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Abstract

In this paper we provide new explanations for thengatic family
and demographic changes in Central and EasternpE&uialowing the
political transformations of the late 1980s andye&®90s. Following these
political transformations there were substantiabhrdes in family and
demographic beliefs and values, dramatic declinesmarriage and
childbearing, significant increases in nonmaritabha&bitation and
childbearing, and a movement from reliance on aorto a reliance on
contraception for fertility limitation. Although mg explanations have been
offered for these family and demographic trends, offer a new set of
explanations based on ideational influences andirtezsection of these
ideational influences with structural factors. @Guplanations focus on the
political, economic, social, and cultural historie$ the region, with
particular emphasis on how countries in the redjiave interacted with and
been influenced by Western European and North Araercountries. Our
explanations emphasize the importance of develofaherodels in guiding
change in the region, suggesting that developmedgalism influenced
family and demographic changes following the padititransformations. We
argue that developmental idealism states that tbdemfor the future of
development for Central/Eastern Europe lies in \&@sEurope and North
America. This ideational system suggests that tiiigal, economic, and
family structures of the West are more advanced suqgkrior to those
observed elsewhere. It also provides beliefs thatlern family systems
help to produce modern political and economic agd@inments. And, this
ideational system helps to establish the importarideeedom and equality
as human rights. The disintegration of the govemisand the fall of the
iron curtain in the late 1980s and early 1990s thvelear understanding of
social, economic, and family circumstances in thestWWe suggest that
consumption aspirations and expectations increaseldclashed not only
with old economic realities, but with the dramatieclines in economic
circumstances occurring in many places. In additiba dissolution of the



former governments removed or weakened systemsoding the bearing
and rearing of children. And, the legitimacy of fleemer governments and
their programs was largely destroyed, removing gawent support for old
norms and patterns of behaviour. In addition, titecs of previous decades
on the religious institutions in the region hadnmany places left these
institutions weak. During this period many opendached out to embrace
the values, living standards, and economic, palitiand familial systems of
the countries of the West. And, the thirst foreifem—and its considerable
expansion—would have operated in personal and iierag well as political
and economic realms. These dramatic changes woald ftombined
together to produce the many changes occurringrimly and demographic
beliefs, values, and behaviouwe offer these explanations, without
specifying the relative magnitudes of the forceshage identified or how
they may compare in size with influences suggelsyeathers.
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INTRODUCTION *

During the late 1980s and early 1990s the populatad Central and
Eastern Europe underwent profound political andneooc changes. Of
central importance was the disintegration of thevi&o Union, the
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and the break-upwjoslavia. All the
countries of the region entered a new era of cenalily increased political
and economic freedom—and more interaction with \afestEurope,
including, for many, membership in NATO and the @&pgan Union. In
short, the changes in the region’s political ecopaiuring this period have
been among the greatest of the twentieth and twiastycenturies.

These changes in Central and Eastern Europe weomaanied by
dramatic changes in family and demographic behaviddf central
importance is that between 1990 and 2000, ferfiéitydramatically in all of
these countries. In fact, with three exceptiondjlity had fallen so low in
these countries that the total fertility ratesha year 2000 were in the range
from 1.1 to 1.4 children, among the very lowesthia world. Furthermore,
this dramatic decline in fertility has been accomipd by substantial
declines—not increases—in abortion.

In addition, courtship and marriage patterns haeanged
dramatically. In populations that have for decadés)ot centuries, had
relatively young ages at marriage—especially by ofaan standards
(Hajnal 1965)—there have been substantial delayisaniming of marriage.
In several countries, there have also been sigmifi;creases in nonmarital
cohabitation and childbearing outside of marridgdact, the fraction of all
children born to unmarried women increased in auntries, often
substantially, reaching levels above 40 percersoime countries. There is
also evidence of attitudinal changes in severahtt@s that are consistent
with the behavioural changes.

! This paper is written for a general audience tidicig both specialists in Central
and Eastern Europe and people who are not spégigithe region. It will thus
contain some background information already knowsgecialists in the region.



Several explanations for these trends have beenedffoy scholars
interested in the region. One explanation is thas¢ countries generally had
pronatalist policies and programs, including suppfmr housing and
childcare, that encouraged early marriage, earlydlobaring, and the
bearing of at least two children. With the dissimlntof the regimes, these
supports for marriage and childbearing declinedmditecally, or even
disappeared (Macura 1999).

A second explanation centres on the dramatic drapd standard of
living and governmental supports in these countigsr the governmental
changes of the late 1980s and early 1990s. Thisuexfon suggests that the
economy declined so quickly and sharply in thesstiges that individuals
had insufficient resources to marry and bear aad tieo or three children,
leading them to postpone marriage and childbeaaimdfor to have fewer
babies (Macura 1999, Philipov and Dorbitz 2003).

A third explanation is that the political-econoriansformations of
the late 1980s and early 1990s brought substadisaliption of the social
and economic structure of society and initiated exigad of profound
uncertainty in economic conditions and social peicmaking it difficult for
people to plan their lives with confidence and etifeeness. This explanation
suggests that this disruption and uncertainty deithé postponement of such
large decisions as marriage and childbearing—wigerhaps, this
postponement eventually turning into fewer childieing born (Caldwell
2004; Konhler, Billari and Ortega 2002).

A fourth, and related, explanation is that the tpdi-economic
changes substantially weakened the old institut@mmd the old norms of
society. The argument here is that this drastinsfiimmation left society
with weak norms and institutions to regulate sggietsulting in anomie or a
condition without clear and strong rules. The dffea family formation,
according to this line of reasoning, is twofoldrdEj the proscriptive and
regulative power of norms lost its effectivenesschitopened opportunities
for new behaviour. Second, the prescriptive poviarawms was weakened
and people had less guidance for their personasideemaking. A likely



outcome of such changes is the postponement ofatilife decisions such
as marriage and childbearing. (Philipov and DarBi203 and Macura 1999
discuss the effect of fears about the future expesd by the populations of
some countries in the region).

A fifth common explanation is that the politicaleemmic changes
inaugurated a period of attitudinal and value cleangth new emphasis on
the values of self-fulfilment, individualism, andjwlity. This could have
occurred as the new political-economic regimes ftegththe transformation
of attitudes and values that had occurred yeatgear the West. It could
also have been the result of a new openness toutstdde world, and the
introduction of values from Western Europe and Ndétnerica—with their
emphasis on individualism and self-fulfilment. Thesult argued by
adherents of this fifth explanation was very lowrtifidy and greater
nonmarital cohabitation and childbearing (MacuradD@0 Philipov and
Dorbitz 2003; Sobotka, Zeman, and Kantorova 2008stthaeghe and
Surkyn 2007).

A sixth explanation is that the political and ecomotransformation
ushered in a period of increased importance ofdriglducation, with the
number of people attending college increasing (Kokt al. 2002). Higher
levels of education are hypothesized to lead toetoVertility and
postponement of marriage and childbearing—stemritimm difficulties of
combining school and marriage and childbearing aedause of more
educated people pursuing professional careerdc#larty important here is
the postponement of family formation to pursue kigleducation and
professional careers (Billari and Philipov 20040t bigher education can
also modify values and beliefs concerning a wideyeaof things, including
marriage, unmarried cohabitation, and childbearing.

Of course, these six categories of explanation rexe mutually
exclusive, but, instead, could be mutually reinfiogc Data inadequacies
have made it very difficult to establish whicharly, of these reasons, either
individually or together, can explain the dramdtmily and demographic
changes in the region. Furthermore, the many clsatigeg occurred did so



rapidly and nearly simultaneously, making it difficto establish causality,
even with the most detailed data.

In this paper we introduce an additional set ofl@xations of the
demographic and family trends in Central and EastBurope. The
explanations that we offer are based on the dewsdopal idealism
framework formulated by Thornton (2001, 2005a).sTiramework offers
new explanations and mechanisms that provide additinsights into how
the family and demographic changes may have odatuilrkis framework
also offers new insights into how the other factoes/ have operated.

The set of explanations that we offer are grounidetthe complex
history of the region and its relationship with Wées Europe. We argue that
the basic idea of development has for centuries l@@eimportant one in
Europe—both in the West and in the East. This fraonk has provided
Europeans a model for understanding and dealinly thi¢ world, with this
model providing guidance concerning trajectoriesuocess and the kinds of
behaviour needed for achieving that success. Thorhas argued that this
model has been important for understanding family @emographic change
in Western Europe and North America. Here we atbatan understanding
of this developmental model casts valuable light renent family and
demographic trends in Central and Eastern EuropeoplB in
Central/Eastern Europe have been affected by thela@mental model for
centuries, although in different ways during diéfiet periods. The region
was affected by the general developmental modetémturies before the
advent of socialist governments in the region, ey Marxist version of the
developmental model during the socialist era, drahtagain by the more
general developmental model after the collapseoafatism. Of course,
since circumstances in the Western and CentraBBastgions have always
varied and since the trajectories in the West anGéntral/Eastern Europe
diverged greatly during the twentieth century, dfifects of the model have
also played out in different ways in the two regon

Our goal in this paper is not to discredit the arpltions offered by
others. We also make no attempt to decide whichlaegtions or



combinations of explanations can best accountierchanges. Instead, we
present new possibilities and perspectives for tstdeding recent trends.
We also offer new perspectives on the ways in wiieh various forces
identified by others have intersected with develeptal models to influence
behaviour in Central/Eastern Europe. In fact, wespnt an overarching
framework that incorporates into its mechanisms yrafnthe explanations
offered by others. More specifically, we discussvhithie explanations of
regime change and disruption, economic set-backsgcertainty,
normlessness, educational increases, and broaal-gtedtional shifts fit
within our more general developmental idealism feamrk, with our
developmental idealism framework offering additiomaderstanding of how
the other factors may be operating. Given the #yaot data to test the
various explanations, we offer our developmentaalidm model as a
plausible explanation and not as a proven one. Muigence is required to
establish the precise mechanisms operating. Irtiaddour model based on
developmental idealism makes no effort to include ideational and
structural influences affecting family and demodpiapchange in the region.
Thus, it does not preclude the existence of yetroéixplanations. Despite
these caveats, we believe that the model is a piogione for
understanding family and demographic changes imggien.

It is also important to note that our contributiorthe explanation of
family and demographic change in the region focuse#leational factors
and the interaction of ideational factors with etmal ones. Thus,
throughout the paper it is these ideational factbet we emphasize. We
place this emphasis on ideational factors becéhisds our contribution to
understanding and ndiecause we believe it is only ideational factdwat t
matter or that the ideational factors are necdgsanore important. It will
require additional research to sort out the redaimportance of the various
explanations.

We also emphasize that our analysis is a broadgaméral one
designed to explain general trends in the regidherathan a detailed
analysis of trends in any particular country. Weognize that there is



considerable heterogeneity in the region, includitifferences in the
circumstances in the countries before the impleatamt of the socialist
regimes, differences in the nature of socialismthia various countries,
differences in contact with Western countries, atifhces in the ways in
which the regime change occurred, and differennesubsequent political
and economic structures and environments. There aé8se important

differences in the timing of the introduction of cidism in specific

countries—with the differences between the cousitakthe former Soviet
Union and the other countries in the region beisgeeially significant in

this regard. There are also important variationthiwi countries as well.
These differences within and between countries;onfrse, have important
implications for trends in individual countries aratjions which are usually
not addressed in this paper. Instead, we discussrgathat we believe are
generally relevant and discuss their general ojperah the region. More
detailed analysis of individual countries is neededdentify the specific

nature of the causal forces in each country.

We now turn to a general discussion of the devetoypal
framework and how it is translated into modelsdegling with the world.
Then, we turn to a discussion of the ways in whiehideas of development
relate to recent political, economic, familial, addmographic changes in
Central and Eastern Europe.

DEVELOPMENTAL MODELSAND READING THE PAST AND
FUTURE SIDEWAYS

The developmental paradigm and reading history sideways

We begin with the developmental paradigm, a modekarial
change that has dominated much thinking in Europeth-Bast and West--
from the Enlightenment of the 1600s and 1700s eégptiesent. Although the
paradigm and its conclusions have now spread arthendorld, the primary
adherents in the 1600s and 1700s were in NorthiEastpe, with Scotland,



England, and France having particularly importanénters. The
developmental paradigm suggests that all socigiregress through the
same natural, universal, and necessary stagesvefogenent (for detailed
discussions, see Burrow 1981; Harris 1968; Mandmiba971; Nisbet
1975/1969; Sanderson 1990; Smith 1973; Stocking,12687). Although
there was general agreement in the broad stessodévelopmental model,
there were differences in perceptions about thetestages of development
and even in the number of stages, with some autpositing numerous
stages while others reduced the continuum to tiwregt or four broad stages
of development. The speed of advancement was leeligvvary, so that at
any one point in time societies at different depetental levels could be
observed. That is, societies believed to be at theous stages of
development from the lowest to the highest werdebetl to exist at the
same time point.

Many scholars from the 1600s through the 1800s weeeested in
describing the specific changes that occurredeatéhnious stages along this
perceived uniform developmental trajectory. By pigc contemporary
societies at different levels of development, tihejieved that they could
record the history of societal development by sigftheir attention serially
from what they believed to be the least throughtlest developed societies.
With this conceptual model, it was possible fordals to claim that at
some time in the past the most developed natiofisvkd to be those in
Northwest Europe and in the Northwest Europeanpdias-had been like
their less developed contemporaries (Berkhofer,819CZarniero, 1973;
Gordon, 1994; Harris, 1968; Sanderson, 1990). Whils assumption
scholars believed that they could use data fromtwhey perceived to be
less developed countries as substitutes for dasatahe pasts of societies
such as Northwest Europe that they perceived a® meveloped. In this
way, the social and family conditions of societiegside Northwest Europe
could stand as proxies for the social and familgdittons of the past in
Northwest Europe. Thornton refers to this use afsstsectional data to
make historical conclusions as reading historywaes and shows how it
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was used extensively by scholars in the 1700s &0@sL(Thornton 2001,
2005a).

