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1. Introduction and background

Low fertility in many parts of the world, the mechanisms by which it is generated, as well as
conseguences and policy implications continue to attract the attention of scholars, politicians and the
general public (see, for instance: Frejka 2008; Frejleh 2010; Kohleret al.2006; Lanzieri 2013;
Sobotka 2004; Winter and Teitelbaum 2013). Moreover, insightful studies with new approaches are
looking into the prospects for future fertility trends (Bastenl.2013; Lutz and Scherbov forthcoming;
Myrskyld et al.2013). This body of literaturaiterms ofillustrating and analyzing various aspects of the
reality that fAmore than half of the global popul a
and Pison 2004). Not only is below replacemertility firmly entrenched for the foreseeable future, it is
almost certain to spread to additional populations (Basttah2013; and Myrskylét al.2013).1t is

within this context that a new project focusing on fertility patterns in the formerlyiisbciauntries of
Europe is launched.

1.1. The launching of an international collaborative project to explore likely future fertility trends in
the formerly socialist countries @fentral and Easteriurope

Fertility throughout the regioaf the formerly somlist countries of Europe [FSCH significantly below
replacement. Experience with the possible consequences of such fertility levels for individual countries in
this region is scarc@&lotably, this is the only region in the world where in the majority of countries
population size has been decliningecent years part due to low fertilityThusit appears useful to

assess future fertility prospects so that national governments and iteshatstitutions can act



accordingly, i.e. attempt to affect childbearing behavior or to adjust to the respective fertility levels.
Furthermore, in a broader context, governments are concerned with the social wellbeing of their
populations and are engagacenacting a range of family policieghich canalsoaffect childbearing

The projectProspects for a fertility increase in the formerly socialist countries of Central and Eastern
Europe(CEE)is a collaborative undertaking of scholars frb&formerly socialist countries in CEE to
explore the likelihood of reversing recent trends of declining cohort fertility, i.e. of fertility quanttim,
special attention to the effect of policy measufid® project is conducted under the aegis of the
Department 6Social Policy and Intervention, University of OxfpoldK.

The project has the following mutually complementing goals:

A. Theprincipalgoal of the project is to outlirt@elikely direction ofcohortfertility trends in the
foreseeable future of one to two decades in indivithraherly socialistcountries of Central and
Eastern Europe and possibly for the entire region. Is fertility likely to decline further, stabilize or
increase? To this end the jat will conduct analyses of fertility trends and important conditions
affecting them with a distinct focus on family and population policids8iformerly socialist
countries of Central and Eastern Europe.

B. The project will provide an overview pfast ad presenefforts to affect fertility trends in the
CEE formerly socialist countries.

C. The project is designed to evaluate the extent to which population and family policies have been
effective in raisingohortfertility, in the past and at present.

Thepatrticipating countries and the personnel working on the project are listed in Appabtih3

Project personnel are scholars employed at academic or research institutions, as a rule in the respective
countries, exceptionally at international institasowith close ties to the country concerned. Country
personnel assemble and analyse data and information for the respective country, and collaborate with
project coordinators in preparing projedde documents.

This is the first paper emanating from gr@ject. The objective of this paper is to present an overview of
the most important fertility developments of the recent padf as specified in the subtitle, to establish
whether fertility trends athe FSCEare converging witlhe West Europeatapitalist countriesThis may
entail a period of as much as about half a century that could yield important insiglmseational
comparative analysis will be conducted. To a large extent this paper is restricted to a demographic
perspective and wilkerve as a framework for future project activitiessdaper should be considered as
precedinghe paper entitle&ertility Patterns in Formerly Socialist Countries of Europe: The Role of
Policies designed to increase Childbeariogoe presentealtthe European Population Conferen¢@PC)

in Budapest, 228 June 2014.

