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Chart 6.3:  Correspondence between household positions and 80 non-conformist

value items, EVS 1999, results for West-3 (pooled samples)

I Atheist and secular, activist

Il Non-conformist regarding marriage and family

1l More "youthful" deviations regarding civil morality and distrust in institutions, lack of child orientation, low social
involvement

IV:  Self-actualization through expressive work values, tolerant toward ethnic minorities or deviant groups

V: Oriented toward companionship and social status, distrusting social environment

VI:  Egalitarian and anti-authoritarian, “"post-materialist’, stressing expressive socialization, "adult" forms of
civil morality deviations acceptable
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Chart 6.4: Correspondence between household positions and 80 non-conformist
value items, EVS 1999, resultsfor Iberia-2 (pooled samples)

I Atheist and secular, activist

Il Non-conformist regarding marriage and family

1l More "youthful" deviations regarding civil morality and distrust in institutions, lack of child orientation, low social
involvement

IV:  Self-actualization through expressive work values, tolerant toward ethnic minorities or deviant groups

V: Oriented toward companionship and social status, distrusting social environment

VI:  Egalitarian and anti-authoritarian, “"post-materialist’, stressing expressive socialization, "adult" forms of
civil morality deviations acceptable
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We shall now turn to the more detailed comparison of the outcomes for the three groups
of countries. These results are shown in Charts 6.2 through 6.4, respectively for
Scandinavia-2, West-3 and |beria-2. The main differences between these regions can be
summarised as follows:

1

70

Respar. We have already stressed that the respondents residing in the parental
home in Sweden and Denmark stand out by their overall low non-conformity
score when compared to their counterparts in the other two regions (cf. the
“left over” hypothesis). Chart 6.2 now indicates that the fewer non-conformist
items in the Scandinavian group belong to segment 11, i.e. to non-conformist
attitudes with respect to marriage and the family. Residents in the parental
household in the other two regions have much higher overall non-conformist
scores, and these Respar-groups are located much more closely to the origin as
a consegquence. Compared to their Scandinavian counterparts, they have a
stronger preference for the items in segments | and VI. In other words,
residentsin parental households in the western European and Iberian countries
are much more secularised and more oriented to egalitarian and anti-
authoritarian value orientations.

Sngle. In al three regions, respondents living alone show a relative surplus on
the overall non-conformist scale (red upwardly pointing arrows). They have a
preference for the value-items in segment |1 in West-3 and Iberia-2, and for
those in adjacent segment Il in Scandinavia-2. It comes as no surprise that
singles are non-conformist regarding marriage and family, have a lower
interest in children, have secular ethics, or entertain the more “youthful” forms
of weaker civil mordity and distrust in ingtitutions. More surprising is that
Scandinavian singles score so low on social involvement (i.e. never discuss
politics, no voluntary work).

Coh0. From the previous section we also know that childless cohabitants
systematically have the highest overall non-conformist score of all household
positions, and that this holds in al groups of countries. The Scandinavian
CohO-group is again dightly different from their counterparts in the other two
regions. The former has a more digtinct preference for the itemsin segment 11
(non-conformist regarding marriage and family), whereas the latter have a
profile that favours the items of segment | (atheist or non-religious, socia
activist).

Coh+. Cohabitants with children still have a relative surplus (red arrows) on
the non-conformist tally in the three regions, but the regional profiles are more
digtinct. In the Scandinavian countries, cohabitants who have progressed to
parenthood are located closer to the items of segment VI, and stress egalitarian
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partnership in tandem with being “post-materiaist”. They strongly endorse
expressive socialisation traits, and tolerance for minorities or for groups with
deviant behaviours. The Iberian cohabiting parents — who are of course less
common — have profiles that are diametrically at the opposite side of the
projection circle. They have a stronger preference for the items in segment Ill,
i.e. for the more “youthful” forms of distrust in ingtitutions and deviations
regarding civil morality. The profile for West-3 is again distinct from the
others, and shows a preference for items in segment Il. In other words, the
Coh+ group, in the three Western European countries seem to maintain their
initial non-conformist characteristics that are associated with sdlection into
cohabitation in the first place (i.e. non-conformist regarding marriage and
family). Moreover, in West-3 the positions of Respar, Single, Coh0O and Coh+
are dl located very closdly together on the projection plane in Chart 6.2,
meaning that they have very similar value preferences (those of segments| and
I1). In Iberia-2, this also holds for the firg three household types, but not for
Coh+ which is clearly located in segment [11. In the Scandinavian countries the
value profiles of these four household positions are more strongly
differentiated and spread over segmentsl|, 111 and V1. Scandinavian cohabiting
parents are furthermore much more comparable in their value orientations to
married individualsthan in the other countries.

