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Abstract This working paper provides an overview of trenids female and male
childlessness in Europe over the last decades apldres associations between cohort
childlessness and national demographic and souatators. We also estimate proportions
of voluntary childless people.

Results show that childlessness has increasedeat 334 and 40-44 years among both
men and women throughout Europe, with few exceptiéemale childlessness at ages 40-
44 years remains low (below or at 10%) in Bulgatti@, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Romania and Russiajeraie (11-15%) in France, Belgium,
Georgia, Germany, Norway, Slovak Republic, Sloveaeden, and the US, and high
(around 20%) in Austria, Italy, Finland, the Nethads and the UK. Male lifetime
childlessness is highest (above 23% among men4fiydd) in Finland, Italy, Germany, the
UK and the Czech Republic.

Childlessness is more common among men with itlacation, and among women with
either very high or very low education. Childlessshés higher in those countries where
mean age at marriage is high and entry into motuettdelayed on average. Childlessness
remains negatively associated with proportions evarried, and completed cohort fertility.
The last association has even grown stronger irythiegest cohorts, suggesting that in a
low fertility context, increasing childlessness tdtes markedly to cohort fertility
decline. The prevalence of childlessness doesa@hdo be associated with proportions of
women with high education, with women’s employmeates and with divorce rates at
country level. Higher childlessness is found in rioies with widespread individualist
values.

Very few Europeans intend to remain childless orppse or choose a childfree lifestyle.
We call for systematic data collection of fertiliby parity in Europe in order to monitor
trends in childlessness among the younger genesatiad the development of policies to
prevent increases in unwanted childlessness.
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1. Introduction

Although childlessness is increasing in all devetbgountries, we know very little about
recent European developments and their underlyanges. There is no up-to-date review of
childlessness in EU countries outside some of th@fean Surveys, and Eurostat does not
discern fertility by parities at macro level. Theoportion of men and women having no
children affects human and economic developmeseireral ways ranging from population
dynamics and family structure to individual wellbgj calling for enhanced empirical and
theoretical understanding of childlessness in dges societies.

Time trends in the prevalence of childlessnessgarge similar across European countries.
The prevalence of childlessness was high amond886-1910 birth cohorts, followed by a
more or less continuous drop across the 1910-18#% dohorts ending with the post-war
“baby boomers”, turning into a steady rise in cled$ness across the cohorts born after the
Second World War (Rowland 2007; Frejggal. 2001; Prioux 1993). In early cohorts, there
was often a negative relationship between overattility and childlessness, but this
association appears to have weakened with the ad¥ahe so-called second demographic
transition. Once fertility has fallen to around loelow replacement level, countries with
similar levels of completed fertility may have aqudifferent proportions of childless women.
Thus high childlessness at or above 20 per cdouisd in both relatively high and relatively
low fertility countries (Austria, with a total felity rate (TFR) in 2012 at 1.44 vs. England &
Wales with a TFR of 1.94), as is low childlessnéasts or below 10 per cent) (Russian
Federation vs. Czech Republic with their 1.7 add T.FR in 2013, respectively).

Previous studies have discerned four different aoatlmns of fertility and childlessness in
today’s Europe: high-low, high-high, low-low, arall-high (Basten & Sobotka 2013). First,
the French and Scandinavian fertility pattern isrebterized by “egalitarian” fertility, or
close to replacement level fertility and low chdgéness. The fertility pattern in some
countries, such as the United Kingdom, is describetiigh fertility and high childlessness.
These countries are marked by polarized fertilityhigh cohort childlessness (around 20%),
but also a higher share of women with four or nariédren (Shkolnikov et al. 2007). Third,
Central and Eastern Europe and some Southern Eamopeuntries have long been
characterized by lowest low or low fertility butagvely low level of childlessness. This may
partly explained by the absence of later arrivahef so-called second demographic transition
in these countries, including adherence to theeshf traditional marriage and motherhood

and negative attitudes to voluntary childlessn&ssr{ and Liefbroer 2012). Women in these



countries had rarely been childless in the padtihmutrend may be changing. Finally, the low
fertility in the German-speaking countries and woday’'s Southern Europe is largely
attributable to high childlessness (Goldstein eR@D3; Sobotka 2013). These countries also
have quite egalitarian fertility, but towards tlmver end, so that few have three or more
children compared to the high fertility-low childeness countries (Basten et al. 2013; see
Mills et al. 2013.)

In this report, we provide an overview of macratte in childlessness in different European
countries as well as the United States and Auatrali

Data on fertility and childlessness have typicélgen collected and studied only for women.
Whenever possible, we include data on childlessalsssamong men. We analyse country-
level associations between childlessness and rhand fertility patterns as well as

associations with economic and value change andegequity.

2. Macro-level factors contributing to childlessnes

Childlessness in contemporary societies is a wegtinew research topic and there is no
established theoretical framework for studying Since childlessness is not necessarily
dependent on overall fertility, as stressed abthexretical explanations behind childlessness
may differ from those concerned with average figrtievels (Tanturri and Mencarini 2008;
Mills et al. 2013). Although a comprehensive theofychildlessness has been developed yet
(Basten 2009; Waren & Pals 2013; Graham et al. 2GI®bi 2013), several contributing
factors have been outlined.

Following Philipov et al. (2008) we mean with macantexts studies of several countries (to
study differences across countries) or severalsyéarstudy change within countries). It is
beyond the scope of this analysis to investigatse&aeffect relationships between the study
variables. We identify associations between counhgracteristics and childlessness rates,
without debating the direction of this associatwrpossible mediating variables.

At the macro level, major factors associated wales of childlessness include trends in
marriage (e.g., median age at marriage and theogrops marrying) (Portanti and Withworth
2009), trends in family formation (e.g., median agj¢he first birth and average family size),
and different factors contributing to voluntary angloluntary childlessness (Rowland 2007;
Hakim 2005). The impact of family change (e.g. tle® of divorce rate) on childlessness

remains a relatively unexplored area of research.f¥¢us at two cohorts, women born in



1940-44 and women born in 1960-69, in order to emanpossible changes in the
associations over time. Macro-level indicators aefflthe situation in the countries when
women of these cohorts were around 30 years. Belwsvbriefly summarize the major
different factors known to contribute to childlessa with an emphasis on socio-structural

factors possible to study with existing macro data.

2.1. Lack of partners

Historically and across societies, failure to manas been the most common reason for
childlessness. Lack of partner also remains onehef major reasons for contemporary

childlessness (Berrington 2004; Szalma & Takac20h today’s Europe, single women are

the most likely to be childless while married wonaee least likely to be childless (see e.g.
Portanti & Withworth 2009; Tanturri 2009). Howevtlre link is expected to weaken as

cohabitation and out-of-wedlock fertility is becamgimore and more common everywhere.
Nevertheless, contemporary childlessness is ocauimicreasingly often among healthy and
sexually active women who are married or cohabiti@gleman, 1996). Here, we study

associations between childlessness and propoioeser-married at age 35-39 years.

2.2. Later parenthood

The age at first birth, or transition to parenthobds been increasing throughout Europe in
the last decades, and will exceed 30 in severahtdes and subpopulations (e.g. Goldstein
2006; Testa 2006). In some cases postponementearithaod is directly related to a delay in
the union formation per se, but in others to agrgéd period of childlessness after union
formation. Delayed parenthood may lead to lowerralvdertility and also to childlessness
(Nicoletti & Tanturri, 2008), so that one can expetean age of first birth to be positively

associated with cohort childlessness.

2.3. Higher divorce rates and union dissolution riks

Divorce levels have been rising in most Europeanmntrtes. Cohabitation has become an
increasingly popular type of union, and cohabitimgons are known to dissolve more often
than marital unions do. Also childlessness is noo@mon in cohabiting unions (Baizan et al.
2003; Spéder & Kapitany 2009). The consequencéscoéasing fragility of both cohabiting
and marital unions on fertility patterns in gendral’e not been much explored, and data on
dissolved cohabitations is especially hard to fiBgisting studies indicate that stepfamilies

compensate for births lost to some degree whem primns dissolve (Meggiolaro & Ongaro



2010; Van Bavel et al. 2012). The impact of divoorechildlessness has been surprisingly
little explored yet. We assume that union dynangigstribute to the postponement of first

births and may also be linked with eventual chddleess.

2.4. Material resources and social status

The effect of material resources on childbearingegawith the stage of the demographic
transition of the society in question. In poor gmdindustrial environments, having access to
more resources and wealth is generally relatedattiee and higher fertility. In highly
developed societies and low fertility societiesis tassociation is typically reversed and
wealthier families tend to have fewer children. Hoer, the negative association between
wealth and fertility may currently be reversed om& countries (e.g. Kravdal & Rindfuss
2008). It does typically not hold for men. Highealm education is usually related to lower
childlessness, while the opposite is true for wong@onzales & Jurado-Guerrero 2006;
Andersson et al 2009; Fieder et al 2011; Bartholl.e2012). In some countries childlessness
is also high among little educated women (Mietti2810). Some studies suggest that these
patterns may be weakening or even reversing for @mifPersson 2010; Andersson et al

2009). Here, we explore associations between esitiess and male and female education.

2.5. Women'’s social position

Women’s increased economic independency and edunehtattainment has increased the
similarity in gender roles and expectations for na& women. The relationship between
fertility and gender equality remains unclear, hegre On the one hand, higher female
education has been found to relate to higher a@s&iiess both within and between countries.
For instance, Nicoletti & Tanturri (2008) found thhigher female education increased
postponement of the first birth and, especialleratige 30, childlessness, in ten European
countries. On the other hand, more egalitarian geralations and gender equity in the public
sphere appear to increase fertility, as suggesgefintdings from the Nordic countries. For

example, Persson (2010) found signs of a remarkiapldity “recuperation”, due much to

women with high levels of education becoming mathkter in life. Here, we explore

associations between childlessness and proportibeducated women and working women

in a society.



2.6. Individualisation and value liberalism

Processes of value liberalisation and individuéibsaaffect family formation. In liberal and
tolerant societies, women and men decide whetlgsrdbt for parenthood or not according to
their own preferences largely. Although second dgmagohic transition theory makes no
specific predictions regarding childlessness, ¢glting is predicted to be more affected by
individual preferences and choices instead of $camal marital institutions (van de Kaa
2007). Previous empirical studies have partly foemdience for the role of value changes in
the increasing rate of childlessness: “family valugseemed to be more important for people
having children than for the intentionally childdes but this difference disappeared when
comparing the value preferences of people who laadchildren to those of the temporarily
childless (Keizer 2010).

Preference theory (e.g. Hakim 2002; Hakim 2005igte that in societies with wider female
choice, more career-oriented women would chooseecsrover children. Hakim predicted
that among women who prioritize working careersrdaenily life, a high proportion would
remain childless by choice, and additionally somn@kmg women would do so for more
circumstantial reasons. However, Hakim’'s (2005)eaesh found that although a higher
proportion of professional women remain childleskildless women were not especially

“career-oriented” and most of them are in low oddhe grade occupations.

3. Materials and methods

3.1. Defining and measuring childlessness

We understand childlessness as the absence ofgilualoor adopted children in an
individual’'s life. With the postponement of agefast birth, most adults in contemporary
Europe are nowadays childless for at least oneddet#etime childlessnessr permanent
childlessnessneans that an individual has not had children leyehd of their reproductive
life, which for women is around 50 years and fomni@as no clear upper limit. Actually,
today very few European men or women become paadt@isreaching 45 years or even after
turning 40 years (Billari et al. 2007). Thus weoalse 40-45 years as an estimate of lifetime
childlessness

This definition follows the standards of our datairses although if obviously excludes many
forms of parenthood. Childless people may havedaat parents to children not included
here, for example, as foster parents and parekitgytaare of their partner’s children.