1.2. The significance of cohort fertility change: A note for a broader audience

In advanced countries governments tend to be concerned with fertility being too low and are interested in
a fertility increase. Frequently policy measures may cause an increase in the period total fertility rate, i.e.
an increase in the amount of childbearing in a particular year. Such increases may be the result of
women/couples advancing some future birttie turrent years and thus creating an illusion of increased
fertility. A relatively large number of births are being accumulated in a current year. When these are
compared with a previous year it appears as though fertility has increased. Howevetoedftets

fertility are effective only if cohort fertility changes ibthe fertility of generations changegi.e. that

means if the fertility of women born in the same gefianges. That signifies a real quantitative fertility
increase. There are twaays to establish whether such a real, i.e. cohort, fertility increase has o@turred
the time when period TFRs are changiNgither of these methods is totally accurate.



1. One can take a time series of several years of period total fertility rates @#eRi§¥ollowing
the initial increase, say of five years, the TFRs start to slacken off, this is an indication that cohort
fertility has not increased.

2. A number of methods to calculate adjusted total fertility rates (AdjTFRs) have been developed,
initially by Bongaarts and Feeney (1998) and more recently by Bongaarts and Sobotka (2012).
The adjusted TFRs are designed to eliminate the effect of the timing shifts in childbearing. The
levels of the adjusted TFRs tend to come close to eventual total catibity fates. Thus a rise
in adjusted TFRs indicates a real (cohort) fertility increase. However the adjusted TFRs are not
accurate in depicting trends, because they are based on period data. If the adjusted TFRs are not
much different from the current ped TFRs, it is an indication of no or little change in real or
cohort fertility.

Cumulated cohort fertility rates at around age 40 can inform about fertility levels and trends that occurred
about 150r moreyears earlier. For instance, Cumulated CFRS ¢alculated in 2010 for birth cohorts
19651970 will inform about real fertility trends in 1994®95. In other words, conclusive evidence of

real fertility change can be obtained only with about a 15 year time lag.

1.3. Data and regions

The principal source of data used in this paper i¢fimaan Fertility Databas¢HFD") complemented by
the Eurostat Statistics Databasd-ertility Indicatorsand by some recently modified data supplied by
country collaborators.

The presentation and analysis in this paper applies five groupings of European countries. The grouping of
central interest is comprised of the formerly socialist countries of Europe. This region could be divided
into subregions applying geographical, aual, economic and other criteria; however the countries in
this region are being analysed as a group because of their political heritage. In order to be able to conduct
a meaningful international comparative analysis of fertility levelstaamtls, four ther groupings of
European countries are defined: G-dpenkintg boantriesd) Eur op
and 6Southernd Europe. A consensus has developed
demographic literature of the recent paBhe following countries are included in our investigation.
Formerly socialist countries of EuropBelarusBulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Polaigerbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania, the
RussiarFederation, Ukraine.
Northern EuropeDenmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden.
Western EuropeBelgium, France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom.
Germanspeaking countriedAustria, Germany Switzerland.
Southern EuropeGreece, Italy, Portugal, Spain.

! The HFD is a joint project of the Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research (MPIDR) in Rostock, Germany
andthe Vienna Institute of Demography (VID) in Vienna, Austria, based at MPIDR.

2 At times these four regions are referred to as a whole and labelled as West European populations or societies.
% Some relatively small countries or those with a lackwilable data have been omitted.



14 A concise overview oéftility in theformerly socialist countries of Eurobe

During the four decades of state socialism prior to 1990 societal conditions in the authoritarian and
centrally planned regimes had developed an environment that was favorable for early and relatively high
rates of childbearing. When these regimes colldjis& 98991, the entire societal and institutional

system was transformed. Incentives and constraints related to childbearing started to change and were
being replaced by new societal conditions similar to those in Western societiesflédiydid trandion

to capitalist political, social and economic conditions ensued. The political environment was no longer
dominated by the unlimited power of the communist party and its bureaucracypiitjtisystems began

to function with varied success. Conditianghe labour market changed as enterprises became concerned
with productivity and profitability. Employment was no longer guaranteed and job security diminished.
Employment conditions became particularly difficult for women. Demand for highly qualifeatiqos
increased, which required a welllucated work force. Institutions of higher learning expanded, as did
tertiary and secondary school enrolment rates. Professional and leisure time opportunities became more
varied, and young people were taking adage of them. Many of the entitlements of the previous

socialist welfare state were curtailed or disappeared. Modern contraceptives became more readily
available, and, for the most part, access to induced abortion was retained.