The Northwest European proponents of the develophparadigm
regularly placed their region (and its overseaspbea) at the pinnacle of
societal development (Thornton 2005a, pages 33-Bdis undoubtedly
resulted partly from ethnocentrism, but also beeaok the military and
economic might of Northwest Europe at the time (BIB993; Nisbet 1980;
Sheehan 1980). For example, Adam Ferguson belithatd‘rude nations
....always yield to the superior arts, and the digugpof more civilized
nations” (1980/1767, page 95; see also Macaulay/1980). Edward Tylor
used somewhat different criteria when he wrote ttreg educated world of
Europe and America” set the standard for the deesloend of the
developmental trajectory, stating that “the primtipriteria of classification
are the absence or presence, high or low develapwiethe industrial arts,
especially metal-working, manufacture of implemendésd vessels,
agriculture, architecture, &c., the extent of stifem knowledge” (1871,
page 23).

Societies least like Northwest Europe were deseghdiy these
scholars to be the least developed (Bock 1956; M&&16). Occupying the
lower positions on such developmental ladders were indigenous
populations of Asia, Africa, the Americas, and AabBa. Other societies
were arrayed at various stages between the leasth@nmost developed
stages of development. For the purposes of thiempdpis important to
observe that Central and Eastern Europe were dbneaassigned an
intermediate stage between Asia and Northwest Euirothe developmental
hierarchy (Todorova 1997; Wolff 1994). That is, tinis developmental
model Central and Eastern Europe were not onlytéac@eographically
between Asia and Northwest Europe, but were locakeklopmentally
between the two regions. In addition, when schaleesl history sideways,
they frequently began with what they thought of tae “very young’
societies of Africa, America, or Australia and pregsed through the
societies of Asia, then to the societies of Cerdrad Eastern Europe, and
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finally to the most “mature” region of Northwestiepe. Todorova (1997),
in fact, suggests that the Balkans came “to be asethe Volksmuseum of
Europe” (page 63, also see pages 111 and 129)

This developmental model and its placement of Gérind Eastern
Europe between Asia and Northwest Europe in theeldpmental
hierarchy—along with Central and Eastern Europels as a proxy for the
Northwest European past--were well established by 18 century
(Todorova 1997; Wolff 1994). The reports of threalwespected Northwest
European travellers in the "8century illustrate this perspective.
Montesquieu, the French philosopher, for exampletevthat “I wanted to
see Hungary” “because all the states of Europe ware as Hungary is
now, and | wanted to see the manners of our fath&snilarly, on his way
from France to Russia to become the new envoyadrssian court, Count
Louis-Philippe de Segur said that he had foundrirs$ta a land of “art and a
perfected civilization”, but as he travelled intol&hd, “one believes one has
left Europe entirely,” and “everything makes onmkhone has been moved
back ten centuries.” The Englishman, William Cokad a similar view
when he commented about the perceived backwardofesse Russian
peasants compared to people in other parts of Euiytt, he said that as he
went from east to west from Moscow to St. Petergbiand nearer the
civilized parts of Europe, the villagers were bettarnished with the
conveniences of life, and further advanced in th@kedge of the necessary
arts”, but “still, however, their progress towardsvilization is very
inconsiderable, and many instances of the gro$sebarism fell under our
observation ®

This view of development and history not only igfliced the
perspectives of travellers but also the theoried @nclusions of some of
the most important scholars of the"#nd 19 centuries (Thornton 2005a).
The work of Frederic Le Play, an influential Frenstholar who wrote

2 The Montesquieu, Segur, and Coxe quotes are ath the 18 century and are
cited on pages 205, 19, and 35 respectively of \b#94)
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extensively about family life in Europe in the™®entury, illustrates this
hierarchical categorization of societies and thadieg of history sideways
from the cross-sectional categorization of socsetiee Play identified three
developmental stages, primarily in Europe, withyomlodest attention to
Europe’s neighbors (See Thornton 2005b). Le Plageaa his first stage of
societal development in the eastern regions of [iréle stated that “the
gradually ascending order of social conditionststaith the shepherd of the
steppes in the eastern region of Europe, freed fileenuncertainty and
violent habits of nomadic life by the principlesanithority, the influence of
Christian religion, and the appeal of several Zeill habits” (Le Play
1982/1855, pages 233-234). He stated that, “withymaariations” the first
stage “still reigns over half of Europe, particlfain Russia and the Slavic
provinces of Turkey and Central Europe” (Le Plag2/A855, page 240). Le
Play located the second stage of development iretlew, Central Europe,
and many of the provinces of the South and West"Rlay 1982/1855, page
241). Like other developmental scholars of the keasidentified the highest
levels of development in the Northwest, commentingthe “incontestable
superiority of Western civilization” (Le Play 1988355, page 286). He
identified this stage to be prevalent “in many gpasf England, France,
Belgium, and northwestern Germany, where democpatiitical tendencies
have been combined with dramatic technological wations” (Le Play
1982/1855, page 242).

It is important to recognize that the central feaswf the gradient of
development perceived by Le Play and other schdlax® existed for at
least two centuries and are present today in ttiegrachemes of various
organizations. Perhaps most well known in this mges the Human
Development Index (HDI) promulgated by the UnitedtiNns, which
annually provides numerical development ratingscofintries. The HDI
ratings for the countries of Europe (and a few hledgiring countries) for
the most recent year are provided in Table 1. Aese\of the HDI numbers
reveals the same general East-West gradient idahtify Le Play—with
levels of the United Nations ratings generally @aging from east to west.
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Perhaps most important for the present purposésistrong demarcation
between the countries of Western Europe and thetdes of the former
Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union, and Warsaw Pact. @&itth not shown in
Table 1, the HDI ratings for many other countriéghe world are lower
than those for Central and Eastern Europe.

Table 1l Human Development Index Ratings, by Region and Year
1985 1990 1995 2004

Central/Eastern Europe and
Eastern Balkans

Czech Republic 0.850 0.885
Hungary 0.811 0.811 0.815 0.869
Poland 0.807 0.820 0.862
Slovakia 0.856
Slovenia 0.855 0.910
Baltic states

Estonia 0.813 0.793 0.858
Lithuania 0.825 0.789 0.857
Latvia 0.809 0.803 0.769 0.845
Western Balkans

Croatia 0.810 0.803 0.846
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.800
Macedonia 0.796
Albania 0.693 0.704 0.704 0.784
Eastern Balkans

Bulgaria 0.788 0.794 0.783 0.816
Romania 0.775 0.770 0.805

Commonwealth of independent
statesand Caucasia

Russian Federation 0.818 0.771 0.797
Belarus 0.788 0.753 0.794
Ukraine 0.800 0.748 0.774
Kazakhstan 0.768 0.723 0.774
Armenia 0.738 0.701 0.768
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1985 1990 1995 2004

Georgia 0.743
Azerbaijan 0.736
Turkmenistan 0.724
Kyrgyzstan 0.705
Uzbekistan 0.681 0.696
Moldova 0.740 0.683 0.694
Tajikistan 0.700 0.697 0.631 0.652
Mediterranean Europe

ltaly 0.868 0.890 0.908 0.940
Spain 0.875 0.893 0.910 0.938
Greece 0.868 0.876 0.880 0.921
Portugal 0.830 0.853 0.883 0.904
Malta 0.793 0.828 0.855 0.875
Scandinavia

Norway 0.898 0.912 0.936 0.965
Iceland 0.897 0.916 0.921 0.960
Sweden 0.890 0.901 0.933 0.951
Finland 0.882 0.904 0.917 0.947
Western Europe

Ireland 0.848 0.873 0.897 0.956
Switzerland 0.900 0.914 0.925 0.947
Netherlands 0.898 0.913 0.932 0.947
Luxembourg 0.861 0.887 0.913 0.945
Belgium 0.881 0.902 0.932 0.945
Austria 0.874 0.897 0.916 0.944
Denmark 0.891 0.898 0.913 0.943
France 0.884 0.904 0.923 0.942
United Kingdom 0.868 0.889 0.927 0.940
Germany 0.868 0.887 0.912 0.932

Source United Nations 2006.

Furthermore, although we do not have direct evideon€ the
knowledge that ordinary Eastern/Central Europeaitiser in the past or the
present, have of the developmental paradigm orhef tross-sectional
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developmental gradient, we believe that such kndgde has been
widespread in the region for hundreds of yearis likely that in the 1700s
and 1800s many people in Central and Eastern Euungerstood the
developmental model and its definition of diffeiahtdevelopment in
Europe, oriented themselves at least somewhat tlswdre West, and
attempted to model institutions after those in\thest. Many of the socialist
governments of the region in the twentieth centuade extensive efforts to
restrict the free flow of information and reorieditthe institutions in the
region, which undoubtedly modified the ways in whizeople in the region
related to the West. However, it is likely that fwtedge of the paradigm
continued in the region. In addition, the Marxigtdel itself is a form of the
developmental model. Furthermore, knowledge ofdineelopmental model
and Western institutions would have been reinforcatter the
transformations of the late 1980s and early 19@@sicrete evidence from
other parts of the world in the twenty-first centaincluding Argentina,
China, Egypt, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, andUinéed States indicates
widespread understanding in these countries ofilvelopmental paradigm
and of the gradient of countries on the scale afelbgment (Thornton,
Binstock, and Ghimire 2007; Thornton Ghimire andd¥ell 2005; Binstock
and Thornton 2006). Without evidence to the comirave believe that
perceptions of the developmental paradigm and éweldpmental gradient
would be as extensive in Central/Eastern Europelsesvhere. This view is
supported by Todorova’'s (1997) observation that yngeople in
Southeastern Europe have viewed their region as developed than
Northwest Europe. It is also consistent with MeledB006) conclusion that
the idea of an East-West developmental slope adtasspe is widespread
and influential in Central and Eastern Europe.

Frederic Le Play provides an important example @f lmumerous
scholars of the 1700s and 1800s read history siglewsith his approach
being centred fully on Europe and its cross-cultwaiation (for more
information about Le Play, see Thornton 2005a, BpObe Play stated that
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the three stages of development “can still be semtay” (Le Play
1982/1855, page 240). He also stated:

Thus, without going far beyond the frontiers of &g, | have been
able to observe and compare the primitive orgamiratof work, the
characteristic innovations which were gradually roduced during the
second age, and finally, the undreamed of transétions which, since the
time of my first voyage, have occurred from theehof the Atlantic to the
frontiers of Asia and which are now spreading thgbaut the world(Le
Play, 1982/1881, page 250).

More specifically, Le Play wrote that “in many resgs, the present
living conditions of labourers in Northern, Easteand Central Europe are
comparable to those of labourers of regions of fff@$ Europe in the not-
so-distant past.” He also wrote that “readers restdwait for a talented
historian to recreate the spirit of the past fanth In many cases we have
only to observe the facts which are still before eyes” (Le Play 1982/1855:
161). Le Play made his approach to using comparadata for making
historical conclusions explicit in the following $sage:

If we want to recapture the mentality of the pasd éhereby gain a
comprehensive understanding of the present sitnatfdhe working classes
in the West, the best way to proceed is to studditons in the countries
where the agricultural and industrial techniquese torganization of labour,
and the mutual relations of the various social ssremain like those which
existed in France in past centuries. A summary umhsobservations is
offered... [by my reports] dealing with Russia, tlear&linavian countries,
Turkey, Hungary, and the countries of Central Egrophese studies offer
some very useful preliminary findings. They shoat tithough the old
institutions were less favourable to the growthirafustry and the rapid
advancement of gifted individuals than the ingtitug recently established in
the West, they did offer security to all socialssles.(Le Play 1982/1855,
pages 161-162).

Le Play began his geographical tour of Europe’sohysin the “far
reaches of Europe” with the nomads and shepherttedEastern European
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steppes. Next for him in his narrative of sociatalelopment were “the
Slavs of Russia, Turkey, Hungary, etc.” (Le PI&B2/1855:264). Le Play
ended his tour of the developmental trajectory wifite developed West
characterized by its commerce (Le Play 1982/1889).2

Views of family change from reading history sideways

As the scholars of the era examined family pattearsund the
world, they discovered incredible heterogeneityaohily life across regions
of the world. In addition, they found substantiatiations in family patterns
within regions, and even within specific countri@®espite the substantial
within-region differences observed in both NorthtvEsrope and in other
geographical regions, these scholars observed ithajeneral, the family
systems of Northwest Europe were very differeninfithose in many other
parts of the world (Alexander 1995/1779; Engels 119884; Hegel
1878/1837; Le Play 1982/1855; Maine 1888/1861; Madt 1986/1803;
Millar 1979/1771; Smith 1976/1759, 1978/1762-63;nfBer and Keller
1929; Weber 1958/1916-17; Westermarck 1894/189%18yTound societies
outside Northwest Europe that were generally fawityanized, had
considerable family solidarity, and were frequertifended. Marriage was
frequently universal and often contracted at a goage. These societies
also had considerable authority in the hands ofrmiarand the elders,
arranged marriages, and little opportunity for etifen before marriage.
They also had gender relationships that the scholfathe day interpreted as
reflecting low status of women. These scholars galyecharacterized such
family systems as traditional, less modern, or tesseloped.

By contrast, Northwest European societies werergbdeio be less
family organized, to be more individualistic, toviedess parental authority,
and to have weaker intergenerational support systdimey also had more
nuclear households, less universal marriage, oldarriage, and more
affection and couple autonomy in the mate selectiozcess. They also
perceived women'’s status as higher in Northwesbjgean societies. These
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family attributes of Northwest Europe were gengralaracterized by these
scholars as modern or developed.

With the developmental paradigm and reading histideways
methodology it was easy for generations of schotarbelieve that the
process of development transformed family systerom fthe traditional
patterns observed outside of Northwest Europe ¢odéwveloped patterns
within Northwest Europe. They believed that sometimefore they wrote in
the 1700s and 1800s, there had been a great faraimgition that had
changed European families from being like the traxal world outside of
Northwest Europe to being like the modern familidNorthwest Europe
(Thornton 2005a).

