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Abstract: The article describes and explains demographic development in the Czech Re-
public in 2005 in the context of recent demographic changes since 1990. The article ana-
lyses the development of natality, mortality, nuptiality, divorce, abortions and migration
using absolute and relative numbers and an array of analytic demographic indicators.
Among especially important topics are the decline of fertility below the ìlowest-low fertilityî
level, the postponement of nuptiality and fertility to an older age, the sharp increase in
extra-marital births, and the increasing importance of external migration. Unless otherwise
stated, all data and calculations are based on databases of Czech Statistical Office, De-
mographic Statistics Section.
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CZECH

There have been no serious fluctuations or surprises in the population development in the
Czech Republic in recent years. The demographic situation can be described by low fertility
and low nuptiality, a decrease in the population through natural population change, and a high
divorce rate. In conformity with trends in recent years, the fertility rate is slowly rising, mor-
tality conditions are also improving, the significance of external migration is increasing, and
the number of abortions is decreasing.

The most striking phenomenon of 2005 was thus how much the number of immigrants exceeded
the number of emigrants, creating a positive net migration of 36.2 thousand people. Conversely,
the natural population change in the Czech Republic produced a decrease of 5.7 thousand people,
when the number of deaths (107.9 thousand) exceeded the number of live births (102.2 thousand).
Nonetheless, the number of births was the highest since 1994, and for the first time since 1994 it
exceeded the hundred thousand mark. The inter-year increase in the number of live births by 4.5
thousand was reflected in an increase in total fertility to 1.28 children. The mean age of mothers
also rose. Positive developments also continued to be recorded in the case of abortions. The total
number of abortions fell, compared to 2004, by 1.3 thousand to a figure of forty thousand.
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There were 382 more marriages in 2005 than in 2004. The number continues to stagnate at
levels around fifty thousand and the marriage rate remains low. The data from nuptiality
tables indicate that if the current marriage rate were to be sustained 31% of women and 37%
of men would still be single at the age of 50. The mean age at the time of the first marriage
reached 30.7 years for men and 28.1 years for women. During 2005, 31.3 thousand marriages
ended in divorce, which was 1772 fewer than in the previous year. In 2005 the indicator of the
total divorce rate reached the level of 47.3% of the original numbers of marriages ending in

Table 1 Population movement, 1990–2000

Table 2 Basic intensity indicators of demographic development, 1990–2005

Indicator 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Numbers

Live births 130 564 96 097 90 910 90 715 92 786 93 685 97 664 102 211
Deaths 129 166 117 913 109 001 107 755 108 243 111 288 107 177 107 938
Infant deaths 1 410 740 373 360 385 365 366 347
Marriages 90 953 54 956 55 321 52 374 52 732 48 943 51 447 51 829
Divorces 32 055 31 135 29 704 31 586 31 758 32 824 33 060 31 288
Abortions total 126 055 61 590 47 370 45 057 43 743 42 304 41 324 40 023
 – induced abortions 111 268 49 531 34 623 32 528 31 142 29 298 27 574 26 453
Immigrants 12 411 10 540 7 802 12 918 44 679 60 015 53 453 60 294
Emigrants 11 787 541 1 263 21 469 32 389 34 226 34 818 24 065
Natural increase 1 398 –21 816 –18 091 –17 040 –15 457 –17 603 –9 513 –5 727
Net migration 624 9 999 6 539 –8 551 12 290 25 789 18 635 36 229
Total increase 2 022 –11 817 –11 552 –25 591 –3 167 8 186 9 122 30 502
Population (1st July), thous. 10 363 10 331 10 273 10 287 10 189 10 202 10 207 10 234

Per 1000 population

Live births 12.6 9.3 8.8 8.8 9.1 9.2 9.6 10.0
Deaths 12.5 11.4 10.6 10.5 10.6 10.9 10.5 10.5
Marriages 8.8 5.3 5.4 5.1 5.2 4.8 5.0 5.1
Divorces 3.1 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.1
Abortions total 12.2 6.0 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.0 3.9
 – induced abortions 10.7 4.8 3.4 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.7 2.6
Immigrants 1.2 1.0 0.8 1.3 4.4 5.9 5.2 5.9
Emigrants 1.1 0.1 0.1 2.1 3.2 3.4 3.4 2.4
Natural increase 0.1 –2.1 –1.8 –1.7 –1.5 –1.7 –0.9 –0.6
Migration increase 0.1 1.0 0.6 –0.8 1.2 2.5 1.8 3.5
Total increase 0.2 –1.1 –1.1 –2.5 –0.3 0.8 0.9 3.0

Indicator 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Total female first marriage rate (per 100) 96.2 80.0 74.4 72.5 72.4 68.7 69.8 69.1
Mean age of women at first marriage 21.4 24.6 26.4 26.9 27.2 27.7 28.0 28.1
Total divorce rate (%) 38.0 38.5 41.3 44.6 45.7 47.9 49.3 47.3
Total fertility rate 1.89 1.28 1.14 1.15 1.17 1.18 1.23 1.28
Mean age of mother at birth of first child 22.5 23.3 24.9 25.3 25.6 25.9 26.3 26.6
Percentage of births out of wedlock 8.6 15.6 21.8 23.5 25.3 28.5 30.6 31.7
Net reproduction rate 0.91 0.61 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.57 0.59 0.62
Total abortion rate 1.77 0.84 0.63 0.60 0.58 0.56 0.55 0.53
Life expectancy at birth – men 67.6 69.7 71.6 72.1 72.1 72.0 72.5 72.9
Life expectancy at birth – women 75.4 76.6 78.3 78.4 78.5 78.5 79.0 79.1
Infant mortality rate (‰) 10.8 7.7 4.1 4.0 4.1 3.9 3.7 3.4



5

Kryötof Zeman: Population Development in the Czech Republic in 2005

divorce. In 2005, 107.9 thousand people died, and the life expectancy at the time of birth
reached 72.9 years of age for men and 79.1 for women.

The Composition of the Population by Age and Marital Status
The sharp fall in fertility to a level below 2.1 children per woman, which is the level that

ensures the long-term numerical reproduction of the population, is reflected in the rapid de-
cline in the number and percentage of children in the population of the Czech Republic.
Between 1990 and 2005 the size of the population under the age of 15 decreased from 2.2 to
1.5 million and the percentage of children in the population decreased from 21.2% to 14.6%.
As a result of this decrease the percentage of children in the total population came to balance
the percentage of people over the age of 65, which has not yet begun to grow because thus far
just the numerically small pre-war cohorts have reached this age. The current trends at the
base and the peak of the age pyramid have thus resulted in a decrease in the economic burden
of the population, but only temporarily. More pronounced effects of demographic ageing are
expected in the years to come, when the large cohorts born during and just after the Second
World War begin to reach the age of 65.

Table 3 Age distribution characteristics, 1990–2005

Indicator
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Number

Total 10 364 124 10 321 344 10 266 546 10 206 436 10 203 269 10 211 455 10 220 577 10 251 079
0–14 2 193 682 1 893 259 1 664 434 1 621 862 1 589 766 1 554 475 1 526 946 1 501 331
15–64 6 867 991 7 055 805 7 179 109 7 170 017 7 195 541 7 233 788 7 259 001 7 293 357
65+ 1 302 451 1 372 280 1 423 003 1 414 557 1 417 962 1 423 192 1 434 630 1 456 391
80+ 258 954 277 109 249 767 260 302 277 204 292 753 308 332 321 532

Percentage

0–14 21.2 18.3 16.2 15.9 15.6 15.2 14.9 14.6
15–64 66.3 68.4 69.9 70.2 70.5 70.8 71.0 71.1
65+ 12.6 13.3 13.9 13.9 13.9 13.9 14.0 14.2
80+ 2.5 2.7 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.1

Synthetic indicators

Index of ageing1) 59.4 72.5 85.5 87.2 89.2 91.6 94.0 97.0
Total dependency ratio2) 50.9 46.3 43.0 42.3 41.8 41.2 40.8 40.6
Mean age 36.3 37.3 38.8 39.0 39.3 39.5 39.8 40.0
Median age 35.3 36.4 37.6 37.9 38.2 38.5 38.7 38.9

Note: 1) The number of persons at age 65 and over per hundred persons aged 0–14.
2) The number of persons at age 0–14 plus persons aged 65 or older per hundred persons aged 15 to 64.

Changes in nuptiality trends have been reflected in the population structure by age and marital
status. The postponement of marriage or the rejection of marriage, replaced by consensual unions
or by LAT (living apart together), has led to an increase in the number of young men and women
that are still single at the age of 35. The percentage of married women of childbearing age,
15ñ49, thus fell to below half, and in the 20ñ24 age group there was a decline between 1990 and
2005 from 62.4% to 10.8%. Among men, the percentage of married men passed the one-half
mark only after the age of 30, while in 1990 half of the male population was already married at
age 23. The percentage of divorced men in the population over the age of 15 continues to in-
crease; by 2005 it had reached 9.9%, compared to 6.4% in 1990. Among women there was an
increase from 7.8 to 11.8%. The percentage of widowed people has long been considerably
higher among women (around 15%) than among men (around 3%).
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Nuptiality
The number of marriages has been stagnating in recent years at a rate of around 50 000

annually, despite the fact that the large cohorts born in the 1970s are now reaching marrying
age. However, some of them seem to be rejecting marriage or at least postponing it until they
are older. Between 1990 and 2005 the table indicator for the total female first marriage rate
fell from 96.2% to 69.1%, indicating that, were the given marriage rate to continue, over 30%
of women would remain single. Among men the figure would be 37% by the time of their
fiftieth birthday. There was also a significant increase in the mean age at the time of the first
marriage, from 21.4 to 28.1 years for women and from 24.0 to 30.7 years for men. In addition
to the effect of this phenomenon on the populationís age structure by marital status, another
closely related phenomenon is the increase in the number and percentage of extra-marital
births.

Table 4 Proportion of married women at given age in %; 1990–2005

Age 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

20–24 62.4 43.2 22.5 19.5 17.0 14.5 12.4 10.8
25–29 81.9 75.0 60.8 57.4 54.1 50.2 46.6 43.6
30–34 84.1 80.7 74.9 73.4 71.9 70.1 68.0 66.1
35–39 82.4 80.5 76.9 75.7 74.6 73.3 72.0 70.7
40–44 80.7 78.8 76.3 75.7 74.9 73.8 72.6 71.6
45–49 79.0 77.5 75.2 74.6 74.1 73.5 72.8 72.1

15–49 67.1 61.1 55.1 53.8 52.5 51.1 49.9 48.7

Table 5 Nuptiality table indicators, 1990–2005

Indicator
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Men

Total male first marriage rate (per 100) 91.1 73.2 69.5 66.0 66.2 62.5 63.6 62.8
Table proportion of single men at age 50 (%)  8.9 26.8 30.5 34.0 33.8 37.5 36.4 37.2
Mean age at first marriage 24.0 26.7 28.8 29.2 29.7 30.2 30.5 30.7

Women

Total female first marriage rate (per 100) 96.2 80.0 74.4 72.5 72.4 68.7 69.8 69.1
Table proportion of single women at age 50 (%)  3.8 20.0 25.6 27.5 27.6 31.3 30.2 30.9
Mean age at first marriage 21.4 24.6 26.4 26.9 27.2 27.7 28.0 28.1

There has also been a slow decline in the percentage of protogamous marriages, in which
both the bride and the groom are single. In 2005 there were 33 446 such marriages, that is,
65% of all marriages (at the start of the 1990s the figure was around 70%). Conversely, there
was an increase in the percentage of repeated marriages, in which one or both spouses are
divorced. Marriages where at least one of the spouses is widowed are relatively rare ñ in 2005
there were 1200.

The most common age difference between the bride and groom at the time of marriage is
0ñ3 years. There has been a gradual increase in the percentage of marriages in which the bride
is older than the groom ñ in 2005 more than one-fifth of the cases. The mean age difference
between partners is constant, despite the tendency to marry at a later age; in 2005 it was
3 years; 2.4 in the case of protogamous marriages.

Divorce
In 2005, 31.3 thousand marriages ended in divorce, which was 87.6% of the total number of

applications for divorce submitted (35 698). The synthetic indicator of the total divorce rate in
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2005 reached 47.3%, which suggests that were the current rate of divorce to be maintained
almost one-half of the original number of marriages would end in divorce. The indicator fell
compared to 2004 (49.3%), but compared to 1990 (38.0 %) the difference is still quite sub-
stantial. Besides the decline that was brought about by a change in legislation in 1999, there is
no evidence of a reduction of the intensity of the divorce rate, which in the Czech Republic is
one of the highest in Europe and in the world. However, this trend in divorce rates probably
peaked in 2004, and the intensity of the process has stabilised since then.

It tends to be women who propose a divorce ñ in two-thirds of all cases. Over time the
average duration of marriages that end in divorce has been increasing and reached 12.2 years
in 2005, while the percentage of marriages that divorce just shortly after marrying has been

Figure 1 Probability of getting married for single women by age, 1991–2005

Table 6 Divorce rates by duration of marriage – per 100 initial marriages, 1990–2005

Duration of marriage (years) 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

0 0.75 0.37 0.00 0.28 0.31 0.38 0.37 0.36
1 2.69 1.89 2.33 2.10 2.05 2.17 2.16 1.93
2 3.38 2.97 2.88 2.89 2.74 2.83 2.81 2.63
3 3.16 3.46 3.21 3.12 3.12 3.13 3.02 2.84
4 2.83 3.05 3.00 2.97 3.04 3.02 3.00 2.87
5 2.50 2.61 2.66 2.82 3.02 2.97 3.06 2.95
6 2.14 2.34 2.44 2.75 2.62 2.83 2.87 2.63
7 2.00 2.09 2.29 2.50 2.48 2.63 2.60 2.50
8 1.66 1.86 2.14 2.38 2.27 2.24 2.50 2.29
9 1.53 1.69 1.98 2.07 2.16 2.10 2.30 2.07
10–14 1.22 1.30 1.49 1.68 1.74 1.83 1.89 1.79
15–19 0.88 0.87 0.96 1.10 1.18 1.27 1.33 1.33
20–24 0.58 0.60 0.65 0.74 0.77 0.87 0.91 0.89
25+ 0.40 0.45 0.29 0.31 0.34 0.38 0.39 0.41

Total divorce rate 38.0 38.5 41.3 44.6 45.7 47.9 49.3 47.3

Mean duration of divorced marriages 
(years)

10.1 10.4 11.0 11.2 11.4 11.7 11.9 12.2
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decreasing. This is owing to the decline in the marriage rate in recent years, resulting in an
overall increase in the percentage of older marriages. Repeated divorces make up roughly
one-fifth of all divorces. The percentage of divorces between partners with dependent chil-
dren is decreasing; in 2005 they made up 61.4% of all divorces. In 2005, 28 732 children saw
their parentsí divorce; at present roughly ever third to fourth dependent child experiences
parental divorce.

Natality1)

Since the first half of the 1990s the natality trend in the Czech Republic has been character-
ised by a decline in intensity among young women, the postponement of childbirth to a later
age, a decrease in marital fertility and a simultaneous increase in extra-marital fertility.

Table 7 Fertility indicators, 1990–2005

Indicator 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Total fertility rate 1.89 1.28 1.14 1.15 1.17 1.18 1.23 1.28
 – first births 0.90 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.56 0.57 0.60 0.63
 – second births 0.71 0.51 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.44 0.46
 – in marriage 1.74 1.09 0.89 0.87 0.86 0.83 0.84 0.86
 – outside marriage 0.16 0.19 0.25 0.28 0.31 0.35 0.39 0.42
Gross reproduction rate 0.92 0.62 0.55 0.56 0.57 0.57 0.60 0.62
Net reproduction rate 0.91 0.61 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.57 0.59 0.62
Percentage of births out of wedlock 8.6 15.6 21.8 23.5 25.3 28.5 30.6 31.7
Premarital conceptions (%) 54.4 50.8 41.6 39.5 37.6 33.6 32.2 31.7
Mean age of mothers 24.76 25.76 27.18 27.55 27.81 28.05 28.33 28.61
 – at first birth 22.47 23.32 24.94 25.34 25.63 25.92 26.31 26.61
TFR (Bongaarts-Feeney)* 1.92 1.97 1.77 1.70 1.63 1.69 1.78 1.83
 – first birth 0.87 0.90 0.86 0.82 0.78 0.86 0.92 0.92

Note: *) Total fertility rate adjusted for the impact of fertility postponement using the method of Bongaarts-Feeney (1998).

In 2005, for the first time in recent decades, over one hundred thousand children were born.
This was mainly owing to the fact that the large cohorts born in the 1970s have begun to reach
maximum fertility age. Nevertheless, the increase was not large enough for it to be notably
reflected in relative and intensity indicators. The indicator of the total fertility rate reached
1.28 in 2005, which is still among the lowest values in the world. The number of children per
woman (when current conditions remain the same) is still 0.6 lower that it was in 1990. How-
ever, fertility did not decline equally across the age spectrum. The decrease was most pro-
nounced in the youngest age group of 20ñ22 year olds, where it was as high as four-fifths,
while from the age of 27 and older in 2005 higher fertility rates were recorded than in 1990,
and in the 35ñ39 age group the rate was double. At the same time there was an increase in the
mean age of mothers by four years, to the age of 26.6 at the time of the first birth and to 28.6
overall.

The number of live births by marital status reveals that the marital fertility experienced a
substantial decline between 1990 and 2005, by 40%. Conversely, extra-marital fertility grew,
especially in the case of first-order births, where the number of live births for the cited period
tripled. The total marital fertility rate fell from 1.7 children in 1990 to half that figure (0.86) in
2005. A total of 31.7% of children were born outside a marriage; the percentage was even
higher in the case of first-order births (40%), among mothers with basic education (68%), and

1) In addition to the number of births in 2005 indicated here, thirteen children were also born as undisclosed births, in
accordance with Act No. 20/1966 Coll., on the Care and Health of the Population, as amended in Act No. 422/2004 Coll.
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Table 8 Fertility by age of women – rates per 1000, 1990–2005

Table 9 Fertility by age and family status of women per 1000, 1990–2005

Age of women 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

20 176.0 85.3 44.9 39.6 36.9 35.5 34.6 33.4
21 184.9 102.3 53.5 49.4 45.8 42.5 41.4 39.8
22 181.1 109.4 65.0 57.8 56.6 50.1 48.3 47.1
23 173.6 110.7 79.9 69.9 65.8 61.2 56.2 54.5
24 156.6 107.4 91.3 82.2 80.2 74.3 69.6 66.8
25 144.3 102.5 98.2 94.7 91.4 84.6 84.7 82.4
26 121.4 94.6 100.2 98.5 99.3 97.6 96.1 95.4
27 100.4 79.5 91.4 96.5 98.5 100.0 102.6 104.9
28 83.9 70.8 84.3 88.1 95.1 97.2 105.3 109.6
29 68.0 59.0 74.0 77.4 83.6 92.4 98.0 109.7
30 56.9 49.9 61.7 67.9 74.6 81.7 90.1 96.8
31 43.6 40.6 52.4 58.3 61.4 65.6 75.8 84.3
32 38.0 33.3 40.8 45.0 50.0 55.3 59.7 69.3
33 30.1 26.8 32.7 37.1 40.5 42.9 49.1 55.5
34 23.4 22.8 27.0 29.2 33.9 35.8 39.9 45.9
35 19.2 17.5 22.7 23.2 27.0 28.4 32.1 37.2
36 14.0 13.8 17.5 19.3 21.1 22.2 26.1 28.8
37 10.4 10.8 13.1 14.6 16.0 15.8 18.9 21.4
38 7.6 7.2 10.3 9.9 11.7 13.2 14.3 15.5
39 5.6 5.5 7.1 8.4 9.3 9.7 10.5 10.6

Age of women
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Single

20–24 24.9 22.4 21.7 22.1 23.6 25.2 26.7 27.3
25–29 30.1 31.4 30.9 33.3 34.4 38.1 41.1 43.7
30–34 24.8 26.2 31.6 37.2 39.3 45.0 50.8 54.7
35–39 10.5 9.9 16.5 19.0 19.6 21.2 24.8 29.0
40–44 1.6 2.2 2.7 3.7 4.1 5.8 5.4 5.8

Married

20–24 263.5 194.5 209.6 206.0 210.0 202.7 199.9 207.1
25–29 120.6 95.3 123.7 130.1 138.2 143.0 154.4 167.1
30–34 39.8 37.0 46.7 52.3 58.2 63.0 71.8 81.8
35–39 11.3 10.5 14.0 14.7 16.6 16.7 19.3 21.8
40–44 1.6 1.5 2.0 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.1 3.2

Divorced and widowed

20–24 58.6 61.4 73.5 66.9 75.9 75.1 92.5 87.2
25–29 40.5 46.1 51.3 51.7 55.1 61.8 66.0 70.1
30–34 25.1 28.5 31.9 35.0 38.1 42.3 45.2 48.7
35–39 11.2 11.5 15.7 16.1 17.0 19.6 21.9 23.5
40–44 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.7 3.3 3.9 4.2 4.6

in particular regions in the country (Most ñ 59%; compared to UherskÈ HradiötÏ ñ 18%).
However, it is not clear what percentage of extra-marital births occurs among single women
and what percentage occurs in unmarried cohabitation. In other words, what percentage of
these children born to unmarried mothers are born into two-parent, functional families and
what percentage are born to single women, which is a negative social phenomenon and a
potential social issue. Demographic statistics for the Czech Republic only record data on the
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father when the mother is married. Unlike in some other European countries, there are no
official data available on the fathers of extra-marital children, and in this regard it is necessary
instead to draw on data from the 2001 Census, combined with data from representative socio-
logical surveys. The data from the 2001 Census show what percentage of single mothers aged
18ñ34 were indicated as cohabiting. This percentage increases with the number of children,
from 20% with one child, 40% with two children, to one-half of all unmarried mothers with
three children (äalamounov· ñ N˝vlt, 2006). Similar values were recorded in the Fertility
and Family Survey in 1997 (FFS, 1997). Therefore, it is likely that with the increase in extra-
marital fertility, the number and percentage of cohabiting mothers will also increase, and thus
the percentage of single mothers out of extra-marital fertility is falling, while the percentage
of cohabitating mothers is rising to one-quarter or even one-half of extra-marital fertility,
depending on the number of children, the education of the mother, and the particular region.

The previously high percentage of pre-marital conceptions, when almost one-half of all
women married when they were already pregnant, has been slowly decreasing since the mid-
1990s, as quality contraceptives have limited the number of unwanted pregnancies, and as
some couples have a child while unmarried or marry after the child is born. All this is connect-
ed with the overall change in the social climate, where extra-marital pregnancy is no longer
looked on with the kind of animosity with which it was regarded before, and where even
unmarried cohabitation with children is coming to be regarded as socially acceptable. In re-
cent years the percentage of pre-nuptial conceptions in the case of the first-order child born in
a marriage fell to one-third, in 2005 it was 31.7%. The average interval between marriage and
the birth of the first child has increased since 1990 from 1.1 years to the current 2.1 years. The
average age of mothers who are married when they gave birth to a child was 29.4 years in
2005, while the average age of married fathers was 32.6 years, five years older than in 1990.
The difference in the ages of the mother and father, which is 3.2 years, is comparable to the
age difference between brides and grooms.

Between 1990 and 2005 there was a significant increase in the interval between the birth of
the first and second child, from 3.7 to 5.1 years. In connection with the socio-economic changes

Figure 2 Age-specific fertility rates by year or by birth cohort, per 1000
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of the past fifteen years, society has been losing its pro-family orientation, and the former
two-child model, wherein a woman had her first child shortly after marrying and the second
child followed within four years, has been partly abandoned. The question remains as to
whether women will generally begin to have just one child, or whether they will divide into
two groups ñ women who remain childless, and women who adhere to the two-child fertility
model but do so at a later age. This also depends on the extent to which women are able to
manage to have two children ìin timeî at a later age. Cohort measures indicate that while
women born in 1940 and 1950 already had two children by the age of 35, women in the 1970
cohort thus far have only 1.7. Women born in 1975 have on average 1.1 children at age 30,
while women born in 1950 had 1.85 at that age. However, completed fertility and permanent
childlessness among the younger generations will only be evident from developments in the
coming years, which are very difficult to estimate.

The decline in fertility in the Czech Republic since 1990 is not a general phenomenon and
it does not represent a demographic crisis. The most serious negative effect of the trend is its
deformation of the age structure. More detailed analyses reveal that a decline was recorded
mainly among younger women, among whom fertility intensity had previously been very
high, while fertility among older women is increasing, though not enough to compensate for
the decline among young women. At the same time, fertility is increasing among younger age
groups of unmarried women. The biggest decrease in fertility was among married women,
and this effect was reinforced by a rapid decrease in the marriage rate and thus also in the
proportion of married women. The decrease in fertility among younger women was not im-
mediately offset by a rise in fertility among older women, as the latter had already had their
children. The several-year gap, when older women were no longer having children while

Live births by order
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Live births inside marriage

1. 55 580 35 877 32 209 30 873 30 919 29 282 29 615 29 962
2. 46 423 33 606 29 127 29 026 28 621 28 262 28 672 30 079
3.+ 17 394 11 667 9 782 9 540 9 787 9 428 9 538 9 761
Total 119 397 81 150 71 118 69 439 69 327 66 972 67 825 69 802

Per cent

1. 46.6 44.2 45.3 44.5 44.6 43.7 43.7 42.9
2. 38.9 41.4 41.0 41.8 41.3 42.2 42.3 43.1
3.+ 14.6 14.4 13.8 13.7 14.1 14.1 14.1 14.0

Live births outside marriage

1. 6 794 8 645 11 695 12 464 13 826 16 081 18 451 19 968
2. 2 123 3 420 4 746 5 190 5 826 6 561 6 997 7 914
3.+ 2 250 2 882 3 351 3 622 3 807 4 071 4 391 4 527
Total 11 167 14 947 19 792 21 276 23 459 26 713 29 839 32 409

Per cent

1. 60.8 57.8 59.1 58.6 58.9 60.2 61.8 61.6
2. 19.0 22.9 24.0 24.4 24.8 24.6 23.4 24.4
3.+ 20.1 19.3 16.9 17.0 16.2 15.2 14.7 14.0

Share of children born outside marriage %

1. 10.9 19.4 26.6 28.8 30.9 35.4 38.4 40.0
2. 4.4 9.2 14.0 15.2 16.9 18.8 19.6 20.8
3.+ 11.5 19.8 25.5 27.5 28.0 30.2 31.5 31.7
Of all children, total 8.6 15.6 21.8 23.5 25.3 28.5 30.6 31.7

Table 10 Live births by order and family status of mother, 1990–2005
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younger women were postponing childbirth, features a sharp decline in total fertility below
the value of the ìlowest-low fertilityî level of 1.3. Given such pronounced changes in the
timing of births, the measure of total fertility rate is distorted and undervalued. If we use the
method proposed by Bongaarts and Feeney (1998) to adjust the indicator for the effect of the
postponement of childbearing to a later age, the average number of children per woman in
2000 has a value of 1.6ñ1.8 and lifetime childlessness from a transversal perspective is around
10ñ20%. The average number of children per woman calculated with the aid of fertility tables
for this period is 1.3ñ1.4, with lifetime childlessness at a level of 20ñ25% (for more on vari-
ous ways of calculating aggregate fertility measures see Sobotka, 2003).

