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Introduction

D. Reher in his well known article publishedRopulation and Development Revipasited
that the diversification of historical family formegt a regional level (for example in Italy)
should not cloud the fact there were clearly déttiregions at the scale of the contifent
However, his observations converged only partialiyh the division into regions with
different dominant household structures or houskfmimation rules, as proposed earlier by
Laslett and Hajnal In place of this division, Reher introduced thenfly ties criterion, which

is measured through the social reception of faimidigalty, obedience, and authority. This
criterion is especially relevant for the point atigh adult children leave home and for the
protective functions of the family towards its vetable members. In Reher’s view, what
distinguished the family systems of the Meditereanevas the extremely protective and
supportive role of the family, as opposed to thekvkinship bonds and emphasis on self-
sufficiency that was characteristic of the nucléamuseholds of North-Western Europe,

especially England. In proposing this differentati Rehar was actually drawing on Laslett’s

! David S. Reher, ‘Family ties in Western Europersistent contrastsPopulation and Development Review
24:2 (1998), pp. 203-234.

2 John Hajnal, ‘Two kinds of preindustrial househtddmation system’Population and Development Review
8:3 (1983), pp. 449-494; Peter Laslett, ‘Charastms of the Western family considered over tindgurnal of
Family History 2, pp.89-115; Peter Laslett, ‘Family and houseéha$ work group and kin group: areas of
traditional Europe compared’, in R. Wall and J. Rofeds.),Family forms in historic EuropéCambridge,
1983), pp. 513-563.



earlier assertions that the specificity of intengetional and kinship relations in England
was marked by the absence of a pattern of suppdrirdra-family loyalty stemming from the
prevailing system of nuclear families in this regiand the high degree of territorial mobility
in response to the conditions of life-cycle sertice

Reher’s arguments opened a proverbial Pandora’s 8wdding light on the ongoing
discussion among historians of the family and sg@éout the broader implications of model
approaches to the geography of European family $orm finally become a catalyst for
further debate. According to some researchers, twe disparate models of household
formation proposed by Hajnal, the nuclear familyd@loand the joint family model, were
supposed to reflect contrasting systems of soe@liity and welfare provision. At the same
time, they believed that the models shaped the lpggameters of individual and family life,
and in very different ways. In their view, familystems founded on the co-residence of
complex kinship groups were characterised by atgregegree of intra-family solidarity (such
communities were often describedfamilistic). At the individual level, this very factor was
believed to decrease the negative psycho-sociaetpences of processes and phenomena
related to various stages of life, such as beinglsj being widowed, or living alone in an

‘empty nest*. Moreover, it was acknowledged that, in the contlxthe self-sustainable

3 Peter Laslett, ‘Family and collectivity§ociology and Social Researd8:3 (1979), pp. 432-453; Peter Laslett,
‘The significance of the past in the study of ag&imgeing and Societyd:4 (1984), p. 380, 384-385; Peter
Laslett, ‘Family, kinship and collectivity as syste of support in pre-industrial Europe: a consitienaof the
‘nuclear-hardship’ hypothesisContinuity and Change3:2 (1988), pp. 152-175. Similarly: Richard M. im
‘The structural dependence of the elderly as antedevelopment: some skeptical historical thouglgeing
and Society 4:4 (1984), pp. 409-428; Michael Andersomhé Impact on the Family Relationships of the
Elderly of Changes since Victorian Times in Goveemtal Income-Maintenance Provision’, in E. Shanas a
M.B. Sussman (eds.);amily, Bureaucracy, and the Elder{lpurham, 1977), p. 58 aslett insisted that ,[...] in
countries such as England the dominant family padteot only demanded that relatives in need besesf
shelter in a household ... [and] the characterigtitudes towards kinship ties assumed a clearfimdifice with
regards to the predicament of relatives”; LaslEamily, kinship and collectivitypp. 160-161. Also: Peter
Laslett,A Fresh Map of LifeThe Emergence of the Third A@endon, 1989), pp. 119-121.
* Laslett, ‘Family, kinship and collectivity’; RogeSchofield, ‘Family structure, demographic behavjcand
economic growth’, in J. Walter and R. Schofield4¢, Famine, disease and the social order in early mode
society(Cambridge, 1989), pp. 279-304; Mead Caivelfare institutions in comparative perspectithe fate
of the elderly in South Asia and pre-industrial Wées Europe’, in M. Pelling and R. M. Smith (edd.ife,
Death, and the Elderly: Historical Perspectivéisondon, 1991), pp. 222-243; Michel VerdoRgthinking
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economy, belonging to a multiple-family system leelpto alleviate the acuteness of the
experience of successive phases of well-being awerty’.

The critics of this perspective argued that thecstre and composition of households
constitutes only one of many dimensions of theqmibte functions of families, and that the
analysis of household structure alone should notubed to develop comprehensive
approaches to the isSu&hese scholars were more cautious in addressegrtplications of
Hajnal’'s bipolar classification in the field of s$gms of welfare provision, arguing that
ascribing greater efficiency in the provision obfactive functions to complex family systems
was too mechanistic. Historical and contemporaigence was called upon to demonstrate
that, even in societies in which co-residing withsknen, strong kinship ties, and a pro-family
orientation were common, there were still casgslah indifference towards the situations of
relatives, examples of intra-familial conflicts,dasharp differences in the quality of life of
individual members of residential grotips

The scarcity of source material for Eastern Eurapéhat time meant that, in most
discussions, the region was generally omitted, oaljh the family patterns that were

discernible there were still implicitly treated as peculiar variant of Mediterranean

households: an atomistic perspective on Europeandi arrangementg¢London, 1998), pp. 87-105. See also
Mary Hartman,The household and the making of history. A subwergiew of the western pa@ambridge,
2004), in which the author accentuated the adveffeets of complex family systems, especially imte of
gender balance in the social and economic sphere.
®> Peter Czap, ‘The perennial multiple family houddhdvishino, Russia, 1782-1858Journal of Family
History, 7 (1982), 18; idem, ‘»A large family: the peasargreatest wealth«: Serf households in Mishino,
Russia, 1814-1858’, in Wall and Robin (edBgmily forms 143-144.
® Piere P. Viazzo and Francesco Zanotelli, ‘Welfsse moral obligation: changing patterns of farsilpport in
Italy and the Mediterranean’, in H. Grandits (edBamily, Kinship and State in Contemporary Euroyel.1
The Century of Welfare: Eight CountriéSrankfurt/M 2010), 47-92; Giovanni Levi, ‘Famignd Kin: A Few
Thoughts Journal of Family History15:1 (1990), pp. 570-571.
" Peregrine HorderiHousehold Care and Informal Networks: Comparisarss @ontinuities from Antiquity to
the Present’, in P. Horden and R.M. Smith (edhg Locus of Care: Families, communities, indting and the
provision of welfare since antiquitondon, 1998), pp. 45-51; Sandra Cavallo, ‘Fam@pligations and
Inequalities in Access to Care Morthern Italy seventeenth to eighteenth centuiiesbidem pp. 90-110;
Zhongwei Zhao, ‘Demographic Conditions, Microsintida, and Family Support for the Elderly: Past, derd,
and Future in China’, ifbidem pp. 259-279.
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‘familialism’®. The system of social relations which prevailethis part of the continent was
seen as being based on family-centred, and nohdividualistic, principles. Thus it was
assumed that, in Eastern Europe, group attituddsgheater significance, with historically
conditioned patterns of co-residence and a highegdegf family solidarity prevailing among
Slavic communities Recently, these presuppositions have gained ethar dimension
owing to the works of th&inship and Social Securifgroject group which clearly suggest a
stronger pro-family orientation among the then-eamporary communities of Eastern Europe
in comparison to countries of Western Europe amgh8inavia, supposedly reflected in the
greater intensity of contacts with relatives anelager importance of kinship in general in the
system of welfare provisidhWith reference to Eastern Europe it was also gionally

accepted that the patterns observed in EasterrpEuepresent a distant historical heritage

Research questions and source basis

The survey of literature presented here seems idirgo the benefits of studies on the
structure of the household in Eastern Europeaitdees, especially in the Polish-Lithuanian
lands. In addition to facilitating a revision ofepriling models of the geography of family

forms in old Europe, which has already been dowersétimes?, these studies provide an

8 Schofield, ‘Family structure’, pp. 282-285; LasléEamily and household’, p. 559. See also Ton8sbotka,
Postponement of Childbearing and Low Fertility inr&pe (Amsterdam, 2004), p. 206.

® Alan Macfarlane,The origins of English individualism: the familyroperty and social transitior{Oxford,
1978), pp. 18-30; William I. Thomas and Florian Hiexki, The Polish peasant in Europe and America:
monograph of an immigrant group'ol. 1:Primary-group organizatiofNew York, 1958 [1918]). See also the
discussion in VerdorRethinking householdpp. 87-105.

19 patrick Heady et.al., ‘The quantitative backgroumdP. Heady and P. Schweitzer (ed§3mily, Kinship and
state in contemporary Europe, vol. 2. The view ftmtow (Frankfurt/M, 2010), pp. 61-90; Patrick Heady ket.a
‘Familism and localism: levels of spatial groupiagd their significance for contemporary Europearship’,
paper presented at the Max Planck Institute for @graphic Studies, April 2009. Cf. a more cautiopgimn in
Horden Household care ,.pp. 46-48.