Family formation and childiaring patterns adjusted to the changing societal environment. Exit from the
parental home, union formation and childbearing were being postponed, various forms of partnership
arrangements became acceptable, and cohabitation became more popular.

In the 1%0s, there was a significant level of heterogeneity betweesocialist countries of Central and

Eastern Europd.ooking at period TFR alone, Latvia and Estonia already had some of the lowest fertility

rates in Europe, already aroundr belowi replacenent levels. On the contrary, the southern areas of

the Former Yugoslavia Bosnia and Herzegovina, FYR Macedonia and Montenegro all had TFRs above

4.0. Albania was already an outlier among the future FSCE, with TFRs in the 1950s of dieh$ Per

woman However, during the period 194970, a convergence towards a relatively uniform system of
reproductive behavior gradually developed based around a stroralpiteédamily preference, universal

and early marriage and low levels of childlessness, esdyeio the 1990s$t ankl ni end and Mas
2008).While some differences did exishot least within the former Yugoslavid hi s 6 East er n Eu
Reproducti ve P a actosscouniiesara acrossaliffenent lsazial rowithin counties.

This O6reproductive patternd was closely Ilinked to
and employment; the rhetoric of an egalitarian ideology; diminishing importance of private property

lowering barriers to marriage; rapid secularizi on; hi gh rates of womends | a
high divorce rate¢Sobotka 2011,253) The &ér e pr o dscape way adso sulgeatltotshifis and a n d
di fferenti al accessibility. A combination of an 0

in almost all FSCE led to many unwanted and mistimed pregnancies. At times government policy reacted
by restrtting access to abortion and family planning services with Romania in 1966 being the most
notorious case. In combination with social and family policies typically including maternity leaves, birth
allowances, expansion of childcare institutions and howgingtruction, often enacted within a

pronatalist agenda, tended to generate dived baby boom¢Sobotka 2011, 254)

This6 East ern European Reproductive Patterné remaine
stark contrast to the evolving patterns associate
in North- and WestersEurope over the same perificesthaeghe 19957 his difference was especially

notable in early vs. late marriage and childbearing, almost universal childbearing in the FSCE,

childbearing outside aharriage and cohabitation (see Sobotka 2011, Table 1, 255). Despite this overall

*In a critical contributionSobotka (2011presented #our de forceof postwar trends in fertility in the formerly
socialist countries of Europe (FSCE). The following section draws heavily on this analysis.



stability in thesocialist countries of Central and Eastern Europe, there were some signs of gradual
changes some of which can be identified with those seen in Nantld \\AesterrEurope over the same
period, but with a number of differences in terms of intensity and timing. For example, the spread of
divorce and noncohabitation did not lag behind Northeand Western Europe in several CEE socialist
countries while some ber features (postponement of childbearing;reydtacement fertility) did not
develop(Council of Europe 2006; Katus et al. 2007; Puur et al. 206@¢ed, to account for this
heterogeneityl.esthaeghe (2010: 2226) has introduced a concept of types/subnarratives of the SDT
which has beeaxtended to the FCSE in Puur et al. (2012).

In the 1990s and 2000s, however, fertility in the FSCE has been generally characterized by a collapse
followed by a moderate recoverysome countriesThe initial collapsé most spectacularly in Eastern

Germanyii s characterized by Sobotka as a temporary Of
rational response to both opportunities and challenges driven through huge economic and social upheaval
(Conrad et al. 1996; Goldstein and Kreyenfeld 2011) By t he ear | § o2v®0 0 @a,t etshe f O Ip
fertility became near universal in the FC@®hler et al. 2005; Goldstein et al. 200%ven if it did only

l ast for just a few years in some countri es. I n t
to fertility at older age$ congituted the most important factor in shaping period fertility rates. The shift

from the notable uniformity of early childbearing patterns to later ages in some of these countries was
remarkablé in Slovenia the mean age at first birth in 1988 was 23.&syeae to 28.2 years by 2008.