In the years to come we may expect a more rapid increase in the total fertility rate, as
women who postponed childbearing begin to have children at a much later age, even after the
age of 30. Even in 2005, 21% of first-order children and 38% of all children were born to
mothers over the age of 30. The probability that a thirty-year-old childless woman will have a
child before the end of her reproductive period is currently around 50%.

Abortion
Over the past fifteen years the abortion rate has been falling substantially. Between 1990

and 2005 the total induced abortion rate fell from 1.5 to 0.35, and the number of abortions,
which at the end of the 1980s was comparable to the number of children born (around
120 000), decreased to one-third of its former level. In 2005 a total of forty thousand abortions
were recorded, of which two-thirds were induced abortions ñ 26 453.

There were 12 245 spontaneous abortions recorded, 1324 terminated ectopic pregnancies,
and one case in the category of ìother abortionsî. Abortions among foreign nationals with
residence status make up 5.6% of the total. A full 78% of induced abortions (20 519) were
so-called mini-abortions or vacuum aspiration, performed up to the eighth week of pregnancy
(to the seventh week in first-time pregnancies). The percentage of repeated treatment declined;
58% were first abortions, but 17% of women had a third or higher-order abortion. A total of
4678 abortions were therapeutic, and there was no fee for performing these procedures, which
in non-therapeutic cases now costs about 3000 CZK. Conversely, the number of spontaneous
abortions has in recent years stagnated ñ on the one hand the reproductive health of women is

Table 11 Accumulated fertility rates by age and birth cohort of women

Age 1940 1950 1960 1970 1975 1980

25 1.22 1.22 1.10 1.01 0.59 0.34
30 1.74 1.85 1.59 1.43 1.09
35 1.98 2.07 1.78 1.69
40 2.06 2.13 1.84
45 2.07 2.14 1.85

Table 12 Abortion rates, 1990–2005

Indicator
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Total rate

Spontaneous abortion rate 0.21 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16
Induced abortion rate 1.51 0.68 0.47 0.44 0.42 0.39 0.37 0.35
Total abortion rate 1.75 0.84 0.63 0.60 0.58 0.56 0.55 0.53

Mean age of women at abortion

Spontaneous abortion 26.4 27.6 28.9 29.1 29.2 29.7 29.9 30.0
Induced abortion 28.7 29.3 29.8 29.7 29.7 29.7 29.8 29.6
Total abortion 28.4 29.0 29.6 29.6 29.6 29.7 29.8 29.8
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improving, but on the other hand women are postponing pregnancy to a later age, when preg-
nancy is accompanied by higher risks.

The introduction of a fee for induced abortions may have contributed to the decrease in the
abortion rate in the Czech Republic, but the main reason has been the rapid spread of informa-
tion about reproductive health, sexuality, planned parenthood, and prevention against sexual-
ly transmitted diseases, and especially better access to modern contraceptives since 1990. The
proportion of women aged 15ñ49 that use prescription hormonal contraceptives increased
between 1990 and 2004 by almost tenfold, from 4% to 44% (⁄ZIS, 2005a). Another 7% use
an intrauterine device. A change has also occurred in the structure of women undergoing
induced abortions. While at the end of the 1980s induced abortion was most common among
married women after the birth of a second child, for whom it represented a kind of ìex-post
contraceptiveî, during the 1990s the induced abortion rate among married women fell by
85% and the rates of married and unmarried women evened out. At present primarily two
groups of women undergo abortions. The first group is comprised of women with two chil-
dren, usually married or divorced. The second group is made up of young, single women, who
undergo abortions when their contraception fails or an unplanned pregnancy occurs. Accord-
ing to analyses of the distribution of induced abortions by the number of live-born children
the women have, the first group of women with two children still leads numerically, account-
ing for 35% of all induced abortions; childless women account for 27%. In this connection it
is necessary to mention the possibility of sterilisation (tubal ligation), which in the Czech
Republic, unlike in other countries in Western Europe and the United States, is not very com-
mon. The number of sterilisation procedures and sterilised women has increased since the
mid-1990s, but there are only around four thousand such procedures performed annually
(⁄ZIS, 2005b). According to regulations still in effect from 1972, a woman can be sterilised
only if she has at least three living children (among women under the age of 35 four children).
In the Czech Republic, many women would probably opt for sterilisation after having their
second child.

Mortality
In 2005, 107 938 people died, i.e. 761 more than in 2004. The number of infant deaths was

347, of which 206 died within 28 days of their birth. The infant mortality rate has thus de-
creased to 3.4 deceased infants per one thousand live-born children, the neo-natality mortality
rate to 2.0 deceased within 28 days of birth per one thousand live-born children. Life expect-
ancy at birth increased for men by one-third from previous levels to reach 72.9 years; for
women life expectancy has remained almost the same and is now 79.1 years.

Table 13 Life expectancy, 1990–2005

Age
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Men

0 67.6 69.7 71.6 72.1 72.1 72.0 72.5 72.9
45 25.8 27.6 28.9 29.3 29.3 29.2 29.6 29.9
65 11.6 12.7 13.7 13.9 13.9 13.8 14.2 14.4
80 5.1 5.7 6.1 6.2 6.0 5.9 6.1 6.1

Women

0 75.4 76.6 78.3 78.4 78.5 78.5 79.0 79.1
45 32.3 33.3 34.6 34.6 34.8 34.7 35.2 35.2
65 15.2 16.0 17.1 17.1 17.2 17.1 17.5 17.6
80 6.1 6.6 7.1 7.0 6.9 6.9 7.1 7.1

Difference women-men (at birth) 7.8 6.9 6.7 6.3 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.2

Kryötof Zeman: Population Development in the Czech Republic in 2005
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In comparison with 1990, however, the improvement of mortality conditions has led to the
extension of life expectancy by 5.3 years for men and 3.7 years for women, with the differ-
ence between the sexes thus decreasing from 7.8 to the current 6.2 years. One major reason
for this is the improvement of neo-natal health care, and the reduction of infant mortality by
more than two thirds, from 10.8 to 3.4â. Another reason, at the other end of the age spectrum,
is that mortality conditions among the elderly have improved, especially in the 55ñ80 age
group for men and 65ñ80 age group for women. Conversely, mortality intensity among young
people has stagnated throughout the observed period.

From the perspective of cause of death, absolutely the biggest source of the increase in life
expectancy between 1990 and 2005 is the improvement in the death rate caused by disease of
the cardiovascular system and partly also improved diagnostics and treatment for malignant
neoplasms. However, these two causes of death are still responsible for three-quarters of all
deaths. Deaths caused by injury or poisoning are also declining. On the other hand, a slight
increase can be seen among deaths caused by disease of the respiratory system, most likely
because of the flu epidemic in the month of February.

Internal Migration
Last year a total of 213 688 changes of permanent address2) were recorded in the Czech

Republic, of which 96 605 occurred between municipalities within the same NUTS 4 district,
41 414 between districts within the same region, and 75 669 between NUTS 3 regions. How-
ever, these figures do not encompass real migration that occurs without registration at a regis-
tration office, and in this regard the figures are undervalued. In a comparison of districts it is
possible to trace a particularly strong migration flow from rural areas to cities and from cities
to city outskirts. For example, 15.3 thousand people moved to Prague, 17.7 thousand moved
out of Prague, but of the latter 6.7 thousand only moved to the suburban districts of Prague-East
and Prague-West. In 2005 these two districts were among those with the largest population
increases, along with KolÌn and Brno-Suburbs, while the biggest decreases were recorded in
the cities and districts in the Region of Moravia-Silesia and the Karlovy Vary Region.

Table 14 Standardised mortality rates by main groups of causes of death per 100 000, 1990–2005

Causes of death
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Men

Neoplasms 361.1 345.1 326.7 317.5 323.3 321.1 315.2 296.8
Diseases of the circulatory system 834.1 708.1 576.9 567.6 560.6 568.5 530.9 508.1
Diseases of the respiratory system 81.3 62.5 56.9 55.6 55.6 59.7 55.4 65.9
Diseases of the digestive system 67.6 53.6 48.5 50.7 50.3 50.8 50.4 52.4
Injury and poisoning 117.4 106.2 93.0 90.4 91.4 96.3 89.0 82.8
Other causes 103.7 60.0 59.6 61.7 65.1 68.5 65.7 70.7

Total 1565.3 1335.6 1161.6 1143.6 1146.3 1164.9 1106.6 1076.7

Women

Neoplasms 191.6 191.4 178.7 179.3 175.3 177.5 173.0 166.2
Diseases of the circulatory system 512.5 455.0 379.0 381.7 379.5 384.4 356.9 351.1
Diseases of the respiratory system 29.7 31.6 29.1 26.6 27.2 30.9 25.5 33.5
Diseases of the digestive system 29.7 26.3 25.4 25.8 26.0 27.5 25.7 26.8
Injury and poisoning 54.1 47.9 34.2 33.8 32.8 35.4 34.0 29.3
Other causes 70.7 46.8 44.2 44.9 45.1 48.0 46.7 50.3

Total 888.3 798.9 690.5 692.2 685.9 703.6 661.9 657.2

2) In the case of foreign nationals, these are women with temporary or permanent residence permits.
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External Migration
The highest positive net migration since the founding of the Czech Republic in 1993, at 36.2

thousand people, was caused by a higher number of immigrants (60.3 thousand) over emigrants
(24.1 thousand). However, it must be stressed that while the number of emigrating Czech citi-
zens officially registered in 2005 was 2269, this figure is understated and does not include those
emigrants who did not terminate their permanent residency in the Czech Republic.

The most active countries in both directions of migration are Ukraine, from where 24.0 thousand
people immigrated to the Czech Republic and where during the year 11.4 thousand people emi-
grated. The next highest migration flows are with Slovakia, Vietnam, and the Russian Federation.

The largest number of foreign nationals with residence permits in the Czech Republic are
Ukrainians, followed by Slovaks, Vietnamese, Poles, and Russians. The total number of for-
eign nationals legally residing in the Czech Republic as of 31 December 2005 according to
the data of the Foreign and Border Police of the Ministry of the Interior of the Czech Republic
was 278.3 thousand, or 2.7% of the population of the Czech Republic.
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Table 15 International migration and number of foreigners by citizenship, 2005*

Citizenship
Net 

migration
Immigrants Emigrants

Number of foreigners (31. 12. 2005)*

Total
Permanent 
residence

Temporary 
residence

Temporary 
residence (%)

Ukraine 12 483 23 875 11 392 87 789 15 334 72 455 82.5
Slovakia 8 161 10 107 1 946 49 446 20 227 29 219 59.1
Vietnam 3 489 4 906 1 417 36 833 23 235 13 598 36.9
Russia 1 994 3 300 1 306 16 273 6 012 10 261 63.1
Poland 1 119 1 259 140 17 810 11 384 6 426 36.1
Germany 1 332 1 431 99 7 187 3 957 3 230 44.9
Bulgaria 392 846 454 4 551 2 337 2 214 48.6
Moldova 891 1 672 781 4 674 678 3 996 85.5
United States 628 1 374 746 3 952 2 051 1 901 48.1
China 426 833 407 3 580 1 471 2 109 58.9
Serbia and Montenegro 137 215 78 3 559 2 306 1 253 35.2
Czech Republic** –551 1 718 2 269 x x x x

Total 36 229 60 294 24 065 278 312 110 598 167 714 60.3

Note: **) The data from the Foreign and Border Police.
**) The data from Central Population Register Record of the Ministry of the Interior.

Kryötof Zeman: Population Development in the Czech Republic in 2005
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DAGMAR BARTO“OV¡**)

Abstract: The analysis focuses on evaluating the trends of census households over the
course of the past forty years, with an emphasis on the 1990s, when changes in the demo-
graphic behaviour of the population of the Czech Republic occurred in connection with
the transformation of society after November 1989.

Keywords: census, census households, family household, one-person household, average
number of members

The growth in the number and the decline in the average size of census households in
1961ñ1991 as a result of the joint effect of demographic development and socio-econo-
mic factors

Since 1961, when for the first time in the history of Czechoslovak censuses family ties were
surveyed in connection with cohabitation and household arrangements by means of so-called
census households (CH), the number of census households increased, up by one-third to 2001.
Although until 1991 the development of the internal structure and size of households seemed
to resemble development in advanced countries, it was based on a different demographic and
socio-economic situation, and in a detailed analysis it is possible to discover relatively signif-
icant differences. Generally, however, household development can be described as relatively
fluid, stabilised by a generally high rate of early marriage, a planned family policy, and by the
real possibilities of obtaining independent housing, even when taking into account the shifts
in the age structure of the adult population and efforts on the part of nuclear families and
individuals to obtain independent housing. The rising divorce rate brought about an increase
in the number and percentage of lone-parent family households with children and one-person
households, while the percentage of the numerically largest group ñ couple (two-parent fam-
ily) households ñ decreased, even though their numbers had been on the rise up to 1980. The
stagnating, or just slowly improving, mortality rate among women and the worsening mortal-
ity rate among men, starting in middle age, contributed to an increase in the percentage of
households of single widows and of lone-parent family households of older people. The result
of these trends was a continuous decrease in the average size of census households. Even the
increase in fertility intensity in the 1970s, which only temporarily slowed the decline in the
average size of two-parent family households, did not prevent this decrease, as the reduction
in the fertility rate that began in the second half of the 1950s slowly started again toward the
end of the 1970s. In addition to demographic development other factors had an effect on the
reduction in the size of census households, factors of a social and economic nature ñ mainly
the spread of the objective possibility of acquiring a flat, owing to intensified flat construc-
tion, the improving financial situation of households, which enabled them to attain indepen-
dent housing and run their households independently (e.g. among individuals of retirement

TRENDS IN CENSUS HOUSEHOLDS
IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC IN THE LAST THIRD
OF THE 20th CENTURY*)

*) This article was first published in Demografie, 2005, 47, p. 1ñ12. The contents of the journal are published on the
Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie.
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age), along with changes in lifestyle (the effort among CH to live as independent households,
the spread of urban lifestyles into rural areas, which indirectly contributed to changes in the
structure of the housing stock, as smaller flats were built during mass housing construction).

The increase in the number of census households was fastest in the 1960s and especially in
the 1970s, when there was a one-tenth increase of CH in each intercensal period. A decisive
role in these increases was played by the very dynamic growth in the number of one-person
households. During the 1970ñ1980 intercensal period there was a 40% increase in one-person
households (270 000).

Table 1 Numbers and increases of Census households: by type, 1961–2001

Households by type
Hosehoulds total (thous.) Increase (thous.) Increase (in %)

19611) 1970 1980 1991 2001 1970–01 1991–01 1970–01 1991–01

Census households, total 3 214.3 3 502.7 3 875.7 4 051.6 4 270.7 768.0 219.1 21.9 5.4
Family households 2 655.0 2 794.2 2 881.9 2 947.3 2 910.0 115.8 –37.3 4.1 –1.3
 Couples 2 405.4 2 487.5 2 556.8 2 512.9 2 333.6 –153.9 –179.3 –6.2 –7.1
  – with dependent children 1 405.4 1 404.4 1 475.4 1 395.9 1 090.8 –313.7 –305.1 –22.3 –21.9
  – without dependent children 1 000.0 1 083.1 1 081.4 1 117.0 1 242.8 159.7 125.8 14.7 11.3
 Lone-parents 249.6 306.7 325.1 434.4 576.4 269.7 142.0 87.9 32.7
  – with dependent children 114.7 157.0 203.9 254.1 343.4 186.4 89.3 118.7 35.1
  – without dependent children 134.9 149.7 121.2 180.3 233.0 83.3 52.7 55.6 29.2
 One-person households 514.7 668.6 938.8 1089.6 1276.2 607.6 186.5 90.9 17.1
 Multi-person non-family 
 households2) 44.6 39.9 55.0 14.7 84.5 x x x x

 Lone-parents without 
 dep. children + multi-person 
 non-family households4)

179.5 189.6 176.2 195.0 317.5 127.9 122.6 67.5 62.8

Share of households out of total Census households (CH) in %

 – Family households 82.6 79.8 74.4 72.7 68.1 –11.7 –4.6 –14.7 –6.3
  Couples 74.8 71.0 66.0 62.0 54.6 –16.4 –7.4 –23.1 –11.9
   – with dependent children 43.7 40.1 38.1 34.5 25.5 –14.6 –9.0 –36.4 –26.1
   – without dependent children 31.1 30.9 27.9 27.5 29.1 –1.8 1.6 –5.8 5.8
  Lone-parents 7.8 8.8 8.4 10.7 13.5 4.7 2.8 53.4 26.2
   – with dependent children 3.6 4.5 5.3 6.3 8.0 3.5 1.7 77.8 27.0
   – without dependent children 4.2 4.3 3.1 4.4 5.5 1.2 1.1 27.9 25.0
– Multi-person non-family 
 households

1.4 1.1 1.4 0.4 2.0 x x x x

– One-person households 16.0 19.1 24.2 26.9 29.9 10.8 3.0 56.5 11.2

Average number of persons 
in CH, total

2.95 2.78 2.64 2.53 2.38 –0.40 –0.15 –14.4 –5.9

– Couples 3.45 3.30 3.27 3.21 3.12 –0.18 –0.09 –5.5 –2.8
 – with dependent children3) 4.23 4.03 3.97 3.92 3.88 –0.15 –0.04 –3.7 –1.0
 – without dependent children3) . 2.65 2.32 2.33 2.45 –0.20 0.12 –7.5 5.2
– Lone-parents 2.55 2.51 2.49 2.44 2.46 –0.05 0.02 –2.0 0.8
 – with dependent children3) 2.97 2.73 2.66 2.64 2.62 –0.11 –0.02 –4.0 –0.8
 – without dependent children3)  . 2.37 2.21 2.17 2.24 –0.13 0.07 –5.4 3.5
– Multi-person non–family 
 households4) 2.15 2.14 2.14 2.06 2.12 x x x x

Note: 1) Differences in the definitions of one-person households, etc.
 2) In 1991 defined differently – slightly incompatible with other censuses (see text), in 2001 this group included 34.5 thous.
  households of grandparents with grandchildren – incompatible with previous censuses.
 3) 1961, 1970 children up to the age of 15.
 4) Comparable data in this total.
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In the 1980s the tempo of the growth in the number of census households fell to half its
previous tempo. The increase of just under 180 000 households in the 1980s (4.5%) derived
from the continuously high increase in the number of census households of individuals (CHI)
ñ 16% of the figure in 1970 (151 000) ñ and by the accelerated rate of the increase in the
number of lone-parent family households (110 000)1). For the first time there was a decrease
in the number of two-parent family households as a whole, owing to the effect of the reduc-
tion in the number of couple households with dependent children (a decrease of 80 000).

Changes in the structure of family households in the 1990s ñ especially under the effect
of the changes in marriage and fertility patterns

The dramatic changes in demographic behaviour after 1990 and the socio-economic trans-
formation of society began to have a significant effect on development trends in the structure
and numbers of census households. Compared to the previous census, the changes in the
demographic behaviour and way of life that had been under way since the mid-1990s became
apparent in the 2001 census, despite the fact that the considerable inertia in household struc-
ture and in household formation somewhat weakened the effect of these changes. Changes
primarily occurred in marriage and fertility patterns (mainly the decline of marriage and fer-
tility intensity and a shift to higher rates of these events at a later age), a decrease in the
mortality rate among women and men, and other changes of a more social nature (an increase
in the intensity of the divorce rate, more widespread unmarried cohabitation, which changed
the composition of census households by increasing the percentages of one-person house-
holds, lone-parent households, and couple households without dependent children. But the
relative increase in the total number of census households in the last intercensal period did not
differ much from the increase in the 1980s.

The internal structure of households ñ mainly couple households with or without dependent
children, and lone-parent households ñ changed markedly, and changes also occurred in the
composition of one-person households, both in terms of gender and in terms of age and mar-
ital status. There was also an increase in the proportion of multi-person non-family house-
holds (even when methodological changes of distinguishing such households are taken into
account).

The total number of census households increased in the most recent intercensal period by
just under 220 000, relatively by 5.4%. In absolute numbers, the increase in the number of
one-person households by 187 000 (17%) was again of key significance, as they came to
comprise 30% of census households. Like in the 1980s, there followed an increase in lone-
parent households by 142 000, but in terms of the dynamics of growth it was the fastest
growing group of households, increasing by approximately one-third. However, they still
only accounted for 13.5% of households. The relative increase in lone-parent households was
almost equally as high as in the previous decade, even though a change in the methodology
for distinguishing such households resulted in some of them (lone-parent households of grand-
parents with grandchildren) being reassigned to the group of multi-person non-family house-
holds (if the method of categorisation had not been changed, the increase would have been
34.5 thousand higher). There was an increase in the methodologically comparable data file of
ìotherî multi-person households (lone-parent households without dependent children + multi-
person non-family households) between 1991 and 2001 of a total of 122 000 households
(63% of their number in 1991), both owing to the decline in the marriage rate among divor-
cees and to the changes in lifestyle and household management of these CH.

1) More detailed analysis of all these changes is limited to the 1970ñ2001 period, as since the 1970 census the metho-
dology used to define census households has changed somewhat.
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Family households
The high numerical increases in these types of households were reduced in the total number of

CH by the substantial decrease in households of couples (180 000). In terms of the internal struc-
ture of these households, there was a reversal of the relationship between family households with
dependent children and family households without dependent children. The signs of an increasing
proportion of couples without dependent children, as this group was increased by couples that
previously had dependent children, born in the population wave in the 1970s, that were gradually
reaching adulthood, became evident in a comparison of the results of the censuses in 1991 and
1980, but the increase of 11% represented by 126 000 couple households without dependent chil-
dren in 2001 signified the first time they constituted an absolute majority and at the same time
prevented a massive decrease in the number and percentage of couple households. The effect of the
decrease in the intensity of the marriage and fertility rates among young women, especially aged
25 and under, brought about a decline in the intensity of the formation of couples with children
among women up to the age of 30 at the head of couple households. The start of what had previous-
ly been the constant renewal of the family cycle shifted in the most recent census to a later age or
stopped. During the 1990s there was a decrease of more than 300 000 couple households with
dependent children, that is, more than one-fifth of their number in 1991.

The growth in the number and proportion of couple households without dependent children
was mainly a consequence of the improving mortality rate among the elderly, which was
reflected also in the higher intensity of the formation of couple households without dependent
children headed by a woman over the age of 60 (Figure 2) and an increase in the number of

Figure 1 Number and structure of census households

Dagmar BartoÚov·: Trends in Census Households in the Czech Republic in the Last Third of the 20th Century
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them over the age of 70; it was further reinforced by the higher intensity of the formation of
these households in the 25ñ34 age group (the result of the postponement of childbirth by
couples). Even as couple households decreased proportionally to 55% of the total number of
CH, they remained the most widespread form of household, and the majority of the popula-
tion still lives in this form of household (more than 6.6 million people, of which 4 million live
in couple households with dependent children).

However, the significance of family households as a whole in society declined owing to the
reduction in the number and percentage of couple households with dependent children. As the
dynamics of the growth in the number of family households slowed (only 2% in the 1980s), in
the recent intercensal period this was translated into a decline (by 1.3%, a decrease in absolute
numbers of 37 000), so that the proportion of family households was less than the 70% of the
total census households. The reduction in the proportion of family households was not even
prevented by the increase in the intensity of the formation of lone-parent family households
with children, primarily headed by women aged 25ñ39, which, together with the higher num-
ber of women born in the 1970s, was the main cause in the 1991ñ2001 period for the total
increase of these households by 89 000. Lone-parent family households with dependent chil-
dren still made up only a small part of the number of family households with children, and in
the Czech environment they continue to be a numerically less significant group of CH. How-
ever, the situation is different in terms of ratios: in 1970 for every 100 couple households with
dependent children there were just 11 lone-parent households with dependent children, but by
2001 this figure had risen to 31. If we look at lone-parent family households with children
from the perspective of family cohabitation, raising children, and the social problems of their
existence, these increases should on the contrary be given more attention.

Unmarried cohabitation
The decline in the proportion of couple households was not even prevented by the growing num-

bers of unmarried cohabitation registered in the census. Their number grew in the 1991ñ2001 period
by one-half, but they still represented only 5.4% of all couple family households (2 percentage points
more than in 1991). Although the number of cohabitations counted in the censuses are, considering
the method used to ascertain and process this information, certainly undervalued2), the development

Figure 2 Intensity of forming family households with a woman as the head: 1970–2001

2) Only those cases where both partners were registered as permanent residents in the same flat were recorded.
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of their composition in terms of the number of children living in these families and in terms of marital
status seems to be relatively reliable. The biggest increase occurred in the number of cohabitations
without dependent children (by 60%), of which 74 000 were recorded (60% of all UC). Unmarried
cohabitation with children was most often with one child (28 000), and this category made up just less
than 6% of all couple households with one child, which was the same as the percentage of UC
without dependent children out of total couple households without dependent children.

An increase in the number of unmarried cohabitations can be observed in all age groups. The
biggest increase was among young people of both sexes under the age of 35, while there was an
increase of 2.5 times in the 25ñ29 age group, and in the 50ñ59 age group it increased by more than
three-quarters. The number of unmarried cohabitations in the largest age group, 40ñ49 years, grew
by one-fifth for both sexes. Thus the relation changed in favour of young people living in unmar-
ried cohabitation: women under 35 made up 42% of those in unmarried cohabitation, while the
proportion of middle-age women (35ñ59 years) fell to 46%; the proportion of men under the age
of 35 in unmarried cohabitation grew to 35%, but middle-aged men made up more than one-half of
those in unmarried cohabitation. Among both men and women there was a decrease in the proportion
of people over the age of 60 in unmarried cohabitation (men 17%, women 15%). As a result there
was a change even in the relation by marital status of people living in unmarried cohabitation.