M patrick Heady, ‘Introduction: care, kinship androunity — the view from below’, in Heady and Schizei
(eds.),Family, Kinship and statep. 37, 47-48; Patrick Heady et.al., ‘Family, kied and marriage’, in P. Heady
and M. Kohli (eds.),Family, Kinship and state in contemporary Europel. 3 Perspectives on theory and
policy (Frankfurt/M, 2010, p. 42-43, 55; Heady et.al.héTquantitative background’, 87-88. See also Thomas
and ZnanieckiThe Polish peasanpp. 87 ff.

12 Mikotaj Szottysek, ‘Life cycle service and famifystems in the rural countryside: a lesson fronmotil
east-central Europe’Annales de démographie Historiqudé (2009), pp. 53-94; idem, ‘Three kinds of
preindustrial household formation system in hist@@rEastern Europe: A challenge to spatial pattefnghe
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opportunity to verify current views on the influenof the manorial system on the shaping of
the multi-family character of households in Eastdnoropé®. Studies into historical
coresidence patterns in Poland-Lithuania might plewide us with a better understanding of
the relationship between the diversification of ilgmsystems of Eastern Europe and a range
of other issues, the most important of which apettfa organisation of work at the level of
domestic group (b) the quality of life, and (c) firetective functions of the family.

The present analysis focuses on the latter groypadflems. The main focus will be
on investigating the question of to what degreerégtonal diversification of family models
in Polish-Lithuanian and Ukrainian lands translatgs structural differences in the quality of
life of families and individuals, and to what extethis diversification influences
discrepancies in the protective functions of theiifg'®. Thus, an attempt is made here to
answer following crucial research questions: (1)i6Nhof the family systems identified in
Polish-Lithuanian lands at the end of the 18th wgntvas most effective in overcoming the

cyclical phases of deprivation and impoverishmestulting from the developmental cycle of

European family’,History of the Family 13:3 (2008), pp. 223-257; idem, ‘Rethinking Easté&urope:
household formation patterns in the Polish-LithaaniCommonwealth and European family systems’
Continuity and Change23:3 (2008), pp. 389-427; idem, ‘Central Europbansehold and family systems, and
the "Hajnal-Mitterauer" line: the parish of Bujakdd8th-19th centuries)History of the Family12:1 (2007),
pp. 19-42; Mikotaj Szoitysek and Dariusz Biskup,64Rorodna@¢ czy tazsamaé? Chiopskie gospodarstwo
domowe na ziemiach RzeczypospoliteSlaska pod koniec XVIII wieku',in C. Kuklo (Ed.), Rodzina i
gospodarstwo domowe na ziemiach polskich w XV-)X&KuwviStruktury demograficzne, spoteczne i gospadarc
(Warszawa, 2008), pp. 363-390.
13 Mikotaj Szoltysek and Barbara Zuber-Goldstein, éTéffects of manorial institutions on peasant hbake
patterns in late eighteenth-century Eastern Eurthpary, practice, and regional disparities’, papersented at
The Annual Conference of the Economic History Sgci®niversity of Warwick, UK, April 2009; Mikotaj
Szoltysek, ‘Female headship, household positiod, gandered well-being in peasant societies: evildram
the territories of the historical Kingdom of Polafidth century)’, in M. Duites et.al. (eds.) he transmission of
well-being: gendered marriage strategies and intagrce systems in Europe (17th-20th centur{Bgrn, 2009),
pp. 447-486; see also Steven L. Hoch, ‘Serfs indnigh Russia: Demographic Insightsthe Journal of
Interdisciplinary History 13:2 (1982), pp. 221-246.
14 Both parameters — quality of life and the proteztfiunctions of the family — are analysed here wsigkly in
terms of the internal dynamics of the family systdnassume that in the peasant social realitieEasdtern
Europe at the end of the 18th century, familial anttividual quality of life was to a large exterdralitioned by
the position occupied by the individual within andestic group. | also profess that through focusimy
household or residential communities (dictatedH®ynature of sources applied in the present asyjyd@spite
obvious limitations, it is possible to sketch tresic framework within which the family’s protectivenctions
could be realized. Cf. Szoltysek, ‘Female headshpp. 447-452, and Steven Ruggles, ‘Reconsidetirg t
Northwest European Family SysterRgpulation and Development Revie&3%:2 (2009), pp. 249-273.
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the domestic group? (2) To what degree did thesdifices between family systems in terms
of the structure of households translate into tiffiees in the organisation and composition of
labour at the level of residential groups? (3) Afidally, which of the family systems was
more ‘friendly’ towards individuals most threatenby the negative outcomes of specific
phases of the individual life cycle, especiallyezly people?

Each of these issues will be discussed in depth Beparate section, following a

presentation of the methodological and source orest

* * %

The source basis of the present analysis is peavity a database which includes data
on 26,655 peasant households from late-eighteanttuy Poland—Lithuania, belonging to
236 parishes and 900 settlements, and with an ibyenaulation of nearly 156,000 persons
(the CEURFAMFORM Databade The data were derived from various types of pepan
enumerations listing individuals by residential taniwith kinship relationships made
transparent within each domestic group. These @edyprimarily the census microdata that
between 1790 and 1792 were collected by the Civiitdfly Order Commissions on the
territories of the Crown of the Kingdom of Polamdc{uding the Ukraine) (49%). Data from
the Lithuanian regions come from the materials led 6th Russian revision list of 1795
(37%)"°.

Various parts of this data collection have alrebdgn analyzed, which legitimizes the
omission of most methodological and source-relédsdes related to the database, as well as

of a socio-economic characteristic of the inveséigacommunitie’. Suffice to say, that the

!5 The remaining 14% are constituted by listings okéed provenience, although with a dominanc&atus
Animarum or Seelenregistertknown from the German-speaking territories. Thdlecton of census-like
microdata applied in this article makes up for thdrito largest collection of population listingscading to
households in this part of the continent.

16 Mikotaj Szottysek and Konrad Rzemieniecki, ‘Betwestraditional« collectivity and »modern« individitya

an atomistic perspective on family and househoiddesthe Hajnal's line (Upper Silesia and GredaRo at the
end of the 18 century)’, Historical Social Researct30 (2005), pp. 130-70; Szottysek, ‘Three kindstem,
‘Rethinking Eastern Europe’; idem, ‘Life cycle sew/; Mikotaj Szoltysek and Barbara Zuber-Goldstein
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territories under study cover the western and souatHringes of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth (Map 1; regions 1 to 5, 6+7); eastwamtb the borderland between present-
day Poland, Belarus, and Ukraine (reg. 8); and &hem farther east into Belarus, south from
Minsk (reg. 11N and 11S respectively); and intoteesUkraine (reg. 10).

Even though these data are dispersed over coabidespace, the “samples” have
been quite evenly distributed over major historiedions of the country. The investigated
236 parishes have been grouped into regions, edhethe basis of their administrative
belonging or geographical proximity. Such regioasér been further aggregated into larger
groupings using statistical tests and data minge@itiques (ANOVA, inter-regional pairwise
comparisons according to the Holm-Sidak methodsteluanalysis) (Map 2)’

The Polish-Lithuanian sample comprises exclusivahal societies engaged in small-
and middle-scale farming. An overwhelming majomtiythe population of all regions were
serfs living in personal and hereditary subjugatibne Polish (and Catholic) preponderance
over western areas (regions 1-7) was diminishintauwor of large numbers of Belarussians
and Ukrainians (mostly Uniates, i.e., Greco-Cati®)lin the eastern provinces (regions 8, 10,
11N, and 11S). This ethnic and religious dividehistorical Polish territories was a long-
lived one, and it retained its spatial validity tiato the 1920s and 1938s

The EAST 3 cluster, as well as parts of regioas® 10 located in nowadays Southern
Belarus, Northern Ukraine, and partly in Polanghresent a highly specific areal eccotype

known as Polessia. The swamp areas of Polessiarkaswhe Pripyat Marshes has owned

‘Historical family systems and the great Europeiidé: the invention of the Slavic EasDemografia: English
Edition, 52: 5 (2010), pp. 5-47.

" The description of these methods is included iolt§gek and BiskupR&norodnai¢ czy tasamdé, p. 373-
375, 380, 382, 384, as well as in, Mikotaj Szotkyaed Dariusz BiskupDiversity, variation and the time-space
conundrum: family forms in Eastern Europe furthgplered’, paper presented at a seminar organizethéy
Cambridge Group for the History of Population amail Structure, University of Cambridge, Februaps.