5. Mar0. Childless married persons in the two Scandinavian countries are again
somewhat different in their value preferences compared to their counterparts of
West-3 and Iberia-2. Firdly, the Scandinavians still have a relative surplus on
the overall non-conformist tally, and secondly they are firmly located in
segment VI (egditarian  partnership, anti-authoritarian, expressive
socialisation). In the other regions a different seection process seems to be
operating: the MarO category has a much more conformigt outlook (cf. the
relative deficit on the overall non-conformist scale) and this group mainly
subscribes to a different package of non-conformist items as well. More
specifically, the smaller number of non-conformist items for MarO is located
disproportionately in segment 1V, which mainly corresponds to sdlf-
actualisation via stressing the expressive work qualities.

6. Mar+N. As indicated in the previous section, married parents who never
cohabited before are by all means the most conformist group. They have by far
the largest relative deficit of non-conformist items in all three groups of
countries (largest downward pointing blue arrows in Charts 6.2 through 6.4).
Their value profiles are not very dissimilar either in the three regions. The
small set of non-conformigt items acceptable to never cohabiting married
parents belong to segments IV or V: expressive work values, work with
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prestige and responsibility, and stress on companionship in marriage. There is
an aversion to the items of segments | and 11, which are at the opposite end of
the projection plane.

7. Mar+E. We have adso pointed out in the previous section that married parents
with an earlier cohabitation experience (i.e. ever cohabited) have retained a
more overall non-conformist outlook than those without such an experience
(i.e. Mar+N). In terms of the more specific value profiles, the difference
between these two groups is small in the two Scandinavian countries (see
Chart 6.2), probably because of the routinisation of cohabitation. In these
countries both groups of married parents are also located in segment V. In
West-3 and Iberia-2, however, these two household types are much further
apart (see Chart 6.2 and especially Chart 6.3); the Mar+E group is always
much closer to segment VI with its large clusters of items related to anti-
authoritarianism and equality. In other words, in the Western European and
Iberian countries, the earlier experience of cohabitation not only leads to less
conservatism and less conformist in general, but particularly to a lasting
aversion for inequality and authority as well. Expressed in more classic
political science terminology, the Mar+E group has retained more “new |eft”
and more “post-materialist” traitsin Western Europe and | beria.

8. FmNu. As expected, the group of respondents who are currently divorced or
separated, but who are not yet in a new union, have a return of their value
profiles in the direction of segment VI and away from segments IV and V
(typically for the married persons). In other words, they return to stressing
egalitarian and anti-authoritarian values. In the Scandinavian countries, they
do so to a remarkable degree and thisis coupled to more secularisation as well
(see the proximity of segment ). However, the other aspects of non-
conformity are stressed less by the Swedish and Danish respondents. The
Western European and the Iberian FmNu categories again resemble all those
who are not yet married, and they return to much higher overall, but less
differentiated, non-conformist scores.

On the whole, the inspection of the more detailed value profiles of the various
household types in the three groups of countries reveals a strong similarity between
West-3 and Iberia-2. It seems that the Spanish and Portuguese are largely following
similar selection and adjustment paths during the SDT as the Belgians, French or
Germans. The Danish and Swedish profiles are more idiosyncratic in their details. For
instance, the effect of the secularisation factor in the pooled Scandinavian sampleisless
important than in the other two regiona groups. We hypothesize that such regional
differences in the more precise nature of the “footprints’ could be due, at least in part,
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to historical features of cultural and social organisation, to timing differences in the
onset of the SDT, and to large differences in the incidence of the “new” household
types. Each of these factors could produce different selection and adjustment outcomes
(cf. the presumed “left behind” effect for the smaller Scandinavian Respar-group, or the
greater similarity between the Scandinavian Mar+N and Mar+E groups). However,
such finer explanatory hypotheses can definitely never be tested with cross-sectional
data of the sort used here, and for the time being the causes of these more idiosyncratic
profiles of the Scandinavia-2 set will remain amatter of speculation.

