd: 16.824) (s1d: 15,3G2) (s 15.838)  (std: 16.563)

s (2090) (1789 1513) (1924 {2496
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Tabie 2,
Weighted Frequencies of Household Composition by Subsample, 1999/2000
(Ns jn parentheses).

Bulgaria Hungary Toland Roiania Russia

Genernl Swbsample

Solivary 19.01%, 27.11% 18, 10% 17,849, 19.74%
{105 (231 tHGI3) (195m {2496)
Nuclear 42.12%; 43.60Y 44 79%, 47.81%% 53.55%
sy (93 1) (a2 (1050) (2492}
Vertical 36.85% 27.95% 34.36% 31.69% 25.66%
(10s7 (930 (o1 (1050) {2490)
Lateral 2.93%, 221, 3958, 3.08% 1.39%
(1055) (929) (005) (F047) (2486)

Ronia Stheample

Solitry 12.61%% 10.31% — 4.76% -—
(522 (438) (368)

Nuclear 42.86% 30.68% .. 50.02%, —
1522) (438; {367)

Vertieal 42 60%, 36.16% 3841,
15213 t417) Q68

Lateral 6.08% 4.32% — 7.63% -
(515) (433) (67

Poor Subsomple

Solilary 31.75% 20.23% 13.27% 13.45% —
(515) 423 (500 (505)

Nucléar 312.60% 44.13% 49 10% 39.68% -
(313 (423 {501 {505)

Verticnt 34.14% 26.66% 34.13%, 42.71% e
{(515) (423 {301) 1505)

Lateral 5.68% 4.15% 5.23% 2.69%
51y (4235 (498) (504)

*Column totals do not sum to 1, since our operationalizations of ventical and lateral household
exlension are not inulually exclusive.
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Analysis Strategy

Table 2 presents the weighted frequency distribution of household composition by
country and subsample. Extended households are common in all of these countries
even if nuclear households are numerically predominant. The percent of households
that ~an be classified as vertically extended ranges between 25.66 in Russia and
36.25 in Bulgaria in the general sample. [n general, these percentages are somewhat
higher in the Roma and the poor subsamples, ranging between 36.16 in Hungary
and 42.60 in Bulgaria in the Roma subsamples and 26.66 in Hungary and 42.7] in
Romania in the poor subsamples. :

As noted above, the presence of many extended households can suppott ei-
ther the preferences or the adaptive strategies perspeclive, so Table 2 does nat nec-
essarily adjudicate between them. Thus, we examine the relationship belween
household composition and the independent variables, We use logistic repression,
because the different household compositions are operalionalized as dichotamous
variables. The independent variables of primary interest are also all dichotomous
vatiables. We present odds ratios that give the odds of a household having that par-
ticular composition for the value of *|" of the independent variables versus the
valug of “0.”

We use the odd ratios of the variables, wealthy, and high educational attain-
tuent, and Roma ethnicity, to assess the preferences perspective, and the variables.
poot, single motherhood, retired, and land cultivation to assess the adaptive strate-
gies perspective. We are tooking for a strong positive relationship between a given
variable and a given household composition. So, for example, a strong positive ef-
fect of wealth un nuclear family composition would provide support for the prefer-
cnces perspective that the wealthy are able tg attain their preference. A strong
posilive effect of poverty on vertical extension would provide support for the adap-
tive stralegies perspective that the poor live in extended households ax a survival
strategy. Moderate or negative effects of {he independent variables on the depend-
ent variables do not provide sirong evidence for these perspectives, hecause the
oinitted categories of the dependent variables represent mixes of household types.
This positive correlation between the independent and dependent variables is
represented by an odds ratio greater than one in the following analyses.