18 Bogumit Szady,Geografia struktur religijnych i wyznaniowych w Koie w Il potowie XVIII w.(Lublin,

2010).



their peculiarity to harsh ecological conditions¢iseconomic backwardness and historically
grounded cultural distinctiof

Table 1 presents a summary of the basic valuearidhles describing the singled-out
family systems. The regions included in the westduster (WEST) were characterised by a
very high share of households of a nuclear stradiuearly 80%), and by the moderate size of
household®. Nearly one-fifth of the total number of housetsolgere either of an extended or
complex nature, but only one in 10 households d¢oetamore than one conjugal-familial
unit. The share of co-resident kin in the populaiof the macro-region was very small,
amounting to 5%. Of much greater significance waeelife-cycle servants and lodgers: the
share of each of these categories in the totallptpn of the region reached 12%, and, by the
end of the 18th century, the presence of housedarichnts and inmates in peasant households
(in at least every third household on average) tecbme a well-established pattern in the
western territori€s. According to previous research, the family forimatsystem in the
territories of the western cluster was neolocathvanly the periodic co-residence of two
generations, as was characteristic of the familgn&dgion model in regions dominated by so-

called stem famili€.

19 See, for example, R.A. French, ‘Field patterns #mel three-field system: the case of sixteenthwrgnt
Lithuania’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographet8 (1969), pp. 121-134; idem, ‘The three-field
system of sixteenth-century Lithuani&gricultural History Review18 (1970), pp. 106-125; W.K. Bondarczyk
et. al. (eds.)Obszczestwennyj, semiejnyj byt i duchownaja kulhasielenija PolessigMensk, 1987); Jozef
Obrebski, Polesie. Studia etnosocjologicz(Warszawa, 2007).

% Incompleteness of the registration of youngestegations occurred rather unevenly among the indude
parishes and estates; apparently, it wasn't eighesidespread phenomenon in any of the macro-regibne
average percentage of children and youth betwezagdhs of 0 — 14 in the total populations of the g&rishes
for which the listings provided the ages of inmagsounted to 38.4% which does not differ dradiicltbm
other scholars’ proposition of a ca. 40-percenelesuggesting a relative adequacy of registrativané
Gieysztorowa, Wsep do demografiistaropolskiej(Warszawa, 1976), p. 100-101, 133. As in the nitgjaf
listings from the pre-statistical era, age heapiwag very much pronounced in the materials applexd,hwith an
even greater intensity in the eastern regions. \Wepple Index (for both sexes combined) amounted to
respectively: 183 for the cluster WEST, 203 for HAR 313 for EAST 2 and 312 for EAST 3; the valuaes
comparable with listing data for contemporary depélg countries. See more in Mikotaj Szottysek, ‘SAeer
jungle of uncertainties and traps”: uses and msudepremodern census microdata’, paper preserit¢idea
Seminar of Economic HistorWniversity of Tubingen, Department of Economics i{@any), June 2011.

21 1n more detail: Szoltysek, ‘Life cycle service’

22 5z0ltysek, ‘Central European household’; idem réghkinds'.



In the basic parameters of its family systems,B&ST1 cluster exhibited all of the
features of a typical transitional territory. A sificantly greater number of families extending
beyond the primary nucleus were found here. Ther® amnearly perfect numerical balance of
simple and complex families (50% and 47%, respelt)y but the latter were formed more
frequently through the co-residence within one letiogd of several familial units, often
married brothers with their families. Whereas thdigators of family system complexity in
the EAST 1 cluster increased sharply, the shamenfants and lodgers was distinctly lower
than the levels observed in western Poland. Inetmegions, only every fbhousehold hired
servant, and only every 1300k in other unrelated co-residents. Having mirckommon
with the family systems described in the literatasejoint families, the family model that
prevailed in the territories included in this growgp exhibited many ‘hybrid’ features,
especially traces of co-residing servants withraalgraphic profile not unlike that of the life-
cycle servants from the western regions of theioent>.

The tendencies observed in the parishes of the BASiUister were much more
pronounced in the Polessian part of Belarus (EARTWAth only a slightly larger average
household, the residential communities in this oegwere characterised by a clear
predominance of extended and complex householdsr @6 of the total), among which
multiple households constituted a clear majorityefp80% of households were shared by
relatives). At the same time, a clear preferencederesiding with relatives meant that 74%
of all conjugal-familial units resided in househoMith a multiple structure (Laslett’'s 5a—5f
types), and only 20% lived in nuclear householdshare nearly four times smaller than in the
Polish western regions and two times smaller tharthe transitional territory discussed

above. What further distinguished this region weesdpecificity of the co-residence pattern of

% szoltysek, ‘Life cycle service’; see also: MikoByottysek, ‘In search for place: Eastern Europmsition
cultural zone and serfdom. Some theses on hybridlffssystems’, paper presented at tffeEuropean Social
Science History Conference, Lisbon, February 26a+dd 1, 2008.
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related persons, which was to a considerable er¢atised through theadrugalike forms;
i.e., married brothers and other lateral relativesaging the household conjointly, under one
roof*”. The picture of family systems in these landsasiplemented by an almost total lack
of household service workers and other unrelatecksinlents’.

The differences between the family systems inRbésh-Lithuanian lands outlined
here offer considerable opportunities for furthevestigation of the influence of family

structures on other aspects of demographic andldmehaviours.

The family system and the developmental cycle of deestic group

First, the functioning of the three major familysggyms was analysed from the perspective of
the theory of the household development &/clié has been widely recognised, including in
the Polish literature, that households undergors¢development cycles, from expansion, to
dispersion, and finally to division. Much less fuoeqtly examined are the socio-economic
consequences of these processes and their digatgifi based on the local family-
demographic specificity. In particular, little imdwn about how in demographic systems with

distinct mechanisms of family formation and co-tdesice strategies the economic efficiency

24 Family of this type occurred in a little over th2@% of all multiple-family households on BelarusRolessie.
% The phenomenon is not an artifact triggered byspreificty of the Russian revision listing on theestigated
regions. Unlike on other territories of the thensRan Empire, on Lithuanian lands the 5th Soul §tewiin
most cases did register servants (Szoitysek, ‘Tkiregs’, pp. 6-7). Observation made Eabko-Potopowicz on
the relative popularization of the institution @frgice on Lithuanian lands at the end of the 1@titury does not
negate the present assumptions as they refer ntosthe northern parts of the Grand Duchy of Lithiaasee
Antoni Zabko-PotopowiczPraca najemna i najemnik w rolnictwie w Wielkim désivie Litewskim w wieku
osiemnastym na tle ewolucji stosunkéw w rolnicfwarszawa, 1929), pp. 61-62, 111, 162-174, 181.
% The EAST 2 cluster, with the prevalence of smatl anost frequently nuclear families, constitutesaaomaly
with regards both to more complex family formatiowded in the Zytomierski district, and to obseimas made
by some authors in terms of family relationshiparelsteristic of the 19th century Bukovina and PakuSee:
Roman Rozdolski, ‘Die Ostgalizische Dorfgemeinsthafd ihre Aufloesung’, Vierteljahrschrift fuer Satz
und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, 41:2 (1954), pp. 97-18flla Hryniuk, Peasants with promise: Ukrainians in
southeastern Galicia 1880-190(Edmonton, 1991), pp. 22-24. The issue calls farther investigation,
especially seeing the scant sizes of samples flwendiscussed territories. Due to small number clesa
involved, this region had to be excluded from maalgulations presented in this essay.
27 Jack Goody (ed.)fhe Developmental Cycle in Domestic Gro(ew York, 1958); Lutz K. Berkner, ‘The
stem family and the developmental cycle of the asadiousehold: an eighteenth-century Austrian examp
The American Historical Review7:2, pp. 398-418; Eugene A. Hammel, ‘Chayanovsitad: A model for the
economics of complex kin unitsProceedings of the National Academy of SciencabhefUnited States of
Americg 102: 19 (2005), 7043-7046.
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of the household and its feeding capacities chamlgag with the progression of the
development cycle. A. V. Chayanov has analysecktisssies in reference to Russian villages
of the end of the 19th century, but his conceptaimea general heuristic value for the

examination of the issues explored &re

In order to answer the question posed, three refsgaocedures were applied. First,
the households in the three clusters were dividembraing to the ages of the household
heads, which means that subsequent age groupstneated as synthetic cohdrtsFor each
of these ‘cohorts’ in each of the three differeainfly systems, the ratio of demographic
dependency was calculated, defined as the propoofipersons aged 0-12 and 60 and older,
to persons aged 13-59The calculations were conducted separately for families (or with
the inclusion of relatives) and households (i.eorecfamilies according to the above

definition, along with household servants, but withlodgers). In the second stage, with the

