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Introduction

Population issues are of central concern in the search for sustainable human
development. They determine to a large extent political decisions concerning
economic development, social welfare, health policies, regional and local
planning and education. In turn, population dynamics are affected by the
demographic impact of political decisions which should be carefully targeted
and monitored in order to ensure social stability and balanced social growth.
Thus, the understanding of the complex interaction between demographic
trends and policy solutions is one of the fundamental preconditions to
correctly interpreting social change and finding adequate solutions to new
social problems.

The Council of Europe has a long tradition in population studies. The
European Population Committee contributes to the understanding of demo-
graphic issues in Europe with a variety of publications linked to populations
trends. Topics covered include migratory flows, national minorities issues,
demographic changes and the labour markets, the ageing of European
populations and the demographic consequences of economic transitions.
These studies respond to the need for a scientific understanding of present
and future population dynamics throughout the continent. They provide the
essential background information for the implementation of the Council of
Europe’s strategy for social cohesion : an integrated policy approach aimed 
at combating poverty and social exclusion through the promotion of access
to social rights in areas such as employment and training, health, social pro-
tection, housing, education and social services. 

The changing structure of the European family is clearly one of the most
fundamental demographic dynamics set to influence the future of European
societies and the lives of millions of people. As part of its social cohesion
strategy, the Council of Europe has devoted particular attention to this issue,
producing a remarkable contribution to our understanding of the most recent
trends, thereby contributing to the development of concrete responses to
changing patterns of family types and family life. It is with great pleasure that
I present the product of this research, offering you the most recent volume in
the “Population studies” series on Fertility and new types of households and
family formation in Europe.

Gabriella Battaini-Dragoni
Director General of Social Cohesion
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Foreword

Aura-Mihaela Zamfirescu, Antonella Pinnelli and Beat Fux

In 1997 the European Population Committee of the Council of Europe
included in its work programme a new project called “Fertility and new types
of households and family formation in Europe”.

A Group of Specialists (PO-S-FF) from 10 Council of Europe member States
(see membership in Appendix) was set up to carry out the study with the
assistance of two consultants : Professor Hans Joachim Hoffmann-Nowotny,
from the Institute of Sociology of the University of Zurich and Professor
Antonella Pinnelli from the Department of Demography of the University 
of Rome “La Sapienza”. The work of the Group took place over a period of
three years (1997-1999).

The Group of Specialists agreed that the study should comprise two parts, a
theoretical part and an empirical one. In fact the aim of the study was
twofold : on the one hand it was to put in a suitable theoretical framework
the changes in fertility and family behaviours occurring in European countries, in
order to make interpretation of trends, interrelations and determinants of
fertility possible ; on the other hand it was to verify these hypotheses by
means of an empirical study on the determinants of fertility, among which
changes in family behaviours are very important. Policy oriented conclusions
were to be drawn at the end of the study. 

The final result of the project appears as two separate studies which do not
pretend to be fully complementary to each other, but which nevertheless
deserve to be published together. 

Professor Hans Joachim Hoffmann-Nowotny and Dr. Beat Fux are the
authors of the theoretical part, Professor Antonella Pinnelli is the author of
the empirical part. Although both parts were thoroughly discussed and
commented upon by the Group of Specialists, the two studies reflect the
opinions of their authors and not necessarily those of the Council of Europe.

The following executive summary presents the structure and the main
findings of the two parts, highlights the confirmed hypotheses and those
which are not substantiated in the empirical part, and puts forward some
policy orientations for the future. 
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Executive summary

Aura-Mihaela Zamfirescu, Antonella Pinnelli and Beat Fux

The theoretical part

Fertility patterns as well as household and family structures have changed
significantly since the mid 1960s in most European countries : fertility has
reached low, even very low levels, marriage and family formation come later
in life, and are more fragile, and consensual unions have increased consider-
ably. These general trends have not gained ground to the same extent in all
European countries. Current demographic differences can be the result of
various countries simultaneously occupying different stages in the same
sequence of development, as the theory of the second demographic transi-
tion could suggest. Moreover, economic and political crises and particular
historical events have also had an impact on family formation processes, and
especially on fertility. Finally, long-term institutional and cultural endow-
ments have persisted and contribute to explain part of the geographical
differences. 

Three guiding ideas have been followed to set up the described trends in a
theoretical framework :

(i) demographic trends which took, and are taking place, are to a large
extent the outcome of societal change, the historical process called
modernisation. We assume that on the structural side modernisation
implies diminishing constraints and an increase in behavioural options.
The cultural counterparts are increasing individualism and a certain loss
of the traditions which have governed demographic trends for a long
period (this is the structure/culture paradigm) ;

(ii) the micro-sociological complement of the structure/culture paradigm is
the resources-restrictions-behaviour approach ;

(iii) historical, economical and cultural reasons help to explain the hetero-
geneity among European countries.

From the point of view of the structure/culture paradigm, the outcome of
societal modernisation is dilemmatic : people are confronted with an increase
in freedom and the possibility to choose among a variety of options, but are
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obliged to select between different possibilities of behaviour and competing
orientations in order to self-interpret their situation, and they have to bring
their interpretation into accord with societal expectations, individual interests
and their own resources.

Modernisation is a universal process. However this does not exclude
differences between countries regarding the diffusion of corresponding
conditions and therefore the tempo of similar developments. In the
Mediterranean area as well as in Central and Eastern Europe, modernisa-
tion was hampered either by cultural or by structural restrictions. The
more societies are able to reduce factual restrictions, the higher is 
the probability that people will select corresponding options. The higher
the cost of children, the lower will be the demand for children. The higher
the level of cash benefits or maternity benefits, the higher will be the
demand for children, since these benefits reduce the direct costs and/or
the opportunity costs of children.

In order to analyse similar developments in different countries as well as
inter-country heterogeneity, four broad European region are considered
according to a merely geographical classification : Northern Europe which
includes the Scandinavian countries, the United Kingdom and Ireland (the
latter being more similar to Southern Europe countries) ; Central and Eastern
European countries that shared nearly half a century of socialist rule ;
Southern Europe and Western European countries. 

Past and future fertility trends can be interpreted and foreseen in the light
of this theoretical general framework. We can assume that the historical
process towards a concentration of smaller family sizes will continue.
Nevertheless dramatic drops in fertility rates caused by economic and
political crises are, and will be, only short-term episodes until the normal-
isation of the situation is achieved. Taking into account four major trends,
namely : (1) younger generations leave the parental home later ; (2) the
number of singles are increasing as a result of marriage postponement
and divorce ; (3) cohabitation tends to become a more or less permanent
alternative to marriage ; (4) the status of women is changing, we can
hypothesise that changes in family behaviour have an impact on the post-
ponement of marriages and childbearing, not on the number of births.
Furthermore, we assume that the negative effect of divorce on fertility will
decrease, at least if existing obstacles and constraints are removed, result-
ing in more equal gender relations. The integration of women in the
labour force will have different effects on fertility depending on the facili-
ties to reconcile work and family life. In certain contexts, the persistence
of traditional gender norms may reduce the negative impact of higher
occupation-related restrictions on fertility.
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The empirical part

The empirical part of the study starts by reconstructing the trends since 1970
in fertility and family formation behaviours, by means of aggregate data
giving a detailed and accurate documentation on levels and trends for all the
European countries for which data are available. Period and cohort fertility,
fertility by age and marital status, mean age at maternity, birth order, infertil-
ity, fertility expectations, starting sexual life, leaving parental home, cohabi-
tation, living apart together (LAT), marriage, union dissolution, remarriage,
lone parents, are the fertility and family behaviours included. 

Fertility trends can be considered as a consequence of the changes in fertility
by age and marital status (because of postponement of marriage and having
children without being married) and of changes in the structure of women by
marital status (because of the spreading of cohabitation and divorce and the
delaying of marriage). The difference in the percentage of unmarried women
is an indicator, which synthesises all the changes in the intensity and the ways
of forming and dissolving unions. The variation in fertility is therefore
affected by the variations in marital and non-marital fertility, and in the struc-
ture of women by marital status. In order to evaluate the contribution of the
variation of these components to the variation of fertility between 1970 and
1990, a model of decomposition of the fertility rates is applied – based on the
principle of standardisation – to four countries representing the four groups
in which Europe has been divided : Sweden, France, Hungary, and Italy.

The results clearly show that 1) delayed nuptiality and its decrease, and the
changes in the patterns of union formation and their instability, always have
a negative influence on the overall fertility ; 2) the increase of fertility of
unmarried women does not compensate for the lower fertility caused by the
decrease in married women ; 3) the fall in fertility in France and Italy is also
due to the decrease of marital fertility, that is to the changes in preferences
of married couples ; 4) the younger age groups (up to 25 or 30 years) are
those which determine the large part of the result. This makes it possible to
conclude that it is the delaying of marriages, much more than the instability
of unions, which has a negative effect on fertility. 

The empirical study then analyses the determinants of fertility, first at a
macro level, then at a micro level.

The macro level analysis was performed by a series of factorial analyses. The
first analysis considers as determinants 18 indicators of modernisation, gen-
der system and fertility and family behaviour in 29 European countries. The
analysis shows that modernisation, a more equitable gender system and new
fertility and family behaviours are strongly associated and include a higher

15

Executive summary



fertility, even if below the replacement level. The most representative coun-
tries for this model are the Scandinavian countries, the least representative
are the Central and Eastern European and Southern European countries.

The second analysis seeks an answer to the question on convergence-
divergence among European countries. To do this a temporal dimension was
added to the traditional factorial analysis. 14 indicators of modernisation,
gender system and fertility and family behaviour for 19 countries at three
points in time (1970, 1980 and 1994) were included. 

The results of this analysis show that some demographic patterns are
diverging (fertility quantum, fertility and marriage timing) ; others are
geographically unchanged (divorce and out-of-wedlock births) even if their
levels are different, and there is no tendency towards convergence. As far as
modernisation and gender system indicators are concerned, unemployment
and tertiary education of women and women’s participation in political life
are diverging variables, which highlights the importance of the economic
crisis (negative) and of women’s empowerment (positive) on new fertility
and family behaviours. 

The third analysis studied the correlation between family policies and the
other variables. 27 indicators of modernisation, gender system, family and
fertility behaviour and of various measures to reconcile work and family were
used. The results show that the most favourable family policies are applied
where modernisation is more advanced and the gender system more equi-
table : it is in this context that the new patterns of reproductive and family
behaviour spread.

The results of the three analysis make it possible to reconsider the similarities
among countries and the meaning of the geographical groups considered
until now. Four groups are clearly visible : Scandinavian countries, Southern
European countries, Central and Eastern European countries and ex-USSR,
and others. United Kingdom and Austria were closer to Scandinavian
countries than to the other Western countries in 1970, but are very similar to
Western European countries according the most recent data, given that
Scandinavian countries are diverging from the others. Ireland was close to
Southern countries in 1970, but its position is changing and is approaching
Western European countries. Spain is another country that moderately con-
verges towards Western European countries, but is still close to the Southern
European countries when family policies are considered. Central and Eastern
European countries are diverging. It should be recalled that similarities and
differences are based on family and fertility behaviour, degree of modernisa-
tion, gender system and family policies and that the position of the countries
is based on two static analyses and one dynamic analysis.
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The study of the determinants of fertility at micro level was carried out on
data from the Fertility and Family Survey (FFS)1 by means of life tables and
mixture models, a method of Event History Analysis (EHA) that makes it pos-
sible to distinguish the effects of the co-variants on quantum and the timing
of fertility. Type and number of unions, age, cohort, women’s education and
work experience, urbanisation and religiosity were considered as co-variants
in the same four countries used previously for the model of decomposition of
fertility. The quantum and timing of the first, second and third child were
considered as dependent variables. Moreover, hazard models were per-
formed to study the influence of changes in the union (from cohabitation
into marriage, from union into separation, from separation into a new union)
on the timing of the birth of the first, second and third child, and the other
co-variants being the same as in the mixture models. 

As far as trends are concerned, the results confirm the tendency towards a
polarisation of the population into two sectors : family and non-family, as a
consequence of a tendency not to have a first child. Once the first child is
born, the more recent cohorts go on to have a second child, and also a third
one, more frequently than older cohorts. 

On the individual level the results confirm the negative influence of new
family behaviours on fertility : the hypothesis that change in family behav-
iour only have an influence on timing and not also on the intensity of
fertility is decidedly undermined by the models results. As far as the other
co-variants are concerned, the improvement in women’s education, living
in a big city, not being very religious, all have a negative influence on
fertility, while women’s employment has a different influence according
the country considered : positive in Hungary and Sweden, at least until the
birth of the second child, negative in France and Italy. The hypothesis that
the persistence of traditional gender norms might reduce this negative
impact is denied by the models results. Moreover, the percentage of
negative effects – considering all the co-variants – is higher in Italy, then
in France, followed by Hungary and Sweden, which shows the influence
of the context on individual behaviour. 

The results confirm that modernisation, secularisation and improvement of
the status of women are important factors which may influence the timing
and intensity of fertility. However, the impact of these factors varies across
countries. The negative influence on fertility is much stronger in countries
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1. FFS is a survey carried out in 23 developed countries in the 1990s under the co-ordination of
PAU-UNECE – the Population activity unit of the United Nations economic commission for
Europe, based in Geneva.



where institutional support is weaker and, by way of consequence, the indi-
vidual costs of modern behaviour are higher. 
The macro and micro approach perfectly match and show the risk of present
trends for fertility.
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I. Sociological analysis

Hans Joachim Hoffmann-Nowotny and Beat Fux

1. Preliminary remarks

The aim of this report is a theoretical analysis of interdependencies between
reproductive behaviour on the one hand, and the dissemination of new
household and family types on the other. In view of this aim and owing to a
division of labour, we shall not systematically refer to empirical evidence
within this report.

Fertility, as well as household and family structures, have changed signifi-
cantly since the mid 1960s in most European countries : Fertility has reached
low, even very low, levels, marriages and families come later in life, and are
more fragile. Nevertheless, marriages and families have not become signifi-
cantly rarer in most European countries. These institutions seem to persist up
to the present as the most frequent ways of organising individual biogra-
phies, even if divorce rates have increased and stepfamilies are frequent. At
least in some countries, remarriage rates have dropped since the early 1990s
because the formation of a consensual union after divorce tends to become
an alternative to family reconstitution. The number and share of consensual
unions have also increased considerably. Separation rates of consensual
unions are fairly substantial and the duration of consensual unions is fre-
quently shorter than the duration of unions where people moved directly into
marriage (Bennet et al 1988 ; Hoem & Rennermalm 1985 ; Hoem & Hoem
1988 ; Lesthaeghe 1995 ; Granström 1997). Other studies, however, lead us
to assume that premarital cohabitation has only small (Noack and Østby
1996) or no causal impact (Brüderl et al. 1997 ; Hall 1997) on the duration of
marriages. These are the general trends that have not, however, gained
ground to the same extent in all European countries. In some countries
changes seem to be more fundamental than in others. Current demographic
divergence is often also a result of various countries simultaneously occupy-
ing different stages in the same sequence of development. Economic and
political crises and particular historical events (e.g. the fall of the communist
regimes) have also had an impact on family formation processes, and espe-
cially on fertility. Long-term institutional and cultural endowments have per-
sisted. However, despite these differences the similarities are striking.

Regarding fertility in an historical perspective, it seems to be quite evident
that today’s low levels appear to be a continuation of a long-term secular
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trend (only temporarily broken by the “golden age of marriage” and its
“baby boom” lasting from the second half of the forties to the mid-sixties)
which may nevertheless be an indication of a “second demographic transi-
tion” since the mid-sixties (van de Kaa 1987, 1988).

A theoretical analysis of “how the major developments in the patterns of
family formation in Europe during the last decades have affected the demo-
graphic characteristics of populations, and in particular fertility” has thus to
start from secular historical trends on the one hand and recent changes
(reinforcements of these trends) on the other hand.

It is assumed that a comprehensive theory which might enable us to under-
stand and explain these trends in general – and especially the problem of
fertility and new types of household and family formation – should combine
macroscopic and microscopic approaches to the problems in question, and
should finally be put to test in a confrontation with pertinent empirical data
provided by a comparative empirical study.

2. A theoretical view on the developments of fertility and family formation

The theoretical perspective elaborated in the following is based on three
guiding ideas :

A. Demographic changes that took and take place are to a large extent the
outcome of societal changes. We have become accustomed to label this his-
torical process “modernisation’. In general, we assume that on the structural
side the conditions of modernity imply diminishing constraints and an
increase in behavioural options. The cultural counterparts are increasing
individualism, and a certain loss of the traditions that have governed
demographic trends for a long period. The “Structure/Culture Paradigm”
(Hoffmann-Nowotny 1980, 1987 ; Hoffmann-Nowotny/Fux 1991) aims at a
conceptual description of the course and development of this historical
process in which the central characteristics of social systems and their
changes are embraced.

B. In order to understand the relationships between the particular
macrosociological conditions of modernity mentioned and individual deci-
sions and behaviour regarding family and procreation, we shall refer to the
resources-restrictions-behaviour approach (Coleman 1990, Cliquet et al.
1992, de Bruijn 1992, Fux 1995) in the sense of a microsociological comple-
ment to the Structure/Culture Paradigm.

Individuals, families and social groups dispose of particular sets of resources.
With Cliquet, one can differentiate between biological resources such as age
and sex, economic resources such as income and assets, socio-cultural
resources such as educational status, nationality, political/religious affiliation
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etc. and social-psychological resources such as socialisation, self-perception,
social integration, or locus of control. Together with an individual’s or cou-
ple’s past and current experiences, these microsociological factors determine
their situation in life (Lebenslage). Resources are held as interdependently
linked with beliefs, values, and norms. Since beliefs, values and norms are
unobservable mental constructs, the cultural background has to be opera-
tionalized and related to preferences, attitudes, and intentions. Individuals or
couples are always confronted with a society that provides facilitators and
restrictions that might intervene in the behavioural outcomes. This is not the
place to give an exhaustive list of facilitating and/or restricting factors.
However, we shall just mention those which are of major importance : eco-
nomic conditions, social stratification, a country’s history and tradition (lan-
guage, denominational and political structures, timing of state formation and
nation building etc.), the development and evolution of a welfare system,
bio-technological opportunities etc. Furthermore, facilitators and restrictions
are interlinked in many ways. For example, lasting traditionalism might 
by influenced by a Catholic tradition and might cause a belated development
of welfare provisions as well as strong kinship and family orientation. Or, 
the early secularisation in many Protestant countries governed by social-
democratic regimes promoted the early expansion of welfare services and
comparatively equal opportunities for men and women.

The following figure aims at visualising this approach.

Figure 1 : The Resources-Restrictions-Behaviour Approach

C. Furthermore we make an attempt to compare broad European regions
in order to analyse similar developments in different countries as well as inter-
country heterogeneity. Instead of proposing a conceptual map based on
theoretical considerations that would take into account the historical and
structural backgrounds of countries, we present in this context a mere
geographical classification of European regions. Northern Europe consists of
the Scandinavian countries, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Denmark and Iceland,
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which are characterised by the impact of Protestantism and social-
democracy, but also of the United Kingdom and Ireland. Ireland is in many
respects more similar to the Southern European peripheries, because of the
role that Catholicism plays in this country. Dividing the Western European
region by the former “iron curtain” in the East, and by the Alps and the
Pyrenees in the South, these countries traditionally show a broad cultural
heterogeneity. Some of these countries are furthermore characterised by
strong sub-national variations (different languages, denominationally mixed)
such as the so-called “consociational democracies” (Belgium, Netherlands,
Austria and Switzerland) or Germany. Common denominators of the
countries South of the Alps and Pyrenees and West of the Adriatic Sea are
their weak economies as well as the Catholic tradition. Greece is also sub-
sumed to the same group. The countries of Central and Eastern Europe share
nearly half a century of socialist power. This group of countries allows obser-
vation of the impact of different denominations : Lutheran in Estonia and
Latvia, Catholic in Poland, Lithuania, and the countries belonging to the for-
mer Austrian-Hungarian monarchy, and a complex side by side of Islamic,
Orthodox and Catholic countries on the Balkan Peninsula. Since the radical
changes in the 1990s, much of this heterogeneity is tending to reappear.

Regarding the above-mentioned demographic changes (A), this is not the
proper place to discuss to any extent the notion of “modernisation” which is
taken here as a starting-point for our considerations. However, it is worth-
while mentioning that “modernisation” means a long-term process starting
not later than in the era of enlightenment. Secularisation of world views,
democratisation of political participation, rationalisation in economical as
well as in individual behaviour, or the spread of economic growth in line with
the industrialisation are just the predominant aspects of modernisation.
Although in general all European countries participated in this process, it is
evident that factors such as the distribution of religious denominations,
languages and class structures, the timing of sub-processes like urbanisation,
nation-building or state formation facilitated or hampered comparable
developments. Instead of discussing the rich sociological literature on mod-
ernisation, we simply refer to Durkheim and Tönnies in order to formulate a
conceptual paradigm which easily allows operationalisation of corresponding
developments.

Early sociologists such as Durkheim and Tönnies have already provided basic
concepts for a description of societal modernisation. According to Durkheim
(1893/1902), the particular structure of solidarité mécanique (mechanical
solidarity) integrated individuals tightly into society. It was therefore able to
tie people closely into their domestic environments and thus to traditions.
In the course of modernisation, mechanical solidarity tended to be replaced
by a new type of social integration which he named solidarité organique
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(organical solidarity), characterised by the differentiation of rather independ-
ent societal sub-systems (organs). Durkheim’s perspective overlaps to a con-
siderable degree with the theory developed by Tönnies. According to
Tönnies (1979 : 215) an era of “Gesellschaft” (society) follows an era of
Gemeinschaft (community). Both concepts, Gesellschaft as well as organical
solidarity, suppose a decoupling of traditional ties (i.e. between different
kinship members, between generations and partners as well as between par-
ents and children). On the other hand, modernised societies tend to develop
towards an over-complex system of highly differentiated and functionally
interdependent structures and institutions. The recent discussions on “com-
munitarism” certainly revitalised these concepts.

The “Structure/Culture Paradigm’, into which the typologies proposed by
Durkheim and Tönnies have been incorporated, distinguishes two central
societal dimensions : Structure and Culture. Structure is defined as a system
of positions of societal units (individuals, groups, countries etc.), culture
meaning a system of symbols (values, norms, institutions etc.). Both dimen-
sions are seen as interdependent. It is also suggested that both dimensions
have their own internal dynamics. If analysing the dynamics of tensions and
changes resulting from these interdependencies, we can describe the process
of modernisation – in particular with regard to the change of family and
household types as well as the development of fertility patterns – as follows :

In analytical terms, modernisation is marked firstly by a partial loosening of
structural and cultural ties. The consequence is a rapid, and often unbalanced
and a-synchronic, structural and cultural change. The already mentioned
trend towards highly differentiated and functionally interdependent struc-
tures stimulates the development of various bureaucratic institutions. Their
cultural counterpart is the rise of universalistic values and norms, as
expressed by specific social sub-systems orientated towards the achievement
of special aims. The over-complex structures of modern societies correspond
with an increasing ideological pluralism, since structural complexity neces-
sarily defies being subordinated to one single guiding principle.
Consequently, traditionally binding orientations (e.g. traditions, religion)
become weaker. This increasing volume of options actors are confronted
with, and the openness of modern societies, also implies higher chances of
social mobility. In modernised societies, social positions are, at least in prin-
ciple, achievable. Undoubtedly, this promotes an achievement ideology and
a climate of competition. Another implication of the process of modernisa-
tion is the multiple and, with that, partial membership of individuals in vari-
ous structures. As a consequence, people tend to become only partially
integrated into the respective cultural fields. On the one hand, the reduced
social control offers individuals increasing degrees of freedom. On the other
hand, they are forced to individual self-interpretations. Finally, modernisation
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is characterised by a trend towards equalisation (which is, not least, sup-
ported by national welfare state systems), and by the expansion of social
middle-strata. Culturally, this situation corresponds with the ideology of
democracy, equality and participation.

From the view of the “Structure/Culture Paradigm’, the outcome of societal
modernisation is a dilemmatic situation: for one thing people are confronted
with an increase in freedom and the possibility to choose among a variety of
options. For another thing, individuals are obliged to select between different
possibilities of behaving, and competing orientations in order to self-interpret
their situation, and they have to bring their interpretation into accord with
societal expectations, individual interests and their own resources. 

We clearly want to stress here that modernisation does not imply any value
judgements (e.g. traditional vs. modern). As already said, the notion is
considered a universal process. However, this does not exclude differences
between countries regarding the diffusion of corresponding conditions and
therefore the tempo of similar developments. At first glance, in the Euro-
pean region, modernisation dispersed from North to South. Undoubtedly,
the Protestant Scandinavian countries were the forerunners, followed by
Western European countries. However, as Ireland illustrates, not all Northern
European countries followed the same trajectory. In the Mediterranean area
as well as in Eastern Europe, modernisation was hampered either by cultural
(e.g. Catholicism, Orthodoxy,) or by structural restrictions (e.g. the socio-
economic conditions in the former communist countries).

Regarding the Resources-Restrictions-Behaviour Approach (B), a second the-
oretical idea to be introduced in the following aims to bridge the gap
between the macroscopic perspective of societal modernisation and that of
individual decisions and behaviour regarding family formation and fertility.
Although individual behaviour, interests, preferences, and intentions cannot
be fully explained nor predicted by rational choice theories, a generalised
model of individual decision-making is necessary that would at least facilitate
the discussion of recent family-related trends and developments.

Families and individuals are seen as social units embedded in a network of
interdependent relations. As actors they evaluate societal processes and have
to refer to them. In this view, family-related behaviour is the result of a com-
plex trade-off (conflict management) between different sub-systems. Actors
have to take into account external factors (e.g. the economy, history and
traditions, and the distribution of values) as well as the outcome of their
earlier activities (evaluation) and their individual resources, experiences and
interests. In this sense, individuals and couples can be characterised as
rational actors. According to neo-classic economics, the individual is defined
as a utility maximizer (’Homo Oeconomicus’). The individual as a homo
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oeconomicus “displays a kind of behaviour directed by deliberate and calcu-
lative evaluation of alternatives, and the subsequent choice is the best course
of action to achieve a clearly defined end” (de Bruijn 1992 : 5). Sociologists
designed a much broader concept of rationality (’rationality from the point of
view of the actor’, cf. Coleman 1990 : 18) by providing a certain contextual
body and stressing the procedures of decision-making. In this sense, ration-
ality refers to free choice within the limits of the cognitive capacities and the
social environment of an individual or a couple. This concept provides a
framework of means and ends concurrently with the procedures that man-
age attention and generate the subjective perception of this framework.
Furthermore, it provides the reasoning processes that allow people to judge
possible behaviour, explicitly taking into account the effects of ignorance,
uncertainty and decision costs in terms of time, energy and emotional stress.

In other words ; in order to achieve satisfying behaviour, individual actors try
to balance their limited resources (with Cliquet we can distinguish between
biological, socio-psychological, economic, and socio-cultural resources,
Cliquet 1992 : 30ff) and the behavioural outcome. Within such bargaining
processes they make their decisions by selecting options from a spectrum of
alternatives.

Societal preconditions influence these processes. One can say that the higher
the restriction, barrier, or threshold on a certain dimension, the lower the
propensity that individuals or couples will choose this option, and vice versa.
Thus, the more societies are able to reduce factual restrictions, the higher is
the probability that people will select corresponding options, and the occur-
rence of certain behavioural outcomes. In essence, this argument is a gener-
alisation of the economic theory of fertility that makes the following
assumption : the higher the cost of children, the lower will be the demand for
children. And, more concretely, the higher the level of cash benefits or mater-
nity benefits, the higher will be the demand for children since these benefits
reduce the direct costs and/or the opportunity costs of children.

In order to elaborate our approach further, regarding the broad European
regions (C), we have made an attempt to cluster countries into groups by
referring to a simple geographical classification.

In the Northern European region, the Scandinavian countries form a rather
homogeneous cluster with regard to many demographic and family-related
developments. Influenced by the tradition of Protestantism, processes such
as secularisation and modernisation developed in the Scandinavian countries
early. Supported by social-democratic regimes which explicitly intended to
provide equal opportunities for all individuals, the spread of ideologies based
on democracy, equality and participation (cf. Structure/Culture Paradigm)
developed rapidly with comparatively few structural and cultural restrictions.
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On the contrary, the governments of the Scandinavian countries actively
furthered modernisation by means of redistribution policies and the early
development and expansion of the welfare state. Major consequences
related to this trajectory are early participation of women in universal educa-
tion and in the employment sector, openness and tolerance regarding differ-
ent behaviour (including the acceptance of contraception, abortion and
divorce). As a consequence, the process of pluralisation of living arrange-
ments was not hampered and could easily develop, so that in these countries
trend-breaks related to fertility have occurred earlier. In such a regime, fertil-
ity seems also to react more sensitively to short and medium term period
events (Hoem 1996 ; Hoem and Hoem 1997). However, because of their
liberal (United Kingdom) or Catholic traditions (Ireland), there are other
Northern European countries showing rather different trajectories.