This historical model of cross-national differengesvided much
more than a description of history. It also proddetheory for the changes
observed from reading history sideways. The dontittaaory of the era was
that the modern society in Northwestern Europe withextensive
technology, wealth, cities, education, and militaogver was the cause of its
modern family structures. That is, the modern ggaié Northwest Europe
had led to a modern family system. An alternateomiiy view was that the
modern family system was the exogenous causal fome@ucing a modern
society. That is, such things as nuclear families$ @n older age at marriage
were seen as factors producing the modern or deeeélosociety of
Northwest Europe. Both theories, of course, indidathat traditional
families were not compatible with modern societigther modern societies
transformed traditional families or modern familiwsre necessary for the
evolution of modern societies.

The main observations and conclusions describedeavere made
by comparing circumstances in Northwest Europe witpulations around
the world. However, even though there were impartifierences within
the various regions of Europe, with some exceptidhe same general
observations and conclusions described earlierdvapply if the data were
limited to the European continent. The reason &, tlas Le Play and
generations of subsequent scholars have demormksteaten accounting for
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variation within regions, there have historicalgelm differences between the
social and familial circumstances of Eastern Eurape those of Northwest
Europe, generally along the same dimensions agsibdedcabove, with the
family patterns of Central Europe often seen asrineédiary between those
of Eastern and Northwestern Europe (Anderson 19881 Czap 1983;
Hajnal 1965, 1982; Laslett 1978/1977; Macfarlan86t9Seccombe 1992;
Smith 1979, 1992; Szoltysek 2007; Thornton 2005&jofova 1989, 2006;
Wall 1983, 1995).

Reading the futur e sideways

The implications of this historical-geographical debdid not stop
with reading history sideways. Just as it providethodel for reading the
past sideways, it provided a model for reading finere sideways. For
people in the West, it was possible to projecthfstory read from cross-
national data into the future. Just as past dewvedmp was believed to have
brought the West societal and family structuresikenlthose found
elsewhere, future progress and development wouleerttte West along the
same trajectory and make it even more differenhfsocieties elsewhere.

The model for the future for people in the non-Wieséven more
straightforward, as there was a concrete modettiange—and that model
was in the West. If the people of the Non-West tped and progressed,
they would become like the West in both social dahily structures.
Furthermore, because the model placed all societies the same
developmental ladder, it defined the modern faraityl societal system of
the West as attainable elsewhere. Thus, the dawelojal model and cross-
cultural data provided a means for understandiry@edicting the future
for those outside the West.
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A DEVELOPMENTAL CROSS-CULTURAL MODEL FOR
EVALUATION

Interestingly, this historical model of cross-cuétuvariation went
far beyond providing descriptions and theories dftdmical change in
Northwest Europe. It also provided a frameworktfa evaluation of society
and family structure—that is, a value system. Towety and modern family
structures of Northwest Europe were not only gdhelabeled by the model
as more developed and modern than the societiesfaandly structures
outside of Northwest Europe, including those intBiasEurope, but as more
enlightened, civilized, and progressive. And saegetind family structures
elsewhere were defined by the model as undesiradtel-sometimes as
even backward or uncivilized.

Developmental idealism

Of course, to the extent that individuals labelteadern society and
family structures as good, their view of the futundéth (even) more
modernity would also be accepted as positive. Jusitive view of the
developmental future would also provide a motivatfor action to ensure
the unfolding of the future as predicted by theedepmental model. In this
way the model would provide a blueprint for sogalicy and action.

Although this model of evaluation and the future asmplex,
Thornton has simplified it elsewhere as developaileidealism, with four
overly simple propositions (Thornton 2001, 2005&)ese propositions of

® Interestingly, some scholars labeled certain festof Northwest European life as
positive while others labeled such features as thegaAn example of the former

was Malthus who saw the Northwest European marr@gtem as positive. An

example of the latter was Le Play who thought Neetst European society was
good, but that the family system there, which heeled as “unstable” was less
desirable than the “stem” families he saw in Cédratral Southern Europe. However,
Le Play viewed the stem family much more positiibign the “patriarchal” families

he observed in Eastern Europe and outside of Europe
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the model involve a combination of values about whayood and beliefs

about what is attainable and what facilitates adarigent of the good life.

The first proposition of the model combines valagd beliefs and specifies
that the modern society discussed earlier is a ¢iuiod and can be attained.
The model's second proposition specifies that tloelemn family discussed
earlier, is good and attainable. The model’s tipiraposition causally links

together modern families and modern societiesingtahe belief that the

adoption of modern family attributes can help fizaiik the achievement of a
modern society and the belief that a modern sotielys to produce modern
families. The fourth proposition in the model alsomes from reading

history sideways but in a somewhat different wayclwhwe cannot explicate
here. It is that freedom and equality are fundaaiéniman right$.

Note that we have conceptualised developmentalisteo include
the distinction commonly made between collectiviand individualism.
Individualism is conceptualised in developmentatailism to be part of
modern society and family and identified as gooldilavcollectivism is seen
as less modern and less valued. In this way tHeatiMe-individual gradient
is included as part of developmental idealism.

We are not presenting these propositions of dewadopal idealism
as our own values and beliefs, but as the valudsehefs that are derived
from the developmental model and its implementatath cross-sectional
data. It is the developmental model’'s values anliefsethat are being
indicated here and not those of the authors. Iritiadd the point is not
whether the beliefs expressed in these propositamestrue or false or
whether the values expressed are good or bad. Tdiet ps that
developmental idealism and its propositions proddsystem of beliefs and
values that can guide and motivate a broad arrdgmoily and demographic
behaviours and relationships. Acceptance or rejeail these propositions
can influence how people lead their lives. Andnti®in the acceptance or

* For a discussion of this fourth proposition of eiepmental idealism, see Thornton
(20054, especially pages 144-146).
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rejection of these propositions can lead to changesfamily and
demographic behaviour. Thornton (2005a) has argbatthese ideas and
beliefs have been especially powerful in changemify and demographic
structures and relationships in many parts of tbddv We argue here that
they have also been important in Central and Eagarope.

The dissemination of developmental idealism

As discussed by Thornton (2005a), there have beemym
mechanisms for the worldwide dissemination of thevelopmental
paradigm, reading history and the future sidewaysl the propositions of
developmental idealism. It is likely that thesedgidave been spread broadly
across Central and Eastern Europe for centuriesemiey have affected
beliefs and values and have motivated changeshavieur. We know that
the ideas of the Enlightenment were introduced Rtissia quite early, for
example, with direct communication between Voltained the Russian
nobility (Wolff 1994). Herzen, a prominent pro-westi thinker in the 19th
century, made significant contributions to argursefur the adoption of
western values in 19th century Russia, for the ld@weent of socialist ideas,
and for the abolishment of serfdom.

We also know that the West was used as an expimitel for social
change in areas outside of the West during tieat8l 18' centuries. This
includes the efforts, initiated by Peter the GdRussia in the f@century,
to obtain access to Western technology and idester fhe Great changed
the laws to require more independence and equdtityfamily life
(Pushkareva 1997), although the effects on Rugaraily life are not clear.
Although Peter the Great may be the most well knteader to push for the
modernization or westernisation of Russia, thishpaobaracterized many
efforts in the subsequent centuries. Similar effavere important in other
places as well. For example, one scholar has stegbe¢bat “the whole
history of Hungary in the ¥9and 28' centuries can be seen as a series of
abortive modernization proces$dgalics in original) where the aim “was to
catch up with Western European societies” (Anddi#@9, page 20).
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It is also important to note that although Marxismd socialism
have been competitive political and economic systeim democratic
capitalism, the developmental paradigm and devedmpah idealism played
central roles in the theories and political ageoididarl Marx (Nisbet 1980),
a program that was widely disseminated within thentries of Central and
Eastern Europe. The socialist model in the Soyhere of influence was a
developmental model in which societies were seepragressing through
various stages of development, eventually reachinogmmunist utopia with
extensive freedom and equality. The pathway to thapian framework,
however, would require a totalitarian state in ortle sweep away the
barriers to progress existing in societies. Duritigis Soviet era
modernization and development were frequent themegvernment and
party doctrine. Citizens were frequently exhortedwmork and sacrifice in
order to reach the highest level of progress. Aenodociety was, in short,
advocated as good and to be attained.

Family matters were included in the Marxist versiaof
developmental idealism (Andors 1983; Davis and &lart993; Geiger
1968; Meijer 1971; Kerblay 1996/1986; Whyte nd)eTiodel condemned
family forms that it associated with traditionalkgaties, linked these forms
with repression and backward social and econontiepe, and advocated
replacing such family forms with the socialist mbdéthe modern family.
One of the primary way in which this played outdentral/Eastern Europe
was the drive for gender equality and the integratbf women into the
labour force (Geiger 1968; Kerblay 1996/1986; Nayth1999).

The United Nations and other international orgaiize, including
the European Union, have been important playetldrcreation and spread
of a world culture that explicitly endorses thealieof individual and social
development, freedom, and equality (Meyer et aPR719United Nations
1948, 1962, 1979). Because of the totalitariantigali system in much of
Central/Eastern Europe for several decades, suehnax organizations have
probably been substantially more influential irstpart of the world during
the past decade and a half than during the sdotalis
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We now discuss some historical background inforomatabout
Central and Eastern Europe and then turn to thiigabltransformation of
the late 1980s and early 1990s. Our goal here duide the context for
understanding the role of developmental idealisnthianging family and
demographic behaviour in the region. We then examatent family and
demographic trends and the relevance of develomhddealism for
understanding these changes.

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE BEFORE AND AFTER
COMMUNISM

Befor e the transformation

The key elements in Central and Eastern Europengluthe
twentieth century were the control of the commupgstty after 1917 in the
former Soviet Union, the control of the Soviet Umiover the Warsaw Pact
countries after World War Il, and socialism in tleemer Yugoslavia after
World War II. A key goal of the socialist programasva transformation of
the economy and society through intensive industaton that would
rapidly bring economic productivity, education, tleaand equality in the
region up to and even beyond the levels in NorthviEsope and North
America. Countries of the region had considerableccass in
industrialization, increasing education, reducingrtality, and in producing
equality. However, the high aspirations of the megg were not achieved and
the overall standard of living remained below thatVestern Europe and
North America. In addition, the region experiencedertain malaise that
made substantial achievement seem unattainable.

Furthermore, the Soviet period was a time of vertharitative and
repressive government. Freedom of speech and #ss mrere dramatically
limited by the government and party. Great confatioh with the West—
even a “cold war'—characterized the years after ld/&var Il. A central
feature especially important for our analysis waes substantial censorship
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of information from outside the region. Whereasfther of information and
ideas across the regions of Europe had previowesty [substantial, during
the Soviet era an “iron curtain” was constructedesirict severely the free
flow of information and ideas from the West. Suektriction of information
flow undoubtedly varied across the countries of bgion, probably being
least restrictive in the republics of the formeugéslavia and in other
countries or Soviet republics bordering on coustriitside the region.
Furthermore, it is unlikely that the efforts totréd information flows were
completely effective in any of the countries asré¢hevere numerous
mechanisms to circumvent the official policies gndgrams.

Describing family and demographic behaviour simglyring the
socialist period is difficult because of the vayiatross the region. However,
the basic East-West family gradient described byRlay remained in
place—with family structures in areas of Polande tGzech Republic,
Hungary, and Slovenia being relatively similar twge in Northwestern
Europe, but with family patterns in the more eastpart of the region
diverging substantially from those in the West—alsth differences within
and between countries. In addition, conditionsifef inder socialism had
decreased age at marriage in areas of the regainhdd previously had
older ages at marriage, such as the Baltic cosnamel the Czech Republic
(Coale 1992). By Northwest European standards, eagearriage in the
region was relatively young and almost everyone ri@dr Nonmarital
cohabitation and childbearing were relatively lo®uring the early 1980s,
the total fertility rate (TFR) in most countries tife region ranged from
approximately 1.9 to 2.5, with Albania and Azerbaijbeing outliers with
TFRs between 3 and 4 (see Table 2). Abortion watkelyiavailable and
used throughout most of the region during thisqzkri

After the Start of the Transfor mation

The political transformations of Central and EastEurope during
the late 1980s and early 1990s were remarkableibdtieir magnitude and
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Table2 Total fertility rates (TFR) and mean age at firsttb(MAFB).

TFR MAFB

1980 1990 2004" 1980 1990 2004?
Albania 3.62 3.00 2.10
Armenia 233 263 1.38 221 228 234
Azerbaijan 323 274 182 24.8
Belarus 204 190 1.20 226 24.0
Bosnia and Herz. 193 171 121 23.3 236
Bulgaria 205 182 1.29 21.9 220 244
Croatia 1.92 167 1.35 234 241 26.1
Czech R. 210 190 1.22 224 225 26.3
Estonia 2.02 2.04 1.46 23.2 229 24.8
FYR of Mac. 247 2.06 1.52 23.2 234 249
Georgia 226 219 1.37 24.7
Hungary 191 187 1.28 224 231 26.3
Latvia 190 201 1.24 229 23.0 247
Lithuania 199 202 1.26 23.8 232 2438
Moldova 241 239 1.25 23.3
Poland 2.26 2.05 1.23 23.4 233 25.6
Romania 243 184 1.29 224 226 24.2
Russian F. 1.86 1.90 1.33 23.0 226 230
Serbia and

229 210 1.60 23.2 239 257
Montenegro
Slovak Rep. 231 2.09 1.24 227 226 253
Slovenia 210 146 125 229 231 275
Ukraine 195 189 1.22 23.5

@ Albania 1999; Croatia 2003.
@ Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Romania, Serbia and dtwgro 2003; Russia 1996.
Source:Council of Europe (2005)
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rapidity. Although changes had been occurring sfawlearlier years, they
were generally smaller than the transformationtheflate 1980s and early

1990s. In many ways the changes were fundamentti, free elections
becoming common in many of the countries, and mainthe countries
moved toward market economies.