2 Alexander V. Chayanow. V. Chayanov on the Theory of Peasant Econoedy by D. Thorner, B. Kerblay
and R. E. F. Smith (Homewood, 1966). The presefetence to Chayanov’'s model is of a general nadumck
does not aspire to its full application to the diist reality under investigation here. Chayanowwad peasant
family as a team of ‘consumers’ and ‘producerdynking of it as a predominantly nuclear family riely solely
on its own labour force (Chayano&, V. Chayanov on the Theqgrp. 54). The standard of living of such a
collective depended first and foremost on the nigakrelation between both groups of inmates, ddfactor
which determined the dynamics of this relation wlas family’s biological cycle. If Chayanov’s biolwgl
definition of the family is substituted by a viewibas a economic community of co-resident relaaed non-
related persons (towards which we, for obviousamssincline), then it has to be acknowledged that the
household’s developmental cycle and not the nagrawmberstood reproductive cycle of a conjugal-fgnuihit,
that was crucial for the efficiency of peasant exop. Such an approach allows for a more realigiig gn the
dynamics of the changeability of the c/p ratiosptiyh acknowledging, apart from the ‘supply’ of thféspring
and its growing up, the extension of the houselsghidduction powers through the incorporation tdtiees or
hiring wage labour. Both of these elements are pfime significance for the understanding of hoadesi
economic efficiency on the investigated lands. Similar remarks by Hammel, ‘Chayanov revisited’dan
Stephen P. Reyna, ‘The Extending Strategy: Regulatif the Household Dependency Ratidgurnal of
Anthropological Resear¢t82:2 (1976), pp. 182-198.
9 This is a popular method applied in historical-dgnaphic research in case of lack of listing materin a
long-term perspective. It entails that family cleaistic of various age groups in a survey con{exisition
within a household or, as discussed here, managifgpusehold of a determined structure) represemts a
‘average’ experience of an actual cohort when agghved dynamically, with the assumption that a givgoup
of people would be subjected to a long-term ingasibn.
% Demographic dependency rati® a conventional measurement applied in demograplietermine the ratio
of pre- and post- production populations to prouurcipopulations; see: Henry Shryock, The methods and
materials of demographyNew York 1976, p. 133-134; Donald T. Rowlai@mographic methods and concepts
(Oxford, 2003), pp. 86, 88-91. Dependency ratia isynthetic measure determined solely on the ldsage
data, and not in relation to mutual proportionsvofking people and those remaining inactive. Thiervation
acquires particular significance in the studiepopulations in which the practices of child lab@umd hiring
under-age laborers occur.
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use of similar procedures, the ratio of ‘producérsconsumers’ was calculated, with a slight
modification of Chayanov's original postulatesFor each of the age groups of household
heads, the numerical ratio of both of these categaf household members was determined,
including data on the ages of the heads and thddren, the co-residing relatives with their
own families, and the servants. The third stagesisted of calculating the ratio of
demographic dependency separately for nuclearndete and multiple households within

the frames of each of the three household systems.

The analysis of the ratios of demographic depecylém the three clusters revealed
trends closely resembling those predicted by Chayanmodel (Figure 1). In all of the
groupings, the households’ production dependemsyltant from their decreasing production
capacities, grew gradually, starting with the yaestghousehold heads, and reaching peak
values among men in their thirties; that is, assgmnen’s average age at marriage was
around 23-26, in the ¥517th year of the procreative career of an ordimmgsant famif?.

In older ‘cohorts,’ the curve of the trend falls tag children grow up and enter the age of

31 For Chayanov, the starting point for the modethaf family cycle was a lone couple of young spousés
c/p ratio in such a family changes with the birtdisconsecutive children and increases until the emnin
which the first child reaches his/her productivee gground the age of 13). Owing to this, in the ifam
developmental cycle the heads’ couple experiendesgrterm deterioration of standard of living theak of
which falls on the 12th and 13th year of their ri@ye. As the other children reach maturity, eacbdpcer’s’
burden becomes lessened because the number ofddepgrersons decreases. Children are treated tafukig
producers only after they turn 20, and above thiglér the consumptive and productive value of lgaihders is
constant and amounts to 1 for men and 0.8 for worfike present analysis proposes a more dynamioagipr
to the process of balancing contribution of laband share in consumption, both among the younggobter
generations. It purports that among children tHatimmship between production and consumption be&som
gradually equated already between the age of 1218nffor female offspring between 12 and 17), ameht
assumes values identical as those for adults dewigeChayanov. Beginning with the age of 50, theola
contribution and consumption balance starts tcefadis the productive powers weaken owing to theéngge
process. The process occurs faster among womemtbanthe former are treated as ‘half-producergaaly at
the age of 57, the former — of 60. The proposedifications appear more realistic than Chayanovéanas.
They find justification in the significant propasti of under-15 years old servants found in the canities
under study. Model identical to the one proposee reas successfully applied previously for the wsial of
family strategies of peasants from central landthefMinsk Province in the years 1762 — 1858; siexechéaslau
Nosevich, ‘Modielzizniennogo cikla krestjanskago dworochaziaistwafprmatsiontri byulleten' Assotsiatsii
«Istoriya i komp'yuter»30 (2002), pp. 202-205.

32 Based on: Michat Kopcagki, Studia nad rodzim chtopsky w Koronie w XVII-XVIII wieku(Warszawa,
1998), p. 141-142; Bogdan Pudski, ‘Ludncs¢ Brzezan i okolicy w XVII i XVIII wieku. Czgs¢ 2', Przesziécé
Demograficzna Polski5 (1972), p. 23-25; Konrad Rzemienieckiudna¢ rzymskokatolickich parafii
monasterzyskiej i petlikowskiej w XVIII wieku (ddiécezja Iwowska)manuscript of a doctoral dissertation,
Institute of History, University of Wroclaw, 2006.
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production, reaching the lowest values among far-olds. Within the group of oldest
heads, a decrease in production efficiency agaieas, but is this time more drastic owing
to the emancipation of offspring and the headshemito the ‘empty nest’ phase (in the
WEST), or the separation of multiple households imdividual units (in the eastern
clusters§>.

A comparison of family groups from the westernstéu (FDR), with family systems
with a considerable share of co-residing relaticksnonstrates that, throughout almost the
entire development cycle of a household except tfee youngest heads, the relative
demographic dependency of the former was distinodigvier. Although in regions of more
complex family structures the numerical ratio céand post-production populations to those
in the production stage underwent very similar tilations, the composition of these
households enabled their members to lessen thdiveegaplications of the development
cycle by over 10% relative to western regions, among the oldest cohorts, by as much as
20%.

However, the inclusion of hired labour (HDR) inethvestern regions decisively
changes this situation. The use of hired laboures employing wage labourers during
periods when the family was less productive (sushat the beginning of the family’s
procreative career and after the emancipationfspahg) — helped to relieve the dependency
of family households on average by 10% relativprevious calculations, and, at the peak of
productive deprivation (cohorts aged 33-37 and 68Y¥)as much as 20%. As a result, the
degree of demographic dependency in a family sysdeminated by nuclear households

relying on hired labour, is equated with the valdes eastern regions, and, in the most

% Viachaslau Nosevich, ‘The multiple-family housaholrelic of a patriarchal past or more recent
phenomenon?’, paper presented at a seminar orgbjz¢he Cambridge Group for the History of Pogalat
and Social Structure, August 2007; Szottysek, “€hdmds’, p.26.
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economically endangered cohorts, it assumes vdlaksv the average for complex family

systems.

Family systems characterised by the highest degrieecomplexity of family
households (Polessia in the EAST 3 cluster) didshmaiw a substantially greater degree of
flexibility than the ‘transitional’ family systenrdm the Minsk province (EAST 1); moreover,

in the youngest and oldest cohorts, the dependainfiegymily households was even greater.

Figure 2, which graphically depicts the valuestteg Chayanov’s ratio for separate
cohorts of household heads, confirms the obsenativesented abotef the share of hired
labourers in the western regions is taken into idemation, then the differences in the c/p
ratios between the clusters turn out to be onlyamiit should be noted, however, that the
households from the grouping WEST were generalls lburdened by non-productive
generations during the most arduous stages of ¢velapment cycle. The older cohorts
exhibit a replication of the pattern from figurethpugh in a slightly more pronounced form:
the highest values of the c/p ratio were founchm nost complex family system (EAST 3)
and the lowest in the transitional region. Meanwhiin the western regions, the curve
assumes mediate values. In all of the clustersdéreographic dependency was shown to
increase sharply among older household heads, @xgekevels from the period of the full
reproductive career.

Table 2 presents the values of demographic depepdatio for nuclear, extended,
and multiple households within the frames of edcthe three family systems. Again, what is
most striking is the clearly compensatory characteemploying wage labourers among

households in the west. For households of all caieg, hiring servant was a very profitable

3 It concerns the comparison of eastern and westeuseholds in their full composition, that is, wite
inclusion of servants but excluding lodgers. Magm#icant than the ratios’ absolute values is hir relative
value, as in comparisons of the demographic depmydeNosevich, referring to Belarusian material,tlaes
critical level of Chayanov’s ratio understood vairetween 1.32 and 1.36. Nosevich, ‘The multipteffg.
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practice which led to much more favourable propodi of pre- and post-production
populations in relation to those in the economycalitive age range. Hiring servants proved
to have a particularly strong compensatory effaaxtended households, usually consisting
of a couple of young heads and one parent. ThiBromnthe assumptions of earlier literature
about the adverse balance of productive powerfiensb-calledvycugowehouseholds, in
which the presence of a widowed parent (often egdl by leave-taking contracts) created
significant burden for the nuclear family of therlEa generatiofr. The demographic
dependency in extended households relative to audees was only compensated with the
hire of servants.