In many aspects, the Central and Eastern European countries too, show
developments that are similar to the Scandinavian trajectory (e.g. female
labour-market integration, early development of family policy incentives).
Nevertheless, at least three particularities have to be mentioned. Firstly : In
the Central and Eastern European countries the propensity of people to
marry is much higher and they tend to marry at comparatively earlier ages for
traditional reasons (Hajnal 1953, 1965 ; Rychtarikova 1993). Secondly : The
process of industrialisation commenced late and was comparatively weak,
which has to do with the long-term history of that region influencing the
development of particular class structures etc.). Thirdly : One has to take into
account that economic conditions in the former socialist countries were com-
paratively bad. For a comparatively larger segment of women, employment
was an economic necessity as well as being normatively expected. Although
in most cases family policy offers were able to compensate for some of the
individual restrictions, the combination of work and family obligations was
for women more of a dual burden than a real matter of choice. Yet it is
perhaps not solely a reaction to the economic crisis that following the break-
down of the socialist regimes in most Central and Eastern European countries
unemployment rose drastically. Even if total unemployment rates have fallen
since 1994 one should not overlook that women in particular risk being
excluded from the labour market more frequently. This could be the case
under conditions of modernised employment structures (decrease of the
agrarian sector, tertiarisation), if the income of a second earner is no longer
necessary and/or if part-time arrangements or subsequent employment and
family phases gain attractiveness. In conclusion : although the uses of contra-
ceptives, abortions and divorce were societally legitimised as well as frequently
practised since the 1950s (Romania follows a particular trajectory in this
respect), the coupling between family and marriage was comparatively closer
than in the Scandinavian countries. Also the trend towards a pluralisation of
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living arrangements seems to be comparatively weaker. Again, one should
take into account that there is a marked heterogeneity within the Central and
Eastern European countries in this respect (e.g. Hungary).

The Southern European states form a third group. As a common denomina-
tor, the tradition of Catholicism (except Greece) and the consequent strong
kinship and family ties strengthened in particular the institution of marriage.
In many regards, Ireland followed a similar pattern. In these countries family
policies are frequently linked with a pro-natalist component (parity-specific
allowances) ; facilities directed towards a reduction of gender inequalities are
mostly less developed in this cluster. Furthermore, family and child-related
attitudes reach comparatively high-ranking scores. As structural correlates of
these attitudes and value orientations, we can observe higher proportions of
children with parity 3+, or a higher average household size. By contrast, the
proportions of one-person-households and lone-parents are significantly
smaller. However, in recent times, at least some of the Southern European
countries indicate as well a shrinking proportion of larger families.

A fourth group of countries consists of the Western European countries. In
traditionally liberal countries such as the Netherlands and Switzerland, where
neither the Roman Catholic tradition nor the civil state was able gain much
influence on values and behaviour, one can observe a far-reaching policy of
“laisser-faire’. These countries often delegate family-related obligations to
individuals or single couples. In terms of family policy, these countries show
either a political abstention in this respect, or, at least, no clear political pref-
erences. Tolerance and equality are value-orientations which rank highest in
these countries. With regard to some aspects, countries such as France or
Belgium show similarities with the Southern European countries ; France, how-
ever, having had a rather unique demographic history, particularly during the
19th century. Despite these heterogeneities, this group can be characterised
by the following indicators : regarding fertility, the trend towards a polarisa-
tion of behaviour (voluntary childlessness vs. being a parent) is stronger than
in all other clusters. The propensity to postpone births is more accentuated.
The process of female labour-force participation commenced later and more
hesitatingly. Because of the obligation to self-organise the reconciliation of
work and the family, these countries more frequently exhibit a bipolar dis-
tribution in the age-specific employment rates (baby-break and re-entry).
Although the proportions of consensual unions are lower than in the
Scandinavian countries, they do increase and influence the process of plural-
isation. However, the experience of parenthood more frequently motivates
couples to transform their relation into a marital union. Therefore, marriage
tends to take on an instrumental function. Often people marry just to clarify
the legal status of their partner or child (see also Coleman 1997).
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3. The impact of family-related decisions on fertility

Based on these theoretical ideas as a guideline, we shall pass through some-
thing like a virtual biography in the following section in order to discuss
current trends and developments from a prognostic perspective. The aim is to
focus on the following question : to what extent do decisions which individ-
uals and couples take in the course of a standard biography determine their
future procreative behaviour ?

Before discussing these decisions in detail an attempt to define a general grid
should be made in order to formulate a typology of living arrangements. This
will enable us to fit family-related decisions into this grid.

Marriage and the experience of parenthood are undoubtedly very important
events in the individual life cycle. Parenthood separates “families” (the pro-
portion of households where individuals or couples live – whether married or
not – together with children) from “non-family-households” (voluntary and
involuntary childlessness, e.g. singles, childless couples, cohabiting couples
without children). Even if “families” show a marked variation over time and
space, one has to note that currently less than one out of five women will
remain childless. Proportions as well as growth rates are highest in some
Western European countries where the thresholds of reconciling work and
the family are higher (e.g. Switzerland, Netherlands, or Western Germany,
see Dorbritz and Fux 1997 : 29ff.). The comparatively high proportion of
childless women in Ireland is rooted in other reasons (Kuijsten and Strohmeier
1997).

If increasing childlessness, as well as a polarisation between “families” and
“non-family households’, influences fertility, this is not necessarily the case
for people who refuse marriage. In this respect, we can speak of an uncou-
pling of procreation and marriage. Again, we first should note that the pro-
portion of marriages varies markedly over time and space. The propensity to
marry is strongest within countries where kinship and marriage have more
prominent relevance because of the predominance of family and child-ori-
ented values (e.g. the Southern European countries). Approximately the
same proportions are to be found within the group of the former socialist
countries, even if the occurrence of married mothers in Latvia, Estonia and
Eastern Germany is slightly lower. In those Northern and Western European
countries, where the non-marriage sector reaches higher proportions, one
can observe increasing numbers of people who transform consensual unions
into marital unions at the moment they decide to become a parent. This
could indicate a modification of the meaning of marriage. Marriage tends to
become a means to an end – that of efficiently organising family life (instru-
mentalisation of the family) – rather than an institution based on terminal
values. If reconsidering both, changes related to “families” vs. “non-family
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households” and changes related to marital behaviour, we should draw
attention to the fact that even in Sweden, until the present, the majority of
women at age 30 to 34 live in a marriage-based union with children
(Meisaari-Polsa 1997). Many of those theories focusing on individualisation
(e.g. Beck 1986) do not appropriately acknowledge this fact.

What are the particular consequences regarding fertility assuming that
traditional “families” will not fall below a certain base ? Currently, the cor-
responding proportion varies in the relevant age-groups (30-39) between
60 and 80 per cent, (see Dorbritz and Fux 1997 : 30.) Taking into account
that a majority of couples will give birth to at least one child, and control-
ling for the process of ageing, one can hypothesise that “families” will not
fall below the level of about 50 per cent. Under the conditions of societal
modernisation, namely the universalisation of values such as education,
employment, striving for self-fulfilment and adventure-oriented attitudes,
a continuation of the postponement of first births as well as births of
higher parity are to be anticipated. This may also be caused by the fact
that consensual unions tend to become more and more adequate for bal-
ancing the emotions and everyday life of childless couples. One can also
assume that in future the interval between average age of marriage and
mother’s age at first birth will shorten, particularly in the Northern and
Central European countries. Depending on future marriage behaviour, the
average first marriage age may even overtake the age of first birth.
Moreover, due to the presumed continuation in the process of procreation
postponement on the one hand and the ongoing gravitation towards fam-
ilies with only one or two children, the mean duration of the fertile life-
span will become shorter. This process is assumed as being relatively
independent of the progress in medicine. In consequence, a concentration
towards smaller family sizes seems highly predictable. 

The situation of those countries that are actually experiencing a rapid eco-
nomic transition is certainly different. For example, the former GDR clearly
illustrates that the period of transition goes in hand with an increase in indi-
vidual insecurity and a loss of trust in traditional institutions. A dramatic drop
in fertility rates is only one of the consequences. Nevertheless, one can argue
that the fertility decline caused by economic and political crises is only a
short-term episode until normalisation of the situation is achieved.

Under the conditions of a further postponement of first-births and formation
of a family, one will notice consequences related to the pre-family phase. We
would like to mention first that there is a tendency for the average duration
of this life-course segment to increase. Secondly, the phase between leaving
the parental home and the birth of a first child has in particular to be charac-
terised as the one in which a kind of pluralisation takes place.
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In the following, four major trends will be discussed with regard to their
impact on fertility, namely :

(i) the process of leaving the parental home ; 

(ii) the increase of singles and lone-parents in modern societies ; 

(iii) recent developments regarding consensual unions ; 

(iv) the impact of labour-force participation on families with children.

The process of leaving the parental home

At some stage in the life cycle of a nuclear family the younger generation
decides to leave the parental home in order to live independently. In the past,
the average age of leaving the parental household was closely associated
with the average age at marriage of men and women. In contemporary
Western societies, particularly among the less educated groups and lower
social classes, this may still be the case (Kiernan 1989: 121 ; de Jong Gierveld/
Liefbroer/Beekink 1991). However, since new living arrangements (e.g.
unmarried cohabitation) have become more appealing to young adults with
the second demographic transition, a decoupling of this link commenced.
Currently, the majority of young adults leave the parental home for the
purpose of living with a partner, or as singles. This applies to women to a
greater extent than men. Up to the present, women also take such a step at
a younger age than do men. On average, people who follow further educa-
tion after secondary school leave the parental home later than young adults
who, at the same age, enter an employment.

The average age at which young adults leave the parental home shows con-
siderable fluctuations over time. The decline of traditional and religious
authorities, the diffusion of individualism and the increasing equality of
women have undoubtedly stimulated people’s departure from the parental
home at increasingly earlier ages. However, these general factors promoting
early departure compete with particular factors that could produce a post-
ponement of leaving home. Economic crises (e.g. in the 1930s and the ensu-
ing Second World War), but also phases with increasing unemployment rates
or stagnating developments in the areas of incomes and social security ben-
efits (Keilman 1987 ; Léridon and Villeneuve-Gokalp 1988), and conditions
which are less favourable for starting one’s own household (e.g. housing
shortages in Central and Eastern European countries) are to be mentioned.
Furthermore, a family’s economic resources certainly also have an impact on
the process of leaving the parental home.

Such counter-factors led to the fact that after a period of earlier moves in 
the 1960s and 1970s, young adults have tended to stay longer in their
parental home in most Western European countries during the 1980s
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(Mayer/Schwarz 1989 ; Commission of the European Communities 1989).
This trend has continued in the 1990s. Nevertheless, there is little consensus
regarding explanations of this trend. However, the prolongation of (tertiary)
education (Blossfeld et al 1995), changes in the parental home (e.g. it offers
more physical space to young adults compared to the past, due to declining
average family sizes ; de Jong Gierveld/Liefbroer/Beekink 1991), and an atmo-
sphere that offers youth greater freedom and privacy (van Leeuwen/
Ploegmakers 1987) are undoubtedly factors which have to be taken into
account.

We assume that both historical steps, the decline in age at leaving the
parental home during the 1960s and 1970s and the increase since the early
1980s mirrors a far-reaching decoupling of sexuality and procreative behav-
iour. Regarding fertility, this might have an impact on the timing of births.
Young adults living independently from their parents, as well as those utilis-
ing parental resources during a relatively longer period, may form first unions
(consensual unions or marriages) later and they give birth to children later.
Nevertheless, there are only few reliable data that would allow justifying this
hypothesis. Norwegian sources did not support a corresponding effect. On
aggregated levels, this might shorten the duration of the phase with highest
fertility in those countries where the thresholds against extramarital fertility
are comparatively high. Indirectly it might promote gravitation to smaller
family sizes. Nevertheless, a direct impact on fertility quantum is not to be
assumed.

The increase of singles and lone-parents in modern societies

In many European countries, the average household size continuously
decreased during the past few decades. Particularly the multi-generational
households and households with five and more persons tend to become
comparatively rare. Higher restrictions (economic transition) in the Central
and Eastern European countries, as well as the persistence of strong family
and kinship ties can delay or diminish this process. For example, Ireland and
the agrarian peripheries in the South of Europe have partly resisted this trend
until now. By contrast the proportion of one – and two-person households is
booming. Even if corresponding comparative household statistics are con-
taminated by different definitions of basic concepts, such as “household” or
“child’, and even if this process is also influenced by the ageing of popu-
lations, the trend towards smaller families has become a rather universal
phenomenon.

Consequently, the proportion of one-person households within the age-span
25 to 49 is growing, particularly in the North and West of Europe, in urban
centres, as well as among well-educated professionals and higher social
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strata (Kaufmann 1994). Nevertheless, this cannot be taken simply as a
benchmark indicating the process of individualisation. A differentiation is
needed between transitional singles (e.g. people practising this living-
arrangement (voluntary or not) only during a restricted period of their
biographies, (frequently after leaving home or after the breakdown of a first
(unmarried) union on the one hand, and committed singles on the other
hand. Committed singles can be defined as people refusing any form of sta-
ble relationship (Kiernan 1986 ; Roussel 1986 ; Schwarz 1988 ; Meyer and
Schulze 1988 ; Opaschowski 1994).

According to German data, transitional singles form the majority of all per-
sons living in one-person households in younger age-groups (vom Scheidt
1991 ; Pohl 1994). They can be subdivided into two groups, the first being
those who live involuntarily as singles and who often compensate individual
loneliness and frustrations with a strong occupational orientation (Opaschowski
1994 : 27). A further segment of transitional singles chooses this living-
arrangement – either after leaving the parental home or after the breakdown
of a first union – as a life-course episode enabling them to flexibly combine
their interests in individual independence as well as frequent social contacts
and relationships. In both groups – post-adolescent singles as well as volun-
tary transitional ones (including the pattern of singles living apart together,
Hoffmann-Nowotny 1987) – mostly do not categorically refuse marriage
and/or parenthood, but, however, contribute to the postponement of
marriage and the birth of children.

Among the various types of one-person households, the group of committed
singles receive most public recognition although they are – in quantitative
terms – of minor importance. Interested in realising values related to individ-
ual independence, self-fulfilment and consumption, they categorically reject
marriage, children and the family. From a sociological perspective, they most
clearly represent the process of individualisation. Committed singles are over-
represented among men, or among women after the break-up of their first
marriage (Opaschowski 1994 : 27).

Obviously, data derived from official household statistics do not allow differ-
entiation between different types of one-person households as well as
between singles and cohabiting couples. Generally, it is worth mentioning
that the proportion of singles is higher in Northern and Western European
countries. The ongoing process of universal education and female labour-
force participation may cause an increase in the proportions of one-person
households also in the South and the East of Europe. However, a rapid
European assimilation in this respect is not to be assumed. Moreover a
marked increase in the proportions of permanent singles cannot be observed
in the European context.
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As concerns lone-parenthood, one has to differentiate between the older
pattern (i.e. young women who involuntarily become pregnant) and lone-
parenthood caused by divorce. In all countries, the proportions of lone-
mothers are markedly higher than those of lone-fathers, because custody
after divorce is given to women rather than to men in most countries. The
proportions of young lone-mothers have been decreasing in most European
countries since the 1970s because of the improvement and more frequent
use of contraceptives. However, at least in the United Kingdom, an increase
of young lone-mothers is to be observed. The increasing number of divorces
produces a second type of lone-parenthood. Divorced lone-mothers depend
either on alimonies from their former husbands, on an income earned by
themselves or on welfare benefits. Therefore, they experience poverty more
frequently. Because of obvious restrictions (e.g. low income, difficulties in
reconciling work and household duties, loosing the entitlement to alimonies
if remarrying in some countries, personal frustrations etc.) divorcees are often
hardly motivated to give birth to additional children. If also taking into
account that divorce is more frequent in small size families, one can assume
that divorce-caused lone-parenthood has a decreasing impact on fertility.
However, lone-parenthood is often a transitional living-arrangement. People
who remarry and found consecutive families might intend to have another
child with their new partner. Remarriage should therefore diminish the
above-mentioned drop in fertility. From the perspective of international com-
parison, only few valid data on the impact of remarriage on procreation exist.

Recent developments regarding consensual unions

For about half a century marriage was the cornerstone of family formation.
During the last three decades, however, marriage has lost its traditional
meaning as an institution rooted in structural (household economy) or reli-
gious traditions. Lifelong duration of marriage is in many countries no longer
a matter of course. A shift in the meaning of marriage (trend towards an
instrumental interpretation of marriage) does not necessarily contradict the
empirical evidence of sustained high marriage rates. Simultaneously, the
proportions of consensual unions have rapidly increased. This fact is certainly
one of the most prominent and also most important developments related to
current family formation.

In most European societies, the traditional sequence of behavioural steps in
family formation, namely, first getting married and subsequently having
children, has become weaker or has even changed. However, there is 
great inter-country heterogeneity regarding the prevalence, as well as the
age-distribution, of consensual unions. Furthermore, different types of con-
sensual unions, such as pre-marital cohabitation, marriage-substituting
cohabitation and post-marital cohabitation after experiencing divorce, have
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to be differentiated. These types of consensual unions are differently linked
to patterns in procreative behaviour. Finally, the increase in the number of
consensual unions has led to marked modifications in the meaning of
children “born out of wedlock’.

Until now, standardised data needed to systematically document correspon-
ding developments, are still missing. In the following, we can therefore only
present some hypotheses based on aggregated data. This situation, however,
has improved since information collected by the Family and Fertility Surveys
project (FFS), co-ordinated by the United Nations Economic Commission for
Europe, has become available (Klijzing/Macura 1996).

The European post-war era was characterised by a pattern of early and wide-
spread marriage. As early as in the 1960s, starting in Sweden and Denmark,
young people increasingly began opting for consensual unions as a new liv-
ing-arrangement. Since then, this process extended to most Western
European countries. Within the Southern as well as the Central and Eastern
European countries, the proportion of consensual unions grew more slowly
and their prevalence is markedly smaller up to the present. A closer analysis
of the Central and Eastern European countries shows that the strong influ-
ence of Catholicism in the past is still functioning as a threshold against the
diffusion of this living form (e.g. Poland, Lithuania, and Hungary). By con-
trast, in countries with a Lutheran tradition (Estonia, Latvia, and Eastern
Germany) the number of consensual unions is currently increasing. During
the same period cohabitation spread rapidly into older age-groups.

Moreover, one has to take into account – particularly within the Scandinavian
cluster – that cohabitation tends to become a living-arrangement which is
frequently a more or less permanent alternative to marriage, while in other
countries it is a rather transitory living-arrangement for young couples, pre-
ceding marriage and the onset of parenthood. In many countries, cohabita-
tion seems to be relatively incompatible with parenthood. Exceptions are the
Scandinavian countries, Estonia, Slovenia, the former GDR, Austria and
France. In these countries, the proportion of women living in a consensual
union at the time of first birth is comparatively high (Klijzing/Macura 1996).
Obviously, there are different reasons stimulating couples to marry if decid-
ing to become parents. Important reasons are a certain traditionalism (“chil-
dren should be brought up by a married couple”), individual security
(marriages are more stable than consensual unions), family related provisions
which are in many countries linked to marriage, and civil law favouring
married couples in most countries. The relevance of these causes varies
between countries.

As concerning the impact of the increase in consensual unions on fertility,
one can argue that this development certainly promotes the postponement
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of reproductive behaviour. We do not assume that it has a marked impact on
fertility quantum.

The increasing divorce rates paved the way for another type of consensual
union, namely, the post-marital cohabitation. However, for a substantial
explanation of inter-country variation in the prevalence of cohabitation as
well as the country-specific trajectories, further analysis, particularly compar-
ative analysis, is needed.

The impact of labour-force participation on families with children

Changes in reproductive behaviour, union formation and dissolution, and the
development of new living-arrangements in Europe during the last few
decades have been influenced by, and have in turn affected, the status of
women in society, their gains in educational attainment and their participa-
tion in the labour force. In the West, the expansion of the labour-intensive
service sector and the rising labour market expectations of increasingly
better-educated women, and in Central and Eastern Europe, the state-
sponsored industrialisation and gender equalisation in the work-sector, led to
increasing labour-force participation rates among women. Though the out-
come is similar, important inter-country heterogeneity regarding the pace of
similar developments, the increase of part-time employment, life-course par-
ticularities (women’s dropping out of the labour market after getting married,
and/or giving birth to a child), and occupational segregation remains – just to
name but a few of the most prominent aspects of diversity. Furthermore,
family policy incentives might have some impact on female occupational
behaviour in the sense that availability of benefits and facilities allows women
either to choose an occupation or to reconcile both, work and family.

Within the Scandinavian area, female labour-force participation increased to
the highest level ever observed. Age-specific activity rates are characterised
by a typically unimodal distribution (inverted u-shape) which is similar to that
of men. A variety of social policies seems to enable women to balance the
roles of paid work and housework even during their parental phase.
Nevertheless, substantial proportions of employed women do only part-time
work. Together with some Western European countries, the proportions are
considerably higher than in the former socialist area, or in the South of
Europe.

Regarding the process of female labour-force participation, the former social-
ist countries show an early and more gradual development. Based on the
doctrine of gender equality, a concerted governmental effort brought
women into the labour force. However, part-time arrangements were less
common in these countries. Moreover, as far as micro data can show, women
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frequently experienced this situation as a dual burden, even though this
burden had been reduced by a variety of child-care and family policy offers. 

Particularly the traditionally liberal countries (e.g. the United Kingdom, the
Netherlands or Switzerland) show a bimodal age-specific participation
pattern. The m-shaped distribution suggests that women more frequently
experience a three-phased family cycle. The lack in employment-related
provisions (e.g. few child care arrangements) forces women either to drop
out of the labour force for the duration of a baby-break of varying length or,
at least, to reduce the extent of their occupational work. As a consequence,
the proportions of female part-time workers are also significantly higher in
this cluster of countries.

Because of more traditional gender norms – but also influenced by a lack
of provisions facilitating the conciliation of work and the family – female
labour-force participation in the South of Europe as well as in Belgium shows
a different pattern. Women more frequently permanently leave their
employment after marrying or giving birth to a child. Therefore, the shape of
age-specific activity rates is characterised by a unimodal distribution with a
peak among younger age-groups and comparatively low activity rates
overall even if the children have already left the parental home (two-phases
model). In these countries, women also less often opt for part-time arrange-
ments (Commission of the EC 1993 : 159ff). As regards the patterns of
country-specific developments in female labour-force participation, we can
formulate the following hypotheses :

Due to the lower barriers and restrictions (facilitated by measures such as
child-care arrangements or parental leave), particularly the Scandinavian and
Central and Eastern European countries show an equally distributed increase
in the participation rate over the age-range 25-55. In other words, the pres-
sure towards labour-force integration is vertically oriented. None, or only
minor, counter-pressure exists. Women in most Southern European coun-
tries, by contrast, are confronted with gender norms as well as structural
thresholds that are age-specific. They therefore experience stronger pressure
against participation particularly in age-groups older than the mean age of
first marriage. A family policy which stimulates them to fulfil their role as
mother and housewife (child-care leave rather than parental leave) encour-
ages corresponding behaviour. Trying to formalise this structure, we can
express the pattern by a strong counter-pressure during later stages in the
life-cycle. In opposition to this second pattern, women in most Western
European countries (particularly those with a liberal history) experience 
the highest barriers during their early family phase. The lack of child-care
facilities, thus creating more severe difficulties regarding the organisation of
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everyday life, leads to a frequent drop-out of the labour force within com-
paratively early ages followed by a re-entry phase after having brought up
one’s children.

The impact of female labour force integration on fertility is obviously fairly
complex. Generally, we hypothesise that a situation enabling women to
freely choose between work and the family, or to reconcile both areas (few
restrictions), stimulates procreation. However, it also promotes the gravita-
tion to smaller families as well as a certain postponement of births. In this
case, female labour force participation has a positive effect on fertility. In
countries, where women are confronted with higher occupation-related
restrictions, we assume a strong polarisation effect. Since work and the fam-
ily are competing areas, women have to decide between the two areas.
Those who opt for the work sector show a higher propensity to remain child-
less. Those opting for the family may either have their children at a higher
age or – if starting with procreation early – will have a comparatively large
number of children. Polarisation has undoubtedly a negative effect on overall
fertility. However, one has to take into account that the persistence of tradi-
tional gender norms might reduce this impact. Couples in such societies may
be stimulated to reach cognitive consistency and therefore modify their
procreative intentions.

4. Concluding remarks : globalisation and its consequences on fertility and
the family

In conclusion, we aim to give a tentative answer to the central question,
namely : Does the assumed increase and spread of new living arrangements
have an impact on the future development of fertility, and what kind of
development is more or less probable?

From a macroscopic point of view, the answer to this question is to a great
extent dependent on the tempo and the effects of two processes, namely 
(i) the rise of a “European Society”, and (ii) the rise of a “World Society”, i.e.
the process called “globalisation”. However, an increasing similarity of the
economies and societies of Europe (’European Society’) or even the entire
industrial world (’World Society’) cannot be taken for granted. “The empiri-
cal findings point to moderate global convergence in Western Europe, and,
so far, no convergence at all when the East is included. It may be that there
are so many recent bouleversements in both Southern Europe and especially
in the East that their outcome is beyond prediction and the turbulence
created has unhelpfully muddied the demographic waters. The expectations
for any future regime(s) must be one of constrained variety, more in some
areas than others.” (Coleman 1997 : 31).
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In-depth studies of completed fertility trends suggest a partial convergence
of reproductive behaviours within the near future (Roussel 1994 : 56f ; Höhn
1997 : 75ff). Nevertheless, a marked variation of total cohort fertility will not
fade away.

In order to evaluate the development of fertility, one has to keep in mind that
the post-war baby-boom and particularly the rapid fertility decline after
about 1965 are only an historical interlude in a secular process. Effected by
singular economic prosperity together with a social and political climate that
has enabled almost everyone in East and West to marry and to experience
parenthood (the so-called “golden age of marriage’), this medium-term
development has to be taken as an exception rather than as the normal
course. Supposing a continuation of modernisation, we are prone to predict
a low fertility level which does not exclude a certain international hetero-
geneity. Corresponding with societal base-line processes, such as rationalisa-
tion and modernisation, this perspective takes into account that in the future
a few children – or even one child – are sufficient to fulfil the parental urge
for wanting children. Furthermore, by adopting the thesis suggested by
Huinink (1995) an increasingly smaller segment of the entire population will
be able afford a larger family size. In this sense children tend to become more
and more a “luxury good” (Huinink 1995).

Unlike fertility, family life forms in European comparison show a non-conver-
gent diversity in household and family types. According to Kuijsten, these
observed differences reflect heterogeneous structural and cultural conditions,
with no correlation between basic demographic trends (e.g. fertility) and bal-
ance between traditional and new family types. “In the era of the second
demographic transition the European family map has grown more diversified
rather than more uniform, and ultimate fears of a sort of McDonaldisation of
European family structures, with people snacking at the take-away relation-
ship store, seem completely unwarranted.” (Kuijsten 1996 :140f ; see also
Kuijsten et al. 1997).

While in the past explicit societal marriage restrictions existed causing con-
siderable proportions of people to experience celibacy involuntarily, in future
marriageability and parenthood motivation will depend more on individual
decisions based on the weighting of resources and restrictions. At the aggre-
gate level, such individual evaluations will undoubtedly stimulate the trend
towards a polarisation between non-family-households and “families”. The
conditions of modernity as well as the ongoing process of globalisation may
accentuate this process. We will just try to anticipate some correlates of these
phenomena and to discuss hypothetical trajectories.

The conditions of modernity and particularly the ideologies of achievement
and gender equality might put fertility, as well as traditional family types,
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under pressure. Undoubtedly, well-educated women in the upper and mid-
dle classes will attempt to profit from their human capital investments. An
increasing number of them will either reject motherhood or postpone fewer
births into later life-stages. Furthermore, since marriage is competing with
different alternative patterns of living arrangements, a revitalisation of the
“golden age of marriage” seems to be rather improbable. In sum, the condi-
tions of modernity are at least associated with four trends, namely : (i) the
trend towards smaller family sizes, (ii) the postponement of births, (iii) the
polarisation of fertility behaviour with an increase in the proportion of child-
less people and finally (iv) together with the process of pluralisation, marriage
rates will further decline and divorce rates will increase. Counter-evidence, 
as to be found in Sweden (’roller-coaster fertility’) can be interpreted as
medium-term fluctuation within relatively narrow margins.