Individuals who will eventually remain childless vea usually had around 30 years of
potential childbearing. Reasons for childlessnestude psychological, structural, medical,
ideological or circumstantial factors. It is rarddgown at exactly which age these various
factors shape intentions, health and behaviour raderoto either encourage or suppress
childbearing. Here, we will study country differescin the final levels of childlessness,
which are known only when individuals have reacH@dor 50 years, with retrospective
cohort data.

Additionally, we also explore ideals and intentiongh regards to childlessness. Fertility
intentions can be assumed to be especially inflaleamong people in their 20s and early 30s,
and may partially predict future levels of childlasss. They also set the scope for policy
goals: if all childlessness would be desired, thermo problem needing intervention.
Childlessness can result from different factorsafam et al. 2013). One can distinguish
betweeninvoluntary childlessnesg.g. infertility), intended childlessnegthose who do not
intend to have children),voluntary childlessnes (the “childfree”), andtemporary
childlessnesselated to circumstantial or delayed childbearingich is neither voluntary nor
involuntary (Graham et al. 2013). In practice, hegre the distinction is complicated.
Circumstantial childlessness may be related tofact such as a lack of a suitable partner —
over which individuals may have little discretiothus blurring the distinction between
involuntary and voluntary childlessness. Many wondehay pregnancy to the point that it
becomes unlikely or impossible, in which case vtdmn postponement is transformed into
involuntary childlessness (Rowland 1998). This hgitts the importance of the temporal
dimension in this type of study and the usefulidetton betweertemporary(a status that can
change) andpermanent childlessnes@Bloom and Pebley 1982). The same childless
individual can experience several of these stagesngl his or her life. Similarly, the
boundary between choice and constraint may betindisn many cases. For instance, failure
to form a union may depend on choice (women may hawer preferences for family life) or
on circumstances (inability to find a suitable par) or a combination of both (Tanturri and
Mencarini 2008).

Measuring voluntary childlessness is tricky. Regjgarts who in surveys report that they do
not intend to have any children may do so for \@fferent reasons: medical reasons, the lack
of a proper partner and/or economic resourceshoogsing a childfree lifestyle. Here, we
define agntentionally childlessadult respondents who do not have and do notdnieinave
any children, and asoluntarily childless(or “childfree”) those among the intentionally

childless who report zero children as their persterélity ideal.
7



3.1.1. Gender differences in childlessness

Male childlessness is usually higher than femalédigssness, which can be attributed to
three reasons. First, men can have children latéfe, while most fertility data covers only
ages up to 49 years. However, very few men, apprataly 1-3 percentages at most, do
become fathers at older ages in contemporary Eufidpe is because most men have female
partners who are not much younger than they aragékes.

Second, not all men know they have become fatherar® registered in data sources as
fathers (while other men may not actually be thadgjical fathers of their children although
registered as such). Both these types of fathexs @bnstitute a very small minority. For
instance, mothers who give birth without registgramy father constitute around two percent
in contemporary Finland. Mistakenly attributed bigical paternity has been estimated to
represent around 3 percent in contemporary Weptgpalations (Andersson 2000). Together,
these two effects of unknown or mistaken patenmi&yy be assumed to cancel each other out.
Third, men have higher variance in fertility comgérto females in most known human
societies (reviewed in Betzig 2012). Childlessnsssiore common among men, but at the
same time men oftenhave higher multipartner feytiiompared to women (Lappegard &
Ronsen 2013).

3.2. Data sources used
3.2.1. Data on male and female cohort childlessness

Analyses include data on cohort childlessness ftdfauropean countries for which we could
find data. Additionally we include data from the itdal States and Australia. The data was
compiled from available registers and surveys stedi in Appendix Table 1. If no other
reliable sources were available, we used the Geamod@rGenerations Survey Wave |. GGS
data was also used to study associations betwasratoh and childlessness for men and

women.

3.2.2. Data on macro-level indicators

Macro-level indicators studied include data on tahmates and age at first marriage, total
divorce rate and age at first birth. We also cédldcdata on female educational attainment,
labour force participation rate, and female andemaiemployment. Data on value change
include attitudes towards children in marriage, &od important it is seen for a woman to

have children, and Inglehart’s post-materialisme@sking respondents to name which they

8



think are the first and second most important aohthe respondents country: maintaining
order in the nation; giving people more say in imi@ot government decisions; fighting rising

prices; protecting freedom of speech).

3.2.3. Eurobarometer data on fertility intentions

To study intended childlessness, we use the faphdgning module of Eurobarometer survey
that was collected in 2011. Relevant questiongeélto the actual number of children, the
personal ideal number of children (“For you persignavhat would be the ideal number of

children you would like to have or would have likedhave had?”), and the intended number
of children (“How many (more) children do you inteto have?”). We included respondents’
education level (primary, secondary and higher atiois) and occupational status (self-
employed-managerial-white collar, employee-manuatke&r-not working) as indicators of

social status in the analysis.

4. Trends in female and male childlessness

First, we study changes in proportions of childlieskviduals across birth cohorts in different

European countries and in the United States antr#lizs

4.1. Changes in female cohort childlessness

Cohort childlessness has been increasing throughaaipe (see Appendix Tables 2a-b for all
and most recent female birth cohorts). There is alsar regional variation. Figures la-g
illustrate these changes by geographical regions.



Figure la-g: Proportions of childlessness in diffiet European regions, women born around
1935-1970.

Southern Europe

%
N
N

O N & O

1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965
-1924 -1929 -1934 -1939 -1944 -1949 -1954 -1959 -1964 -1969

== eme- GEECE = |taly == == = Spain Portugal

Central-Eastern Europe

24
22
20
18
16
14
12

%

- - -

O N B O ®

1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965
-1924 -1929 -1934 -1939 -1944 -1949 -1954 -1959 -1964 -1969

Bosnia and Herzegovina e Bulgaria Croatia
Czech R. e .+ Hungary ——@— Macedonia
e e ePoland = eeceeces Romania ey S|OVakia

= === Slovenia

10



%

%

24
22
20
18
16
14
12
10

O N &~ O ®

24
22
20
18
16
14
12

O N B O

Eastern Europe and Baltic countries

1920 1925
-1924 -1929
Georgia
1920 1925
-1924 -1929
Germany-T  eeeceees

1930 1935
-1934

1940 1945

-1939 -1944 -1949

N Lesseeeeettt

e ---

1950 1955 1960 1965

-1954 -1959 -1964 -1969

Russia eseseses Estonia == e= = |atvia === Lithuania

Ce

ntral Europe

1930 1935

1940 1945

-1934 -1939 -1944 -1949

Germany-W

= === Germany-E

11

1950 1955 1960 1965

-1954 -1959 -1964 -1969

Austria

e Switzerland



%

%

24
22
20
18
16
14
12
10

oON B O

Western Europe

O N B O

1920 1925 1930 1935 1940
-1924 -1929 -1934 -1939 -1944

== == =Belgium == France e=e== |reland

1945 1950 1955 1960
-1949 -1954 -1959 -1964
Netherlands

Nordic countries

L
‘e
e
*e
.
tecccee

1920 1925 1930 1935 1940
-1924 -1929 -1934 -1939 -1944

== oo Denmark e —Finland e

-
- .

-
b '“‘-—g‘. o .'.A‘.’u csee
'

.
.

.
.e

1945 1950
-1949 -1954
----- Norway

12

.
ortTiad SO

1955 1960
-1959 -1964
Sweden

1965
-1969

eeseeees UK (England & Wales)

cessssees®

-
kX -—

1965
-1969



US and Australia
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The female cohort born in Europe right after ther,wa 1945 to 1949, has the lowest

proportion of childless women, around 8-10 per .c&htre are more childless women both
in older and younger birth cohorts: typically ardut6 % but sometimes even around 20 %.
In the USA and Australia childlessness was asoigest (6 and 9 %, respectively) in the

cohorts born in 1930s. In the Eastern Europearaksiccountries (and in Greece) the lowest
proportion of childless was attained for the cohmotn in the 1950s and is as low as around
Six per cent.

In recent female birth cohorts, levels of childiesss are still very low (below or at 10%) in

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungaryhuainia, Poland, Portugal, Romania and
Russia. With the exception of Portugal, all of thesuntries were part of the state socialist
block until the early 1990s. Levels are moderatgvieen 11 and 15%) in France, Belgium,

Georgia, Germany, Norway, Slovak Republic, Slove@aveden, and the US, and high

(around 20%) in Austria, Italy, Finland, the Nethads and the UK. (Figure 1a-Q)

4.2. Changes in female childlessness 1990-2010

Changes in the proportion of childless women amoegent cohorts are illustrated by
comparing the proportions of childless women asatf®-44 in 1990 (for two countries 1980)
and 2010 (for some countries 2000; see Appendixetdta-b).
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Figure 2: Proportion of childless women at age 49-dround 1990 and 2000/2010

Proportion of childless women at age 40-44, around 1990 and
2000/2010
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Data are for 2010 except for 2000 for Croatia, Mimceéa, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakiayesiia,
Greece, the Netherlands, Russia and Latvia; antid®® except for 1980 for Austria and Australia.

Childlessness among women born 1945-49 (who werd4@ears old in 1990) is usually
lower than among women born in 1955-59 or 1965w6® (were 40—44 years old in 2000 or
2010). During the last two decades, childlessnessihcreased in most countries depicted
here.

Figure 3 illustrates the change in proportions lofdtess women. The increase from 1990
until 2010 has been greatest in Italy and Australsawell as in Austria, Finland and the UK.
However, in Latvia, Slovenia and Russia childlessnieas on the contrary decreased since
1990 although the initial proportion in these coi@st was very low. During the last decade,
from 2000 to 2010, the increase in childlessnesdlean the greatest in Estonia, Hungary, the
Czech Republic and Bulgaria, countries with lowldlessness in the older cohort. Of
countries with initially higher childlessness, tleeent increase has been strongest especially
in the UK, Finland, Austria and Australia betwee®0@ and 2010. Interestingly, in both
Sweden and Denmark the proportions of childless @oimave slightly declined during the

last decade.
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Figure 3: Changes in proportions of childless woraeage 40-44 years

Changes in proportions of childless women at age 40-44 years

02010 compared to 2000 B 2010 compared to 1990

Australia 5
Sweder— mmmm
Norway  e—
Denmam_
Finland  —————
o Russia
Lithuania ——
o latvia
Estonia oommar——
UK e e—
Austria o —
Ity ————
———Slovenia—

Serbiaand.. p—

Romania g
Hungary me———
CechR  o—

Croatia

Bulgaria ]

4.3. Childless women at 30-34 years

Next, we present the proportions of younger womém \wave not yet have children. As
Figure 4 shows, these have increased in all cammsiudied here without exception. While
this is indicative of postponement of parenthood aot necessarily of lifetime childlessness,
the early 30s remain the prime time for childbegr@mong European women, and a higher
proportion of childlessness at that age can benasguto predict higher overall lifetime

childlessness and lower fertility overall in thigeacohort.
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Figure 4: Rroportions of childless women at-34 years, selected countr
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4.4. Male childlessness

For men, much less data areailabl¢ than for womenAppendix Tables 3a show compil

availabe data for men who have completed their childbgafaged 5-55 years) and
Appendix Table 3c shows estimates for more receale ncohorts.For most European
countries the best available comparative @re from the Gender and Generation Sun

(Appendix Table 3b)However, these data are based on relatively samplesand are thus
not necessarily very accurate.