Tn preliminary analyses not jrresented here, we cunsidered the effects of the
independent variables on four household compositions: solitary, nuclear, vertically
extended, and fateraily extended. The results for the model using nuclear household
composition as the dependent variahle did notshow strong positive efTects af the ju-
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dependent variables. Most of the odds ratios were insignificant or were below one,
indicaling that the presence of the independenl variables did not inerease the odds
of nuclear household composition. T hus, this evidence suggests that nuclear house-
hold composition was not preferred by the wealthy, well educated, or Roma. Nei-
ther does this evidence suggest that the poor, single mothers, retivees, or agricultural
households used nuctear household composition as an adaptive stratepy. Iowever,
we did find significant odds ratios greater than one for models with solitary, verti-
cally-exiended, and lateraliy-extended houschold compesition, so we describe
these results in more detail below. For ease of interprefation, we divided the (ables
info sets of independent variables, according to whether we conceptualized the
variables as measures of preferences or adaptive strategies.

Results: Preferences ancl Acdaptive Strategies

Table 3 presents the results of the logistic regressions of solitary household compa-
sition. The results suggest a preference for solitary household compuosition among
the wealthy, net of the other variables. The odds ratios are significant at the .05 level
in all of the countries and range between 2.206 in Bulgaria and 5.978 in Poland. The
odds ratios for the variable retirement status are also positive and significant at the
.05 level in Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania, ranging between-1.998 in Romaiia
and 2.423 in Bulgaria, This is a surprising finding; we conceptualized retirement
status as an indicator of an adaptive strategy that used household extension for elder
care. so we did not expect for it to have a positive association with solitary house-
hold composition. Tt is possible, however, that the result for retirement status sup-
ports Verdon's (1979; 1998:6,104,188) and Smith's (1993:347) argument of a
preference for independent living, albeil in an unanticipatec way: retired adults pre-
ter to live alone (if widowed or not married), not with their children.

Table 4 presents the results of the logistic regressions of vertical household
extension. The findings provide some support for both perspectives, but provide
more support for the adaptive strategies perspective. The odds ratios of wealthy are
either less than one ot insignificant; thus, vertical household extension seems not to
be a prerogative of the rich in these countries. The odds ratios of educational status
are greater than one and significant in all of the countries, ranging between 1.717 in
Hungary and 2.313 in Bulparia. We argued that high educational status can serve as
ameasure of the preferences perspective. The well-educated may have convertible
cultural capital (Bourdieu 1996) that aliows them to attain their preference Tor
household extension. Flowever, we also note that these data do not separale the ef-
tects of education as convertible culral capital from the effects ot highly educated
young adults continuing to reside with their parents while they finish their educa-
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tiow, partly because we do not have a large enough sample of young, highly edu-
cated adults to examine the latter possibility explicitly,

Table 3,
Odds Ratios rom Weighted Logistic Regression of Selitary Household Composition,
199972000 (p-values in pal'eul]leses).‘L

Bulgaria Hungary Poland Rownatlia Russia

Preferences

Weallhy 2.206 3145 . 5978 3120 2410
{.010) {061y (.00 {.000) (000)

Highly Educated 278 2717 25 357 407
{000y (.004) (001} 1.012) (.000)

Roma 1.250 A63 179

. (.494) (.023) (.004)
| Adapiive Strategies

Poar 20 492 Gl4 12 212
{.000) (.038) (.135) {.000} 1.000)

Retired T 24m 2.299 - 799 1.998 815
013) £.004) .491) .030) (.282)

Controls

Rural 869 779 FI17 1.073 1.264

Household {.500) 1.235) {.196) (707) (1 2'2)

Owns Home As 554 697 354 1992
{.040) (.032) (.099) (002} 1.000)

Age t.o3g 1.017 1.047 1.030 1.050
.004) 07N 1.000) (.00Y) 1.000)

N 1870 1638 1350 1856 2327

L Al other households™ is the relerence calegory,

The odds ratios for the ethnicity variahle Roma household are tnsignificant
in Bulgaria and Hungary® However, the odds ratio is 2.533 and significant in Ro-
mania, net of the other variables, The result for Romania partially supports the pref-
erences perspective thal Roma prefer to live in extended households. However, the
differing effect by country suggests that there is no single preference for household
extension amang the Roma, because household extension varies according Lo local
condi#fions. This interpretation meshes well with the argument that the Roma com-
prise an exiremely heterogeneous and fluied ethnicity, considered (o he a unitary
group ouly by owsiders. Roma are comprised of multiple groups (e.g. Lovari,
Kalderash, Boyash), with dilTerent languages, religions, and cultural heritages. The
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differences between these groups are often larger than those between Roma and
noi-Roma (Mitev ef al. 2001:44-45),