Economic conditions and family policies aiming at facilitating the reconcilia-
tion of work and family, or at promoting gender equality have had a positive
impact on these trends, either influencing the tempo and/or the amplitude of
similar developments (Fux 1994 ; Höhn 1997). The process of globalisation
may influence these developments in different ways. One can argue firstly
that the ongoing pressure on individual earnings will accentuate the trend
according to which children are held to be “luxury goods” (Huinink 1995).
Together with an increasing poverty risk for particular living arrangements
(e.g. lone-parents, large families), but also for increasing segments of the tra-
ditional middle classes, globalisation will reinforce the above-mentioned
developments related to fertility and the family. There are few arguments
which would suggest that unemployment, or the threat of it, will have a pos-
itive impact on procreative behaviour. In addition, one can anticipate that the
legitimacy of family policies will become weaker and the implementation of
corresponding incentives will be impeded because of scarce finances of gov-
ernments. Again, the impact will be a reinforcement of current trends.

Despite the similarities concerning long-term fertility developments, one
should, however, not overlook the factors producing some inter-country het-
erogeneity in values and behaviour.

We will briefly discuss some arguments that might cause a certain divergence
between countries. Projections forecast the lowest fertility rates for the
Southern European countries. At first glance, this seems to contradict the
thesis according to which these countries are characterised by a compara-
tively high esteem for marriage and children as well as by rather unbroken
kinship relations. Taking these characteristics into account, one can assume
that the low fertility in these countries is effected by the following : compar-
atively, many women will marry and become mothers ; therefore, the pro-
portions of celibacy as well as childlessness will be significantly smaller than
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elsewhere in Europe. However, the trend towards one – and two-child
families will probably be more pronounced.

Within the Scandinavian countries, long-term continuity in policies aiming at
female labour-force participation and gender equality, supported by corre-
sponding family policy offers has had a positive net-effect on procreative
behaviour (for details see Höhn 1997). If globalisation causes stagnation, or
even a reduction, in governmental support for families, one can assume that
fertility rates will tend to slowly decrease and to show only marginal fluctua-
tions. Furthermore, globalisation might stimulate the polarisation between
“families” and “non-family-households” in this region. Further conse-
quences may therefore be an increase in voluntary childlessness as well as
convergence with behaviour already observable at the present time in the
Western European countries experiencing a liberal tradition.

The last mentioned group of countries, (namely the Netherlands or Switzer-
land) is already characterised by the comparatively pronounced polarisation
between the family and the non-family sector in the current situation, and by
the only partial integration of women into the labour force (either part-time
employment or intermediate baby-phases) as well as by the necessity to self-
organise family life because of a far-reaching absence of governmental sup-
port for the family. Since couples in these countries are already accustomed
to managing family-related affairs, one can assume that future globalisation
will have only marginal influence on their behaviour. In particular, we would
like to argue that this trajectory has a good chance of becoming the pole of
convergence.

For the group of former socialist countries the outstanding problem is to
master the economic transition. This process has led to a drastic decline in
fertility as well as to women leaving the labour market in all countries. Even
if one can assume that some of these developments are only short-term phe-
nomena, a partial convergence can be anticipated. Particularly, the high
female occupation rates will certainly not find continuation. We also expect
an increase in the proportion of childless people and therefore a reinforced
polarisation between the family and the non-family sector. Finally, there are
already indicators that aspects which were suppressed during the socialist era
are being revitalised. As one can observe, for example, the strong influence
of the Catholic vs. the Lutheran doctrine already promotes increasing
heterogeneity within this cluster at the present time.

Finally, let us quote David Coleman who wrote recently : “If all countries had
the same economy, same child-care, same welfare arrangements etc. (i.e. the
same set of restrictions – ed. note), would they have the same birth rate?
Can we then answer the question of the future demographic shape of
Europe? Perhaps the response should be that given by the late Mr Chou 
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En-Lai of China when asked in the 1960s for his evaluation of the French
Revolution. “Too soon to tell” he replied. Maybe the response must be the
same – for the time being.” (Coleman 1997 :32)

Although attempting to base our speculations on future developments of
fertility and the family in Europe on theoretical assumptions, the history of
European populations can be taken as a typical example of the fact that there
are no demographic laws as such. The process of future developments needs
continuous empirical observation which has to be based on social science
theories combining macroscopic and microscopic factors that might influence
individual decisions and behaviour regarding fertility.

41

Sociological analysis



References

Beck, Ulrich (1986), Risikogesellschaft : auf dem Weg in eine andere
Moderne, Frankfurt.

Bennet, Neil G.; Blanc, Ann K. and Bloom David E. (1988), “Commitment and
the modern union : Assessing the link between premarital cohabitation and
subsequent marital stability”, in : American Sociological Review, 53, 127-38.

Blossfeld, Hans-Peter ; Hoem, Jan M.; De Rose, Alessandra, Rohwer, Götz
(1995), “Education, Modernisation and Divorce Differences in the Effect of
Women’s Educational Attainment in Sweden, the Federal Republic of
Germany and Italy”, in : Mason, Karen O. and Jensen Ann-Magritt, (eds.),
Gender and family change in industrial countries, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 
p. 200-222.

Brüderl, Josef ; Dieckmann, Andreas and Engelhardt, Henriette (1997),
„Erhöht die Probeehe das Scheidungsrisiko? Eine empirische Untersuchung
mit dem Familiensurvey”, in : Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozial-
psychologie, 49, 205-222.

de Bruijn, Bart (1992), The Concept of Rationality in Social Sciences, PDOD-
Paper, No. 9, Groningen.

Cliquet Robert L.; Deven, Freddy ; Corijn, Martine, Callens, Marc and and
Lodewijckx, Edith (1992), The 1991 Fertility and Family Survey in Flanders
(NEGO V), Framework and Questionnaire, CBGS Werkdocumenten No. 82,
Brussels.

Coleman, David A. (1997), Converging and Diverging Patterns in Europe’s
Populations, Paper presented at the European Population Conference,
Cracow, 10-13 June 1997 (Ms.).

Coleman, James S. (1990), Foundations of Social Theory, Cambridge (Mass.).

Commission of the European Communities (1989), Young Europeans in 1987,
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg.

Commission of the European Communities (1993), Les Européens et la
famille, Brussels.

Dorbritz, Jürgen and Fux, Beat, eds. (1997), Einstellungen zur Familienpolitik
in Europa. Ergebnisse eines vergleichenden Surveys in den Ländern des
“European Comparative Survey on Population Policy Acceptance (PPA)”,
Schriftenreihe des Bundesinstituts für Bevölkerungsforschung, Bnd 24, Harald
Boldt Verlag im R. Oldenbourg Verlag, München.

Durkheim, Emile (1893/1902), De la division du travail social, Félix Alcan,
Paris.

42

Fertility and new types of households



Fux, Beat (1994), „Der familienpolitische Diskurs. Eine theoretische und
empirische Untersuchung über das Zusammenwirken und den Wandel von
Familienpolitik, Fertilität und Familie”, Sozialpolitische Schriften, Heft 64,
Duncker & Humblot, Berlin.

Fux, Beat (1995), Differentiated intervention strategies : Which models of
the family are en- or discouraged by different family policies ?, (Ms.).

Granström, Frederik (1997), Fertility and Family Surveys in Countries of the
ECE region, Standard Country Report Sweden, Geneva.

Grözinger, Gerd, ed. (1994) Das Single. Gesellschaftliche Folgen eines
Trends, Leske + Budrich, Opladen.

Hajnal, John (1953), “Age at Marriage and Proportions Marrying”, in :
Population Studies, Vol. 7, No. 3, p. 111-136.

Hajnal, John (1965), “European Marriage Patterns in Perspective”, in : Glass,
D.V., and Eversley, D.E. (eds.), Population in History, Edward Arnold,
London 1965, p. 101-143.

Hall, Anja (1997), “Drum prüfe, wer sich ewig bindet. Eine empirische
Untersuchung zum Einfluß vorehelichen Zusammenlebens auf das
Scheidungsrisiko”, in : Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 26, 275-295.

Hoem, Britta (1996), Some features of recent demographic trends in
Sweden, Stockholm University, Demography Unit, Stockholm Reports in
Demography 104.

Hoem Britta and Hoem, Jan M. (1988), “The Swedish family : Aspects of
contemporary developments”, in : Journal of Family Issues, 9, 397-424.

Hoem, Britta and Hoem, Jan M. (1997), Sweden’s family policies and roller-
coaster fertilitiy, Stockholm University, Demography Unit, Stockholm
Reports in Demography 115.

Hoem Jan M. and Rennermalm, Bo (1985), “Modern family initiation in
Sweden : Experience of women born between 1936 and 1960” in : European
Journal of Population, 1, 81-112.

Höhn, Charlotte (1997), Bevölkerungsentwicklung und demographische
Herausforderung, in : Hradil, Stefan and Stefan Immerfall (eds.) : Die westeu-
ropäischen Gesellschaften im Vergleich, Leske + Budrich, Opladen, p. 71-96.

Hoffmann-Nowotny, Hans-Joachim (1980), Ein theoretisches Modell gesell-
schaftlichen und sozialen Wandels, in : Hischier Guido et al. (eds.) Welt-
gesellschaft und Sozialstruktur, p. 483-502.

43

Sociological analysis



Hoffmann-Nowotny, Hans-Joachim (1987), The future of the family, in :
IUSSP, Central Statistical Office of Finland (eds.) : Plenaries of the European
Population Conference, Helsinki, p. 113-200.

Hoffmann-Nowotny, Hans-Joachim and Beat Fux (1991), Present demo-
graphic trends in Europe, in : Council of Europe (ed.) : Seminar on present
demographic trends and lifestyles in Europe, Strasbourg, p. 31-97.

de Jong Gierveld, Jenny ; Aart C. Liefbroer and Erik Beekink (1991), “The
effect of parental resources on patterns of leaving home among young adults
in the Netherlands”, in : European Sociological Revue, Vol. 7, p. 55-71.

Huinink, Johannes (1995), Warum noch Familie ? Zur Attraktivität von
Partnerschaft und Elternschaft in unserer Gesellschaft, Campus, Frankfurt a.
M. /New York.

van de Kaa, Dirk Jan (1987), “Europe’s Second Demographic Transition”, in :
Population Bulletin, 42, No. 1, p. 1-59.

van de Kaa, Dirk Jan (1988), The second demographic transistion revisited :
theories and expectations, Florence.

Kaufmann, Jean-Claude (1994), “Les ménages d’une personne en Europe”,
in : Population, Vol. 49, 4-5 : 935-957.

Keilman, Nico (1987), “Recent trends in family and household composition
in Europe”, in : European Journal of Population, No. 3, p. 291-325.

Kiernan, Kathleen (1989), The departure of Children, in : E. Grebenik ; C. Höhn
and R. Mackensen (eds.) : Later phases of the family cycle : demographic
aspects, Oxford University Press New York, p. 120-144.

Klijzing, Erik and Macura, Miroslav (1996), Cohabitation and Extra-marital
Childbearing : Early FFS Evidence, Genf (mimeo).

Kuijsten, Anton (1996), “Changing Family Patterns in Europe : a case of
divergence?”, in : European Journal of Population, 12, 115-143.

Kuijsten, Anton and Strohmeier, Klaus Peter (1997), “Ten countries in
Europe : an Overview”, in : Kaufmann, Franz-Xaver ; Kuijsten, Anton ;
Schulze, Hans-Joachim and Strohmeier, Klaus Peter (eds.) : Family Live and
Family Policies in Europe, Vol. 1, Structures and Trends in the 1980s,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, p. 394-423.

van Leeuwen L. Th and Ploegmakers M. J. H. (1987), Huishoudensvorming
en inkomen, Ministry of Housing, The Hague.

Léridon Henri and Villeneuve-Gokalp Catherine (1988), “Les nouveaux
couples. Nombre, caractéristiques et attitudes”, in : Population, Vol. 43, 
p. 331-374.

44

Fertility and new types of households



Lesthaeghe, Ron (1995), “The Second Demographic Transition”, in : Mason,
Karen O. and Jensen Ann-Magritt, (eds.), Gender and family change in
industrial countries, Clarendon Press, Oxford, p. 17-62.

Mayer, Karl Ulrich and Karl Schwarz (1989), “The Process of Leaving 
the Parental Home : Some German Data”, in : E. Grebenik ; C. Höhn and 
R. Mackensen (eds.) : Later phases of the family cycle : demographic aspects,
Oxford University Press New York, p. 145-163.

Meisaari-Polsa, Tuija (1997), “Sweden : a case of Solidarity and Equality”, in :
Kaufmann, Franz-Xaver ; Kuijsten, Anton ; Schulze, Hans-Joachim and
Strohmeier, Klaus Peter (eds.) : Family Live and Family Policies in Europe,
Vol. 1, Structures and Trends in the 1980s, Clarendon Press, Oxford, p. 302-
347.

Meyer, Sibylle and Schulze, Eva (1988), Lebens- und Wohnformen
Alleinstehender : Literaturstudie und Bibliographie, BIB, Materialien zur
Bevölkerungswissenschaft, Wiesbaden.

Noack, Turid and Østby, Lars (1996), Fertility and Family Surveys in
Countries of the ECE region, Standard Country Report Norway, Geneva.

Opaschowski, Horst W. (1994), “Singles : Die Hätschelkinder der
Konsumgesellschaft”, in : Grözinger, Gerd, (ed.) Das Single.
Gesellschaftliche Folgen eines Trends, Leske + Budrich, Opladen, p. 25-40.

Pohl, Katharina (1994), “Singles im Alltag. Sozio-demographische Aspekte
der Lebenssituation Alleinstehender”, in : Grözinger, Gerd, (ed.) Das Single.
Gesellschaftliche Folgen eines Trends, Leske + Budrich, Opladen, p. 41-64.

Rychtaritkova, Jitka (1993), “Nuptialité comparée en Europe de l’Est et en
Europe de l’Ouest”, in : Blum, Alain and Rallu, Jean-Louis eds., European
Population. Vol. II. Demographic dynamics, Editions John Libbey, Paris, 191-210.

Roussel, Louis (1994), “Fertility and Family”, in : United Nations and Council
of Europe (eds.), European Population Conference, Proceedings, Vol. I, New
York and Geneva, p. 35-110.

Scheidt, J. vom (1991), “Die Wonnen der Einsamkeit”, in : Copray, N, (ed.)
Lieber allein? Im Sog der Single-Gesellschaft, München, p. 120-126.

Tönnies, Ferdinand (1979), Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundbegriffe
der reinen Soziologie, Wiss. Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt.

45

Sociological analysis





II. Determinants of fertility in Europe : 
new family forms, context and individual characteristics

Antonella Pinnelli

1. Introduction

The aim of this study is an empirical analysis of the determinants of fertility in
European countries with particular reference to the influence of family
behaviour and of contextual and individual characteristics. The main ques-
tions which we have posed are : 

– What is the basic trend of fertility and of family behaviour ? 

– How may changes in family behaviour have influenced fertility trends? 

– Is there any tendency towards convergence or divergence in family and
reproductive behaviour ? 

– What determines the geographical differences which are observed, even
in the presence of such limited rates ? 

– What kind of institutional, economic, social and gender context discour-
ages fertility ? 

– How does new family behaviour influence the timing and intensity of fer-
tility of individuals, given their own characteristics and that of the societal
context in which they live?

In order to seek the answers to these questions, the Introduction provides a
description both of the trends in the demographic phenomena involved in
reproduction – and of the interrelations existing between them. There have
been some recent analyses of trends in family and reproductive behaviour in
developed countries, and in Europe in particular (see, for example, Roussel
1994 ; Coleman 1996 ; Kuijsten 1996). However, we regard an up-to-date 
ad hoc analysis including all of the aspects which we believe important, with
a common starting point in time and with reference to a large group of
countries, as a useful basis from which to proceed. The use of a selection of
analyses available could not simultaneously satisfy all of these requisites.

Section 2 considers the pattern of effective fertility and fertility expectations,
with a view to establishing the following : the slight upturn in fertility which
various countries experienced after the decline of the seventies and the stasis
of the eighties is already on the wane in some countries. It is important to
establish what the real trends are, beyond the conjunctural oscillations (the
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effect of delays and their recuperation). It is therefore necessary to take into
account both period and longitudinal data, data of both fact and attitude,
and of both intensity and timing, in order to understand the underlying fer-
tility trends.

Section 3 concerns changes in family behaviour. It includes analyses of the
patterns of intensity and timing of nuptiality and the dissolution of unions,
and also possibly related patterns of behaviour, such as age at start of sexual
activity and age at initial independence of the family of origin, cohabition
without marriage and LAT (living apart together), remarriage after the end of
a first union and living alone with children. In this section we shall seek to
answer the following questions : has the intensity and timing of union for-
mation become independent of the start of sexual activity, or is there still a
link between the two phenomena? Does the earlier timing and greater inci-
dence of premarital sexual intercourse render cohabitation or marriage less
necessary? Nuptiality is in decline, but in some countries marriage is being
substituted by cohabitation with a partner without marrying, while in others
the beginning of unions is being delayed by the prolongation of residence in
the parental home or by living alone or with friends: what is the impact of
these different living arrangements on reproductive behaviour ? In the first
case fertility may change little compared with the situation in the past, when
marriage was more frequent, while in the second and third cases reproduc-
tion is delayed, and with postponement, people may be forced to renounce
having children or decide to have only one, because they have started too
late, and either the desire for children is more limited or it cannot be fulfilled.
Can we define LAT, the new form of distance union which has become fairly
popular in the countries of Europe, as a new form of living arrangement, or
is it emerging as a new kind of relationship? There has been an increase in
the instability of unions, both for marriages and, to an even greater extent,
for cohabitation. Is remarriage partly compensating for the increase in marital
instability ? Or are lone-parent families increasing as a result of the greater
instability of formal and informal unions?

The results confirm the trend towards a greater diversity of family forms and
their greater instability and show a general delaying of the beginning of
reproductive life and a reduction of the quantum of fertility, already con-
firmed in the reduction of completed fertility of cohorts, despite the stability
of fertility expectations, which remain around the replacement level, even in
countries with below-replacement fertility.

European countries can be divided in four main groups : Northern (Scan-
dinavian) countries, Western countries, Southern countries (including
Ireland) and Central and Eastern countries (including ex-USSR countries),
according to the trends in, and levels of fertility and the main characteristics
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of, family behaviour. For a synthesis of the main characteristics of these
country groups, let us remember that the Northern countries are those that
have had the highest fertility in recent years, even though it has been post-
poned, and the greatest changes in the pattern of union formation and dis-
solution. The Southern countries have had the lowest fertility, despite the fact
that the patterns of family formation have remained stable. The Western
countries have experienced a situation midway between those of the North
and those of the South. The Central and Eastern countries and those of the
former USSR, which started off with high, early nuptiality and early fertility,
higher than in the other countries, have, since the beginning of the nineties,
been showing large and rapid changes both in family behaviour and in pat-
terns of fertility : a sharp decline and postponing of marriage, very low and
much later fertility and an increase in births outside marriage and divorces.1

The next step will be to estimate the interrelations which exist between
family and reproductive behaviour. For this purpose, in Section 4, we shall
use a model of decomposition of the differences of fertility over time which
provides an assessment of the impact of the changes in family behaviour on
the pattern of fertility. The change in patterns of family behaviour may be
summed up in the decline in the percentage of married women. The decline
in fertility may be broken down into its component parts, consisting of that
part due to the fall in the percentage of married women at each age and that
part due to the variation in marital and non-marital fertility by age. The
breakdown of temporal differences in the fertility rates of four countries,
representative of the groups of countries identified above (Sweden for the
North, France for the West, Italy for the South and Hungary for the East)
showed always that the decrease in the percentage of married women
always causes a decrease in total fertility, which is not compensated by the
increase in non-marital fertility. Delaying or renouncing marriage definitely
has a strong negative effect on fertility in each country.

Once we have identified the real trends in fertility and the relation between
these trends and the patterns of family behaviour, we may begin to think
about the possible determinants. 

First we shall consider determinants at the macro level. Previous studies have
shown that the institutional, social and cultural context, and the gender
system, have a strong influence on the patterns of reproductive behaviour
(Van de Kaa 1987 ; Pinnelli 1995 ; Lesthaeghe 1995). Section 5 will examine
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various contextual aspects with reference to the main theoretical approaches
regarding the macro determinants of fertility :

– the institutional support given to individuals or families with children :
support of the cost of children and childcare services, especially creches
and kindergartens, according to their availability, quality and cost, may
facilitate the bringing up of children and make it easier to reconcile this
with the couple’s other responsibilities ; the availability of care services for
the elderly can also be important : if the task of caring for elderly relatives
falls upon families it may exhaust their resources for caring at the expense
of young children ; the current uncertainty over the future of the welfare
state may be a factor which is discouraging fertility. The constraints posed
by particular conditions of the labour market (unemployment amongst
young people, instability, the growth of uncertainty about the future) and
of the housing market (rigidity, costs) may create serious difficulties for
young people’s independence and for the formation of families and repro-
duction ;

– modernisation, with development, both in a materialistic and in a post-
materialistic sense : a level of fertility around replacement level, i.e. to that
indicated by men and women in all research data as the ideal fertility level,
seems compatible with development of a post-materialistic nature, paying
more attention to quality of life and overall personal fulfilment than to
wealth accumulation ; 

– the secularisation of society is favouring new patterns of family and repro-
ductive behaviour ;

– the gender system is undergoing important changes : women are increas-
ingly present in the education system, the labour market and governmen-
tal bodies. This is changing the balance of the costs and benefits of
marriage (or cohabitation) and fertility, even though not necessarily in a
negative sense : the transition towards a fairer gender system may be
neither easy nor rapid, and the direction and intensity of its influence on
fertility are not easy to hypothesize.

It may be supposed that these different contexts are associated with repro-
ductive and family behaviour, i.e. with the intensity and timing of unions and
with the modalities of their formation, and with the intensity and timing of
fertility. 

The institutional aspects and their relations to fertility will be analysed in
Section 6, and a series of multivariate statistical analyses undertaken to give
a quantitative answer to the hypotheses posed will be presented in Section 7.
The geographical analyses of the factors possibly linked to fertility and family
behaviour show that modernisation, economic development, a more bal-
anced gender system and greater institutional support to the family, working
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women, children and old people are interrelated factors associated with both
higher fertility and new forms of family behaviour.

The analysis at the macro level provides the general framework of trends in
the patterns of reproductive and family behaviour and in the contextual con-
ditions which might influence individual behaviour. We finish the study with
a micro-level analysis, establishing whether the new ways of forming a union
(informal unions, marriage preceded by living together, serial monogamy,
union instability etc.) have an influence on individual fertility behaviour, that
is on the timing and intensity of progression to the first, second, third births,
in the different contexts we identified above, controlling the effect of the
other variables which published research has demonstrated to be significant.

On the basis of a literature review of the “micro level” studies on the influ-
ence of the new patterns of family behaviour on fertility in developed coun-
tries, we hypothesized that individual reproductive behaviour is negatively
influenced by : delay in starting a union or birth of a first (second) child ;
cohabitation ; union instability – while indirect marriage (that is marriage
after pre-marital cohabitation) and repartnering might have a very limited or
even positive influence, and that the strength of these influences can differ in
different contexts (Section 8).

To verify this hypothesis the biographies of the women of reproductive age,
collected by the Fertility and Family Survey (FFS) in the four countries we
included in the model of decomposition of the fertility trends presented in
Section 4 (Italy, France, Hungary and Sweden) were analyzed using event-
history analysis. The results are presented in Section 9 and confirm the
hypothesis that new family behaviours are strongly associated both with the
delay and the decrease of fertility. Modernisation, secularisation, a better
women’s status too, all have an influence in the same direction, but their
impact differs in the different countries : their negative effect is stronger
where socio-cultural transformation is more recent and institutional support
weaker, and therefore where costs to the individual of modern behaviour are
higher.

Section 10 combines the macro and the micro visions : the results of the
analyses obtained at the two levels may be integrated without inconsistency,
showing the implications for the current trends in fertility and suggesting
relevant policy measures.

We shall limit our analyses to the countries of larger demographic dimensions
(population in 1970 of at least one million inhabitants), grouping them in
such a way as to facilitate the reading of graphs and tables. We have used
two main groups : Western Europe and Central and Eastern Europe, the
former subdivided into North, West and South, the latter into Central and
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Eastern Europe and the former USSR (see table 1 for details). Of all the pos-
sible combinations, this seemed the one that guaranteed the most internal
homogeneity and the most heterogeneity between the groups, both from a
demographic point of view and from an economic/political one, and it was
subsequently completely confirmed by the results of the multivariate analy-
ses. In some cases, as in the following section, the two big groups, West and
East, will be commented upon separately. 1970 was chosen as a starting
point for the temporal analyses. The “baby bust” had already started a few
years previously, and the changes in patterns of family behaviour were
beginning to be seen only in the countries of Northern Europe.

2. Fertility trends

2.1. Period fertility – West Europe

After the baby boom in the first half of the sixties, which took place at vary-
ing degrees in all European countries except those of Central and Eastern
Europe, fertility resumed its decline. This decline was pronounced in all coun-
tries for the first ten years, with a notable reduction of geographical differ-
ences (fig. 1 and table 1). Between 1975 and 1980, the trends diverged
again : in the countries of Northern and Western Europe the total fertility rate
either remained approximately level or looked as though it might be picking
up again, while in the countries of the South it continued to fall rapidly until
1985, and subsequently more slowly. The result of these differing trends has
been the reversal of geographical differences : while in 1970 the countries
with the highest fertility were those in the South, with a total fertility rate
ranging between Greece and Italy’s 2.4 and Spain’s 2.9, and the countries
with the lowest fertility were to be found in North Europe, with rates ranging
between Finland’s 1.8 and Norway’s 2.5. In 1990, on the other hand, the
highest levels of the total fertility rate were to be found in the countries of
North Europe (2.1 in Sweden) and the lowest levels in the South (1.4 in Italy
and Spain). South Europe’s fall in fertility continued in the 1990s and
amongst Northern European countries, only Sweden showed a visible return
towards pre-1990 levels, with the total fertility rate falling to 1.5 children per
woman in 1997 (we shall come back later to analyse this change), while in
the other Scandinavian countries it remained at around 1.7-1.9. The recent
fall in fertility in Sweden is the consequence both of the bringing forward of
births which took place in and around 1990, due to the change in legislation
regarding paid parental leave (Observatoire Démographique Européen
1996), and of the economic problems which have created difficult conditions
for young people in the labour market and have undermined the welfare
state, with a progressive reduction of support to families with children (Hoem
1998). In the countries of Western Europe, there has been a limited oscilla-
tion in the total fertility rate around the values of the late 1980s, with the
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lowest values (1.4) in the former West Germany and the highest (1.7) in
France and the UK, with the result that geographical differences have
remained more or less the same in 1997 as they were in 1990, and the North-
South gradient has been maintained.

Two countries, Ireland and Turkey, have not been discussed in this report
since in 1970 they had levels of fertility outside the usual range for the geo-
graphical areas to which they belonged : Ireland, with 3.9 children per
woman, and Turkey, with 5.7 children per woman. Both countries have
undergone a continuous and sharp decline since that date, reaching 1997
levels of 1.9 and 2.5 respectively. These are, nevertheless, still higher than
those prevailing in their geographical areas.

2.2. Period fertility – Central and Eastern Europe

We shall refer from now on to the current political geography of the region,
which is different from that which existed in the 1970s and almost all of the
1980s. Fortunately, the data have been reconstructed in such a way as to
allow for the construction of trends for the purposes of temporal com-
parisons.

In 1970 the fertility of most of the Central and Eastern countries (13 coun-
tries out of the 21 for which we have data) ranged between 2 and 2.4 chil-
dren per woman. Only two countries had a total fertility rate of less than two
(Croatia, with 1.8, and the Czech Republic, with 1.9), and the other countries
had a high rate of fertility : three had rates between 2.5 and 2.9 (Bosnia,
Romania and Georgia), and Armenia had a rate of 3.2. At the beginning of
the period under consideration fertility in this region was therefore higher
than that of the other European countries. The subsequent trend was neither
homogeneous nor regular : in some countries fertility increased somewhat,
and in others it declined. The political and economic crisis which has been
affecting the whole area since 1989 has coincided with a general fall in fertil-
ity : this has been particularly marked in East Germany, where the total fertil-
ity rate has fallen to one child per woman, and in the countries of the former
USSR. The range of fertility for the years 1996-97 has shrunk to 1.0-1.6 (East
Germany-Moldova), excluding the countries that in 1970 still had very high
rates of fertility, such as Azerbaijan, which had a total fertility rate of 
4.7 children per woman. This latter country has also nevertheless undergone
a very sharp drop in the period under consideration, and the rate was 
2.3 children per woman in 1996. Apart from this country, Central and Eastern
Europe, taken as a whole, now has very low rates of fertility, close to those 
of Southern Europe. These countries are therefore also contributing to the
change in geography that we have witnessed over the course of the last 
25 years.
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2.3. Fertility by age

Fertility has a bell-shaped profile by age. The age at peak fertility varies by
geographical area and has changed over time. The 20-24 age group was the
one in which fertility was at a maximum in 1970 for the countries of the
North, Central and Eastern Europe and Austria. In the other countries the
peak occurred either in the age group 25-29 otherwise the values for the two
age groups were the same (fig. 2). Over the next twenty years the fertility
age profile has changed everywhere, both where overall fertility has
increased and where it has decreased. Fertility has declined for the younger
age groups, but it has declined less, or even increased, for the 25-29 and
older age groups in all countries, including some of Central and Eastern
Europe (Croatia and Hungary), where the decline in fertility is still taking
place in both the younger and the older age groups.