Figure 5shows the proportions of childless men in threegrgeps in contemporalEurope,
as measured by the Gender and Generations Sand Nordic register da

Among men in their early thirties It¢, the Netherlands, Germany and Austria have

highest proportion of childlessness at around 60r%more, and Romania, France, Pole
Lithuania and Russia have the lowest, below 40 & men who are ten years older anc
their early forties, the country order is somewhéterent: the Netherlands, Germai
Finland, the Czech Republic and ltaly have propadiabove 25 %. When we look at

closest proxy for lifetime childlessness, age group 4549 (male cohorts born around 1-
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65), in the top are Finland, Italy, Germany, the bid the Czech Republic with around one
out of four men remaining childless, while EstorRaissia and Georgia have only one in ten
childless men. It would be interesting to know &mnare exhibiting more of a postponement
behaviour in countries such as the NetherlandsAardria, or whether these countries are
experiencing a cohort change so that significamtre men will end up childless compared

to slightly older cohorts.

Figure 5: Proportions of childless men at ages 30-30-44, and 45-49 years around
2005/2010.

Childless men at ages 30-34, 40-44, and 45-49 years around 2005/2010
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Data source: GGS (2003-2010) except Understanddeie®y Survey 2009-12 for the UK, and national séi
data for Finland, Norway and Sweden, Swiss HouskRahel for Switzerland.

Of the countries studied here, Georgia is alsoothlg one where male childlessness is not
higher than female childlessness (Figure 6). Thie tzetween proportions of childless men
and women ranges from 0.86 in Georgia to 2.24 en@aech Republic and is on average

1.56.
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Figure 6: Proportions and ratio of childless mendamnomen aged 45—-49 in 2000/2010

Proportions and ratio of childless men and women aged 45-49 in 2000/2010
30 25

25 - as

%
=
w
N
-
w
Sex ratio

- 0.5

0 0
O N K d & L& D 2 2 @ © Q& A e RS R
& & g & O S @é' o‘;é\ \'b(\e> \%0& (\°<3;\ &S
&K & \‘S"e &R & RIVONEPCAGRN & ¢ F
& s & v

s Men [C—Women Sex ratio

Data source: GGS/Register data; SHP for Switzerland
Note: For women the estimations of childless irdlinils results differ from other cohort data fostage group
with regards to the Czech Republic and Estonia.

4.5. Educational differences in childlessness

For estimating educational differences in childhess in various countries, we use data from
Gender and Generations Survey in 2005-2010. Ddfgures 7 and 8 thus refers to male and
female cohorts born around 1960-1970.

In most countries, higher female education is gtllated to childlessness (Figure 7).
However, the educational gradient appears to b& weaome of them, including Belgium,
Estonia and Norway. In three countries (Finlandngry, and Russia), women with only a
basic level education show the highest childlessmates. In many countries, the lowest
proportions of childlessness are found among wowiéma medium-level education. Such a
U-shaped pattern of female childlessness can balfouCzech R, Estonia, Finland, Georgia,
Germany, Hungary, Poland and Romania.

For men, the association between educational Bwelchildlessness has not changed much in
recent cohorts (Figure 8). Less-educated men Heedighest rates of childlessness in 14 of

18 countries.
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Figure 7. Childlessness at age 40-44 by educatiattainment, women around 2005-2010

Childlessness and educational level, women aged 40-44
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For five countries (Bulgaria, Italy, the Netherlan®lorway and the UK), childlessness rates
are highest among highly educated men. Since mae tman women will still become
parents after the age of 40, postponement of gawedtis likely to alter male childlessness
more than female in these age groups. Postponameiso likely to affect highly educated
men more than other groups. Thus for Italy, thehBigands, Norway and the UK, as well as
for the two countries (Estonia and Georgia) in Wwhimgen with a median level of education
have the lowest levels of childlessness, childlessramong more educated men may yet
decrease somewhat from what is depicted in Figure 8

In sum, higher childlessness is usually more comarmnong highly educated women and less
educated men, but with a certain degree of vartglietween countries. In some western

European countries these associations may be wegkandisappearing.
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Figure 8. Childlessness at age 40-44 by educatiattainment, men around 2005-2010

Childlessness and educational level, men aged 40-44
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5. Associations between country indicators and clilessness

After presenting descriptive cohort trends for nam women, we now analyse how these
trends relate to other country-level macro-indicat®Ve mostly analyse relationships with
macro indicators for two female cohorts: the oldeinort, born in 1940-44, and the younger
cohort, born in 1960-69. Sometimes we also pressilts for the middle, 1950-54 birth

cohort.

Table 1 depicts linear OLS regression coefficidatsour chosen indicators and two different
cohorts of female childlessness. Statistically ificgnt associations are marked in bold. The
strongest of statistically significant associati@me found between cohort fertility rates and

mean ages at first birth and at first marriage.
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Table 1: Associations with cohort childlessness aibus demographic indicators,
regression coefficients (N=23).

Cohort 1940-44 Cohort 1960-69
Demographic indicators
Cohort fertility rate 3.92 /-0.56* -1.88/-7.57*
Mean age at first birth 1.93 1.53
Ever-married at 35-39 -0.355 -0.22
Mean age at first marriage 2.18 1.30
Total divorce rate -3.61 4.73
Women's social position
Tertiary education, Females 0.04 0.11
Female employment -0.07 -0.14
Values
Post-materialist values % 0.14 0.39
Children important for marriage -0.13 -0.14
Children important for a woman -0.03 -0.11

Statistically significant associations (p<0.05) ket in bold. *= excluding Ireland.

Country-specific data for these macro indicatorte&tured in Appendix Table 4a-d. Below,
we provide some more detailed analyses.

5.1. Fertility indicators

First, we look at associations with fertility indiors and cohort childlessness on a country
level.

5.1.1. Mean age at first birth and childlessness

Mean age at first birth is related to cohort claiiness in both the older (1.93, p=0.001) and
younger birth cohorts (Table 1). The associatiooniy slightly weaker (1.54, p=0.000) in the

younger cohorts (Figures 9a-b).
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Figure 9a: Mean age at first birth (1970) and chésgsness in female cohorts born 1940-44.
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Figure 9b: Mean age at first birth (1990) and ciésgsness in female cohorts born 1960-69.
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In both female age cohorts, low ages at first bankd low levels of female childlessness are

found

in the former socialist Eastern or Centrafdpean countries. A delayed entry into

motherhood and high prevalence of childlessnessriismon in Italy, the UK, Finland, Ireland

and the Netherlands. Moderate levels of childlessr{eetween 10 and 15%) are found in
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countries with very different ages of becoming aheofor the first time, ranging from 22-23
years in e.g. Bulgaria, Slovakia and Hungary to2Z6years in e.g. Denmark, Spain and

France.

5.1.2. Cohort fertility and childlessness

For the associations with cohort fertility and dhekssness, we present Figures for all three
female cohorts.

The associations with completed cohort fertilitglashildlessness are strong and, surprisingly,
positive in the older cohort (see Table 1 above)weler, this association is driven by
Ireland, a country with both high fertility and highildlessness. Once Ireland is removed as
an outlier, the association is negative and naissitzally significant (-0.56, p=0.82), as shown
in Figure 10a.

Figure 10a. Completed cohort fertility and childdegss in female cohorts born in 1940-44.
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The negative association between cohort fertiling achildlessness is even stronger and
statistically significant (-8.79, p=0.025) in thentyears younger birth cohort born in 1950-54
(after again excluding Ireland as an outlier, FggaOb). This may reflect the fact that as
fertility drops, the relative impact of childlessseon cohort fertility rates increases.

In the youngest birth cohort, the association iakee (-7.57, p=0.14) (Figure 10c).
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In sum, cohort fertility and childlessness remaegatively associated on a country level,

contrary to many assumptions

for women born in the 1950s.

in the previous lites and this association is the strongest

Figure 10b. Completed cohort fertility and childdegss in female cohorts born in 1950-54
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Figure 10c. Completed cohort fertility and childtegss in female cohorts born in 1960-64.
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5.2. Partnership formation and childlessness

In this section we analyse associations betweentahandicators and childlessness. As
described in the Data section above, we assume th®atcountry trends for lifetime

childlessness happen at certain periods in the adwhan’s life, often well before her forties.
We expect that cultural and societal environmeneanly adulthood has more bearing on
individual childbearing decisions, and consequenibcro-level indicators are chosen from
periods when the studied women were in their gstti

5.2.1. Proportions of ever married and childless

Figures 11a and 11b show the associations betwegrontions of ever-married women at
age 35—-39 and female childlessness in the yougelsbldest birth cohorts, born in 1940-44
and in 1960-69.

For the older cohort, the regression coefficienDi86 (p=0.06) and for the younger it is -0.21
and statistically significant (p=0.047). In contrde many assumptions, the association

between being married and childlessness is noppéaing in this data set.

Figure 11a: Childlessness in female cohort 1940add proportion of ever-married women
aged 35-39 in 1980
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Figure 11b: Childlessness in female cohort 1960a68 proportion of ever-married women
aged 35-39 in 2000
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In the older cohort Ireland, and in the youngerarblitaly and the UK have relatively high

proportions of ever married women and high propaodiof childless women. This indicates
that childlessness within unions is frequent inséheountries. The low proportions of ever
married in especially Sweden and Denmark reprebenearlier spread of cohabitation as an
alternative to marriage in these countries. Unfoataly we lack systematic data on ever

cohabiting Europeans.

5.2.2. Age at first marriage and childlessness

Age at first marriage is strongly and statisticaignificantly associated (2.18, p<0.001) with
childlessness in the older cohort: the youngeraagearriage, the fewer childless individuals.
In the younger cohort, the association is stilbisty and statistically significant (1.30, p=0.01),
but somewhat attenuated (Figures 12a-b). Thus,itdetfie spread of cohabitation, marriage
remains related to childbearing also among youngggans. A later average age at marriage

increases childlessness on a country level.
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Figure 12a: Age at first marriage (in 1970) and Idiessness in female cohorts born in 1940—

44,
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Figure 12b. Age at first marriage (in 1990) andldhessness in female cohorts born in 1960—

69.
® [taly
8 ] ® UK (Englanq & Wales)
oRnailigland
® Austria
|
=
@ Belgium many-T @ Sweden
° Bulg!n%'(’)(vggr?' Slovenia ® Franc® Norway
S - Poland ® Gree.cgpam ® Denmark
® Estonia
oL :
esmSanIANa
® Czech R. ® Portugal
® Macedonia
m —
T T T T T T T T
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
MAFM F 1990

Fitted values ® Chld F 1960-69 combined

The formerly socialist Eastern and Central Europsamtries are the ones with lowest age at

marriage and also lowest childlessness. This resmiaire also for the youngest generation,

born in the 1960s, and in its twenties during taegition to post-socialism in the 1980s.
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The Scandinavian countries exhibit high ages ast fimarriage but relatively low
childlessness. These marriages, however, wouldcdilpi have been preceded by

cohabitation.