Numerous elites as well as many ordinary peopkhése countries
turned their attention politically, economicallyycasocially toward Western
Europe and North America where they perceived thengele of
development, progress, and the good life to be. tbeme for some people
in Central Europe was that the collapse of soctaliprovided the
opportunity for them to refocus their societies dinds “back to Europe”
(meaning the West) after decades of being focuastivard (Krasnagbski
2003). For many this “return to Europe” meant regmation into the model
of modernity, development, and genuine civilizatiso that Western Europe
became a cultural norm and ideal again (Kraghski 2003; Brusis 2005).
In addition, this Europeanization or modernizatizais sometimes a “device
used by Westernizers to argue against traditiasaliBrusis 2005, page 33).

The principles and programs existing in Westernntoes became
the models for many in Central/Eastern Europe fanakcracy, multi-party
electoral systems, and economic, legal, and statistystems. In addition,
many people of Central and Eastern Europe turneéde@thical and moral
system of the West as a guide for replacing theahand ethical system
imposed by the communist governments. In some rinsta there was a
general rejection of socialist things and an ersloent of Western things
without specific knowledge of the West and what #radorsement meant in
reality.

Although the flow of information, ideas, and peopletween the
West and East had been increasing before the tramafions of the late
1980s and early 1990s, information, ideas, and Ipeftgwed across these
boundaries after the transformation as never betdexlia channels were
established within months and magazines, newspaperd radio and
television programs streamed across the regioadtition, artificial travel
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restrictions to the West were lifted. Although #genses of international
travel placed limitations on such flows, numerougogle from
Central/Eastern Europe visited the West—where teaw and heard
firsthand of the cultural, familial, social, ando@omic circumstances of the
West. In addition, Westerners began to visit inrenpdented numbers the
former socialist countries of Central and Eastesroie.

Czechoslovakia provides an interesting examplehef dramatic
increases in the flows of information and peopleairfew short years
following its political transformation in 1989 (Sotka et al. 2007). Between
1989 and 1992 the number of registered cross-barighsrby Czechoslovak
citizens rose from 8.6 million in 1989 to 42.2 lioih in 1992—nearly a
five-fold increase in just three years. Furthermdine trips of Czechoslovak
citizens in 1989 would have primarily been to otkecialist countries and
not to the West, whereas a large fraction of thnsE992 were probably to
Western countries. Visits of foreign nationals lte tountry also increased
dramatically during the same period—from 29.6 miiliin 1989 to 83.5
million in 1992. Interestingly, the number of vimi$ to Czechoslovakia from
Hungary and the former Soviet Union actually desdirduring this same
period, while the number from Germany and Austiiéased dramatically.
The number of newspapers and magazines in cironlalso increased from
about 800 in 1989 to about 3000 in 1992, and mtaulation also increased
dramatically’

Another indicator of the importance of the Westaabeacon and
guidepost for many in Central and Eastern Europs tha rush by many
countries to join Western political, economic, amditary organizations.
Several countries of the former Warsaw Pact orbskgai within the former
Yugoslavia or former Soviet Union very quickly jeuh the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European Uni&y. the current

®> The source of the data in this paragraph is thecStatistical Office (1993, pages
281 and 315). We are indebted to Tomas$ Sobotkdrioging these data to our
attention.
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writing in 2007 ten of these countries had joinethtorganizations. Several
other countries are candidates for membershipdrEtropean Union and/or
are members of NATO’s Euro-Atlantic Cooperation €6au Both the
European Union and NATO have requirements, cledaffgstern in
orientation, that they expect interested counttiesneet before admitting
them to membership. The requirements of the EuropEaion are
particularly relevant here because they includeidewange of social and
economic issues, including the role of wofhen

FAMILY AND DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDSAFTER THE
TRANSFORMATION

Although the specific pathways of change variedos&r the
countries of the region, the political and econotransformations of the late
1980s and early 1990s were accompanied by family @emographic
changes in all of them, with many of those chanbeig rapid and
substantial. We briefly discuss these general semeéginning with the
dramatic declines in first marriage in the region.

Philipov and Dorbritz (2003) characterized marrad®efore the
start of the transition as being universal and remtéd at a young age as
compared to Western Europe. They further showetdstiatly after the start
of the transition marriage swiftly lost its univality and was continuously
postponed to a later age in life; moreover theres \@amarked rise in
cohabitation.

Table 3 documents both the decline in the firstriage rate and the
increase in mean age at first marriage throughmtrégion. We use as our
measure of the marriage rate the total first mgerieate (TFMR) which is
the sum of the age-specific first-marriage rateadpy 50. It is frequently

® The drive to join NATO and the European Union fieeiny was also motivated, in
part, by security concerns and fear of Russia.dditeon, the requirements of the
European Union are not always followed and enforgedindividual member
countries.
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Table 3 Total first-marriage rates (TFMR), mean age att firarriage

(MAFM).
TFMR MAFM

1980 19902004" 1980 1990 2004%
Albania 0.77 0.99 22.2 232 235
Armenia 0.93 0.59 22.4 228
Azerbaijan 0.98 1.05 0.80 242 24.1
Belarus 0.59 229 220 234
Bosnia and

. 0.69 0.67 0.75 22 23.3 24.6

Herzegovina
Bulgaria 0.97 0.90 0.50 21.3 214 252
Croatia 0.79 0.70 0.68 22.1 231 25.6
Czech R. 0.90 1.02 0.48 215 216 26.0
Estonia 094 0.79 0.44 226 225 25.7
FYR of Mac. 091 0.86 0.83 222 226 243
Georgia 0.99 080 028 ©® 235 255
Hungary 0.89 0.77 0.45 212 219 26.2
Latvia 0.97 092 0.46 22.8 222 251
Lithuania 094 1.06 0.62 23.0 223 247
Moldova 1.11 1.19 0.62 22.3 238
Poland 0.90 091 0.56 22.8 22.7 249
Romania 1.02 0.92 0.74 215 220 241
Russian F. 096 1.00 0.60 224 219 221
Serbia and

0.82 0.78 0.73 225 234 257
Montenegro
Slovak Rep. 087 096 056 219 219 250
Slovenia 0.79 051 041 225 237 27.8

@ The last available year for Albania is 1999; farsBia and Herzegovina 1998; for
Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Slofapublic 2003; for Russia

1996.

@ The last available year for Albania is 1999; fom#&mia 2003; for Bosnia and
Herzegovina 1998; for Croatia and Georgia 2003Rfossia 1996.

Source:Council of Europe (2005). No data for Ukraine pd=ad in source.
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interpreted as the proportion of women who woultkea first marriage by

age 50 if they were subject to the age specifist finarriage rates of a
specific year. A proportion close to 1--say abo\856-can be interpreted as
showing universality of marriages. The TFMR is aaswe of marriage in

one period that is suppressed downward during tiofigzostponement of

marriage and rising mean age at marriage (Bongaadd$-eeney 1998). It is
elevated when the mean age decreases and caneygeadber than one, as
was observed during the 1980s in some countries.

With very few exceptions, the TFMR in the countraegshe region
declined dramatically between 1990 and 2004. I, the declines were so
substantial that if the age specific marriage rafe2004 were to continue, in
most countries, less than two-thirds of all womesuld marry by age 50.
And, in many countries one-half or fewer would mpahy this age. In
addition, in almost all of the countries the meage at first marriage
increased substantially after the start of thesitean—by more than two
years in several of the countries. However, in sometries the increase in
mean age at marriage was very slight—for examplethi@ Russian
Federation. An adjustment of the TFMR for changediming does not
change the picture of the overall decline in theerixof marriage very much
(Philipov and Dorbritz 2003).

Because nonmarital cohabitation is an unofficiabrgy it is not
measured in official statistics and conclusionsuabib are more difficult.
Nevertheless, there is evidence suggesting thathetsame time that
marriage rates were declining and age at marrisgg imcreasing, in many
of the countries nonmarital cohabitation was insieg The Family and
Fertility Surveys conducted in the 1990s in sevefahe countries measured
cohabitation experience and suggest substantisdases in this experience.
Table 4 provides a summary of the nonmarital cahtibn experience of
women in several of these countries by age 25—ith data presented
separately by different age cohorts. By compareigss age groups, we can
estimate intercohort trends in cohabitation expege
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Table 4 Cumulative percentage of females who by exact &gha¥e ever

entered first partnerships that were non-maritadnm

Country Y ear of Ageat interview
interview

2529 30-34 3539
Czech Rep. 1997 29.3 25.5 20.5
Estonia 1994 64.0 60.8 48.9
Hungary 1992/93 18.1 14.8 8.9
Latvia 1995 40.0 28.6 25.4
Lithuania 1994-1995 15.3 9.5 12.2
Poland 1991 4.1 3.6 2.8
Slovenia 1994-1995 42.5 36.0 23.1

Source:Tables 8c from the series "Fertility and Family \#&ays in countries of the
ECE region" for the corresponding countries.

Although the surveys were conducted relatively sadter the
political transformations in the region, with thgception of Poland and
Lithuania, they reveal substantial increases from dlder to the younger
cohorts. Perhaps the greatest increase was inréowdere the proportion
across just ten years increased from 23 to 42 perteit in the Czech
Republic the increase was from 20 to 29 percentiardungary from 9 to
18 percent. The relatively small increase obserme&oland is probably
related to the fact that the Polish survey was gotedl in 1991, very soon
after the political transformation. In addition, we discuss further below,
Polish behaviour was also probably influenced sarsilly by the strength
of Catholic religion in the country.

More recent data and life table analyses about hitdteon
experience from the Generations and Gender Suo@ducted in Bulgaria
and Russia in 2004 and in Romania in 2005 areralewant (Tables 5 and
6). Table 5 displays estimates from three typekf@ftables, placed in the
three columns in the table. Each one of thefers to the indicated time
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Table 5 Entry into a first union, with cohabitation and mage as
competing-risks; life tables for the indicated pdriwomen, GGS data.

Entry into cohabitation Entryinto marriage as

asafirst union, afirst union, Total
cumulative percent till cumulative percent till
age40 @ age 40 @

Bulgaria

1985-1989 54 39 93
1990-1994 60 32 92
1999-2003 65 16 81
Russia

1985-1989 34 63 97
1990-1994 46 50 96
1999-2003 63 33 96
Romania

1980-1989 20 76 96
1996-2005 35 57 92

(1) with marriage as a competing event

(2) with cohabitation as a competing event

Source Bulgaria and Russia, Philipov and Jasilionier@0{@, tables 5.6a and 5.6b;
Romania, Mureshan (2007), tables 5.5 and 5.6

period and comes from a period life table, not hocolife table. The first
column gives the life table estimate of the cumwapercent of women that
had not previously been in any form of a union, valyoage 40 would have
ever entered a first union in the form of cohamtat For example,
according to the 1985-1989 life table for Bulga®d, percent of women
would have ever entered a first union as a cohantaby age 40.
Analogously, the second column informs about emty a marriage as a
first union, with cohabitation as a competing riglshows that 39 percent of
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the Bulgarian women would enter directly into a rizaye as a first union,
according to the period 1985-1989 life table. Thidt column gives the
percentage of women who would ever experience army bf a first union.
The percentage ever experiencing a union is alssuim of the percentage
experiencing cohabitation and marriage.

Table 6 Transition from cohabitation to marriage, with sgpi@mn as a
competing event; life table estimates for the iatkd periods, women, GGS
data.

Per cent cohabitations
that turninto
marriage one year
after start of
cohabitation @

Per cent cohabitations
that turninto marriage
by 15 years after start
of cohabitation®

Bulgaria

1985-1989 77 95
1990-1994 63 86
1999-2003 38 68
Russia

1985-1989 53 83
1990-1994 44 67
1999-2003 27 59
Romania

1980-1989 45 80
1996-2005 27 66

@ With separation as a competing event
Source for Bulgaria and Russia, Philipov and Jasilioei2007), tables 5.7 and
A9; for Romania, Mureshan (2007), table 6.2

These life table estimates show a significant iasee in the
cumulative percent of women who enter into a finsion as a cohabitation
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in all three countries, while entry into a marriatyepped drastically. These
trends were especially dramatic for Russia, whiaeepiercent experiencing
cohabitation increased from 34 to 63 pertehtowever, it is only in
Bulgaria where the level of entry into any firstiam has dropped
considerably, down to 81 percent in the period 12093, thus indicating a
rise in remaining single.

Table 6 informs about the transition from first abhation to first
marriage. It includes estimates from life tablesos initial cohort (the
radix) consists of first cohabitations. Time zencthese life tables is when
the cohabitations started. About 77 percent woultd into marriage within
one year after the start of cohabitation in Bulgaduring 1985-1989,.
Another 18 percent would turn into marriage dutimg subsequent 14 years,
so that ultimately 95 percent would ever turn imarriagé.

Table 6 shows that in the 1985-89 period cohabitatin Bulgaria
were quite closely linked to marriage—with marridgiowing cohabitation
within one year for 77 percent of the women. Howeweiring the 1999-
2003 period this percentage had dropped to jugpedBent. For the same
1999-2003 period, only 68 percent would have bemmsformed into
marriage even after 15 years. In Russia and Ronmidugiapercentage of
cohabitors marrying within one year or within féte years during the 1980s
was lower than in Bulgaria, but the declines irsthégures were almost as
remarkable in these countries as they were in Bilg@hus, the data show
that cohabitations have gained considerable grauradshort period. They
have become much more common, and when they db&y are much less
closely linked to marriage than in the past.

" Also see Gerber and Berman (2006) for an analysizy a different data set that
documents increasing cohabitation in Russia.