As a result of these shifts, the percentage of births to mothers aged thirty or
over now exceeds 40% in various countries, including Sweden, Denmark,
Norway, Finland, Netherlands, Switzerland, Italy and Spain.

2.4. Mean age at maternity

The postponement of fertility is confirmed if we examine an indicator of 
the timing of fertility, such as women’s average age at maternity. Then we
may observe the following patterns (Council of Europe 1997) : in the
Scandinavian countries the average age was only just over 26 in 1970, and
has been increasing continuously ever since. In the countries of Western
Europe it was higher in 1970 than in the Scandinavian countries, ranging
from 26 to 28 years, and it has been rising ever since, apart from a brief initial
phase of decline. Ireland is an exception as it has maintained a very high
average age (29-30) over the whole period. In 1970 in the countries of the
South the average age at maternity varied between 27 and 30 years and the
initial phase of decline was sharper and longer. In the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe the average age at maternity was decidedly lower in
1970 compared with those in other areas, ranging from 24 to 27 years. Its
subsequent pattern has displayed little homogeneity, and it has tended to
increase in recent years. In the countries of the former USSR age at maternity
was higher than in the other Central and Eastern European countries,
between 26 and 28 years, but its fall has been more pronounced and only in
recent years has it risen again in some countries.

The indicator of mean age at maternity reflects the level and pattern both of
the age at birth of the first child, which in turn is associated with age at
marriage, and also of the average order of birth. The phases of increase indi-
cate delay in marriage and in the birth of the first child and those of decline
are the result of a fall in fertility for the highest orders of birth. Indeed, if we
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examine the values for the average age at birth of the first child, these are
more concentrated in a limited range because they depend only on the age
at the beginning of the union and on the protogenesic interval. In 1970 they
demonstrated two types of calendar : one early, in the countries in the North
and East, and one late, in the countries in the West and South (with the
exception of Turkey, displaying a very early calendar) (fig. 3). This trend
shows a distinctive increase from 1970 onwards for the countries of North-
Western Europe, from 1975-80 for those of the South, and from 1990 only
for some countries of Central and Eastern Europe (East Germany, Croatia,
Slovenia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia). The few countries of the
former USSR for which we have information show an irregular pattern. The
geographical differences have therefore been accentuated, but the two areas
– of early and late calendars respectively – are less clear-cut than in 1970.

2.5. Birth order 

The change over time of the distribution of births according to birth order
gives some idea of the transformation of family sizes (table 2) : of all those
born in 1970 in most European countries, first-born children represented a
fairly variable percentage, ranging from less than 30% in some countries
(Ireland, Armenia, Azerbaijan) to over 50% in others (Finland, the Czech
Republic, Latvia and the Russian Federation). In 13 countries out of 36, the
percentage was less than 40%. The percentage of births of the third order
and over was also very variable, ranging from under 20% in eight countries
to over 40% in four (reaching a maximum value of 66.2% in Azerbaijan).
This reflected not only the different prevailing levels of fertility, but also the
earlier levels. The situation in 1996-97 is much changed and is more homo-
geneous : the percentage of births of the first order has increased and only in
four countries out of 36 is it lower than 40%; third-order births represent
fewer than 20% of all births in most countries and the highest values have
disappeared, given that they exceed 30% only in Ireland and Croatia. This
tells us that couples that are contributing to current fertility are increasingly
couples at the beginning of their reproductive life. 

2.6. Childlessness

One of the causes of the decline in fertility has been the increase in the pro-
portion of women who have never had children. The size of this proportion
depends on a number of variables : the percentage of women entering into a
union (marriage or cohabitation), the percentage of women who have
formed a union and wish to have a child, and the percentage of women who
wish to have a child and succeed in doing so.

F. Prioux (1993) has reconstructed the pattern of this phenomenon for
various European countries using different data sources. The percentage of
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childless women first declined, and then increased, starting from women
born in the early thirties, then those born in the early forties and then women
born in more recent years. The proportions childless vary both temporally
and geographically : they are highest, exceeding 18%, in Ireland and
Switzerland, and lowest, less than 10%, in West Germany, Norway, Bulgaria,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. For the more recent birth cohorts
(1955-60) they are almost 20% in Austria and the Netherlands and are even
higher in West Germany, Finland, England and Switzerland. In the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe, including East Germany, the percentage
remains low and substantially stable (table 3).

There are two important reasons for the increase in childlessness : the post-
ponement of reproduction to an age at which it becomes increasingly diffi-
cult to have children, and the voluntary renunciation of having children,
which is actually quite rare (Toulemon 1995). Indeed, the percentage of
childless women declaring not to want children in the future, on the basis of
FFS data (table 4), is very low, actually below 3% in over half the countries
for which information is available, and even the highest values (5.5% for
Germany and 6.9% for Poland) are lower than the lowest real values calcu-
lated by Prioux, which were equal to 7.6% for French married women born
in 1943. But there is no scientific evidence pointing to an increase in biologi-
cal sterility over time. We may conclude that it is the delaying of childbearing
which is the factor responsible for the increase in childlessness, because it has
been shown that as a woman’s age increases, the probability of her conceiv-
ing and bringing a pregnancy to term decreases (Beets 1995 ; Mosher et al.
1991 and 1993 ; Menken et al. 1986 ; Beets et al. 1993 ; Léridon 1991 ;
WHO 1991 ; Raham et al. 1993).

2.7. Fertility by marital status

The increase in the percentage of births outside marriage has characterized
the period under study in all countries. This increase, which has attracted the
attention of demographers because of its generalized nature, has affected
different situations. In 1970 over 10% of births outside marriage were
observed in Sweden (which had the highest rate, with 18%), Denmark,
Estonia, Latvia, Austria and East Germany. At the other end of the scale, the
percentage was less than 3% in Belgium, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands
and Spain (fig. 5). Various cultural reasons lie behind these figures, which are
similar in countries that are heterogeneous in many respects (for example, it
is not just a question of North and South, nor of religion, because countries
which are different in these aspects have similar levels). The increase in extra-
marital childbearing varies greatly : it has been relatively slow in some coun-
tries (Italy, Greece, Switzerland), and much faster in others. The Northern
countries are those in which the proportion of births outside marriage 
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has reached the highest levels, with those for Scandinavia, in particular,
approaching 50%. There is no clear rule for other countries given that simi-
lar countries have greatly differing rates (for example the two Germanys, or
the various countries of Central and Eastern Europe).

The increase in the proportion of births outside marriage is the direct conse-
quence of the different ways of forming unions that has emerged in this
period. In the initial phase, cohabitation became more frequent either before
marriage or instead of marriage, and then it became more frequent to have
one child without getting married, or marrying later on.

If we compare the profiles by women’s age of the non-marital fertility rates
for the years 1970 and 1990 (so chosen to use data on the structure of the
population by sex, age and marital status close to the censuses), they show
the change in the type of non-marital fertility (fig. 5). Let us consider four
countries which are highly representative of the different situations existing
in Europe : Sweden, France, Italy and Hungary. Fertility outside marriage has
increased for all four, but to greatly varying extents. The increase has 
been most marked for the 25-39 age groups in Sweden and France, for the
30-39 age groups in Italy and for the 20-29 age groups in Hungary. Below
the age of 20 and above the age of 40 non-marital fertility is insignificant in
all countries. On the other hand, marital fertility by age has different patterns
in each of the four countries : in Sweden and Hungary it has increased (in the
20-39 age groups in Sweden, and in the 15-29 age groups in Hungary),
while it has fallen in all age groups in France (with the sole exception of the
25-29 age group) and in Italy. However, the probability of having a child
remains much higher for married women than for unmarried women, with
the sole exception of women aged 35 and over in France. In conclusion, the
increase in non-marital fertility is a phenomenon mainly concerning the older
age groups.

2.8. Cohort fertility 

Compared with the total fertility rate of the period, the completed fertility of
birth cohorts varies to a much smaller degree, and within a more limited
range of values, clearly demonstrating that the effect of postponements of
births and subsequent “catching up” acts mainly on the value of current fer-
tility. The tendency for the average number of children to fall nevertheless
emerges, even though to a lesser extent, but the final level is higher than that
of current fertility. For example in many countries in all of the geographical
areas, the cohort of 1944 had 2 children on average, with peaks of 2.8 for
Macedonia and 2.5 for Romania. The cohorts of 1962 in only three countries
(Norway, Poland and Romania) exceeded the threshold of 2 children. In the
other countries the average number of children was between 1.6 and 1.9,
with a minimum value in Greece of 1.2 (fig. 6). These rates may considerably
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underestimate the final fertility of the most recent cohorts, given the increase
in the average age of the mother at the birth of the first child. For the
countries with a very low current fertility, such as those in Southern or in
Central and Eastern Europe, it is, however, possible that the cohorts which
are currently putting off marriage may not manage to compensate for the
postponement, and that they may be left with a rate of fertility which is
much below replacement level. A comparison of the fertility rates by age for
the late forties-early fifties cohorts and those whose fertility was still incom-
plete in the second half of the sixties would appear to support this hypothesis
(fig. 7).

2.9. Fertility expectations

The FFS provides us with information on the number of children women
aged 20-39 expected in their unions (married or cohabiting). In five of the 
11 countries for which information is available the expected fertility is 2.1,
while in one (Germany) it is lower, 1.9, and in the others it is higher (Poland
and Spain 2.2, France 2.3, and Sweden 2.4). The fertility intentions of
women are therefore remarkably close to replacement level, and in some
cases even higher. We have no information either about women not in
unions, or about the effective realisation of these expectations, given the
general delaying of maternity. In any case, these expectations display a much
greater homogeneity than that observed in the data on effective fertility, and
leads us to suppose that it is often the constraints in the individual national
situations on entering into a union and having children, rather than differ-
ences in attitude towards procreation, that render the effective rates of fertil-
ity different (table 5).

3. Changes in family behaviour

3.1. The start of sexual activity

A divergence between the age pattern at the beginning of sexual activity and
the pattern of age at first marriage is the proof of a liberalisation of sexual
habits. On the other hand, if the patterns converge, one phenomenon is the
consequence of the other. The novelty of the last twenty-five years has been
the progressive lowering of the age of sexual initiation, especially for women.
A recent study by Bozon et al. (1997) conducted on 12 European countries
has shown that for the cohorts which began their sexual life in the fifties, the
sexual debut took place at least two years later than for the cohorts which
began their sexual life in the 80s and 90s. In the fifties and sixties, sexual ini-
tiation took place at very different ages in the various European countries and
it was considerably earlier in the Scandinavian countries. If we consider the
cohorts of women born between 1932 and 1941 in Norway and Denmark,
63% and 71% had their first sexual intercourse at, or below, the age of 20.
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In the other countries the corresponding percentage was much lower : 19%
for Portugal and the city of Athens, 30-40% in Belgium, France and
Netherlands. Subsequently, the percentages increased everywhere : for the
cohorts born between 1972 and 1973, the corresponding percentage rose to
80-90% for six of the 12 countries examined in the study, and even in the
countries of the South it exceeded 50%. The lowering of the age of sexual
initiation, together with the fact that age at marriage initially fell (until the
beginning of the seventies), and then rose, suggests that in an initial phase
this contributed to the bringing forward of marriages and in a second phase
to their delaying, also due to a more efficient use of contraception, demon-
strated by the fall in premarital conceptions (Munoz-Perez 1988 and 1991).
This confirms the common opinion that sexual habits have changed every-
where, towards a greater liberalisation. Another result of these studies is the
reduction in the gender differences in age at sexual initiation. This confirms
not only that sexual intercourse is embarked upon earlier, but also that this
takes place in a context of more egalitarian gender relations. This has cer-
tainly had a negative effect on nuptiality, cancelling one of the reasons for
women to aspire to marriage at a young age. The speed of the reduction in
age at sexual initiation has fallen recently, and in most of the countries exam-
ined in this study the age at the beginning of sexual activity has stabilized,
confirming the gap between sexuality and marriage.

3.2. Leaving the parental home

Leaving the parental home in order to go and live alone, with friends or with
a partner, is the first step for young people on the road towards an inde-
pendent life, and it is a necessary step for the fulfilment of plans for life as a
couple, and for childbearing. Often this is not a definitive change, but a
process that does not exclude the possibility of returning to the family of ori-
gin (as in the case of young people who leave home in order to study else-
where). One phenomenon which is spreading, and is associated with sexual
liberalisation and the delaying of marriage, is the lengthening of the time
young people spend living in their parents” family, a phenomenon which is
common to European countries, increasingly occurring, though at different
rates in different areas. One study of six European countries shows that they
have different traditions regarding the age at which young people leave their
parents” home, but in recent years there has been a sharp increase in the
countries of Southern Europe in the percentage of young people aged
between 20 and 30 still living with their parents. In 1996, 44% of women
aged 25-29 still lived with their parents in Greece, Spain and Italy, while the
corresponding percentage for France, Germany and the UK was only 11%.
The prolongation of education explains a small part of the common upward
trend, but the geographical differences may be explained mainly by the dif-
ferences in employment opportunities between the three Western countries
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and the three countries of the South. The difficulty in finding employment
may be an incentive towards the pursuit of further education, in the hope of
being able to attain a better labour market position, and parents may invest
in the education of their children and help them by continuing to house
them. Young people may delay their exit from the family in order to enter
into adult society at a more advantageous age, or they may “park them-
selves” with their family until they find a job. In the three countries of the
South this situation reinforces family solidarity, while in the others it favours
non-committal living arrangements, from living with friends to the formation
of informal unions (Cherlin et al. 1997 ; Cordon 1997 ; Vogel 1998).

3.3. Cohabitation

Since the seventies, living together without marrying has become much more
frequent in many countries. Before this date not only was the phenomenon
relatively rare, but cohabiting couples had special characteristics, including
people who could not get married (because awaiting a divorce, or for eco-
nomic reasons) or who were opposed to marriage for ideological reasons.
Since the seventies, living together without marrying has become an alter-
native way for a couple to live or to test married life, to such an extent that
Kiernan (1996) has suggested calling it “nubile cohabitation” or “never mar-
ried childless union”. The relevant data are not available in many countries,
but where it exists it reveals an increase in the percentage of unions consti-
tuted by unmarried persons, especially in the younger age-groups. In
Sweden, for example, where this kind of union first became common and is
currently the most common, the percentage of women aged 25-29 living
with a partner without being married rose from 23% to 50% of all women in
unions between the years 1975 and 1989 (in addition to nubile cohabitation
there has also been an increase in post-marital cohabitation : unions subse-
quent to the break-up of a marriage, which are also alternatives or preludes
to a new marriage).

If a woman is in a union at a young age, it is increasingly likely that she will
be cohabiting without subsequently marrying, and in many countries the
percentage of cohabiting partners is much higher than that of married part-
ners up to the age of 25. After this age marriage becomes the more frequent
form of union in all places, including the countries of Scandinavia. This shows
that cohabitations often take the form of a transitory living arrangement,
substituted by marriage when the union is regarded as more solid or after the
birth of a child. Indeed, the percentage of cohabitations converted into
marriages after four years is high, and increases with age. Analogously, the
percentage of women who are married at the moment of the birth of their
first child, even though it may be low in the 25-29 age-group (e.g. about
30% in Sweden, 50% in Austria and 60% in Germany, France and Norway),

60

Fertility and new types of households



grows rapidly with age (Schoenmaeckers et al. 1997). Having one’s first child
while cohabiting, without being married, is a very rare experience in other
countries, both where cohabitation is rare and also where it is frequent, as in
Netherlands and France (6% and 15% of women in the 30-34 age-group)
(Klijzing et al. 1997). In the countries in which cohabitation is rare, such as in
Central and Eastern Europe and Southern Europe, the alternative is early
marriage in the countries of the East and not being in a union in those of the
South (Klijzing et al. 1997). This is confirmed by the percentage of women
who have never lived in a union (either marriage or cohabitation) until the
age of 25 : these always constitute the majority in Italy in every age-group,
and in Spain up to the 30-34 age-group.

The experience of two cohorts of women born in Norway in 1945 and 1960,
measured in 1988, can demonstrate the types of change in the timing of the
key events of adult life when patterns of family behaviour change in the
ways in which we have described : the women born in 1945 began to have
sexual intercourse at nearly 19 years of age. The women in the younger
cohort began having intercourse at 17 years of age, and embarked upon
their first cohabitation at 23 years of age, and 60% of them cohabited with
their current husband before marriage. The older women, on the other hand,
first married at the age of 23 years, but only 13% cohabited before marriage.
The younger women married at the age of 25 years and delayed marriage
and maternity by two years compared with the older women, and a quarter
of them were living together without being married to their partners (com-
pared with 3% for the older cohort) at the moment of the birth of their first
child (Noak et al. 1996).

3.4. Living apart together (LAT)

A stable relationship without living together in the same household is becom-
ing a new living arrangement for couples, instead of being a normal phase
preceding cohabitation or marriage. Currently, this living apart together
(LAT) is numerically negligible, but may become more important in the
future. FFS results show that this kind of partnership status applies to a per-
centage of women (aged 20-39 years) ranging between a minimum of 2.8%
in Poland and 9.5% in Hungary, and a maximum of 20.5% in Italy, while in
the other countries it ranges between 12 and 13%. This already leads us to
suppose that the frequency of LATs depends on the earlier or later timing of
cohabitation or marriage in each country. FFS data show that LAT is a volun-
tary condition in a substantial proportion of cases (between 28.8% and
69.2%) and it is not the result of force of circumstances. A considerable
proportion of these women neither intend to cohabit with, nor to marry, this
particular partner in the future, while others have a plan and intend to
cohabit or marry, according to the preferences prevailing in the country in
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which they live. For example in Hungary, Poland, Italy and Spain more
women intend to marry than to cohabit, while the opposite is the case in
other countries. The percentage of women with no precise plan regarding
cohabitation or marriage is very high in some countries (around 40%). This
body of information gives the impression that many of these relationships are
still at an initial phase, in which it is normal to have no plan, while others are
more stable and ready for a transformation towards greater commitment.

Confirmation of this impression is provided by a very detailed survey on
France, from which it emerges that these unions tend not to last long
because either they are converted into cohabitation after a few years, with or
without marriage, or they come to an end. They are therefore a temporary
form of living arrangement, which has become more frequent due to the
delaying of formal and informal unions and their greater fragility, the result
of which is a greater number of relationships in the course of a life-time
(Villeneuve-Gokalp 1997).

3.5. Marriage

In all European countries, except in Central and Eastern Europe, the intensity
of nuptiality fell drastically in the 1970s, leading the total first nuptiality 
rate to fall from levels close to 100% to much lower levels. In 1980, the
Scandinavian countries already had levels scarcely exceeding 50% (fig. 8).
The decline continued for the other countries until the mid-eighties and then
stopped, and in many countries it even picked up again, temporarily, around
1990. In Central and Eastern Europe nuptiality remained high until the
political crisis at the beginning of the nineties. From then on there was a real
tumble in nuptiality. In 1996 only nine European countries had a total first
nuptiality rate of over 60%.

The fall in current nuptiality is due both to the renunciation of marriage and
to putting it off to later ages. In 1970 women’s average age at first marriage
varied between 21 and 25 years, with the lowest values in Central and
Eastern Europe (except the Baltic states) and the highest in the Northern
countries, Baltic states and Southern Europe (fig. 9). In the years 1996-97 the
average age of women at first marriage was lower than 22 years in only two
countries of Central and Eastern Europe (Moldova and Slovak Republic),
while in as many as eight European countries it was higher than 27, with top
ages for Sweden and Denmark (29 and 29.2). 

3.6. Union dissolution

In the period under examination unions – both marriages and cohabitations
– have become less stable in North-Western Europe. Geographical differ-
ences already existed in 1970, with higher rates of divorce (over 20%) in
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Sweden and Denmark and in some Central and Eastern European countries.
In 1970 divorce had only just become legal in Italy, and it was still illegal in
various countries. Subsequently, the increase was pronounced in the
Scandinavian countries, where the total divorce rate was almost 50% in
1996, and in the countries of Western Europe, where the total divorce rate
varied between 30 and 40%. The increases in the other regions have been
much more modest and in Central and Eastern Europe, where very different
divorce rates coexist, recent trends are very irregular (fig. 10).

The spread of cohabitation changes the picture of marital instability : indeed,
the rate of dissolution of informal unions is generally much greater than that
of marriages, especially for the younger age groups. This is shown clearly by
the data of the FFS on unions dissolved more than 6 years from their incep-
tion (fig. 11).

3.7. Remarriage

Given that mortality is very low, divorce is by far the main cause of the dis-
solution of marriage. In the countries of the European Union second or sub-
sequent marriages are more frequent in the countries with higher incidence
of divorce (22-23% of marriages in the UK and Denmark) and lowest in the
countries of South Europe and Ireland (less than 10%) (Ditch et al. 1998),
but this says little about the real frequency of remarriage, which depends
both on the tendency to remarry and on the size of the population at risk.

The frequency of remarriage varies from country to country, but is falling
everywhere, albeit at different rates. In the mid-sixties, the proportion of
divorced persons who remarried was 60-70% in most European countries,
and around 55% in the countries of Scandinavia, but had fallen to about
20% twenty years later. The trend in the rate of remarriage roughly follows
the first marriage rate, actually falling even faster, and is therefore unable to
attenuate the effects of the increase in the divorce rate. It falls with time from
divorce, and with age. After the failure of a marriage, the former spouses will
hesitate before remarrying. The increase in cohabitation naturally deprives
the rate of remarriage of part of its significance, as a good proportion of the
break-ups and recompositions will elude the possibility of correct measure-
ment (Festy 1985 ; Sardon 1986 ; Haskey 1992).

3.8. Lone parents

One of the consequences of greater marital instability is the greater fre-
quency of residual families, consisting in the overwhelming majority of cases
of a mother and children. There have been different assessments for the
countries of the European Union. One measurement referring to the late
eighties provides percentages of around 17% of all families with children
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aged under 18 in the UK, 15% in Denmark, 11-13% in France and Germany,
9-11% in Belgium, Ireland, Netherlands and Portugal and 5-6% in Italy and
Spain (Roll 1992). Subsequent assessments of lone-parent families with
children aged under 6, 15, or 16, years confirm that lone parenthood is less
common in the countries of South Europe and that it is also more common
when children are young (Ditch et al., 1998). The geographical differences
depend both on the frequency of the dissolution of unions and on the fre-
quency of remarriage.

4. Interrelations between family and fertility changes at the macro level

In the period under study there have been important changes both in fertil-
ity (by age and marital status) and in marriage and divorce rates, with the
consequent change in the population structure of women by marital status :
when the marriage rate falls and the divorce rate increases, there is an
increase in the proportion of unmarried women. We know that we cannot
conclude that women are not in unions, especially as far as the younger age
groups are concerned, due to the increase in cohabitation not leading to
marriage. Fertility outside marriage has increased as a consequence. We can-
not be certain of the consequences of the new patterns of family behaviour
on fertility. Indeed, it could be that the delaying of marriage which is being
registered everywhere is only influencing the timing of births, but not their
number. The fact that births outside marriage are on the increase everywhere
may suggest that cohabitation is substituting for marriage without influenc-
ing fertility : the additional unmarried women may all be cohabiting, and
have the same fertility as their married counterparts, and cohabitation may
therefore simply be another way of forming a union and not entail a differ-
ent pattern of reproductive behaviour. The increase in divorce might also
have no influence on fertility, if divorce were taking place once childbearing
was complete or it did not prevent the formation of a new union with the
subsequent birth of children. On the other hand, each of these changes in
patterns of family behaviour might indeed entail a reduction in fertility.

The changes over time in the percentage of women who are not currently
married is a cumulative indicator which summarises the effects of all the
changes in the intensity and ways of forming and dissolving unions (fig.12).
The changes in overall fertility are therefore affected by the changes in both
marital and non-marital fertility, as well as the population structure of women
by marital status.

In order to evaluate the contribution of these components to overall fertility,
we applied a model of decomposition of the rates, based on the principle of
standardisation (see appendix). The method is applied both to the general
rate and to the age-specific fertility rates because it may be presumed that
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the effects of the changes in family behaviour differ according to age : for
example the delaying of marriage, if not substituted by cohabitation of equal
fertility, should entail a fall in fertility at young ages, while divorce, which
usually takes place at later ages, if not immediately followed by a new union
of equal fertility, should lead to a fall in fertility at later ages. If the changes in
family behaviour only influence the timing of fertility, but not the total num-
ber of children, the fall in fertility at young ages should be compensated by
the increase in fertility at higher ages. The method is applied to the four
countries for which we have already analysed fertility according to marital
status : Sweden, Hungary, France and Italy (table 7). These countries were
chosen because they are highly representative of the various situations of
fertility and of family behaviour in Europe from the point of view of level,
timing, temporal trends and the frequency of births outside marriage in the
study period. 

The analysis was performed over the twenty-year period 1970-1990. It was
necessary to terminate in 1990 given the availability of census data on the
profile of the population by sex, age and marital status. This does not limit
the conclusions that can be drawn from the analysis, because its aim is to
understand the relationship between population structure by marital status
and changes in family behaviour and fertility. Furthermore, the analysis” con-
clusions may reasonably be extended to different periods and countries,
under analogous conditions. This is therefore an analysis by way of example. 

Fertility increased in Sweden between 1970 and 1990, while it declined to
increasingly large extents in the other countries. Family behaviour has been
transformed to the greatest extent in Sweden, followed closely by France
(symptoms of such transformations being : a high frequency of cohabitation ;
a high divorce rate ; a very high frequency of births outside marriage ; and
postponement of childbearing). In Italy and Hungary there has been little
change in family behaviour, marriage has only been substituted by cohabita-
tion to a slight degree, as witnessed by the low proportion of births outside
marriage. In these countries childbearing has been postponed to a lesser
extent than in France and Sweden. The divorce rate is very low in Italy, but
higher – almost as high as in France – in Hungary. The four countries there-
fore represent a good variety of situations. 

Let us examine the results country by country, commenting first upon the
data involved in the decomposition of the overall fertility rate (marital and
non-marital fertility, structure by civil status, by age) and then upon the
results (figs. 5 and 8, table 7). 

In Sweden, the fertility of both married and, especially, unmarried women
increased markedly between 1970 and 1990 in every age group between the
ages of 20 and 44, while the proportion of married women decreased in
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every age-group, especially the youngest. The fertility of unmarried women
nevertheless remains lower than that of married women at all ages. The rates
of overall fertility have fallen amongst the under twenty-fives and increased
amongst the older age-groups ; overall fertility has increased. The decompo-
sition shows that the change in marital status profile has contributed nega-
tively to the change in general fertility (-103.46), and this is due to the fall in
the proportion of married women (-197.19), which has not been compen-
sated for by the positive contribution of the increase in unmarried women
(93.74). The overall contribution of the variation in fertility rates is obviously
always positive (110.28+36.62), given the increase in both the marital and
non-marital fertility rates, and it exceeds the negative effect of the marital
status population structure change. If we observe the data by age, the con-
tribution of the rates is positive at all ages, except for ages under 20 and over
44. In conclusion, fertility in 1990 is greater than that in 1970 for ages over
25, because the increase in marital and non-marital fertility and the increase
in unmarried women compensates for the effect of the decrease in married
women.

In France, too, the fertility of unmarried women has increased, whilst the fer-
tility of married women – mostly those aged under 25 – has fallen. The pro-
portion of women who are married has also fallen in every age group (but
not so much as in Sweden). The contribution of the decline in married
women is naturally negative (-129.49), as also is that of the fall in the rates
of marital fertility (-18.58), while the contributions of the increase in the per-
centage of unmarried women and in their fertility (46.95 and 9.07) are pos-
itive. The latter two positive contributions are not sufficient to outweigh the
former two negative effects. If we consider the different age groups, the fer-
tility rates have fallen in each, but especially in the 20-24 age group, due
both to the effect of the change in structure and also to the fall in marital fer-
tility, for which the increase in non-marital fertility has been completely
unable to compensate.

In Italy, as in France, the fertility of unmarried women has increased and
that of married women has fallen, but while the former is, and remains,
very low, the second has fallen drastically in every age group. The per-
centage of married women has fallen in every age group up to the age of
34. As a result, both the variation of population structure by marital status
(-72.78), but still more that of the rates (-135.92), have contributed to the
lowering of fertility in every age-group. The positive contributions of the
increase in the percentage of unmarried women and their fertility seem
very small and do not influence the final result (2.88+3.30). The negative
contribution of the fall in the rates of marital fertility always exceeds 
the negative contribution of the fall in married women, except in the 
20-24 age group.
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In Hungary the situation is similar to that of Sweden, albeit with different
levels and timings : the percentage of married women has fallen in every age
group, but fertility, both marital and non-marital, has increased up to the age
of 39. However, overall fertility has fallen : the negative effect of the fall in
the proportion of married women (-89.28) is not compensated by the
increase in their fertility (37.64), and the positive effect of the increase in the
proportion of unmarried women and their fertility (14.63 and 11.13) is too
small to change this result. Overall fertility has fallen particularly sharply in
the 20-24 age group, due to the change in marital status population struc-
ture, while it increased in the 25-29 age group because the positive effect of
the increase in the rates is greater than the negative effect due to the popu-
lation structure.