5.2.3. Divorce rates and childlessness

Finally, we study in this section the associatibasveen divorce rates and childlessness. The
associations are not statistically significant ither cohort (see Table 1 above, Figures 13a-
b). It is still interesting to note that the trenthy be switching from slightly negative to
slightly positive between the two age cohorts. Tikiglriven by the fact that divorce rates
were high in the older cohorts in some socialisuntoes (Russia, Latvia) with low
childlessness, but low in Southern and Central pema countries. In the younger
generations, divorce rates have become high in ooshtries with the exception of the
Catholic Southern and Central European. ltaly regmes an exception with its high
childlessness and low divorce rate. However, thessmciations do not become significant

even after removing Italy (9.95, p=0.12).

Figure 13a: Total divorce rate (1970) and childleess in female cohorts born in 1940-44.
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Figure 13b: Total divorce rate (1990) and childleess in female cohorts born in 1960-69.
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5.3. Women'’s social positions

Next, we analyse how some indicators of increagiegder equity and women’s social

position relate to childlessness across cohorts.

5.3.1. Female education and childlessness

First, we explore whether countries with higherpgmions of educated women also have
more childless women (Figures 14a-b). The assoastiwith women’s education and
childlessness are small and not statistically ficamt (0.04 and p=0.69 in older cohort, 0.14
and p=0.08 in younger cohort). There is, howeveslightly positive association in the
youngest cohort, so that an increase in women teitiary level education is associated with
higher rates of childlessness.
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Figure 14a. Childlessness in female cohort 1940a#dd proportion of women (birth cohort
1941-50) with tertiary level education
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Figure 14b. Childlessness in female cohort 1960a6@ proportion of women (birth cohort
1961-70) with tertiary level education
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5.3.2. Female employment and childlessness

Next, we explore whether proportions of women ingevawork are associated with
proportions of childless women. Employment actiatpong 25-49-yrs old women (in 1970
and 1990) and childlessness in female cohorts o®40-44 and 1960-69 are negatively
related: the higher the proportion of female empient, the lower levels of childlessness in a
country. This association is stronger and alsoissizlly significant in the older cohort
(regression coefficients are -0.07 (p=0.02) an@1-Qp=0.93), respectively) (Figures 15a-b).
As was the case for marital indicators, this asgmr is driven by the former socialist
Central and European countries. In the younger rtphaso high fertility and low
childlessness countries, such as e.g. France arfsicdindinavian countries, illustrate that high
female employment and low childlessness can be oedb

Figure 15a: Childlessness in female cohort 1940-ad labour force participation rate
among 25-49-year-old women in 1970

o |
N @ [reland
ﬂ _
@ [taly
® Finland
@ Belgium
. @ Sweden
@ Austria
® UK (England & Wales) ® Germany-E
= [ ]
- [
® Norwa en _
Y ® Australia ® Hun @ Russia
® Spain
ouUS
® Poland
®CzechR. @ Bulgaria
L{) —
T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100
Emp F 1970

Fitted values @ Chld F 1940-44

31



Figure 15b: Childlessness in female cohort 1960-a8@ labour force participation rate
among 25-49-year-old women in 1990
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To sum up this section, the advancement of gerglétyeand women'’s social position is not,

or is slightly negatively, correlated with highdrildiessness.

5.4. Values and childlessness

In the last section of macro-level analysis, welys® associations between values and
childlessness levels in different countries.

5.4.1. Post-materialist values

So-called post-materialist values reflect the @it of respondents to order and authority, but
are not directly related to family life or childbe®. Figures 16a-b show the percentage of
respondents holding post-materialist values inEbepean Values Survey and childlessness
in female cohorts born in 1940-44 and 1960-69. stteng and significant association in the
older cohort (0.14, p=0.032) is further strengtlieire the younger cohort (0.35, p=0.003).
However, it is interesting to note that the postenalism scores are overall higher in the
older cohorts compared to the younger cohortshab averall support for these measures
appears to have declined.

These associations do not remain significant ieeng other marital and fertility-related

factors into the regression (results not shown).
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Figure 16a: Childlessness in female cohort 1940a#dd post-materialist index in 1990
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Figure 16b: Childlessness in female cohort 1960a6@ post-materialist index in 2010
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5.4.2. Importance of children in marriage

We then explored associations between proportibrhitdless women and directly family-

related values (Figures 17a-b). We use the repamipdrtance of children for a marriage (%
of respondents agreeing with the statement) andidéve that a woman needs to have a child
to be fulfilled, again for female cohorts born i840-44 and 1960-69. Since the former
variable had stronger results across cohorts acarislated with the latter, we report only the

first, agreeing that children are important for rmeage, here.

Figure 17a: Childlessness in female cohort 1940add agreeing that children are important
for a marriage in 1990
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In the older cohort, valuing children in marriagefriequent in the former socialist countries
(Figure 15a). In the younger, however, the countder has partly changed, and we find a
group of countries — Italy, the UK, the Netherlaniéimland, Ireland, and Austria — with high

childlessness and not very strong support for vhise. Of these, Finland, the Netherlands

and Austria also scored high on the post-matenmirglex as reported above.
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Figure 17b: Childlessness in female cohort 1960-a6@ agreeing in that children are
important for a marriage in 2010
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In sum, value factors exhibit a strong and statdlly significant association with
childlessness for the measures studied here. $hisie both regarding indirect measures of
individualization of family life (such as the pastaterialism index) and direct measures of

the importance of having children for marital aretgonal life.

6. Intended and voluntary childlessness

To study intended and voluntary childlessness, s the family planning module of the
Eurobarometer carried out in 2011. We create thmeén groups based on whether the
outcome is intended and/or desired. By unintendeldlessness, we mean persons who are
childless but intend to have children. Respondefis do not have children and do not intend
to have children (but whose personal ideal may ay mot be zero children) represent
intended childlessnesRespondents who do not have children, do nohthte have children,
and whose personal ideal number of children is zepoesentwoluntarily childlessness (or
“childfree”) .

The numbers of both intended and especially votiptehildfree respondents is low in each

country so we have to be cautious with our reslltge to the small sample sizes we analyse
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educational or occupational gradients in intentioctaldlessness only for Eurobarometer
countries in total and not separately by countries.

There are also “reluctant parents”, or people wiatesthat their ideal number of children is
zero, although they have already had children. rTr@iportion is very low, less than one per

cent, and not further analysed here.

6.1. Intended childlessness

We first present how many people intend to remdiiidiess. Among currently childless
Europeans, the great majority plan to become paransome stage of their lives. In most
countries, close to 90 per cent of currently cleddl men and women aged 18-40 years intend

to have children sometimes in the future (Figurg 18

Figure 18: Intended childlessness among 18-40 gghmen and women

Intended childlessness among 18-40 year old men and women
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Datasource: Eurobarometer 2011, weighted values.

Intentional childlessness is very low in Easterrd aDentral Europe. Among Western
European countries, Cyprus, Ireland and Francebéxluwer intended childlessness than
other countries (intended childlessness as a piopanf all men/women in age group 18-40
years). The proportions of persons not intendindhdee any children are the highest in
Germany, Spain, Sweden, Austria and the NetherJamksre ten per cent or above of adults

aged 18 to 40 years do not intend to have children.
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In most countries, men are less likely to intenddoeing parents than women. However,
there are some countries where women are lesy li@ghtend becoming parents than men:
these are Lithuania, Belgium, UK, and the Netha$anintentional childlessness among
childless men exceeds 15 per cent in Portugal, ReknGermany, Sweden, Austria and the
Netherlands, and among women, in Italy, UK, Spait the Netherlands.

We also examined if country level childlessnesedff educational differences in intended
childlessness. The assumption was that certainagidnal groups (e.g. the highly educated)
could “spearhead” intended childlessness in coemtivhere it is relatively uncommon

compared to countries where it is more common. @ase the trends in prevalence of
childlessness presented above, we grouped coumit@shree: countries with low levels of

(female) cohort childlessness (<10%), middle lesildlessness (10.1-14.0%), and high
childlessness (14.1+ %) (Figures 19a-b).

6.1.1. Intended childlessness by educational levels

Next, we studied whether levels of intended chddieess would vary with educational levels
between country groups. Results indicate no clesds for women, except that as levels of
female childlessness increase, women with mid-ledeication are somewhat more likely to
intend to remain childless compared to women wilv lor high education. For men,
educational differences were strong in countrigh Wwigh prevalence of childlessness, so that
highly educated men less often intended to rentaidless.

Figure 19a: Intended childlessness among 18-45 g&hivomen by educational attainment
in three country groups
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Figure 19b: Intended childlessness among 18-45 gkbmen
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6.2. Proportions of childfree respondents

Next, we analyse how many of those who intend toaia childfree do so voluntarily,
measured as respondents declaring that their parskeal is to not have any children (Figure
20). Voluntary childlessness (“childfree”) is rédaly rare in Europe, ranging from below one
per cent (in Bulgaria, Latvia and Slovakia) to arduen per cent (the Netherlands and
Austria) with an average of 3.2 % among 18-40-péhmen and women.

Voluntary childlessness is higher among men thanrgrwomen in most of the countries
studied here. It is clearly higher for women consgato men only in Latvia, Lithuania,
Hungary, Greece and Germany, and slightly highemiomen than for men in Ireland and

Denmark.
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Figure 20: Voluntary childlessness among 18—-40 ydmen and women
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Datasource: Eurobarometer 2011

We then combined data for all countries and andlysew intended and voluntary

childlessness varied by educational level and cattoipal level (Table 3).

Table 3: Intended and voluntary childlessness (¥opag men and women by educational
level and occupational status in 2011

MEN WOMEN

Intended Voluntary Intended Voluntary

childlessness childlessness  childlessness childlessness
Total 7.3 3.9 5.6 2.8
Educational level
Low (ISCED 0-2) 8.7 4.8 54 2.5
Middle (ISCED 3-4) 7.1 3.6 6.0 2.9
High (ISCED 5-6) 6.6 4.0 5.1 2.7
Occupational status
Self-employed 4.4 3.1 5.9 3.7
Managerial 5.9 3.1 7.0 3.6
White collar 6.7 3.4 7.2 35
Manual 7.2 4.1 3.6 1.6
Not employed 9.3 4.6 5.6 2.9

Datasource: Eurobarometer 2011

39



For men, both intended and voluntary childlessggears inversely related to social status.
For women, both types of childlessness appear tmds common in the mid-ranges of both

educational and occupational classes.

6.2.1. Childfree Europeans by educational levels

We also examined if country level childlessnessdff educational differences in voluntary

childlessness, as we did with proportions of ineghdhildlessness above (Figures 21a-b).

Figures 21a-b: Childfree women (a) and men (b) dycational level (%)
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Childfree men and women are more frequent in castrith overall high childlessness. As
was the case with intended childlessness, resudisdate no clear trends of women. Among
men, childfree respondents appear most common athosg with least education in all three
country groups.
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7. Conclusions

Trends in European childlessness follow a U-shapsth: after the low levels in mid-20
century most countries have witnessed clear ineseda the proportions of lifetime
childlessness. Marked country differences persistthe level and speed of change.
Interestingly, in five countries — Denmark, LatviRussia, Slovenia and Sweden -
childlessness appears to have decreased duritastiaecades.

European countries fall into three groups: thoséhviow, moderate and high levels of
childlessness. The scales for men and women agktlglidifferent, due to under-reporting
and higher variance among of paternity among males.

Low childlessnestr women (below or at 10 %) is found in Bulgaribe Czech Repubilic,
Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Roimand Russia, while male childlessness
is low (below or at 15%) in Bulgaria, Estonia, Ggiar Lithuania and Russia.