Table 2 Consensual unions in 1991 and 2001

Type of consensual unions
Number of consensual unions (thous.) Increase 1991–2001

Percentage in family 
households

1991 2001 thous. % 1991 2001

Total 84.9 125.3 40.3 47.5 3.4 5.4
 – without dependent children 45.4  73.9 28.4 62.5 4.1 5.9
 – with dependent children 39.5  51.4 11.9 30.2 2.8 4.7
 – with 1 child 19.2  28.2  9.0 47.0 3.4 5.9
 – with 2 children 13.8  16.4  2.6 18.8 2.1 3.2
 – with 3+ children  6.5   6.8  0.3  5.0 4.1 6.8

Figure 3 Intensity of forming consensual unions: by age and sex

Dagmar BartoÚov·: Trends in Census Households in the Czech Republic in the Last Third of the 20th Century



22

Czech Demography, 2007, Vol. 1

Age 
group

Men Women

Total
Composition by marital status (%)

Total
Composition by marital status (%)

Single Married Divorced Widowed Single Married Divorced Widowed

2001

18–24  10 277 96.9 0.6  1.7  0.0  19 207 94.2 1.3  3.6  0.1
25–29  19 007 84.9 1.5 12.5  0.1  20 195 71.1 2.6 24.2  1.0
30–34  14 774 55.7 2.9 39.6  0.3  13 653 34.9 3.7 56.3  3.7
35–39  13 272 35.9 3.2 58.3  1.0  11 927 19.7 3.4 68.7  7.1
40–49  28 098 23.7 2.8 70.1  2.3  25 315  9.9 2.9 73.4 12.7
50–59  23 464 16.7 2.7 73.9  5.5  20 805  6.3 2.0 62.7 28.2
60–69   9 922 15.1 2.8 63.1 18.0   8 952  4.7 1.4 38.2 54.8
70+   6 365 11.7 2.5 39.5 45.3   5 159  3.8 0.6 21.1 73.9

Total 125 269 41.4 2.5 49.5  5.4 125 269 35.2 2.4 46.0 15.5

1991

18–24  4 526 86.7 1.1 11.6  0.1  8 545 75.4 1.5 21.7  1.0
25–29  7 155 59.2 1.4 38.6  0.3  8 062 32.7 1.9 60.5  4.5
30–34  9 370 38.2 1.6 59.0  0.8  9 604 16.2 1.6 73.0  8.8
35–39 12 831 27.9 1.3 69.0  1.4 12 273 11.2 1.4 73.7 13.4
40–49 23 433 20.9 1.2 74.7  2.8 21 556  8.6 1.3 69.5 20.4
50–59 12 818 20.5 1.5 68.0  9.6 11 752  7.2 1.3 49.0 42.3
60–69  9 258 17.9 1.7 52.0 28.1  9 019  5.7 1.2 27.4 65.4
70+  5 517 11.3 1.8 28.8 57.7  4 102  5.5 1.0 13.1 80.0

Total 84 934 29.6 1.4 59.2  9.4 84 934 18.2 1.4 54.8 25.3

Note: Remainder to 100% are cases where family status was not determined.

Table 3 Numbers and composition of consensual unions: by sex, age and marital status

Figure 4 Intensity of forming consensual unions of women: by age and marital status
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There was an increase in the proportion of single people in unmarried cohabitation, although there
was always a higher proportion of single men than women ñ in 2001 it rose above two-fifths and
thus approached the percentage of divorced men, who by 2001 constituted less than one-half.
While the proportion of single women almost doubled, they still made up only 35% of the total. As
a consequence, the proportion of divorced women decreased to 46% (down by 9 percentage points),
and the proportion of widows fell to 15%. Single men and women up to the age of 30 formed the
absolute majority, divorced women began predominating from the age of 30, while divorced men
began predominating five years later, but maintained this predominance up to the age of 70. De-
spite the decrease in the proportion of widows, they continued to predominate from the age of 60.

The composition of people living in unmarried cohabitation by age and marital status depended
primarily on the number of people in individual categories and their changes during the life cycle.
An idea of the real intensity of the formation of unmarried cohabitation cleansed of the effects of
age structure can only be obtained by calculating the intensity of the formation of unmarried
cohabitation for individual age groups separately for both sexes and even more strictly by marital
status. The Figure 4 reveals the seemingly surprising decline in the intensity of unmarried cohab-
itation in the most recent intercensal period among unmarried women aged 25 to 40 and among
unmarried men aged 30 to 60 let (to simplify, the low numbers of married people living in unmar-
ried cohabitation are included). It is at a later age that the intensity of the formation of unmarried
cohabitation rises for both sexes. The increase in the number of unmarried cohabitations is thus
primarily the result of increases among young people.

This is more evident from the graph of the intensity of the formation of unmarried cohabi-
tation among women by marital status, and it is also revealed in a comparison of the compo-
sition of people by marital status from the years 1991 and 2001. The increase in the number of
unmarried cohabitations among young women was affected by both the higher intensity with
which these cohabitations were formed by single women (even up to 50 years of age) and by
their higher numbers (in comparison with 1991 up to 60 years of age); a decline in the inten-
sity of the formation of unmarried cohabitation was recorded among divorced and widowed
women aged 20ñ44, also amidst higher numbers of divorced women. Among men the inten-
sity of the formation of unmarried cohabitation by marital status developed similarly ñ it
increased among singles to 40 years, among divorced men if fell up to 60 years (the results for
widowers up to the age of 30 are not reliable owing to the small number of cases). The in-
crease in the number of singles up to 60 years and divorced men over 45 had, as in the case of
women, a decisive effect on the increase in unmarried cohabitation among men.

The number of unmarried cohabitations thus increased mainly under the effect of the grow-
ing proportion of single people, of which more were living in unmarried cohabitation than
was observed in the census in 1991.

Other multi-person households and one-person households
The results of the censuses in 1991 and 2001 showed a substantial increase in the number of

multi-person non-family households ñ especially ones headed by a person aged 20ñ29 or over
the age of 70 ñ and also of lone-parent family households without dependent children, espe-
cially those headed by women aged 45ñ59. Among households headed by older people in
particular the increases reflected the methodological changes (as indicated above); for this
reason the two groups were combined for further analysis.

The increase in one-person households in the 1990s compared to the previous intercensal
period was not too large, though there was a change in the relation of one-person households
by sex. Owing to the effect of larger increases in the number of households among men than
among women, their numbers became closer, so that for 100 one-person households of wom-
en there were already 80 one-person households of men, while in 1991 the figure had been
just 63. What contributed to reducing the difference between the proportion of one-person

Dagmar BartoÚov·: Trends in Census Households in the Czech Republic in the Last Third of the 20th Century
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households by sex was the number of divorced men aged 40ñ59, who in 2001 made up more
that one-half of one-person households of men. The cause of the high increase in the number
of households of divorced men was the decrease in the marriage rate among divorced men in
this age group (in 1991 divorced men made up 9.7% of men in this age group, and by 2001 the
figure was 14%). The increase in the number of all one-person households in the last intercen-
sal period was primarily influenced by the higher numbers of people reaching the age at
which one-person households predominate (in this case, up to the age of 30), and structurally
higher percentages of single and divorced people in practically all age groups, and partly also
the higher intensity of the formation of these households among women aged 25ñ39.

Average household size and the composition of family households by the number
of members

In the 1990s the trend of the decreasing size of census households continued and did so at
just a slightly faster tempo than in the previous two intercensal periods. The biggest effect on
this trend was again mainly the increase in the number and percentage of one-person house-
holds and also the decreasing size of two-parent households with dependent children. If we
compare the average size of just multi-person households, they decreased from 3.20 in 1970
to 2.97 members in 2001, thus by 7%, with the decrease from 3.09 to 2.97 between 1991 and
2001 again being the fastest decrease.

Family households with other members
In the 2001 census, for the first time an increase was recorded in the average number of

members in couple and lone-parent family households without dependent children: in the first
case the increase was from 2.33 in 1991 to 2.45 members in 2001, and in the second case from
2.17 to 2.24 members. The reasons for this may be on the one hand the more common occur-

Figure 5 Composition of census households: by age of household head



25

3) Another alternative may be, for example, the increase in the number and percentage of dwellings containing two or
more census households (in the 1990s there was an increase of 54 000 dwellings, that is, 17% of the number in 1991);
if an adult, economically active individual was living together with a family household, it depended only on the
declaration of the household arrangement of the individual within the shared housing as to whether it would be
regarded as an independent household or as an independent child within one family census household (in addition,
the declared household arrangement need not have corresponded to reality).

Year

Total Family households with dependent children Family household without dependent children

Num. 
of 

house-
holds 

in
thous. 

Two-parent 
family 

households 
(Lone-parent 

family 
households) 

in %

Total 
in 

thous.

With 1 additional occupant

With 2+
additional
occupants 
in thous.

Total 
in 

thous.

With 1 additional occupant

With 2+
additional
occupants 
in thous.

 in 
thous.

of which (%)

 in 
thous.

of which (%)

Mother Father Other Mother Father Other

Two-parent households with additional occupants

1980 114.5 4.5 54.2 52.9 75.1 16.8  8.1 1.3 60.3 59.2 76.0 12.6 11.4 1.1
1991  87.1 3.5 48.8 47.4 76.1 16.1  7.8 1.4 38.3 37.7 79.3 12.1  8.6 0.6
2001  93.2 4.0 40.8 39.8 63.0 15.7 21.3 1.0 52.4 50.4 57.0  8.1 34.9 2.0

Lone-parent family households with additional occupants

1980  17.8 5.5  9.1  8.8 50.2  7.5 42.3 0.3  8.7  8.5 58.7  6.7 34.6 0.2
1991  43.2 9.9 14.5 13.3 65.9 10.0 24.1 1.2 28.7 25.9 87.1 10.0  2.9 2.8
2001  32.2 5.6 20.7 19.9 64.7 12.6 22.7 0.8 11.5 10.7 54.1  6.8 39.1 0.8

Note.: In 1980 family households with or without children up to the age of 15. In 1991 the Lone-parent household data set included cases of 
 a lone-grandparent with grandchildren, in 2001 they were no longer included.

Table 4 Family households with additional occupants

rence of other members living with family households, and on the other hand the extension of
the period during which adult independent children continue to live with the family as a result of
the postponement of marriage among young people or because they are not living with a partner.

While during the 1970s and 1980s the number of couple households with other cohabiting
members decreased, in the 1990s it grew in absolute numbers by more than 6000 households;
the number of couple households without dependent children in which one or more other
persons ñ not including parents (spouses) and potentially also their independent children ñ
were living increased by one-third. Among couple households with dependent children the
decline in the number of households with other cohabitating members continued even in the
most recent intercensal period. Among lone-parent households the number and percentage of
households with additional members decreased, but the decrease only occurred among
lone-parent households without dependent children, which given the low number of this group
may just be a result of a methodological change ñ the exclusion from this group of lone-parent
households of grandparents without dependent children. Conversely, more often than before
other members lived with lone-parent households with dependent children. The proposition
that the numbers of households with other members also increased as a result of methodological
changes in the classification of households of grandparents with grandchildren is supported
by the change in the structure of additional household members; particularly in households
without dependent children the previously predominant portion of cohabiting mothers or
mothers-in-law of head of household substantially decreased in favour of other persons (a
proportion comparable to past censuses was formed by cohabiting mothers or mothers-in-law
only in lone-parent families with dependent children). However, at the same time it is necessary
to take into account that the increase in couple households with other members is also a
reflection of an alternative solution to the difficulty of finding independent housing3).

Dagmar BartoÚov·: Trends in Census Households in the Czech Republic in the Last Third of the 20th Century
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The permanent decline in the proportion of census households with five or more members
In the past decade it has been possible to observe an increase in the proportion of

two-member households (couple households and other multi-person households together)
occurring at an accelerated tempo (by almost 4 percentage points). While the weight of
three-member households has continued to increase, this category did not reach the level of
27% that it reached in 1970. Since 1970 the biggest change was in the proportion of
four-member households, which, unlike three-member households, had increased between
1980 and 1991, owing to the natality wave of the 1970s. But in the 2001 census their propor-
tion had fallen to a level lower than what was observed in 1970 (mainly owing to the effect of
lower numbers of two-child two-parent families during the period of reproductive depres-
sion). The reduction in the size of multi-person households, among which family households
figure significantly, resulted from the continuous decrease in the number and percentage of
couple households with five or more members and earlier also by the decline in the proportion
of lone-parent families with four or more members.

In the period between 1970 and 2001 the percentage of two-member two-parent family
households increased to 35%, and starting in the 1980 census the percentage of three-member
two-parent families also increased (to 28%), while the almost one-third proportion of
four-member households recorded in 1980 and 1991 decreased in 2001 to less than 30% (the
decline in the marriage and fertility rates and changes in the composition of households dur-
ing the life cycle). In lone-parent family households the almost two-thirds predominance of
two-member households over thirty years decreased in favour of three-member households,
the proportion of which increased from one-quarter in 1970 to more than 30% in 2001.
Two-member households made up 90% of the multi-person non-family households.

Year

Census household with two or more members Average 
number of 
members

Total 
in thous.

With number of members (in thous.) Composition by number of members in %

2 3 4 5+ 2 3 4 5+

Census households with two or more members, total (incl. multi-person non-family households)

1970 2834.1  975.6 810.7 701.5 346.3 34.4 28.6 24.8 12.2  3.20
1980 2936.9 1056.5 732.3 842.8 305.3 36.0 24.9 28.7 10.4  3.17
1991 2961.9 1125.5 752.3 827.2 256.9 38.0 25.4 27.9  8.7  3.09
2001 2994.5 1251.3 823.9 733.1 186.2 41.8 27.5 24.5  6.2  2.97

Difference 
2001–1991

  32.6  125.8  71.6  –94.1 –70.7  3.8  2.1 –3.4 –2.5 –0.12

Two-parent households

1970 2487.5  743.7 728.8 678.1 336.9 29.9 29.3 27.3 13.5  3.30
1980 2556.8  802.6 637.2 819.7 297.3 31.4 24.9 32.1 11.6  3.27
1991 2512.9  827.6 634.1 800.8 250.4 32.9 25.2 31.9 10.0  3.21
2001 2333.6  815.6 641.3 698.1 178.6 35.0 27.5 29.9  7.6  3.12

Difference 
2001–1991

 –179.3  –11.9   7.2 –102.7 –71.8  2.1  2.3 –2.0 –2.4 –0.09

Lone-parent family households

1970  306.7  196.4  78.2  22.9   9.2 64.0 25.5  7.5  3.0  2.51
1980  325.1  205.4  89.5  22.4   7.8 63.2 27.5  6.9  2.4  2.49
1991  434.4  284.1 117.5  26.3   6.5 65.4 27.0  6.1  1.5  2.44
2001  576.4  359.5 175.6  34.0   7.3 62.4 30.4  5.9  1.3  2.46

Difference 
2001–1991

 142.0   75.4  58.1   7.7   0.8 –3.0  3.4 –0.2 –0.2  0.02

Table 5 Composition of households with two or more members: by number of members, 1970–2001
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Changes in the structure of the composition of families and households is changing
mainly among the younger generations

The relatively stable development in the number and composition of households that was
observed between the 1960s and the end of the 1980s was in the last decade of the 20th
century subjected to the effect of the new model of demographic behaviour of mainly the
young generations. They were strongly affected by the new economic and social conditions
connected with the emergence of the Western European model of a more highly differentiated
society, including models of reproductive behaviour, individualisation trends, and changes in
the value system, and by the opportunity to take advantage of more modern scientific knowl-
edge (health care) and technological innovations (the role of new communications technolo-
gy) in the newly forming environment of a market economy. All these changes were reflected
in the living arrangements of people in families and households as they occurred on the level
of population structures that emerged before the emergence of the new model of demographic
behaviour, not just individual structures (age and marital status) but also past structures of
households and families and previous demographic behaviour. For this reason, these dramatic
changes are reflected on a much smaller scale than we would expect and relate primarily to
the younger generations. (The significance of the reproductive function of family households
is explained in more detail in Family Households as Measured in the Census 2001 by
Milan KuËera, also published in this volume.)

One-person households also warrant special attention, not just with respect to what percent-
age of the population they constitute and the relatively substantial changes in their composi-
tion that occurred during the 1990s, but also because one-person households are becoming a
strong interest group, whose specific needs will have to be respected and quickly addressed.
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Abstract: The article focuses on family households with dependent children (including
consensual unions) and on the change in household structure resulting from changes in
demographic behaviour among young people.

Keywords: census, lone-parent and two-parent family households by the number of de-
pendent children, intensity of formation of family households, average numbers of depen-
dent children

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS AS MEASURED
IN THE CENSUS 2001*)

Family households are the foundation stones of the formation of social collectivities and are
defined differently in different periods. Originally, a family household was defined as a group
of individuals who live together in one house (which was characterised as a dwelling by its
chimney, i.e. the presence of a hearth) and later in one dwelling or living quarters or even as an
economic household (when the layout of the dwelling and the composition of its inhabitants
and their financial means allow for independent household units of two or more families or
other households in one residential space). In the Czech case, up until the 1961 census, in the
interest of obtaining a precise and reliable calculation of the ìneedsî of a flat, households
were defined as a two-parent family household (TPFH) and a lone-parent family household
(LPFH), accompanied by the further specification of whether there are dependent children in
the household or not.

Over time, as peopleís views about living together changed, the key concept of households
became the family household. Any analysis of census data on households must therefore
include the study of trends in the number and composition of two-parent family households,
at the centre of which are so-called nuclear families, and by extension also lone-parent house-
holds. Such data are collected in most countries, however differently they may be interpreted
(households ñ dwelling, vs. housekeeping concept), and our detailed classification also contains
comparable data.

Two-parent family households once made up the majority of social collectivities, and the
loss of one of the two persons at the head of the household was usually quickly replaced with
a new marriage. Detailed data from the 1930 census and the less sub-categorised data from
the 1950 census confirm that the absolute majority of households were two-parent families
(for every 100 married women in 1930 there were just 114 households with two or more
members and in 1950 there were 125). The long-term rise in the divorce rate without a subsequent
marriage, usually a woman-divorcee with a child (children), or with a marriage only occur-
ring much later, led to an increase in the proportion of lone-parent family households: along
with the ageing of the population and migration to the cities, this phenomenon contributed to
the acceleration of the number and percentage of households of individuals. Thus while the
number of two-parent family households continued to rise until 1980, their proportion in the
population began to decrease gradually already in 1961 ñ from three-quarters of the popula-
tion at that time to 55% in 2001. On the other hand, the proportion of lone-parent family

*) The article was first published in Demografie, 2005, 47, p. 13ñ20. The contents of the journal are published on the
Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
**) Direct all correspondence to: Demografie ñ Editorial Office, Ing. Milan KuËera, Czech Statistical Office, Na
pades·tÈm 81, 100 82 Prague 10, Czech Republic.
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households with children increased during the same period from just under 4% to 8%, or, in
absolute figures, from 115 000 to 343 000 in 2001. The changes in demographic behaviour
among young people in the final decade of the 20th century ushered in a dramatic decline in
the number and percentage of two-parent family households. The scope and the causes of
these changes in the number and structure of all households have been described elsewhere, in
an article by Dagmara BartoÚov· (Demografie, 2005, 47, p. 1ñ12), so here I will concentrate
just on family households and particularly on those households in which there are dependent
children. The data for two-parent family households do, however, include cases of ack-
nowledged consensual unions (common-law marriage).

The Effects of the Decline in the Intensity of the Marriage Rate after 1990
Although the percentage of married women, broken down by age group, decreased even

before 1990, a substantial decline occurred during the 1991ñ2000 period in the under-40 age
group. The timing of marriage, specifically, the shift in the age of highest marriage rate inten-
sity among single women from age 21 (1991) to age 25ñ26 (more recently), combined with
the considerable decline in marriage rate intensity among divorced and widowed women, are
the reason that in 2001 just under 60% of women aged 25ñ29 were married, that is, 25 percen-
tage points below the figure in 1980, and for the 35ñ39 age group the figure was almost
10 percentage points lower. It is only in the over-60 age group that, as a result of the effect of
the decline in the intensity of the mortality rate among older men and consequently the smaller
number of widows, there are relatively more two-parent family households than before.

Tabel 1 Intensity of forming two-parent family households: by age of women

Age
group

Married women per 100 women 
with realised marital status

Couple household with a woman as the head 
per 100 married women

1970 1980 1991 2001 1970 1980 1991 2001

15–19  8.5  8.3  7.2  0.8  88.8  76.8  76.6 131.2
20–24 65.1 67.4 61.6 21.4  91.7  88.5  87.8  96.4
25–29 83.4 85.3 81.7 59.9  96.8  96.0  96.1  92.4
30–34 89.0 87.0 83.9 74.6  99.6  98.8  99.7  96.1
35–39 88.3 85.8 82.5 76.5 100.4  99.7 100.6  98.1
40–44 85.9 84.7 80.8 76.1 100.5 100.4 100.7  99.2
45–49 82.0 82.1 79.0 74.9 100.6 100.5 100.4  99.6
50–54 77.6 77.4 76.8 73.7 100.6 100.3 100.5  99.6
55–59 70.2 69.2 70.5 70.1 100.6 100.1 100.5  99.7
60–64 59.3 59.5 60.2 63.7 100.9 100.2 100.4 100.3
65–69 45.3 47.3 46.3 52.6 104.3 100.3 100.5 100.5 
70+ 22.2 22.7 19.9 24.7 101.1  99.3  99.0 100.7

At the same time, there were fewer married women aged 25 and over at the head of
two-parent family households. The largest disproportion roughly up to the age of 25 was
caused mostly by the existence of consensual unions. The ìmissingî married women at the
head of two-parent families were either found as spouses living separately, owing to not
having a shared household, or were found in cases of broken households prior to divorce or
without a divorce. The fact that there were more of these cases than there were consensual
unions was the second but weaker cause of the decrease in two-parent family households.

Although the intensity of the divorce rate in recent years has grown almost uninterruptedly,
it was only reflected in the number of lone-parent family households ñ along with the less
frequent case of a second marriage ñ in age groups over 30. Younger women, mostly still
single, formed lone-parent family households with dependent children less often than ever
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before. The explanation is simple: among the low number of originally married women with
children there were relatively fewer lone-parent family households with children headed by a
divorced woman, and the high number of extra-marital children born to single women stem-
med from the considerable increase in the number of young single women, while the intensity
of their fertility increased very little.

The decline in the intensity of the marriage rate thus resulted in a smaller proportion of
married women, who at the same time were less often at the head of a two-parent family
household, and divorced and widowed women less often re-married. Owing to the effect of
these three factors, even with fewer women becoming widows, in 1991ñ2001 the number of
married women decreased by 120 000 (the proportion of those over the age of 15 fell from
60% to just under 55%) and the number of two-parent families decreased from 2 513 000 to
2 334 000, thus by 180 000 (7%).

The Structure of Family Households by the Number of Dependent Children
Changes in the number of two-parent family households were accompanied by ñ and this is

a more significant finding ñ a change in the structure of the two-parent family household.
Two-parent family households without dependent children increased in one decade by
126 000 (11%) to 1 243 000, while two-parent family households with dependent children
decreased by 305 000 (22%) to 1 091 000. This is the continuation of a trend that began
around the year 1980. The proportion of two-parent family households without dependent
children increased from 28% to just 29% of the total census households, while the proportion
of two-parent family households with dependent children decreased from 38% to 26%. If we
add to this lone-parent households with dependent children, then in 1961 reproductively ìactiveî
women still made up 47% of the total census households (1 520 000), in 1980 the figure was
43% (1 679 000), and in 2001 it was just 34% (1 434 000). In a way, data on the composition
of family households by the number of dependent children reveal the population situation
better than data on fertility modified by changes in marital status. They also reflect how the
structure of two-parent family households and lone-parent family households by dependent
children is affected by the decline in the intensity of the marriage rate and fertility ñ whether
marital or extra-marital. Nevertheless, every piece of more recent data is improved by the
increasing age of child dependency resulting from the greater intensity of study at secondary
school and university and studies and exchanges abroad.

A comparison of structural indicators in the past censuses (in 1970, before the demographic
boom that followed a period of reproductive depression; in 1980, after the boom had peaked;
in 2001, following a period of more pronounced changes in demographic behaviour) shows
that:
ñ the smallest changes occurred in two-parent family households headed by a woman aged 20

and under (the percentage with children clearly modified by the effect of forced marriage
owing to pregnancy or by unmarried cohabitation);

ñ the percentage of childless women in the 20ñ29 age group grew substantially; among women
aged 20ñ24 the percentage of women with two children decreased to almost one-half the
level observed in 1991, and similarly among women aged 25ñ29 the percentage of women
with one child increased, accompanied by a decline in the percentage of those with two and
especially three children;

ñ in the 30ñ34 age group there was an increase in the percentage of women with one child,
which was connected with the decrease in the percentage of women with three children; the
percentage of women with two children remained stable;

ñ the changes observed in the age group over 35 are again small, because these are usually
two-parent family households that emerged before 1990, with children that were also born
at that time or with just some children born at the start of the last decade.

Milan KuËera: Family Households as Measured in the Census 2001
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These changes in the structure of the two-parent family households are correspondingly
reflected in the average number of children, which is calculated in two ways (including or
without childless women). The period of reproductive depression in the 1960s, when the
average numbers of children in relation to each two-parent household was low, was followed
by a demographic boom, during which all age groups up to the age of 40 saw an increase in
both average values (this was a period of a real increase in fertility among those women who
were affected by the positive changes in the living conditions of families with children at the
peak reproductive age). In 1991 the average numbers of children were again lower, but usual-
ly still above the level they had been at in 1970. The data from the census in 2001 show a sharp
decline in fertility in the under-30 age group, caused by the postponement of marriage, and in
the 30ñ34 age group, caused, in my opinion, predominantly by the rejection of having chil-
dren (or another child). In two-parent family households headed by older women over the age
of 35, the data indicate an earlier higher marital fertility rate during the period of the demogra-
phic boom, together with an extension of the period of child dependency.

Similar changes in structure can be observed in lone-parent family households with depen-
dent children; here, of course, for logical reasons, there is no ìchildlessî item. The cited data
include even the small, 11ñ13 % proportion of lone-parent households headed by men (2001).