The results of the standardisation are very useful because they show that the
fall in the proportion of married women always has a negative effect on over-
all fertility, because the fertility of unmarried women, even in Sweden where
it is the highest, is always much lower than that of married women. Overall
fertility only increases where both the fertility of married women and that of
unmarried women increase a great deal, in order to exceed the negative
effect of the fall in the proportion of married women.

We may therefore conclude that : 1) delayed nuptiality and its decrease, and
the changes in the ways of forming a union and their stability, which we have
synthesized in the fall of the proportion of married women, always have a
negative influence on overall fertility ; 2) taken on its own, the increase in the
fertility of unmarried women is a long way from compensating for the effect
of the decrease in married women : in order to compensate for it a marked
increase in fertility is needed among both unmarried and still more among
married women, as in Sweden ; 3) the declines in fertility in France, Italy and
Hungary have different causes : in France and Italy fertility has fallen due
both to the change in the marital status profile of women and to the fall in
marital fertility, and there has therefore been a change not only in the timing
and in the ways of forming and dissolving families, but also in the preferences
of married couples. In Hungary fertility has only fallen because of the reduc-
tion in the proportion of married women, for which the increase in marital
and non-marital fertility has not been enough to compensate. This suggests
that resolving the obstacles to marriage might lead to an increase in overall
fertility in all three countries, but in France and Italy it would also be neces-
sary to encourage married couples to have children ; 4) the younger age
groups (below 25 or 30 years) are those which predominantly determine the
results : the reduction in the proportion of married women in these age
groups always depresses overall fertility, which is obviously depressed still
further if it is accompanied by a fall in marital fertility. This makes it possible to
conclude that it is the delaying of marriages, much more than the instability
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of unions (which certainly affects the older age-groups) that has a negative
effect on fertility.

Since 1990 the trends have continued, and fertility has fallen in all four coun-
tries including Sweden. On the basis of the previous results, we presume that
the negative effect of the changes in family behaviour has continued, and
that this has certainly been compounded, in the case of Sweden and
Hungary, by the negative effect of the fall in marital fertility.

5. A reference framework for the analysis of the determinants of fertility at
macro level

We shall take as determinants of fertility and family behaviour the variables
suggested by four theoretical approaches which, rather than being mutually
exclusive, complement one other. 

The structural theories

The large changes in family behaviour in developed countries since the
seventies have attracted the attention of demographers, who have inter-
preted these as a second demographic transition, subject, like all transi-
tions, to a process of diffusion. The causes giving rise to the second
demographic transition have been attributed to the process of modernisa-
tion (Hoffmann-Nowotny et al. 1998), which includes various dimensions :
economic development, culture, the prevalence of post-materialist values.
It began in the countries of more advanced economic development
(Chesnais 1988 ; Lesthaeghe et al. 1986 ; van de Kaa 1987), and in places
where there has been a shifting of materialistic values to post-materialist ,
leading to a more self-orientated lifestyle that supposedly contradicts a
commitment to traditional family patterns and high fertility (Inglehart
1983). 

Ideational theories

A strong link between fertility and family changes is equally implied by
the ideational theories which emphasize the unique historical and cultural
factors associated with ethnicity, religion and language as causes of fer-
tility and family change (Coale et al. 1986 ; Lesthaeghe et al. 1986 ;
Cleland et al. 1985). These help explain the different speeds of diffusion
and the persistence of geographical peculiarities and they are not in con-
tradiction with the previous theories. For example, the importance of reli-
gion in the value system of the Europeans interviewed in the
Eurobarometer study (Commission of the European Communities 1993)
is extremely modest compared with other values, for example the family,
work, friendships, free time and life as a couple (table 10). Religion is
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indicated by less than half of women as something very important, while
the other values are regarded as very important by over 80% of women.
For men, the importance of religion is even smaller. However, the deci-
sion to marry or live together is greatly influenced by religious beliefs,
and the geographical differences in the modalities of forming unions in
Europe may also be attributed partly to this fact. Indeed, Italy, Greece,
Portugal, Ireland and Spain attribute more importance to religion than
other countries, albeit to different extents. This helps us to clarify the
context of the modalities of family formation, but it contrasts with the
levels of fertility : having a child or not evidently depends more on other
factors than religious beliefs.

The gender system

Changes in women’s conditions and the gender system are forces encour-
aging family change which are only partly independent from the previous
systems (Mason 1985 ; Pinnelli 1999). A gender system is the whole set of
socially constructed expectations of male and female behaviour that are
found in every known human society. It prescribes a division of labour and
responsibilities between women and men and grants different rights and
obligations to them, creating a gender stratification with reference to the
elements of wealth, power and prestige (Mason 1995). It is logical to
think that the changes which have taken place in the gender system in
developed countries have influenced fertility and the ways of forming
unions. The increase in investment in women in human capital terms, for
example, prolonging the time spent in education and increasing expec-
tations of employment and economic independence is certainly delaying
entry into first unions and favouring informal unions. More controversial
is the influence of the gender system on fertility : where women have
more power they can create conditions which are more favourable to the
reconciliation of work and family, both rendering the labour market more
flexible and creating niches of employment which are more compatible
with family responsibilities (work in the services sector or in the public
sector for example). They are also more able to obtain better childcare
services and share domestic and childcare tasks to a greater extent with
their partners. The increase in rates of female employment is therefore not
a sufficient indicator of the changes which have taken place in the gender
system and, at a macro level, it should be integrated with other indicators
on resources and power. Where women have more resources and more
political power, they are better able to obtain better living conditions and
have a fertility which is closer to replacement level (Pinnelli 1995). It can-
not be taken for granted that changes in women’s conditions have a neg-
ative effect on fertility, at least at a macro level.
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Institutional theories

The role of institutions in the transformation of family and reproductive
behaviour is recognized as being very important, and may determine their
beginning and the rate of change (Caldwell 1982 ; McNicoll 1980 ; Smith
1989) : these may include the housing market, the labour market, the welfare
state and anything else which can be done to encourage or discourage the
independence of young people and women, the formation of families and
the bringing up of children. State intervention in support of families with
children and working mothers, may mitigate the difficulties while particular
squeezes in the labour and housing markets may make it more difficult to
form a family and have the desired number of children (Pinnelli 1995). Crises
in the institutions may, on the other hand, have negative effects on the
possibility of forming families and on fertility (Vogel 1998).

While there is agreement on the fact that the transformations – institutional,
structural, ideational and in the gender system – of which we have spoken
have favoured the diffusion of different forms of union and their greater
fragility, it is not so clear what level of fertility belongs to this picture. If it is
true that the low current fertility is a continuation of a long-term secular
trend (Hoffmann-Nowotny et al. 1998), only temporarily broken by conjuc-
tural oscillations, the issue is to properly understand the factors encouraging
or discouraging fertility : the level at which it stabilizes below replacement
level, whether very low or slightly low, will have different consequences for
the future of the population. It is therefore necessary for us to deepen our
knowledge of the links between family and reproductive behaviour and the
factors that are fundamental to changes in these behaviours in order to
understand such trends and consider policy implications. 

At this phase in our study we are not, however, interested in how the passage
from macro-social changes to individual patterns of behaviour takes place. 

Before moving on to an elaboration of these points on a quantitative basis
using a series of multivariate statistical analyses, let us conduct a more
profound analysis based on literature involving housing, the labour market
and family policies and their impact on fertility. These aspects are less well-
known, and indicators are more difficult to obtain. 

6. Institutional factors which determine or influence fertility 

6.1. Housing and labour market

The situation of the housing market is a strong constraint on the formation
and development of families. The availability of suitably sized housing at
affordable prices is very important for the setting up of a family, and in many
countries it has become more difficult to rent an apartment. In Greece, for
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example, the percentage of home-owners has increased to be as high as
80% (Council of Europe 1990). A 1990 study by Eurobarometer, conducted
on 14 European countries, shows that most families own the house in which
they live (63.3%), a further 15.4% live in public housing, while a very small
percentage live in privately-rented accommodation (Commission des
Communautés Européennes 1993). Murphy and Sullivan (1985) have
demonstrated, for the UK, that the age at marriage of couples beginning
their family life in their own privately-owned house is higher than that of
other couples. It is easy to imagine that this result could be extended to other
countries. The rigidity of the housing market may therefore be another fac-
tor which, through delaying partnership formation, reduces fertility.

Another obstacle to the formation of families and, as a result, to fertility is the
labour market situation. The eighties and the first half of the nineties were
very difficult years from this point of view. In Central and Eastern Europe
there still are huge underlying problems of economic restructuring and polit-
ical instability, and the initial phase of transition towards a market economy
has been accompanied by a rapid growth in unemployment in the whole
area. In addition, even though there are already signs of an improvement in
the economic situation in many cases, the total number employed has fallen
and unemployment has reached high levels everywhere. The prospects of a
generalised economic recovery in Central and Eastern Europe in the immedi-
ate future seem gloomy, because the restructuring and reorganisation of the
big state enterprises has only just begun, and will probably lead to further job
losses. The situation is worse in the ex-USSR and the more Eastern European
countries.

The other European countries have undergone a period of economic restruc-
turing and the employment situation is still not good. The prospects of the
creation of new permanent jobs in the medium and short term are grim.
Unemployment was, and still is, the main economic problem to be tackled,
especially long-term unemployment. Apart from the unemployed, there are
many outside the labour market because they have become discouraged, or
because they have left their jobs prematurely in order to take early retire-
ment. In most countries many of the jobs created in the eighties and nineties
were part-time. This has favoured the entry of women into the labour
market, including those with children (Commission of the European Com-
munities, 1993).

The labour market is not so rigid in all European countries, but an analysis of
the possible causes of the particularly difficult conditions of the labour mar-
ket in Europe compared with North America, where the labour market is
judged to be more dynamic and flexible, suggests that measures which
increase the flexibility of labour markets of Europe would benefit young
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people and offer them employment, allowing them to pursue an independ-
ent living (Nickell 1997). 

6.2. Family policies

In the Western European countries there are great differences in the goals
and contents of the policies directly or indirectly designed to support the
family and these reflect not only the different models of the welfare state,
but also different views on the family. It is possible to distinguish three 
main models of the welfare state : 1) liberal, 2) conservative, and 3) social-
democratic (Esping-Anderson 1996). In each of these models there is an
implicit reference to a predominant type of family according to the greater or
lesser strength of the male breadwinner regime, determined by the gender
division of paid work and women and children’s dependence on the adult
male worker (Zanatta 1998). 

The liberal model is based on minimum intervention on the part of the state.
The welfare state consists mainly of programs of assistance for disadvan-
taged groups, aid is means-tested and it is expected that families in normal
conditions should themselves provide for the care and needs of their depend-
ent members. Because this model is based upon a strong male breadwinner
regime, women are responsible for the tasks of care and child-rearing and
their work is of marginal importance, in both the country’s economy and the
family’s. This model is present mainly in English-speaking countries. 

The second model, the conservative one, bases social protection on a system
of compulsory insurance associated with employment status. The family is
regarded as the most suitable institution for the satisfaction of its members”
needs and the state places itself in a subsidiary position in its regard, and dis-
courages the participation of women in paid work. The state therefore trans-
fers benefits to the family but does not provide many social services. The
strong male breadwinner regime also prevails in this model, which is wide-
spread in slightly different manifestations in the countries of Central and
Southern Europe. For example in France it is evolving towards a system of
greater gender equality, greater provision of services and an explicit family
policy with measures in support of natality which are both universal and
means-tested. On the other hand, in Germany, Italy and Spain it has
remained more or less unchanged : economic transfers depend on earnings,
and the leave-granting system and the lack of pre-school childcare services
are tending to encourage women’s return to the domestic sphere after the
birth of a child. 

In the third model, the social-democratic one, the welfare state intervenes to
substitute for the provisions of the free market and tends to guarantee access
to the same services for the whole population. The concept of the family
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which lies behind this kind of welfare state is the weak male breadwinner
regime, and women’s social protection is based on their being part of the
labour market, rather than on their eventual status as mothers. Policies are
therefore aimed more at the individual than at the family. Those who need it
look to the State, not the family, for support, and there they will find it. The
goals of state intervention are : full employment for both men and women,
labour market flexibility, a generous system of childcare leave and a full pro-
vision of pre-school childcare services. But the crisis in public finance is jeop-
ardizing this model, and public spending has undergone drastic cuts in the
nineties, the effects of which are being felt primarily in the living standards of
families and working women. 

Policies for reconciling work and family are very important in assessing the
compatibility of family and working commitments : i.e. flexibility of working
hours (mainly through part-time work), the system of (maternity, paternity or
parental) leave and the availability of pre-school childcare services. As far as
the countries of the European Union are concerned, this encourages the
member states to take measures in order to reconcile family responsibilities
with those of work, both for women and men. It is suggested that men must
become more involved in the care of children but the level of adherence to
these family policy guidelines varies greatly from one country to another.

A rough distinction may be made between three groups of countries. The
first group includes those that pursue a policy of integration with a view to
combining family and working life. This group includes the Scandinavian
countries that, in accordance with the general framework of their welfare
policy, intervene actively in order to help parents reconcile their working
activity with their family life on the basis of gender fairness and respect for
children’s rights. In these countries leave is generous, and is granted both to
the father and to the mother, working hours are flexible, part-time work is
common (for women) and women manage to be present in the labour
market even when they have small children. The widespread availability of
publicly financed pre-school childcare services occupies an important position
within this strategy of integration. France and Belgium also form part of the
group of countries that aim towards integration, but with less significant
measures than those taken by the Scandinavian countries. 

The second group of countries applies a strategy of segregation, i.e. a clear-
cut separation between work for the market and work for the family, which
come one after the other, temporally speaking. The reconciliation of work
and the family takes place mainly through the concession of long periods of
paid or partly paid leave, effectively taken up only by mothers insofar as
there are no incentives for the fathers to do so. The presence of children
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affects women’s participation in the labour market, also due to the fact that
the supply of pre-school childcare services is limited. Germany, Austria,
Netherlands and Luxembourg fall into this group. 

The third group of countries is non-interventionist, in harmony with the
liberal philosophy underlying most family policies. It regards the problem of
reconciling work and family as a private concern, to be dealt with by the per-
sons involved, in agreement with their employers. This group includes the
UK, which has long opposed the approval of legislation by the European
Union on paid leave and the organisation of working hours, insofar as it
regards this as unwarranted interference in family life and the free play of the
market. Only the minimum of leave is granted, there is no parental leave,
public pre-school childcare facilities are scarce and private ones are expen-
sive. The labour market is fairly flexible and allows for part-time work, but
the model of women’s participation in the labour market is one of alternation
between periods of working activity and periods of family activity, according
to the needs of the life cycle. The rates of activity are high, but women’s posi-
tions remain mostly unqualified and precarious. The countries of the
Mediterranean are also a part of this third group : here, the labour market is
very rigid and rates of female activity are not high, public pre-school child-
care services are in short supply, private ones are expensive and parental
leave is poorly paid (in Italy) or not paid at all and with no social guarantees
(Greece and Spain). In more recent years a great contradiction has emerged
between the strong male breadwinner regime presupposed by family policies
in these countries and the fast-changing reality of women’s greater partici-
pation in the labour market (Zanatta 1998).

Since the end of the Second World War, in Central and Eastern Europe there
was a strong integration of women into the labour market, sustained by an
ideology of equality between the sexes. Government policies encouraged
women to remain in the labour market even after having children, and fam-
ilies were offered extensive social support such as maternity leave, extended
childcare leave and subsidized creches. The result was that women’s rates of
activity were very high, with a pattern by age similar to that of males, and
women were assigned to all types of industrial work. The division of work
between the sexes at the workplace was more equal than in market
economies, and working hours were similar for both sexes. Family networks
helped to reconcile the long working hours with childcare. But women’s
living conditions were, in reality, very harsh, as demonstrated by the data on
the use of time, and they deteriorated with the progressive weakening of the
family network, in which grandmothers used to play a fundamental part, due
to the decline of co-residence and the prolongation of work beyond the age
of retirement (Bodrova et al. 1984 ; Herlemann 1987).
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A potential source of help for young couples with children could be the
family, i.e. grandmothers, for the main part. But the prolongation of life
expectancy means that the generation of young grandmothers is also
responsible for the care of the family’s older members, and the delaying of
maternity limits the possibilities of helping for women who become grand-
mothers at a late age. Childcare and the care for the elderly enter into com-
petition, and the existence of services for each age group may alleviate the
burden of care on women. The placing of the dependent elderly in institu-
tions is no longer regarded as the ideal solution, and home-based services are
becoming a widespread alternative, allowing for the prolongation of the eld-
erly person’s life in the family or as an independent unit, on the one hand
alleviating the burden of the women caring for them, and on the other,
stressing their responsibility. The data available do not show a clear-cut geo-
graphical pattern for the proportion of over-65s in institutions : the largest is
in the Netherlands, with 10%. Values of a little over 5% may be observed in
the Scandinavian countries and in the UK and they are much lower in
Mediterranean countries. A much clearer picture emerges on examining the
geographical spread of the proportion of the elderly making use of home-
based assistance, which is highest in the Scandinavian countries and in the
UK and lowest in the countries of the South (table 10). Some countries are
also tackling the problem by granting leave from work for the care of a sick
adult. Sweden grants up to 60 days leave in the case of serious illness, while
Finland and Belgium allow for absence from work for even longer periods
within a framework of multiple-use formulae for career interruption, while in
other countries it is possible to take leave for various reasons, which may
include caring for an elderly relative. Some form of economic compensation
for those caring for an elderly relative is beginning to be contemplated. While
this does bestow visibility on the work of care which women have up until
now performed in an invisible manner, and compensates it, on the other
hand it anchors them firmly in this role. There is a marked tendency for pub-
lic assistance in the care for the elderly to go in the direction of increasing the
competition between children and the elderly in the demand for care in the
family and, indirectly, to stress women’s role as providers of care (European
Commission, 1998).

Some studies have sought to measure the extent to which states support the
cost of having children, in order to acquire a more objective assessment.
Bradshaw et al. (1993) have developed a method for assessing the structure
and value of a package of cash benefits, taxes, services and charges that con-
tribute towards meeting the cost of a child. It also assesses the incentive
structures facing married women engaged in housework, lone parents and
social assistance schemes in OECD countries. The method consists of simu-
lating the impact of national family policies on model families. The model
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families are chosen according to family type, family earnings, number and
ages of the children, housing costs, the treatment of local taxes, health costs,
school costs and benefits and type and costs of pre-school childcare. On the
basis of the indicators thus constructed, a great variability has emerged in the
extent to which countries support the cost of having children in European
countries. A rough distinction may, however, be made between three groups
of countries : Luxembourg, France, Belgium and Germany with the most
generous provision, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Austria and the United
Kingdom with middling provision and Ireland, Portugal, Netherlands, Spain,
Italy, and Greece with low levels of provision (Ditch et al. 1998). 

6.3. The impact of family policies on fertility 

Some studies have attempted to assess the impact of family policies on fertil-
ity. The composition of the groups of countries with similar levels of state
support for the cost of children shows the weak association between the
generosity of state support and the level of fertility, given that each of the
groups contain countries with different levels of fertility. In a previous study,
the same research group attempted to relate the relative level of the child
benefit package in 1992 in 18 countries to a variety of demographic, eco-
nomic and socio-political factors, finding no association between fertility
rates and the level of support for the cost of a child. The researchers found a
positive association between child support costs and GDP, and social expen-
diture and taxation, but no association between the child benefit package
and the earnings of men and women, female participation rates or other
political and ideational variables (Bradshaw et al. 1993).

In comparing legislations providing for family allowances in European coun-
tries between the early 1970 and the 1980s, Ekert (1986) noted that coun-
tries which had pursued active family policies saw their fertility rates fall less
steeply than those where no adjustment had been made. The generous pack-
age of family allowances offered in France was credited with explaining
about 10% of births during this period. Gauthier (1991) has used multivari-
ate analyses of OECD countries to argue that the effect of family benefits on
fertility is minimal, even when such benefits are massive. Policies explicitly
aimed at increasing the birth-rate were implemented towards the end of the
sixties in Central and Eastern Europe in order to sustain fertility which, in gov-
ernment opinion, had been in excessive decline. Limitation of the right to ter-
minate pregnancy led to extremely visible effects, albeit for a brief period, on
the pattern of fertility rates of the various countries. It is difficult to assess
what has remained of the old system of family and fertility support since the
fall of Communism. The demographic data clearly shows that a crisis is
underway, with a fall in nuptiality and fertility, and in many cases an increase
in mortality (the life expectancy of the male population fell in 1990 in Poland
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and in 1992 in Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary and in many countries of the for-
mer USSR (Guibert-Lantoine et al. 1997)). The transition to the market econ-
omy has provoked an economic crisis from which families are not immune.
This shows that current family policies are incapable of insulating the effects
of economic crises for fertility. 

Some comparative studies have examined possible linkages between policies
such as the public provision of pre-school childcare, paid maternity and
childcare leave and the fertility rates of working mothers : again the findings
indicate that the impact of policies is far from being uniform and different
findings emerge from comparisons of other combinations of countries
(Hantrais 1997). On the other hand, studies involving econometric model-
ling, based on aggregate data for seven countries in the period 1971-83
(Ekert 1986) and eleven countries in the period 1970-83 (Blanchet et al.
1994), found a positive relation between family benefits and fertility. But a
study based on long time-series and a greater number of countries (22)
found that cash benefits and maternity leave have a positive but very limited
effect on the level of fertility : a 25% increase in family allowances would
result in a fertility level which is about 0.6% higher in the short run and about
4% in the long-run, while maternity leave did not appear to be significantly
related to fertility (Gauthier et al. 1997).

A comparative study of nine European countries shows, among other things,
couples’ attitudes towards the various family policy measures. The measures
proposed cover more or less the whole range of initiatives that a state may
undertake in order to facilitate the life of families with children : maternity
leave, tax deduction, day-care facilities, family allowances, the flexibility of
working hours, the cutting of school-related costs and subsidies to improve
the housing situation. If we consider the answers of persons aged 20-39, the
level of agreement approval of such measures is very high on each issue in all
countries, only in very few cases falling below 60%, with minimal differences
between countries. But the same people who stated that they were in favour
of these family policy measures very rarely answered yes to the question of
whether their introduction had persuaded them to have a child (Moors et al.
1995) (tables 8-9 ). In conclusion it would seem that family policies are
regarded as a means of making life more comfortable, but not as an incen-
tive towards modifying people’s expectations of fertility, let alone fertility
behaviour. This may help to explain the uncertain results that have been
found in the studies on the relationship between family policies and fertility.

6.4. Conclusions

This review of the literature has highlighted a strong heterogeneity between
European countries of the institutional factors which may have influenced the
patterns of family and reproductive behaviour in the last 25 years. Even if it
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has been possible to observe some continuity, because countries which are
similar in one respect differ in another, the link between institutional factors
and family behaviour has been clearly highlighted by the fact that a particu-
lar view of the family is implicitly or explicitly declared through state inter-
vention and thus encouraged. Less clear is its influence on fertility : there is
clear evidence of the influence of the housing market and the labour market
on fertility, through the delay in forming unions and the intensity and nature
of women’s employment. There remains some doubt, on the other hand, of
the influence of family policies on fertility intentions and behaviour. Using the
multivariate analysis which we shall present in Section 7.3, we shall seek to
move beyond this still-fragmented view in order to provide an overall view of
the relationships between the given institutional factors and family and
reproductive behaviour, inserting them into the broader framework of social
and ideational transformations and changes in the gender system.

7. Multidimensional analyses on the relationship between context and
fertility and family behaviour

7.1. Introduction

In this part of the study we shall present a series of multivariate statistical
analyses at macro level with a view to clarifying the associations that exist
between the different aspects considered previously. This is necessary
because the variables concerned, as we have seen, are numerous and it is not
easy to derive from them a vision of the whole without losing detail and
depth. Indeed, we have seen that the analyses presented in Section 5 pro-
duce different aggregations of countries, depending on the aspects under
consideration. The availability of data is not the same for all of the aspects
and countries so we shall undertake three different analyses : 

1) a static analysis of the most recently available data for 29 countries : on
modernisation ; gender system ; fertility ; and family behaviour ; 

2) a dynamic analysis on the convergences or divergences between 19 coun-
tries, from 1970 to 1994, on those same subjects ; 

3) a static analysis of the most recently available data of 14 countries, in
which information on the welfare state and family policies are also added.

7.2. Modernisation, gender, fertility, and family behaviour in Europe

The first analysis concerns the majority of European countries, in all areas.
The method which we shall use is that of principal component factorial
analysis which does not have the aim of measuring links of cause and effect,
i.e. it is not an asymmetrical analysis, but it has a descriptive aim and suggests
relations by making all the variables play the same role (Lébart et al.1977).
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This choice is opportune because many of the variables involved in the analy-
sis are inter-connected, representing various aspects of the same phenome-
non, and it would be arbitrary to choose any one in preference to another for
a causal analysis.

The variables considered refer to three types of subject : 1) modernisation, 2)
the gender system, and 3) reproductive and family behaviour.

1) Modernisation : the second demographic transition, which includes the
changes which we have observed in ways of forming and dissolving unions,
and in fertility, may be regarded as an aspect of a process of modernisation
in developed countries. It is linked to post-industrial development and to
post-materialist values which start to prevail in the wealthiest countries when
culture and quality of life become very important values. The indicators
chosen in order to test this hypothesis are : GDP as an indicator of wealth,
telephones as an indicator of communication, life expectancy as an indicator
of quality of life, women’s education up to the third level, as an indicator of
culture, unemployment as an indicator of labour market conditions and
economic difficulties, newspapers sold as an indicator of exposure to the
mass media and hence to post-materialist values in each country.

2) The gender system according to the definition given above : some of the
variables refer to women’s participation in political decision-making, and
thus, it is supposed, to the wielding of power. They are the percentage of
seats in parliament occupied by women, the percentage of female ministers
and the year in which the first woman was elected to Parliament. Other vari-
ables refer to women’s participation in the labour market : the rate of activity,
the index of segregation in the labour market (segregation is not necessarily
a disadvantage if female workers are well paid and enjoy good working con-
ditions, indeed, on the contrary, it may indicate that women workers have
managed to carve out a slice of the market in which there are better condi-
tions for them (Anker 1998)), the percentage of women employed in the
services sector and civil service (we know that much of the recent increase in
female activity is due to the expansion of these sectors, which allows for bet-
ter working conditions for women) and the percentage of women enrolled in
third-level education, which is an indicator of investment of human capital in
women. Finally, average age at marriage indicates the existence of a gender
imbalance within the family regarding the above-mentioned factors. This is
because the older a woman is at marriage, the lower is the age difference
between the spouses and the more equal the couple is in all other aspects.
These variables represent the most important aspects of the gender system
(Pinnelli 1999). The characteristics of women’s participation in the labour
market and male unemployment may also be regarded as indicators of the
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institutional arrangements which, by influencing the labour market, render
the formation and development of families easy or difficult. 

3) Reproductive and family behaviour : the following were chosen as indica-
tors of the various patterns of current behaviour in European countries. For
reproductive behaviour : the total fertility rate, the percentage of births out-
side marriage and average age at birth of first child, thus representing not
only the current level of fertility, but also the postponement of childbearing
and the disassociation between childbearing and marriage. These three indi-
cators therefore summarise the basic aspects of recent changes in reproduc-
tive behaviour. In order to represent family behaviour we chose : the total
rate of first-nuptiality, average age at first marriage and the total divorce rate,
which synthesize intensity and timing of marriage and intensity of dissolutions.

We do not, however, have any variables for the direct representation of the
ideational dimension at a macro level. The geographical variable represents
this aspect in part, through language, religion and history. Some demo-
graphic variables may be seen indirectly as indicators of secularisation (for
example, the divorce rate and the percentage of births outside marriage). 