Moderate level®of childlessness (between 11 and 15 %) are foumahg women in France,
Belgium, Georgia, Germany, Norway, Slovak Repulfilgvenia, Sweden, and the US. For
men, moderate (15-20%) levels are reported in AysBelgium, France, Hungary, the
Netherlands, and Romania.

High childlessnesss found among women (around 20%) is found in Aasitaly, Finland,
the Netherlands and the UK. Among men, high leyalsove 20%) prevail in the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Italy, Norway, PolaSd;eden, and the UK.

Men’s childlessness is typically more polarizedntimeomen’s is, so that a higher proportion
of men compared to women remain childless. Chiffless is also common both among
highly educated and little educated Europeans.

Overall, most of the increase in childlessness seemwvanted. Intentional and particularly
voluntary childlessness remains relatively raredlghout Europe, according to the responses
given by men and women aged 18-40 in the Eurobassmsarvey. It is possible, however,
that these responses are partly driven by sociahsi@nd social desirability, rather than by
real intentions and ideals. There are neverthalless country differences: rates of intended
and voluntary childlessness are somewhat highengmmen than among women, and in the
German-speaking countries and in the Netherlanagaced to other European countries.
Surprisingly, childlessness remains strongly asgedi with traditional fertility and marital
indicators, also in the younger generations. Déifelly from previous findings, we show that

the negative association between cohort compleggtlity and childlessness becomes
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stronger over generations, suggesting that in soouatries, childlessness is an important
component of low fertility.

In spite of the fact that marriage is losing itsitcality all over Europe, proportions ever
married are negatively associated with lifetime d&enchildlessness on a macro-level also
among the younger generations. Childlessness ashadger in countries where mean age at
marriage is high and entry into motherhood is dedbgn average: therefore it is possible that
difficulties in the transition to adulthood canrtsdorm a delay in parenthood into a definitive
childlessness. Values related to individualisatiord family norms are also positively and
statistically significantly associated with childésmess on a macro level: the higher
individualisation, the higher are childlessnesesatUnexpectedly, divorce rates were not
associated with childlessness, and associatiorts wiimen’s social position were weak or
absent.

Childlessness in contemporary Europe should nodobg associated with the stereotypical
image of a highly-educated and career-oriented vworNaither is childlessness in any clear
way associated with higher gender equity or theo@rion of women in the labour market.
Although this study did not address unwanted cksdishess as such, low rates of voluntary or
intended childlessness suggest that childlessnegsuing adults in their late 30s or early 40s
is to a large extend not wanted. Educational défiees in childlessness rates also indicate
that unwanted childlessness may be concentratingngnthose who lack of economic or
other social resources.

The rapidly increasing proportions of childless &gpgans, who mostly would have wished to
become parents, pose an acute challenge for polakers. Unwanted childlessness can cause
psychological distress and increase lonelinessctiffy overall happiness and wellbeing. In
the long run, the growing proportions of childlgssrsons will bring extra challenges for
future ageing generations, a significant minorifywdhom will have no adult children or
grandchildren to assist them and take care of them

It would be highly important to collect fertilityata by parities (including childlessness)
among women but also among men through Eurostahdnitor trends in childlessness
among the younger generations, to understand howlsand economic changes influence
entry into parenthood, and to develop policies tmrass involuntary childlessness. A
systematic and continuing data collection can §icamtly strengthen family and population

policy planning.
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Appendix Tables

Appendix Table 1: Main data sources

Countries

Source

Bosnia and Hertzegovina Croatia
Denmark Germany-E Greece
Hungary Italy Macedonia Norway
Romania Slovenia Spain UK
Yugoslavia (former)

(1) Frejka, T. & Sardon, JP. (2004), Childbearing trends and prospects
in low-fertility countries. European Studies of Population Vol 13.
Dordrecht (Net): EAPS & Kluwer Publishers. (Table CO-11)

Bosnia and Hertzegovina Croatia
Denmark Germany-E Greece
Hungary Italy Macedonia Norway
Romania Slovenia Spain UK
Yugoslavia (former)

(1) Frejka, T. (2008), Parity distribution and completed family size in
Europe: Incipient decline of the two-child family model? Demographic
Research 19(4): 47-72 (Figures 1-3 Proportions of women with 0, 1, 2,
3+ children; Table 2, Parity distribution (Special Collection 7:
Childbearing Trends and Policies in Europe, Chapter 2, with additional
country studies)

Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria Czech
R Finland France Hungary Italy
Ireland Netherlands Norway
Romania Spain Sweden Portugal
Yugoslavia (former)

(23) Prioux, F. (1993). L'infécondité en Europe (In: European
Population Il Demographic Dynamics, eds. Blum, A. & Rallu JL/INED).

Austria Denmark Finland France
Germany-W Poland Romania
Spain Sweden

(2) Sobotka, T. (2005, Draft), Childless societies? (Table 3)

UK (5) Smallwood S. (2012), New estimates of trends in births by birth
order in England and Wales. Population Trends 108: 32-48

UK (11) Cohort 1970-study. Data for 1970-cohort, wave 2012. Available at
UK Data Service http://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/series/?sn=200001

UK (21) Understanding Society 2009-2012 Survey. Available at:
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/; UK Data Service
http://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/series

UK (11) ONS Office for National Statistics. Statistical Bulletin: Cohort
Fertility 2012 (5.12.2013).

France Toulemon, L. & Mazuy, M. (2001), Les naissances sont retardées mais
la fécondité est stable. Population 56(4): 611-644

France (16) Toulemon, L. (1996), Very few couples remain voluntarily childless,
Population: An English Selection 8: 1-27: France.

France (20) INSEE. Census 2011 (specific survey) Enquete Famille et
logements 2011. Dossier: Avez vous eu des enfants? Si oui, combien?
(France, portrait social, edition 2013).

Germany-W (18) Kreyenfeld, M. (2002), Parity specific birth rates for West Germany:

An attempt to combine survey data and vital statistics; Germany.

Germany-Total Germany-W
Germany-E

(17) Dorbritz J. & Schwarz, K. (1996), Kinderlosigkeit in Deutshland —
ein Massenph&anomen? Analysen zu Erscheinungsformen und
Ursachen. Zeitschrift fur Bevolkerungswissenschaft 21(3): 231-261.

Italy

(22) Italian Multipurpose Survey 2009

Australia Hungary Italy
Netherlands Portugal Romania

(16) Rowland (2007), Historical trends in childlessness. Journal of
Family Issues 28: 1311-1337.

Sweden

(6) Statistics Sweden (2014), Foérdelning av olika generationer efter
antal barn (http://www.scb.se/sv_/Hitta-statistik/Statistik-efter-
amne/Befolkning/Befolkningsframskrivningar/Demografisk-
analys/55349/2012A01L/Barnafodande/Olika-generationers-
barnafodande/Fordelning-av-olika-generationer-efter-antal-barn/) (as
accessed in Jan 2014).

Sweden (7) Statistics Sweden (2011), Demografiska rapporter 2011:3. Olika
generationers barnafddande. Appendix tables.
Sweden (8) Statistics Sweden (2002), Demografiska rapporter 2002:5. Hur
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manga barn far jag nar jag blir stor? Appendix tables.

Switzerland

(24) Swiss Household Panel (2012) Available at FORS webpage:
http://forscenter.ch/en/our-surveys/swiss-household-panel/

Norway

(9) Statistics Norway (2014), Births, separate tables: Barnetallfordeling,
etter kvinnens alder og fadelseskull [Number of children by age/birth
cohort of women/men] (table 05769)
(https:/iwww.ssb.no/statistikkbanken) (as accessed in Jan 2014).

Norway

(10) Statistics Norway (2013), Births, separate tables:
Barnetallfordeling, etter kvinnens alder og fadelseskull [Number of
children by age/birth cohort of women/men] (table 07870)
(www.ssb.no/statistikkbanken) (accessed Jan 2014).

Denmark

(12) Statistics Denmark (2014), Andel barnlgse kvinder i generationerne
fra 1945 og frem efter alder (table FOD12) [Number of childless women
born after 1944 by age per 1000 women]
(http://www.statistikbanken.dk/statbank5a/default.asp?w=1280)
(accessed Jan 2014).

Finland

(13) Fougstedt (1977), Population census 1970 (Statistics Finland),
Results of a Fertility Survey among women (a sample of women drawn
from the households in the population census). SVT VI C:104, vol. XV,
Table 7a; B.8.

Finland

(14) Statistics Finland (1989-2012), Population Structure 1989-2012
(women/men by number of children and age reached during the year).

Online databases

Bulgaria Czech R Estonia
Hungary Lithuania Netherlands
Portugal Russia Slovakia US

(3) (3%) (4) Human Fertility Database (Jan 2014). Available at:
http://iww.humanfertility.org/cgi-bin/main.php

Austria Belgium Bulgaria Estonia
France Georgia Germany
Hungary ltaly Lithuania
Netherlands Norway Poland
Romania Russia

(15) Generations and Gender Survey, Wave |. Generations & Gender
Programme: Survey Instruments. New York and Geneva: UN, 2005.
Available at: http://www.ggp-i.org/data/data-access.html

Australia Bulgaria Croatia Czech
R Estonia Hungary Ireland Latvia
Lithuania

(19) UN Census data from Population Censuses’ Datasets
(Demographic Yearbook). Available at:
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic/products/dyb/dybcensusdata.ht
m
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Appendix Table 2a Female childlessness in selexiedtries

CHILDLESSNESS, female cohort
% of childless (source), (birth cohort)

Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Source
Country | 1920/25, 1930/35 | 1940/45 1950/55 1960/65
11.9 (2) (1940)
17.2 (23) (1930) 12.4 (2) (1945) 12.6 (2) (1950) | 16.9 (15) (1963- | 2.(1940-55)
Austria | 14.8 (23) (1935) 173 (75 (1690) 1502 doss | 69 15 (1963-64)
15.1 (23) (1945) 23 (1930-45)
29.2 (15) (1930-34) | 24.9 (15) (1940-44) | 16.1 (15) (1950-
Belgium | 271 (15) (1935:39) | 26.1(15) (1945-49) | 54) 12.6 (15) (1960- | 15 (1930-64)
16.8 (23) (1930) 13.1 (23) (1940) 16.6 (15) (1955- | 64) 23 (1930-45)
14.8 (23) (1935) 12.8 (23) (1945) 59)
Bosnia
and 14.8 (1935) e Eigjg; 10.4 (1950) 1
Herzeg. ) 5 (1950)
2.4 (3x
9.4 (3x) (1932) 4.6 (3x) (1940) 6.3 (15) (1950- | 9.6 (19) (1960- | 3X (1932-
| 7.8(15) (1930-34) | 28 (15)(1940-44) | o) 64) 1955)
Bulgaria | 5 3,y (1035) 2 8’;)) ((1332?49) 31(3x) (1955) | 117 (19) (1965- | 1 Eiggg:gg;
8.0(15) (193539) | 75 53) (1oae) 2.96) (15) (1955- | 69) 23 (1645)
6.1 (1) (1950) ]
Croatia | 13.3 (1) (1935) g:g 839)1?1454),5- 49) g;g (19) (1950- 19(1(23?155-2)4)
6.1(3) (1940) 6.2 (3) (1960) | 3 (1935-60)
7.4 (3) (1935) 8.3 (3) (1945) 6.0 (3) (1950) :
Czech R. 7.2 (19) (1965- | 19 (1965-69)
7.8 (23) (1936) 7.9 (23) (1940) 5.9 (3) (1955)
52 (o3) (1946) 69) 23 (1936-45)
10.9 (1.2) (1950)
9.7 (2) (1940) 2 (1940-55)
Denmark 7.6 (2) (1945) 122 8’22)) ((1%95505)) 3%6(]%)2)(]%22?) 1 (1950-55)
8.6 (12) (1945) L8 (17) (1988) 12 (1945-65)
4.4 (3x) (1950)
7.0 (4) (1950)
7.8 (15) (1940-44) 3x (1945-55)
ccton 9.6 (15) (1930-34) | 9.8 (3x) (1945) 0> (5 (1950- 1 9.3 (10) (1960- | 4 (1950)
stonia | g g (15) (1935-59) | 7.4 (15) (1945-49) 61)(3X) (1055 | 64 15 (1930-59)
6.2 (15) (1955- 19 (1960-64)
59)
14.3 (2) (1940)
17.9 (13) (1921-25) | 14.2 (2) (1945) 15.6 (2) (1950) 2 (1940-55)
Fiang | 164 (13) (1926-30) | 13.7 (14) (1940) 16.5 (2) (1955) | 17.3 (14) (1960) | 13 (1921-30)
inlan 14.4 (14) (1935) 13.8 (14) (1945) 15.0 (14) (1950) | 19.2 (14) (1965) | 14 (1935-65)
15.9 (23) (1935) 15.2 (23) (1940) 16.3 (14) (1955) 23 (1930-45)
16.5 (23) (1945) B
9.8 (2) (1950
10.1 (2) (1940) 9.9 (15) (1950-
12 823 ﬁgggiggi 11.9 (15) (1940-44) | 54) 2 (1940-55)
1o 5 (lo) (165024 | LL6 (20) (1941-45) | 12.0 (20) (1951- 5 (1630.28)
France | 10.1 (15) (1935-39) | 5.8 (2) (1945) 55) 13.5(20) (1961- | 15 (1920-29)
191 05) (9505 | 11.8(15) (1945-49) | 109 (2) (1955) | 65) e
13.0 (23) (1930' ) | 119 (20) (1946-50) | 11.9 (15) (1955- 23 (1930'45)
105 (23) (1935) 8.3 (23) (1940) 59) ( -45)
-5 (23) (19395) 8.1 (23) (1945) 123 (20) (1956-
60)
[ 12.1(193034) 13.4 (1940-44) 10.7 (1950-54)
Georgia | 1577 (1935.39) 11.2 (1945-49) 9.3 (1955-59) 15 (1930-59)
16.3 (15) (1950-
Germany | 23.2 (15) (1930-34) | 19.2 (15) (1940-44) | 54) 15 (1930-59)
Total 20.5 (15) (1935-39) | 21.4 (15) (1945-49) | 13.6 (15) (1955- 18 (1940-50)
59)
Germany | 17 (17) (1920-24) | 10.6 (2) (1940) 14.2 (2) (1950) 2 (1940-55)
West 10 (17) (1930-34) | 11 (18) (1940) 15 (18) (1950) 17 (1920-49)
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10 (17) (1935-39)

12 (17) (1940-44)
12.7 (2) (1945)
11 (18) (1945)
14 (17) (1945-49)

18.3 (2) (1955)

18 (17) (1920-24)

11.0 (1) (1940)

Germany | 11 (17) (1930-34) | 9 (17) (1940-44) 73 (1) (1950 1 (1935-50)
East 16.4 (1) (1935) 8.4 (1) (1945) -3 (1) (1950) 17 (1920-49)
10 (17) (1935-39) | 8 (17) (1945-49)
Greece e ggjg; oy ﬁggg 10.7 (1960) 1 (1940-60)
16 (16) (1920-24)
14 (16) (1925-29) | 9.0 (3) (1940) 8.7 (3) (1950) 1 (1935)
11.2 (15) (1930-34) | 10.7 (15) (1940-44) | 9.0 (15) (1950- | 9.0 (19) (1960- | 3 (1940-55)
’ 11 (16) (1930-34) | 9.3 (3) (1945) 54) 64) 15 (1930-59)
ungary 1 9.0(1) (1935) 10.0 (15) (1945-49) | 8.3 (3) (1955) 12.0 (19) (1965- | 16 (1920-39)
10.7 (15) (1935-39) | 9.3 (23) (1940) 8.3 (15) (1955- | 69) 19 (1960-69)
9 (16) (1935-39) 10.0 (23) (1945) 59) 23 (1937-45)
8.7 (23) (1937)
12.7 (1) (1950)
14.5 (1) (1940) 16.1 (15) (1950-
16 (16) (1920-24)
15 (16) (1925-29) | 2.5 (15) (1940-44) | 54) 1 (1935-55)
13 (16) (1930.34 11.7 (1) (1945) 12.4 (1) (1955) | 16.5 (22) (1960- | 15" (1990.80
ital 15% 1)(1935' ) 14.9 (15) (1945-49) | 16.0 (15) (1955- | 64) 16 (1920'39)
aly o 1(6 ) (1935 )39 11.1 (22) (1940-44) | 59) 211 (22) (1965~ | 20 (1935'69)
13(1 1)5( 193'9 ) 13.1 (22) (1945-49) | 10.9 (22) (1950- | 69) 23 (19 40' 45)
12.8 (22) (1935)39 13.6 (23) (1940) 54) ( -45)
8(22) (1935-39) | 1779 (23) (1945) 12.7 (22) (1955-
59)
15.4 (19) (1950- | 18.0 (19) (1960-
19.8 (23) (1940)
Ireland 17.3 (23) (1945) ig)s 19) (1955 ?3)3 10) (1965 | 19 (igjg_gg)
14.3 (19) (1945-49) 595 (19) ( i 695 (19 ( i ( -69)
) 11.7 (19) (1940-44) | 9.2 (19) (1950-
Latvia 10.0 (19) (1945-49) | 54) 19 (1940-54)
16.1 (15) (1950- | 3.5 (3x) (1960)
54) 8.2 (19) (1960- | 3x (1955-60)
| 24.1(15) (1930-34) | 15.1 (15) (1940-44)
Lithuania 5.6 (3x) (1955) 64) 15 (1930-59)
16.8 (15) (1935-39) | 13.1 (15) (1945-49) | 15 5" (15 (1955- | 8.5 (19) (1965- | 19 (1960-69)
59) 69)
Mace- 1.9 (1930) 4.0 (1940) 5.7 (1950)
donia 7.5 (1935) 3.9 (1945) 10.0 (1955) 5.7 (1960) 1 (1930-60)
15 (16) (1920-24)
14 (16) (1925-29)
14.1 (3) (1930) 11.9 (3) (1940) 120(3) (1950)
16.2 (15) (1930-34) | 117 (15) (1940-44) | L0 (15) (1950- 3 (1930-55)
Nether- | 12 (16) (1930-34) | 11.7 (3) (1945) 17)1 3) (1955 15 (1930-59)
lands 11.7 (3) (1935) 12.9 (15) (1945-49) | 177 (3) (1959) 16 (1920-39)
7.6 (15) (1935-39) | 11.9 (23) (1940) 151 (123( 195}) 23 (1930-45)
12 (16) (1935-39) | 11.7 (23) (1945) co; (15) (1955-
15.4 (23) (1930) )
11.7 (23) (1935)
9.4 (1,9) (1950)
10.4 (1) (1953) 1 (1935-53)
12.0 (15) (1930-34) 315'4 1%5)289‘1‘8:84) 11.3 (15) (1950- ié'? (?é(ligg% 9 (1935-60)
Norway | 11.8 (15) (1935-39) 1'0_4( (15) (ié45_43) 54) 62) (15) (1960- | 15 (1065)
2600290199 | 35(5)haig " | 11200/555) | T 10) rags) | 15 453062
59)
8.6 (2) (1950)
6.6 (2) (1940) 11.0 (15) (1950-
boland | 10-3 (15) (1930-34) | 10.4 (15) (1940-44) | 54) 9.9 (15) (1960- | 2 (1940-55)
olan 10.9 (15) (1935-39) | 8.4 (2) (1945) 9.8 (2) (1955) 64) 15 (1930-64)
11.2 (15) (1945-49) | 10.2 (15) (1955-
59)
Portugal | 17 (16) (1920-24) | 2.0 (3x) (1945) 5.5 (3x) (1950) 3x (1945-55)
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17 (16) (1925-29)
14 (16) (1930-34)

2.8 (3x) (1955)

16 (1920-34)

19 (16) (1920-24)
16 (16) (1925-29)
13 (16) (1930-34)

12.8 (15) (1940-44)
10.5 (2) (1945)

6.3 (1) (1950)
9.2 (15) (1950-
54)

2 (1945)
1 (1950-60)

Romania | 1, & (15) (1930-34) e 823 8838549) 8.8 (1) (1955) | 81 (1) (1960) I ggggzg%
ﬁ:? 82; 8822539) 10.2 (23) (1944) 2'95) (15) (1955- 23 (1934-44)
6.4 (3) (1950)
4.0 (15) (1950-
9.2 (15) (1940-44)
. 7.1 (15) (1930-34) 54) 3x (1945-60)
Russia i 8.1 (3x) (1945) 5.1 (3x) (1960) i
6105 (93539) | £3(1d) (1oaesag) | B0 8?) (éggg) 15 (1930-59)
59)
Slovak R. | 9.4 (1935) 2‘137(1(?;‘225) o ﬁgggg 9.9 (1959) 3 (1935-59)
s |ZSER0 [0 [ e | ramow
8.1(2) (1940) 10.0 (2) (1950) 2 (1940-55)
. 14.2 (23) (1933) | 6.2 (2) (1945) :
Spain 10.4 (2) (1955) | 10.2 (1) (1960) | 1 (1955-60)
12.0 (23) (1938) Y ggg 8822; 7.1 (1) (1955) 23 (1933-48)
13.1 (2) (1940)
16.4 (8) (1925) 2 (1940-50)
14.1 (8) (1930) o2 g; ggjg; 20 % ﬁgggg 13.4 (3) (1960) | 3 (1955-60)
Sweden | 12.7 (8) (1935) 133 ) (1o4s) 155 (o) \los) | 14:3(6) (1960) | 6 (1960-65)
14.7 (23) (1930) 135 o\ (toan) 1756 \loss) | 13:8(6) (1965) | 8(192555)
13.4 (23) (1935) s (o0 (1o4s) : 23 (1930-45)
20.0 (5) (1960)
21.0 (5) (1920) 14.0 (5) (1950)
17.0 (5) (1925) 11.0 (5) (1940) 150 (5) (1955) | 200 (ﬁ) (iggg)
UK 13.0 (5) (1930) 9.0 (5) (1945) 145 (1) (1950) | 880D (70 1 5 (1920-60)
(England | 12.0 (5) (1935) 10.6 (1) (1940) 169 (1) (1955) | £:> (#1) (1990 1 1 (1930.55)
and 13.1 (1) (1930) 10.4 (1) (1945) 14.7 (21) (1950- | o3k o\ 1o | 11(1965-70)
Wales) | 11.2 (1) (1935) 9.3 (21) (1940-44) | 54) 145 (21) (1965 1 51 (1030-74)
138 (21) (1930-34) | 11.8 (21) (1945-49) | 14.2(21) (1955 | 29 (o 1o
12.5 (21) (1935-39) 59) A (21) (1970-
Yugoslar 3.9 (1) (1940)
W swase |30 (2008 om0
(former) 8.5 (23) (1945) '
14.4 (1920)
10.9 (1925) 7.5 (1940) 15.0 (1950)
uS 8.8 (1930) 11.1 (1945) 16.3 (1955) 15.4 (1960) 3 (1920-60)
6.1 (1935)
15 (16) (1920-24) 13.1 (19) (1950- | 15.5 (19) (1960-
Australia | 11 (16) (1925-29) | 9 (16) (1940-44) 54) 64) 16 (1920-44)