Yet in this, and in many other trends, change was highly uneven. Take, for example, births outside of
marriage, which were (with the exception of Eastern Germany and Slovenia) rare before 1990. By the end

of the 2000s, suchitths accounted for around 60% of all births in East Germany and Estonia (up from

1990 rates of 30% and 27% respectively), over 50% in Bulgaria (up from 9% in 1990), and around 40%

in the Czech Republic and Hungdryneanwhile much lower increases werensigePoland and Croatia

with the latter having one of the lowest shares of such births within E(8opetka 2011, 264)n

Belarus, the percentage of births outside of marriage increased by 75% to compare with 1990. In 1990 the
share of births outside of marriage was about 8.5 % of total number and in 2012 increased up to 18.2 %
(Antipova and Fakeyeva 2013). Over the same penadriages were generally postponed, modern

contraceptive prevalence increased and abortion rates decireadelarus, for example, by 55 %

(Antipova 2012). Sometimes, as in the case of Poland, these decreases in abortion rates were driven by
increasedestrictions imposed by the stgkulczycki 1995) In essence, an increased diversity between

the FSCE reemergedSobotka 2003)

During the 2000s, these trends generally continued (albeit to a less intense degree) with two important

di fferences. Firstly, an increasingly marked 6rec
played a significant role in switching the diiect of period fertility rategGoldstein et al. 2009)

Secondly, increased heterogeneity by social status can be obs@amidularly in relation to education,

with more highly educated womemd men postponing union formation and childbearing to older ages

while those of a lower educational status beginning their family formation at an earlieinagentrast to

earlier uniformity(Kantorova 2004; Sobotk2011) As of the early 2010s, while the main feature all

FSCE share is |l ow period fertility rates, Sobot ka
changes, reproductive behavior in [Central and Ea

15.  Thinking about convergenaé fertility patterns in the formerly socialist countries of Europe with
those of the West

As already notedpllowing the collapse of the state socialist authoritarian and centrally planned regimes
in 198991 the entire soetal and institutional system whsingtransformed. Incentives and constraints
related to childbearinghangedand were replacdaly a newpolitical, socialandeconomic system that is
based oranalogous basigrinciples as institutional systems in Western socieTikese evolving societal
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systems havaow been in placén the FSCHor over two decades. The question arises whether fertility
patterns in the FSCE are converging witbse in WesEuropearcounties in general, and/or more
specifically with region sharing clear characteristics, such as countries of Southern Bheperman
speaking countries, countries of Northern and Western Europe. This complex issue is the subject dealt
with in the remaindeof this paper.

2. Detailed fertility levels and trends
2.1. The global perspective

Taking a global perspective, according to the 2013 World Population Data Sheet (PRB 2013) the region

of AEastern Europeod whi ch sosidisecruntties, sd. fromthg Czeco mpr i s e
Republic in the West to the Russian Federation in the East, shares the distinction of having one of the
lowestperiodtotal fertility rates (TFR) of 1.5 births per woman with Eastern Asia. Only Southern Europe
hasanewe | ower TFR equal to 1.4 births per woman. |In
Western Europeds 1.7 births per woman.