Table 2 Composition of two-parent family households: by number of dependent children (% in given age group of women)

Age
group

Census 
year

Number of dependent children Average number of children
Women 

in %0 1 2 3 4+ All women
Women with 

children

15–19

1970 50.3 45.8  3.5  0.3 0.1 0.54 1.09  8
1980 42.4 52.2  5.2  0.2 0.0 0.63 1.10  6
1991 48.7 48.0  3.1  0.2 0.0 0.55 1.07  6
2001 51.2 43.9  4.6  0.3 0.0 0.54 1.11  1

20–24

1970 24.0 55.0 18.8  1.9 0.3 1.00 1.31 60
1980 17.1 47.2 32.1  3.2 0.4 1.23 1.48 60
1991 21.1 51.8 25.0  1.9 0.2 1.08 1.37 54
2001 37.4 47.7 13.7  1.0 0.2 0.79 1.26 21

25–29

1970  8.5 38.0 43.8  8.0 1.7 1.57 1.71 81
1980  6.4 25.0 55.8 11.2 1.6 1.77 1.89 82
1991  7.4 29.6 53.9  8.0 1.1 1.66 1.79 79
2001 15.8 39.4 40.2  3.8 0.8 1.35 1.60 55

30–34

1970  4.7 23.3 51.5 15.8 4.7 1.93 2.02 89
1980  3.7 16.0 59.3 17.6 3.4 2.02 2.10 86
1991  3.8 15.5 62.1 15.8 2.8 1.99 2.07 84
2001  5.1 23.8 59.3  9.8 2.0 1.80 1.90 72

35–39

1970  7.3 25.8 46.4 15.5 5.0 1.86 2.01 89
1980  5.6 23.0 52.6 15.4 3.4 1.90 2.01 86
1991  5.9 22.1 55.1 14.4 2.5 1.86 1.98 83
2001  4.8 20.9 59.0 12.7 2.6 1.88 1.97 75

40–44

1970 23.6 37.7 28.6  7.5 2.6 1.29 1.69 86
1980 23.7 39.8 29.0  6.0 1.5 1.22 1.60 85
1991 25.6 40.7 28.1  4.9 0.7 1.15 1.54 81
2001 24.7 36.4 32.3  5.5 1.1 1.22 1.62 75

45–49

1970 50.6 33.6 12.4  2.5 0.9 0.70 1.41 82
1980 57.5 31.2  9.5  1.4 0.4 0.56 1.32 83
1991 58.3 31.5  9.0  1.0 0.2 0.53 1.28 79
2001 58.6 29.2 10.6  1.3 0.3 0.55 1.34 78

Note: Proportion of women in %: percentage of women at the head of two-parent households in the given age group (potencial no. of 
children of a two-parent family household)
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In the 25ñ34 age group there is a distinct increase
in the proportion of one-child households
alongside a decline in two-child households and
especially households with three or more
children. This is reflected in the fact that single
women heading lone-parent family households
usually have just one child, and women-divor-
cees are leaving the marriage category with
fewer children and entering the category of di-
vorcees also with fewer children.

A comparison of the average number of chil-
dren in two-parent and lone-parent family house-
holds shows that the decline in fertility after
1990 was reflected in both indicators. With a

Table 3 Intensity of forming lone-parent family house-
holds: by age of women

Age 
group

Women with children as the head of lone-parent 
households per 100 single women

1970 1980 1991 2001

15–19  0.9  1.0  1.0  1.0
20–24 15.1 19.3 18.9  8.4
25–29 44.2 49.1 49.9 35.4
30–34 54.3 61.3 62.1 68.6
35–39 56.8 63.6 65.2 73.8
40–44 45.5 49.7 50.9 55.5
45–49 29.2 28.2 29.6 31.8

Note: The increase in the proportion of unmarried women,
especially in 1991–2001, is evident from the data in Table 1.

lower fertility rate among women in the total population, the difference between the number
of children in these two family categories decreases, as the limited fertility of single women
and the premature termination of reproduction among divorced women (who make up the
major part of lone-parent family households headed by a person over 30 years of age) do not
play the kind of role they do in times when there is high fertility, when married women have
tended to have three or even more children. Among the people heading lone-parent house-
holds with dependent children, in 2001 only 12% of those aged 20ñ24 were divorced, 54% of
those aged 30ñ34 were divorced, and 63% of those aged 40ñ44 were divorced.

Since the census in 1961 the difference between two-parent and lone-parent family house-
holds with one and two children has increased, mainly as a result of the effect of the rising
divorce rate. After 1990 a contributing factor was that the considerably larger number of
single women than before also resulted in many more lone-parent families, mostly with just
one child. In 1970 roughly one-eighth of one-child family households were lone-parent house-
holds, in 1980 around one-fifth, a decade later around one-quarter, and at the time of the
census in 2001 almost one-third. Among two-child households, lone-parent households rose
from an initial proportion of one-twentieth to one-fifteenth, one-tenth, and subsequently to
one-sixth or one-seventh. The increase in the difference in 2001 was caused by the fact that
divorced women were re-marrying less often than before. It is not possible to determine from
the census data and how they were processed the extent to which marriage is postponed in a
consensual union after the birth of a child and how much of an effect this has on the cited data.

A detailed calculation showed that while the number of lone-parent families of single wo-
men with dependent children gradually increased, the intensity of their formation between
l991 and 2001 only changed more for the age group over 30. The main part of the increase in
the number of children born outside a marriage and thus also the number of lone-parent fami-
lies with children stemmed from the fact that owing to the effect of postponing or rejecting
marriage there was a considerable increase in the numbers of single women. The ìreplace-
mentî of reproductively active married women with reproductively active single women is
occurring more at a later age, over the age of 30, but the rate of replacement is considerably
insufficient (see the average numbers of dependent children).

It is sometimes thought that from the perspective of reproduction it essentially does not
matter whether a young single woman marries or whether she lives in a consensual union;
both groups of women can subsequently have the same fertility rate, or the number of children
in families of both types of cohabitation will be the same. More detailed information can be
obtained from the data on the numbers of common-law marriages. In 2001, just under 10% of
single men aged 30ñ34 lived in a consensual union; among women this figure was exceeded
only given a wider age span of 25ñ34 years, and in the age group over 25 it was always more

Milan KuËera: Family Households as Measured in the Census 2001
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often a case of a single woman in a consensual union with dependent children than a case
without children. According to the 2001 census, consensual unions only very slightly offset
the decrease in marriages among young people.

From a demographic perspective, i.e. as part of the evaluation of the reproduction rate of

Table 4 Composition of lone-parent family households: by number of dependent children, % in given age group

Age group Census year

Number of dependent children
Average number 

of children

Number 
of lone-parent 

households with 
children, in thous.

1 2 3+

15–19

1970 96.0  3.0  0.2 1.03  3.4
1980 96.1  3.6  0.3 1.04  3.2
1991 94.6  4.8  0.6 1.06  4.5
2001 92.8  6.6  0.6 1.08  2.5

20–24

1970 88.4 10.6  1.0 1.13 23.5
1980 82.4 16.1  1.5 1.19 22.3
1991 86.1 12.8  1.1 1.15 25.6
2001 86.2 12.2  1.6 1.15 27.8

25–29

1970 72.5 23.3  4.2 1.38 24.5
1980 61.6 32.7  5.7 1.45 31.9
1991 65.3 30.3  4.4 1.39 33.0
2001 71.1 25.4  3.5 1.33 62.5

30–34

1970 55.2 33.4 11.4 1.58 18.3
1980 48.6 41.1 10.3 1.64 36.9
1991 45.8 43.5 10.7 1.65 36.6
2001 52.6 39.3  8.1 1.56 63.4

35–39

1970 51.5 35.1 13.4 1.64 21.9
1980 49.7 39.5 10.8 1.64 34.6
1991 45.5 43.7 10.8 1.66 50.9
2001 45.4 44.4 10.2 1.66 66.2

40–44

1970 62.4 29.1  8.5 1.48 24.0
1980 65.0 28.7  6.3 1.43 24.1
1991 65.7 29.2  5.1 1.40 48.9
2001 61.9 32.5  5.6 1.45 53.6

45–49

1970 75.2 20.0  4.8 1.30 21.8
1980 77.0 19.3  3.7 1.28 17.8
1991 79.5 18.1  2.4 1.23 26.0
2001 76.9 20.4  2.7 1.26 40.1

Note: Incl. male as the head of lone-parent households.

Table 5 Relationship between the number of two-parent and lone-parent family households with one child and two children

Age group
Lone-parent households with one child per 100 couples 

with one child
Lone-parent households with two children 

per 100 couples with two children

1970 1980 1991 2001 1970 1980 1991 2001

15–19 23.8 27.6 38.0 155.1  9.7 10.5 29.7 105.8
20–24 14.7 19.1 23.5 59.6  5.1  5.5  7.3  29.4
25–29 16.0 23.5 27.5 48.5  4.5  5.6  7.0  16.9
30–34 17.4 30.7 38.5 58.4  4.8  7.0  9.2  17.5 
35–39 16.7 25.2 31.6 57.0  6.3  8.8 12.2  19.7
40–44 13.9 16.8 23.1 36.3  8.5 10.2 14.9  21.4
45–49 16.5 18.3 24.0 35.9 11.9 15.1 19.2  26.2

Note: Couple households by age of woman, lone-parent households by age of woman or man.
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Table 6 Lone-parent family households of unmarried women with dependent children

Table 7 Intensity of consensual unions of unmarried persons in 1991 and 2001 per 1000 unmarried persons of
respective age group and sex

Table 8 Average numbers of dependent children in two-parent family households and in consensual unions of un-
married women in 2001

Age group
1970 1980 1991 2001

Thous. % Thous. % Thous. % Thous. %

Single women

15–19 371.0 91.4 307.2 91.6 393.9 92.7 330.2 99.2
20–24 139.5 32.4 101.6 29.7 117.3 35.1 315.9 77.1
25–29  32.9  9.3  36.3  8.9  36.7 10.9 134.2 32.0
30–34  13.6  4.8  21.3  5.0  19.1  5.7  36.0 10.8
35–39  11.1  3.7  13.4  3.9  16.5  4.1  20.4  6.1
40–44  13.1  4.0   9.1  3.3  14.7  3.5  14.7  4.4
45–49  16.4  4.6   8.8  3.0  11.0  3.2  14.1  3.6

Lone-parent households of single women with dependent children

15–19 1.4  0.4
3.8  0.9

1.5  0.4  2.0  0.9
20–24 3.8  2.8 4.4  3.8 13.4  4.2
25–29 2.5  7.5 3.0  8.3 4.1 11.1 14.6 10.9
30–34 1.4 10.4 2.7 12.5 3.3 17.1  7.5 20.7
35–39 1.3 11.6 1.8 13.2 3.0 18.2  4.9 23.8
40–44 1.2  9.4

1.4  8.9
2.3 15.7  3.0 20.3

45–49 1.0  6.4 1.0  9.5  1.9 13.5

Note: Percentage in the upper part of the table show the percentage of women out of total women, in the lower part of the table the 
 percentage of single women forming a lone-parent family household with dependent children. Data for 1980 was processed for the 
 age groups up to 25 and 40–49.

Age 
group

Single men Single women

1991 2001
1991 2001

Total Without children With children Total Without children With children

15–19  1.1  1.0  4.8  3.3  1.5  5.0  3.1  1.9
20–24 14.8 24.7 21.7 12.7  9.0 52.0 34.4 17.6
25–29 43.8 67.4 71.9 29.9 42.0 107.0 56.4 50.6
30–34 68.7 95.0 81.8 27.5 54.3 132.3 47.0 85.3

Age group

Percentage 
without children

Average numbers per women total 
(averages for total women)

Average numbers per women 
with children

Two-parent 
family 

households

Consensual 
unions

Two-parent 
family 

households

Consensual 
unions

Difference
Two-parent 

family 
households

Consensual 
unions

Difference

15–19 51 61 0.54 0.45 –0.09 1.11 1.16  0.05
20–24 37 66 0.79 0.45 –0.34 1.26 1.34  0.08
25–29 16 53 1.35 0.78 –0.57 1.60 1.66  0.06
30–34  5 36 1.80 1.16 –0.64 1.90 1.81 –0.09

groups of women with different living arrangements, the rise in the intensity of the formation
of consensual unions and the increase in the number of extra-marital children (within or out-
side a consensual union) is thus manifested as an insufficient replacement to offset the decline
in the number and percentage of married women living in two-parent family households at a
higher fertility rate.

Single women in unmarried cohabitation are childless more often than they would be if

Milan KuËera: Family Households as Measured in the Census 2001
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married, and the substantial difference in the fertility of both groups of women cannot be
explained by the unverifiable assumption that some young single women live in a consensual
union as ìa trialî, so to speak, for a later marriage, and that after the birth of a child or even
before they marry and become part of a different group of women in the observed population.
This more often happens over the age of 30, when only 35% of this age group is made up of
single women living in a consensual union (for women up to the age of 25 it is 94%, and in the
25ñ29 age group it is still 71%).

It can be assumed that the real numbers of unmarried young single women in a consensual
union are higher than the partners indicated in their census forms. But any possible definition
of a ìtrial marriageî is problematic. One verifiable fact is the finding derived from demo-
graphic statistical data that the proportion of first-order marital births from pre-nuptial con-
ception (exactly within eight months of the marriage) decreased from an average of 55% in
the long period up to 1994 to an average of just under 41% for the years 2000ñ2002. The
decline in this indicatorís values does not suggest that a consensual union before the birth of
a child ends more often in marriage.

Information on the composition of family households ñ two-parent and lone-parent ñ is
a manifestation of the characteristics of the fertility rate by age and marital status in the period
immediately before a census, but also for the previous fifteen to twenty years. These data also
make it possible to evaluate in greater detail the rate of extra-marital fertility, especially ferti-
lity among women living in a consensual union as a ìsubstituteî for legitimate marriage. That
is why it would be useful in future censuses to expand the categories in this direction.

MILAN KU»ERA worked in 1952ñ1970 in the department of demographic statistics at the State Statis-
tical Office as an analyst, in 1971ñ1977 in Terplan, and in 1977ñ1991 he was head of the census depart-
ment at the Czech Statistical Office. In 1993 he became a senior researcher in the Department of Demo-
graphy and Geodemography at the Faculty of Science, Charles University. He has published dozens of
articles on an analysis of population development and the census results. He is the co-author of
several books on demography and a long-term member of the Czech Demographic Society and the
editorial board of Demografie.

Table 9 “Replacement” of two-parent family households with consensual unions and lone-parent family households
with dependent children of unmarried women

Table 10 Structure of single women in consensual unions: by number of dependent children, in %

Age 
group

Married women 
per 100 women

Single women in CU and LPHDCH per 100 single women

1991 2001

1991 2001
Consensual 

unions

Lone-parent 
households with 

dependent children
Total

Consensual 
unions

Lone-parent 
households with 

dependent children
Total

15–19  7.2  0.8 0.5  0.4  0.9  0.5  0.9  1.4
20–24 61.6 21.4 3.8  3.8  7.6  5.2  4.2  9.4
25–29 81.7 59.9 7.2 11.1 18.3 10.7 10.9 21.6
30–34 83.9 74.6 8.2 17.1 25.3 13.2 20.7 33.9

Note: CU – consensual unions; LPFHDCH – lone-parent family household with dependent children.

Age 
group

Consensual unions of 
single women, in thous.

Number of dependent children Consensual unions of single women per 
two-parent family households total, in %0 1 2 3+

15–19  1.7 61.3 33.1  5.3  0.3 48.6
20–24 16.4 66.2 24.7  7.3  1.8 19.5
25–29 14.4 52.7 27.1 13.2  7.0  6.2
30–34  4.8 35.5 32.4 20.3 11.8  2.0
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Abstract: In the 20th century the significance of marriage for the reproductive behaviour
of the population changed. However, the example of the Czech Republic is particularly
interesting in that over the course of the century the marriage rate first increased signifi-
cantly, accompanied by a simultaneous decline in the mean age at first marriage (at the
start of the 1940s), and later the marriage rate fell again (in the 1990s), so that by the end of
the 20th century young people were marrying at a later age and lower rate than they were
a century earlier.
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1) T. R. Malthus first drew on this phenomenon at the end of the 18th century to formulate his opinions on the
possibilities for limiting excessive population growth. Although his essay was a direct reaction to the Poor Law in
England (Hinde, 2003: 111 ad.), it accurately captured the essence of the relationship between marriage and econo-
mic development.
2) The exception confirming the rule was the period of so-called demographic crises, when fluctuations in the marri-
age rate resulted from a high level adult mortality, even though essentially the mechanism was the same.

The significance of family and marriage for individuals and society has meant that nuptial-
ity has always been the object of attention in demographic research, but for a long time it was
considered as more or less a reflection of the contemporary economic situation in society: the
more favourable economic developments were, the more often young people acquired the
necessary means to set up their own households, and the higher then the number of marriages
that occurred as a result. Conversely, in periods of economic recession, as it was more diffi-
cult to accumulate the necessary resources, the number of marriages was lower1). Yet it was
never a matter of concern whether the formation of a marriage meant that a new household
would be founded or whether the new married couple would continue to share the household
of the parents of one of the spouses. This development was essentially modified only once the
age structure of the marital eligibility of the population changed2). This had not changed much
even when the family economy gradually began to lose its position of key importance, and an
increasingly larger proportion of the population supported itself by means of wage labour ñ in
order to provide for oneís household economy this meant simply looking for sources of live-
lihood elsewhere. This approach was based on a general awareness of the fact that it was
usually the family, an orientational family or oneís own family, that made it possible for
people to maintain a dignified existence and position in society, and that it was marriage that
represented the legal foundation of a newly established family and thus of its acceptance by
society.

The marriage rate at any given time is the result of the effect of a variety of factors, one of
which is the overall economic situation in a given country and in individual social strata of the
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population in particular. Other factors include general attitudes among the population but in
particular among unmarried individuals toward marriage, the population climate, and finally
the preceding marriage rate and the divorce rate. The first of the factors cited here has an
effect on the degree to which people have the opportunity and want to marry and at what age,
and also how large the group of people that are eligible for marriage at a certain age is. The
result is the annual numbers of marriages and the structure of spouses. However, it is evident
from the character of the factors cited here that it is not possible to exactly determine their
weight.

In analyses of population development in the Czech Lands, nuptiality has been somewhat
sidelined, although it has been an integral part of every more comprehensive study of popula-
tion development (e.g. Boh·Ë, 1936; Srb ñ KuËera, 1959; Srb, 1975; KuËera, 1994). In the
second half of the 20th century there emerged both a number of studies monitoring the main
nuptiality trends in the country (R˘ûiËka ñ KuËera, 1967; KoneËn·, 1977a; KoneËn·, 1977b;
Lesn˝, 1983; Rychta¯Ìkov·, 1986; Vereö, 1991) and work focusing on methods of studying
nuptiality (Zbo¯ilov·, 1977; PavlÌk ñ Rychta¯Ìkov· ñ äubrtov·, 1984). A gradual improve-
ment in the quality of data also made it possible from the 1970s to retrospectively construct
nuptiality tables (Tabulky, 1989; Pik·lek, 1998).

The second half of the 20th century, or particularly the very end of the century, was marked
by a fundamental turnaround in the approach to marriage, a shift that was caused by the
effects of the external, economic environment, but also by the effects of the cultural environ-
ment on the family and the institution of marriage. Sociologists identified these changes rel-
atively early on and drew on them to explain the changes that were occurring in family com-
position (Alan, 1989). A radical shift in the timing and intensity of entering into marriage
during the 1990s was reflected in a boom in the number of articles on this topic and especially
work relating to the growth in the number of informal partnership unions and the percentage
of extramarital births. From the numerous studies that emerged during this time, it is perhaps
enough to mention just some of the most significant among them: the annual report on popu-
lation development published by the Czech Statistical Office and published in Demografie,
written by VladimÌr Srb, Milan Aleö, Milan KuËera, Miroslav äimek and now by Terezie
Kretschmerov·, Kryötof Zeman, along with the analyses that were published between 1994
and 2002 edited by ZdenÏk PavlÌk, the most recent of which contains a synthetic summary of
developments in the 1990ñ2002 period (PavlÌk, 2002). Leaving aside the growing amount of
work produced by the sociological community, which in itself could form the subject of a
separate paper given the explosion in the number of articles published on the subject of the
family, often conceived within the framework of ìgender studiesî, and also the lengthy dis-
cussion on the topic of the second demographic transition that has been published on the
pages of Demografie. Among larger publications I will mention only the work by Rabuöic
(2001) and a publications on contemporary Czech women by Dana Hamplov·, Jitka
Rychta¯Ìkov· and Simona Pik·lkov· (2003), which has a broader demographic subtext. The
issue of nuptiality is today so much a part of analyses of other demographic processes that
it would be necessary to cite a major part of all the demographic work produced over
approximately the past decade.

While explanations of the occasional fluctuations in the marriage rate long made do with
either a brief reference to economic trends or to changes in the age composition of the popu-
lation at the peak age of nuptiality, today explaining changes in nuptiality behaviour among
the population largely falls within the sphere of sociological studies, as it reflects not just the
effect of the economic situation but also changes in the value system of a predominant part of
the population and changes in attitudes toward the institution of marriage.

Therefore, it is interesting to document this development using just simple demographic
data. Czech statistics offer relatively enough relevant data, but not enough to cover the entire
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20th century. While data from the standard records of natural population growth provide in-
formation on the number of marriages throughout the period observed, the information they
offer on the composition of spouses varies and changes over time. For example, only since
1961 has it been possible to calculate tables of first-marriage rates based on the number of
marriages by age of the spouses (Tabulky..., 1989)3). Therefore, it is also necessary to draw on
structural data contained in the population censuses that cover the entire 20th century. Given
the significance of first marriages, most attention is focused on marriages between singles,
even though the significance of repeat marriages of widowed or divorced individuals should
not be overlooked or underestimated.

3) We can leave aside other characteristics that can be used to describe marrying partners ñ their nationality, religion,
social position, or educational background, all of which are difficult to compare the long term even though they could
be useful for a deeper analysis of marriage behaviour.

Table 1 Selected characteristics of first marriages among the population of the Czech Republic in the 20th century
according to the population census

Sex 1900 1910 1921 1930 1950 1961 1970 1980 1991 2001

Singulate mean age at marriage

Men  27.7  27.8 28.6  27.6 26.1 25.1 24.4 24.8 25.1 28.3
Women  25.2  24.9 26.2  25.9 21.8 20.9 21.1 21.4 21.8 25.8

Percentage never married aged 15–19 years

Men 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.2 99.2 98.8 98.7 98.4 99.8
Women  97.9  97.8 97.9  97.2 91.0 91.5 91.4 91.5 92.6 99.1

Percentage never married aged 20–29 years

Men  46.1  47.2 54.6  45.8 34.1 24.9 20.9 23.3 27.6 53.2
Women  36.3  31.8 41.1  32.9 17.3  9.1  9.3  8.9 10.9 31.5

Percentage never married aged 45–49 years

Men   6.6   7.2  7.1   6.3  6.0  5.9  5.9  5.8  6.3  8.8
Women   9.7  10.3 10.1  10.9  9.3  6.0  4.6  3.0  3.2  3.6

Using census data the effect of nuptiality trends on the structure of the population by age
and marital status can be monitored relatively well, and they reveal both the intensity of
marriage and the timing of marriage. It is enough to compare the percentages of people who
never married at a given age, for example, in the 15ñ19 age group, from which it is possible to
glean the intensity of nuptiality at a low age, in the 25ñ29 age group, as this age interval
indicates the intensity of marriage at an age of high physiological fertility. Traditionally, the
percentage of people who never married at the age of around 50 (e.g. 45ñ49 years) has been
regarded until recently as an indicator of the percentage of men or women who remain defin-
itively outside reproduction. It is also possible to use the census data to calculate the average
age at first marriage (assuming that migration is not taken into consideration).

The census data, combined with some selected indicators of population growth, clearly
show that the 20th century can be divided into three periods. The dividing lines between these
three periods (or transitional periods) can be approximately set as the end of the 1930s and the
start of the 1940s and then the start of the 1990s. These two dividing lines are also connected
with major historical events of significance for all of society, which fundamentally affected
not just the political but also the social and economic situation of the Czech Republic and its
population. Therefore, they can also be usefully applied as dividing lines in the analysis of
nuptiality trends, even though the first and second periods can be viewed as more or less open
intervals ñ the start of the 20th century was a logical continuation of the development that
preceded it, its conclusion then clearly augurs the situation in the immediate future.

Ludmila Fialov·: Trends in Marriage in the Czech Republic in the 20th Century
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The period of waning ìEuropean-patternî nuptiality (ìthe postponement of marriageî)
If we monitor the number of marriages in the first four decades of the 20th century, we find

that, despite fluctuations resulting from significant external stimuli, the marriage rate remained
relatively stable over time and the crude marriage rate varied between 8 and 10â. With the
exception of the First World War (when the crude marriage rate fell below 4â) and the sub-
sequent compensatory wave (when the crude marriage rate went up to 14â), the values were
similar throughout the century to those that prevailed throughout most of the 19th century.

Table 2 Marrying partners by marital status in the Czech Republic in selected years

Periods

Type of marriage per 100 marriages

Single groom Widowed groom Divorced groom

Single 
bride

Widowed 
bride

Divorced 
bride

Single 
bride

Widowed 
bride

Divorced 
bride

Single 
bride

Widowed 
bride

Divorced 
bride

1901–1910 83.8 2.7 0.0 9.5 3.9 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.0

1931–1937 85.4 1.5 1.6 5.4 1.5 0.6 3.0 0.4  0.6

1961–1970 79.8 0.6 4.6 0.7 0.8 1.0 6.0 0.9  5.6

1991–2000 67.2 0.3 8.3 0.2 0.3 0.8 8.7 1.0 13.2

Figure 1 Crude marriage rate in the Czech Republic in the 20th century

Table 3 Marrying partners by gender and marital status in the Czech Republic in selected periods

Periods
Men Women

Single Widowed Divorced Single Widowed Divorced

1901–1910 86.5 13.4  0.1 93.4 6.6  0.0
1931–1937 88.5  7.5  4.0 93.8 3.4  2.8
1961–1970 85.0  2.5 12.5 86.5 2.3 11.2
1991–2000 75.8  1.3 22.9 76.1 1.6 22.3

Source: Population and vital statistics, author’s calculations

Source: Population and vital statistics, author’s calculations
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During the first decades of the 20th century there was no substantial change in nuptiality. If
we leave aside the abnormal circumstances of the First World War, nuptiality indicators in the
20th century remained at the level of the late 19th century, information on which is provided
by data from the censuses of 1900 and 1910. Men most often married for the first time after
the age of 25 and women around the age of 25; 10% of women and 6% of men remained never
married. These formed the major part of all marriages, as usually around 85% of grooms were
single and 93% of brides were single (with the exception of the war years and the post-war
compensatory wave). The remainder were marriages of widowed persons, while only a mar-
ginal proportion of divorced people re-married at that time.

That men married for the first time at around the age of 30 and women around the age of 25
was not considered in any way an old marriage age, and it corresponded to contemporary
practice, while younger grooms and brides were not favoured. In 1936 AntonÌn Boh·Ë stated
that weddings were premature if they occurred before the groom was 25 or the bride 21
(Boh·Ë, 1936). In 1937 only one-fifth of menís and one-eighth of womenís marriages could
have been described as premature in this sense. We should add that in 1918 the minimum age
of marital consent was lowered from 24 to 21, but this had no notable effect on the age at
which people tended to marry, probably owing to the continuing obligation of military duty
among men, which came to an end around the age of 22ñ24 years, or in cases somewhat later.