Data from the eastern territories do not seenotdiin the hypothesis that domestic
groups with a greater share of co-residing relatited a greater level of productive
efficiency. A comparison of the three clusters sb@aclear and unfavourable progression of
the demographic dependency of households while raitvg from less to more complex
family systems. In regions with a higher inciderafecomplex forms of co-residence, the
difference in the values of the dependency ratetsvben nuclear and multiple households
was much more pronounced than in western and ¢dPtand. Households in the eastern
regions, which lacked the institution of life-cyctervice, turned out to be much more
burdened by non-productive generations than thgiivalents in Polish western lands. Life in
nuclear households in these territories could wsigihify a serious threat to the standard of
living of their members; thus, it comes as no sagpthat these forms were only a transitional

phase in the development cycle of familfes

% Hermann Rebel, ‘Peasant Stem Families in Early dflodhustria: Life Plans, status tactics, and thd gf
inheritance’ Social Science Histor®:3 (1978), pp. 255-291.
3% Nosevich, ‘The multiple-family”; Szoftysek, ‘Threkinds’, p. 26. This is how, during Offrski’'s 1920s
expeditions, one of his interlocutors explained toeurrence of ‘grand families’ in Polessia in tharlier
periods:‘If a family is small, then it cannot manage sudtispersed land. When it's time to sow or reap, then
there is no one to be left home. That is why thegd in huge families — some members went to redple
hostesses remained at home to run the househe&Qbebski, Polesie p. 139.
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The family system and the size and structure disthiution of household work groups

In the second stage of the present investigatio composition and profile of men’s labour
in the three family systems were analysed. Taljjee3ents the distribution of households in
terms of the number of men aged 14-60, with a idivigto territorial cluster¥.

Despite the differences in the characteristicshef three family systems, in each of
these systems approximately three-quarters ofoalé&holds on average included two men of
productive ages. The total average number of méwdan the ages of 14 and 60 did not
differ significantly between the systems. In thesteen region and in the transitional zone, the
number was nearly identical, and amounted to ardu@dmen in each household; in the
Polessian territories in Belarus, the average waisna two men per household. The slightly
higher average number of working men found forEAST 3 region resulted from the greater
share of households with two or three men of prode@ges.

However, the general similarities between the nisaksstructures of men’s labour
force concealed significant differences in compositfigure 3). In all investigated regions, a
dominant phenomenon was the reliance for men’suiafmyce on family resources, recruiting
from household heads and their sons. In all ofglemipings, over three-quarters of male
workers were drawn from this category. What shamilyerentiated the family systems
studied here was the degree to which co-residilagives from beyond the biological family
and hired strangers were involved in the producteavity of a household. The western
regions of the former Crown represented a mixedehod which as much as one-quarter of
the labour force was made up of unrelated indivgl@ecepted into the community of the

household in the form of servants. Owing to theegalty low share of relatives in the

37 Within this scope, a discussion of methodologyiievided by Andrejs Plakans, ‘Peasant farmsteads an
households in the Baltic littoral, 1797Gomparative Studies in Society and Histoty (1975), pp. 18-19.
Acknowledging the comparisons of Polish-Lithuaniaaterial with studies from other regions, differage
divisions than those from figures 1 and 2 were used
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household groups in the western regions, theseithdils constituted only 4% of the total
labour force in the local households.

The situation was radically different in the Edstthe transitional zone — i.e., in Red
Ruthenia, in northern Ukraine, and in central Bedaithe EAST 1 cluster) — the share of more
distant relatives in the total male labour forcanme quadrupled, whereas the proportion of
hired wage labourers fell to the level of the shafreelatives in the western territories (4%).
Data from Polessia (EAST 3) show a further progoessn the direction of production-
consumption units made up almost exclusively ofifigskin. In the EAST 3 cluster, the share
of unrelated persons among all male workers didemoeed 1%. Slightly over one-quarter of
all men of productive ages were recruited fromattistelatives co-residing in the household.
Their share of the additional labour force on tleitisern territories of Belarus almost
completely matched the share in the western holdelod positions occupied by servants,
who were usually employed and were unrelated thtst's family.

These differences suggest that there were twandisistrategies for selecting
household members and organising domestic laboigtvgeem closely related to the locally
dominant rules of household formation, rates of &deaving, and other elements of
individual life cycles. In areas where nuclear fiesi and neo-local rules of household
formation prevailed, the isolation of the nucleamily from wider kin during the family’s
procreative career, and later on, the high rateaddlt children leaving home, were
compensated for through the inclusion of minor guodenile hired labourers in the
production-consumption activities of the domestioup. In the eastern regions, the extension
of a household’s productive potential was achienex$tly through the consolidation of the
kin component within the context of the residenti@mmunity; that is, through the delay of

the adolescent child’s home-leaving (especiallthefsons), patri-local marriages of the male
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offspring, or the co-residence of married brothems| their families reached a point in the

demographic development cycle that presented fawdeiiconditions for their separation.

The family system and the predicament of the eldeyl

Studies on the historical family have devoted sgeattention to the predicament of the
elderly’®. Scholars investigating this issue with the usemnafss sources of a demographic
character have particularly stressed the signiieanf co-residence patterns among elderly
populations. The answers to the questions of wheite, whom, and under what conditions
older people would spend the autumn of their ldepended on the strength of family bonds,
family loyalty, and the supportive and protectivendtions of the family, all of which
constituted important characteristics of a givetiawsystent’.

These questions also captured the attention df-dé&ttury observers of peasant life.
Kolberg, in a collection of ethnographic materititsm the territory of Kujavia in the north-
central part of Poland (Kolberg 1867; region 3 ir @ollection), thus described inter-
generational relations as follows: “The young hawech respect for the old. A farmhand,
even if married, will uncover his head before aerable household head, bowing down to his
knees; still, however, that does not prevent thengogenerations, unwilling to feed the oldest
members of their families for no measurable goad®iurn, from sending the greybeards out

to beg, as they could no longer contribute to #mmilfy production and were only able to

3 See e.g.: David I. Kertzer and Peter Laslett jedsjing in the PastDemography, Society, and Old Age
(Berkeley-Los Angeles, 1995); Peter Stearns (€ld,age in preindustrial societfNew York, 1982); Tamara
K. Hareven (ed.)Aging and generational relations. Life coure anmss-cultural perspective@New York,
1996).
% Richard Wall, ‘Elderly Persons and Members of Th#éduseholds in England and Wales from Preindustria
Times to the Present’, in Kertzer and Laslétging in the Pastpp. 81-106; Rudolf Andorka, ‘Household
systems and the lives of the old in eighteenth-r@ndteenth-century Hungary’, in Kertzer and Lasl&ging in
the Pastp. 129; Susannah Ottawakhe Old Woman's Home in Eighteenth-Century Englamilynn Botelho
and Pat Thane (eds\)Jomen and Aging in British Society since 188arlow, 2001), pp. 111-138.

18



nurse grandchildren. The practice, though, is cmwsid natural order of things and does not
bring discredit to either sidé®

There is considerable evidence that, in Belarusaaad Ukrainian lands, inter-
generational relations had a radically differerture Dovnar-Zapolsky noted that, at the end
of the 19th century, in grand multiple families rfroPolessia “the will of the father, the
mother or old grandfather — that is, of the eldethe house — is sacred and recognised by
each and every member of the family. These observations were corroborated in the
material collected in the interwar period by €liski, who defined the family relationships
among Poleshuks as “patrolatry” (divine worshipthé father>. This was not, however, an
“absolute patriarchy,” and, in extreme cases, theqy relationships between the father and
son could deviate entirely from this model, leadity acts of violence against the
representative of the older generatiorin Polessia, as O#sski remarked, this cult of the
father generally also translated into a widely atee notion of exceptionality and superiority
of the social status of the eldéfly

Goskopainted a similar picture on the basis of entriesvillage court rolls from
eastern Galicia (partly overlapping with our regit®). Referring to material from the 17th
and 18th centuries, he recalled numerous exampléde @wommunity upholding the position

and authority of parental powrAt the beginning of the 19th century, the Lvihmographer

and historian . Lubicz-Czeriski, now long forgotten, noted the existence ofitisditution

0 Oskar Kolbergl.ud. Jego zwyczaje, sposéycia, mowa, podania, przystowia, obdy, gusta, zabawy, pisi,
muzyka i tdce. Serya lll. Kujawy. @GZ¢ pierwsza(Warszawa, 1867).
“1 M. Dovnar-Zapolsky, ‘Oczierki siemiejnago obyczonagrawa krestjan Minskoj gubierni, Vol. 1, in M.
Dovnar-ZapolskyEtnografia, obycznaje prawo, statistika, bieloruskpismiennostKiev, 1909 [1897]), p. 10.
2 Obrbski, Polesie p. 167.
3 Ibid.
**Ibid., 150-151.
> Yuriy Gosko,Zwyczajewie prawo nasielennia ukrainskich Karpaptiarpattia XIV-XIX st(Lwiw, 1999),
pp. 237-242.
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of “seers” in Sub-Carpathia (south from region Mjch consisted of all men above age 60
who, because they performed a variety of communitgtions, were held in high este®m

Thus, it is particularly tempting to investigateetextent to which the discrepancies
stemming from very random studies of ethnographecdture are reflected in factual material
from the end of the 18th century. A survey of thsseies commences with the analysis of the
structure of households managed by elderly pedigierés 4-5".