Data refer to different years of the first half of the nineties. Demographic
data are all for 1994. The results of the factor analysis may be observed on
the graph of the principal plane, in which the variables are represented
through their coefficients of correlation with the first and second principal
components (see Appendix for more details on the method). This shows an
area of concentration of a large number of variables strongly correlated with
the first factor (fig.13)1. These concern not only aspects of modernisation, i.e.
wealth, communications, health and culture, but also aspects of the gender
system : education, representation in parliament, work in the services sector
and in the public sector and segregation. Together with these variables are
collated those concerning family and reproductive behaviour : higher per-
centage of births outside marriage and older ages at marriage and at birth of
first child. This confirms the hypothesis of a linkage between the three
aspects under consideration. The countries present in this area of the plane
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1. In the upper part of figure 13 the axes are factorial axes, i.e. linear combinations of the
variables included in the analysis, and their meaning depends on the variables which have the
highest coefficients of correlation with them. The coordinates of the variables are the coefficients
of correlation with the two axes, and therefore have values which go from -1 to +1. In the
barycentre there is the value 0. The area of the plane in which a variable is located is that in
which the variable takes on the highest values. The opposite area is that in which it takes on the
lowest values. If a variable is close to the barycentre, it means that it is fairly homogeneous from
a geographical point of view, or that its geography is different from that shown up on the
factorial plane. The lower part of figure 13 shows the countries (the statistical units), on a plane
which has the same meaning as the previous one, by means of the factor scores. The position of
a country on the plane indicates which variables have the higher values (those located in that
area of the plane) and which ones have lower values (those located in the opposite area). 



are those of Scandinavia and, to a lesser extent, those of Western Europe. On
the opposite side are the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, on the one
hand, which are all close together, and on the other, those of the South,
which are more dispersed, with Italy and Spain much nearer the Western
countries. Of all the variables, the ones that remain independent of this
picture are : the rate of female activity, because it is high both in the
Scandinavian and in Central and Eastern Europe, and unemployment and
nuptiality, which are quite close to the barycentre as there are geographical
variations which do not agree with those of the other variables. 

7.3. Convergences or divergences between and within countries in patterns
of family and reproductive behaviour

The second multivariate analysis is intended to answer the question of
whether there is any convergence towards a single model of family and
reproductive behaviour in European countries.

The problem was tackled using a methodology with makes it possible to
observe changes in the geography of the phenomena over time (the multi-
way factor analysis), adding a third dimension to the classical factor analysis,
in this case that of time (see Appendix for details). On the factorial plane, it is
possible to map the variables and trace their trajectory over time, and this can
be done in an analogous fashion on the plane onto which the countries are
projected. Thus we shall not only know what kind of behaviour prevails in a
geographical area, but also whether it converges toward the average pattern
of behaviour or whether it diverges from it. (Lavit 1985 ; Lavit et al. 1994).

The variables used are similar to those used in the previous analysis, with
some changes (which do not change the meaning of the analysis), due
essentially to the advisability of reducing the number of variables and the dif-
ferent availability of temporal data. We have added the percentage of the
population living in urban areas and the possession of televisions and elimi-
nated the expectation of life and telephones among the indicators of mod-
ernisation and eliminated the index of segregation, the percentage of woman
ministers, the percentage of women employed in the services sector and civil
service and the year in which the first woman was elected to Parliament from
the gender variables.

The countries included in the analysis still have a broad geographical scope,
but those of the former Soviet Republics are excluded due to the lack of
temporal data. 

The periods examined are those around the years 1970, 1980 and 1994. 

The results are in agreement with those of the previous analysis, and confirm that
in a more modern situation the gender system displays positive characteristics
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and family and reproductive behaviour is typical of the second demographic
transition (fig.14).1 We shall indicate the modern area as area a). The lower
part of figure 14 in which the countries are represented shows that the
Scandinavian countries, followed by those in Western Europe, have the most
modern characteristics.

The countries with less modern characteristics fall into two areas, one con-
cerning Central and Eastern Europe, which we shall label as b), where early
fertility and marriage prevail. The other, which we shall label c), concerns the
countries of South Europe, where late fertility and nuptiality were at highest
levels up until 1980.

The factorial plane shows that unemployment, having been a virtually
unknown phenomenon in Central and Eastern Europe in the seventies and
eighties, is now beginning to emerge due to the politico-economic crisis. On
the other hand, women’s participation in political power was only consistent
with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe in 1970, but became a char-
acteristic of the countries of the North in the nineties. In contrast, the rate of
female activity, which has remained at the highest levels in both Central and
Eastern Europe and Scandinavia is not therefore linked to other positive
aspects of women’s conditions. 

The length of the lines which unite the three temporal points and the direc-
tion of the arrows for each variable and each country show what converges,
what diverges and what remains substantially unchanged in the geography
of the modernisation, gender system and family and reproductive behaviour
of the European countries. It is evident that some, but not all, patterns of
demographic behaviour are diverging. In particular, divorce and extra-marital
births have increased everywhere, but without changing the geography of
the phenomenon. On the other hand, the geography of fertility and timing
of fertility and marriage has changed. Large changes in the geography of
other variables are limited to unemployment, as we have said, and to the
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1. The multiway factor analysis presented in fig. 14 is a factorial analysis including a third
dimension : time, and the figure can be interpreted as fig. 13. The upper part of figure 14 also
shows the trajectory of the variables with regard to the third dimension of the analysis, uniting
the three points of each variable (one for each period of time taken into consideration). The
direction and length of the segment joining the points of the trajectory reflects the variation in
the geography of the variable in the periods. The direction of the arrow goes in the direction of
time, from the earliest period (around 1970) to the most recent (around 1994). If the direction
is towards the barycentre, the geographical differences tend to disappear. If it is away from the
barycentre, the differences tend to become accentuated. The lower part of figure 14 shows the
countries (the statistical units), on a plane which has the same meaning as the previous one, by
means of the factor scores. The position of a country on the plane indicates which of the coun-
try’s variables have with higher values (those located in that area of the plane) and which ones
have lower values (those located in the opposite area).The direction and length of the segment
joining the three points of the trajectory of each country is interpreted in the same way as in the
upper part of fig.14.



participation of women in parliament. There are no tendencies towards
convergence.

We have noted that this analysis does not – and cannot – provide any evi-
dence on the cause and effect between changes in modernisation, gender
and family and reproductive behaviour, but does make it possible to see
which transformations are occurring in the same direction : it seems that we
may conclude that a higher level of modernisation and good women’s con-
ditions, together with a greater involvement of women in the wielding of
political power, go in the same direction as a higher rate of fertility and a later
life-cycle schedule. Seen in the light of these results, the low fertility in
Central and Eastern Europe and the South seems to be linked with the lack of
modernisation as well as the politico-economic difficulties mentioned above. 

7.4. Family policies and the possibility of reconciling paid work with family
work as factors influencing reproductive and family behaviour

The multivariate analysis in this section uses only data from the nineties for
variables on family policies adopted and measures which make it easier to
reconcile work and family. Such data are available only for a few countries.
Indeed, it must be stressed that it is an extremely difficult and complex task
to compare the family policies of various countries. 

The variables studied consist of : the child benefit package before and after
housing cost ; public childcare 0-3 years ; the total duration of maternity plus
parental leave ; and the extent to which maternity and parental leave are
paid. Other variables are the percentage of respondents who are in favour of
public support for mothers with young children who are continuing work, the
percentage of women in part-time jobs (all these variables are taken from
Hantrais 1997, most of which are derived from the University of York study
conducted by Bradshaw et al.) and the percentage of old people benefiting
from home-based assistance (European Commission, 1998). To these vari-
ables are added those of modernisation and those concerning the gender
system and reproductive and family behaviour already used in the first analysis.
It is possible to perform this analysis for 14 European countries only. Those of
Central and Eastern Europe are excluded.

The results show that the most favourable family policies are the most
widespread where modernisation is more advanced and the gender system
more equitable (fig.15) (see note 3). In particular, measures tending to
involve fathers more in the care of their children are more widespread
where women have more voice in government. As we already know, it is in
this context that the new patterns of reproductive and family behaviour
spread. The distribution of countries on the factorial plane adds nothing to
what the distribution of the variables might lead us to expect. It confirms
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the situation for the countries of South Europe, where fertility is now at a
minimum, as one in which state support of the family is scarce, and that of
the Scandinavian countries where such support is the highest. In conclud-
ing our analysis of the results, we may note that, of all the various family
policy measures, the only one which is outside this quadrant is maternity
leave pay, which highlights the fact that the overall duration of maternity
leave plus parental leave and incentives for parental leave are more impor-
tant than whether or not maternity leave is fully paid. Opinions on the
support of working mothers, which is close to the barycentre, shows that
even if a favourable attitude is more frequent in the most favoured
countries, the geographical differences in opinions are much smaller than
the differences in the real situations.

8. From the macro to the micro analysis 

As stated in the introduction, the analysis at a macro level identifies the
trends in the patterns of reproductive and family behaviour and in the con-
textual conditions which might influence individual behaviour. We pass now
to a micro-level analysis, to establish whether the new ways of forming a
union (informal unions, marriage preceded by living together, serial
monogamy, union instability, etc.) have an influence on individual fertility
behaviour, that is, on the timing and intensity of progressing from a union to
the first, second, third births, in the different contexts we identified above,
controlling for the effect of other relevant variables.

The micro level studies on the influence of the new patterns of family behav-
iour on fertility in developed countries have highlighted that the various
types of family behaviour which have spread rapidly over the last thirty years
have tended to depress fertility. In the first place, the effect of postponing the
beginning of reproductive life has been shown to be negative : the effect of
delaying births on the final level of childlessness has been demonstrated by
Martinelle (1993) who also shows that there is a higher level of childlessness
among women with advanced education. Later means fewer. This result has
been confirmed by other studies, including that coordinated by Blossfeld
(1995) on nine developed countries (see also section 2.6 on infertility for ref-
erences).

The progressive substitution of marriage with living together has led some
authors to think that these are two interchangeable forms of union. On the
contrary, it would seem that cohabitation is not the same thing as marriage :
for the United States, Clarkberg et al. (1995) have shown that marriage and
cohabitation are associated with important differences in work patterns,
earnings, treatment of money, use of leisure time, social relations with the
extended family, the division of household labour and fertility. The negative
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influence of cohabitation on fertility is demonstrated in many studies
(Balakrishnam 1989 ; Bracher et al. 1990 ; Carlson 1990 ; Elzer 1987 ; de
Graaf 1990 ; Haskey et al. 1989). For example, Léridon (1990) has shown,
for France, that cohabitation not followed by marriage reduces fertility a
great deal. This study was on the 1941-55 cohorts, for which cohabitation
was a rare, if not pioneering, form of behaviour. When cohabitation becomes
a more widespread form of behaviour we might expect a reduced difference
in fertility with marriage, but in reality other, more recent studies have shown
the persistence of the difference. Lesthaeghe et al. (1994) have shown that
cohabitants are much more likely to remain childless than married couples,
for both women and men aged 30-50 in Germany, Belgium, France and the
Netherlands. The fertility of female cohabitants (and also of women not in
a union, though this is a more obvious result which few studies go to the
trouble of establishing) is lower than that of married women in the
Netherlands (Manting et al. 1995). Entry into motherhood occurs more often
and sooner in marriage than in cohabitation in the USA according to the
results of the 1987-88 NFSH (Manning 1995). In Finland couples who have
lived longer without marriage tend to have fewer children than the directly
married (Lindgren et al. 1993). The negative effect of cohabitation would
therefore appear to have been demonstrated. However, there may be differ-
ences in the socio-cultural significance of cohabitation in different groups,
and its consequences on fertility may therefore vary in their extent : for
example, in the USA the fertility rate within cohabitation more closely
approximates that within legal marriage among black women than white
women (Loomis et al. 1994). 

But the lower fertility of cohabitants may be affected by the fact that when
they decide to have – or are expecting – a baby, they get married : Toulemon
(1996) finds that, for France, news that a baby is on the way greatly increases
the probability of marriage (by 11 times) for French women aged under 35
and born between 1944 and 1968, observed in 1994. Other studies confirm
that the decision to convert cohabitation into marriage is often linked to the
decision to have children (Elzer 1987 ; Léridon et al. 1990, Manting 1991).
The influence of past cohabitation on entry into motherhood could be limited
and the differences in fertility between direct marriage and indirect marriage
modest, as found by Hoem et al. (1984), or more substantial, as found by
Léridon (1990) for France : the fact of having lived together prior to marriage
reduces fertility at the age of 35 compared with women who did not cohabit
before marriage. 

We may suppose that separation and divorce have negative effects on fertil-
ity – which has been confirmed by research. Di Giulio et al. (1999) have
shown that the disruption of one’s union reduces overall fertility in Belgium,
Germany, Italy and Hungary (FFS data). Lesthaeghe et al. (1994) have
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shown that separated or divorced persons have a much higher probability than
married persons of remaining childless, for both women and men aged 30-50
in Germany, Belgium, France and the Netherlands.

The influence of separation and divorce depends very much on the frequency
of repartnering : indeed, divorce only slightly reduces fertility if a new union
is formed, but more so if this does not happen (Léridon 1990). It would seem
that the impact of repartnering differs according to gender in Sweden : it
increases the number of offspring for males, but not for females (Forsberg et
al. 1995). 

Different studies have advanced the hypothesis of an intergenerational influ-
ence on new patterns of family behaviour, showing that the fact of having
had an experience of divorce and perhaps of another union has a notable
influence on women’s attitudes towards premarital sex, cohabitation, mar-
riage, childbearing and divorce, and thus also influences the children’s
attitudes. The divorce of parents, followed by their subsequent remarriage,
has a strong positive effect on children’s approval of premarital sex and
cohabitation and on their acceptance of divorce. Maternal divorces that are
not followed by remarriage have a strong negative influence on children’s
attitudes toward marriage, although maternal remarriage seems to mitigate
this effect. Maternal divorce, when not followed by remarriage, substantially
reduces children’s preferred family size, whereas divorce followed by remar-
riage has no effect on attitudes to childbearing. Although an important
element of the effects of mother’s marital experience on children’s attitudes
operates through the mother’s attitudes, a substantial part affects the
children directly (parental socialisation is not the only mechanism at work). In
addition, these attitudes have important behavioural implications : both
approval of cohabitation and acceptance of divorce are strong predictors of
premarital cohabitation behaviour. Di Giulio et al. (1999) have shown that
early home leaving (perhaps caused by disagreements in the parental family
or parental divorce/separation) reduces fertility in Belgium, Germany, Italy
and Hungary. The breadth of these influences should motivate continued
investigation into the mechanism producing these intergenerational effects
(Axinn et al.1996, see also its bibliography). Moreover, childbearing prefer-
ences of young women and their mothers affect their choice between cohab-
itation and marriage, so that wanting many children increases the likelihood
of choosing marriage (Barber et al. 1998).

Given these results, we can assume that delay in starting a union or having a
first (second) child, cohabitation, and union instability, all tend to reduce indi-
vidual fertility, while indirect marriage and repartnering might have a very
limited influence, or even increase fertility.
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To verify this hypothesis, we will use different methods of event history
analysis on FFS data for the same countries we included in the model of
decomposition of the fertility trends (Section 4), that is : Italy, France, Hungary
and Sweden, representing the four groups of European countries.

9. Family behaviour as a determinant of fertility

9.1. Fertility in Italy, France, Hungary and Sweden

The technique of life tables was adopted to ensure the correct analysis of the
retrospective data collected, which were right censored because the intervie-
wees were all of reproductive age. The transitions from zero to one child, one
to two and two to three will be observed (Maller et al. 1994) according to the
duration of the period at risk (the beginning of the union to the birth of the
first child ; birth of the first to birth of the second child ; birth of the second to
birth of the third child). The group analysed is that of women who have
had at least one union (marriage or cohabitation) or at least one child (or
two children), belonging to the cohorts 1952-70. Their biographies have all
been censored at October 1992 in order to render the samples of the four
countries homogeneous. Table 12 includes the number of women exposed in
each interval according to type and number of unions. Table 13 contains
some synthetic measures : the probability of not having had the first, second
or third child at 18, 36 and 60 months from the beginning of exposure. 

The differences between the four countries are already evident at the birth of
the first child, the arrival of which is widespread and early in Italy and
Hungary, where about half of women have already had their first child by 
18 months from the beginning of the union, and where only 17% in Italy,
and 13% in Hungary, have not yet had one after five years. In France and
Sweden the arrival of the first child is later, and 32% of women in France and
48% in Sweden still have not had a child after five years.

The majority of women who have had a first child go on to have a second :
this transition is more common in Sweden (only 26% has not so progressed
after five years), followed by Hungary (34%), then France (39%) and Italy
(41%). Having had a second child, almost half of the women in Sweden and
France go on to have a third. The proportion is much smaller in Italy : only
22% – and smaller in Hungary, where it is 19%. The difference in the pace
of family building in the four countries is evident. In Italy and Hungary, it is
usual to have a first child shortly after the start of the union, but it is rare to
have more than two children. In France and Sweden, union formation and
fertility are less closely related, and not every couple has a child shortly after
beginning their partnership, but once they have a child, many then go on to
have a second and a third.
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9.2. The arrival of the first, second and third child according to type and
number of unions

In order to observe how the timing of children of different orders varies, by
type of family, in the four countries considered, we constructed Kaplan-
Meier survival curves which show the fraction of women remaining without
a first, second and third child, according to the type and number of unions
at the start of each interval (table 14). We employed log-rank tests to
determine whether the observed differences are statistically significant at the
.05 level. The modalities are direct marriage and cohabitation for the first
interval, to which are added, in the subsequent intervals : indirect marriage
(that is pre-marital cohabitation followed by marriage) ; not being in a union
at the birth of a child ; having lived in one union only ; having lived in more
than one union ; never having lived in a union. For the countries in which living
arrangements other than marriage are rare, these modalities are grouped into
a single category : other. The life tables make it possible to observe the elim-
ination of women from the groups : without children ; with one child ; and
with two children. This being due to the birth of : the first ; second ; and third
child, respectively, according to the duration, in months, from the start of
exposure to risk in each interval (table 14 and fig. 16). The survival probabil-
ities show that it is women who cohabit who end up most often (and
longest) without children. 

The arrival of the second child is also more common and sooner after the first
for married women than for cohabiting women, both in the two countries in
which the prevalence of cohabitation is quite high (i.e. in France and
Sweden) and in Hungary and Italy, where it is rarer. However the differences
between cohabitation and marriage are much less when considering the birth
of the second child than the first, and in Italy, where unions other than mar-
riage have been grouped together, are not statistically significant. As far as
the type of marriage is concerned, women marrying “indirectly” in Sweden
– which is very common at the birth of the first child – have the second child
more quickly and in larger proportions than married women. The reason is
likely to be that the arrival of the second child slightly accelerates the trans-
formation of the cohabitation into marriage ; on the other hand, in the other
two countries (France and Hungary), where indirect marriage is less com-
mon, indirect marriages have fewer second children and less quickly after the
first, but the differences are not great. 

The fact of having had more than one union at the time of first birth does not
make a significant difference. Having had the first child outside a union
decreases the probability of having a second child within five years of the
birth of the first, but this decrease is large only in Sweden.
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As far as the third child is concerned, only in Italy and Hungary are the dif-
ferences statistically significant between the different types and number of
unions. Living together without being married (the few cases of women not
in a union at the beginning of exposure are grouped with cohabitants) for
both Italy and Hungary, and indirect marriage for Hungary, increases the
probability of having another child. Having had more than one union
increases the probability of having another child and anticipates its arrival in
Sweden and Hungary, but does not make a difference in France. (We did not
construct life tables for Italy for the third child due to the very limited number
of cases different from “only one union” at the birth of the second child in
this country).

In conclusion, living together without being married lowers the probability of
a first birth and, to a lesser extent, of a second birth and postpones both
events. Women not in a union at their first birth have a much lower likelihood
of having further children, while the two forms of marriage (direct and indi-
rect marriage), and the number of unions, give mixed results of modest size.

9.3. The characteristics of the women in the Fertility and Family surveys (FFS)

Having verified a relationship between the type and number of unions and
fertility, we then considered all the possible determinants, that is, the charac-
teristics of the women including : 

– age at beginning of exposure to the risk of having a first, second, third
birth ;

– type of union (direct marriage or cohabitation for the first birth, and also
indirect marriage or outside a union for other births) ;

– number of unions (only for the intervals between children [never in a
union ; only one ; more than one.] in order to take account of separation
and repartnering) ;

– women’s education ;

– women’s employment before the beginning of each interval (data avail-
able for comparative analyses did not allow the inclusion of other more
refined indicators of women’s work commitment) ;

– urbanisation of place of residence at the time of survey (as contextual indi-
cator of modernisation) ;

– religiousness (not available in France) ;

– birth cohort, in order to monitor the secular trend (in Sweden only some
birth cohorts were included, every five years) ;

The women in the four countries were in very different circumstances 
(table 15) : about 80% of women entered their first union before the age of
23, with the exception of Italian women, (56% only) ; for Italian women, and
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to a slightly lesser extent for Hungarian women, their first union was almost
always a marriage (91.7% and 82.7% respectively). The situation of French
women is very different, and that of Swedish women even more so, most of
whose first unions was a cohabitation (only 33.9% and 7.5% respectively
married first). On marriage or cohabitation, almost all women had already
been employed (76-85%), though this was less common in Italy than in
other countries (63.5%). The level of education varied greatly between the
four countries : half the Italian and Hungarian women had a low level of
education, whereas the proportion was nearly 40% for French women and
only 12.5% for Swedish women. Over one third of Swedish women had a
high level of education, compared with only 9.5% of Italian women.1 The
countries do not differ greatly as regards the degree of urbanisation of the
women’s place of residence ; there was little variation either by birth cohort.
In contrast religiousness varied greatly : half of Italian women were very
religious, compared with 13.6 and 8.5% for Hungarian and Swedish women
(there is no information about French women). 

The same characteristics were examined at the time of the birth of the first
and the second child. Women start their childbearing only a few years after
the start of their union ; only in Hungary was over 60% aged under 23 at
the birth of their first child. In the other countries, the proportion of women
having their first child before age 23 is lower (ranging from 41.1% in Italy
to 37.3% in Sweden). Various models of behaviour thus emerge : in Italy
women married at older ages and waited before having their first child,
whereas in Hungary they married early and had their first child early ; in
France they started their first union early with a cohabitation, but postponed
their first child ; this pattern of behaviour was even more pronounced in
Sweden. In all the countries except Italy, the proportion of women who had
married directly was highest at the birth of their first child (which means that
those whose first union was a marriage more often had a child). It has been
mentioned that a part of the explanations is the proportion of cohabitations
being converted into marriage at first birth. The proportion of women who
had been employed between the start of their union and their first birth was
larger than the proportion employed during the previous interval, apart
from Italy, where it was slightly lower. The proportion of women with a low
level of education, and of those living in smaller towns is higher in all
countries, indicating that women in these situations are more likely to have
a child.

Considering the characteristics of women at the second birth, the second
child generally occurs late in Italy, and especially in Sweden, and soon in
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France, and especially in Hungary, where only one third of second children
are born to women aged over 26. Compared with that at the first birth, the
proportion of direct marriages is higher for women at their second birth and
the percentage of women cohabiting is lower : the proportion of cohabitants
is 36.4% in Sweden and 18.7% in France, and under 3% in Italy and
Hungary. The proportion of unions other than marriage was already negligi-
ble at the time of their first birth. The proportion of women who had only
one union is lower, except in Italy. The proportion of women who were not
employed between the birth of the first and the second child is higher
(except in France) than of women living in small towns and than of very reli-
gious women (except in Hungary, where it is lower).

In general we have a classic case of differential fertility, in which the transi-
tion to the first child and the subsequent progressions of birth order are more
frequent in more traditional contexts.

9.4. Determinants of the quantum and timing of fertility

Through the application of mixture models (Farewell 1982), we can measure
the effect of each co-variate measured at the beginning of the period of
exposure, controlling for the influence of all the others, on the quantum of
fertility – that is, on the final frequency of the events “birth of the first, sec-
ond, third child” (parameter a) – and on the timing, that is, on the time after
the last event (start of a union or previous birth) (parameter b). A positive
value for “a” represents an increase in the likelihood of having a child of a
given order, while a positive value for “b” represents a decrease in the time
it takes, while the opposite is true for negative values (see appendix for
details on method). We added to the explanatory variables the interval
between second and third child for models analysing the birth of the third
child. The results are presented in tables 16 and 17 ; in table 17 the variables
of religiousness and the duration between first and second child are added.

Type of union

Being in a union other than marriage usually has a negative effect on fertility,
both on its quantum and, even more so, on its timing (table 16). But this
depends both on the type of union and on the birth order. If the first union
was a cohabitation, rather than a marriage, the effects are always negative
and significant, both on the quantum and on the timing of the first birth
(only in France its effect on quantum is not significant). First union being a
cohabitation rather than a marriage is thus confirmed as a choice which
encourages infertility and postpones the first birth, even after controlling for
other variables which might possibly be of influence. For women who have
already had a first child, there is greater variation in their possible union
histories ; at the first birth the situation may have changed since the start of
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the first union ; cohabitations may have been converted into marriage and
this group may also include women who had their first child outside a
partnership. Moreover, the women may have lived in other unions (serial
monogamy) ; consequently another variable has been used to indicate
whether there was only one union, or more than one. If the couple had a first
child during cohabitation, it is less likely than a married couple to have a
second child, and it will have it later. If it had two children without getting
married, the probability of having a third is always actually higher than that
of married couples, even if its arrival is postponed. It is clear that this is a case
of special, long-consolidated cohabitations, different from those without
children.

If the woman had a child outside a union, the probability of her having
another is always smaller than the corresponding probability for married
women, and the timing of that subsequent birth is later. On the other hand,
in the case of women marrying “indirectly”, the positive effects outweigh the
negative ones and are significant in several cases. Having lived in more than
one union results in both negative and positive effects for the quantum
and/or timing of the second birth, but only the positive effects are significant
(in particular on the quantum in France and on the timing in Sweden), while
the effects on the quantum and timing of the third child are almost all posi-
tive, which is consistent with the hypothesis of repartnering being associated
with further births.

Age

The effects of age are, in most cases, negative (33 out of 48 effects), but
they differ according to the interval being considered (the number of nega-
tive effects increases with the order of birth), and according to the country :
in Italy the probability of deciding not to have a child or postponing a child
increases with age for all birth orders. A similar situation occurs in Hungary,
always for the quantum of fertility and almost always for the timing. In
France, on the other hand, the situation is completely different for the first
child : the probability of having one is larger and the timing is shorter if the
union begins after the age of 23. In Sweden, this positive effect also extends
to the second child, and the negative effect remains only for the third. We
could explain this difference in results by remembering that in Italy and
Hungary it is more usual to enter into a union specifically to have children,
and the postponement of a union or the first birth represents an attitude,
less favourable to having children, which is different from the norm. In
France and Sweden, on the other hand, young people enter into unions
without any immediate plans for having children, so that entering a union is
postponed. The timing of the first birth subsequently tends to be acceler-
ated – as is also the case with the second birth in Sweden.
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The birth cohort

The birth cohort effect should become visible in any secular trend. In fact
there does not appear to be a clear trend from cohort to cohort. We must
remember that the analysis is based on reproductive histories, and therefore
measures past fertility. Since the surveys were conducted at the beginning of
the nineties, they cannot measure recent trends such as the fall of fertility in
Hungary and Sweden. As far as the quantum of fertility is concerned, half the
effects are negative for the first child, only one out of ten for the second, and
two out of seven for the third. For the timing effects, six out of ten for the
first birth, eight out of ten for the second, and every single one for the third
birth, are negative. 

In conclusion, according to the trends shown by the most recent birth
cohorts, couples are increasingly thinking twice about having children com-
pared with the past. In contrast, once they have had a child, they are increas-
ingly having a second or a third, even if these births are postponed longer
than before. Postponement is certainly the most evident trait for all orders of
birth : nine out of eleven effects which are significant substantiate this finding.

Education

In the majority of cases, the possession of a medium or high level of educa-
tion favours the decision not to have a child or to postpone having one : 34
out of 48 effects are negative. Only in Sweden are there fewer negative
effects than in other countries. The effects are almost all negative for the first
child, but fewer for the second and fewer still for the third. Moreover, the
effects are more often those of postponement rather than of the decision not
to have a child. Finally, a medium level of education is more likely to have
negative effects,, which especially have an impact on the quantum of fertil-
ity, thus leading more often to the decision not to have children, while a high
level of education is more likely to have negative effects which impact on the
timing, but it is less often an impediment to eventual childbearing.

Employment

Generally there is a negative effect on the quantum and timing of fertility for
women who have been employed before the interval (17 effects are negative
out of a total of 24 effects, and 9 of them are significant, divided equally
between the quantum and timing). The situation is very different in Italy and
France, where the effects are all negative, compared with Hungary and
Sweden, where they are only negative for the third child (and, for Sweden, in
addition to the effect for the second child). This result is very interesting : in
Hungary and Sweden female employment is more prevalent, and enjoys
more support from the different institutions in terms of services, working
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conditions and informal networks (see section 7) : this makes it possible for
women to work without foregoing to have children. On the contrary, it
makes it possible for women not only to have a first child but also, in many
cases, a second. In Italy and France, on the other hand, fewer women are
employed because the greater rigidity of the labour market, and the scarcity
of institutional or informal support means that women have to choose more
often than in the other two countries between employment and maternity,
so not only do fewer women work, but those who do work also have lower
fertility.

The level of urbanisation

The level of urbanisation almost always has a negative effect on the quantum
and timing of the first birth – and also of those of the next two orders, even
if the number of effects which are significant are small.