Table 4,
Ottels Ratios from Welghied Logistic Regression of Verticnl Huusehold Compaositipn,
: 199972000 {p-values in purentheses),

Dulgaria Hunpary Paland Remania Rasgia

Preferences —
Wealthy [ ET] 706 381 556 960

(.496) (197 (003} {.055) 1.856}
Highty Educated 2313 L7 L.946 2.289 2.263
Adult Present {.om (.006) (.008) (.01} (.0D0)
Roma Howsehald 852 13441 2533

(.344) [.224) (.000)

L Aduptive Sirategies

Poor 3.243 1.429 1.244 £.969 3.306

[REN)) (.06 (.273) (.000) [.000)
Single Multher 3288 2,052 3.651 2.551 4.004
Prosent - oo (.000) {-00m .000) (.000)
Retired Aduli 64D 47 964 998 1.603
Mresent 7 (029) 1.0010) (.R69) (.991) {.004)
Cunrtrols
Rural Howsehoht 1.093 1.084 1.594 9314 551

(572} (,559) (.008) (.633) {.000)
Owns Home L.716 2.155 1.308 1.399 4359

(004 ([0 (16} (148 (.000)
Age of Oldest 1.037 1.n40 1.059 1.050 1.068
Adult [.000 {.000) (.00 {000 {.000)
N 1369 1636 1148 1856 2322

I All other households™ is the relerence calegory,

Table 4 provides strong support for the adaptive strategies pevspective. The
adds ratios of the variable poor are greater than one and significant in Bulgaria, Ro-
mania. and Russia, ranging from | 969 in Romania to 3.306 in Russia. The odds ra-
tios are greater than one in Hungary and Poland, but insignificant in Poland and
only borderline significant in Hungary (p-value =.060). These findings support the
adaptive sirategies perspective that household extension is used by the poor. They

S
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suggest that poverty has a stronger effect on household extension where the markel
transition has been slow or particularly disruptive in 199972000, and. thus, where
poverty is coupled with economic uncertainly. Kin support may provide additionat
insurance under these conditions.

" As Lokshin et al, (2000) show for Russia, our results indicate that single
mutherhood is associated with househalg extension in all of the countries. The odds
ratios are significant and range between 2.551 in Romania and 4.004 in Russia, The
odds ratie for retivement status is significant and greater than one in Russia, bhut neot
in the other countries, perhaps again reflecting the instability of the economic sfiua-
tion there and the increased use of household composition as an adaptive stralegy
for kin care.

Table 5 further explores the household composition of Roma, by adding
terms for the interaction between the variables ethnicity (Roma household) and sin-
gle motherhood and ethnicity and retirement staius in the madels for the countries
where Roma aversamples were collected.” ‘The interaction between (he variables
ethnicity and single motherhood is 2.684 and borderlive significant in Hungary
(p-value=.058). The interaction between elhnicity and retirement status was signifi-
cant in Bulgaria and Hungary, with values of 2.099 and 7.029 yespectively. Since
the number of cases valued “ 1™ Tor these interaction variables is small, tiese tind-
ings should not be overemphasized, but they do suggest that the effect for single
motherhood and retirement status on household extension is greater among the
Roma than the other househalds in the sample. They suggest that the Roma are par-
ticularly Fkely to live in extended households when the arrangement can provide
kin care, :

We also explored, in models not presented here, the possibility that the
wealthier Roma were best able to implement a preference for household exlension.
Because most Roma are poorer than the general populatinn, the variable used in
these equations, the top decile of the mcome distribution, has the value of “@™ lor
virtually afl Roma. However, not all the Roma in our sample are poor; some have
nmoderate income that nvight allow themn (o implement a preference for househald
exiension better than poor Roma, Thus, for the Roma subsample, we experimented
with other measures of wealth belter suited to represent the wealthier Roma. Houw-
ever, none of these afternative measures of wealth had a significant efTect on vertical
household exiension among the Roma subsamyple. Apparently, household extension
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is not a prerogative of the wealthy either in the general population or among the
Roma.