9 (16) (1930-34)
9 (16) (1935-39)

10.7 (19) (1945-49)

14.3 (19) (1955-

59)

16.8 (19) (1965-
69)

19 (1945-69)

Data sources: see Appendix Table 1.
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Appendix Table 2b: Female childlessness in selextadtries, recent birth cohorts

CHILDLESSNESS AT AGE 40/4044, females

Country Oaﬂzzglldless Cohort °4/<5_cﬂldless at Cohort Source
Austria 21.9 1970 19.6 1964-69 HFD/GGS(40-44)
Belgium 13.9 1963-70 GGS
Bosnia and H no data
Bulgaria 6.8 1969 11.9 (20) 1967-71 HFD
Census 2011 (20)
Croatia 9.4 (20) 1957-61 g‘égg&i’ E'ath 2001 (20)
Czech R. 8.1 1970 7.2 (20) 1967-71 EZESUS 2011 (20)
Denmark 12.1 (12) 1970 Statistics Denmark (12)
Estonia 10.0 1970 10.3 (20) 1967-71 EZr?;us 2011 (20)
Finland o2 (14) | 1989 19.7(14) 1966-70 | di-tciics Finland (14)
France 11.9 1961-66 GGS
Georgia 13.4 1961-67 GGS
sermany. T14.2 1961-65 | GGS
Germany, East no data
Greece 13.3 (20) 1957-61 Census data 2001 (20)
Hungary 10.9 1969 12.0 (20) 1967-71 E'Zl?sus data 2011 (20)
Ireland 19.3 (20) 1967-71 Census data 2011(20)
Italy 21.1 1965-69 gﬂouégp(‘gz"’)ose survey
Latvia 8.7 (20) 1956-60 Census data 2000 (20)
Lithuania 12.5 1970 9.3 1961-67 HFDx/GGS(40-44)
Macedonia no data
Netherlands 19.0 1969 17.0 1958-64 HFD/GGS(40-44)
12.6 1969 12.7 1962-69 HFD. .
Norway 13.4 (10) 1970 12.2/13.5 (10) | 1966/1970 gté‘tés(ﬂgs 4'1‘)”""""3’ (10)
Poland 10.3 1965-71 GGS
Portugal 7.5 1969 HFDx
Romania 9.2 1961-66 GGS
Russia 8.1 1970 51 1960-65 HFDx/GGS(40-44)
Slovak R. 12.2 1969 HFD
Slovenia 11.6 1969 7.0 (20) 1958-62 EZESUS data 2002 (20)
Spain no data
13.8 HFD
Sweden 13.7 (6) 1970 13.4 (7) 1966-70 Stat!st!cs Sweden (6)
Statistics Sweden (7)
Switzerland 21.2 1970 22.4 1968-1972 | SWiss Household Panel,
2010 (24)
ONS-UK Cohort Fertility
\lfvﬁlésngla”d and ig:g (11)(11, 1970 12:2 8%; 1966-70 (23%1h%r(t111~237(')-study.(11)
coh1970) Understanding society
(21)
us 13.7 1970 HFD
Australia 16.8 (20) 1967-71 Census data (20)
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Note:a) Data drawn from GGS refers to the proportioctofdless persons among 40-44-year old women
(an average proportion of childless persons amongey respondents aged 40-44-years at the timeeof t
survey(s) (age in completed years)), e.g. theyrgeto several birth cohorts. Weights used if predidn
the GGS data base. GGS (Wave [): Austria, BelgiBulgaria, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany,
Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, &al, Romania, Russia.

b) Data drawn from register data bases (Denmarkafd, Norway, Sweden) refers to the proportion of
childless persons among persons aged 40-44 yetite ahd of the year (age reached during the year)
specific calendar year.

c) Data drawn from HFD refers to the proportiorcbildless persons at age 40 of a specific birthocoh
Sources: HFD (http://www.humanfertility.org): Corap#d cohort fertility by birth order at age 40. HED
Data on cohort fertility indicators not reliable.

d) Data from UN Census database (20).

Appendix Table 3a: Male childlessness, selectedtcies

CHILDLESSNESS, % of male cohorts (men at age 50/55 years)
Cohort
Country 1930/35 1940/45 1950/55 1960/65 Source
at 50: at 50:
18.4 (1941) 21.3 (1950)
. at 55: 18.5 (1945) 23.8 (1955) at 50: )
Finland 19.5 (1936) at 55 at 55 25.6 (1960) 14 (1936-60)
18.3 (1940) 20.7 (1950)
18.1 (1945) 23.4 (1955)
at 50: at 50: .
Norway 13.6 (9) (1940) | 14.4 (9) (1950) %590'(10) (1960) %1(23285)
13.3(9) (1945) | 16.6 (9) (1955) '
at 50:
at 55: - 19.4 (7) (1950)
19.0 (7) (1930) . 21.3 (7) (1955) | at 50: 6 (1945-55)
Sweden 17.0 (7) (1935) | 17 Egg Eigjg% at 55 22.1(7) (1960) | 7 (1930-60)
17.5 (6) (1935) ) 18.9 (6) (1950)
20.7 (6) (1955)
by 2011: by 2011: by 2011:
13.5 (20) 12.8 (20) (1941- | 15.6 (20) (1951- | by 2011:
France (1931-35) 45) 55) 20.6 (20) (1961- 20 (1931-65)
13.5 (20) 14.0 (20) 1946- | 17.9 (20) (1956- | 65)
(1936-40) 50) 60)
14.0 (1940-44, 16.9 (1950-54, 28.0 (1960-64,
12.4 (1935-39, | men 50-54 yrs) men 50-54 yrs) men 40-44 yrs) i
Italy men 50-54 yrs) | 15.4 (1945-49, | 20.6 (1955-59, | 30.8 (1965-69, 22 (1935-69)
men 50-54 yrs) men 50-54 yrs) men 40-44 yrs)
CHILDLESSNESS, % of male cohorts (men at age 45 years)
Cohort
Country 1930/35 1940/45 1950/55 1960/65 Source
. 21.9 (1950) 26.1 (1960)
Finland 19.3 (1946) 24.5 (1955) 27.6 (1965) 14
Norwa 13.9 (9) (1940) | 14.8 (9) (1950) | 19.4 (9) (1960) 9 (1940-60)
y 13.3(9) (1945) | 17.2(9) (1955) | 22.1 (10) (1965) 10 (1965)
20.0 (7) (1950)
Sweden 234 Egg 8353 18.1(8) (1940) | 20.7 (8) (1950) | 23.1 (7) (1960) | 7 (1950-65)
18.4 (8) (1935) 18.7 (8) (1945) | 22.0 (7) (1955) | 22.0 (7) (1965) 8 (1925-55)
) 22.6 (8) (1955)
France 20.6 (1961-65) 20 (1961-65)
UK 12)70: 24.8 (at age 11 (1970)

Note: Register data from Finland, Norway and Sweden igesvannual information on parity distribution hyea
reached during the year/birth cohort (live birthgistered to a person). Childlessness at a ceatgrrefers thus to
the proportion of childless persons of all persanghis age group (birth cohort). For France, data from
population census 2011, INSEE. For ltaly, Italianltiburpose survey 2009, and for UK, Cohort 19704yt
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Appendix Table 3b: Male childlessness with GGS data

CHILDLESSNESS, men at age 45-49

Country 1935-39 1940-44 1940-49 1950-54 1955-59
Belgium 25.6 34.1 28.9 23.8 19.3
Bulgaria 7.1 10.3 8.0 11.7 (12.8)
Estonia 10.8 11.2 8.5 11.8 (9.9)
France 10.4 15.1 11.2 10.6 (18.4)
Georgia 6.6 7.0 5.1 6.1 (8.4)
?;;Ta”y 22.2 23.9 221 226 (22.8)
Hungary 10.2 11.8 12.6 11.5 (16.2)
taly 124 (MS) | 120 (0% | 154 (M) | 269 1Me) | 50,6 (S
Lithuania 19.8 15.9 14.8 16.6 (12.8)
Netherlands | 9.2 12.9 15.2 19.8 (16.4)
Norway 10.6 14.0 10.0 17.1 15.3
Poland 10.2 11.5 12.6 15.5 18.1
Romania 14.2 18.9 14.9 14 (17.6)
Russia 8.0 6.7 6.5 5.4 (7.7)
Switzerland | 37.7 34.5 33.1 24.3 22.5

Data source:

GGS-surveys conducted in 2002-2012gide, Bulgaria, Estonia, France, Georgia,

Germany T, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlantigrway, Poland, Romania, Russia. For Italy, data
from GGS (2003-04, GGS) and ltalian Multipurposerv@y (2009, IMS), for Switzerland, Swiss
Household Panel (2005)

Note: Childlessness by birth cohorts refers to the priornof childless persons of each 5-year cohort at
the time of the survey, thus the exact proportibohildless persons at a specific age (for examgtl@ge
50) could not be determined.
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Appendix Table 3c: Male childlessness in selecteshiries, recent birth cohorts

CHILDLESSNESS AT AGE 40-44, males

Country % childless at 40-44 Cohort Sourcelyear

Austria 24.9 1964-69 GGS

Belgium 21.8 1963-70 GGS

Bosnia and H

Bulgaria 155 1960-65 GGS

Croatia

Czech R. 17.3 1960-65 GGS

Denmark

Estonia 13.9 1960-66 GGS

Finland 29.5 1966-70 Statistics Finland (14)/2010

France 21.9 1961-66 GGS

Georgia 12.2 1961-67 GGS

Germany Total/West | T31.3 1961-65 GGS

Germany, East

Greece

Hungary 21.6 1960-65 GGS

Ireland

Italy 30.7 (GGS) 1959-63 (GGS) GGS
30.8 (22) (40-44 yrs) | 1965-69 (22) Multipurpose Survey 2009 (22)

Latvia

Lithuania 13.3 1961-67 GGS

Macedonia

Netherlands 27.7 1958-64 GGS

Norway 2: jg ggg 88; iggg (S;‘tétgtics Norway (10)/2011
at 40-44: 16.7 1962-69

Poland 18.7 1965-71 GGS

Portugal

Romania 15.8 1961-66 GGS

Russia 10.8 1960-65 GGS

Slovak R.

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden 23.8 1966-70 Statistics Sweden (7)/2010

Switzerland 27.4 1965-1970 Swiss Household Panel 2010

UK (England and 24.8 (11) 1970 Cohort 1970, wave 2012 (11)

Wales) 26.1 (21) 1965-69 Understanding society 2009 (21)

us

Australia 21.3 1965-70 HILDA 2010

Note:

a) Data drawn from GGS refers to the proportiorclofdless persons among 40-44-year old men (an
average proportion of childless persons among surgspondents aged 40-44-years at the time of the
survey(s) (age in completed years)), e.g. theyrelim several birth cohorts. GGS (Wave |): Austria,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech R, Estonia, France, GegrGiermany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands,

Norway, Poland, Romania, Russia.

b) Data drawn from register data bases (Denmarkafd, Norway, Sweden) refers to the proportion of
childless persons among persons aged 40-44 yetire ahd of the year (age reached during the yar)
specific calendar year.
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c) For Italy: Italian Multipurpose Survey 2009 ddta male cohorts 1935-59 at age 50-54 years, for
cohorts 1960-69 at age 40-44 years. Weights used.
d) For UK: Data from Cohort 1970-study and Undeardtag Society 2009 -survey.