Religiousness

Information on religiousness is available in every country except France, and,
in the present analysis, it has been inserted as an extra variable in the previ-
ous models (table 17). Not being very religious generally has a negative
effect on the quantum and timing of fertility, and the effects are significant
only on the timing in Italy and the quantum in Hungary. Not being very
religious also has a negative effect on the arrival of subsequent children, but
the effects are significant only in Italy. 

Length of the interval between first and second child

For the models analysing the third birth, the duration between the first and
the second child was added as a co-variant (table 17) : a long duration has a
negative effect on the quantum (always, and significantly), and not always
on the timing. In the models which include these last two variables the effects
of the other variables do not change substantially compared with the previous
models, neither in the direction of the effect nor in its significance, but the
value of the coefficients changes slightly.

9.5. Changes in the union as determinants of the timing of births

Finally, we applied hazard models (Cox et al. 1984) to the same dependent
variables, in order to observe the influence of the change in family status
(methodological details are supplied in the appendix). 

The use of hazard models makes it possible to add some time-dependent
variables concerning the history of unions to the co-variants, and thus
observe how the progression from cohabitation to marriage, the dissolving of
a union, or the formation of a new union during the period of exposure,
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influences family building. Comparison of the results of mixture models and
hazard models as far as the variables common to the two types of models are
concerned does not substantially modify the picture which has already
emerged, so we shall limit our comment solely to the results concerning the
time-varying variables. For all three intervals, the time-varying variables
clearly show that while the transformation of cohabitation to marriage has a
positive effect, separation, on the other hand, always has a significant nega-
tive effect on childbearing of any order (table 18). A second change, which
might be a new union or a separation, depending on the previous state, also
has a negative effect in the case of separation and a positive one in the case
of a new union. The only exception to this result is in Hungary for the third
interval, where separation has a significant positive effect on the third birth. 

9.6. Conclusions

The micro analyses which we have illustrated used different models to eval-
uate the influence of the new patterns of family behaviour on fertility.

Not being in a union at the birth of a child always has a negative effect on
subsequent fertility. Life tables analysis has clearly shown that cohabitation is
linked with low fertility, postpones first births, makes subsequent children a
little less probable, and also somewhat delayed. Mixture models and hazard
models have confirmed this result very clearly as regards the first and second
child. The differences between married couples and cohabitants are small
regarding the third birth : other factors being equal, cohabiting couples with
two children have very different characteristics from those with no children.

Many cohabitations are converted into marriages (indirect marriages) and
this transformation favours fertility. This is demonstrated 1) from the life
table analysis, but only for Sweden and for the second child, 2) from the mix-
ture models, which yield more positive than negative effects for indirect mar-
riage, and 3) from hazard models, which always show a positive effect for the
conversion of cohabitation into marriage. This reinforces the view that in
many cases cohabitation is a transitional stage, which is precipitated or accel-
erated into marriage by the decision to have a child. Those people choosing
to continue cohabitating after the birth of children have different attitudes,
as Clarkberg et al. (1995) have demonstrated. 

The instability of unions has a clear negative effect on having children of
first, second and third birth orders, while the formation of a new union
encourages fertility. This can be seen clearly from the effect of time-varying
variables : the transition from living together to marriage or a new union
favours fertility at all intervals, while separation discourages it. This does not
mean that women who experienced more than one union have more chil-
dren than women who have only been in one, but beginning a new union,
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other circumstances being equal, results in women being more likely to plan
for having children. 

The postponement of unions and of having children, as we have seen, does
not have the same consequences in all countries, but has a negative effect on
the quantum and timing of the birth of the first child and of the subsequent
children in Italy and Hungary, while the negative effect is limited to the
second and third child in France and only to the third child in Sweden. In Italy
and Hungary, starting fertility later means losing the opportunity or desire to
have children, while it encourages “catching up” in the other two countries,
but this recuperation is limited to the first, or at the most the first two, chil-
dren. We have already explained this result by linking it to the different
meanings of being in a union in the two countries with more traditional fam-
ily models, Italy and Hungary, in which children are a natural consequence of
being in a union, compared with the two more “modern” ones, in which the
goal of the first union is certainly not that of having children straightaway. A
long interval between the first and second child reduces the probability of
going on to have a third, and delays its occurrence, confirming the negative
effect on fertility of any type of postponement. 

The results concerning the co-variants indicate the influence of the charac-
teristics of women and their environment on fertility. The effects of the
cohorts are not strong compared with those of the other co-variates, but
they nevertheless demonstrate important trends : a tendency to postpone
births, increasingly strong with higher birth order, and also, in half the cases,
a tendency not to have a child at all. Once the first child has been born, the
more recent cohorts have a greater tendency than the older cohorts to have
a second child, and also a third. This confirms the trend towards the polarisa-
tion of the population into two sectors : family and non-family, already high-
lighted by Hoffmann-Nowotny and Fux.

The improvement of women’s conditions has negative effects on fertility : an
average level of education discourages fertility and delays it, a high level
mainly just delays it. Women’s employment, as we have seen, affects fertility
in different countries differently : negatively in Italy and France, positively in
Hungary and Sweden for the first and second children. Employment also has
a negative effect in Hungary and Sweden for the third child. This shows the
limits to the compatibility of employment and family, as is also shown in
countries in which women’s employment has been prevalent for longer and
where it is better supported by the labour market and by the services or by
informal support. Living in larger towns and not being very religious, finally,
have a negative influence on the probability of having children and on the
timing of their arrival.
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The four countries which we have taken as representative of the areas into
which Europe may be divided, do not all behave in the same way when it
comes to family and reproductive behaviour : we have seen the different
influence of employment in Hungary and Sweden compared with Italy and
France, the smaller influence of women’s education on fertility in Sweden,
and the negative influence of the postponement of forming unions in Italy
and Hungary, while this is positive, on the other hand, in France and Sweden.
We have found reasonable explanations for each of these differences. In
order to have an overall view of the different influences of the co-variants on
the frequency and timing of fertility, we may look at the total number of neg-
ative effects for each country in the mixture models : in this case we see that
in Italy 79% of the effects were negative, in France 68%, in Hungary 62%
and in Sweden 61%. This result confirms the findings of other studies, i.e.
that the strength and sometimes the direction of the relationships can change
in different contexts. For Hungary there were fewer negative effects than for
Italy and France, which was due to the positive influence of women’s
employment and of indirect marriage. Sweden has fewer negative effects,
not only due to the different influence of women’s conditions (not only
employment, but also education) and the positive influence of indirect mar-
riage, but also due to the positive influence of the birth cohort.

10. Relating macro and micro results to policy formulation

At the beginning of this study we posed some questions : what is the basic
trend of fertility and of family behaviour ? How may changes in family
behaviour have influenced fertility trends? Is there any tendency towards
convergence or divergence in family and reproductive behaviour ? What
determines the geographical differences that are observed, even in the pres-
ence of such limited fertility rates ? What kind of institutional, economic,
social and gender contexts discourage fertility ? How do new family behav-
iours influence the timing and intensity of individuals” fertility, given their
own characteristics and that of the context where they live? 

The results of the macro analysis (Sections 2 and 3) show both a general
postponement of childbearing, and a reduction in the intensity of fertility.
The latter is already confirmed in the reduction of the completed fertility of
birth cohorts, despite the stability of fertility expectations, which remain
around replacement level, even in countries with a lower than replacement
current fertility. The results of the micro analysis (Section 9) confirm the ten-
dency for fertility to fall and for births to be postponed, which at an individ-
ual level translates into a greater probability of not entering into the family
sector, affecting half of the cohorts studied. It also affects the postponement
of having not only the first child but subsequent children too, which affects
almost all cohorts and increases with the order of birth. 

97

Determinants of fertility in Europe



The analysis of the temporal differences in the fertility rates (Section 4) clearly
shows that changes in family behaviour, the delaying of marriage, the diver-
sification of the forms of union and the prolongation of life in the parental
home certainly have negative consequences for fertility in all countries. The
micro analysis (Section 9.2) confirms the negative influence on fertility of
new patterns of family behaviour, overall : starting in a cohabitating union
does not usually bring with it plans to have a child, unlike marriage, (both
direct marriage and also marriage preceded by pre-marital cohabitation). The
end of a union interrupts plans to have children, which are renewed if a new
union is formed, but time works against fertility, due to the lost time and
postponements, both because of beginning the union later and because
unions are interrupted more than formerly. In addition, not all separations are
followed by new unions ; other interests, commitments and values may
detract women from having children. Delaying the birth of the first child is a
sure cause of lower fertility.

The hypothesis that changes in family behaviour only influence the timing
and not also the intensity of fertility, posed by Hoffmann-Nowotny and Fux,
is not confirmed by our results. The weakening of the norms upholding mar-
riage has negative effects on fertility : the alternative forms of union are more
fragile than marriages, and often take the form of temporary living arrange-
ments which are either dissolved or transformed into marriage. Both trends
tend to delay having children. However, the preference for cohabitation or
marriage does not seem to be deep-rooted in couples” minds. Two examples
have shown how easy it is for couples to change their minds if this is desir-
able from an economic point of view : Sweden and Austria experienced an
exceptional rise in nuptiality in correspondence with changes in the law
favouring married persons over cohabitees. These two episodes, which were
temporary, suggest that cohabiting couples were not very aware of their eco-
nomic disadvantage, which they only realised following some exceptional
event. They also suggest that cohabiting couples do not have a very strong
ideological attachment to their living arrangement, and that economical fac-
tors play an important role in decisions regarding living arrangements. 

The comparison between different countries by means of multivariate analy-
ses (Section 7) has shown that modernisation, greater institutional support
and a fairer gender system encourage both changes in family behaviour and,
to a lesser extent, fertility. In more traditional countries also, the family
remains traditional and fertility is lower. Moreover, there have been more
divergences than convergences in the demographic and social situations of
European countries in the last 25 years, and the distances between the four
groups of countries in which Europe would appear to be divided do not show
any signs of diminishing. 
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With respect to the changes in family and reproductive behaviour over the
last twenty-five years, many authors have underlined the difficulty of finding
a single, coherent explanation for the variety of combinations of traditional
and modern patterns. Some authors argue that we must recognize a diversity
of explanations (Boh et al. 1989 ; Hopflinger 1985, Kuijsten 1996). In partic-
ular, it has been found to be very difficult to reconcile the very low fertility of
Southern Europe with the stability of its family models, insofar as the former
is perceived as a manifestation of modernisation while the latter is regarded
as traditional (Delgado 1995 ; Sgritta 1988). 

The framework of a more modern society, at an advanced stage of economic
development, in which post-materialist values are common and more value
is placed on individual self-fulfilment, and in which the gender system is
fairer, may contain not only the diversification of forms of union and their
greater instability, but also a fertility closer to replacement level, which is the
level of fertility indicated as expected or ideal by most people in opinion sur-
veys. In this framework, very low fertility may be the result of difficulties that
are so great as to impede marriage (or other forms of union) and fertility. This
is clearly suggested by the multivariate analyses (Section 7), which invariably
show that greater modernisation is associated with new patterns of family
behaviour that may be compatible with higher fertility rates. Advanced mod-
ernisation may also include a state family support system and labour market
flexibility to reconcile family and work (cf. “References” : Mellens, Léridon,
van de Kaa).

In an age of greater freedom of choice, there is a great risk that individualism
and egoism will prevail. But the difficulty facing the individual in making per-
manent commitments for the future (and having a child is one) corresponds
to a social and political climate. Such reasons might persist and continue to
have a delaying and/or depressing influence on fertility, even if the current
materialistic obstacles and constraints were to disappear. 

There is some scope for policy intervention : to remove obstacles and con-
straints related to the individual decision-making process regarding union
formation and fertility. We have indicated the rigidity of the labour and hous-
ing markets, the lack of services for children and for the elderly and the inad-
equacy of leave systems in Section 6. In general, there is the need to support
the family in a role which is, and let us not forget it, of general interest for the
future, both from a demographic point of view and from that of the welfare
of the population. To be effective, policies must be more coherent and con-
sistent as well as more far-sighted, because the future is a responsibility of
both the individual and the collective.

The economic crisis and the crisis of the welfare state – the former impeding
the passage of young people into adult life (employment, life as a couple,
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children), the latter reducing support to families with children and to working
mothers – are a serious threat to the future of fertility. The experience of the
countries of Southern Europe, where families still play supportive roles which
elsewhere have been incorporated into the welfare state, shows that this dis-
courages rather than encourages fertility through prolonging the life of the
family of origin and delaying the younger generation from forming a family. 

In fact the strength of the negative influences on individual behaviour is
greater where social and cultural transformations are more recent, especially
in Italy, where determinants of possible reduction of fertility such as the post-
ponement of the start of a union to higher education and scarcity of religious
sentiment, have a strong influence. The macro analysis suggested that in the
countries of Southern Europe, represented in the micro analysis by Italy, there
was an overall situation of less modernisation, a less advanced women’s con-
dition and less institutional support for families compared to that in other
countries in Western Europe and in Northern Europe in particular (Section 7).
In these conditions, “modern” patterns of behaviour have higher individual
costs. And modern patterns of behaviour may include not only patterns of
family behaviour but also studying, working and not being religious. In coun-
tries of more advanced modernisation, improved women’s conditions and
greater institutional support, which the macro analysis has identified in the
countries of Scandinavia, represented in the micro analysis by Sweden, the
“modern” patterns of behaviour are more compatible with higher fertility,
but sometimes it is difficult to have the third child and sometimes also the
second. A particular situation is that of Hungary, which may be indicative for
other Central and Eastern European countries. The macro analysis has clearly
demonstrated a very strong demographic crisis from 1990 onwards (Sections
2 and 3), which obviously could not be reflected in the micro analysis, which
works on a retrospective survey undertaken in 1992-93. The macro analysis
has shown different patterns for Hungary compared with the rest of Europe,
as well as having a strong participation of women in the labour market. In
order for this high rate of labour force participation to be possible, there must
necessarily be support from the institutions or from the informal network
(otherwise fertility would be incompatible with work, which is not shown by
mixture models). Moreover, before 1990, policies were aimed at greater
social equality compared with the other countries of Europe. This explains
why, at a micro level (Section 9.4), the situation of Hungary is closer to that
of Sweden, as far as the influence of the characteristics of individuals is con-
cerned, than to that of the other two countries. This is so, despite the greater
difference in modern family patterns of the two countries. A new survey will
be needed on the fertility in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and
the former USSR, not so much as to evaluate trends, because these certainly
have repercussions on the reproductive histories of the 90s, but more to
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observe precisely whether fertility differentials are broadening as a reflection
of the diversification of social conditions. 

In general it may be concluded from our analysis that socio-economic condi-
tions as well as the institutional framework of countries are closely linked to
individual decision-making processes regarding the family and fertility, and
hence will influence future developments. In this regard, policies may be con-
sidered, which are supportive to families by removing obstacles and con-
straints, including those policies which are aimed at the reconciliation of
family life and other social functions (work, education). These policies may
result in a higher degree of freedom of choice for individuals and couples,
and might also favour the option of starting family life at an earlier stage. The
future of Europe’s fertility depends to a large measure on the structure and
organisation of family life. As affirmed by Hall (1995), future changes in
Europe’s population will arise from changes in the structure and organisation
of the family and particularly how the tensions between women’s (as well as
men’s) various roles and the family can be resolved.
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Glossary

Cohort. A group of people sharing a common demographic experience who
is observed through time. For example, the cohort of women of 1940 would
be the women born in that year, the cohort of marriages of 1965 would be
the marriages celebrated in that year.

Crude rates. Crude rates measure the relative frequency of a particular event
(e.g. births, marriages, divorces), within the population as a whole in a spe-
cific period of time. They are usually obtained by dividing the number of
events during a given year by the average population. The ratios are
expressed per 1000.

Infertility. Infertility includes both physiological and voluntary infertility.

Specific rates. Specific rates measure the relative frequency of a particular
event within a subgroup of population (e.g. age-specific fertility rates) as
opposed to crude rates, which apply to the population as a whole.

Total divorce rate. The probability of divorce for a married person if she were
to pass though her marriage years conforming to the duration-specific
divorce rates of a given year. The rates refers to a synthetic marriage cohort.
It is computed by the summation of divorce rates by duration of marriage
observed in a given year.

Total fertility rate. The average number of children that would be born alive
to a woman during her lifetime if she were to pass through her childbearing
years conforming to the age-specific fertility rates of a given year. The rate
refers to a synthetic female cohort. It is computed by the summation of the
age-specific fertility rates observed in a given year. The total fertility rate is
also used to indicate replacement level fertility : in the more developed coun-
tries, a rate of 2.1 is considered to be replacement level.

Total first marriage rate. The probability of first marriage for a person if she
were to pass through her lifetime conforming to the age-specific first mar-
riage rates of a given year. The rate refers to a synthetic male or female
cohort. It is computed by the summation of age-specific first marriage rates
(generally up to age 49) observed in a given year. The indicator can exceed
one in a year of strong progression of the number of marriages, although no
person can contract more than one first marriage.
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Source : Prioux 1993.
Notes : 
The lifetime fertility of cohorts born after 1950 has been completed by assuming the continua-
tion of current age-specific fertility rates.
Two sets of data for the same country derive from different sources.
leg.: complement of cumulated first order marital births.

Birth Eng. & Aus. Bel. Den. Fin. Fra. W. Germ. Ire. Ita.

cohort Wales

all leg. all leg. leg. all leg. all leg.

1930 13.8 16.0 17.2 16.8 13.0 12.7

1931 14.4 16.4 16.4 16.3 12.4 12.3

1932 14.4 15.8 15.5 15.9 12.3 11.8

1933 13.0 14.4 15.0 15.4 11.7 11.6

1934 11.5 13.8 14.7 15.0 11.2 11.1

1935 11.4 14.0 14.8 14.8 13.5 15.9 10.5 10.3 9.2 18.1 15.5

1936 11.5 14.4 14.4 14.5 13.6 15.6 10.1 9.9 9.9 17.9 15.4

1937 11.6 14.4 14.0 14.0 13.0 15.5 9.4 9.4 9.8 17.2 14.5

1938 11.2 14.3 14.0 13.8 13.2 15.3 9.4 9.1 10.4 17.1 13.8

1939 11.3 14.5 14.1 13.5 13.1 14.9 9.4 9.0 10.2 16.6 14.1

1940 11.1 14.3 14.3 13.1 12.1 15.2 8.3 8.0 10.6 16.8 19.8 12.6

1941 10.6 14.9 14.6 13.1 12.0 16.3 8.3 8.1 11.1 17.0 20.7 12.4

1942 11.3 14.7 14.5 13.2 12.3 16.3 8.9 8.6 12.1 18.1 20.1 12.6

1943 11.6 14.6 15.0 12.9 12.1 16.6 8.2 7.6 12.5 18.2 18.0 10.9

1944 10.7 14.8 15.0 13.0 12.4 16.6 8.2 8.0 12.8 18.4 16.5 11.4

1945 10.2 15.7 15.1 12.8 12.3 8.9 16.5 8.1 8.3 12.7 18.8 17.3 11.6

1946 9.6 15.8 14.4 13.1 12.6 8.1 15.5 8.5 8.2 11.8 18.7 16.8 10.4

1947 12.9 16.8 14.8 13.1 13.0 9.2 15.7 9.2 9.6 12.4 18.2 13.5 10.6

1948 12.2 18.5 15.0 12.8 13.2 9.4 16.1 8.2 10.0 13.2 18.8 13.9 11.0

1949 13.0 19.5 15.2 13.6 13.7 9.4 17.1 8.6 10.5 13.7 19.4 13.9 11.2

1950 14.0 20.6 15.4 13.4 13.7 10.8 17.4 8.3 11.1 14.8 20.7 12.2 11.4

1951 15.0 16.1 13.9 14.2 11.0 17.8 8.0 15.9 22.0 14.3 11.1

1952 15.0 16.9 14.3 15.3 12.2 18.3 7.9 17.4 23.2 12.5 11.2

1953 16.0 17.6 14.3 15.3 12.4 18.4 8.1 18.6 24.5 13.2 11.8

1954 16.0 18.3 14.7 16.2 13.2 18.5 8.4 20.3 26.0 13.4 12.5

1955 16.0 19.7 15.2 16.5 13.7 19.1 8.3 20.3 25.9 13.1 13.0

1956 17.0 17.0 13.9 19.7 8.2 20.9 12.7

1957 17.0 17.3 14.2 20.6 8.4 22.1 14.2

1958 17.0 15.0 21.2 8.8 22.9 14.5

1959 17.0 9.8

1960 18.0 10.2
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Table 3 – Percentage of women childless by age 40, selected European
countries, birth cohorts from 1930 (per 100 women)



Ita. Net. Nor. Por. Por. Spa. Swe. Swe. Swi. Bul. Hun. Pol. Cze. Yug.

leg. leg.

15.4 14.7

13.0 14.0

14.8 13.9

12.4 14.2 13.5 21.4

12.7 14.1 13.4 20.5

11.7 9.6 13.4 18.6

11.7 9.5 13.5 17.0 7.8

10.3 9.4 13.3 15.8 8.7 7.6

12.1 9.2 12.0 13.0 14.7 9.3 8.0

11.6 8.9 11.6 13.2 13.9 9.3 7.9

13.6 11.9 9.5 13.2 13.9 9.3 7.9 8.9

10.7 10.0 9.0 13.0 14.7 8.8 8.4 8.6

14.7 11.1 9.4 13.1 16.1 9.6 8.7 8.2

11.9 10.3 9.7 11.0 13.2 16.7 8.8 8.7 7.9

11.0 10.5 9.5 10.2 12.8 16.7 9.3 8.5 7.8

11.9 11.7 9.2 12.9 17.6 7.3 10.0 10.9 9.2 8.5

10.3 11.7 9.1 12.8 17.5 8.6 9.4 11.0 8.7 9.5

10.1 12.8 9.4 12.7 17.4 10.4 9.2 10.4 8.1 9.3

11.5 12.9 9.6 10.0 13.1 18.0 8.3 9.2 10.0 8.2 8.9

11.0 14.0 9.9 9.8 13.1 18.6 6.7 9.1 9.6 8.2 8.4

12.2 14.7 10.0 11.0 13.9 10.8 19.8 6.9 9.6 9.5 7.7 8.1

12.3 15.5 10.4 9.9 14.3 11.2 21.2 8.6 8.7 9.6 7.6 7.6

12.6 16.0 11.0 10.8 14.6 11.8 8.7 9.4 9.5 7.5 8.1

12.7 16.8 11.7 10.3 9.5 15.1 11.9 6.1 9.5 11.5 7.9 8.4

14.0 17.1 12.7 11.2 9.6 15.8 12.6 6.9 8.9 10.8 7.8 8.7

14.0 17.8 13.5 9.7 15.8 12.6 6.6 8.7 11.4 7.7 8.7

14.9 18.0 8.5 16.1 12.9 4.8 8.2 10.9 8.0 8.2

18.7 10.5 16.6 12.9 3.7 7.6 10.7 7.8 8.4

19.5 9.5 16.6 13.0 3.4 7.8 10.3 8.1 8.2

13.2 4.0 7.9 9.8 8.0 8.1

12.9 5.2 8.7 9.9 8.2 8.2
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Country year %

Italy 1995-96 2.2

Austria 1995-96 4.3

Germany 1992 5.5

Hungary 1992-93 1.8

Poland 1991 6.9

Lithuania 1994-95 2.8

Latvia 1995 2.3

Belgium 1991 4.6

Sweden 1992-93 5.1

France 1994 1.7

Spain 1994 1.1
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Table 4 – Percentage of women 20-39 years old that do not have and do not
want to have children

Source : our elaboration on FFS data.

Country year expected number
of children

Austria 1995-96 2.1

Belgium 1991 2.1

France 1994 2.3

Germany 1992 1.9

Hungary 1992-93 2.1

Italy 1995-96 2.1

Latvia 1995 2.1

Lithuania 1994-95 2.1

Poland 1991 2.2

Spain 1994 2.2

Table 5 – Average expected number of children, women in unions, 
20-39 years old

Source : our elaboration on FFs data files.
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Source : our elaboration. 

Sweden

age structure rates total

(a) (b) (a+b) (c) (d) (c+d) (a+b+c+d)

married not total marital not total
married marital

15-19 -3.53 0.12 -3.41 -1.40 -11.74 -13.14 -16.55

20-24 -64.05 16.99 -47.05 8.60 11.33 19.93 -27.12

25-29 -83.33 42.96 -40.37 45.83 21.43 67.26 26.89

30-34 -35.36 24.43 -10.92 43.02 11.10 54.12 43.20

35-39 -9.53 7.83 -1.70 13.80 3.95 17.75 16.05

40-44 -1.35 1.32 -0.03 0.65 0.58 1.23 1.20

45-49 -0.05 0.08 0.03 -0.22 -0.02 -0.25 -0.22

total -197.19 93.74 -103.46 110.28 36.62 146.90 43.45

Italy

age structure rates total

(a) (b) (a+b) (c) (d) (c+d) (a+b+c+d)

married not total marital not total
married marital

15-19 -4.92 0.09 -4.83 -9.87 0.90 -8.96 -13.80

20-24 -42.42 0.88 -41.54 -30.67 -0.67 -31.34 -72.87

25-29 -25.24 1.53 -23.70 -31.70 0.10 -31.69 -55.39

30-34 -3.74 0.77 -2.96 -26.80 1.44 -25.37 -28.33

35-39 0.31 -0.14 0.17 -25.94 1.29 -24.65 -24.48

40-44 0.32 -0.24 0.08 -12.91 0.32 -12.59 -12.51

45-49 0.03 -0.02 0.01 -1.33 0.00 -1.33 -1.32

total -75.66 2.88 -72.78 -139.22 3.30 -135.92 -208.70
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Table 7 – Decomposition of the difference of fertility between 1970 and
1990 according to effects due to structure and rates
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France

age structure rates total

(a) (b) (a+b) (c) (d) (c+d) (a+b+c+d)

married not total marital not total
married marital

15-19 -7.09 0.23 -6.85 -11.65 0.62 -11.04 -17.89

20-24 -57.52 11.66 -45.85 -45.78 9.35 -36.42 -82.28

25-29 -45.97 19.23 -26.75 6.45 9.55 16.00 -10.75

30-34 -14.72 11.09 -3.63 -5.99 6.41 0.42 -3.21

35-39 -3.65 3.98 0.33 -12.58 2.66 -9.93 -9.60

40-44 -0.51 0.73 0.22 -6.58 0.43 -6.15 -5.93

45-49 -0.02 0.02 0.00 -0.63 -0.00 -0.63 -0.63

total -129.49 46.95 -82.53 -18.58 9.07 -47.75 -130.28

Hungary

age structure rates total

(a) (b) (a+b) (c) (d) (c+d) (a+b+c+d)

married not total marital not total
married marital

15-19 -15.49 0.74 -14.75 3.06 5.21 8.27 -6.48

20-24 -36.44 3.99 -32.46 11.73 3.67 15.40 -17.05

25-29 -22.17 4.11 -18.06 23.35 1.93 25.28 7.22

30-34 -10.31 3.27 -7.04 0.75 0.37 1.12 -5.92

35-39 -4.11 2.00 -2.11 0.05 0.03 0.09 -2.02

40-44 -0.73 0.50 -0.24 -1.12 -0.08 -1.20 -1.43

45-49 -0.02 0.02 0.00 -0.18 -0.01 -0.18 -0.19

total -89.28 14.63 -74.65 37.64 11.13 48.77 -25.88
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Country Percentage of Percentage of
old people old people using 

in institution home-based services of care

Austria 4.7 3.0

Belgium 4.0 6.0

Denmark 5.7 17.0

Finland 7.2 24.0

France 3.0 7.0

Germany 5.0 3.0

Greece 0.5

Iceland high high

Ireland 5.0 3.0

Italy 2.0 1.3

Netherlands 10.0 8.0

Norway 7.1 14.0

Portugal 5.0 1.5

Spain 2.8 1.0

Sweden 5.4 13.0

United Kingdom 5.1 13.0

Source : Commission européenne 1998.
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Table 10 – Services for old people (65 years and over)
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Italy

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age 23-26 -0.4794 -0.1112 -0.1914 -0.172 -0.5035 -0.2499

Age >26 -0.2736 -0.1103 -0.0023 -0.304 -0.851 -0.0695

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 0

Cohort 1955-1957 -0.2415 -0.0926 -0.1906 -0.0334 0.3474 -0.352

Cohort 1958-1960 -0.0488 -0.206 0.3035 -0.224 0.3348 -0.588

Cohort 1961-1963 0.7223 -0.315 0.5071 -0.1414

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0

Education Medium -0.4118 -0.315 -0.2834 -0.1528 -0.2405 0.09746

Education High -0.8374 -0.534 0.199 -0.1553 0.1487 -0.1019

Employed -0.5038 -0.292 -0.706 -0.329 -0.422 -0.157

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other type of union -1.183 -0.546 0.1068 0.0305 1.894 -0.4506