Tabie 5.
Odds Ratios froms Weighted Logistic l{egl-ession of Yertical Household Composition,
1999/2000 (p-values in parcnihescs).
Bulgaria Hungary Ronunia
Dreferences
Wealthy 1.132 698 556
{.522) (-184) (.066)
Highly Educaled Adult Present 2310 - 1711 2288
(.O00) (.007) 001}
Roma Household G2 605 1.897
{037 1) {.0106)
Adupiive Strategies
Bocr 3.278 1.485 1.977
(.00 {.041) {.000)
Single Muather Present 3.326 2.694 - 2.495
{.00U) {.000) 1.000}
Retired Acduit Present 617 312 976
(.022) {.000) {.893)
Roma X Singte Mother 938 2.684 1.738
[REI0] (.058) (.356)
Ruoma X Retired 2.099 7.029 2.951
(.00} (.001) .086}
-
Controls
Rutal Household 2 1.084 .05
{.536) (.561) (-639)
Owna Home t.699 2159 .40
' [.003) (-000) (.145)
Age of Oldest Achii 1.037 1.051 1.051
{-000) (.00 (-000)
N 1869 1636 1856
* “Adl other households™ is the reference calegory.

Finally, Table & presends the results for lateral household extension. Because
af the small number of laterally-ex lended households, we present a combined coun-
iry model, The odds ratio, 1.762, for the ethnicity variable, Roma household, is stg-
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nificant the at .05 level. The odds ratio for the variable poverty. 1.403
(p-value=.051} is borderline significant. The odds ratio for single matherhood js
significant and greater than one (2.162}, suggesting that co-residence witl lateral
kin (e.g. siblings) is used for child care, us is co-residence with vertical kin (e.g. par-
ents) as illustrated in Table 4. As in Table 3, we present the interaction term of Roma
household and single motherhood. Iis odds. ratio, 2.628, is significant al the .05
level. This result is analogous to the one in Table 5 becavse it also indicates that

Roma are particutarly likely to use household extension, and in this case, taterat ex-
tension, as a child care Strategy.

Table 6.
Oudds Ratios from Weighted Lugistic Regression of Laderal Househald Compuosition,
Combined Country Analysis (Bulgaria, Ifungary, Poland, Remania and Russia), 1999/2000
| {p-values in pnren(heses).*

Lreferences

Wealthy : 572
(089
Highly Educated Adult Present 1.529
(.054)
Roma Household 1.762
033
Adaprive Strategies
Poor 1.403
(051}
Single Mother Preseni 262
(.004)
Roma X Single Mather 2.628
1.023)
Cultivates One or More Heetares 2619
(.00¢)
Contrals
Owus Home 1.247
, (.23
Aga gl Oldest Adull ' 1.011
.01y
N 8684

Al other households™ is the reference categary,
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Finally, this model provides the best opportunity to examine the possibility
that lateral household extension is an adaptive strategy used by agricultural house-
hotds. Lateral, especially in contrast to vertical, extension can be used to supply an
adult labor force. Thus. we removed the rural control variable from the equation and
inserted a more specific variable that measures whether the iousehold cultivated
agricullural holdings. The odds ratio for this variable, 2.619, is significant at the .05
level, suggesting that lnteral extension is an adaptive strategy of agricultural house-
holds.

Conclusions

In sum, we lound mixed evidence for the preferences and adaptive strafegics per-
spectives. We argued that evidence for the preferenices perspective would consist
al’ 1) relatively fixed incidences of household composition unaffected by socjal,
demographic, and economic variables, 2) to the extent that there was variability,
wealth, or secoudarily. high ecucation sheuld have the strongest effect, and 3)
Roma might exhibit a preference for household extension. Our results provide only
Mimited evidence for this perspective. Houschold composition was not constant; jt
wag associated with high education, poverty, single motherhood, retivement, and
agricultural cultivation. Wealth, which according to the preferences perspective,
shoukd have the stongest effect, had litile discernible influence. The effects of high
education on vertical household composition aud the positive assoctation between
relitement and solitary household composition were consistent with the preferences
perspeclive. Finally, the finding (hat the Romanian Roma show some increased ten-
dency 1o live in extended hwuseholds, net of the other variables, provided limiled
support [or the preferences perspective, However, the lack of a consistent finding to
ihis elfect in Hungary and Bulgaria, as well our failue to find a relationship be-
tween wealth and household exlension among the Roma subsample. sugpest that
the prefercnces perspective does not provide a strong explanation of Roma
houschold composition.