Appendix Table 4a: Cohort 1940-44, demographicdattirs

Childlessness Demographic indicators
Co_hort Co_hort Cohort Ever'— T_otal
childlessness  childlessness CER MAFB married at MAFM-F divorce
- Females - Males 35-39 rate
1940-44 1940-44 1940-44 1970 1980 1970 1970
Austria 11.9 1.96 91.2 229 0.2
Belgium 131 34.1 1.93 243 94.2 224 0.1
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 11.6 2.34 22.5
Bulgaria 5.8 10.3 2.07 22.1 97.0 21.4 0.1
Croatia 8.6 1.78 22.0 21.4 0.1
Czech R. 6.1 2.03 22.5 96.1 21.6 0.3
Denmark 9.7 2.08 23.8 90.7 22.8 0.3
Estonia 7.8 11.2 1.85 24.1 92.2 23.5
Finland 13.7 18.4 1.88 24.4 88.6 23.3 0.2
France 10.1 15.1 2.22 24.4 90.6 22.6 0.1
Georgia 134 7.0 92.2
Germany-T 23.9 1.80 24.0 22.5 0.2
Germany-W 10.6 24.2 22.7 0.2
Germany-E 11.0 23.3 21.9 0.2
Greece 114 1.98 92.3 24.0 0.1
Hungary 9.0 11.8 1.90 22.8 95.3 21.5 0.2
Italy 145 14.0 2.07 25.1 90.8 23.9 0.1
Lithuania 15.1 15.9 1.97 93.5 241
Macedonia 2.64 221
Netherlands 11.9 12.9 2.00 24.8 92.5 229 0.1
Norway 9.5 13.6 221 91.9 22.8 0.1
Poland 6.6 115 2.27 22.8 22.8 0.1
Portugal 242 91.4 24.0 0.0
Romania 12.8 18.9 244 22.6 96.5 21.8 0.1
Russia 9.2 1.82 96.1 23.2 0.3
Slovak R. 9.3 2.38 22.6 93.9 22.0
Slovenia 8.3 1.83 23.7 23.1 0.1
Spain 8.1 2.43 90.2
Sweden 12.4 17.1 1.98 25.9 80.7 23.9 0.2
UK (England &
Wales) 11.0 15.9 2.22 93.9 22.4
Serbia 231
us 7.5 91.9
Australia 9.0 93.2
Ireland 19.8 3.27 25.8 88.8 24.8
Latvia 11.7 93.8 0.5
Iceland 2.82 21.3 89.8 23.2 0.2
Switzerland 27.4 22,4 1.86 25.3 89.4 24.2 0.2
Canada
Reg.coeff 3.922 1.927 -0.355 2.181 -3.609
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Appendix Table 4b: Cohort 1940-44 Gender equity\aadde indicators

Childlessness Women's social position Values
Shoilrll(l)gssness - Shoilrll(l)gssness - l’g;t::a;)ilon Female Eﬁjgrialist %]‘I)Igrr;?“ %]‘I)Igrr;?“
Females Males Females ’ employment -% for . fora
marriage  woman
1940-44 1940-44 1941-50 1970 1990 1990 1990
Austria 11.9 8.0 53.1 29.6 62.8 47.5
Belgium 13.1 34.1 19.6 37.3 26.6 54.4 44.3
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 11.6
Bulgaria 5.8 10.3 18.1 91.4 10.6 83.8 91.1
Croatia 8.6 12.4
Czech R. 6.1 8.2 79.2 6.2 86.4 66.9
Denmark 9.7 26.7 56.6 17.0 40.5 81.7
Estonia 7.8 11.2 28.8 6.2 74.2 91.0
Finland 13.7 18.4 26.0 67.0 42.6 59.2 19.0
France 10.1 15.1 14.8 54.0 26.8 64.5 74.1
Georgia 13.4 7.0
Germany-T 23.9 15.1 31.0 47.1 47.4
Germany-W 10.6
Germany-E 11.0 79.6
Greece 11.4 7.6 31.9
Hungary 9.0 11.8 12.8 67.6 4.9 85.1 96.2
Italy 14.5 14.0 6.6 31.4 25.3 63.4 65.2
Lithuania 15.1 15.9 18.9 12.9 65.5 88.7
Macedonia 9.0
Netherlands 11.9 12.9 18.6 23.8 37.4 53.1 9.6
Norway 9.5 13.6 21.2 31.0 10.5 59.9 22.1
Poland 6.6 115 11.7 78.5 10.1 7.7 74.4
Portugal 7.2 24.6 13.1 64.6 59.9
Romania 12.8 18.9 6.8 8.3 67.0 84.3
Russia 9.2 90.1
Slovak R. 9.3 10.0 6.5 88.4 72.3
Slovenia 8.3 14.5 7.5 72.7 57.7
Spain 8.1 10.1 15.2 22.0 72.4 49.8
Sweden 12.4 17.1 27.6 62.8 24.2 61.0 19.7
UK (England &
Wales) 11.0 15.9 22.1 52.7 22.0 56.7 19.1
Serbia 49.0
us 7.5 48.6 23.5 64.4 19.0
Australia 9.0 41.8
Ireland 19.8 16.5 23.2 21.5 62.4 24.7
Latvia 11.7 20.5 9.8 77.9 96.1
Iceland 17.7 11.9 65.0 39.9
Canada 26.1 65.1 22.7
Reg.coeff 0.040 -0.069 0.140 -0.133 -0.033
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Appendix Table 4c: Cohort 1960-60 Demographic iathcs

Childlessness Demographic indicators
Co_hort Co_hort Cohort Ever'— T_otal
childlessness  childlessness CER MAFB married MAFM-F divorce
- Females - Males 35-39 rate
1960-1969 1960-64 1960-64 1990 2000 1990 1990
Austria 16.9 1.70 25.0 85.7 249 0.3
Belgium 13.9 1.86 26.4 83.6 24.2 0.3
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 1.89 23.6 96.1 23.3 0.1
Bulgaria 11.7 1.95 22.2 93.8 21.4 0.2
Croatia 1.98 24.1 89.5 23.1 0.2
Czech R. 7.2 2.03 22.5 93.9 21.6 0.4
Denmark 10.6 1.90 26.4 73.0 27.6 0.4
Estonia 9.3 2.01 22.9 88.5 22.5 0.5
Finland 19.2 25.6 1.96 26.5 71.6 26.0 0.4
France 11.9 2.11 27.0 73.8 25.6 0.3
Georgia 13.4 2.09 23.7 91.1
Germany-T 14.2 1.65 26.6 82.5 25.2 0.3
Germany-W 27.0 25.7 0.3
Germany-E 24.6 23.3 0.2
Greece 10.7 1.93 255 89.1 24.8 0.1
Hungary 12.0 2.02 23.1 93.5 21.9 0.3
Italy 211 28.0 1.67 26.9 82.7 255 0.1
Lithuania 8.5 1.88 23.2 91.0 22.3 0.4
Macedonia 5.7 2.29 23.4 22.6 0.1
Netherlands 19.0 1.85 27.6 74.7 25.9 0.3
Norway 11.9 19.9 2.09 25.9 85.7 26.2 0.4
Poland 10.3 2.18 23.3 91.4 22.6 0.2
Portugal 7.5 1.89 24.9 89.5 23.9 0.1
Romania 8.1 2.15 22.6 90.5 22.0 0.2
Russia 8.1 1.83 22.6 93.1 21.9 0.4
Slovak R. 12.2 2.18 22.6 90.5 21.9
Slovenia 11.6 1.87 23.7 75.7 23.7 0.2
Spain 10.2 1.76 26.8 82.0 25.3 0.1
Sweden 13.8 22.1 2.04 26.3 59.8 27.5 0.4
UK (England &
Wales) 20.0 22.3 1.97 27.3 85.7 25.1 0.4
Serbia 2.28 90.0
us 13.7 242 86.6
Australia 16.8 82.4
Ireland 19.3 241 26.6 73.4 26.6
Latvia 1.95 23.0 86.7 22.3 0.4
Iceland 2.48 24.0 81.0 26.7 0.3
Switzerland 19,7 24,5 1.78 27.6 78.2 26.8 0.3
Canada
Reg.coeff -1.881 1.528 -0.223 1.303 0.287
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Appendix Table 4d: Cohort 1960-69, gender equity @adue indicators

Childlessness Women's social position Values

Shoilrll(l)gssness Shoilrll(l)gssness Zg lrJt(i:a;rt)ilon Female Eﬁjgrialist %;Igrrg:n %]‘I)Igrr;?“

- Females - Males Females ’ employment -% for . for a

marriage woman
1960-1969 1960-64 1961-70 1990 2010 2010 2010

Austria 16.9 16.8 65.6 15.1 51.4 33.2
Belgium 13.9 35.8 65.7 22.6 49.0 24.4
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 3.7 70.7
Bulgaria 11.7 28.4 93.2 1.9 78.1 71.2
Croatia 15.7 77.8 8.7 59.2 42.2
Czech R. 7.2 125 94.8 11.7 62.8 61.6
Denmark 10.6 37.9 88.9 17.7 34.8 76.4
Estonia 9.3 45.1 94.5 6.5 61.2 68.7
Finland 19.2 25.6 48.1 86.6 235 45.7 7.4
France 11.9 26.5 74.0 154 63.6 56.7
Georgia 134
Germany-T 14.2 22.5 67.4 24.0 45.6 46.2
Germany-W
Germany-E 96.8
Greece 10.7 25.1 54.3 18.3 77.2 74.5
Hungary 12.0 19.3 79.6 8.6 77.9 85.3
Italy 21.1 28.0 13.6 55.7 23.4 60.6 52.3
Lithuania 8.5 30.5 91.5 4.8 58.4 58.8
Macedonia 5.7 12.3 11.5 88.2 79.4
Netherlands 19.0 28.7 60.6 23.1 45.4 54
Norway 11.9 19.9 39.3 79.8 16.3 47.3 15.6
Poland 10.3 18.1 78.9 7.3 57.9 53.0
Portugal 7.5 14.9 70.6 4.5 48.0 51.2
Romania 8.1 10.7 80.0 4.8 68.5 82.0
Russia 8.1 88.9 1.2 734 85.9
Slovak R. 12.2 12.0 92.1 9.5 80.9 52.8
Slovenia 11.6 24.6 87.8 15.0 68.9 30.0
Spain 10.2 31.2 49.8 10.9 62.8 34.8
Sweden 13.8 221 34.2 91.7 20.1 45.9 7.6
UK (England &
Wales) 20.0 22.3 29.6 73.8 249 50.2 14.5
Serbia 65.8 6.4 71.2 73.9
us 13.7 75.2
Australia 16.8 67.5
Ireland 19.3 31.7 41.5 8.9 58.0 17.8
Latvia 26.8 94.4 6.1 65.6 80.2
Iceland 39.4 17.7 44.4 22.5
Switzerland 19.7 24.5 22.4 65.8 17.1 55.0 33.9
Canada 77.2
Reg.coeff 0.108 -0.135 0.390 -0.136 -0.112
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