One union 0 0

Other -0.605 0.06249

Urbanisation high 0.2207 -0.0426 0.07608 -0.0361 -0.362 -0.0422

Intercept 3.463 -2.77 1.755 -4.038 0.5727 -4.524

b2 0.2963 0.7816 0.9642

b3 -0.0731 1.008 1.384

b4 0.4842 1.9 1.702

132

Fertility and new types of households

Table 16 – Results of the mixture models : effects of the variables on the
quantum (a) and timing (b) of the first, second and third birth 
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

France

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Age 23-26 0.035 0.011 -0.680 -0.001 -0.930 -0.359

Age >26 0.260 0.055 -0.746 -0.003 -1.231 -0.717

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 0.220 0.119 0.046 0.113 -0.059 -0.405

Cohort 1958-1960 -0.581 0.049 0.263 -0.050 0.398 -0.187
Cohort 1961-1963 0.154 -0.078 0.360 -0.386

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.267 -0.288 -0.405 -0.208 -0.403 -0.255
Education High -1.145 -0.665 0.230 -0.132 0.117 0.385

Employed -1.479 -0.074 -0.987 -0.255 -1.305 -0.205

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.210 0.034 -0.055 -0.116
Cohabitation -0.547 -0.523 -0.472 -0.247 0.648 -0.319
Out of union -0.700 -0.997

One union 0 0 0 0
Never in union 0.476 0.548
More than one union 1.783 -0.152 -0.260 0.110

Urbanisation high -0.164 -0.064 -0.407 -0.043 0.242 -0.099

Intercept 5.458 -3.193 3.690 -3.889 1.827 -3.424
b2 0.246 0.759 0.658
b3 0.092 0.881 0.757
b4 0.540 1.417 1.218
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Hungary

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Age 23-26 -0.666 -0.088 -0.588 -0.126 -0.827 0.096
Age >26 -1.742 0.371 -0.892 0.035 -1.056 -0.277

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 0.391 -0.007 0.107 -0.003 -0.289 -0.029
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.164 0.042 0.185 -0.048 0.331 -0.029
Cohort 1961-1963 0.117 0.056 0.290 -0.063

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.123 -0.364 -0.341 -0.130 -0.452 -0.113
Education High 0.491 -0.589 0.184 -0.074 0.452 -0.491

Employed 0.318 0.063 0.074 0.014 -0.425 -0.360

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.724 0.282 1.120 0.284
Cohabitation -0.660 -0.579 0.434 -0.210 2.158 -0.276
Out of union -0.526 -0.647

One union 0 0 0 0
Never in union 0.414 0.389
More than one union -0.285 0.102 0.062 0.176

Urbanisation high -0.101 -0.093 -0.208 -0.048 -0.059 0.059

Intercept 3.264 -2.848 2.114 -3.947 0.020 -4.194
b2 0.278 0.701 0.274
b3 0.084 0.806 0.694
b4 0.997 1.341 1.416
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Source : our elaboration on FFS data.
Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Sweden

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0

Age 23-26 0.281 0.155 0.191 0.221 -0.002 -0.396

Age >26 0.740 0.734 2.283 0.250 -0.054 -0.370

Cohort 1954 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cohort 1959 -0.256 -0.200 0.301 0.221 1.542 -0.372

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0

Education Medium 0.079 -0.149 -0.416 0.116 -0.678 0.127

Education High -0.094 -0.472 -0.522 0.180 0.111 -0.016

Employed 0.212 0.091 -0.017 0.301 -0.180 -0.297

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0

Indirect marriage 0.286 -0.191 0.059 0.036

Cohabitation -1.173 -0.864 -0.124 -0.495 0.280 -0.287

Out of union -1.033 -1.402

One union 0 0 0 0

Never in union 0.339 0.522

More than one union -0.609 0.242 0.279 0.273

Urbanisation high -0.506 -0.054 -0.178 -0.077 -0.263 -0.156

Intercept 3.900 -3.407 2.623 -4.755 0.990 -4.115

b2 0.535 1.280 0.948

b3 0.958 1.142 1.115

b4 1.854 1.439 2.061
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Italy

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Age 23-26 -0.488 -0.119 -0.241 -0.184 -0.242 -0.076
Age >26 0.119 -0.117 -0.066 -0.308 -0.286 0.364

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 -0.228 -0.103 -0.207 -0.041 0.378 -0.402
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.037 -0.219 0.261 -0.230 0.307 -0.650
Cohort 1961-1963 0.631 -0.322 0.488 -0.161

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.414 -0.294 -0.260 -0.152 -0.150 -0.048
Education High -0.838 -0.476 0.192 -0.156 -0.093 -0.052

Employed -0.527 -0.278 -0.698 -0.310 -0.507 0.066

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other type of union -1.079 -0.453 0.243 0.085 2.228 -0.509

One union 0 0
Other -0.621 0.017

Urbanisation high 0.244 -0.043 0.103 -0.028 -0.314 -0.033

Very religious 0 0 0 0 0 0
Not very religious -0.299 -0.026 -0.394 -0.145 -0.866 -0.058
Not religious at all -0.593 -0.283 -0.882 -0.215 -1.050 -0.892

Interval 1st-2nd child
<25 months 0 0
25-40 months -0.119 0.120
>40 months -0.933 0.285

Intercept 3.659 -2.736 2.012 -3.978 0.856 -4.643
b2 0.306 0.781 1.024
b3 -0.052 1.005 1.513
b4 0.512 1.907 1.868

Table 17 – Results of the mixture models : effects of the variables on the
quantum (a) and timing (b) of the first, second and third birth.
Models with additional variables
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

France

3rd interval

Variables a b

Age <22 0 0
Age 23-26 -0.613 -0.299
Age >26 -0.773 -0.682

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 -0.117 -0.369
Cohort 1958-1960 0.450 -0.184

Education Low 0 0
Education Medium -0.472 -0.190
Education High -0.203 0.520

Employed -1.224 -0.202

Direct marriage 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.175 -0.120
Other type 0.785 -0.364

One union 0 0
More than one union -0.113 0.162

Urbanisation high 0.237 -0.077

Interval 1st-2nd child 
<25 months 0 0
25-40 months -1.078 0.196
>40 smonths -0.735 -0.314

Intercept 2.066 -3.503
b2 0.683
b3 0.812
b4 1.384
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Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Hungary

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Age 23-26 -0.666 -0.087 -0.590 -0.132 -0.472 0.139
Age >26 -1.840 0.400 -0.888 0.034 -0.503 -0.262

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 0.397 -0.003 0.113 0.003 -0.246 -0.013
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.155 0.045 0.196 -0.050 0.419 0.019
Cohort 1961-1963 0.093 0.062 0.297 -0.060

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.138 -0.359 -0.336 -0.135 -0.531 -0.096
Education High 0.433 -0.581 0.186 -0.081 0.245 -0.460

Employed 0.293 0.069 0.117 -0.003 -0.403 -0.389

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.7278 0.2841 1.063 0.3259
Cohabitation -0.654 -0.575 0.473 -0.212 2.416 -0.283
Out of union -0.629 -0.629

One union 0 0 0 0
Never in union 0.540 0.369
More than one union -0.293 0.094 0.219 0.138

Urbanisation high -0.064 -0.098 -0.201 -0.041 -0.098 0.066

Very religious 0 0 0 0 0 0
Not very religious -1.023 0.016 -0.060 -0.102 0.205 -0.204
Not religious at all -1.129 0.037 -0.077 -0.114 0.498 -0.263

Interval 1st-2nd child 
<25 months 0 0
25-40 months -0.760 -0.311
>40 months -0.874 -0.193

Intercept 4.219 -2.876 2.118 -3.855 -0.152 -3.953
b2 0.279 0.704 0.293
b3 0.090 0.808 0.708
b4 0.999 1.346 1.421



139

Tables

Source : our elaboration on FFS data.
Note : significant effects (with the posterior distribution not containing 0 between 2.5° and
97.5° percentage points) in bold.

Sweden

1st interval 2nd interval 3rd interval

Variables a b a b a b

Age <22 0 0 0 0 0 0
Age 23-26 0.263 0.154 0.188 0.220 0.026 -0.372
Age >26 -0.365 0.752 0.790 0.250 0.012 -0.387

Cohort 1954 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cohort 1959 -0.231 -0.213 0.322 0.214 1.231 -0.295

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium 0.075 -0.165 -0.397 0.117 -0.730 0.230
Education High -0.094 -0.496 -0.499 0.185 0.122 -0.014

Employed 0.214 0.098 0.008 0.297 0.026 -0.308

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage 0.585 -0.178 0.446 0.018
Cohabitation -1.066 -0.822 0.203 -0.480 0.797 -0.321
Out of union -0.689 -1.403

One union 0 0 0 0
Never in union 0.316 0.535
More than one union -0.649 0.259 0.411 0.233

Urbanisation high -0.486 -0.054 -0.153 -0.079 -0.273 -0.104

Very religious 0 0 0 0 0 0
Not very religious 0.241 -0.175 -0.571 -0.116 -0.723 -0.063
Not religious at all -0.005 -0.165 -0.857 -0.081 -0.846 -0.089

Interval 1st-2nd child 
<25 months 0 0
25-40 months -0.463 -0.285
>40 months -0.892 0.260

Intercept 3.699 -3.278 2.977 -4.680 1.554 -4.179
b2 0.537 1.278 0.982
b3 0.959 1.145 1.180
b4 1.856 1.449 2.121
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Note : significant estimates at the p-value>=90% in bold.

First interval : union-birth first child

Italy France Hungary Sweden U.S.A.

Variables

Age <19 0
Age <22 0 0 0 0 -0.17
Age 23-26 -0.19 0.07 -0.15 0.06 -0.36
Age >26 -0.18 0.28 -0.12 0.38 -0.34

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 (1954) 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 0.02 0.14 0.10 (1959) -0.04 -0.01
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.03 -0.08 0.01 (1964) -0.07 0.05
Cohort 1961-1963 -0.09 0.02 0.11 (1969) -0.13 0.08
Cohort 1964-1970 0.08

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.35 -0.27 -0.32 -0.12 -0.31
Education Medium-High -0.37
Education High -0.43 -0.76 -0.39 -0.42 -0.67

Employed -0.35 -0.21 0.13 0.16 -0.20

Marriage 0 0 0 0 0
Cohabitation -1.25 -0.95 -0.88 -1.07 -0.86

Change in the union :
No change 0 0 0 0 0
Marriage 1.57 1.09 0.81 1.06 0.87
Separation / divorce -0.49 -0.66 -1.43 -1.47 -1.10

Second change in the union :
No change 0 0 0 0 0
New union 1.66 1.87 1.14
Separation/divorce -0.53 -0.97 -0.76
Any change (France) 0.06

Urbanisation Low 0 0 0 0 0
Urbanisation Medium 0.08 0.06 0.03 -0.03
Urbanisation High 0.04 -0.06 -0.19 -0.36 0.02

Table 18 – Results of the hazard models : effects of the variables on the
timing of the first, second and third birth. Models including
time-dependent variables
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Note : significant estimates at the p-value>=90% in bold.

Second interval : birth first child-birth second child 

Italy France Hungary Sweden U.S.A.

Variables

Age <19 0
Age <21 0 0 0 0 0.07
Age 22-24 -0.16 -0.17 -0.18 0.07 0.03
Age 25-27 -0.24 -0.21 -0.34 0.06 -0.10
Age >27 -0.43 -0.41 -0.34 0.22 -0.33

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 (1954) 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 -0.09 0.08 0.03 (1959) 0.26 0.04
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.04 0.07 0.06 (1964) 0.51 0.00
Cohort 1961-1963 0.03 0.06 0.07 (1969) 0.34 0.03
Cohort 1964-1970 0.09

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.18 -0.29 -0.17 -0.07 -0.18
Education Medium-High -0.22
Education High 0.02 -0.09 0.00 0.06 -0.09

Employed -0.44 -0.40 0.05 0.11 -0.09

One union 0 0 0 0 0
Never in union 0.46 0.06 -0.03 0.02
More than one union 0.46 0.33 0.23 0.00
Other (Italy) 0.73

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.03 -0.16 -0.00 -0.08
Cohabitation -0.40 0.09 -0.25 -0.39
Out of union -0.77 -1.19 -0.99 -1.12 -0.72

Change in the union :
No change 0 0 0 0 0
Marriage -0.09 0.30 0.29 0.29
Separation/divorce -0.37 -1.36 -1.09 -1.10 -0.94

Second change in the union 1.01 1.03 0.50 0.26

Urbanisation Low 0 0 0 0 0
Urbanisation Medium -0.00 -0.18 -0.06 -0.19
Urbanisation High -0.01 -0.21 -0.19 -0.26 0.02
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Note : significant estimates at the p-value>=90% in bold.

Third interval : birth second child-birth third child 

Italy France Hungary Sweden U.S.A.

Variables

Age <23 0 0 0 0 0
Age 24-25 -0.39 -0.63 -0.74 -0.26 -0.20
Age 26-28 -0.71 -0.91 -0.73 -0.44 -0.44
Age >28 -0.72 -0.95 -1.15 -0.36 -0.68

Cohort 1952-1954 0 0 0 (1954) 0 0
Cohort 1955-1957 0.13 -0.08 -0.32 (1959) 0.25 0.11
Cohort 1958-1960 -0.00 0.19 0.04 (1964) 0.33 0.17
Cohort 1961-1963 0.13 0.22 0.20 (1969) -0.06 0.28
Cohort 1964-1970 0.37

Education Low 0 0 0 0 0
Education Medium -0.03 -0.32 -0.39 -0.16 -0.28
Education Medium-High -0.34
Education High 0.03 0.25 0.29 0.02 -0.21

Employed -0.36 -0.65 -0.55 -0.16 -0.10

One union 0 0 0 0 0
More than one union -0.16 0.59 0.50 -0.17

Direct marriage 0 0 0 0 0
Indirect marriage -0.03 0.08 -0.03
Cohabitation 0.19 -0.19 0.06
Other (Italy, U.S.A.) 0.51 0.80 -0.27

Change in the union :
No change 0 0 0 0 0
New union 0.35 0.37
Separation / divorce -0.19 0.42 -0.01 -0.06

Urbanisation Low 0 0 0 0 0
Urbanisation Medium -0.20 0.09 -0.15 -0.14
Urbanisation High -0.50 0.21 0.01 -0.35 0.09
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Figure 1 – Total fertility rate

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figures

Figure 3 – Mean age of women at birth of first child

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figure 4 – Extra-marital births per 100 live births

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figure 5 – Marital and extra-marital fertility rates, 1970 and 1990

Source : our elaboration on UN and ODE data.
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Figures

Figure 7 – Cohort fertility rates in Italy, Portugal, Greece

Source : ODE data.
Note : dotted line : 1943 for Italy, 1948 for Portugal, 1951 for Greece.



152

Fertility and new types of households

Figure 8 – Total first marriage rate for females up to age 50

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figures

Figure 9 – Mean age of women at first marriage

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figure 10 – Total divorce rate

Source : our elaboration on data provided by the Council of Europe.
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Figure 11 – Percentage of first partnerships dissolved after 6 years, by type
of partnership

Source : Schoenmaeckers and Lodewijckx, 1997.

North West South Central East
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Figure 12 – Percentage of not married women, 1970 and 1990

Source : our elaboration on UN data.
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Figures

Figure 14 – Multiway analysis on development, gender, fertility, and family
behaviour, 1970, 1980, 1994
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Appendices

Appendix 1
Data and methods

Data for the micro analysis

The data used for the micro analysis derives from the FFS (Fertility and Family
Survey), conducted in 22 developed countries on the basis of a common core
questionnaire, on independent samples of men and women, and coordinated
by the PAU (Population Activity Unit) of the UNECE (United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe), based in Geneva. The survey was under-
taken between 1989 and 1997 and not all the Standard Recode Files were
available at the time of study. As for the countries considered in this report,
the FFSs were undertaken between October 1992 and March 1993 in
Sweden, between January and April 1994 in France, between November
1995 and January 1996 in Italy and between November 1992 and December
1993 in Hungary. The core questionnaire included the collection of informa-
tion about the history of unions and about the reproductive history of the
women interviewed, in addition to information about social and cultural
characteristics. 

Decomposition of the difference between fertility rates in structure and rates effect

An age specific fertility rate for the age x can be written :

where
mbx = marital births
m
_

bx = extra-marital births
mx = married women
m
_

x = women not currently married
mrx = age specific marital fertility rate
m
_

rx = age specific extra-marital fertility rate

the difference between two age specific rates is :

[structure effect due to the difference in % of married women + structure
effect due to the difference in % of not married women] + [rate effect due to
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the difference in marital fertility rate + rate effect due to the difference in non
marital fertility rate].

The two structure effects and the two rate effects can be summed up to form
a global structure effect and rate effect and the effects at different ages can
be summed up to form the total effects on the general rate (Santini 1992).

Principal Components Analysis

The basic idea of principal components analysis is to describe the dispersion
of an array of n points in p-dimensional space by introducing a new set of
orthogonal linear coordinates so that the sample variances of the given
points with respect to these derived coordinates are in decreasing order of
magnitude. Thus the first principal component is such that the projections of
the given points onto it have maximum variance among all possible coordi-
nates ; the second principal component has maximum variance subject to
being orthogonal to the first ; and so on.

If the elements of y’= (y1, y2, ...,yp) denote the p coordinates of observation,
and the rows of the n x p matrix, Y’, constitute the n p-dimensional observa-
tion, the sample mean vector and covariance matrix may be obtained,
respectively, from the definitions

where
1’ is a row vector all of whose elements are equal to 1
Y
_

’ is an n x p matric each of whose rows is equal to y
_

’ .

The p x p sample correlation matrix, R, is related to S by 

where
is a p x p diagonal matrix whose ith element is 1/(sii)-1/2.

Algebrically, the principal components analysis involves finding the eigenval-
ues and the eigenvectors of the sample covariance matrix. Specifically, for
obtaining the first principal component z1, what is sought is the vectors of
coefficients, a’ = (a1, a2, ..., ap), such that the linear combination, a’y, has
maximum sample variance in the class of all linear combination, subject to
the normalizing constraint, a’a = 1. For a given a, since the sample variance
of a’y is a’Sa, the problem of finding a turns out to be equivalent to deter-
mining a nonnull a such that the ratio a’Sa/a’a is maximized. It is well known
that the maximum value of this ratio is the largest eigenvalue, c1, of S, and
the required solution for a is the eigenvector, a1, of S corresponding to c1. 
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After the first principal component has been determined, the next problem is
to determine a second normalized linear combination orthogonal to the first
and such that, in the class of all normalized linear functions of y orthogonal
to a1’y, the second principal component has largest variance. At the next
stage, one would determine a third normalized linear combination with max-
imum variance in the class of all normalized linear combinations orthogonal
to the first two principal components. The process may be repeated until p
principal components have been determined (Gnanadesikan 1977). 

The principal components may be interpreted thanks to their coefficients of
correlation with each variable, and it is possible to represent the variables 
on a plane consisting of a couple of principal components, by means of the
coefficients of correlation of the variables with them. The first two principal
components usually extract an important part of the overall variance of the
matrix and are sufficient for a synthetic vision of the relations between the
variables. A second graph provides the position of the units (the countries in
our case) on the plane by means of factor scores. Comparing the graph of
the variables with that of the units, we may see the situation which prevails
in each country (Lebart et al. 1977). The analysis has been performed by the
SPAD software. 

Multiway factor analysis – Statis Method

Suppose that r statistical studies {X..h, Qh, M h∈H}, are available on the same
set of units, provided with the same masses M and a semi-definite matrix Qh,
the aim of STATIS is to compare statistical studies giving a graphical repre-
sentation of the units.

Three different problems may be solved using STATIS :

1) to give an overall comparison of the r studies and to recognize similar and
dissimilar studies, see a) interstructure analysis ;

2) to summarize the r studies with a compromise of the views given by stud-
ies, see b) compromise ;

3) to have a detailed exploration of differences between initial studies, see c)
graphical representation.

a) Interstructure analysis. Consider the r matrices WhM=X..hQhX’..h associ-
ated to r statistical studies {X..h, Qh, M h∈H}, we may use the numerator of
the Rv coefficient or the Rv coefficient (Escoufier, 1973) :
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as similarity measure between statistical studies. Matrix C called 
the interstructure matrix with elements cov(WhM, WmM) or Rv(WhM,
WmM) is a positive semi-definite matrix. Thus the best r’-rank least
squares approximation of C is given by the first r’ elements of the spec-
tral decomposition of C=AΛA’.

From this decomposition we can represent the statistical studies as points 
of the r’-dimensional space, with coordinates the r’ elements of the rows 
of AΛ-1/2.

b) Compromise. In this phase the matrices Wh have to be semi-definite
positive. Thus a linear combination of the Wh, with positive coefficients, is
still semi-definite positive. The compromise matrix is : WM=(∑hahWhM, i.e.,
has coefficients equal to the first eigenvector associated to the largest eigen-
value of matrix C. From the Frobenius theorem, this eigenvector has all ele-
ments with an equal sign, that may be taken as positive. The compromise
matrix accounts for the largest (Rayleigh quotient) sum of squares of the
inner product of the initial studies. We can now diagonalize WM, giving the
representation of n points associated to this “hidden study”. The plot of the
n points in a k’-dimensional space can be given by the elements of the spec-
tral decomposition of WM=BΓB’, i.e., the coordinates are the k’ values of
the rows of BΓ-1/2. The compromise matrix is not a representative synthesis of
the three-way matrix {WhM h∈H}, since it does not satisfy the internality
property. However is an optimal matrix since represents the 1-rank best
squares approximation of X. Sometimes the compromise matrix does not
account for a large part of the Rayleigh quotient, thus the associated repre-
sentation of the initial studies may be poor. On the other hand when the
compromise matrix accounts for almost all of the Rayleigh quotient, the
arithmetic mean matrix of WhM h∈H, gives similar results to the compro-
mise, since the first eigenvector of C has all values almost equal.

c) Graphical representation. When occasions may be ranked, the units may
be connected forming trajectories in a k dimensional space. These are repre-
sented in a unique space spanned by the first eigenvectors of the compro-
mise matrix (Rizzi 1995).

The package used for the analysis is ACT-STATIS (Analyse Conjointe des
Tableaux-Structuration des Tableaux à trois indices de la Statistique, Lavit
1985 ; Lavit et al. 1994).

Mixture models for the analysis of birth histories

Most event history models (such as discrete-time logit and log-rate, continu-
ous parametric hazard rate, accelerated failure, etc.) implicitly assume that
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the event of interest would eventually occur to everyone. This assumption is
true for death, but it is unrealistic for many other events, such as the birth of
a child. Some others traditional event history models (such as Cox’s propor-
tional hazards model) are compatible with the possibility that the event of
interest would not occur, but they have some difficulty in interpreting the
results, because they do not distinguish between the probability to experi-
ence the event and the waiting time to the event (Farewell 1982 ; Yamaguchi
1992). Mixture models permit this distinction, allowing the simultaneous
estimation of the separate effects of covariates on the probability and the
timing of the event. For the analysis of birth histories this means the possibil-
ity to distinguish the determinants of birth stopping from those of birth spac-
ing (Yamaguchi et al. 1995). To do this mixture models combine a logistic
regression of the probability of occurrence of the event with a survival model
for duration (given that the event occurs). 

Various survival models have been proposed to estimate the (separate)
effects of the explanatory variables on the timing of the event. Following
McDonald and Rosina (1998), for our analysis we have chosen a logistic-
geometric piecewise discrete-time model. We have used a Bayesian
approach based on Gibbs sampling (a Monte Carlo Markov Chain method)
to estimate our model. The priors for the regression effect parameters were
independent N(0,0.0001) distributions, where the second parameter of the
normal distribution is the precision (i.e. the reciprocal of the variance).
Estimation of the model was carried out using BUGS (Spiegelhalter et al.
1995). A burn-in of 1000 iteration was used and inference was based on a
sample of 5,000 observation from the posterior distribution.

We consider “significant” (even though this term is not appropriate in the
Bayesian approach) only the parameters with the posterior distribution not
containing 0 between 2,5° and 97,5° percentage points. In the tables we
present the mean of the posterior distribution of the parameters estimates. 

Hazards model with time dependent covariates

To model the effect of the partnership history on the reproductive behavior
in a very simplified manner, we applied, separately for each of the first three
birth intervals, an extension of the widely used proportional hazards model,
which takes into account changes in time of some explanatory variables (Cox
et al. 1984)

h(t ;z, z’(t))=h0(t)*w(z, z’(t) ;ß, ß’)

where h0(t) is the baseline hazard function left completely unspecified, z is
the vector of the explanatory variables that does not change over time for
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any individuals and z’(t) is the vector of the time varying covariates. The
parametrisation chosen of w(z, z’(t) ; ß, ß’) is the log linear form

w(z, z’(t) ;ß, ß’) = exp(ßz + ß’z’)

It is immediate to note that when z=0 and z’(t)=0 h(t ;z, z’(t))=h0(t).

Following a causal approach (Blossfeld et al. 1995), time-dependent covari-
ate have been chosen in order to represent any relevant change in time of the
partnership status, that makes the unit under study to be exposed to another
causal condition since the change occurred. These changes were included as
a series of time dependent dummy variables. Number and definition of these
covariates vary according to the country observed and birth order. In
practice, only the first two changes in union condition proved to have some
influence on the birth intervals length.

As our time dependent covariates change their values only at some discrete
points of time, to include them into hazard rates we used a method called
“episode splitting” (Blossfeld et al. 1989). At each time where the covariate
changes its value, the original episode is split into two parts. The first split has
the value of the covariate before the change, the second after. The last split
has the same ending time and the same exit status as the original episode. All
other splits are regarded as right censored. 

Model estimation can then be done with these splitted episodes, if in the cal-
culation of the partial likelihood the different starting and ending times of the
splits are explicitly taken into account.This method proved to be much effi-
cient and very little time consuming.

Calculation and estimates have been done with the computer program TDA
ver.5.2 (Rohwer 1994).
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Conclusions

Aura-Mihaela Zamfirescu, Antonella Pinnelli and Beat Fux

In the face of the changes in family and reproductive behaviour over the last
25 years, many authors have underlined the difficulty of finding a single
coherent explanation for the variety of combinations of traditional and
modern patterns. Some authors argue that we must recognise a diversity of
explanations (Boh et al. 1989 ; Hopflinger 1985, Kuijsten 1996). In particular,
it is very difficult to reconcile the very low fertility of Southern Europe with
the stability of its family models, in so far as the former is perceived as a
manifestation of modernisation while the latter is regarded as traditional
(Delgado 1995 ; Sgritta 1988). 

The results of the present study can give a coherent explanation of the recent
trends in family and reproductive behaviours.

The conclusions of the theoretical part of this study show the continuation of
the polarisation between the family and non-family sector. There is an
increase in the proportion of childless people, postponement of births,
smaller family sizes, declining marriage and increasing divorce rates.
Modernisation and globalisation, resulting in better economic conditions,
family policies aiming at facilitating the reconciliation of work and family, and
the promotion of gender equality could have a positive impact on these
trends.

The empirical part demonstrates the fundamental importance of better eco-
nomic conditions, family policies and gender equality for higher fertility.
Higher fertility, even if below the replacement level, can be part of the frame-
work of modernisation, in spite of new family behaviours : the framework of
a more modern society, at an advanced stage of economic development, in
which post-materialist values are common and more value is given to indi-
vidual self-fulfilment, and the gender system is fairer, may contain not only
the diversification of forms of union and their greater instability, but also a
fertility closer to replacement level, which is the level of fertility indicated as
expected or ideal by most people in opinion surveys. In this framework, it is
not “modern” to have a very low fertility. The latter, if anything, is the result
of difficulties which are so great as to impede marriage (or other forms of
union) and fertility. This is clearly demonstrated by the multivariate analyses,
which always show the greater modernisation associated with the new
patterns of family behaviour and with higher fertility rates, and advanced
modernisation also include the state family support system and labour
market flexibility, while the difficulties experienced in the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe and the South are evident. 
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In an age of greater freedom of choice, there is a great risk that individualism
and egoism will prevail. But the difficulty facing the individual in making per-
manent commitments for the future (and having a child is one) corresponds
to a social and political climate. Such ideological reasons might persist and
continue to have a negative influence on fertility, even if the presently exist-
ing obstacles and constraints of a material nature were to fall. 

There are some margins for state intervention : to remove obstacles and con-
straints (the rigidity of the labour and housing markets, the lack of services
for children and for the elderly and the inadequacy of leave systems), and to
support the family in a role which is of general interest for the future, both
from a demographic point of view and from that of the quality of the
population. State positions must be more coherent and courageous, and
more long-term oriented, because the future is a responsibility which is both
individual and collective.

The economic crisis and the crisis of the welfare state, the former impeding
the normal transition of young people into adult life (employment, life as a
couple, having children), the latter reducing support to families with children
and to working mothers, are a serious threat to the future of fertility. The
experience of the countries of South Europe, where families still play sup-
portive roles which have been absorbed in other places by the welfare state,
shows that this, far from favouring fertility, discourages it by prolonging the
functions of the family of origin and stopping the younger generations from
forming a family. 
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