We noled, owever, several problems with the variables that operationalize
the preferences perspectives. There were relatively few extremely wealthy house-
holds in our sample, since we did not oversample for them. Thus, our measure, the
top incoime decile, may have provided not only a fairly small number ol cases of
wealihy househiolds. bul also, perhaps, an inadequale representation of the ex-
tremely wealthy, Second, we did not have a large sample of highly educated young
adults, which might have allowed us to interpret the results of high educational
stalis more easily.

—————
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In general, our results provided more evidence for the adaptive strategies
perspective. We argued that evidence for this perspective would consist of 1) con-
siderable varfation in househeld composition, and in particular, strong effecis of 2)
roverty, 3) single motherhood, 4) retirement status, and 5} agricultarat cultivation,
%% of which 6) may be magnified in countries where the market transition was (u-
multuous or sfow. Qur resulls, in general. conlinmed this peispective, because they
showed that these variables increased the odds of household extension, net of the
other variables, while also exhibiting some country-level variation, Finally, as
noted above, these perspectives are not necessarily mutually exclusive, nor does
empirical evidence necessarily adjudicate between them. Qur mixed findings, pro-
viding stronger support for the adaptive strategies than the preferences perspective,
but still some support for the latter, illusirate this analytic di [Ficulty,

Gurresults in Table 2 confirm that extended household composition is wide-
spread in post-socialist Eastern Europe even if not numerically predominant, as
other research has shown for this region, both past and present (cl. Andarka and
Faragd [983:302-304: Kaiser 1992:70; Rudolph 1980:114-] L5; Shlapentokl
1991:268). While our results cannot directly address whether the extent of house-
hold extension has increased or decreased during the markel transition, they do sug-
gest that, so far. the market transition has not erased the averall high incidence of
complex and extended househalds in these countries. Thus, this region will con-
tinue to be important in theoretical debates aboul household composition. 1 could
be a strategic research site to examine the relationship between the growth of capi-
talist markets and household composition. While nuclear households are oflen asso-
ciated with market economies (e.g. Becker 1991:347-349). other evidence sugpesis
that this explanation is too simple (Laslett 1965; Ruggles 1987:3-8), We hope that
additional comparative, as well ag longitudinal data for post-socialist countries can
be used to address these debates.

Taken together, these studies documenting an overall high incidence of
household extension in these countries ver a relalively lang period of time could
be taken as evidence for a widespread cultural preference for household exlension.
The evidence presented above, however, suggests otherwise. While the preferences
perspective suggests that the wealthy should be best able (o atain » culturally ideal
househeld composition, our measure of wealth has little effect on household com-
position. Similarty, we find litle support that Roma have a preference for household
extension, excepl in Romania, The adaptive sirategies perspective provides the
most consistent way to interpret Roma households, Roma in fact may be more tikely
to use household extension for kin care than the general population. Poverly, how-
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ever, does not seem 1o explain Roma household composition. Even in Romania,
where Roma are more likety to live in exiended households, this association is net
of poverty’s effect on household composition. We do not find a significant interac-
tion between Roma ethnicity and poverty. Overall. then we find little support for
Féti's (1994:45) assertion that Roma live in extended households because of their
peisisient poverty. Our other analyses of the general population also supported ihe
adaptive sirategies perspective that household composition was used by the poor or
those in need of child or elder care. OF course, it is possible that what seems like a
relatively high and constant incidence of household extension during different peri-
ods of East-European history was supparted by difterent adaptive strategies in dif-
ferent time periods {e.g. to cope with housing shortages during socialism; to cope
with poverty during the market transition). We hope that further research can
examine these possibilities, :