® Life table estimates were conducted only for 1%@ryeafter the cohabitations
started because the number of observations faubgsequent years is too small.
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As documented in Table 2, fertility rates also tesd dramatically
across the 1990s in every country. In fact, thdinkes were so substantial
that by the year 2004, with three exceptions, ttaltfertility rate was
between just 1.2 and 1.52 across the region. Atthauch low total fertility
rates have been observed in other countries ingeuand in parts of Asia,
the fertility rates in the Central/Eastern Europeagion are among the
lowest in the world. In fact, if such low rates weo last for a lifetime, the
next generation in these countries would only lmeiad two-thirds as large
as the current generation—indicating large-scaleufation declines.
However the TFR marked a moderate increase aft¥ R0a few countries.

In almost every country with data shown in Tabla€an age at first
birth increased sharply during the 1990s. As whihihcrease in mean age at
marriage, the mean age at first birth increasetioyor more years in some
of the countries. The postponement of first birtlesid- consequently
subsequent births as well—is at least part of #mamation of the dramatic
declines in the total fertility rate in most of tkeuntries during the same
period. That is, significant postponement of chédbing can lead to a
dramatic decline in childbearing rates observedny particular year, even
if the women postponing childbearing eventually dnélve same number of
children as their predecessors. It is too earlthian process to know if the
low fertility of this period is just a result of pponement or, in addition,
reflects a shift to fewer children born altogethdowever, current estimates
suggest that much of the decline in period feytil¢ due to postponement,
but that there will also be declines in completedility for the cohorts of
women currently in the childbearing years (Sobatkal. 2007).

Earlier, we noted that Russia is an exception ¢oldihge increase in
age at first marriage. Table 2 reveals that Russ#so an exception to the
overall trend toward much later ages at first bikhrecent paper by Perelli-
Harris (2005) suggests that the Ukraine may als@rbexception to this
trend. In the Ukraine fertility fell to very lowels, but this decline was due
to reductions in second and higher births rathemtho reductions or
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postponements of first children. As Perelli-Hardencludes, there are
clearly alternative paths to very low fertility @entral and Eastern Europe.

Philipov and Dorbritz (2003) noted that before thtart of the
transition entry into parenthood was universal, nearly every woman
would have at least one child by the end of heragyctive age. Sobotka
(2004) indicates that childlessness has emergesbime countries in the
region, although not all. Philipov and Jasilionief2007) found that
universality of motherhood remained prevalent ins&a towards the
beginning of the 21st Century, while in Bulgaridwrdary childlessness has
already emerged.

Another indicator of changing marital and childiieg patterns in
Central and Eastern Europe is the percentage irehiborn to unmarried
mothers. Table 7 provides data on this indicatar d@@monstrates increases
across the 1990s in every country, indicating arckhift from marital to
nonmarital childbearing. However, caution must bereised in interpreting
these trends as the percentage of children boummearried mothers is a
product of several different factors: the perceetad women who are
married; the birth rates of married women; andhkinth rates of unmarried
women. Without decomposing the percentage of dahildvorn to married
women into these various components, we cannot kmbigh of the three
components—or which combination of them—accounts tfee change.
Further investigation is required to know whethemot childbearing rates
among unmarried women increased during this period.

In many countries where abortion is tightly red&e; one might
expect that a decline in childbearing would beeast partially the result of a
relaxation of abortion laws and an increase in tidnor Indeed, changes
occurred along those lines in Albania where aborii@s legalized in 1991
(Gjonca no date).

However, as we noted earlier, abortion was preWolegal and
widespread in most of Central and Eastern Europethén declined
substantially during the period of rapidly fallidgrtility. As revealed by
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Table 8, in almost every country the abortion fateduring the 1990s, and
in some cases the decline was dramatic.

Table 7 Extra-marital births per 100 births.

1990 1995 2000 2004

Armenia 9.3 9.3 14.6 114
Azerbaijan 26 58 5.4 20.3
Belarus 85 135 18.6 23.9
Bosnia-Herz 7,4 10,2 11.2
Bulgaria 12,4 25,7 384 48.7
Croatia 7,0 7,5 9.0 10.4
Czech Rep. 86 156 218 30.6
Estonia 271 44,1 545 578
FYR of Mac. 7,1 8,2 9,8 12.3
Georgia 182 29.2 404 446
Hungary 13,1 20,7 29.0 34.0
Latvia 16,9 29,9 403 45.3
Lithuania 70 128 22.6 28.7
Moldova 11,1 13,3 205 23%
Poland 6,2 9,5 12.1 17.1
Romania 19,7 25.5 29.4
Russian F. 146 21,1 28.0 29.8
Serbia and

12,7 16,4 243 20.6
Montenegro
Slovak Rep 76 12,6 18.3 24.8
Slovenia 245 29,8 37.1 44.8
Ukraine 13,0 13,2 17,3 20.4

Din 2003
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Table8 Abortion rate, 1980-1999, per thousand women agedl

1980 1990 1996 1999

Belarus 94.0 116.9 73.6 59.6
Bulgaria 76.7 67.8 51.3 42.2
Czech Republic 32.2 49.3 20.6 17.8
Croatia 25.80 124 8.2
Estonia 110.7 879 53.6 46.6
GDR 25.3 20.4 10.1

Hungary 36.3 41.2 34.5 30.9
Latvia 107.8  87.2 46.1 35.0
Lithuania 59.3 61.7 34.0 22.9
Moldova 101.2  83.1 45.8 388
Poland 16.7 7.0 0.06

Romania 90.2 199.3 90.2 51.7
Russia 140.2  125.6 79.8 761
Slovak Republic 28.7 40.9 17.2 16.1
Slovenia 2748 227 19.8
Ukraine 106.8  96.5 62.3
Yugoslavia 700 4499 265

(1) in 1991; (2) in 1995; (3) in 1992; (4) in 1998) in 1998

Source:David, ed. (1999, p.14) for 1980, 1990, and 19%6n&tions of the author
based on data from the Council of Europe (2002991%ata provided in source
only for selected countries.

At the same time that abortion rates were fallingmost of the
region, the use of chemical and mechanical meansoofraception was
increasing sharply. The governments in Centralteesstern Europe had long
had policies and programs that restricted theildigion and use of chemical
and mechanical means of contraception (David 1988 the country
chapters therein). Although many couples knew alooutraceptives and
used them, supplies were often few and irregulaaking steady and
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effective use of contraception difficult. As a risof the policies on

contraception and abortion and limited and irregulsupplies of

contraceptives, there were low rates of usage ematal and mechanical
contraception, and the rates of abortion were eiarggily high—among the

highest rates in the world. During the 1980s theegoments of the region
began to permit wider distribution of contracepsivédnd, in the 1990s
effective contraceptives became widely availabld ased by substantial
fractions of the population (Philipov and Dorbrig003). Sobotka and
colleagues (2007) report that the percentage oflCe@men prescribed the
contraceptive pill increased from 4 percent in 189@4 percent in 2004—a
remarkable increase during a relatively short gkrio

Finally, we note that there is evidence that tleads in family and
demographic behaviour in Central/Eastern Europes lmen accompanied
by similar changes in personal and family valued éaeliefs. Table 9
provides trend data from the 1990 and 1995-97 Eaop/alue Surveys for
five different value/belief indicators. As Table shows, in a very short
period of time, there were uniform declines in theportion of the
population supporting the idea that a child needls parents and that
children are necessary for a woman'’s self-fulfilném addition, there were
uniform increases in the percentage saying thatiaga is an outdated
institution and that it is alright for a woman tave a child without a stable
relationship with a man. In addition, in two of thleree sub-regions the
percentage saying that individuals should have ¢et@psexual freedom
increased, but in the third (the countries in CanEurope) it decreased.
Unfortunately, we do not have data concerning thieeational factors
before 1990.

Additional evidence of dramatic ideational changegrovided by
data from the Czech Republic concerning attitudegatd homosexuality.
Whereas 48 percent of women and 53 percent of midntisat “they would
not like to have homosexuals as neighbours” in 19t 8 years later the
respective numbers had dropped to 17 and 22 pefSebbtka et al. 2003,
footnote 7).
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Table 9 Percent of respondents who agree with the statemade in the
questions, three groups of CEE countries, EVS H@D1995-97.

Czech Republic, Bulgaria,

Hungary, Poland,| Macedonia,

Slovakia, Slovenia Romania
1990 1995| 1990 1995 1990 1995

Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania

v92 96 86 96 95* 96 86
vo3 66 39 85 73 88 65
vo4 16 30 17 27 15 28
Vo5 41 36 30 38 30 41

vo6 36 54 a7 48* 38 64

v92: If someone says a child needs a home with both arfatitea mother to grow
up happily, would you tend to agree or disagree?

v93: Do you think that a woman has to have childreorder to be fulfilled or it is
not necessary?

v94: Do you agree or disagree with the followingtetment: marriage is an
outdated institution?

v95: If someone said that individuals should hdve thance to enjoy complete
sexual freedom without being restricted, would ywewmd to agree or
disagree?

v96: If a woman wants to have a child as a singleept but she doesn’'t want to
have a stable relationship with a man, do you appror disapprove?

*statistically insignificant difference

We now turn to an examination of the factors tlaat explain these
dramatic changes in family and demographic beha\aod values. We will
focus on the ideational factors associated withetitggmental idealism and
its likely spread and increased influence aftergbktical transformation in
the region. We will focus both on developmentalaigen itself, but at the
same time discuss the ways in which it may hawerseicted with changes in
the economy and government. We begin with the piaiemfluence of
changing economic knowledge, aspirations, and gements.
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EXPLAINING FAMILY AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE

Economic knowledge, aspirations, and achievements

The new flow of information from the West to Cehtaad Eastern
Europe after the political transformation would éahad enormous
implications for people’s understanding of econoliiecand possibilities in
the contemporary world. We noted earlier that krenlgk of the West, the
developmental model, and Western consumption pettead been known
among many before the implementation of social®tegnments, but that
the free flow of knowledge from the West had mordess been disrupted
by the socialist regimes. As Balla (2005) suggetiis, great reduction of
information flows would have significantly limitegheople’s ability to
compare their living circumstances with those i Wiest.

With the establishment of regular linkages, peapl€entral and
Eastern Europe re-established their knowledge bdses made it possible
for comparisons between the regions to be made mark easily than in
the immediately preceding years (Balla 2005). Iditah, the standard of
living in the West had expanded greatly during pres decades, and the
people from Central and Eastern Europe now disealvar the countries of
Western Europe and North America a definition amdlesstanding of
modernity and development that they could not hheel before the
transformation. It is likely that the standard iefig and consumer durables
available in the West and newly known in CentradtEen Europe would
have raised consumption possibilities and aspinatiod new highs for the
latter region.

In addition, the development model had always pedtuevery
society as being on the same developmental trajeckith each having the
capacity to achieve the high living standards alyeachieved elsewhere.
Furthermore, it would have been easy for peopleéhen former socialist
societies to blame their relatively low economicfpenance relative to the
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West on the socialist economic and political systard to expect that the
removal of the socialist regime would facilitatgicheconomic growth. In
fact, among many there were expectations for adrgpinsformation in a
very few years from the previous economic and condion circumstances
to economic and living standards experienced inté&/asEurope and North
America. Thus, the new definition of modernity aahievement offered by
the West also was widely seen as attainable, wigortant implications for
rising consumption aspirations. As one scholar $ad about Hungary, it
would have been easy for people to believe thahatl was needed was the
removal of socialism and Hungary could, “like Alaldon a magic carpet
and fly it off to the world of welfare societiesRébert 1999, page 87).

Unfortunately, the new economic and consumptiorraspns were
not fulfilled at all quickly. And, even worse, fonany of the countries of
Central/Eastern Europe, the economy and standdidraj worsened rather
than improved. Furthermore, in many instancesdtiop in the standard of
living was substantial. As demonstrated in Table si@nificant economic
declines were experienced for at least two consecyears in all countries
in the region and in many of the countries the ificgmt decline lasted for
several consecutive years. Cumulative declinesOgbetcent or more were
not uncommon, and a few countries experienced fgignt declines
exceeding 60 percent.

Such sudden and substantial declines in the ecommuystandard
of living would have been a jolt under ordinaryccimstances, but must have
been especially shocking in an era with new statglaf consumption
revealed in the West and the new belief that theisedards were now
attainable. In fact, as shown in Table 10, manthefcountries experienced
subsequent improvement in economic matters, bult sfi 2004 gross
domestic product per capita in several of the atesitwas at or below the
income level in 1989. In addition, income levelsaihof these countries, as
shown in Table 11, were substantially lower thasséhin Western Europe.
Even in the most prosperous countries such aszeelRepublic, Slovenia,
and Hungary, income per capita was only approxilya®20,000 as
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compared with more than $30,000 in most of Weskemope, and incomes
were less—and sometimes far less--than $10,00@gq@ta in many of the
countries of the region.

It would be surprising if such a contradiction beém rising
aspirations, declining realities, and unfavouratdmparisons did not lead to
high levels of disillusionment and dissatisfactitm fact, survey data from
several countries after the transformation indidhtg such dissatisfaction
did become widespread, with many people openlyicizihg current
conditions, saying that life conditions had detexied rather than improved
(Robert 1999). It is likely that such dissatisfantiwould have substantial
ramifications throughout the system.

The combination of new and supposedly attainabfitiens of
modernity and consumption with dramatic declinegdéonomic well-being
would be expected to create considerable disruptiorcertainty, and
confusion. Exactly what would the future hold irwarld with remarkable
new freedoms and possibilities—including the freador dramatic declines
in economic well-being? In addition, previouslyaddished social programs
supporting housing and childcare were abandonedliminished, with
substantial implications for family formation. Caosfon and uncertainty
were probably further exacerbated by the fact tthet promises of
democracy and freedom of speech and the presgedrbarder to
accomplish than expected. The difficulties of elishing the kind of
modern society perceived to exist in the West dmddresence of actual
declining economic circumstances and social prograsould likely create
considerable confusion and uncertainty.