In the 18th and most of the 19th century a similar marriage age was typical for the popula-
tions of many European countries, and John Hajnal, who was the first to draw attention to this
fact (Hajnal, 1953), referred to this type of marriage-age pattern as the European marriage
pattern (Hajnal, 1965). Later the significance of marriage age for differentiating marital fer-
tility in Europe in general was demonstrated (Coale ñ Watkins, 1986), and it was found that
the Czech Lands also followed this marriage pattern (Fialov·, 1981; PavlÌk ñ Fialov· ñ Vereö,
1990), regardless of the countryís ethnic heterogeneity (Boh·Ë, 1936). The ìpostponement of
marriageî could be regarded as a means of controlling marital fertility, and after the transition
to family planning at the end of the demographic revolution it gradually lost its function.

The decline in the percentage of marriages of widowed persons was mainly a reflection of
improving mortality rates, as within the period of 1910ñ1930 alone the life expectancy of
men at the age of 20 increased from 40.8 years to 45.4 years and women from 42.9 years to
48.0 years (DÏjiny..., 1996: 396); the number of widowed persons of middle age thus de-
creased and therefore so did the number of those who after the death of their partner tried to
marry again. Repeat marriages of divorced individuals had almost no effect on the marital
rate, even though the percentage of such cases slightly increased during the years of the First

Figure 2 First-marriage probabilities in the Czech Republic in the years 1930, 1961, 1989 and 2000 men, women

Ludmila Fialov·: Trends in Marriage in the Czech Republic in the 20th Century
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Czechoslovak Republic as a result of the gradually rising divorce rate (in 1920ñ1924 the
crude divorce rate was just 0.46â, in 1935ñ1937 it was 0.65â).

The period of the ìgolden ageî of the family (under state socialism)
The situation began to change toward the end of the 1930s. On the one hand, the relation-

ship between the marriage rate and marital fertility completely weakened, as the majority of
the population accepted the idea of family planning, and thus the number of children born in
a family began to depend on the conscious decisions of parents and was not then too influ-
enced by the spousesí age at the time of marriage, especially the age of women. Also, the
economic and political situations changed, as the economic crisis of the early 1930s was
followed by an economic revival. However, a long and complicated effect was produced by
political crises, which culminated in September 1938 with the annexation of the border area
of Czechoslovakia by Germany and with the Nazi occupation and the establishment of the
Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia in March 1939.

The only reliable data on population development in 1939ñ1944 are for the Czech popula-
tion under the Protectorate, but they point to a turnaround in nuptiality during these years. The
marriage rate among young people increased during the occupation and jumped especially at
the start of 1940 (KuËera, 1994: 46). In 1937 the average age at first marriage among the total
population (without distinguishing ethnicity) was 27.5 years for men and 24.9 years for wo-
men. In 1938, among the Czech population under the Protectorate, this indicator was 28.1
years for men and 25.0 years for women; however, by 1944 it had fallen to 26.4 years for men
and 22.5 years for women. Although a certain deviational effect on the age structure may be
expected from the large cohorts born in the compensational waves in the early 1920s, thus
increasing the high marriage rate during these years, the data nonetheless indicate a change in
nuptial behaviour.

There were several reasons for this change, though it is not possible to exactly distinguish
the scope of the effect of each one. Therefore, the order in which they are presented here has
nothing to do with their order of importance. The first reason was the compensation for low
nuptiality in the first half of the 1930s, which resulted from the effects of the economic crisis,
and certainly also from the effect of the increased level of employment at the end of the 1930s
and the full employment from the start of the Protectorate, as the population was forced to
supply Germany with military and other products. Other factors were the dissolution of the
Czechoslovak army, the abolition of compulsory military service, and the closure of Czech
universities in 1939, all of which mainly affected the lives of young men, but given that
grooms tended to select younger brides, it may also have had an effect on the marriage age of
women. Also, the Protectorate conscripted labour to work in Germany ñ one way of avoiding
being sent to work outside the Czech Lands was by marriage. At the end of the 1930s and in
the early 1940s pro-nuptial attitudes clearly prevailed: in 1939 the crude marriage rate was the
second highest recorded in the 20th century, but as the occupation continued it again
decreased.

The trend that began at the start of the war years continued however even after the end of the
war. During the socialist period the state exhibited a dualistic stance toward families. On the
one hand, it tried to weaken the family, when by nationalising private property everyone
gradually became an employee of the state and the family ceased to be an important economic
production unit. On the other hand, it provided initially just declaratory but later even material
support for marriage, which was based on a value system that survived from the preceding
period, when the institution of marriage enjoyed enormous credibility and most people en-
deavoured ultimately to become part of a marriage (Hamplov·, 2001). After the 1948 com-
munist coup, the wage equalisation applied across the state contributed to increasing the ho-
mogenisation of society, a trend later confirmed by sociologists (Machonin, 2005: 127). In
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society most people continued to wish to marry at least once in their life, and this attitude was
supported by the continuously high social prestige accorded to married men and women (es-
pecially in comparison with singles). The equalisation of the living standard seemed to make
it easier to achieve this ideal. This situation was not unique: the high prestige ascribed to
marriage and the elimination of social barriers between classes at the end of the Second World
War occurred all over the European continent ñ sociologists refer to this period as the ìgolden
ageî of the family and marriage (e.g. Sullerot, 1991). Marriages at a relatively young age
were facilitated by numerous other circumstances, such as full employment, the slow increase
in the percentage of young people at universities, the lowering of the age of marital consent to
18, and the shortening of the period of compulsory military service to two years, so that most
men had completed service by the age of 21. In the 1970s a contributing factor was also that
people closed themselves off within their families, as the regime made other forms of social
intercourse impossible (Moûn˝, 1991).

Nevertheless, the short-term fluctuations in nuptiality in Czechoslovakia during the first
decade after the end of the Second World War indicate the continuation of a close connection
between nuptiality and the social development and economic situation of the population. First
the marriage rate significantly increased again, so that in 1948ñ1952 it surpassed the level of
10â (the third time this occurred in the 20th century). This was followed by a period during
which the rate ranged between 7 and 9 â and only grew to a level above 9 â in 1969; in 1973
the crude marriage rate for the fourth and final time exceeded 10â (10.03). Since then it
tended to decline, and in the 1980s it hovered around 7.5ñ8â. The increases in nuptiality
corresponded to periods of a more favourable population climate, especially at the start of the
1970s, when the high numbers of marriages reflected both changes in the age structure, as
people born in the post-war population boom were reaching peak marriage age, and pro-natal
measures introduced in support of marriage among young people under 30 years of age, which
included a housing policy aimed at mass construction of pre-fabricated panel tenement build-
ings (cf., e.g., KuËera, 1994). Decreases were connected with the deterioration in the econom-
ic situation (the 1950s and 1960s) and from the mid-1970s it was possible to observe a contin-
uous, slight decline in nuptiality in general.

During this period were men and women typically married at a young age (men most often
around age 25 or even younger, women most often around age 20ñ22) ñ and only a very small
percentage of women remained unmarried (fewer than 3%). But for the 1970s, data indicate
that this trend had turned around and that the percentage of people marrying was no longer
growing, which is shown in the increasing numbers in the marriage-rate tables for single men
and women by age (Table 5).

A decline in nuptiality among widowed people (Tables 2 and 3) could also be observed,
occurring amidst conditions of stagnating mortality among middle-aged men and just slightly
improving mortality among women (in 1950ñ1990 life expectancy at 30 among men de-
creased by 0.2 years and among women increased by 3.5 years). Conversely, the percentage
of divorcees among marriage brides and grooms increased relatively quickly, but they still
tended to marry single people. This was a reflection of the rapid rise in the divorce rate,
affecting the marriages of people who were still relatively young. In 1984ñ1989 the highest
rate of divorce occurred between the third and fifth year of marriage (the total divorce rate had
by then reached almost 40%; PavlÌk, 2002: 33). However, owing to the continuing prestige
(and rewards) associated with marriage, divorcees tended to re-marry relatively soon after
divorce, and in doing so they contributed not only to the higher marriage rate but also to the
high percentage of people living in a marriage.

The nuptiality model typical for the Czech Lands up to the end of the 1980s was one in
which almost 97% of women and 94% of men marry at least once in their lives amidst a
relatively high level of repeat nuptiality, so that usually around 80% of the middle-aged pop-

Ludmila Fialov·: Trends in Marriage in the Czech Republic in the 20th Century
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ulation (aged approximately 24ñ45, but with
small differences between men and women) is
married. This was similar to the situation in other
countries in Eastern Europe, with the difference
that the model in the other countries was tradi-
tional and no major changes occurred in the
character of the nuptiality model after the Sec-
ond World War: a young marriage age and a low
percentage of people who never married was
characteristic in this region especially earlier in
history (that is why it tends to be referred to in
historical-demographic literature as the ìnon-
Europeanî marriage pattern, Hajnal, 1965). In
this regard it was interesting to observe how the
situations in the Czech Lands and in Slovakia
converged and owing to developments in the

Table 4 Total first marriage rates by gender and the
index of marital fertility (im) in the Czech Republic in
the 20th century (for selected years)

Year Men Women i
m

1900 . . 0.519
1910 . . 0.529
1921 1.49 1.23 0.462
1930 0.94 0.93 0.536
1937 0.84 0.99 0.5751

1950 1.20 1.21 0.680
1960 1.05 1.05 0.727
1970 0.92 0.93 0.704
1980 0.84 0.88 0.733
1989 0.88 0.91 0.6742

2000 0.53 0.46 0.5033

Czech Republic became very similar (Fialov·, 1991). In the majority of countries in Western
and Northern Europe an increase in nuptiality also occurred after the Second World War, but
the change in nuptiality circumstances was not as substantial and long-term, and since the
1960s it has been possible to observe the emergence of different trends signalling a decline in
the marriage rate along with an increasing average marriage age (Sullerot, 1992).

Although at first glance this model looks stable (by the 1980s it was affecting de facto the
second generation), it was essentially very fragile ñ the highest number of first marriages in
the Czech Republic occurred during the first few years of a young personís adult life. Young
people most often married immediately after completing their secondary education in cir-
cumstances where only around one-tenth of the young generation attended a post-secondary
school. Full employment meant a guaranteed regular income, there was an established system
of social welfare, and housing allocation made it possible for people to eventually obtain their
own housing. Other important factors conducive to a higher marriage rate should not be ig-
nored ñ poor contraception, which given the high prestige enjoyed by the institution of mar-
riage and the relaxation of intimate relations among young people resulted in an increased
number of unplanned pregnancies, the preference for childbirth over abortion, and efforts to
ensure a child was born within a marriage, all these increased the number of marriages (in the
1950s, 40% of first-order children were born within the first nine months of marriage, in the
1960s roughly one-half did, and in the 1970s it was sometimes as high as 60% (KuËera, 1994:
105). During this period there was a significant relationship between nuptiality and fertility.

The period of the postponement and rejection of marriage
The change in the political system in 1989 was not reflected immediately in the marriage

rate; on the contrary, in 1990 the number of marriages even increased somewhat (in this case
it was a kind of pragmatic reaction to a statement issued by the banks that they would only be
providing newlywed loans to the end of 1990). However, in 1991 the number of marriages
began and continued to fall. Instead of the usual 70 000 marriages annually, from 1995 the
number began to average around 55 000 annually (the low point thus far was reached in 2003,
when just under 49 000 marriages took place, and the crude marriage rate thus fell to 4.8â).
The decline was largely caused by the decrease in the intensity of nuptiality among younger
people: among young men at the age of 25 it fell to one-third of its previous level (e.g. at the
age of 23, which in 1989 was the age of peak nuptiality, when 187 men out of 1000 single men
married, in 2002 only 40 men out of 1000 single men married; the age of peak nuptiality
increased to 28 and 29 years of age, when 78 men out of 1000 married). Similarly, the highest

Note: 1) 1936, 2) 1991, 3) 2001
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intensity of nuptiality among women shifted from age 20 (240 brides out of 1000 single
women in 1989) to age 25ñ27 (97 brides out of 1000 single women in 2002). Among both
men and women marriage under the age of 20 became extremely rare (among men such
marriages accounted for just 1% of all marriages in 2002 and among women only 6% out of
almost 53 000 marriages) and marriages among people over the age of 30 began to account
for an increasingly significant proportion of all marriages ñ in 2002 more than one-third of
single grooms and more than one-fifth of single brides were over 30 (Kretschmerov·, 2004:
157). The average age at first marriage increased in 2002 to 28.8 years and among women to
26.4 years. According to the nuptiality table for 2000, more than one-third of all men and
almost one-third of women at the age of 35 would remain unmarried.

However, in the 1990s, which can be described as a transitional phase leading to later mar-
riage, the change in the intensity of the timing of first marriage is revealed less well by trans-
versal data (transversal indicators are still somewhat affected by the preceding long-term high
rate of marriage at a young age) and is demonstrated better by the values derived from a
longitudinal study of individual cohorts. From the cohort born in 1954, 66% of men and 87%
of women married at least once by the age of 25, while in the cohort born in 1974 only 34% of
men and 58% of women did.

The percentage of protogamous marriages significantly decreased, accounting for less than
two-thirds of all marriages by the end of the 20th century (Table 2). The decline in nuptiality was
also affected by the decline in the intensity of nuptiality among divorcees and to a certain extent
also widowed people. Among the latter the phenomenon can partly be explained by the increase
in life expectancy among middle-aged people. Among divorcees, whose numbers continued to
increase as the rate of divorce remained high in the population (in 2001 out of 100 people over
the age of 15.10% were divorced men and 11% were divorced women), much of the same
reasons as those observed among singles lie behind the reduced appeal of repeat marriages.
Except for those divorcees who reject the idea of remarrying after the collapse of their first
marriage, the reasons probably include the rapidly spreading changes in the overall value orienta-
tions that occurred, as Czech society opened up to contemporary European society and relevant
associated phenomena, such as changes in the economic situation (the re-establishment of a
market economy, the re-emergence of unemployment, the re-evaluation of the responsibility of
individuals for their own economic situation).

Another key factor contributing to the low marriage rate was clearly the fact that marriage

Figure 3 Women and men ever married by age and generation, Czech Republic

Ludmila Fialov·: Trends in Marriage in the Czech Republic in the 20th Century
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is above all a legal act, in which the rights and responsibilities of the spouses are precisely
defined, and among the part of the population embracing liberalism in its broadest form it was
perceived as an act signifying the loss of freedom or identity. Among the younger generation,
essentially only practising Christians regard marriage as a step that leads obviously to starting
family, while other young people hold this view only if their partnership is doing well, and for
others it no longer has any appeal (P¯edstavy..., 2000: 69). And it may be that there is a
growing percentage of people in the population who have consciously given up the idea of
establishing any kind of partnership.

The decline was also partly brought about by the tolerance of Czech society toward infor-
mal unions. According to survey findings, up to 70% of single people regard premarital co-
habitation as an acceptable start to partnership life (P¯edstavy..., 2000: 68). What must also be
taken into consideration are the better quality and more widespread use of contraceptives,
which reduced the risk of unwanted pregnancy, especially among young people.

Since the start of the 1990s there has also been general evidence of the postponement of
marriage to a later age and among part of the population even the outright rejection of the idea
of marriage.

Conclusion
Nuptiality trends among the population inhabiting the territory of the Czech Republic in the

20th century can be regarded above all as a reflection of the significance of marriage for
starting a family (and setting up a household). It must after all be remembered that marriage is
a legal act and so it also depends on how important it is from the perspective of society that a
partnership have a legal basis. As long as the position of individual members of a family in
their own family was connected to their position in society, as long as it was directly connect-
ed, for example, to their access to higher society, to obtaining appropriate employment in the
labour market, to being eligible for their inheritance, etc., marriage was an appealing prospect
for everyone. And if reproduction was also viewed as something that is part of marriage, then
the marriage rate had a direct influence on the fertility rate and it could be ñ and was ñ a
significant factor co-determining the rate of reproduction in the population. This link gradual-
ly slackened, as the notion of consciously limiting the fertility rate, primarily in marriage,
began to spread, beginning in the middle of the 19th century. That stage ended in the first half
of the 20th century. It should be remembered that the marriage rate was also a reflection of the
opportunities that were open to the population at a given time; almost every tenth woman and
every fifteenth man did not want to or did not succeed in marrying, and this occurred for
various different reasons. The annual number of marriages in this period certainly varied (as
the crude marriage rate indicates), but the marriage rate did not change over the long term.

The following period, which could be described as the ìgolden ageî of the family, but
modified by the specific circumstances of society under the Protectorate and under state so-
cialism, is a period in which the marriage and fertility rates were interdependent, but at a

Table 5 Proportion never married at the relevant age (lx) according to net nuptiality tables for Czech Republic

Year
l
25

l
30

l
35

l
50

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1930 68 856 41 793 26 790 20 080 12 135 13 614  4 995  9 719
1961 30 792 11 218 10 705  5 184  6 531  3 512  4 170  2 346
1970 31 150 13 380 13 300  6 404  8 842  4 691  5 830  3 491
1980 38 765 14 172 19 343  6 168 13 887  4 108 10 259  3 103
1990 31 114 13 125 14 915  6 544 11 151  4 824  8 910  3 804
2000 79 259 62 288 51 759 38 181 38 813 30 725 30 430 25 503

Source: Tables, 1989; Pavlík, 2002; year 1930 – author’s calculations
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somewhat different level. Marriage continued to be an important step connected with starting
a family (probably mainly owing to a cultural tradition formed by Christianity), but because
the view of premarital intimate relations became more relaxed, the high marriage rate was not
just a reflection of the continued significance that the population assigned to marriage for
starting a family, but also reflected the significance people assigned to the need for children to
be born within a marriage, even though the legal code gradually accorded illegitimate chil-
dren the same legal status. This occurred amidst an overall increase in the homogenisation of
society, when there were no pronounced differences between people based on social back-
ground, and marriage was based on romantic love (in one-half of the cases owing to pregnan-
cy). The marriage rate was thus again connected with the character of reproduction.

However, in the 1990s the situation changed dramatically. The characteristic feature of this
period was that the demographic model that was established in the 1950s began to wane
within just several years (even though it would continue to be reflected in the population
structure for a long time), and demographic behaviour shows an evident trend toward ìreturn-
ingî to the previous (pre-war) situation. In this development there is a clear, gradual turn
toward the contemporary method of reproduction in advanced European countries, which it
resembled most in the pre-war period, and which now also includes new aspects of reproduc-
tive behaviour (the postponement of marriage to a later age, the increasing divorce rate, the
postponement of childbearing to a later age and more frequent extramarital fertility, a low
abortion rate, increased life expectancy).

This fully corresponds with the close connection between demographic behaviour and the
external environment. The contemporary European population climate, and within it the Czech
population climate, is to a large degree a reflection of the circumstances formed by the eco-
nomic situation and by the wider developments in society under the increasingly significant
effects of liberalism and individualism. This also indicates that for a part of the population
marriage is a legal act that is of little interest or even represents an unacceptable option (even
though the part of the population that still subscribes to Christian values does not question the
significance of marriage).

If at the start of the 20th century nuptiality was regarded as a fact that can have a long-term
effect on the fertility rate (and that is why demographers even devoted any attention to it), by
the end it had become a significant indicator of changes in reproductive behaviour and all its
concomitant phenomena ñ including the interest it began to receive in research.
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Abstract: An increasing share of children in the Czech Republic live part of their childhood
in lone-parent or reconstructed families, and the incidence of so-called social orphanhood
is higher than that of factual orphanhood caused by death of one of the parents. Therefore,
the author concentrates on the issue of the intergenerational transmission of divorce be-
haviour. Her analysis is based on data from the Fertility and Family Survey conducted in
the Czech Republic in 1997, which she compares with the results of similar surveys in
Great Britain and the United States.
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THE INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION
OF DIVORCE BEHAVIOUR ñ THE EXAMPLE
OF THE CZECH REPUBLIC
AND AN INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON*)

Demographic behaviour evolves out of everyday human behaviour on the level of socially
motivated individual decision-making. According to cohort theory and the theory of the fam-
ily cycle and the life cycle, changes in behavioural patterns in one stage of the life cycle of a
certain population (or generation) are reflected in the structure of its behaviour over the course
of its entire history. Demographic processes are grounded in the structure of individual life
course, the course of which is significantly influenced by such vital events as marriage, the
birth of a child, divorce, and death. These processes are simultaneously determined by histor-
ical, thus generational, factors. Generational behavioural patterns as a manifestation of histor-
ical changes in social processes also include shifts in the timing of individual phases in the life
course of people.

When demographers study divorce their attention focuses generally on analysing the pro-
cess from the perspective of the former spouses. They also monitor the divorce rate and the
timing of divorce in combination with other differentiating factors, such as the age of the
spouses at the time of marriage, the order of the spousesí marriage, socio-economic status,
the duration of the marriage, and the number of children. However, in this case children are
regarded as a characteristic and not as the object of research in the sense of representing an
independent sub-population.

In recent years in Western countries the number of children who experience at least a part
of their childhood in a lone-parent family as a result of the divorce of their parents has been
continually rising. In the United States the interest in studying this group of children has
been evident for several decades. In Europe, similar studies have been emerging since the
1990s.
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Since the 1950s the Czech Republic has ranked among the countries with a high divorce
rate, and so-called social orphanhood is today much more common than factual orphanhood
resulting from the death of one of the parents. An ever-increasing number of children spend
part of their childhood in a lone-parent or reconstructed family. Therefore, this is by no means
a marginal phenomenon, and it should be taken into account in the study of reproductive
behaviour.

According to the Levinger model of the marital instability of children, the likelihood of
divorce increases when various factors reduce the rewards derived from marriage, weaken the
barriers to dissolving a marriage, and increase the number of alternatives to marriage (Amato,
1996: 628). Using Levingerís theory, Paul R. Amato (1996) assumes that parental divorce has
three types of effects on children: a) it effects the variables in the life course and socio-eco-
nomic variables (it lowers the age at marriage, increases the occurrence of cohabitation prior
to marriage, results in a low socio-economic status); b) it effects attitudes towards divorce
(parental divorce liberalises childrenís attitudes towards divorce and weakens the main psycho-
logical barrier to dissolving a marriage); and c) it causes problems in interpersonal behaviour
(parental divorce increases the likelihood that offspring exhibit the kind of interpersonal
behaviour that interferes with the quality of marital relationships and thus reduces the rewards
associated with marriage).

The Social Inheritance of Divorce Behaviour
Therefore, let us focus on the effect of the family experiences connected with parental

divorce that children acquire while growing up on their family behaviour as adults. The basic
question is how and whether at all parental divorce affects the life course of a child and the
timing of some demographic events when they are adults. The starting point for this study is
the concept of the transition to adulthood, based on the broader theory of the life course. The
effect of parental divorce in the context of the Czech population was studied using data from
the Fertility and Family Survey1) carried out in 1997 (Rychta¯Ìkov· ñ Kraus, 2001). The data
was processed using the method of event history analysis (Courgeau ñ Lelièvre, 1989; Lelièvre,
1992; Lelièvre ñ BringÈ, 1998), specifically, life tables and Cox regression. The method of
research was selected to enable, using life tables, a comparison of the duration of important
life stages and the timing of important life events for two groups of women, for whom the
differentiating characteristic was the divorce of their parents. Using the proportional hazard
model the effect of variables on the risk of experiencing the given event is studied ñ in this
case the focus is on the even of the dissolution of the first partnership and the divorce of the
first marriage.

Out of a total of 1735 women, 308 (i.e. 17.8%) indicated that their parents had divorced2). In
the majority of cases the divorces occurred when the respondent was relatively young (Table
1) ñ at the age of ten more than one-half of these women (as children) had divorced parents, at
the age of 20 the figure was almost 90%.

The divorce rate and thus the cumulative percentage of children experiencing divorce was
higher in each subsequent generation. While among women born in 1952ñ1957 (the 40ñ44
age group) 10.2% of them experienced parental divorce by the time they were fifteen, among
the generation of women born in 1968ñ1972 (the 25ñ29 age group) the figure was 14.1% of
women, and among the youngest generation born in 1978ñ1982 (the 15ñ19 age group) the
figure was more than 19% of women, that is, almost double that of the oldest generation
studied.

1) The sample analysed in this study contained 1735 women aged 15ñ44 (the generation born in the years between
1952 and 1982), of which 1279 had been married (1255 women married the first partner they shared a household
with). The sample includes marriages that took place between 1969 and 1997 and dissolved between 1974 and 1997.
2) Out of the total number of women two did not know whether their parents had divorced or not.
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The high divorce rate in post-war Czechoslo-
vakia and the Czech Republic is reflected in a
high dissolution rate of the first partnership of
the women in the sample. Figure 1 shows the
first partnership dissolutions overall, which in-
cludes both the dissolution of a first marriage
and the declared dissolution of the first partner-
ship in which a woman lived in cohabitation.
There was a much higher tendency for the first
partnerships of women in the youngest age
group (aged 20ñ29 at the time of the survey) to

Table 1 Parental divorce: by age of the child, woman,
CR, FFS 1997

Age Number % Cumulated %

0–4 66  21.43  22.68
5–9 72  23.38  47.42
10–14 59  19.16  67.70
15–19 63  20.45  89.35
20+ 31  10.06 100.00
Unknown 17   5.52 x

Total 308 100.00 x

break up than among women in the three older age groups, which are considerably homoge-
nous with regard to the duration of the first partnership (Figure 1). A similar difference can be
observed between the youngest and the oldest generations if we calculate the cumulative
percentage of divorces for first marriages not preceded by cohabitation.

Figure 1 Cumulative percentages of first partnerships that broke up: by length of partnership (completed years) and by
age at the time of the survey, women, CR, FFS 1997

The effect of parental divorce on the dissolution of the first partnership of offspring
In the following analysis the dissolution of a first partnership signifies those cases that ended

in a dissolution or divorce or forced separation. The initial event is the womanís first partner-
ship; the studied event is its dissolution. The time variable is the duration of the first partnership
calculated in months, the stratification variable is the divorce of the parents if it occurred before
the woman reached twenty years of age. The reference category is the group of women whose
parents did not divorce or who divorced after the woman was twenty years old. The survival

Anna äùastn·: The Intergenerational Transmission of Divorce Behaviour ñ the Example of the Czech
Republic and an International Comparison
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function along with the 95% confidence interval calculated using life tables for the entire sam-
ple of women illustrates the probability that the first partnership will not break up. If the survival
function expresses the probability that the studied event will not occur before the date t, thus, the
proportion of respondents who have not yet experienced the studied event at time t (at the end of
interval t), from the figure it is clear that there is a higher risk that the first partnerships of
daughters of divorced parents will break up, higher for the duration of their partnership, than
there is among daughters who grew up in two-parent families (Figure 2).