These figures clearly show the drastic inter-regiaffferences in the distribution of
older household heads among different types ofdtmlds. In the central and western Crown
lands and in Silesia (WEST), 75% of all househbleladed by men above the age of 63 were
of a nuclear type, and only 14% of them assumedpt@mfamily forms (figure 6). An
observation of the changes in the structure of élooisls among all age groups of their heads
(not tabulated) indicates that a high percentagenople families among older people was not
a factor specific for this phase of the family depenental cycle, but, rather, that it
characterised the cycle’s entire progress, withett@usion of the youngest generations. Only
from the age of 50 onwards, the percentage of heeateging nuclear households, which up
until this point remained at a constant level ofowb 77%-83%, began to decrease.
Meanwhile, the share of extended families amongroldeads grew progressively once
moving from the age groups 60+, 70+, and even 8920%). Nevertheless, following the
thread of Laslett’'s reasoning, we would still hate assume that, among the elderly
populations in these territories, the percentageoaseholds threatened by the lack of support

from co-residing relatives (that is, exposed toeffects ofnuclear hardship remained very

“% |gnacy Lubicz-Czerwiski, Okolica Zadniestrska milzy Stryjem a tomnig (Lwow, 1811), p. 160-161.

" Recent demography places the borderline of oldaa@® years. Differently in Wall, ‘Elderly Personshere

the author defines this threshold as the age of@Bher in the present analysis we intermittendg two age
thresholds: 60 or 63 years. Application of the @@ &orderline stemmed from grouping individual®iage
categories so that age points of greatest age rigpagtermined the middle of the range (Cf. DavidHerlihy

and Christiane KlapiseBuber, Tuscansand their Families: A Study of the Florentine Catasf 1427(Yale,

1985), pp. 170-179, 182-183). In the last tabl¢hefessay a broader age range was used (60 ¢pudmethe
main intention was to ensure a possibly widest migakbase for meticulous calculations includeddhe
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high*®. However, more detailed data on the compositiomwdlear households headed by
married men aged 63+ (not included in the tabl@fiom these assumptions only partially. It
turns out that up to 70% of heads from this graued with unmarried offspring. Although
nearly one-third of elderly men in this categomsetl in households in which their children
had already left the family home, only 15% of hdwudd heads lived with only their wives,
but no offspring’.

In the transitional zone (EAST 1), the percentaeheads managing households
inhabited exclusively by immediate family was prdnemore pronounced fluctuations (not
tabulated). Following the peak among age cohortdZ8&nd 43-47, when over 65% of all
heads managed simple family units, the share dfeth®useholds decreased steadily, and
among heads of aged 63 and older in figure 6, teversal of the previous proportions took
place (with 62.2% of heads managing multiple-fanhibuseholds, and only 23.8% managing
nuclear households in this group).

The deviation from the western model was even ragteeme in the Polish territories,
where the majority of household heads of advangednaanaged multiple-family households
(over 80%). The marked increase in this age grodfi4% relative to levels among 20- and
30-year-old heads — points to a distinct strivingthe accumulation of labour during the late
stages of the family developmental cycle. The pathal Belarussian family extended
through the marriages of their male members, Soetier the death of the head it could break
down into individual households of adult sons, whigith time underwent the stages of

expansion and separatfdn

“8 |_aslett, ‘Family, kinship and collectivity’.
9 Twice as much held in their households eithevases or lodgers. The share of both of these caegyn the
productive activity of a farmstead, as well as loyhonds with the heads’ family, were not identica
% Nosevich, ‘The multiple-family’; Szottysek, ‘Threénds’, p. 26; Obgbski, Polesie p. 146-147. On eastern
regions the mean size of a domestic group incresglestantially with the head’s advancement in agd,in the
group of oldest heads reached 6.5 person per faahsh the ‘transitional’ zone, and 7.6 person afleBsia
(EAST 3). In the western cluster the size of a ftgad diminished with the head’s advancement in age
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Similar calculations conducted for the eastern teluseveal that the empty nest
syndrome was virtually non-existent in these grogpi In the transitional zone (EAST 1),
only 4% of all households in this age group hadowesiding offspring, and just 19 married
couples out of the 1,025 who headed individual bbokls lived alone. Similarly faint
indications of the existence of the post-parentege appeared in the Polessian region of
cluster EAST 3.

The scarce data available for the territories unsteidy on the relatively rare
phenomenon of female headshiplo not provide sufficiently convincing evidence tire
inter-regional differences. Nevertheless, the ga¢sented in figure 5 are immensely telling,
even if they indicate only a certain range of paiises, rather than distinct tendencies. What
is most striking in the eastern regions is the wrably reduced significance — or even a
total absence — of two phenomena that clearly exisgmong women in the west: i.e.,
managing a simple household (a widow with childrang managing it single-handedly.
Although the impact of these patterns compared \lthof the phenomena noted in the
investigated territories was rather faint, the vecgurrence of those differences exacerbates
the previously noted discrepancies between theomsgiespecially given that the female-
headed household in eastern regions, like thosdeldeby men, showed a strong tendency
towards maintaining a multiple-family structure.

Further on, the population of men and women of aded ages was divided according
to the positions they occupied within a househbifi(es 6-7).

Particularly noticeable in the western clustertli® markedly smaller share of
household heads relative to eastern regions. Woéneaomplex family systems, the function

of the household head was strictly held by oldaregations, in the west, social senility —

*1 Szoltysek, ‘Female headship’.
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which was understood as the point at which the éloolsl management was bequeathed to the
successors (not necessarily related) — commencédr&alt should be noted, however, that
the decrease in the proportion of household headsg elderly persons manifested itself in
this group in a relatively steady increase in thars of both relatives and lodgers. Although a
share of the ageing members of the latter groughinfigve been made up of men who had
never before performed the function of the houstlhelad®, it seems that the likelihood of
ending up as inmates in the households of nonwekgrew distinctly after the age of 60,
affecting as much as one-fifth of the total numtemen over age 63

In the group of women, the contrasts betweendgens are more pronounced. First,
the headship rate among older women in the WESSteriwas more than two times lower
than in the eastern regions. The percentage ofléeh@ads visibly decreased there after they
turned 45, and, at around the age of 60, the psatesidedly gained strength (not tabulated).
In the 58-62 and the 63-67 age groups, the populatf women divides into three
numerically comparable categories: while the pajputawas still dominated by heads
(around 36%), the rest of the women were spreadlgaenong relatives and lodgers (31% in
both cases). The headship rate fell drasticallyrayrtbe oldest women (aged 68 and older),
which was accompanied by a proportional increasienshare of women among relatives.
However, the flexibility of the family system inrtes of incorporating older women into
family communities was strictly limited in the west regions. The total averages for both of
the oldest age groups (the 63+ age group; seeefiguindicate that, for nearly one-third of

elderly females, residing in households of nonteglaersons was the only opfian

2 Cf. Kopczyiski, Studia nad rodzip p. 150-151.
%3 Szoltysek, ‘Three kinds’, p. 21, 25
**n the age grouping of 23-57 the percentage ajéoslamong men remained on the level of about 10%.
% Life in rented accommodation as lodgers affecteghlly the female population, certainly to a greatetent
than it did the male. In 63 out 71 parishes ofwlestern cluster (89%), women among the lodging (zdimun
were more numerously represented than men. Ongajeamong lodgers in the entire WEST grouping,1fa®
women there were only 65 men.
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In the eastern regions, the numbers of both memamden residing in the households
of non-related persons were marginal (although ameomen in the EAST 1 cluster, it
occurred more frequently). To some degree, thispmalsably the result of the manor’s policy
aimed at populating free lands with population kiggs from existent peasant households.
The inventories of noble estates from the LithuasB&larusian regions of the 1 and 18th
century mention the practice of filling up indivauland allotments, not only with the adult
sons of excessively extended households, but aléotiae so-calledobyle(the equivalents
of western lodgers). Most likely, however, thesdioms mostly involved the younger
generation¥. The key to the distinctness of the eastern tereis should surely be sought
elsewhere. What is striking is that, that among worin the eastern regions, social senility,
though it occurred much earlier than among men, at#k considerably postponed in
comparison to western regions. This phenomenonaapiie be related to the greater share of
single women in the group of household heads inBilarusian and Ukrainian territoriés
If, then, the family system in these areas providedowed, aged women with the
opportunity to manage a household (even if only imaity), it might be assumed that it
generated more favourable conditions for the iratiégn of widowed mothers or widows of
co-residing brothers into the structures of complesidential communities centred around
biological families and wider kinship circf&s

Determining the degree of the social and famiblason of lodgers, as well as the
actual position they occupied within the networksotial relations of the households they

inhabited, is practically impossible exclusively the basis of a census microdata analysis.

%% Szoltysek and Zuber-Goldstein, ‘Historical famslystems’.
" In central Minsk province (region 11N), in Poles§l1S) and the Zytomierski district (10), the petage of
households managed by women was on average twib@glass in the western cluster (7.8%, 9.4% an&8.3
respectively, against 4.3% in the WEST grouping).
8 Cf. Obrebski's observationsolesie pp. 154-158, in which, on the basis of Belarusihnographical
material, he points to an increase in the imporgarfdthe woman'’s position with the progression ef &ge, and
among older household heads, to gaining actualliggirathe spouses’ positions.
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Despite suggestions made in the literature abaucdmflicting character of co-residence with
relative$®, there were large differences in the quality & bf persons living as inmates in
households belonging to non-related persons, atftbee co-residing with kffi

Some idea of what this situation meant in pracisc@rovided by the estimates of
proportions of elderly people with no spouses, @iffg), or any related persons in the
residential units they occupi@dThe share of elderly men living alone was 8%him western
regions, 2.6% in the EAST 1 cluster, and just 1%haPolessian EAST 3 cluster. The results
of the same calculations for the female populatares substantially wider in range: 21% of
all older women in the WEST cluster lived in homeish no immediate or more distant
relatives, whereas in the eastern regions, thisgm¢age dropped to 6% in the transitional
zone (EAST 1) and to less than 2% in Belarusiae $%if>.