7. Conclusions

The new types of household formation via more prolonged single living, premarital
cohabitation, and progression to parenthood within cohabiting unions have steadily
gained ground in Europe. These features of the SDT initially appeared in Scandinavia
during the 1960s spread to Western Europe in the 1970s, reached the Iberian
populations in the mid-1980s, and apparently expanded to central Europe aswell during
the 1990s. For all regions listed above, we found a clear statistical association between
a variety of value orientations and household types, and this association persigs after
controls for age, gender, education, profession and urbanity. The patterning of the value
profiles according to household types is quite similar in the various regions of Europe.
To bring this out more clearly, we have added the profiles of a group of centrd and a
group of Eagern European countries to those of the three regions used here. This
overall picture is shown in Chart 7.1. From this enlarged set of value profiles we can
draw a number of conclusions.

1. Thereis a set of features that is present in al country groups studied so far.
Firgly, childless cohabitants typically have the most pronounced non-conformist
orientation in the various value sets pertaining to secularisation, ethics, civil
morality, egalitarianism, anti-authoritarianism, expressive values in work and
socialisation, tolerance, world orientation etc. Secondly, married parents who
never cohabited are always at the other end of the spectrum with the lowest non-
conformist score of all. Thirdly, married parents who ever cohabited are always
more non-conformist than their counterparts who never cohabited. This suggests
that the earlier cohabitation experience have a lasting effect operating in the non-
conformigt direction.
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2. There are also several features, which are not found in all regions, but that are
still very common. For ingtance, single living is also associated with very high
non-conformist across a wide variety of dimensions. And aso, when compared to
married persons, divorcees and separated individuals who are not yet in a new
union seem to return to distinctly more non-conformist values or were selected in
thisdirection to start with.
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The dynamics of the process that produces these differentials by household type
can obvioudly not be detected through a simple cross-sectional data set of the type used
here. The main advantage of the EVS is soldly that this survey allows for the study of
such differentials for a large set of value items. If we want to study the dynamics
themselves, we have to turn to longituding studies, and thereisa small collection of US
and Western European panel studies that have been of considerable help in shedding
light on what is happening. However, each of these pand-based analyses only deals
with either one or two very specific transtions and only focuses on alimited number of
value items. Nevertheless, two mechanisms emerge. Firstly, thereis the salf-selection of
individuals into particular household positions depending on, inter alia, the value
orientations that were held prior to the transition. This is the feature of values-based
selection and sorting. Secondly, there is the adjustment or reinforcement of existing
values depending on the particular type of household transition that has just been made.
Thisisthe feature of the transition-based val ue adaptation. Together these two features
congtitute the recursive model of selection and adaptation, and this model, athough
operating over time, must result at one particular moment in a specific cross-sectional
profile of values for the various household types (see Section 4). These value profiles
by household type are referred to as the “footprints’ of the selection-adaptation model.

The main conclusion of our investigation is that these “footprints’ are found in all
the regions studied so far, and hence in the SDT-precursors as well as in the SDT-
newcomers. There are, however, complications that cause regiona differences in the
more precise value profiles by household type. These stem from different historical
developments regarding culture and social organisation, the differences in the onset and
staging of the SDT, the differences in the dominant types of household transitions, and
from differences in the timing and speed of these transitions. The detection of the nature
and the causes of these differences are again far beyond the capacity of the present
analysis with cross-sectional data. Yet, despite such distortions, the present descriptive
results on overall non-conformism for the various regions are remarkably similar and
robust, and they lend further credence to the involvement of major ideational effectsin
the unfolding of the SDT.
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A detailed anadlysis of these tempo shifts in successive cohorts is given in Frelka,
T., and Cdot, G., 2001. “Cohort reproductive patterns in low-fertility countries.”
Population and Development Review 27 (1): 103-132. See dso Lesthaeghe, R,
2001. “Postponement and recuperation — recent fertility trends and forecasts in six
Western European countries.” Paper presented to the USSP seminar on
international perspectives on low fertility at the National Institute of Population and
Social Security Research, 21-23 March 2001, Tokyo.
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R., and Moors, G., 2000. “Recent trendsin fertility and household formation in the
industrialised west.” Review of Population and Social Policy 9: 121-170.