The effect of parental divorce on the dissolution of the womanís first partnership, depicted as the
difference between the curves, is in this case significant, and the results of the Cox regression
(Table 2) show that parental divorce has a strong effect on the risk of the dissolution of the wo-
menís partnership ñ in the total sample the risk of the dissolution of the first partnership is 60.9%
higher among women from divorced families than for women from families in which the parents
remained married until the women reached adulthood (the result is significant at, p ≤ 0.001).

When other explanatory variables3) are added to the regression model the effect of parental

Figure 2 Effect of parental divorce on the break-up of first partnership: women total, CR, FFS 1997

3) Other explanatory variables included were the size of the place of residence till the age of 15, generations corresponding
to two age groups with different timing of the event, the age at the start of the first partnership and whether marriage was
preceded by unmarried cohabitation or whether the partners began sharing a household after marriage, and whether the first
partner remained as unmarried cohabitation throughout its duration, and whether the woman married her first partner.
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divorce is no longer significant. Here then parental divorce did not have a direct effect on the
risk that the womenís first partnership would dissolve, but rather an indirect effect mediated
by the womanís age at the time of the first partnership and by the form of partnership. The
analysis showed that parental divorce influences the age at which children leave home and at
which they begin living with a partner, the effect being to reduce the age of these two events.
It is the age at the time of the start of the first partnership that partly mediates the effect of
parental divorce on the dissolution of this partnership. The younger age at the time of the start
of the first partnership (14ñ18 years old) increases the risk that it will dissolve later on by 40%
in comparison with women aged 19ñ22 at the start of partnership cohabitation. On the other
hand, when a woman begins to live with her first partner at a later age (specifically, when aged
23ñ26), the risk of the dissolution of this partnership decreased as a result by 52.4% (Table 2).

The form of partnership ñ cohabitation throughout the duration of the partnership or mar-
riage to the first partner ñ has the strongest effect on the probability of the partnership disso-
lution. When the woman lives with her first partner in cohabitation the risk of partnership
dissolution is seven times higher than it is for marriage (direct marriage or marriage after
cohabitation prior to marriage). This can also be regarded as one of the factors mediating the
effect of parental divorce on the partnership stability of the children. In the research sample
the percentage of women who lived with their first partner in cohabitation and never married
them was significantly higher among women from lone-parent families.

 Indicator
MODEL A MODEL B

Exp(B) sign. Exp(B) sign.

Divorce of parents by child‘s 20th birthday     
Yes 1.609 *** 1.088  
No 1  1  

Cohabitation     
Started living together in cohabitation   1.295  
Started living together after marriage   1  

Marriage with first partner     
Yes   1  
No   7.016 ***

Generation     
1968–1952   1.489 **
1952–1967   1  

Age at the start of partnership    
14–18   1.393 **
19–22   1  
23–26   0.476 **
27+   0.721  

Municipality size group to child’s 15th birthday     
up to 2000   0.389 ***
2000–9999   0.461 **
10 000–99 999   0.660 *
100 000–999 999   0.441 **
over 1 000 000   1  

Note.: ***p ≤ 0.001 **p ≤ 0.01 *p ≤ 0.05.

Table 2 First partnership dissolution: women total, CR, FFS 1997 (Cox regression)
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The effect of parental divorce on the divorce of the first marriage of offspring
In addition to the dissolution of first partnerships in general, the probability of first marriages

ending in divorce was also studied. A first marriage was defined as a first partnership, which
either began as a marriage (the woman began sharing the same household with her partner
after they were married) or began as cohabitation and was followed after some time by mar-
riage.

In the total sample of women the risk of divorce of the first marriage was 52.2% higher
among women from divorced families than among women from two-parent families (this
finding was significant at p ≤ 0.01; Table 3).

Table 3 Divorce of first marriage: women total, CR, FFS 1997 (Cox regression)

Indicator
MODEL A MODEL B

Exp(B) sign. Exp(B) sign.

Divorce of parents by child’s 20th birthday   
Yes 1.522 ** 1.272  
No 1 1  

Cohabitation     
Started living together in cohabitation 1.574 ***
Started living together after marriage   1  

Generation   
1968–1982 1.716 ***
1952–1967 1  

Age at marriage     
15–18 1.428 **
19–22 1  
23–26 0.630 *
27+   1.161  

Municipality size group to child’s 15th birthday   
up to 2000 0.290 ***
2000–9999 0.400 ***
10 000–99 999 0.564 **
100 000–999 999 0.514 *
over 1 000 000   1  

Note: ***p ≤ 0.001 **p ≤ 0.01 *p ≤ 0.05.

However, after controlling for additional variables (Model B in Table 3) the effect of paren-
tal divorce ceased to be significant. Like the analysis of the dissolution of the first partnership,
in the sample of women parental divorce did not have a direct effect on the risk of the chil-
drenís marital dissolution, but indirectly, through age at the time of marriage and through
cohabitation prior to marriage. A very young marriage age (15ñ18 years) increases the risk of
the first marriage ending in divorce by 42.8% in comparison with the age of 19ñ22 years.
Conversely, if the marriage takes place at a later age (specifically at the age of 23ñ26 years),
the risk of marital divorce decreases by 37% (Table 3).

Cohabitation prior to marriage increases the risk of eventual divorce by 57.4% compared to
direct marriages (or to the case where the partners first began living in the same household
after they were married). The daughters of divorced parents significantly more often lived
with their partner in cohabitation than women who grew up in two-parent families. Also, in
the case of first partnerships, a significantly higher percentage of women from divorced house-
holds began living with their first partner in cohabitation and a lower percentage of these
womenís first partnerships were direct marriages. In this case the effect of parental divorce on
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the divorce of the daughtersí marriages is mediated by the chosen type of private life arrange-
ment.

According to researchers that study the issue of the effect of parental divorce on the chil-
drenís life course, cohabitation is more often found as a type of partnership among children
from divorced families (e.g. Bumpass ñ Sweet ñ Cherlin, 1989; Bumpass et al., 1991; Thorn-
ton, 1991). However, it is not clear even in the cited studies why children from divorced
families prefer this form of partnership.

Even the data from the Czech Fertility and Family Survey (FFS) are no help in answering
the question of why cohabitation as a form of partnership is more often chosen by children
from lone-parent families, as there was no special part in this quantitative research in which
respondents could offer interpretations of their own behaviour as they see it, interpretations
influenced by the time elapsed since the event and the significance the individual ascribes to
it. These approaches are typical for qualitative research, which were not available to comple-
ment the given quantitative data. Another limiting factor in this regard was the fact that we are
working with data from retrospective not longitudinal survey. Responses to questions on atti-
tudes often do not reveal the motives that were relevant at the given point in the past, because
the declared view at the time of the research has already been influenced by events experi-

Figure 3 Effects of parental divorce on divorce of first marriage: women total, CR, FFS 1997
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enced since then. Each decision taken can be
retrospectively rationalised, and the person can
also draw on different explanatory motivations
than those they experienced as the main moti-
vations for their decisions at the time in the past.

However, using the FFS data we can trace
whether there is a difference between the pro-
portion of women from divorced families who
cohabited with their first partner and the pro-
portion of women who came from two-parent
families (Table 4). The findings calculated from
a sample of women who had at some time lived
in a partnership indicate that in the case where
the womanís parents had divorced before she

Indicator

“Were you married to your first 
partner when you started living 

together?”

Yes No Total

Divorce of parents 107 99  206

%  51.9** 48.1***  100

Parents didn’t divorce 807 355 1162

% 69.5 30.5  100

Total 914 454 1368

Note: ***p ≤ 0.001 **p ≤ 0.01.

Table 4 Cohabitation with first partner: in relation to
parental divorce, women, CR, FFS 1997

reached the age of 20, the women tended to start sharing a household with their first partner in
an arrangement of unmarried cohabitation, and conversely significantly fewer of them were
married to their partner when they began living with them.

This confirms the indirect conclusions of some studies outside the Czech Republic showing
that women from all divorced families are three times as likely (this calculation applies for the
research in Great Britain, not for the Czech Republic) to live in unmarried cohabitation before
their twentieth birthday than women from two-parent families or from families that broke up
as a result of the death of one parent (Kiernan, 1992).

An International Comparison
The findings for the Czech society correspond to findings in studies carried out in Great

Britain and the United States. They also demonstrate repeatedly the effect of the family ar-
rangement a person lives in during childhood on their future life course, demographic behav-
iour, and family arrangement. The life strategies of children are influenced by the divorce
situation, and with the emergence of a more complex network of relationships this has an
effect on modifying relationships in the family system. In selected studies conducted outside
the Czech Republic it was demonstrated that the intergenerational transmission or social in-
heritance of divorce behaviour exists (Amato, 1996; Amato ñ Booth, 1997; Booth ñ Edwards,
1989; Du Feng et al., 1999; Cherlin et al., 1995; Kiernan ñ Cherlin, 1999; Kiernan, 1992;
Kiernan ñ Hobcraft, 1997).

In Great Britain the transmission of divorce behaviour was demonstrated among members
of a cohort studied as part of The National Child Development Study4). The probability that
the first relationship remains intact was higher in each age group up to the age of 33 (the last
study was conducted on this age) for those who grew up in a two-parent family ñ around
three-quarters of their relationships lasted. The second highest probability of an intact rela-
tionship was detected among those whose parents had divorced after the cohort member had
reached the age of 20 ñ two-thirds of these relationships lasted. The lowest probability was
observed among respondents whose parents had divorced while the respondents were chil-
dren (i.e. before they reached the age of 20) ñ in this group the probability of the union

4) The National Child Development Study (NCDS) monitored children born in Great Britain during the first week of
March in 1958. Interviews were conducted with 17 414 mothers which represented 98% of all children born in that
week. Follow-up interviews were conducted then with parents and teachers at the time when the children from the
studied cohort were at the ages of 7.11 and 16 let. At the ages of 16.23 and 33 the birth cohort members themselves
were interviewed. At the age of 33 the interview also included questions on information relating to the respondentsí
lives to that time and about any dissolutions of marriage or cohabitation they may have experienced. Also monitored
was whether the parents are permanently separated or divorced, and in the case of positive responses the age of the
respondent at the time this event took place was also recorded.
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enduring is around 55ñ58% (Kiernan ñ Cherlin, 1999). A parental divorce during a personís
childhood or adolescence has therefore the strongest effect on their future partnership. The
findings apply even when control variables are added, such as the age at first partnership, the
type of first partnership (marriage, cohabitation prior to marriage, unmarried cohabitation),
including indicators that monitor the social background of the child, their school achieve-
ment, and behavioural problems. In this regard it is estimated that parental divorce before a
childís twentieth birthday directly increases the risk of the dissolution of a partnership by
16% for women and by 41% for men (Kiernan ñ Cherlin,1999)5).

Studies of the intergenerational transmission of divorce behaviour and the effect of parental
divorce on the life course of children in the United States often use data from longitudinal
studies such as The Study of Marriage Over the Life Course6) (Amato, 1996). Couples, in
which one of the partners, the man or the woman, experienced parental divorce, were more
likely to divorce than couples in which neither of the spouses experienced parental divorce.
This was true for both first and second marriages. The risk that a marriage will break up
increased mainly when both spouses were from lone-parent divorced families. Further analy-
sis showed that the age at marriage, cohabitation, the completed education level, and interper-
sonal behavioural problems are the most probable variables that can play a role in mediating
the effect of parental divorce on the marriage stability of offspring.

The author of the cited study reached the conclusion that the risk of divorce is especially
high if both partners are from divorced families. The analysis identified two cases in which
the effect of parental divorce was strongest: 1) in offspring marriages of short duration (for
respondents married less than four years, the divorce of the wifeís parents and the divorce of
both spousesí parents increased the risk of divorce by 87% and 620%, respectively) and 2) if
the spouses from divorced families experienced parental divorce before their twelfth birthday
ñ parental divorce that occurred by the childís twelfth birthday increased the risk of divorce in
the childís own marriage by 60%, with no difference detected according to the childís gender
(Amato, 1996).

It was thus shown that life course variables (in particular, age at marriage and cohabitation)
mediate some of the estimated effects of parental divorce. However, the study provided main-
ly longitudinal data enabling the formulation of further explanations of the intergenerational
transmission of divorce behaviour. It was found that peopleís attitudes towards divorce are
only slightly influenced by parental divorce. Therefore, parental divorce does not increase the
risk of divorce among offspring by making children more accepting of the possibility of mar-
ital dissolution. In contrast, it was also found that the effect of parental divorce is much more
strongly manifested through the interpersonal behaviour of spouses. Compared to people who
grew up in two-parent families there was a higher probability of personal problems (problems
with anger, jealousy, communication, infidelity, etc.) occurring in the interpersonal behaviour
of people whose parents divorced, and these interpersonal problems then increased their risk
of divorce.

In the 1990s studies began appearing in American journals that no longer dealt just with the
effects of parental divorce but also posed a wider and, from the perspective of empirical
research, harder to answer question. They focused more on the effect of the quality of the
parentsí marriage on children and their future life course, as some effects can be caused by the
relationship differences that preceded the divorce. This claim has been supported in other
studies (e.g. Cherlin et al., 1995b), in which the family environment (factors such as a dys-

5) The above-mentioned findings correspond with the conclusions from a project titled ìTransitions to Adulthood in
Europe: from a Matter of Standards to a Matter of Choiceî, based on data from the FFS (Corijn, 1999).
6) The Study of Marriage Over the Life Course (SMOLC) is a study that was conducted in four waves between 1980
a 1992 ñ in the form of telephone interviews in the years 1980, 1983, 1988 and 1992. The analysis was based on
individuals for whom information was obtained in at least two telephone surveys.
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functional family and marital conflicts) prior to a divorce is shown to explain a number of
effects of divorce on the level of childrenís education and behavioural problems.

However, problems remain with measuring the quality of the parentsí marriage and the
childrenís marriage. The study by Booth and Edwards (1989) revealed a positive correlation
between the quality of marriage among children and their perception of the quality of their
parentsí marriage, but in order to study these issues directly it would be necessary to conduct
longitudinal research, in which the parents themselves would comment on the quality of their
marriage and the children would comment on it once they were adults. A study by Amato and
Booth (1997) directly examined the quality of the marriage of parents and that of their chil-
dren and showed a positive correlation between the quality of the marriage of parents in 1980
and the quality of their childrenís marriage in 1992.

In the Longitudinal Study of Generations (LSG), which examined the long-term effects
of parental divorce on the quality of the marriage of children and on their marital instability,
several hypotheses were tested that explain the intergenerational transmission of divorce be-
haviour (Du Feng et al., 1999). Using data from a survey that studied both parents and their
children, in addition to the questions of intergenerational transmission, various explanations
for it were also studied, and hypotheses relating to the transmission of the quality of a mar-
riage were also tested. Three main areas of factors were analysed. The first were demographic
and life-course factors, as previous studies had shown that children from divorced families
have lower levels of completed education and lower incomes, marry younger, and are more
likely to live in cohabitation before marrying than children from two-parent families. The
second area involved the factors external to the marriage, based on Levingerís theory and
linking the probability of divorce with a decrease in the rewards derived from marriage. Ac-
cording to this theory, children of divorced parents have fewer psychological barriers to opt-
ing for divorce as a solution to relationship problems and also have more alternatives (accord-
ing to studies in the United States, young women from divorced families are more likely to be
employed than young women from two-parent families; financial independence can represent
one alternative to marriage). The third group were the factors internal to the marriage which
include the issue of the quality of a marriage and is based on the hypothesis that children from
divorced marriages themselves have poorer quality marriages than children from two-parent
families, and the lower level of satisfaction with their own marriage increases the risk of
divorce.

The results from the study demonstrated the inheritance of divorce behaviour between par-
ents and their daughters (especially if the divorce took place when the daughter was under the
age of eighteen), but as opposed to other studies no intergenerational transmission was dem-
onstrated between parents and sons. In addition, as in the other studies mentioned above, the
mediating effect of demographic factors and the life course on the interpersonal transmission
of divorce behaviour was also demonstrated, in particular the effect of marriage at a young
age and the low level of education among children of divorced parents. In the sample children
of divorced parents married at a younger age (the average difference was 1.8 years for men
and 1.5 years for women), and this younger marriage age proved to be the main mediating
factor. Parental divorce was associated with a lower level of completed education and a younger
age at marriage among daughters, and low educational attainment was also connected with a
young age at marriage. Thus it appears that the age at first marriage mediates the effects of
parental divorce and the completed level of education of daughters on the probability of di-
vorce of their marriages (Du Feng et al., 1999).

On the other hand, the hypothesis about the effect of parental divorce on the income of
children and on employment was not confirmed, nor was the effect of parental divorce on the
quality of the childrenís marriage confirmed. In the case of the intergenerational transmission
of the quality of the marriage the hypotheses were partly confirmed in a correlation analysis ñ
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negative feelings and perceptions of their marriage by parents in 1971 was linked in the case
of sons to a declared level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their own marriage in 1991.
The authors themselves had no theoretical explanation for why the positive interaction of
parents was not related in the studied sample to the marital satisfaction of offspring later on,
and why the low quality of the parentsí marriage influenced satisfaction with marriage only
among sons and not among daughters.

Conclusion
Analyses of a sample of women from the Czech Fertility and Family Survey (CR, 1997)

demonstrated the effect of the family arrangement in which individuals live during childhood
on their future life course, demographic behaviour, and type of family arrangement. Parental
divorce did not directly affect the probability that the first marriage of children from a di-
vorced family would break up, but rather the effect was mediated by the age of the child at the
time of first partnership and by the chosen form of partnership. Parental divorce has the effect
of lowering the age at which a child leaves home and the age at which a child begins living
with a partner in a shared household. It is the age of the child at the start of their first partner-
ship that partly mediates the effect of parental divorce on the probability of the partnership
breaking up. Similar conclusions can be reached in the study of the risk of the first marriage
ending in divorce. In the studied sample, women whose parents divorced more often married
younger than women who grew up and reached adulthood in two-parent families. Similarly,
cohabitation prior to marriage is linked to an increased risk of the marriage breaking up.

These findings could provide a stimulus for further studies that would expand and add to the
acquired data. More and more children are passing through various types of family arrange-
ment, wherein not only are changes occurring in the kind of effects families have on their
members but also in the way society looks at and accepts various types of family arrange-
ment. Space is opening up for more, and in many ways better, studies on the effect of the
quality of parental marriage on the life course of children. On the other hand, a marriage that
is unhappy, even if it does not divorce, can also have various negative effects on children, as
the children who live in such households acquire long-term experience of unhappily married
parents.

For a scientific understanding of changes in the family structure, longitudinal surveys are
required to provide information on interpersonal behaviour, attitudes, and mental well-being
during various stages of development. Data from such surveys would be useful for studying
the role of individual factors as part of the intergenerational transmission of marriage quality,
as that is influenced by individual events in various stages in life.
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Abstract: In this article the author deals with the current state of health of the Czech
population, which she analyses using the indicator of disability (disability-free life expec-
tancy) ñ based on a combination of life tables and the prevalence of health status indica-
tors.

Keywords: healthy life expectancy, temporary life expectancy, self-perceived health, chronic
disease, limitations on everyday activities

HEALTHY LIFE EXPECTANCY
IN THE CURRENT CZECH POPULATION*)

The extension of life expectancy at birth was in the past a relatively accurate indicator reflecting
the improvement of health in different populations. Later, when life expectancy at birth exceeded
70 years of age, discussions surfaced on whether the extension of human life is not just the
addition of years spent in illness. The strength of the statistical correlation between mortality
and morbidity began to weaken in advanced countries. Three theories (scenarios) of the historical
relationship between mortality and morbidity were formulated in this connection: 1) the com-
pression of morbidity theory, which claims that the reduction of the intensity of mortality is
accompanied by an improvement in the state of health (Fries, 1980, 1989, 2002), 2) the expan-
sion of morbidity hypothesis, according to which the additional years are primarily spent in
poor health (Gruenberg, 1977; Kramer, 1980; Olshansky et al., 1991) and 3) the theory of
dynamic equilibrium, which assumes that the share of additional years of life spent in morbidity
out of the total additional years of life neither increases nor decreases, or the increased preva-
lence of morbidity relates only to less severe states of health (Manton, 1982).

Once the occurrence of infectious diseases declined, chronic illness began to be an integral
and unpleasant part of the lives of many people. These diseases are long-term, they do not
necessarily interfere with a personís independence, and they may not even be the primary
cause of death. What is important is the degree of severity of the deterioration of a personís
state of health. In this regard the need arose to quantify this new reality with the aid of some
conventional indicator, and therefore today, in addition to traditional mortality and morbidity
indicators (life tables and incidence or prevalence rates), another characteristic is emerging
on the scene ñ disability, as an indicator of health limitations. Disability is an indicator of
both of the severity of illness and the quality of life. The disability indicator actually reflects
a content shift in how health is defined by the World Health Organisation, which today does
not view health as just the absence of disease, but as ìa state of physical, mental, and social
well-beingî, thus viewing it in terms of the concept of the quality of life. The number of
disability-free years remaining in a personís life is becoming a generally accepted measure
of the state of health of individual populations. The indicator of the absence of disability,
DFLE (disability-free life expectancy), is based on a combination of life tables and the prev-
alence of good health. This indicator expresses the average number of years a person can

*) This article was first published in Demografie, 2006, 48, p. 166ñ178. The contents of the journal are published on
the Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie.
**) Direct all correspondence to: Prof. RNDr. Jitka Rychta¯Ìkov·, CSc. Charles University in Prague, Faculty of
Science, Department of Demography and Geodemography, Albertov 6, 128 43 Prague 2, Czech Republic, e-mail:
rychta@natur.cuni.cz.
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expect to live without health disabilities, and it is usually calculated at birth and at age 65,
separately for men and women. DFLE is intended to become a structural (routine) indicator
that will be calculated and published in the Eurostat under the Environment section (http://
europa.eu.int/estatref/info/sdds/en/health/hlye_base.htm). This indicator is also coming to be
referred to as HLY (Healthy Life Years).

The main problem in calculating the DFLE, as well as other health indicators, is ensuring
the comparability of the data. Data on the state of health can be drawn from registers or from
sample surveys, but it is necessary that when collecting data individual countries employ the
same definitions of health and that the content of the questions formulated in relation to
prevalence or incidence is the same. One European survey that examined the state of health
within the EU in one of its survey modules was the European Community Household Panel
(ECHP). The ECHP was a panel (longitudinal) survey, repeated each year since 1994 in EU
countries. It covered the population aged 16 and over, and data collection was conducted
using uniform methodology. Another source of data on health is the Eurobarometer ñ a
survey in which in 2002 a module was introduced that focuses on three areas of health status:
self-perceived health, chronic morbidity, and limitations on everyday activities. This
module also served as a test module, as the three concepts of health it introduced were later
included in the European Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC). The SILC has
currently replaced the ECHP.

In the Czech Republic the Czech Statistical Office conducted a large-scale representative
survey of households in 2001 called the Social Situation of Households Survey, the content
and methodology of which were based on the ECHP. As of 2005 the Czech Republic is also
included in the internationally comparative SILC within the framework of the EU.

Methodology for calculating health indicators and source data
Numerous experts and organisations have published work on health indicators and methods

of calculating them (Crimmins et al., 1997; Jagger et al., 2001; Robine et al., 2001). Today
this issue is mainly focused on by the EURO-REVES team under the European Health Ex-
pectancy Unit (EHEMU). The goal of this project is to coordinate calculations, analyse the
quality of data, examine methodology, and mediate information on the health status of Euro-
pean populations. It is funded under the European Health Programme 2004ñ2007. Thus far
the team has calculated and analysed the DFLE for the period between 1995 and 2003 for
fourteen EU countries (not including Luxembourg), separately for men and women, at time of
birth and at age 65 (EHEMU, Technical Report 2, July 2005). Two questions posed in the
ECHP were used to measure the prevailing health status: PH002: Do you have any chronic
physical or mental health problem, illness or disability? and PH003: Are you hampered in
your daily activities by this physical or mental health problem, illness or disability.

The DFLE was calculated from a combination of mortality indicators (life tables) and the
prevalence of a given category of health status using the simple Sullivan method (Sullivan,
1971; Jagger et al., 2001), the data requirements of which are not too demanding (other
methods are, e.g., at: http//www.demografie.info/?cz_detail_clanku&artclID=107; Rychta¯Ìko-
v·, 2000). According to Sullivanís method, the number of life years at a given age L

x
 is

multiplied by the percentage of people s
x,i

 with the given health status (i) at the given age (x),
which is then calculated as e

x,i
 and additively divided by health categories (i).

e
x,i

 = [Σ(s
x,i

*L
x
)]/l

x

The lower limit of the sum is x and the upper limit is usually the maximum age.
This indicator will be calculated once the results of the SILC survey for the EU 25 and for

Island, Norway, the United States, and Japan are known.
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In this article the Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) that was conducted in 2005 in
the Czech Republic is used to study the health status of the Czech population. The GGS is an
international survey coordinated by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe in
Geneva (http: //www.unece.org/ead/pau/ggp/Welcome.html). Among other things it enables
an analysis of health status using the same questions as the ECHP, SILC or the Eurobarome-
ter. The main Czech coordinator of the Generations and Gender Programme (GGP), of which
GGS is a primary component, is the Faculty of Science of Charles University in Prague (J.
Rychta¯Ìkov·) and the co-coordinator is the Research Institute for Labour and Social Affairs
(V. Kucha¯ov·). The field data collection was carried out by the SC&C agency. The sample
contained 10 006 respondents of Czech nationality aged 18ñ79 during 2005. The survey was
funded under the National Programme for Research TP-5 ìModern Society and Changesî
theme (registration no. 1J 023/04-DP2). The module on the health status of the population
contained questions on self-perceived health, chronic and long-term morbidity, and limita-
tions on everyday activities. One constraint on evaluating health status in this survey was age,
the upper limit of which was 79 years, which makes it impossible to construct a classic indi-
cator defined by the maximum survival age. In this regard, all the indicators used capped by
the 80th birthday. Health status was studied using several questions:

Self-perceived health ñ question no. 701 How is your health in general?: 1 ñ very good;
2 ñ good; 3 ñ fair; 4 ñ bad; 5 ñ very bad.

Chronic morbidity ñ question no. 702a Do you have any long-standing illness or chronic
condition?: 1 ñ yes, 2 ñ no.

Limitations on everyday activities ñ question no. 703a Are you limited in your ability to
carry out normal everyday activities, because of a physical or mental health problem or a
disability?: 1 ñ yes, 2 ñ no.