2.2. The 1990s fertility decline

The precipitous period fertility decline in the formerly socialist countries of E(FPEE) of the 1990s
(Figure 1and Appendix Lwasnot much different from the rate of decline than that of other regions of
Europe earlier (Appendix 2). As elsewhere, it Wasresult of a quantum fertility decline combined with

a rapid postponement ohildbearing. Fertility declinedonsiderablyamong the birth cohorts of the

1960s and early 1970s (Figure 2). In Romania, for instance, the cohort total fertility rate declined by 28
percent, in Poland by 26 percent, in Slovakia by 19 percent, in Huagdrgulgaria by 17 percent

between the 1960 and the 1975 birth cohorts (Myrskyla et al. 2013). Slovenia experienced only a
moderate decline of eight percent between those cohorts, because its total fertility had declined more
substantially earlier. At theame time a rapid postponement of childbearing was taking place.

2.3.  Childbearing postponement

There are several ways to illustrate the rapid childbearing postponement. One, albeit imperfect, indication
of the rapid childbearing postponement was teesincrease in the mean age of birth (MABs

sufficiently long time series of the cohort MAB, even at age 40, are not yet availatile fe8CE

(Figure 4 panel &), the period MABs are used (Figure 3). The increases in the PMAB FSBE

between th early 1990s and around 2010 were much faster than comparable increases that had occurred
earlier inWestern countriesetween the late 1970s and 2@E@Qure 4, panel B)The increases in the
FSCEwere almost twice as fast as in the West. For instan¢beiCzech Republic the PMAB grew from

24.7 t0 29.7 in the 20 year period from 1991 to 2011, i.e. by a full 5 years. In comparison, during an
equally long 20 year period from 1976 to 1996 the PMAB in the Netherlands increased by only 2.8 years.

The disinct difference in the way childbearing postponement was taking place s®Ecompared to
the West is also illustrated in changes of cohort childbeagegatterns in Figure J-or instance, itthe
Netherlands the cohort age patterns were changadughy from one cohort to the next between the

® It would be more appropriate to use the mean age at childbearing for first births, but statistics are available only for
asmaller number of countries.

® Figure 4, panel A shows that cohort mean ages of birth were starting to increase among the mid to late 1960s birth
cohorts.



1945 and the 1965 birth cohorts (Figure 5, panel E). Essentially childbearing postponement was
concluded by the 1970 birth cohort (panel F). In Austria the childbearing postponement process was also
gradual although it got under way later, i.e. it started slowly with the birth cohorts of the 1960s (panel G)
and continued orderly with the late 1960s and 1970s birth cohorts (panel H). In contrast, once
childbearing postponement started, major changes occapitlyrin the age patterns of fertility,

especially among the birth cohorts of the 1970s and early 1980s as illustrated for Russia and the Czech
Republic in Figure 5 (panels B and D).

Yet another way of analyzing childbearing postponement is to illustréite period perspective how
childbearing was shifting from young to older women (Figure 6). In the Netherlands a decline in the

fertility of young women up to age 26 was occurring up to theIfiDs (panel C). By about 1991

women below the age of 27 veebearing fewer than 0.5 births per woman. Fertility of older women

above age 27 was increasing from the early 1980s through 2010, reaching almost 1.5 births per woman. In
contrast, in the Czech Republic childbearing of young women started to declipdyabnly after 1990

(panel B) and quickly reached a level of below 0.5 births per woman. The recuperation of childbearing
took off around 2000 among older woménRussia a relatively rapid fertility decline was taking place

starting in the late 1980s amg the young and the older women (panel A).

2.4.  The period fertility increase in the 2000s

In the 2000s period fertility increased in R8CEas well as in the Western countries (Figure 1,

Appendices 1 and)2. At first t hi s insease inphddbearng, hoevever detailed fir eal
analyses revealed the fact that this increase was for the most part caused by various changes in the timing

of cohort childbearing (Bongaarts and Sobotka 2012, Frejka 2011). FStbEthe initial childbearing

decline of young women in the 1990s had slowed down in the 2000s whereas a vigorous recuperation of
fertility among older women was taking place. This was the main cause for an overall increase in period
fertility, although some quantum fertility increasgght have been taking place at the same time. In the

Western countries the almost exclusive reason for the period fertility growth was a cessation of fertility

decline among young women, whereas some recuperation of childbearing among older womdn was stil

in progress.