We also found little suppert for Verdon's {1979; 1998:6,104,188) and
Smith’s (1993:347) idea that most individuals prefer to Jive in nuciear households.
Few of our variables were associated with nuclear household composition. (We did
not present these analyses because there were few significant results.) Table 2 also
provides little support for the nuclear preferences perspective, as it shows a fairly
large extent of household extension, even in the absence of the limited conditions
that Verdon (1979:95-97, 1998:188) describes as usually facilitating household ex-
tension (patriarchal agricultural societies with impartible inheritance). However, we
nolted that previous studies found a decrease in household extension wheun restric-
tions were lifted or housing became more plentiful (Andrusz 1990:253; Daniell and
Struyk 1997:246; Link 1987:6: Winterbottom and Struyk 1996:175-176); these
findings would support Verdon’s and Smith’s nuclear preferences perspective.
While our results do not support this perspective, we note that befter measures of
wealth and home ownership could provide different‘ results, Furthermote, the re-
sults for solitary household composition {Table 3) support a variant of the nuclear
preferences perspeclive, by suggesling that the retired may prefer to live alone.

Our findings canfirm previous studies arguing that household extension duy-
ing the markel transition is an adaplive strategy for the poor, allowing them to pool
economic resources, and for househoids with kin care nceds, especially with single
mothers and retirees (cf. Bobkov 1994:69; Lokshin et al. 2000; Prokofieva and
Terskikh 1998:487; Vannoy et al. 1999:11). We emphasize our comparative finding
that the effects of the variables operationalizing adaplive strategies are strongest in
the countries where the market transition has been slowest or where conditions were
still tumultvous when these data were collected (Bulgaria, Romania, and Russia).

— e ———
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They iend credence to the idea that the market transition may increase the use af
household extension as an adaptive strategy. We note that such findings are rare be-
cause few data sets are strictly comparative. Thus, we note the need for Turther re-
search with respect to household composition in these countries. There are few
studies that are comparative, such as ours, and even fewer than are longitudinal. In
addition, inore delailed, regional level analyses are needed to disaggregate regional
effects of the market transition on household composition.




International Journal ol Sociology and Social Policy 34

Endnotes

1. The authors have contribuled equally to this project. We would like to thank the
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2. To get some sense of the extent of pre-industrial household extension, we note
that Bradley and Mendels (1978) show that the observed percentage of extended
households was between about 15 and 45% when it was normative that offspring
lived with their parents after marriage. Thus, even in regions where extension was
comimon, the absolute number of nuclear households was greater than extended
cnes. Andorka and Faragé (1983:302) found that most househelds in eigh-
leenth-century Hungary were wuclear. Kuklo (1997:255) also found that most Pol-
ish urban families were nuclear duting this period.

3. The number of cases in the tables varies because we used lis twise deletion for the
missing values. In preliminary analyses, we also experimented with substituting the

~ mean for the missing values, but these analyses did not ditfer substantively from the
ones we present heie,

4. A multinomial operationalization of household composition is not particularky
useful here for three reasons. First, the overlap behween vertical and lateral exteq-
sion, in combination with the relatively small number of cases of lateral extension,
makes it hnpossible to operationalize a inultinomial dependent variable. Second,
even ifa multinomial dependent variable could have been operationalized, the inde-
pendent variable “single mother present” is always “0" for solitary households, Fi-
nally, because the number of cases of laterally-extended households is small,
combined country analyses are most useful for this dependent variable, while sepa-
rale country models are more useful for the other dependent vaviables.

3. We derived household income from a summary measure of nine sources of
household income questions {wages/earings, slale transfers, sale of own produce,
fnterest, investment returns, alimony/child suppart, donations from charitable
organizations and other income),
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6. Although variables measuring the top 3 or 5% of the income distribution would
have provided wealthier individuals, the size of the general sample assures that very
fe'E:'.’.iudi\,'i(]uais will be considered wealthy by these more restriclive measures.

d

1
7. We also constucted a variable caded <1 for families swho cultivated two or
mare hectares and “0” otherwise, but this variable did not pravide different substan-
tive results.

8. The odds ratios for the bivariale refationship between Roma and household ex-
tension were insignificant in Bulgaria and Hungary.

9. The interaction between ethnicity and poverty was insignificant in the models
presented in Talles § and 6, so it was omitted here,
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