One would expect that increasing consumption aspits, drops in
income, and increases in uncertainty would havestanlial effects on
family decisions. Because both marriage and chddhg are seen as long
term commitments and investments, it would be ¢agxpect that dramatic
increases in aspirations, rapidly falling incomesd rapidly increased
uncertainty would lead to postponement of familynoatments. And, if
postponement is substantial enough and rapid enoiigban lead to
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Table 10 Growth of Gross Domestic Product for Central andt&a European Countries, 1989=100.

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

In 2004,
1989=10

Albania
Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Bosnia and Herz.

Bulgaria
Croatia

Czech Republic

Estonia

FYR Macedonia

Georgia

Hungary

Latvia

Lithuania
Moldova
Montenegro

-9,1-11,7 -7,3

-1,2-11,6 -0,5
-6,5-13,6 -14,2

-3,5-11,9 -3,1
-10,4-34,9 -149 0,6
-5,7-21,3 -16,2 -9,8
-24-175-29,1 -1,2 312 -14 59 16 -65 -34 21 6,1
6,2 13942 4 6,7 31 -02 1,7

13391 -109 86 132 65 7.1

69 59 33 73 33 59 96 13139 101
-11,808 6 10 11 6,2 65 8,1 1040,2
-7,6 -126-104 2,8 114 84 33 58 4,7

208 86 37 156 96 55 43
29 9456 4 23 54 41
68 59 68 25 -0929 44
59 42 -07-08 13 36 25
45 44 11,144 03 10,8 7,7

-1,1 12 14 34 43 45 -4509
55 11,159
34 5.2 12
8,5 89

24 105106 29 3 19 47

15 13 46 49 42 6 43 38

-09 39 84 47 33 84 8
33 47 7 73 -1,739 72

11,4 110

6,8 10,5 7

129
94
58

66
88
96
114
115
84
43

91
44
66




Poland -116 -7 26 38 52 7 62 71 5 45 43 12
Romania -5,6-129 -88 15 39 71 39 6148 -11 21 57
Russia -4 -5 -1458,7 -12,7 4 -36 14 -53 64 10 51
Serbia 6,1 7,8 10,119 -18 52 5.1
Slovak Republic -2,5-146 65 -3,7 49 58 6,1 46 42 15 2 3.2
Slovenia -47 -89 55 28 53 41 37 48 39 54 41 27
Ukraine -3,4-11,6 -13,7 -14,2 -23 -12,2 -10 -3 -19 -0,2 59 9,2

14 3,9 53143
51 52 85 100
47 73 7.1 81
45 24 93 57

41 42 54 11

35 2,7 44 1’

52 96 121 57

v7

Source:Transition Report 2000 (till 1994) and 2007 (asl®95). Some of the numbers in the table are difftcuunderstand
or explain—for example, the 86% growth rate in Bassnd Herzegovina in 1996. We only report the diaian the source,

without interpretation or explanation
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Table 11 Gross Domestic Product for Countries in 2004.

GDP Per GDP Per
capita (PPP Central and capita (PPP
Western Europe
USS$) Eastern Europe US$)
2004 2004
Scandinavia Balkan countries
Norway 38,454 Albania 4,978
Iceland 33,051 Bosnia & Herz. 7,032
Sweden 29,541 Bulgaria 8,078
Finland 29,951 Croatia 12,191
M editerranean Europe FYR Macedonia 6,610
Italy 28,180 Romania 8,480
Spain 25,047 C.l.S. and Caucasus
Greece 22,205 Russian Fed. 9,902
Portugal 19,629 Belarus 6,970
Malta 18,879 Ukraine 6,394
Western Europe Armenia 4,101
Ireland 38,827 Georgia 2,844
Switzerland 33,040 Azerbaijan 4,153
Netherlands 31,789 Moldova 1,729
Belgium 31,096 Central Eastern Europe and
Austria 32,276 the Baltic countries
Denmark 31,914 Czech Republic 19,408
France 29,300 Estonia 14,555
United Kingdom 30,821 Lithuania 13,107
Germany 28,303 Latvia 11,653
Hungary 16,814
Poland 12,974
Slovak Republic 14,623
Slovenia 20,939

Source United Nations 2006. Data for Serbia and Monteoegot available in

source table.
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substantial drops in period marriage and fertiliyes. Furthermore, the
postponement of marriage and childbearing can teaithdividuals being
less likely to marry and to having fewer childréxan they would have had
without the initial postponement.

Thus, increasing aspirations, falling incomes, dgithg uncertainty
could play significant roles in the dramatic deelnin marriage and
childbearing after 1989 in Central and Eastern gerd\lthough it is very
difficult to identify exactly how much of the decd#s of marriage and
childbearing could be attributed to each of thdsed causal factors—
increasing aspirations, falling incomes, and risingertainty—it is unlikely
that all of these family changes could be entitklg to falling incomes. The
reason for this tentative conclusion is that thifedénces in the degree of
economic changes across countries have been gtieatethe differences in
fertility change (Caldwell 2004). In addition, ah#e incomes have
recovered in several countries such as Poland, &yn&lovenia, and the
Czech Republic after the initial declines—evenngsiin some cases, to
significantly higher levels than in the 1980s—amnerein these countries
both marriage and fertility have remained at veny levels. Period fertility
levels in these countries have not bounced badkeiv previous levels, to
say nothing of making up for any postponement thay have occurred due
to poor economic conditions in the immediate pomtdformation period
The continued gap between rising aspirations that lzelieved to be
attainable and the state of the economy could, tewebe part of the
explanation for the long term trends even in thasetries.

Although declines in income, increasing uncertgirapd rising
aspirations resulting from contact with the Westl arew definitions of
modernity and what is possible can help to expthEalines in fertility and

° Gerber and Berman (2006) also report that theeas=d income in Russia in recent
years has not reversed the family trends in thabicy.
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marriage, they are unlikely candidates for exptainihe shifts of fertility
control from abortion to contraception, the incesasn cohabitation, and
changing values concerning family life. It is négar why these latter family
and demographic factors would change as they haveegponse to
increasing consumption aspirations, rising uncetyaiand falling income.

Changing Values and Beliefs Concer ning Personal and Family Life

As Central and East Europeans looked toward Wes&ierope after
the political and transformations of the late 1980&l early 1990s, they
found not only different and changed economies,différent and changed
family circumstances. As we discussed earlier, lfatife in the West had
been different from that in many places in the Basthundreds—perhaps
even thousands of years. Before the advent of lsoniaand information
control in these countries, family life in WesteBurope would have
provided a model of the future of family systemsgeople who lived in the
Central/Eastern region.

But, in the four decades since World War Il, whemch of
Central/Eastern Europe was very isolated from thestwthe family and
marriage system in Northwest Europe and North Acaethad changed
dramatically (Bianchi and Spain 1986; Davis 1984er@on 1976; Goldin
1990; Goldscheider and Waite 1991; Lesthaeghe @&aisN2002; Leshaeghe
and Surkyn 2002; Michael et al 1994; Phillips 19B8ston and McDonald
1979; Schneider 1985; Thornton, Axinn, and Xie 2088h de Kaa 1987,
1994, 2001). Age at marriage in the West had riashad the prospects of
many people never marrying. Childbearing was siyilpostponed and the
total fertility rate in many Western countries Hatlen below replacement.
Sex before marriage had become a common occurreacd, both
cohabitation and childbearing outside of marriagad hincreased
dramatically—so dramatically, in fact, that the ordy of new unions in
many countries were unmarried cohabitation. In t@wldi abortion and

50



divorce were made legal in Western countries that freviously outlawed
them. In addition, equality between the sexes harkased dramatically.

These trends in behaviour in the West were mattlyechanges in
values and attitudes (Thornton 1989; Thornton andng-DeMarco 2001;
van de Kaa 1987; Varenne 1996/1986; Veroff, Douvard Kulka 1981).
Marriage became less central in the value systernsindividuals,
childbearing became less required, and sex, catatit and childbearing
outside of marriage became more accepted. Attitudesard abortion,
divorce, and same sex marriage had become much tol@m@nt. Gender
equality had also become a central tenet in theevalystems of many
people. Emphasis on the individual as compared h® tommunity
increased, as people took more individualistic apphes to life. In addition,
self-expression and personal fulfilment had becomw®ral values. In fact,
the changes in behaviour and values concerninglhfaamd personal life
have been so substantial that several have lab#iem to be a second
demographic transition—a transition as large angoiant as an earlier
decline in mortality and fertility labelled by mamg the first demographic
transition (Lesthaeghe and Neels 2002; Leshaegh&arkyn 2002; van de
Kaa 1987, 1994, 2001).

In addition, there is strong support in the Westewrld for the
proposition that a modern family is a cause andfectt of a modern society
and personal life. Most importantly is the commaied that family life
should be adjusted in order to meet socio-econgméds. This can be seen
in the emphasis that marriage should wait until bas completed one’s
education, has a good paying job, and excelleminfital resources. It can
also be seen in the emphasis that the postponeshehtldren is necessary
for education and career success. It is likely the preponderance of these
ideas in the West was also observed by the awarerfe€entral/Eastern
Europeans of the new circumstances in the West.

Furthermore, as people from Central/Eastern Euteamed more
about the West in the 1990s and 2000s, they obderveew emphasis upon
freedom and equality. In the years since World Wasupport for the
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proposition that freedom and equality are fundamehtiman rights had
withessed a dramatic expansion. Increasingly, @eoptlieved that
independence of thinking and behaviour occupieerg wigh place in the
hierarchy of values. And, behaviour that was presip outlawed became
increasingly accepted, as long is it was not sednfeinging on the rights of
others. And whereas intolerance of certain behasiauas previously a
hallmark of good citizenship, intolerance agaimstlerance had become an
especially important standard (Caplow, Bahr, andd®ick 1983; Roof and
McKinney 1987). And, equality by religion, sex, ea@thnicity, and age has
become widely acknowledged as a human goal, althalgo seen as
difficult to achieve.

It is important to note that while behaviour, vapand aspirations
concerning family life had changed dramaticallyWestern Europe and
North America during the period after World WartHe new behaviours and
values were not endorsed by everyone. Insteadnévwe behaviours and
values were actively opposed by many. Yet, evemantioose not endorsing
the new behaviours and values, there was an ireni@aterance of them.

Family, political, social, economic, and personé in the West
were not just beacons or guideposts for the behawdnd values of others,
but they became benchmarks and requirements fticipation in Western
political and economic institutions. This is perBagemonstrated most
strongly in the rules for admission into the EumpdJnion, as the Union
has strong standards relative to freedom, equalitgt,tolerance that must be
satisfied before a candidate nation can be fullyittdd (see for example
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm andreiln). Of course,
enforcement of these principles in practice isicliff, but even if the
policies are not strongly enforced, the statementhe principles and
policies can be influential.

There are several ways in which increased knowl@d@entral and
Eastern Europe of family behaviour, values, andefsein Western Europe
and North America could have affected family bebav; values, and beliefs
in Central/Eastern Europe. One way is that somelpeim Central and
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Eastern Europe became aware of the family valudigfb, and behaviour in
what they perceived as the more developed Weshdagted those values,
beliefs, and behaviours at least partially for teelves. This adoption or
modeling across international boundaries could haeeurred either
consciously or subconsciously as knowledge and émdgom the West
increasingly circulated in Central/Eastern Europe.

It is also likely that many people in Central/EastEurope did not
actively adopt Western family patterns. In fact, nmapeople in
Central/Eastern Europe may have found what thegrobd in the West as
objectionable and actively opposed those Westeltenpa. Yet, at the same
time, the existence of such patterns in the Wehtchwvwas seen as more
developed and progressive, would likely have ineedatolerance of the
Western behaviour, beliefs, and values concerniaqily life. The
prevalence of the new behaviours in the West wbalk, thus, given them
legitimacy in Central/Eastern Europe that wouldehenade opposition more
difficult and less likely.

Another mechanism is the long history of the linkaxf freedom in
political and family arenas. It is easy to link thases of political and
familial authority, with increased emphasis on ¢eeding to an increased
importance on the other. Of course, one of the ikeyes in the political
transformations of the late 1980s and early 1998s tive intense desire for
political freedom among many in the populationshef countries. While this
drive for political freedom was not universal amaaly people—and was
even ignored or opposed by many—it provided a neaméwork of
legitimacy for freedom of action. Thus, it shoulat be surprising to see this
new legitimacy of political freedom lead to a dedior additional freedom in
personal and family matters. It is also likely tovh increased the legitimacy
of trying out new behaviours widespread in the Wagt not previously
experienced by many in Central/Eastern Europe.

We believe that through these mechanisms—and plyplo#iters—
the new knowledge about family behaviours, beliafs] values in the West
had substantial influence on family behavioursidigl and values in Central
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and Eastern Europe. Probably of central importameese is the strong
emphasis on individual and family freedom in thestM@hich would have
likely had a significant influence in Central/Easté&urope where political
freedom was such an important new and active gilieclt is likely that the
substantially expanded contact with the West wolidbe led some in
Central/Eastern Europe to model Western pattemsfdo others the effect
would have been more of increasing the legitimatyard tolerance of
Western patterns.

Such changing values and beliefs—including batkdoesement
and tolerance-- concerning personal and family enatthave probably
played a significant role in the postponement ofriage and childbearing
and the decline of fertility. Increased individgat, independent thinking,
and freedom of choice have probably played a siit role in making it
possible for individuals to decide to postpone mage and childbearing and
to have zero or one child. These new values woalkkhcombined with
rising consumption aspirations, economic declirdisfuption of normal
patterns, and increases in uncertainty to affeettittming of marriage and
childbearing and the number of children born.

We also believe that the increased acceptanceraintcance in the
Central/Eastern region of the values and beliethénWest would have had
especially strong effects on changes in nonmardgahabitation and
childbearing in Central and Eastern Europe. As geussed earlier, there
have been increases in each of these key indidatseeral countries in the
region. And, in some countries, the increase irabdhtion was very large in
a very short period. And, as we noted earlier pgreentage of children born
outside of marriage also increased dramatically.