In order to investigate these issues in more ki¢h& population of older people in the
three regions were grouped according to their mlastatus, position occupied in the
household, and the type of interpersonal relatgerserated by the condition of co-residence.

This time, the focus was exclusively on the fenpalpulation (Table 45.

¥ Rebel, ‘Peasant Stem Families’; David Gaufithe Property and KinRelations of Retired Farmers in
Northern and Central Europe’, in Wall and Robing(gdramily forms pp. 249-279.
% |n peasant perception, lodging as subtenantsarhtfuses of other people was often associatedansttark
deterioration of the quality of life; see peasattimonies in various village court rolls, e.g.P¥aza (ed.),
Ksigga szdowa wsi Iwkowej, 1581809 (Wroctaw, 1969), entry no. 708, and A.Vetulged.), Ksiecga ssdowa
Uszwi dla wsi Zawady 1619-17&8/roctaw, 1957), entry no. 214. That lodging didt mecessarily have to
mean an advanced social degradation and that presentatives of this group frequently found prospef
promotion, sometimes even taking over the managewnfea household, was demonstrated on the exaniple o
Upper Silesian materials; see: Mikotaj Szottyseéhd ‘makromodeli do mikrohistorii: gospodarstwo doreow
parafii bujakowskiej w latach 1766-1808tzeszié¢ Demograficzna PolskR5 (2004), p. 35, 39.
®1 Cf. Richard Wall, ‘Characteristics of European fignand household systemsistorical Social Research
23:1-2 (1998), pp. 44-66.
%2 Of course, isolation or residential distance da mman lack of contact or interpersonal relations a
influences. A classic work on the sociology of tfamily dealing with this issue is Eugene Litwak,
‘Occupational Mobility and Extended Family Cohesjoamerican Sociological Revie®5:1 (1960), pp. 9-21.
% In order to ensure a possibly widest numericaklfas the calculations in table 4 the age cate@dryB0+"
was used. In consequence, some of the resultd higtiee are not entirely congruent with values giveprevious
paragraphs (more restrictive criteria of paristestbn for calculations for table 4 also playedaat pnere). Data
from the second and fourth panel of the table shbel approached tentatively owing to a very smathipers
involved in calculation of the figures.
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Among elderly household heads in the western amaastal status determined to a
large extent women'’s residential options. Nearl$676f married heads co-resided with at
least one person from their immediate family (apeotn their spouses), but usually these
were unmarried children (43% of elderly women wier¢his category). In one-fifth of cases,
a female household head’'s family circle included imarried children, and sometimes also
their single offspring. Less than 10% of the enpopulation of older women investigated
here lived in this arrangement, however. The dibnatof female households heads residing
only with their spouses (22%) might have been mooenplicated, although they still
depended to a large extent on extra-familial vdembwhich cannot be studied using our
sources. Among heads without spouses (panel dlaf 43, two tendencies in particular stand
out. On the one hand, the familial environmenth&fse women was narrowed down almost
exclusively to their unmarried children, while, the other, some of them were forced to live
entirely on their owff. The negative influence of widowhood on residéntigtions was
much more pronounced among the group of women wdre wot household heads (panels 2
and 4). Half of married women from this group lived the households of the younger
generations, most likely in some sort of contralctatirement arrangemetit An equivalent
group consisted of women residing in householdaarf-related persons, and their familial
circle was usually limited to their spouses. Ingneup of unmarried women (most frequently
widows), a marked transition towards the prevalesfoesiding in households of non-related
persons took place. In western areas, over 908t @fomen in this category lived with non-
related persons. Women without spouses were isiaggosition with regards to access to

familial sources of residential support. Their widmod meant, then, a double deprivation:

% Farmsteads headed by women were also usuallyestriatbs equipped in labour force, and thus mopesed
to the plight of poverty and even disintegrationpB/sek, ‘Female headship'.
% Whether the material circumstance of these woraed their husbands) was in this case regulate@duel
taking contract — as it was often solved in S#esiremains beyond the scope of our knowledger tags,
however, might have been relatively stable. Cfefl&hmer, ‘House and the Stem Family in Austria’,A.
Fauve-Chamoux and E. Ochiai (ed¥he Stem Family in Eurasian PerspectiBern, 2009), 46-64.
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the loss of support from the spouse, and the thgnaf prospects for membership in a kinship
residential community.

A glance at the data from eastern regions reveminaber of large differences in the
situations of older women living there relative tttose of women living in the regions
discussed above, but the thread of reasoning hest Ioe more tentative because of the very
low numbers of some of the populations. Women ur foategories represented in table 4
were most likely to co-reside with immediate famityembers or more distant kin. The
familial environment of over a half of married felmaousehold heads included married
offspring, and sometimes also unmarried childreathBn Polessia and in the transitional
zone (EAST 1), the empty nest stage was a rargywas shown in earlier observations.
Among women who were not the wives of the househelalds (panel 2), the tendency to co-
reside with relatives appears to have been gréaerin than in western regions, although it
is not possible to be certain of this given theilal’de numerical material. More credence
might be given to the results of analyses of cideexe patterns of husbandless women. In
this group, the differences between the nuclearilfjasystem of the West and the two
complex systems from eastern Poland-Lithuania aicplarly obvious. Single elderly
household heads in the eastern regions usually geadnlaouseholds which included at least
one marital unit recruited from offspring (in Pd&s communities, nearly three-quarters of
female household heads lived in these arrangemd&tegtive to their counterparts in western
areas, the elderly single women who were not hadeheads in the east resided with

relatives four (EAST 1) to eight (EAST 3) times mdrequently.

Conclusions
Studies on the geography of historical family form&urope have long been accompanied
by the assertion of the existence of drasticalffecent models of the organisation of family
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life on the continent. For a long time, the intéroharacteristics of these models were
approached mostly through categories regardingttiveture of households, ignoring the fact
that the differences in the composition of resi@@éntommunities concealed fundamental
distinctions in the more general dynamics of evayydamily life, as well as in inter-
generational relations, family strategies, and ewsonomic mentalitié® Within a
geographic space, these differences made symptaggpearances as one moved from the
north-western part of Europe to the eastern perigh®f the continent.

Our analysis of material from Polish-Lithuaniamda confirms the basic theoretical
dimensions of these hypotheses, although it alggesis the need for a significant revision of
the geo-spatial component of these propositionSast-Central Europe of the late 18th
century had an “East” and a “West” of its own, dhd qualitative and spatial diversification
of family models in the Polish, Lithuanian, and Hikian lands translated into structural
differences in the quality of life of entire fane and of individuals. The material studied
here reveals that differences in terms of housesioldtture were also indicative of significant
differences in the forms of organisation and theagosition of the labour force at the level of
residential groups, although these were mostlyimiiake, not quantitative, disparities. What
ultimately distinguishes the family systems comgahere is the extent to which co-residing
relatives from outside the biological family andna@lated persons employed by the family
were engaged in the domestic economy. Furtherntbee,findings of the present study
distinctly suggest that multiple-family householfiem the eastern regions of historical

Poland-Lithuania provided a considerably greateell®f protection, especially with regards

% Lately: Richard M. Smith, ‘Social institutions ardemographic regimes in non-industrial societies: a
comparative approach’, in H. Macbeth and D. Colimgeds.),Human Population Dynamic€Cambridge,
2002), pp. 112-131; Hartmafhe householdGilles Duranton et.al., ‘Family Types and the d¥gence of
Regional Disparities in EuropeEconomic Geographyg5s:1 (2009), pp. 23-47.

67 Also Szoltysek, ‘Three kinds’, pp. 26-28; SzoltystRethinking Eastern Europe *, pp. 415-417; Sg#k,
‘Life cycle service’, p. 82.
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to the elderly. The residential isolation of elgegheople was a virtually unknown
phenomenon in these areas.