The purpose of this article is: 1) to study the health status of the Czech population aged
18ñ79 from the perspective of the three points listed above; 2) to analyse the differences
between men and women; 3) to analyse the effect of age, education, and partnership on the
self-perceived health status among women and men separately.

The analysis is based on weighted data, where the weight was determined from the struc-
ture of the Czech population in the 2001 Census by gender, age, marital status, education,
region, and municipality size. The variables studied in this analysis are: health status, gender,
age, education, and partnership. The distribution of these variables for unweighted cases (re-
spondents) is indicated in Table I Appendix.

Self-perceived health, chronic morbidity, and limitations on everyday activities in the
Czech population in 2005

The first step in the analysis was to assess the quality of the collected data in terms of their
statistical significance and logical coherence. The percentage of records in which health was
missing did not exceed 2% in any of the surveyed health statuses or in the category of education.
Age, sex, and partnership were always indicated. The combination (based on weighted cases)
of the variable of self-perceived health status and the variable for long-standing or chronic
illness showed a strong association (Figure 1). Those who were not suffering from any chronic
illness indicated in 99% of cases that their self-perception of health was very good, good, and
fair (in 3/4 of cases they indicated very good and good). Men evaluated their health status just
slightly better than women did. Conversely, people who answered that they were suffering
from some long-standing or chronic illness described their health status as fair, bad, or very
bad (Figure 1). However, in this case women suffering from a long-standing or chronic illness
indicated slightly less often than men that they felt bad or very bad (28.8% vs. 30.4%).

Jitka Rychta¯Ìkov·: Healthy Life Expectancy in the Current Czech Population
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Self-perception of health
The most important determinant of health status is age, and age is connected with how well

people evaluate their own health. As people grow older their health difficulties increase, and
their statements on their own health move from a declared sense of very good health to good
and then to fair, and then the number of respondents describing their health as bad or very bad
begin to be more significant (Figure 2a, 2b). Nevertheless, up to the age of 80, three-quarters
of the Czech population subjectively assessed their health in positive terms (as very good,
good, or fair), and only 27% of men and 25% of women aged 75ñ79 described their health as
bad or very bad. Young men are more optimistic and more often than women describe their
health as very good.

An interesting anomaly along the gradient of changes in the declared subjective perception
of health by age is the age group of 60ñ64 year old men (the generation born in 1941ñ1945)
and 65ñ69 year old women (the generation born in 1936ñ1940) ñ Figures 2a, 2b. Both groups
show no decline in the subjective perception of health and feel just as good or just slightly
better than the immediately preceding age group. These men and women were born during
the period of a fertility revival in the Czech Lands, and they lived most of their lives after the
Second World War. We could hypothesize that in the case of men these are individuals who
just entered retirement and are not threatened by unemployment, as their slightly younger

Figure 1 Association between self-perceived health and the incidence of chronic disease
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Figure 2a The decrease in good self-perceived health with age among men

Figure 2b The decrease in good self-perceived health with age among women

Jitka Rychta¯Ìkov·: Healthy Life Expectancy in the Current Czech Population
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peers of pre-retirement age are, and therefore subjectively they feel better. In the case of
women the situation is more complicated, but if we combine the three categories of health
together (very good, good, and fair), it seems that ìyoungerî retired women evaluates their
health relatively better than slightly older and even much younger women.

Chronic and long-standing morbidity and limitations on everyday activities
Chronic and long-standing illness and limitations on everyday activities exhibit a deteriora-

tion in relation to age (Figures 3a, 3b). The gradient of change is most pronounced in the case
of chronic and long-standing illness, where an almost constant increase, or decrease, can be
observed (Figure 3a), while the case of limitations on everyday activities only deteriorates
after the age of 70 and does so for both sexes (Figure 3b).

The relationship between limitations on everyday activities and age is less regular than in
the case of chronic illness. Here again there is an anomaly similar to that observed in the self-
perception of health. In the 50ñ59 age group the incidence of limitations on everyday activi-
ties is higher than in the 60ñ69 age group. This peculiarity is observed for both sexes. Again
it is possible to speculate that during the period of economic transition ìyoungî retirees not
just feel better but are also more satisfied/healthier compared to the just slightly younger age
group that is still economically active. There may be various reasons for this, and therefore,
this finding warrants further analysis, for example, according to education, family background,
and other characteristics.

Figure 3a Increase in the incidence of chronic or long-standing illness with age
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Life expectancy by health status
Combining life tables for men and women in the Czech Republic from 2004 and the pre-

vailing health status as based on the GGS, Sullivanís method was used to calculate the years
of life expectancy in individual aspects of health studied. This means the number of years
between age x and a personís 80th birthday (so-called temporary life expectancy). The calcu-
lation is made with the classic formula Σ[s

x,i
*L

x
]/l

x
, but the upper limit of the sum is 79 years

inclusive instead of the usual 100 or 110 years.
The average number of years remaining in the life of an individual gradually decreases with

increasing age. We are primarily interested in how the structure of those years changes,
whether health status also deteriorates in a parallel and continuous manner, and wheth-
er the trends are the same for men and women. These questions were examined within the
three areas of health: self-perceived, in relation to chronic morbidity, and in relation to
limitations on everyday activities. The self-perception of health was evaluated in three
categories: 1) very good + good, 2) fair, and 3) bad + very bad.

The change in the average number of years of the temporary life expectancy of an x-year
old until their 80th birthday was especially in younger age groups determined by trends in the
categories of years lived in good or very good health, with just a negligible difference be-
tween men and women in the case of this indicator (Figure 4).

The two pairs of curves (total number of years and number of years in good health), which
decreased linearly, remained parallel from age 18 to age 50. After this age the number of years of
life expectancy continued to decrease linearly and the years according to self-perception of good

Figure 3b Decrease in ability to provide daily activities with age
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health no longer followed this trend, and the speed of their decline slowed. Years lived in bad or
very bad health, which changed little in relation to age, had almost constant values. This of course
means that with increasing age, and with it decreasing life expectancy, the weight of the number of
years lived in bad health increases. Roughly from age 60 the number of years of temporary life
expectancy in good and in bad health are the same up to age 80. The difference between men and
women in bad health is negligible, just as in good health, thus both sexes have good and bad
perceptions at similar year values. A difference between the life expectancy of men and women is
found in the category of fair health, in which men live fewer years than women (Figure 4).
Between age 40 and 45 years lived in fair health begin to dominate in the structure of temporary
life expectancy, while in younger age groups good and very good health have the biggest weight.

The life expectancies with or without chronic or long-standing illness (Figure 5) are in
principal similar to the course of life expectancies according to the category of self-perceived
health. This finding is consistent with the previous finding that the declared self-perceived health
correlates relatively well with the occurrence of chronic or long-standing illness (Figure 1).

While the differences between men and women in the case of self-perceived health de-
scribed as good and very good were relatively small (Figure 4), in the life expectancy with-
out chronic or long-standing illness there are no gender differences (Figure 5). It is the
trend in the values for the absence of chronic or long-standing illness that mainly determine
the trend of temporary life expectancy. The number of years lived with a chronic illness is
higher among women than men, and this fact ultimately means that the years women live
longer than men are years of illness. This fact is the source of the difference between the life
expectancy of men and women. Since the 1960s the number of years lived with or without
chronic illness has been roughly the same.

Figure 4 Temporary life expectancy up to the age of 80 by self-perceived health
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Long-standing chronic illness has the effect of limiting many people in their everyday ac-
tivities. The impact and the severity of long-standing chronic morbidity is expressed in the
life expectancy divided into two categories based on whether the person is or is not limited in
their everyday activities (Figure 6).

Life expectancy without limitations on everyday activities is very similar by age to the total
number of years of temporary life expectancy. Unlike chronic illness, the longer life expect-
ancy of women here is connected with a higher number of years lived without limitations on
everyday activities, and similarly men live a shorter number of years without limitations and
proportionally fewer years with limitations on everyday activities. After the age of 70 the
number of years of temporary life expectancy with and without limitations become similar
(Figure 6).

A summary overview of the number of life years remaining to the 80th birthday of 18-year-
olds and 65-year-olds structured by self-perceived health, chronic morbidity, and limitations
on everyday activities is displayed in Table 1.

Between the ages of 18 and 80 men and women live 35 and 34 years, respectively, in very
good and good health, and similarly between the ages of 65 and 80 they live 2.9 and 2.8 years,
respectively, in this category (Table 1). A healthy self-perception of life expectancy is there-
fore absolutely longer in the case of men. If we contrast this finding with life expectancies
without chronic illness, we can see in Table 1 that there are essentially no gender differences
in the number of years (18ñ80: men = 41.4; women = 41.8; 65ñ80: 6.2 years vs. 6.3 years), or
the life expectancies among men are just slightly shorter. In the case of limitations on every-
day activities, the number of years of temporary life expectancy without limitations among

Figure 5 Temporary life expectancy up to the age of 80 by chronic or long-standing morbidity
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Figure 6 Temporary life expectancy up to the age of 80 by limitations on everyday activities

men is shorter than that of women (18ñ80: men = 46.5; women = 48.8; 65ñ80: 8.6 years vs.
9.1 years). Men are clearly more optimistic or more often describe their health as very good
and good, although the indicator of chronic illness and especially limitations on everyday
activities do not entirely confirm this as true. The different assessments men and women give

Table 1 Temporary life expectancies between the ages of 18 and 80 and between the ages of 65 and 80 according
to different health statuses

Indicator
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

18–80 65–80

Self-perceived health Years % Years %

Very good and good 35.0 34.0 66.0 59.3 2.9 2.8 25.8 21.6
Fair 14.1 18.5 26.6 32.1 6.4 7.7 55.9 59.7
Bad and very bad 3.9 4.9 7.3 8.6 2.1 2.4 18.3 18.7

Total 52.9 57.4 100.0 100.0 11.4 12.9 100.0 100.0

Long-standing chronic illness         
Yes 11.5 15.6 21.7 27.2 5.2 6.6 45.3 50.9
No 41.4 41.8 78.3 72.8 6.2 6.3 54.7 49.1

Total 52.9 57.4 100.0 100.0 11.4 12.9 100.0 100.0

Limitations on everyday activities         
Yes 6.5 8.7 12.2 15.1 2.8 3.8 24.5 29.4
No 46.5 48.8 87.8 84.9 8.6 9.1 75.5 70.6

Total 52.9 57.4 100.0 100.0 11.4 12.9 100.0 100.0
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of self-perceived health emanate from the shift between the categories of good health and fair
health, where women clearly more than men described their health as fair. The number of
years remaining to the 80th birthday in bad and very bad health, or with chronic (long-stand-
ing) illness and with limitations on everyday activities is in these categories higher among
women than among men, and this applies also to the proportional percentages (Table 1).
These findings confirm the fact that the additional years of life of women in the Czech Republic
are a period of reduced quality of life.

Factors of perceived health
The self-perception of health changes not just in relation to age but also in relation to a

number of other lifestyle factors. It can depend on whether a person has a partner or not, and
even the level of a personís education can indirectly say something about a personís lifestyle.
Evidence of the relationship between the categories of self-perceived health, age, partnership
and education can be derived from a multinomial logistic regression. The dependent (ex-
plained) variable was the four categories of self-perceived health (very good, good, fair; the
categories of bad and very bad were combined given the low number of cases in each). The
explanatory (independent) variables (predictors) were age (categorised), partnership (the per-
son lives with their partner in a shared household, the person does not live with their partner
in a shared household, the person does not have a partner) and education (basic, secondary
without GCSE, secondary with GCSE, university). Two regression models were calculated,
for men and for women. Given that the interactions were statistically insignificant, the model
of the main effects is presented.

The self-perception of health as good or very good statistically significantly decreases with
age. The gradient of the decline is more pronounced in the category of very good health.
Among men the decrease is already statistically insignificant from the age of 60 (Table 2a).
Age is not a strong determinant, and if people perceive their health as bad the odds ratios are
very similar and often statistically insignificant. Living with a partner in a shared household
tends to give men the perception of good health, but for a sense of very good health they no
longer need to be living in the same household with a partner. In the case of bad health, living
in the same household as their partner is very important and significantly decreases (to 46%)
the feeling of bad health. With increasing education levels men also more positively evaluate
their health, and the gradient is sharper in the category of very good health. Bad health is cited
statistically significantly twice as often (2.1) among men with elementary education com-
pared to men with university education.

Women essentially perceive their health similarly to men in relation to age, that is, with a
sharper gradient in the case of a sense of very good health, and statistical insignificance and
no trend by age in the case of bad to very bad health. With increasing education levels the
sense of the quality of life also rises, as expressed in the self-perception of health. For women
living in the same household with their partner is also statistically significant for their sense of
very good health, but in the opposite sense as men! A sense of very good health is reduced by
the presence of a partner in the same household. In the case of bad to very bad health living
with a partner reduces this sense, but less significantly than in the case of men.

Conclusion
The analysis of the current health status of the Czech population revealed similar phenom-

ena as observed in other countries, especially with regard to the differences in the numbers of
years of temporary life expectancy according to individual categories of health status. Men
have shorter lives, but the extra years of women lives are spent mainly in illness or with
limitations on everyday activities. The sense of good health correlates negatively with age and
positively with education. Partnership is particularly important among people with bad health.

Jitka Rychta¯Ìkov·: Healthy Life Expectancy in the Current Czech Population
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Men
Self-perceived health (dependent variable)

Very good Good Bad and very bad

(independent variable) Sig. Exp (B) Sig. Exp (B) Sig. Exp (B)

Age

18–29 0.000 266.5 0.000 23.7 0.013 0.47
30–39 0.000 83.9 0.000 14.9 0.074 0.62
40–49 0.000 20.0 0.000 6.7 0.060 0.68
50–59 0.000 3.8 0.000 3.3 0.156 0.79
60–69 0.276 1.5 0.001 1.7 0.002 0.59
70–79 1 1 1

Partnership

He lives with a partner in a shared household 0.806 0.97 0.001 1.38 0.000 0.46
He doesn’t live with a partner in a shared household 0.599 1.12 0.119 1.37 0.197 0.63
He doesn’t have a partner 1 1 1

Education

Basic 0.00 0.39 0.000 0.50 0.001 2.1
Secondary school without GCSE 0.00 0.39 0.000 0.51 0.136 1.4
Secondary school with GCSE 0.00 0.60 0.021 0.74 0.837 1.1
University 1 1 1

Table 2a Men: Multinomial logistic regression for the reference category of fair health; model of the main effects
without interactions

Table 2b Women: Multinomial logistic regression for the reference category of fair health; model of the main effects
without interactions

Women
Self-perceived health (dependent variable)

Very good Good Bad and very bad

(independent variable) Sig. Exp (B) Sig. Exp (B) Sig. Exp (B)

Age

18–29 0.000 269.2 0.000 20.4 0.044 0.55
30–39 0.000 88.2 0.000 12.9 0.061 0.62
40–49 0.000 19.4 0.000 5.8 0.128 0.75
50–59 0.000 7.8 0.000 3.3 0.806 0.96
60–69 0.118 1.9 0.000 1.8 0.000 0.58
70–79 1 1 1

Partnership

She lives with a partner in a shared household 0.002 0.71 0.889 0.99 0.035 0.78
She doesn’t live with a partner in a shared household 0.235 0.80 0.686 1.07 0.247 0.69
She doesn’t have a partner 1 1 1

Education

Basic 0.000 0.41 0.000 0.55 0.000 3.73
Secondary school without GCSE 0.000 0.47 0.002 0.66 0.001 2.69
Secondary school with GCSE 0.015 0.68 0.044 0.77 0.114 1.65
University 1 1 1

This article emerged out of work on a project titled ìGenerations and Gender Survey: A Longitudinal
Studyî conducted under the National Programme for Research, TP-5 ìModern Society and Changesî
(registration no. 1J 023/04-DP2) and research project no. 0021620831 Geographic Systems and Risk
Processes in the Context of Global Changes and European Integration, under theme 3.4. Current Trends
in Demographic Behaviour in the Light of Demographic Development and Risks of the Ageing Process.
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Table I Basic distribution of the set of respondents – unweighted cases

APPENDIX

Age Men Women Total
18–19 242 231 473
20–24 439 412 851
25–29 525 485 1 010
30–34 467 506 973
35–39 405 446 851
40–44 401 463 864
45–49 384 429 813
50–54 418 432 850
55–59 421 477 898
60–64 332 385 717
65–69 281 361 642
70–74 260 266 526
75–79 222 316 538

Total 4797 5 209 10 006
Education
Basic 989 1 292 2 281
Sec. school without GCSE 1 732 1 548 3 280
Sec. school with GCSE 1 286 1 752 3 038
University 717 535 1 252
Not identified 73 82 155

Total 4 797 5 209 10 006

Does respondent have a partner?
Yes, he/she lives with him/her in household 2 724 2 807 5 531
Yes, he/she doesn’t live with him/her in household 375 434 809
No 1 698 1 968 3 666

Total 4 797 5 209 10 006
Subjective health
Very good 1 286 1 068 2 354
Good 1 827 2 013 3 840
Fair 1 232 1 613 2 845
Bad 331 406 737
Very bad 42 44 86
Not identified 79 65 144

Total 4 797 5 209 10 006
Long-standing chronic morbidity
Yes 1 100 1 402 2 502
No 3 610 3 723 7 333
Not identified 87 84 171

Total 4 797 5 209 10 006
Limitation on activities of daily living
Yes 631 783 1 414
No 4 164 4 421 8 585
Not identified 2 5 7

Total 4 797 5 209 10 006
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Abstract: The importance of international migration for the demographic situation in most
countries, particularly developed ones, has increased in recent years. Attention must, there-
fore, be given to the statistics describing this phenomenon. However, statistics produced
in individual countries do not appear to be mutually comparable. The author takes the
example of migration flows between individual countries, from the point of view of the
country of origin and the destination country, and describes the differences in observation,
summarises the main reasons for these differences, and outlines possible ways of reducing
the differences.

Keywords: International migration, migration flows, comparability of migration statistics,
harmonisation of migration statistics, EU migration policy, immigrants

THE COMPARABILITY OF INTERNATIONAL
MIGRATION STATISTICS*)

In recent years migration has become an important factor affecting demographic change.
Foreign migration is also beginning to capture the attention of European politicians as one
potential solution to the crisis of the pay-as-you-go pension systems in connection with de-
mographic ageing, which is occurring in every European country to at least some degree. For
this reason the issue has garnered more and more attention in international talks and confer-
ences.

The interest of politics is turned towards migration policy and establishing the appropriate
parameters for determining what kind of people (or what kind of attributes, qualifications,
and experiences people should have) should be coming to European countries. On a world-
wide scale this mainly involves determining how to harmonise the interest of advanced coun-
tries in ìyoung bloodî and a less demanding but highly qualified labour force with needs in
developing countries, which need to release some of the pressure from an exploding popula-
tion, but must try to avoid the occurrence of a massive ìbrain drainî, as such individuals are
an essential to the future development of such countries.

On a European level and from the perspective of individual states this is also a matter of the
acceptance of migrants by the domestic population, without the emergence of negative side-
effects in the form of nationalist and racist movements, so that migrants are able to become
fully integrated in society.

Each state has slightly different ideas about the parameters of immigration policy, their
acceptance of migrants, and balancing the rights of newcomers and their obligations towards
their new homeland. Each country embodies these ideas in legislation governing the resi-
dence of foreigners, asylum procedures, employment, trade licences, and even in legislation
on population records.

*) This text was presented at the international conference ìStatistics ñ Investment in the Futureî in the session on
Social Statistics III ñ Demography and Migration, which was held on 6ñ7 September 2004 and was organised by the
Czech Statistical Office. It was published in the journal Demografie, 2005, 47, p. 177ñ187. The contents of the
journal are published on the Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http: //www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demo-
grafie
**) Direct all correspondence to: Ing. Bohdana Hol·, Czech Statistical Office, Na pades·tÈm 81, 100 82 Prague 10,
Czech Republic, e-mail: bohdana.hola@czso.cz
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As part of the Treaty of Amsterdam migration policy in the EU was shifted from the third
pillar (the independent responsibility of each state, with EU institutions in just an advisory
position) to the first pillar (a common EU policy based on the EC Regulations and Directives).
The transition to a common EU policy in this sphere requires a relatively long period of time
because the process of harmonising the many diverse migration policies of individual states is
considerably demanding, and even when the legislation of individual countries is altered to
reflect EU policy harmonisation in practice will take much more time. While the rules for
asylum procedures have been streamlined (the Dublin Convention), the free movement of EU
citizens has been addressed, and some basic rules regarding procedures relating to citizens of
third countries (e.g. the right to family reunification), other aspects of the common EU policy
are being prepared.

The framework of foreign migration statistics
In relation to the increasing emphasis on migration policy, interest in data on migrants is

also growing, both owing to the need for information about the background situation in order
to establish the parameters of migration policy, and owing to the possibility to monitor the
success of the given migration policy.

Data on migration and on the number of immigrants in a country (in the EU) and their
characteristics is in most cases based on data taken from administrative records on foreigners
and citizens. National legislative and registration terms also determine who qualifies as a
migrant and how migration is monitored.

At the international level efforts exist to harmonise the statistics on foreign migration so
that the data published on migration at least roughly refer to the same group of individuals in
each country. Thus far the theoretical foundation for this has been the UN Recommendations
on Statistics of International Migration from 1998. These Recommendations contain a

Order Group Category

 1.
Transients (not relevant for int. migration)

Border workers (pendlers)

 2. Transients 

 3.

International tourism

Excursionists (stay without accomodation for a night)

 4. Tourists (stay with accomodation for a night)

 5. Business travellers

 6.
Traditionally excluded from international 
migration

Diplomatic and consular personnel (incl. dependants and employees)

 7. Military personnel

 8. Nomads

 9.

International migration

Students

10. Trainees

11. Workers

12. Employees of international organisations

13. Persons excercising the right of free establisment in the country

14. Settlements

15. Family formations and reunions

16. Refugees

17. Others relevant for international migration 
but whose duration of stay in the destination 
country is uncertain

Asylum seekers

18. Illegals

Source: UN Recommendation on International Migration Statistics, Revision 1, UN New York, 1998.

Table 1 Taxonomy of international mobility
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definition of the term ìcountry of usual residenceî (as the country in which a person resides
for more than one year), and this description is subsequently used as a differentiating point
between short-term and long-term migration: short-term migration is a change of residence
for a period of over three months but less than one year; long-term migration is a change of
country of usual residence; the three-month dividing line is a difference between tourism and
short-term migration. Also defined here are categories of migrating individuals and their clas-
sification in or omission from international migration statistics. The distinction by state citi-
zenship is only a secondary characteristic. Categories of migrating individuals and their clas-
sification are presented in the following table 1.

Recommendations, even when issued by international institutions like the United Nations,
are not a legally binding standard, and this can pose a problem in their application. While in
some states the Recommendations are regarded as a kind of ìgentlemenís agreementî, and
the adherence to and application of this agreement is incorporated in the legislative system, in
the Czech Republic these gentlemanís agreements are not accepted by the Foreign and Border
Police as a substantial enough argument, for example, to change the system of residence
controls, making it possible to honour (in whatever form) the Recommendations.

Proposed EU directives on foreign migration statistics are currently in the approval process
and are based on the UN Recommendations on International Migration Statistics and on the
Eurostat Joint Questionnaire, the UN Statistics Division, the UN Economic Commission for
Europe, the Council of Europe, and also the International Labour Organisationís guidelines

From where
To where

CZ DK DE CY LV NL PL PT SI FI SE

Czech Republic
x 202 11 150 93 8 393 34 8 5 47 151

x 56 1 087 24 8 159 1 117 8 19 39 57

Denmark
51 x 2 889 54 30 465 27 39 – 360 4 250

143 x 2 700 35 372 613 588 128 30 376 4 337

Germany
987 3 543 x 374 76 7 959 2 335 692 332 854 2 699

9 691 2 974 x 242 1 378 9 336 78 739 11 315 2 502 2 658 3 876

Cyprus
12 13 260 x – 29 4 – – 26 59

21 – 42 x – 21 21 – – 42 21

Latvia
8 455 2 195 – x 92 5 5 – 53 189

11 52 210 – x 14 28 2 – 60 60

Netherlands
224 886 13 976 73 9 x 83 332 10 228 780

207 540 10 822 32 11 x 492 710 26 299 659

Poland
1 679 962 100 968 29 23 2 275 x 32 3 95 1 186

38 95 17 806 2 7 290 x 6 – 9 174

Portugal
23 171 8 806 – 3 1 653 4 x 2 52 178

– – 776 – – 200 – x – – –

Slovenia
21 37 2 379 – 2 66 – 8 x 2 14

18 6 907 1 – 45 10 6 x 4 44

Finland
34 396 2 203 8 23 408 4 24 – x 3 532

30 384 730 22 24 270 37 28 2 x 3 591

Sweden
70 2 388 3 481 46 26 680 70 48 15 3 255 x

68 2 241 1 659 64 46 551 190 100 24 3 211 x

Source: New Cronos – Eurostat database.

Table 2 Migration flows between European countries, 2002

Bohdana Hol·: The Comparability of International Migration Statistics
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on international migration statistics, which all the member and candidate countries of the EU
have been using since 1995.

Migration statistics and international comparisons
In addition to the above-mentioned problems, international migration statistics are also a

problem in terms of the fact that unlike, for example, statistics on the labour market or nation-
al accounting there are always two subjects that are statistically affected by one and the same
flow of migrants. While national accounts can only be compiled in the statistical office of the
given state, information on the fact that a person moved, for example, from the Czech Repub-
lic to Germany is observed (or should be observed) by both the statistical office in the country
of origin (in this case the Czech Statistical Office) and the statistical office in the destination
country (Statistisches Bundesamt). When we add together all the cases of migration from the
Czech Republic to Germany we have two items of data that should in theory the same. But
these two items of data (and any other two items of data depicting migration flows from the
perspectives of the countries of origin and destination) are not the same. And very often these
two data items are not even similar in order, which can be discerned from the following table
containing available pairs of information on migration flows in 2002. The data item within
a single cell should be the same. The grey row indicates the situation from the perspective of
country ìAî (emigration from country ìAî to country ìBî), the white row indicates the situ-
ation from the perspective of the destination country ìBî (immigration from country ìAî to
country ìBî). The table contains data only for those countries where data on immigrants was
available from the destination country and data on emigrants was available from the country
of origin.

There are a number of evident differences in the table. Particularly noteworthy is the differ-
ence between the measurement of migration in Germany and in almost every other country.
Also interesting is the measurement of migration flows between the Czech Republic and
Poland and a comparison of the differences in reverse flows (records of flows are similar that
actually need not necessarily be similar in the order, while data that should be similar show
order differences).