In an initial article on the second demographic transition, Lesthaeghe and van de
Kaa still considered that the tempo shifts in fertility and nuptiality were enhanced
by the economic recession of the 1975-1985 decade. Hence they envisaged the
possibility of a joint operation of economic and cultural factors. Lesthaeghe, R.,
and van de Kaa, D., 1986. “Twee demografische transities?’ In: Lesthaeghe, R.,
and van de Kaa, D. (eds), Groei of Krimp? Book volume of ‘Mens en Maatschappij'
Van Loghum-Slaterus, Deventer: 9-24.

The term was introduced by the psychologist Madow, A., 1954. Motivation and
Personality. Harper and Row, New York. His “lower order needs’ mainly pertain
to subsistence needs (not luxury goods!), safety and longer-term material security.

The term first appears in the dready cited Dutch language journal, but it spread
following van de Kaa' s subsequent article. van de Kaa, D., 1987. “Europe’ s second
demographic transtion.” Population Bulletin 42 (1).

Kohler, H. -P., Billari, F., and Ortega, J., 2001. “Towards a theory of lowest-low
fertility.” Paper presented to the IUSSP Genera Conference, 18-24 August 2001,
Salvador.

UNECE, 2000. “Fertility declinein the trangition economies, 1989-1998: economic
and social factorsrevisited.” Economic Qurvey of Europe 1: 189-207.

Zakharov, S., 1997. “Fertility Trends in Russia and the European New Independent
States: Crisis or Turning Point?’ (ESA./P/WP.140) United Nations Population
Division, Expert Group Meeting on Below-Replacement Fertility, 4-6 November
1997, New York: 271-290; Zakharov, S., and Ivanova, E., 1996. “Fertility decline
and recent changes in Russia: On the threshold of the second demographic
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Santa Monica: 36-82; Fratczak, E.,1998. “Declining fertility in Poland during the
transition period 1989-1997.” Paper presented to the Workshop on Lowest-low
Fertility, Max Planck Ingtitute for Demographic Research, 10-11 December 1998,
Rostock; Philipov, D., 2001. “Low fertility in Central and Eastern Europe — culture
or economy?’ Paper presented to the IUSSP seminar on international perspectives
on low fertility at the National Ingtitute of Population and Social Security Research,
21-23 March 2001, Tokyo; Zeman, K., Sobotka, T., and Kantorova, V., 2001.
“Halfway between socialist greenhouse and postmodern plurality: Life course
transitions of young Czech women.” Paper presented to the Euresco Conference on
the Second Demographic Trangition, 23-28 June 2001, Session 2B, Bad Herrenalb;
Rychtarikova, J., 2001. “The second demographic transition and the
transformation of fertility and partnership in the Czech Republic and other Eagtern
European countries’, ibid., session 2A; Rabusic, L., 1996. “On marriage and family
trends in the Czech Republic in the mid-1990s.” Demografie 38 (3): 173-180;
Rabusic, L., 2001. “Value Change and Demographic Behaviour in the Czech
Republic.” Czech Sociological Review 9 (1): 99-122.; Sobotka, T., 2002. “Ten
years of rapid fertility changes in the European post-communist countries —
Evidence and interpretation.” Working Paper 2002-1, Population Research Center
at the University of Groningen, Groningen.

Lesthaeghe, R., and Surkyn, J., 2002. “New forms of household formation in
Central and Eastern Europe: Are they related to newly emerging value
orientations?” UNECE, Economic Survey of Europe 1: 197-216.

For an overview of the indicators and national results, see Halman, L., 2001. The
European Values Study — A Third Wave. WORC Tilburg University, Tilburg. We
would like to acknowledge the permission given by the EVS Consortium for the
use of the 1999 data files. Most of the nationa data sets are now in the public
domain and can be obtained from Halman@kub.nl.