Despite the obvious limitations of a study based®nsus-like microdata in which the
household, and not the entire network of sociatr@hs occurring beyond its walls, remains
the core object of analysis, the results presehérd constitute both an invitation to and a
convenient starting point for more in-depth aneidisciplinary research into the realities of

family life and family strategies for survival in hd pre-industrial era.
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MAPS, TABLES AND FIGURES

Map 1: Spatial distribution of the Polish-Lithuanian data (region-level)
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Map 2: Spatial distribution of the Polish-Lithuanian data (region- and cluster-levels
combined)
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Table 1: Summary characteristics of household comzition: Polish and eastern clusters in the

late eighteenth century

Cluster
Characteristics

WEST EAST 1 EAST 2 EAST 3
Total number of households 11.638 10.002 1.131 3.884
Total population 66.571 58.404 5.526 25.333
Mean household size °.32 ©-60 4.72 6.42

(5.36) (5.78) (4.72) (6.58)
Mean house ful size °.99 °-85 °.02 6.51

(6.03) (6.02) (5.02) (6.69)
% nuclear households 78,72 50,97 71,68 33,56
e o desa | a7t | aao1 | s
?/CI:eFaS) r;uerrﬁgzg;sglrgugal-famny units 113 151 1,18 206
% households with two and more CFUs 10,16 31,36 12,91 54,79
Mean number of offspring per househald égi) ég;) é;:) égi)
I spousee and chiren) per housefold 038 120 | 050 | 224
% households with co-resident kin 20,53 47,20 23,75 66,61
% co-resident kin within total populatioh 5,27 21,94 11,35 32,73
Mean number of servants per househald 0,78 0,11 0,15 0,02
% households with servants 38,93 9,31 12,64 1,69
% servants within total population 12,37 1,86 2,44 0,23
Mean number of lodgers per household 0,63 0,20 0,36 0,09
% households with lodgers 24,04 7,41 14,52 2,96
% lodgers within total population 11,45 3,66 4,53 1,30

Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database
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Notes Householdcencompasses members of core families, their awetkin together with servants attached to
the household, but excludes inmates. See Eugeramimel and Peter Laslett, ‘Comparing householdgira
over time and between culture€omparative Studies in Society and Histdr§ (1974), pp. 86-90).

Values in brackets refer to estimates adjusted #feexclusion of parishes with suspected undestragjon of
population aged 0-14.

Housefulcomprises all individuals occupying separate ®adid| units (not only of the head’s core familytb
also of his immediate and more distant relativassyvell as coresident servants and inmates or IsjiigSee
Hammel and Laslett, ‘Comparing household’, pp. 86-9

Conjugal-family unitsare composed of married couples (with or withchitdeen), as well as single parents of
both sexes with at least one child. See Hammelastett, ‘Comparing household’, pp. 86-90.

Figure 1: Family and household dependency ratios bgge of household head: the Polish
regional populations in the late eighteenth centurymale household heads 18+ only)
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11 /
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s+++++ FDREAST 1 ==®=+FDR EAST 3 —&— FDR WEST HDR WEST

Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes FDR family dependency ratjothe number of population aged 0-12 and 60 ared,@er one person in
the economically active age range (13-59), atahneilf level (head’s conjugal family + coresidingikservants
and lodgers excluded). In the ‘east’ there wasifferdnce in value of FDR against HDR.

HDR (household dependency ratibhe number of population aged 0-12 and 60 aret,@er one person in the
economically active age range (13-59), at the huoalddevel (head’s conjugal family + coresiding kin
servants; lodgers excluded).

Based on data for 69 parishes from the ‘west’ @clueled), 75 from EAST 1 (15 excluded), and 50 fleAST
3 (3 excluded). The EAST 2 cluster was not incluiteithe calculation due to small number of cases.
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Figure 2: Consumer/producer ratios by age of houseidid head: the Polish regional
populations in the late eighteenth century (marriednale household heads 18+ only)
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Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes The following categories of domestic group memsbeere included in the computation of the c/p mtio

head’s conjugal family, other coresiding kin, asliwes servants. Non-related lodgers were considered
representing separate production-consumption anits,were excluded from calculations.
Inclusion rules of parishes the same as in Figure 1

Table 2: Demographic dependency ratios by type ofdusehold structure and presence of
servants - the Polish regional populations in theate eighteenth century (male household
heads 18+ only)

WEST EAST1 EAST 3
Household
structure  |Without servant| With servants Without With servants |Without servant With servantg
(FDR) (HDR) servants (FDR)  (HDR) (FDR) (HDR)

Simple  (Laslet 0,77 0,65 078 0,76 0,92 0,92
3a-3d)
Extended (Laslq 0,84 0,66 073 071 0,79 0,79
4a-4d)
Multiple-family
(Laslett 5a-5f) 0.76 0,64 0,68 0,67 0,72 0,72

Source: M. Szottysek, CEURFAMFORM Database.

Notes Demographic dependency ratios defined as in Eigutnclusion rules of parishes the same as iarEig

1.
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Table 3: Size distribution of ‘male work groups’: the Polish regional populations in the late eightee¢im century (male household heads
18+ only)

Mean size of the

Total male % households with male work group that sizes (in persons): male work group
Region | labour force per household
(freq.=100%)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+
WEST 13.484 45,76 31,70 14,62 5,42 1,66 0,63 0,13 0,08 1,73
EAST1 14.596 43,75 37,43 14,26 3,69 0,72 0,11 0,04 0,01 1,75
EAST3 7.085 34,90 39,47 18,16 5,63 1,45 0,33 0,03 0,03 1,97

Source: M. Szottysek, CEURFAMFORM Database.
Notes:‘Male work group’ defined as males aged 14-60 mhbusehold. Lodger/inmate population excludedoadelonging to the core households.

Based on data for 69 parishes from the ‘west’ {dueled), 82 from EAST 1 (8 excluded), and 52 fre&ST 3 (1 excluded). The EAST 2 cluster was not
included in the calculation due to small numbecases.
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Figure 3: Distribution of the ‘male work groups’ by household membership: the Polish regional populatns in the late eighteenth
century (male household heads 18+ only)

[] Heads and their

sons
WEST EAST 1 EAST 3 [_]Other relatives

Non-relatives

Region

Source: M. SzoltyselCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes Male work group defined as in table 3.

»Other relatives” = all male kin of the head or hige other than their male offspring, even thosgistered as ‘servants’.
.Non-relatives” = non-related coresident servants.

Inclusion rules of parishes the same as in Table 3.
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Figure 4. Structure of households headed by elderlynen (63+): the Polish regional
populations in the late eighteenth century
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Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes Household structure according to Hammel-Laslgtesne.

Based on data for 79 parishes from the ‘west’ @ualed), tot. 628 households; 86 parishes from EASF
excluded), tot. 962 households; and 53 parishes EAST 3, tot. 477 households. The EAST 2 clusias not
included in the calculation due to small numbecases.

Figure 5: Structure of households headed by elderlwomen (63+): the Polish regional
populations in the late eighteenth century
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Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes Household structure according to Hammel-Laslgtesne.

Based on very small numbers: WEST= 39 householdSTEL= 98 households; EAST 3 = 64 households.
Inclusion rules of parishes the same as in Figure 4
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Figure 6: Household position of elderly men (63+)he Polish regional populations in the
late eighteenth century
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Source: M. SzoltyselKCEURFAMFORM Database

Notes: “Relatives” are defined as all kin of the head srwife other than offspring.

,Other non-kin” are defined as all coresident peagther than servants who are non-relateithe head or his
wife.

Based on: WEST= 853 persons; EAST 1= 955 persoRS]TE3 = 493 persons. Inclusion rules of parishes th
same as in Figure 1.

Figure 7: Household position of elderly women (63+}he Polish regional populations in
the late eighteenth century
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Source: M. SzoltyselKCEURFAMFORM Database
Notes definitions and inclusion rules as in Figure 6.
Based on: WEST= 752 persons; EAST 1= 527 persokSTE3 = 358 persons.
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Table 4: Residence patterns of elderly women (60by marital status and household

position — the Polish regional populations in thedte eighteenth century

Marital status and

L Categories of co-residents EAST1 EAST3 WEST
household position

only husband (H) 1,6 1,2 21,9

(H+) unmarried children 32,9 29,7 43,1

(H+) married children 43,1 45,1 16,1
Marrielt_j,.hous.eﬁold heaghi+) unmarried and married children 20,3 20,6 7.1

iving with: : : :

(H+) unmarrleq and married childr 05 1.6 0.0

and other relatives

(H+) only other relatives 0,7 1,9 1,3

(H+) only non-relatives 0,9 0,0 10,6

Overall in this category (freq.)

566 (=1004@8 (=100%

B97 (=100%

Married, not household
head, living in the
household of:

unmarried children 0,0 0,0 1,0
married children 50,0 13,3 49,2
parents 0,0 6,7 0,0

other relatives 111 66,7 1,0
non-relatives 38,9 13,3 48,7

Overall in this category (freq.)

18 (=100%® (=100%

)91 (=100%

unmarried children 33,3 26,8 53,3
married children 44,9 54,3 5,0
unmarried and married children 20,4 17,7 5,0
No spouse present, \ynmarried and married children, and
household head, I|V|ngother relatives 1’4 0’6 0’0
with:
only other relatives 0,0 0,0 3,3
only non-relatives 0,0 0,0 6,7
alone 0,0 0,6 26,7
Overall in this category (freq.) 294 (=100%84 (=100%p0 (=100%
married children 0,0 0,0 0,6
No spouse present, n
household head, living ipther relatives 33,3 67,7 8,2
the household of: non-relatives 66,7 32,3 91,2

Overall in this category (freq.)

75 (=10084) (=100%

B54 (=100%

Overall in all categories (freq.)

953 638

1002

Source: M. SzottyselCEURFAMFORM Database
Based on data for 70 parishes from the ‘west’ @@ueled), 75 from EAST 1 (15 excluded), and 52 fleAST
3 (1 excluded). The EAST 2 cluster was not incluiteithe calculation due to small number of cases.
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