The increased contact with the West—and the vatuneks beliefs
predominant there—were also probably importantuignfices on changing
values and beliefs in Central/Eastern Europe. likedy that the values and
beliefs existing in the West would have spreadvesast and helped to foster
the increased endorsement or tolerance of divarhédlessness, sexual
freedom, single parenthood, and the belief thatriage is an outdated
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institution that we documented earlier. It is like¢hat the new values and
beliefs legitimated the new behaviours and gaveplgethe freedom to
participate in behaviours that were previously disaged or even
proscribed.

Developmental idealism can also help to explain tliamatic
change in Central/Eastern Europe in the methoawirolling the number of
children born—from a regime with little use of cheal and mechanical
contraceptives and extensive abortion to a regirith extensive use of
chemical and mechanical contraceptives and redieseds of abortion. We
will discuss this issue by focusing separately ontiaception and abortion.

Beginning with abortion, we note that in most coies of the world
where abortion is very severely restricted by laavel enforcement is
effective, we would expect that the spread of dmwlental idealism—
especially the proposition about freedom of choieestld lead to less
stringent restrictions against abortion and morert&dns performed. This
expectation is consistent with trends in Westerroge and North America
(Thornton 2005a). Albania follows this pattern wdeanbortion had
previously been illegal, but was legalized in 19Gjonca no date).

However, for most countries of Central/Eastern arthe historical
precedents were very different from those in thestVAbortion had been
very common in most of Central/Eastern Europe fecadles. In such a
situation with high acceptance and practice of @dworit would be hard to
imagine any particular political transformation fieasing the number of
abortions. Instead, what happened in most of Cleatwé Eastern Europe in
this regard was a dramatic decline in abortion tivaught the incidence
previously existing in Central/Eastern Europe t@ anore similar to that
existing in most of Western Europe.

On the contraception side, the story is much mamilfar. As
Thornton (2005a) has discussed, contraception madl families have come
to be central components of what is meant by thedamo family.
International organizations have facilitated theesd and use of effective
contraception around the world in recent decadefter Athe political
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transformation in Central/Eastern Europe, inteovai organizations,
including the United Nations, targeted this regigith similar efforts to
increase the use of chemical and mechanical metbbdsmily planning
(see Johnson, Horga and Fajans 2004 for RomandaCarison and Lamb
2001 for Bulgaria). The international organizatiamsrked to increase the
size and regularity of contraceptive supplies, fmdnprove the efficiency
of clinics. They also expanded efforts to help owemne infertility And, of
course, the political transformation in the regagened up new markets for
contraceptive products, many from the West, witlsibesses working to
take advantage of new markets and opportunitieprfufits.

However, the story about increasing contraceptsaga cannot be
limited entirely to the supply side of the equatibmorder for contraception
to increase couples in the region had to make #dwsibns to use these
methods. In fact, enough of them made this decigiahboth the birth rate
and the abortion rate fell substantially in mostiroies during the period
immediately after the political transformation. \&epect that the women of
the region were also influenced by the campaignspread contraceptive
use—and advertising campaigns were also probablleagt somewhat
effective.

It should, of course, be recognized that we arghefirst to suggest
the emergence of new beliefs and values concerndigidualism, freedom
of conscience, endorsement of delayed marriage, arwkptance of
nonmarital cohabitation and childbearing in Centiad Eastern Europe,
where they have influenced related behaviour. Gedogl Berman 2006,
Lesthaeghe and Surkyn 2007, and Sobotka et al. BB08 argued for the
emergence of such new values and beliefs, suggesiat their operation in
Central and Eastern Europe has become increasisighlar to their
operation in the West. In fact, they have suggetitatl what they call the
second demographic transition has, in fact, emeimgétentral and Eastern
Europe.

There are at least four alternatives to our expianathat the
adoption of or tolerance for new values and beledse influenced by new
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contacts with Western Europe, along with a devekad model that
provided legitimacy and power to the values andebglof the West. One
potential alternative relates to the rise of nogsfeess and disorderliness
that probably occurred with the disruptions asdediawith the political
transformations of the late 1980s and 1990s. Sumimlessness and
disorderliness could have substantially weakened akisting normative
structure, thereby leading to the adoption andéberance of alternative
ideas. We discuss this possibility in more detaillolv, where we suggest
that its combination with developmental idealismkesa particularly strong
influence on changing family values and beliefs.

A second potential alternative explanation suggtsts changes in
family behaviour, values, and beliefs along thedimecently experienced in
Central/Eastern Europe are simply natural eventisaristories of societies.
This explanation suggests that there are a sefigarwmitions—such as the
first demographic transition or the second demdgmapansition—that are
part of the natural trajectory of development ahdttthe countries of
Central/Eastern Europe are simply following thisunal and universal
trajectory. That is, Central and Eastern Europelevbave simply “caught
up” with Western Europe, even without the politicahd economic
transformations of the late 1980s and early 1890%e, however, find this
explanation problematic because it relies on theeldpmental paradigm’s
assumption of uniform and necessary trajectoried does so without
providing an explanation of why such changes wdwste occurred. Our
position is that such explanations are not usefuthey do not provide
mechanisms or causes for the changes themselves.

A third alternative explanation for the emergent¢he new beliefs
and values in Central and Eastern Europe is tlet #re an outcome of
economic success and security. This explanatioli$wn the hypothesis
originally formulated by Maslow (1954) and adopteyg Inglehart (1977)
that economic success and security will cause aclkwn values from

% For an argument somewhat along these lines sém&fiskij (1998).
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focusing on security and economic well being toufing on self-
actualisation and individual fulfilment. That iss the old needs of security
and economic well-being are satisfied, people W#gin to focus on
individual fulfilment and actualisation, with thesult being new behaviours.
We believe that this hypothesis has little pladiibiin Central/Eastern
Europe because, as we documented earlier, manlgeotduntries of the
region have experienced considerable declines dnaric well being and
security—not the increases in well being and secwasited by the theory
as producing new values and beliefs. And, evenhercountries faring the
best economically, the situations are nowhere treatevels of prosperity
experienced in the West.

Gerber and Berman (2006), focusing on Russia, gec&isomewhat
different version of this explanation focused ororemmic growth and
prosperity—which they combine with new opennesartd contact with the
West. They suggest that the economic growth aralisgain Russia during
the 1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s provided thessapg conditions for the
emergence of new individualism and new values astthtiour. However,
they believe that individualism and new values bBeHaviour were kept in
check in Russia by the collectivist ideology andsmship of knowledge of
alternative approaches. They suggest that witigktsn the late 1980s, the
political transformation of the 1990s, and the ®gfoent opening to the
West that there were both increased opportunitiesriplementation of new
individualism and new ideas and a new source sprgaahd legitimising
new ideas and behaviour. This occurred, they ardespite deteriorating
economics and certainty during the period of rafaichily change in the
1990s.

A fourth possible source of new values—particulathat of
individualism—is suggested by the argument that a@acy and market
economies are based on contracts with individuatiser than families or
communities (see Beck and Beck-Gernsheim 2002)camtries undergo
democratic and market economy shifts and the cneati the welfare state,
this idea suggests that there is, of necessitsgradtaway from community
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values to more individualistic ones. In additioreedom of action becomes
more important. The application of these ideahéopolitical and economic
transformations in Central and Eastern Europe sigdhat transformations
toward democracy and market economies would, bys$késes, lead to new
individualism and personal freedom of action in tegion. That is, the

internal political and economic changes could Hadeto changes in values
and norms even without the influences from outstideregion.

Although it is very difficult to separate out tharious sources of
changes in individualism, values, and beliefs imi€@d and Eastern Europe,
we believe that our theory about the importancethsd diffusion of
information and values from the West is an esskpdig of the explanation.
Our theory also suggests that the new values ahefd@ot only spread
from the west to the east, but did so, at leadtgiyr because they were part
of the developmental idealism model associatingntméth the idea that a
modern society is good, that modern societies aodemm families are
causally connected, and that freedom and equai@yfundamental human
rights. The connections of the new beliefs, valueg] attitudes with the
overall developmental model which has been so widdluential around
the world, gives them an advantage in influenciaggbe that is not enjoyed
by other beliefs, values, and attitudes. That iés tinternational and
universal system has more general power than erist®re local ideational
systems.

Our theory about the dissemination of the new id@ad values
across geographical boundaries as a result ofgpeads of developmental
idealism is also consistent with the fact thatribes family and demographic
behaviours are more widespread in the countrieddnimg the West and in
countries with Roman Catholic religion than in tbeuntries with more
easterly locations and with Eastern Orthodox tradit For example,
nonmarital cohabitation and childbearing are insi@more rapidly in such
countries as the Czech Republic, Slovenia, and Bynthan they are in
most of the rest of the region. Note that thesentras are not only
geographically and religiously the closest to thesiWand have the most
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interactions with the West, but they are also thentries that most actively
resisted the control of the former Soviet Union.e \&kpect that all these
dimensions would facilitate the spread of new idaad values associated
with developmental idealism and lead to more rapiange.

Institutional Disruptions, Vacuums, and Nor mlessness

As we noted in the introduction and in the previ@estion, one
explanation that has been offered for the changedily values and
behaviour in Central/Eastern Europe is the peribgrofound disruption,
disorderliness, and uncertainty that followed tbétjgal changes of the late
1980s and early 1990s. This argument is that tdegolernments were
shattered and their institutions, laws, incentitrectures, and enforcement
devices abandoned or substantially weakened dutimg political
transformation. There are several mechanisms bghwhich changes could
be expected to influence family and demographiabietur.

As we mentioned earlier, before 1989 many of thentges in the
region had substantial pronatalist policies andpsug for such things as
childcare and housing. These pronatalist prograat theen designed to
encourage early marriage, early childbearing, alnel Ibearing of two
children, with some evidence that they were sudokse encouraging
family formation. Zakharov (2006), for example, aeg that the pronatalist
policies in Russia during the 1980s were effectivancreasing fertility
during that period, but did so primarily by motiveg couples to have
children earlier rather than by increasing the neindf children born. Such
an increase in the tempo of childbearing in theO%98ithout an increase in
numbers would have resulted in a decline of pefeydlity in the 1990s.
Thus, the pronatalist policies of the 1980s wouwdstehcontributed to lower
period childbearing rates in the 1990s in Russial (perhaps elsewhere)
even if nothing else had happened.

With the dissolution of the governments, these sugdor marriage
and childbearing declined, or even disappearedicBkrly important for
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family and demographic behaviour were the disapear or weakening of
supports for housing and childcare—two items diyetlevant for family

formation. To the extent that the prior pronatatisticies were effective in
providing supports for the procurement of housingl ahildcare, their
disintegration could have directly affected enteariato marriage and
parenthood. The expected result would be increimsage at marriage and
parenthood and the fractions of unions and birtbsuing outside of

marriage. (Macura 2000).

The substantial changes in governmental supportsdasing and
childcare also combined with the substantial prditchanges and economic
declines to produce considerable disruption anétainty in people’s lives.
This could lead to people postponing substantialilfadecisions such as
marriage and childbearing.

It is also likely that as the old governments weshattered, their
institutions, laws, and enforcement devices wefsstantially weakened. In
addition, with the exception of a few countries lsuas Poland, the
legitimacy and influence of religious institutionad been largely destroyed.
That is, decades of religious persecution andehehing of atheism would
have decreased the reliance of individuals onimlgjorganizations. And, in
some cases, religious leaders were believed to haga co-opted by the
socialist governments and seen not as trusted @atigsdout as agents of the
discredited state. It is also possible that in stigbulent times that the
confidence and authority of parents declined, mtodj many more
alternatives for young adults.

It is possible that under such circumstances speietuld be left
with weakened norms and institutions to guide aglilate behaviour. The
hypothesized result is that there would be a vaguwampartial vacuum, in
that people would be disoriented from old norms iastitutions and would
be open to new behaviours. This line of argumergygssts that as
normlessness, disorientation, and anomie risesg theuld be less support
for old patterns of courtship, marriage, and clelafting, and people would
begin to postpone and even reject crucial andeénslile commitments such
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as marriage and childbearing. In addition, peopdg start replacing them
with less crucial and irreversible circumstances, éxample, marriage
replaced by cohabitation and childbearing replalbgdhe rejection of a

birth. Extramarital births can rise because of tak of the normative

restriction of births within marriage. Philipov @0 discusses the hiatus
between the old and the new societal regimes, dnithév et al. (2006)

present evidence concerning the effect of normkssrand anomie on
fertility intentions in Bulgaria and, to a lesseatent, in Hungary.

However, we believe that this explanation doesgaotar enough in
its theorization of the influence of disorientatiamd anomie on family
formation. Although the ideas of societal disorgatibpn and normlessness
have explanatory power on their own, we believe thase ideas are more
powerful when combined with developmental ideali3inis is true because
the developmental idealism propositions that a modamily such as
experienced in the West is good (or at least tdoberated), that modern
family life helps bring material success, and thhaedom and equality are
fundamental human rights provide a set of valuetiets, and norms that
can help to fill the void left by the disintegratiof previous organizational
and normative structures. Such values, beliefs,remmths from the outside
can be especially powerful in this situation beeatlsey come with the
prestige of being part of the world commonly defirses being at the apex of
development and progress.

From a somewhat different angle, we might say tleatlopmental
idealism can be especially powerful when it operatea situation where
previous organizations and rules have been delegfiid as they were in
Central and Eastern Europe. When developmentalisde#s introduced or
strengthened in situations where there are legiénaad established rules
and institutions to support those rules, its powidrbe significantly limited.
The situation in Central and Eastern Europe was dpgosite of this,
permitting developmental idealism to have an esfigcpowerful effect.
This region in the late twentieth century was amgrilocation where
powerful ideas crossed international borders, &edekisting organizations
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and institutions were in considerable disarray, nopg the way for
particularly powerful effects on behaviour.