2.5.  Parity distribution

Available data in Figures 8 and 9 indicate that changes in the parity distributions of women born during
the 1960s and early 1970s, i.e. those concluding their childbearing in the éargnfiry, were

consideably more pronounced in the FSCE compared to Western countries. It was the shares of low
parity women, i.e. zero and one, that were growing irF®€E(Figure9, panet A-D) and were

relatively stable in the West (Figugepanes$ E-H). In particular, shaes of women with one child were
increasindasterin the FSCEcompared to West European countaesong women of the 1960s birth

cohorts In Bulgaria and Romania, for instance, these shares were reaching around 40 percent among the
early 1970s birth cohts (Figure 8, panel A).

Parity 2 women were still prevailing everywhere (Figure 9). Much more so in the FSCE where among
women born in the mid to late 1960s between 45 to 55 percent were having two children. In the West
these shares were smaller with ocatpund 40 percent of women winding up with 2 children. Shares of
higher parity women were declining in most of the FSCE except for Hungary. These were still relatively
stable in the West with the exception of Spain.

"It should be kept in mind that information pertaining to parity distributions is based essemtiatljnpleted cohort behavior
and thus not as dip-date as might be desired.



3. Convergence, or lack thereof, of FSCENd Western fertility patterns

As of the early 2010s, moBSCEhave period total fertility rates in the range of iL1.6 births per

woman Appendix ) and an average PTFR of around 1.5 births per woman (FiguPd ERs in the
Western countries are in two clustdrsNorthernand Westrn EuropePTFRswerearound 1.8 2.0with

an average of close to 1.9.drsecond cluster PTFR&rebetween 1.3 and 1Hrths per woman
(Appendix 3. These are the Germapeakimg countries and those of Southern Eurajith an average
PTFR close to 1.4Figure 1) In reality the period fertility levels in the FSCE have been converging with
those of Southern Europe and the Gensp@aking countries.

Not surprisinglyconvergencefaa similar nature is occurring with cohort fertility raté&he range of the
cohort total fertility rates of thESCEamong the birth cohorts of the late 1970ss8mated to baround
1.571 1.7 births per woma(Myrskyla et al. 2013) with an averageabdse to 1.7 births per woman
(Figure 2). Western CTFRs are again in two clusters; 1.Z in Southern Europe and the German
speaking countriewith estimated CTFRs df.5 and 1.6 births per woman, respectivelye Tange for the
CTFRs of Northern and ®stern (narrowly defined) Europe is 1.82.1 (Myrskyla et al. 2013) with
estimated averages of close to 2.0 births per wo(Régure 2).

In terms of fertility levels, period and cohort, the FSCE appear to be converging with the German
speaking countrieand the countries of Southern Eurdgete that altogether there is a great deal of
variation.

To the extent that information is available, parity data reflect fertility levels and trends. As fertility was
declining, an increase in parity one womenhia YWest was occurring in Southern Europe and in the
Germanspeaking countries among the birth cohorts of the late 1940s and the 1950s. The increase in
parity one womein the FSCEamong the 1960s and early 1970s cohorts is actually a convergence with
theearlier trends in Southern and Gernsgneaking Europe.

Interestingly, some signs of convergence are emerging with regard to childbearing patterns. As the period
mean ages of birth for tHeESCEpopulations have been increasing faster than earloithern and
WesternEurope the PMAB in a number of the FSCE around 2010 came cldbkeitdevels of 30 years

of age Actually the PMAB around 2010 wawven slightly higher in th&ermanspeaking countriesith
anaverageof 30.4 yearsln 2009 the PMAB foiSlovenia was 29.9 years of age, for Estonia in 2010 it

was 29.4, and for the Czech Republic it was 29.7 in 2011. It is likely that the increases in the mean ages
of birth are likely to continue in the FSCE and might soon catch up with the Western countries