Inglehart’ s term “postmaterialism” has been a constant source of misinterpretation.
Inglehart coined the term largely as an expression of Madow's “higher order
needs’ in the political sphere (democratic participation, grass-roots democracy,
concerns related to environmental quality, freedom of speech, emancipation, new
political ideas, etc.). The “materiaist” orientation in Inglehart’s formulation deals
with income security, safeguarding of the social security system, political stahility
and “law and order”. This concept has nothing to do with consumerism or
conspicuous consumption of luxury goods. Inglehart, R., 1977. The Slent
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Sample sizes of 2000-2500 are used only in Belgium, Germany, Italy and Russia.

Lesthaeghe, R., and van de Kaa, D., 1986. “Twee Demografische Transities?’ In:
Lesthaeghe, R., and van de Kaa, D. (eds), Groei of Krimp? book volume of “Mens
en Maatschappij” Van Loghum-Slaterus, Deventer. The first broader empirical
check using the 1981 EVS data can be found in Lesthaeghe, R., and Meekers, D.,
1990 “Vdue changes and the dimensons of familism in the European
Community.” European Journal of Population 2: 225-268. The 1990 EVS data
served again in Lesthaeghe, R., and Moors, G., 1996. “Living arrangements, socio-
economic position and values among young adults — a pattern description for
France, Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands.” In: Coleman, D. (ed.), Europe’s
Population in the 1990s. Oxford University Press, Oxford: 163-221.

Feling, A., Peters J, and Schreuder, O. 1983. Burgerlijk en Onburgerlijk
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Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna: 29-40. For the levels of
illegitimate fertility for all European provinces at the end of the nineteenth century,
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cohabitation and marriage.” American Journal of Sociology 98 (3): 628-651;
Waite L., and Kobrin-Goldscheider, F., 1986. “Non-family living and the erosion
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Review 51: 541-554; Moors, G., 2001. “Vaues and living arrangements. a
recursve relationship.” In: Waite, L. et al. (eds), Ties that Bind: Perspectives on
Marriage and Cohabitation. Aldine de Gruyter Publishers, Hawthorne: Chapter 11.
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family formation processes.” In: Lesthaeghe, R. (ed.), Meaning and Choice ..., op.
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The “selection-adaptation” hypothesis was also the garting point of a symposium
held in October 2000 at the Belgian Academy of Sciences. The participants were
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2001, Session 4B, Bad Herrenalb.
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The excluded items were related to the “left-right” dimension in economic and
social policies (state and labour union interference versus free enterprise) and
economic equity, perceived causes of poverty, overal job satisfaction, political
items covering the functioning of democracy, and more detailed attitudes towards
elderly people and immigrants. Several items pertaining to female autonomy and
gender inequality also had to be excluded since they were not incorporated in all
the national questionnaires.

For the philosophy and technical details, see Benzecri, J.-P., 1973. L’analyse des
données — L' analyse des correspondences. Dunod, Paris, and Greenacre, M., 1984.
Theory and Applications of Correspondence Analysis. Academic Press, London. In
the current application, the SAS software was used. See SAS Ingtitute Inc., 1995.
"Satistics and Graphics Guide." Version 3.1 IMP, Cary: 105-111.

We owe this useful methodological suggestion to J. Anson, who also put us on the
path of correspondence analysis as a powerful tool for visualising the proximities
between household positions and value items.

One could read the information on Charts 6 in the following intuitive manner.
Imagine alargeround table with a varied and rich buffet dinner, displaying 80 food
items or dishes. These items are arranged in segments on the table, very much
according to their similarity, so that one has segments for cheeses, meats, fish,
salads, fruits, etc. We are interested in checking the preferences of various groups
of individuals (here sorted according to household type, and matched for several
other characteristics). A “greedy and omnivorous’ group would pick alot from the
table and from all types of food. The result would be a high score (well above 40
items) and a location near the origin of the plot, given that there are no clear
preferences or aversions. By contrast, an “abstemious and sdlective” group would
pick little and only from a particular segment. Their overall score would be lower
than 40 and this group would be located in a particular segment, e.g. fruits &
salads, and away from the origin given their aversion to meats, cheeses and fish. In
Charts 6 we inspect the choices (types of items) and the overall score (relative to 40
items) for 8 groups (household types) in 3 sets of countries, i.e. for 24 groups in
total. The buffet dinner is displayed in an identical fashion for all 24 groups.
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