However, it should be emphasized that even in @eatrd Eastern
Europe the values and beliefs perceived as modeWestern Europe and
North America were probably not simply adopted wsale and
immediately. In addition, among some people thedees and beliefs were
not simply accepted without opposition but wereivaty contested. Such
contestation was probably especially significantcértain sections of the
population—such as the more religious--with intergs preserving the
existing family values and behaviours. In fact, tipposition of the Catholic
Church has probably been particularly importargioh places as Poland. It
is highly likely that the strength and legitimacf/tbe Catholic Church in
opposing Soviet and socialist power in Poland cediplith the strong norms
of the Church on personal and family matters hdagegal significant roles in
family and demographic trends in that country. Tikisindoubtedly related
to the new law declaring abortion illegal, a sitoatthat probably led to
illegal abortions among Polish women. The power adegitimacy of
Catholicism is also probably one reason that, loth& non-Soviet countries
in the former Warsaw Pact, Poland experienced haivi®90 and 2000 the
smallest increase in age at marriage and the pagerof babies born to
unmarried mothers. In addition, of these countrigsland had the lowest
percentage of children born to unmarried mothedstha lowest percentage
of women experiencing cohabitation. Poland alsoedepced the lowest
inter-cohort increases in nonmarital cohabitatibat that may have been
mostly a result of the fact that the survey meagusuch trends occurred
immediately after the political transformation lfsepermitting little
opportunity for change to have occurred (see Téple

However, despite the fact that the trends in mgeriazohabitation,
and nonmatrital childbearing have been muted inriRbtalative to the rest of
the region, there have still been trends in theskeawiours in the same
direction as in the other countries. In additidve tleclines in overall fertility
levels in Poland have been very substantial, aadl'#R in Poland in 2004
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was only 1.23, very much in the range of the otmmtries in the region.
Apparently the opposition of a strong religious arigation has not been
sufficient to prevent entirely these trends awayrfiChurch norms.

Educational expansion

Kohler et al. (2002) discussed the significance ediucational
expansion for the emergence of very low fertilitygtably in Central and
Eastern Europe. Sobotka and colleagues (2003, 20&ve¢ argued that
educational aspirations and accomplishments haypaneled in the post
transformation period in the Czech Republic. Thegua that this expansion
has led to a postponement of marriage and childigeavhile people are
actually attending school. In addition, they suggeat educated people tend
to postpone family formation events longer thanl#ss educated, even after
finishing schooling.

There are probably multiple explanations for ther@asing levels of
educational aspirations and accomplishments inGhech Republic and
elsewhere. Of great importance here would be tiiemarket economy and
globalisation that would have increased both thedrfer educated workers
and the returns to education. It is also likelytthecreased contact with
Western societies—and the idea that they are meveloped than those in
the East—would have increased the demand for edacat the East.
Apparently such increases in demand for higher &iluc were substantial
enough to more than counteract increases in tuitisits in some places.

We also note that education is a multi-faceted emdplex causal
force. It represents time spent in school, add#ionuman capital, and
changed relationships with parents. It also reprtssaccess to new values
and beliefs—such as those prevalent in the presiynmabre developed
West. It is likely that both these structural amtkdtional elements of
education would influence family and demographibaxour, values, and
beliefs.
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Family and demographic changes before 1989

Before closing with a summary and conclusions, w& rone issue
with the timing of family and demographic trends.our discussion of these
trends we have focused our attention almost eptoeltrends following the
political transformations of the late 1980s and (09Yet, it is useful to
observe that while the trends subsequent to 1988 baen of the most
interest for this paper, some of the trends natedhiis period actually began
in the previous period, with implications for th&pknatory frameworks
accounting for them. One notable example of thiSl®venia where there
were substantial declines in both first marriagd &ertility between 1980
and 1990 (see Tables 2 and 3). Another notable gheaim Hungary where
pre-1989 declines in marriage occurred (see Tablan8 where Spéder
reports that cohabitation increased before 198%d&p 2005). Spéder
hypothesizes that the increase in cohabitationungdry may have been the
result of changing values concerning marriage asttblbitation resulting
from increased divorce in prior decades, a plaasiylpothesis that merits
further investigation. Another important exampleRisssia where marriage
rates were declining and cohabitation rates inangaduring the middle
1980s, several years before the overall politiGigformations of the early
1990s (Gerber and Berman 2006). Gerber and Bermggest that an
important force for this change was glasnost amrdopening of the former
Soviet Union to the ideas, beliefs, and valuehiefWest. It is likely that this
argument also applies to other Central and Eagteropean societies where
there were increases in the openness of societyelii permitting the
expansion of information, beliefs, and values frahe outside. The
application of these ideas to Russia by GerberBarthan suggest that they
may be even more applicable in countries bordetivg West and with
historical orientations toward Catholicism, suchHasgary and Slovenia
where the changes before 1989 were particularlykedarThis, and other
hypotheses concerning the causes of pre-1989 changerit further
research.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have provided a series of expianstfor the
dramatic family and demographic changes in Cergral Eastern Europe
following the political transformations of the al®80s and early 1990s.
Our explanations have focused on the political,neatdc, social, and
cultural histories of the region, with particulanghasis on how countries in
the region have interacted with and been influenmedVestern European
and North American countries. Our explanations hawephasized the
concept of development, arguing that the ideasdeh\alopmental paradigm
with development progressing through natural, unifoand necessary
stages being a common one throughout Europe, imgutie Central and
Eastern region--for several centuries. This paradiggnerally posited that
Western Europe was more developed and advancedEtdstiarn Europe—a
view that continues to be widely shared in the d@iddday. The related
methodologies of reading history and the futureewigys have also been
important in that they have suggested that the méatethe future of
progress for Central/Eastern Europe lies in Westeanope and North
America.

Furthermore, we have suggested that the developmpatadigm
and the results of reading the past and futurensigle provide values and
beliefs that are important in guiding human behawriolhis ideational
system suggests that the political, economic, andly systems of the West
are not only more advanced, but better than thbsereed elsewhere. This
ideational system also provides models to be faldwn other places,
including Central/Eastern Europe. In addition, itoypdes beliefs that
modern family systems help to produce modern alitand economic
systems and accomplishments. And, this ideatiogsiem also helps to
establish the importance of freedom and equalityumsan rights.

We believe that understanding of this developmemtadel and the
circumstances existing in the West was available&Cémtral and Eastern
Europe before the imposition of socialism. In aiddif one particular version
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of the developmental model—Marxism and socialisraswemphasized
during the period of socialist domination of theviebd Union after 1917 and
Soviet domination of other countries after World MiaThe importance of
development and modernity were strongly emphasizedocial ideals and
government policy.

The period of socialist and Soviet domination asdlation also
lacked political and personal freedom in many asped life and the
economy had stagnated at levels substantially bétmse enjoyed in the
West. This period was also one in which an “irortan” was established to
prevent information flows—and in many ways was sgsful in doing so—
thereby substantially inhibiting understanding ofestérn economic and
familial change.

The disintegration of the governments and thedfihe iron curtain
in the late 1980s and early 1990s were associaidd many additional
dramatic changes. Of central importance for ounment is that the changes
of the period brought clear understanding of cirstances in the West—
with knowledge of the new Western definitions ofdam social and family
life. Consumption aspirations and expectationseased—and those new
aspirations and expectations clashed not only wlitheconomic realities,
but with the dramatic declines in economic circianses in many places.
The dramatic economic declines and associatediqabliand institutional
change introduced substantial elements of unceytaito the system.

In addition, the dissolution of the former govermise removed
systems supporting the bearing and rearing of @ld-such as childcare
and housing--or decreased their generosity andfectareness,. And, the
legitimacy of the former government and its progsamas largely destroyed,
removing government support for old norms and pastef behaviour. In
addition, the attacks of previous decades on thgiaes institutions in the
region had in many places left these institutioesikvand without the ability
to provide an anchor in tumultuous times. It woalslo have been difficult
in such turbulent times for parents to maintainirthiefluence on their
children’s beliefs, values, and behaviour.
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During this period many openly reached out to emdbithe values,
living standards, and systems of the countrieshef West. This embrace
ranged from economics to politics to legal systdmsethics, and most
importantly for our purposes, to personal, familgnd demographic
behaviour. Of course, many people would have fahednew personal and
family values and behaviour existing in the Wesb# objectionable and
would have opposed them. However, even among thesple it is likely
that the disorientation in their own regions anel definition of the West as
more developed and progressive would have likelyeohsuch opposition
and increased tolerance of such personal and &mdiues and behaviour.
It would have been very easy for Western persdaalily, and demographic
norms and behaviour to influence family and demplgi@ behaviour in
Central and Eastern Europe. This process was alsiitdted by the
expansion and importance of educational institgtioAnd, the thirst for
freedom—and its considerable expansion—would hg@ezated in personal
and familial as well as political and economic nes

Our argument is that the combination of these evemd new
circumstances and influences had dramatic effeats family and
demographic beliefs, values, and behaviour in dggon. They contributed
to the dramatic changes in family and demograpgliefs and values. They
also contributed to a dramatic postponement of iagerand childbearing,
with likely long term declines in the quantity ofamiage and childbearing.
They also facilitated a strong movement towardsnmamital cohabitation
and childbearing. In addition, they facilitated awvament from reliance on
abortion to a reliance on contraception for fastilimitation.

It is also important in considering our argumemtsihderstand that
we have emphasized the importance of ideationabfsen explaining the
changes in family and demographic behaviour in @éEastern Europe.
We have also emphasized particular ideational faetthose associated
with the developmental model and developmentallisi®a In addition, we
have discussed how these ideational forces havdinedh with structural
changes in influencing family and demographic béhav We have focused
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on these ideational factors and their interactioith vetructural factors
because they compose our contribution to underistgnthe nature of
changes in the region.

With our emphasis on ideational factors, we have,caurse,
weighted our discussion in favour of ideationaltéas over structural ones.
This decision, however, should nbe interpreted as suggesting that we
discount the importance of structural things swetha economic disruptions
and declines of the period, the dismantling of ingaat social programs, and
the rise of uncertainty and anomie. Consideratiénth@se economic,
political, and social factors is necessary for mplete understanding of the
family and demographic trends of the last two desad

Of course, it is always difficult in the social ences to establish
causality and estimate how much of any change @ymed by any
particular factor or combination of factors. Thésdspecially difficult when
many explanatory factors are changing simultangoasdd when reliable
data for the period before the changes are in shumply. Thus, we cannot
establish which, if any, of our many individual éxpations—or the
explanations of others--are correct and how much anthem may have
influenced any particular family or demographicamme. Nor can we rule
out the validity of alternate explanations.

Despite these limitations, it is likely that theeational forces that
we have discussed here have been powerful in amgnfgmily and
demographic behaviour in Central and Eastern Eurdfeebelieve that our
explanations about the influences of these idealiforces and the ways in
which these ideational forces have interacted wiltter social and economic
forces are plausible, even compelling.

Future Research

It is common for research papers to close withlafoaadditional
research, and we believe that such a call is pdatiy relevant in the
domain of this paper. There is much that we doknoiv about the changes
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in Central and Eastern Europe, and additional rekezan help to alleviate
that lack of knowledge.

Although we endorse a wide range of research #iesyiwe have
specific suggestions for additional research coriogr the issues and
explanations discussed in this paper. We belieaewie have made a strong
case for the importance of developmental idealisrohianging family and
demographic behaviour in Central and Eastern Eurbipe case fits much of
the data that we have from the region in recenades.

However, our explanations have been general insioguon the
region as a whole rather than on specific countfegoups of countries. An
evaluation of our arguments and the ways they afiplypecific countries
would be useful, with additional attention paidhow exactly economic,
political, and ideational factors intersected tofluence family and
demographic behaviours. We believe that such dpeaifalyses in different
places would reveal significant differences in gimstances and causal
influences across the different areas. We alscebelthat more detailed
analyses should focus on the ways in which strattamd ideational factors
combine and interact. For example, it would be wisébd consider the
different positions of people in the social struetand how the influences of
ideational factors vary across subgroups of theuladion defined for
example by age, gender, education, and place ioferese.

Another useful line of research would be detailednparative
analysis of the data about values and beliefsiagi$br several countries in
Europe across different periods of time. Althougltadare relatively scarce
for Central and Eastern Europe prior to the trams&tions of interest in this
paper, comparative research on trends in the varomuntries would be
likely to shed additional light on the topics ofstlpaper. Although detailed
panel data are probably scarce in the region—grdiatiting the potential
for causal analysis—it would still be useful to ckeout the correlations
between behaviour and beliefs and values.

Furthermore, our analyses have been based on therstanding
that there is widespread acceptance of at least sdrthe elements of the
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developmental paradigm and developmental idealistong policy makers
and ordinary people in Central and Eastern Eurdpat is, our explanations
suggest that many people in the region understéed developmental
hierarchies of countries, with the gradient of depment and progress
culminating in the countries of Northwest Europel &orth America. They
also require that people in the region believe inlemst one of the
propositions of developmental idealism—that a modsaciety is good and
attainable; that a modern family system is good attainable; that modern
societies and modern families influence each otard that freedom and
equality are fundamental human rights. While nbbfthese propositions of
developmental idealism need to be believed byedbpe, at least one of the
propositions need to be believed by some peopleoraer for our
explanations to be operative. It is our belief theatny people in the region
endorse many of these propositions, but we havelemibnstrated that with
empirical data from the region. It would be valwafdr a research agenda to
address how widespread these understandings, el values are among
policy makers and ordinary people in the region.

We believe that such a research program in Ceatndl Eastern
Europe could also provide valuable information forderstanding future
trends in the region. We have argued that develapahehinking and
motivation have helped bring great changes in Hst.(WWe also believe that
there is no reason to think that these ideatiomaels have expended all of
their influence. Rather, it is more likely that skeeforces will continue to
influence future changes.

A research agenda along the lines just describedd#oform us of
the extensiveness of developmental thinking andveaiodn in the region—
providing insight into whether such thinking andtimation is likely to lead
to future changes. It could also permit evaluatbourrent expectations for
future change and how policy makers and ordinampjee evaluate such
expected changes. Such a research program cooldoais the foundation
for understanding the future changes that areyitebccur.
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