It also appears that cohort age patterns of childbearing might be getting similar to Western ones in a
number of countries (Figure 7). In this figure the progress of cohort age patterns of childbearing for five
FSCE populations are followed in successiohorts with the respective pattern for the Netherlands

serving as a base for comparison. In Figure 7, panel A all the Eastern countries have young age patterns
of childbearing with peak ages in the early twenties, whereas the Netherlands alreadyehastalt
childbearing pattern with a peak at age 29. Not much change can be observed for the 1970 birth cohort
(Figure 7, panel B). However, the curves for the 1975 birth cohort of the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Slovenia the peaks of what is known of tohort childbearing pattern has clearly shifted to age 29

(Figure 7, panel C). Furthermore, for the 1980 and the 1985 birth cohorts (panels D and E) the known
parts of the cohort age patterns of childbearing are very similar to that of the Nethédlatitks.other

hand, childbearing patterns in Russia and Bulgaria continue to be very different from those of the
Netherlands. These observations are quite reliable, nonetheless caution is advised, because these are data
only for young women whose proport®of overall births aremall anddiminishing.



In sum, the data demonstrate that the childbearing postponement transition has progressed rapidly in

many FSCE countries and age patterns of cohort fe
andare converging to Western age patterns. Levels of period and cohort fertility have also changed

rapidly in the past 2@5 years. These have declined from around replacement levels before 1990 to levels

that in the early 20X0are 20 to almost 30 percerglbw replacement.

How should all this be interpreted? Is fertility likely to decline further, stabilize or increase in the FSCE in
the foreseeable future? What kind of population and family policies were developed and implemented in
the formerly socialiscountries of Europe? What kind of goals did governments wish to achieve? What
was the effect of population and family policy measures on childbearing levels and trends? And it might
also be desirable to explore, albeit rather ambitious and challenghay:Riid of population and family
policies could be designed and implementedoming yearsn the formerly socialist countries of Europe

to reach desired goals?

These are issues we intend to explore over the next several months. Our preliminanyitébalts
reported on in our next paper to be presented &uhepean Population Conference in Budapest in June
2014
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Figure 17 Period total fertility rates, Formerly socialist countries of Europe (FSCE), Northern, Western,
Southern Europe andeBnanspeaking countries, 1972012
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Figure 21 Cohort total fertility rates, Formerisocialist countries of Europe (FSCE), Northern, Western,
Southern Europe and Germgpeaking countries Europe, 197012
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Figure 31 Period mean age at birth, Formerly European socialist countries and Western E@80pe,

2011
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Figure 41 Cohort mean age at birth at age 40, Formerly European socialist countries and Western
Europe, Birth cohorts, 1930971
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Figure 51 Cohort agespecific fertility rates, Russian Federation, Czech Republic, Netherlands and
Austria, birth cohorts 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980&hd 1
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Figure 6- Period total fertility rates (PTFR), cumulative period fertility rate@§CumPFR 126)

and 2750 (CumPFR 2%0), Russian Federation, Czech Republic, Netherlands and Austria2@970

AT Russian Federation B 1 Czech Republic
30 ~#-CumPFR 15-26 30 ~4-CumPFR 15-26
-#-CumPFR 27-50 -m-CumPFR 27-50
25 iPTER 2.5

N

=)
o
o

Fertility rate
-
w
Fertility rate
[
w

1.0 1.0
0.5 0.5
0.0 0.0
1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year Year
Ci Netherlands D - Austria
3.0 30 ~-CumPFR 15-26
~#-CumPFR 15-26
-m-CumPFR 27-50 -#-CumPFR 27-50
A 25
25 +PTFR

2.0

N
°
v

o A ]

P E

Z15 = Z 15

8 2

g 5

1.0 10

05 i

0.0 oid

1965, 510! HITS! MO80K L1955 Hrae. 2 12000; =2005) 12010; 12015 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Source HFD

18



Figure 7 - Cohort Age Specific Fertility Rates, Netherlands, Czech Republic, Russia, Bulgaria, Hungary
and Slovenia, birth cohorts 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980 and 1985
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