A somewhat more relevant picture can be obtained from the following two tables. The first
presents absolute deviations (the data in the white row ñ the data in the grey row, or immigra-
tion ñ emigration). The second table presents the relative deviations (absolute deviation in
relation to the arithmetic average of both figures).

The data in the tables essentially call into question migration statistics and any analyses of
migration flows based on these data. However, this is not a result of inconsistent data on
international migration. Migration is part of the net population statistics or the registered
number of inhabitants in a given state or community. Ultimately it can be asked how many
inhabitants the EU really has, whether the ìper capitaî indicators are significantly distorted
(e.g. in the Czech Republic and Poland undervalued), whether the problems with measuring
migration flows are not also reflected in irregularities in the elections to the European Parlia-
ment (whether it would purely theoretically be possible to cast a vote in twenty member
countries), problems with multiple taxation, or problems with overlapping social-benefits
payments.

In any case it is necessary to devote more detailed thought to the background of the ob-
served differences and attempt to find a possible solution that could help improve the meas-
urement migration flows. As noted above, statistics in this field are to a large degree depen-
dent on particular legislative parameters, and statistics themselves can do little to influence
this. So improvement is often dependent on political will. However, politicians, who are one
of the principal users of data on international migration, rarely recognise their role in the
process of improving data collection.
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The main reasons for the observed differences can be summarised under the following four
categories: legislation and methodology, the location of data collection, the approach of
officials, registering immigration and emigration.

Legislation and methodology
Several sub-categories in this area can be distinguished:
1) Restrictions on entry and the strictness of residence terms: Generally, the stricter

entry and residence terms are, the better the information that can be obtained on migrants.
There are good records on the people who enter the territory of a state for a period longer than
three months and need a visa or residence permit (leaving aside the issue of illegal migration,
which is not part of migration statistics in any regard) in the information systems of the For-
eign and Border Police or similar institutions. The records are much worse wherever simple
registration is all that is required. This is the case of the free movement of citizens between
countries in the EU. With registration much less data may be requested from migrants than is
required from migrants applying for a residence permit, and it is not easy to penalise those
who do not register. In this area the differences between countries are likely to grow (unless
some effective measures aimed at consolidation are taken). It is also important whether other
rights or responsibilities are attached to a residence permit or registration, and how motivated
an individual coming into a country is to legalise their stay.

Table 4 Relative deviations of data on international migration flows, related to the mean of both data, 2002

From
where

To where

CZ DK DE CY LV NL PL PT SI FI SE

CZ x 146 10 063 69 0 234 –1 083 0 –14 8 94
DK –92 x 189 19 –342 –148 –561 –89 –30 –16 –87
DE –8 704 569 x 132 –1 302 –1 377 –76 404 –10 623 –2 170 –1 804 –1 177
CY –9 13 218 x 0 8 –17 0 0 –16 38
LV –3 403 1 985 0 x 78 –23 3 0 –7 129
NL 17 346 3 154 41 –2 x –409 –378 –16 –71 121
PL 1 641 867 83 162 27 16 1 985 x 26 3 86 1 012
PT 23 171 8 030 0 3 1 453 4 x 2 52 178
SI 3 31 1 472 –1 2 21 –10 2 x –2 –30
FI 4 12 1 473 –14 –1 138 –33 –4 –2 x –59
SE 2 147 1 822 –18 –20 129 –120 –52 –9 44 x

From
where

To where

CZ DK DE CY LV NL PL PT SI FI SE

CZ x 1.13 1.64 1.18 0.00 0.85 –1.88 0.00 –1.17 0.19 0.90
DK –0.95 x 0.07 0.43 –1.70 –0.27 –1.82 –1.07 –2.00 –0.04 –0.02
DE –1.63 0.17 x 0.43 –1.79 –0.16 –1.88 –1.77 –1.53 –1.03 –0.36
CY –0.55 2.00 1.44 x – 0.32 –1.36 – – –0.47 0.95
LV –0.32 1.59 1.65 – x 1.47 –1.39 0.86 – –0.12 1.04
NL 0.08 0.49 0.25 0.78 –0.20 x –1.42 –0.73 –0.89 –0.27 0.17
PL 1.91 1.64 1.40 1.74 1.07 1.55 x 1.37 2.00 1.65 1.49
PT 2.00 2.00 1.68 – 2.00 1.57 2.00 x 2.00 2.00 2.00
SI 0.15 1.44 0.90 –2.00 2.00 0.38 –2.00 0.29 x –0.67 –1.03
FI 0.13 0.03 1.00 –0.93 –0.04 0.41 –1.61 –0.15 –2.00 x –0.02
SE 0.03 0.06 0.71 –0.33 –0.56 0.21 –0.92 –0.70 –0.46 0.01 x

Table 3 Absolute deviations of data on international migration flows, 2002

Bohdana Hol·: The Comparability of International Migration Statistics



80

Czech Demography, 2007, Vol. 1

2) The distinction between tourism and migration: Although there are recommendations
for differentiating between tourism and short-term migration ñ three months ñ each country
approaches this question individually and the distinctions differ considerably. Countries also
vary in terms of how difficult it is to distinguish between short- and long-term migration (e.g.
in some states in Germany it is necessary to register when a person is residing outside a hotel
or accommodation facility if the period of stay is longer than two weeks, and all such cases
are included under migration).

3) Categories of arrivals and departures included under migration: Some countries,
for example, do not include students or asylum-seekers or detected illegal immigrants.

4) The definition of the country of original/future residence: Information on the country
of prior residence or future residence is based only on what the person migrating provides to
the foreign police or the registration office. People can deliberately conceal information about
where they are from and where they are going, or they can change their mind. There is also a
problem when the one-year limit is used to differentiate between short- and long-term migra-
tion, because a particular individual can leave country A and go to country B, but then soon
after move to country C and only there actually reside for a longer period. Information about
longer migration routes never reach country A. Similarly, country C need not know that the
usual place of residence of the migrant was not country B but country A.

The appendix here contains a comparison of the systems for monitoring migration in the
Czech Republic and in Germany, along with a more detailed comparison of migration flows
between these two countries.

The gradual elimination of legislative discrepancies, at least within the EU and the Europe-
an Economic Area should be achieved by means of a common migration policy and the har-
monisation of residence terms through the introduction of EU Regulations and Directives.

The location of data collection
Data quality can be substantially affected by the fact that the data is collected (i) during a

visa application and granting procedure (e.g. at the consulate of the destination country), (ii)
when crossing the border into the destination country, or (iii) when applying for a residence
permit at the foreign police or similar institution responsible for legalising the stay of foreign-
ers in a country, (iv) during registration at a regional registration office in the location where
residence is being applied for, or (v) in sample surveys, which is how it is done in England.

If all other differences were eliminated, however, the location of data collection would not
play a big role.

The approach of officials
The human factor often relates to national character. For example, German immigration

officials or officials at registration offices are regarded as considerably stricter than, say, Ital-
ian officials.

The relationship of this factor to national character necessarily means that overcoming dif-
ferences in the approach of officials will be a ìlong haulî, and it can only be achieved if, say,
the national characters of the states of the EU were to converge.

Recording immigration and emigration
Generally, immigration is documented more than emigration, and there are several reasons

for this. First, the failure to legalise residence can result in serious problems (deportation,
prohibition on residence, repatriation, etc.), while the failure to legalise the end of stay need
not be the source of any problems (if someone is no longer in a country, it is impossible to
penalise them for not being in the country illegally). That is why emigration from a country is
often not documented.
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For foreigners there is a safety catch in that a visa or a residence permit is only valid for a
specific period. Once the document expires the foreigner can ìofficiallyî leave.

In the case of a countryís citizens things are more complicated, because there is no time
limit on their residence. If there is no advantage to a citizen from reporting their departure (for
example, tax registration and the minimum tax obligations in the place of residence, or penal-
ties for not paying health and social insurance while absent and without announcing oneís
absence), citizens are not particularly motivated to report their departure and data on emigra-
tion are significantly undervalued.

This inconsistency can be solved, for example, by linking tax returns and social and health
insurance payments to the registered main place of residence.

Another option is to use the principle applied in internal migration statistics for internation-
al migration. Internal migration statistics are based on the relationship between the new and
the original municipality of residence. If a person moves from municipality A to municipality
B and in municipality B registers as a resident, fills in a change of residence form, which
municipality B sends to municipality A (or, more recently, as written communication is aban-
doned, municipality B enters the change in the Central Population Registry and the original
municipality makes an electronic change of address entry).

This principle could be applied to cross-border migration if states were able to agree and
allow the exchange of such data at the international level. In order to substantially improve the
results of migration statistics, this procedure would best be taken up at the level of the EU and
states cooperating with the EU (Norway, Switzerland, Island, and even the United States,
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand). This approach should also include the institution of
one main and several other places of residence, the way the system works today, for example,
in Germany. All rights and obligations linked to place of residence (insurance, taxes, voting
rights, etc.) would then be attached to the main place of residence.

The international cooperation described above already operates in the Nordic Union ñ an
agreement between Denmark, Sweden, Norway, and Finland ñ and more recently also Bel-
gium. The destination municipality registers the immigrant, who also fills in a registration
form. If the person remains in the municipality longer than six months, the municipality sends
a copy of the registration form to the previous place of residence, regardless of whether the
place of residence is in the same or in a different country of the Nordic Union. If we compare
in Table 2 the size of the migration flows shown by individual sides, we find that the countries
associated in the Nordic Union exhibit just minor differences (in Table 2 the data for these
countries are highlighted in a different colour).

The precondition for applying this approach is the political and public will to set up this
kind of cooperation (which in a certain sense affects the issue of the protection of personal
data ñ individual data on Czechs are at present provided to authorities outside the country
only as part of legal assistance and on the basis of bilateral agreements pertaining to this
assistance) and statisticians can do little to influence this political will. It is of course possible
to draw the attention of politicians and the public at every opportunity to the existence of this
problem and its further implications, but joining the Nordic Union or expanding it across the
entire EU is a political and not a statistical matter.

Another problem can emerge in connection with the resources of regional authorities for
covering new postal expenses. The issue of financial resources may to a considerable degree
be a restrictive factor on the entire system, because international postage is understandably
more expensive than domestic postage. One solution could be to use so-called clearing cen-
tres and the representative institutions of each state. Post could be sent through these centres
and registration documents would thus be transferred in mass mailings, for example, once
quarterly, and that would certainly reduce the costs of the process.

Bohdana Hol·: The Comparability of International Migration Statistics
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Comparison of reported migration flows between the Czech Republic and Germany

from where —> to Specification According to: 2001 2002 2003

Cz
ec

h 
Re

pu
bl

ic
 —

> 
Ge

rm
an

y Total

CSO* 701 1 087 950

SBA** 12 206 11 150 9 258

Difference –11 505 –10 063 –8 308

Czech citizens

CSO* 328 406 298

SBA** 10 907 10 029 8 265

Difference –10 579 –9 623 –7 967

German citizens

CSO* 371 659 642

SBA** 908 799 702

Difference –537 –140 –60

Ge
rm

an
y 

— >
 C

ze
ch

 R
ep

ub
lic Total

CSO* 470 987 1 228

SBA** 9 304 9 691 8 909

Difference –8 834 –8 704 –7 681

Czech citizens

CSO* 214 164 360

SBA** 8 355 8 694 7 914

Difference –8 141 –8 530 –7 554

German citizens

CSO* 244 807 826

SBA** 669 688 710

Difference –425 119 116

Note: *Czech Statistical Office, **Statistisches Bundesamt Deutschland.
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VÃRA KUCHAÿOV¡**)

Abstract: The article reports on contemporary approaches and topics. It draws attention
to important aspects of family policy and contributes to the discussion of their objectives
in the Czech Republic. The text does not contain any data, because it is assumed that the
readers will be familiar with the relevant demographic data on population development.

Keywords: Family policy, family, population policy, social policy, work-life balance

FAMILY POLICY IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC ñ
WHY AND WHAT*)

In recent years family policy has begun to be seriously discussed on a broader scale in the
Czech Republic and the discussion of its significance and content has spread beyond the
narrower circles of the experts that specialise in this field. If family policy was at all discussed
in the 1990s it was the subject of disputes over its significance, the need for it, and whether it
could be implemented, but in recent years the discussions have moved to the areas of policy
concepts, the degree of policy ìexplicitnessî, the legitimacy of individual forms of interven-
tion in the family, the issues of the very concept of the ìmodernî family and forms of family
cohabitation, and other conceptual topics. For example, one positive development has been
the effort to discuss the essential issues that form the building blocks of family policy (in
particular, at the annual conference organised by the National Centre for the Family and by
the Committee for Health Care and Social Policy of the Senate of the Parliament of the Czech
Republic, held since 1999, a conference of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs in 2005
and 20061); and discussions on demographic development in the pages of Demografie). This
article is intended to stimulate thoughts on issues connected with the concept of family policy
and to promote discussion in which theoretical and general findings are confronted with pos-
sible practical measures.

Key points of family policy essential to its formulation are still the subject of discussion.
However, without a clarification of these points it is impossible to create family policy. Primarily
this involves a series of basic and interconnected issues:
ñ the breadth of social policy as a concept,
ñ the relationship of family policy to social or pro-natal policy,
ñ the definition of the family and other forms of cohabitation for the purpose of family policy,
ñ the objectives of family policy.

Family policy must be based on both general conceptual principles and on an understanding
of the needs and interests of people and how they can be met by various relevant subjects. The
Czech Republicís membership in the EU adds a relatively new dimension to national family

*) This article was prepared as part of work on the project ìFamily, Employment, and Educationî, supported by the
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, registration no. 1J051/05-DP2, conducted as part of the National Research
Programme TP-5 ìModern Society and Changes to Modern Societyî. It was first published in Demografie, 2006, 48,
p. 229ñ240. The content of the journal is published on the Web site of the Czech Statistical Office: http: //www.czso.cz/
csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
**) Direct all correspondence to: PhDr. VÏra Kucha¯ov·, CSc., Research Institute for Labour and Social Affairs,
PalackÈho n·m. 4, 128 01 Prague 2, Czech Republic, e-mail: vera.kucharova@vupsv.cz
1) In 2005 the topic was Family Policy Perspectives in the Czech Republic and in 2006 the topic was Family and
Parenthood at the Turn of the Millennium ñ the Image and Transformation of the Family, Partnership, and Parentho-
od in Contemporary Society as a Challenge for Political Practice, http://www.mpsv.cz/clanek.php?1g=1&id=2157
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policy, even though family policy as such remains exclusively the domain of each individual
state. Therefore, other important components for the formulation of family policy are:
ñ the legitimacy of family policy, that is, public demands and attitudes,
ñ the role and participation of individual subjects,
ñ the context of state family policy determined by membership in the EU (the principles and

initiatives derived from EU legislation and documents).

The breadth of the concept of social policy and its relationship to pro-natal and social
policy

The consensus today with regard to the concept of family policy seems to be that it should
be based on the broadest possible approach. Sociological and demographic studies in the
Czech Republic and experiences from outside the country indicate that family behaviour is
the outcome of the synergic effect of a complex of factors, and the way these factors comple-
ment and condition each other complicate efforts to distinguish between the main and the less
important among these factors (see, e.g., Rabuöic, 2001; Aassve ñ Mazzuco ñ Mencarini,
2005: 296). The crosscutting, society-wide character of family policy is declared in the Na-
tional Concept of Family Policy elaborated in 2005 at the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs (N·rodnÌ, 2005: 9) and by a number of Czech experts (Tomeö, 2002; Sirov·tka, 2005;
Munkov·, 2002; Kucha¯ov· ñ TuËek, 1999). A basic argument for a broad concept is the fact
that changes to the family are occurring within the overall context of modernisation and indi-
vidualisation processes (cf., e.g., Moûn˝, 2002: 200an.; Sirov·tka, 2005: 20ñ21).

Different countries, even if they exhibit similar demographic development, need not have
identical uses for family policy. Not just the decline in fertility, despite its almost universal
applicability, took various courses, but also individual countries have different experiences
with specific phenomena, such as divorce, the incidence of unmarried cohabitation, life ex-
pectancy, youth pregnancy, etc. Yet, the family policy of each individual country responds not
just to the specifics of demographic development but also to cultural tradition, the degree of
secularisation in society, or the course of modernisation processes. For example, even societ-
ies that share a similar religious orientation but have different historical experiences do not
behave in the same way (cf. e.g. Saxonberg ñ Sirov·tka, 2005). L. Hantrais (2005) cites France
and Ireland as an example of how high fertility can emerge in countries with different family
policies because their socio-cultural conditions differ. This is confirmed by the otherwise
specific example of Sweden (Hoem, 2005)2).

In the history of family policy in different countries we can find approaches that range from
a concept of family policy that can be practically identified with a pro-natal policy, to ap-
proaches that do not promote pro-natal policy but regard family policy as desirable and legit-
imate. They then either apply its explicit forms, which are based on a formal definition of
their goals and principles and in which the pro-natal aspect is often obvious, or more often its
implicit forms are applied, in which, on the contrary, the elements of social policy are more
pronounced, but they include a more complex set of instruments that more or less directly
support family or parenthood (cf., e.g., MatÏjkov· ñ Paloncyov·, 2004: 9). Among European
countries, the need for explicit family policy is especially recognised by Germany, France,
and the Netherlands, but the differences between the instruments they use are by no means
minor. Slovakia and Poland have both re-conceived their family policy. From the perspective
of population characteristics it is not just states with explicit family policy that exhibit posi-
tive indicators but also countries that have no concept of family policy but support the inter-
ests of children and equal opportunities (e.g. Scandinavian countries), and countries that pro-

2) The complete version of Jan M. Hoemís article Why Does Sweden Have Such High Fertility in Czech translation
was published in Demografie, 2006, 48, p. 241ñ250.
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mote liberal approaches in the majority of relevant areas and policies (e.g. the UK, the US). In
the Czech Republic, since the start of the 1990s various different approaches have been emerged
back to back ñ from the liberal approach, favouring implicit family policy, to the conservative
and universalistic approaches (both asserting an explicit concept). The Family Policy Con-
cept (2005) was the first explicit family policy, but implicit family policy has a long tradition
in the Czech Republic, even though in different periods the forms and effects of the policy
have been accompanied by various different problems (cf., e.g., Tomeö, 2002; Neöporov·,
2006).

Different systems of family policy are connected with different welfare state systems. O.
Pol·kov· (2003; Krebs et al., 2002: 272), for example, has distinguished three types: liberal
(the state has a small role and non-state subjects play a large role), social market (primary
significance is given to families themselves, the state plays a strong role, and there is space for
the non-state sector), and universalistic (the state plays the dominant role, minimum or no
participation of non-state subjects). The last type is typical for totalitarian regimes, and it can
only be fully realised in that form of regime. As I. Moûn˝ has demonstrated in his work, the
version of this type of family policy that was applied in state socialist Czechoslovakia did not
in reality lead to the fulfilment of its declared goals, but rather the reverse. The attempt of
socialist ideology to replace family ties with collectivist ties actually reinforced the family.
This course does not apply in all cases; ties within the family and between generations were
strengthened, a high marriage rate was maintained, and the average number of children re-
mained high, but, for example, the divorce rate increased, which was a consequence of the
fact that family policy was primarily pro-natal. Here the more general question arises: how far
does intervention from the state or the assertion of some ìsocially recognisedî norms through
various (state, non-state) subjects succeed in achieving its objectives? The advanced social
state, which was intended to ensure the fulfilment of the basic functions of the family by
substitute means, contributed to the simultaneous instability of the family and the diversifica-
tion of forms of family cohabitation. In this regard it is useful to assess its effects in the
support of the family in various socio-cultural environments.

Esping-Andersen created the ìclassicî classification of three basic types of social state in
2002, and it was family policy that he put at the centre of the discussion of the welfare state3).
In relation to family policy he also mentions the increase in general education and access to
health care, the reduction of income differences, and the elimination of social exclusion. When
he describes the ìnewî family policy, he underscores the need to take the following phenom-
ena into account: new family forms, such as single-parent families and two-income families;
growing employment of women, including mothers with small children, and the importance
of working incomes of mothers for the material security of children; the significance of the
quality of childhood for personal development; the significance of eliminating or preventing
poverty and the social exclusion of children; and the significant of the concept of work-life
balance and equal opportunities for men and women. According to Esping-Andersen, effective
family policy must be based on an interest in children, it must accommodate the needs of
women (ìwomen friendlyî), and it must be conceived as a social investment. Alongside his
typology of social states he also distinguishes three types of family policies:
ñ The northern type of family policy, corresponding to the social-democratic type of social

state, is based on the strong role of the state, equal opportunities, good living conditions for
children, high employment of women, work-life balance, minimising the role of the market
and to a certain degree of families themselves;

3) T. Sirov·tka also draws attention, for example, to the increase in the significance of family policy and specifically
the rise in family allowances in Germany during the period when the welfare state on the whole came into crisis,
which resulted in changes such as the reduction of benefits for seniors and the unemployed (Sirov·tka, 2000: 49).

VÏra Kucha¯ov·: Family Policy in the Czech Republic ñ Why and What
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ñ The continental type of family policy, corresponding to the conservative social state, em-
phasises the role of the traditional family, minimises the participation of women in the
labour market, and provides less direct support for children;

ñ The Anglo-American (ìliberalî) type of family policy, stresses market solutions and re-
sponses to the higher rate of employment of women and focuses on the tension between the
family and employment and other aspects of the child-woman-family relationship4).
The degree to which these ideal types are applied in reality is expressed in the degree to

which the focus is placed on pro-natal or ìpro-familyî family policy. One of many analyses of
the relationships between family policy and fertility trends compares the situation in Sweden
and Germany, that is, essentially the pro-natal effect of the first two types of family policy
cited above (and also, although marginally, the two of them as opposed to the third). It points
to the advantages of the first type (Hoem, 2005), which essentially involves ñ though the
author does not exactly put it this way ñ the focus of the family policy measures on the basic
ìfamily unitî, i.e. the mother-child, or the parent-child, as, for example, I. Moûn˝ describes it
(2002: 205). The focus implied in Hoemís text is on the individual-parent and the child,
unlike the German focus on the traditional family.

B. MatÏjkov· and J. Paloncyov· (2004: 11) presented an up-to-date summary of approaches
to family policy and in it enhanced Esping-Andersenís typology with the addition of a post-
socialist type. They, too, took into account the concept of equal opportunities of men and
women. The authors were also unable to avoid the difficulties involved in assigning particular
characteristics to selected states. From their overview and from another detailed study (MatÏj-
kov· ñ Paloncyov·, 2003 and 2004)5) it is evident, for example, that ìnationalî family policies
reflect the different interpretations of the (ìtraditionalî) family, and that regardless of whether
the states implement implicit or explicit family policy, the approaches they apply do not usu-
ally form entirely consistent units. This is owing to the fact that family policy is attached to
other spheres and policies and is dependent on the specific cultural-historical-social context6).

Alongside family law, the core part of family policy is always the assistance of the state
(society) in reducing (not just) the financial costs to families of having children. Family pol-
icy usually concentrates on the more easily calculated direct costs (essentially consumption
costs) and less on indirect costs, often described as opportunity costs. Not only are indirect
costs impossible to calculate in precise figures, but they also have strong subjective determin-
ants and are difficult to grasp empirically. In addition, while both parents may contribute to
direct costs, in the absolute majority of cases the indirect costs are worn by the woman. The
concept of costs connected with children is nonetheless a useful (though not the only) instru-
ment for understanding the changes in demographic behaviour and for conceiving family
policy measures. I. Moûn˝ (2004: 18) has pointed out that the increase in the opportunity costs
during early parenthood since 1989 have decreased the interest in marriage and parenthood.

Family policy necessarily reflects changes in the position of women. An analysis by the
OECD in 2005 cited as sources of the decline in fertility the higher education levels of now
several generations of women, their ambitions in the area of economic activity and financial
independence, the relative decline in the value of parenthood, problems achieving a work-life
balance, and the need to achieve a certain economic standing before starting a family. Another
factor is the level of unemployment and changes in the employment structure, such as the
decline in the proportion of agricultural work. Outside economic factors, significance is as-
cribed to the decline in the marriage rate and changes in social security systems. Even the

4) Cited from Kamerman, 2003.
5) These authors (though not just them) devote attention to an important topic which it is not within the scope of this
paper to address ñ the funding of family policy measures, their sources, and the forms of use and redistribution.
6) For example, even between the post-socialist states there are many differences in family and social policy, despite
the similarities of background and their subsequent transformations.
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often-mentioned changes in the value orientations of women and the growing awareness of
the incompatibility of family and employment have been taken into account. Liefbroer and
Corijn (1999) distinguish between ìstructurallyî based incompatibility (the discrepancy be-
tween the real opportunities open to women and the inhibitions to using them) and ìculturalî
incompatibility (relating to the discrepancies between recognised values and the attitudes
towards the role of women in society), which is an important observation for both theory and
practice.

A study by the European Commission on The Social Situation in the European Union
(2005) also includes among the factors affecting fertility in individual EU countries socio-
economic specifics, cultural specifics, and policies focusing on the family and fertility (p.
100). Here again the role of womenís employment is emphasised: ìIn countries where women
are employed, but where no corresponding support in public policy exists, and men do not
participate in family responsibilities, fertility rates tend to fall. Conversely, wherever there are
policies enabling women to combine employment and family and men take on a greater role
in household responsibilities, couples who want children tend to fulfil their wishî. These
comments on procreative behaviour point to the need for state intervention, not just in the
form of benefits and services, but also by means of creating the conditions for harmonising
family and work (and for changes in the behaviour of men and even women).

A primary reason for applying a broad understanding of family policy is the parallel effect
of the socio-economic and the culturally normative context on family behaviour and on the
formation of the living conditions of families. Family policy should be based on the role of the
overall economic conditions of family life and should be done so not just in the interest of
eliminating poverty (which in the Czech Republic is relatively low). At the same time it is
essential to cultivate a pro-family climate in society (Zeman, 2000: 55; Hoem, 2005: 568),
without which no state measures can have any sufficient and long-term effect.

An important task is finding a way of incorporating within family policy those aspects
important for developing a pro-family climate which lie within the spectrum of roles and
responsibilities of the main actors in family policy but which form an essential part of this
climate ñ this means the overall socio-economic context in which families, children, seniors,
and young people at the start of their professional careers and (potentially) parenthood live. It
is necessary to address the relationship between the public and private spheres of life. The
most striking case is the role of the community, but also for instance the role of employers,
whose approaches today rarely tend to be ìfamily friendlyî. The fact that family policy is
conceived at the level of government, which bears the responsibility for fulfilling the general
and specific objectives, and yet these objectives can only be fulfilled with the participation of
other subjects, who follow the policy through, means that the very relevance of family policy
can be called into question.

A broad understanding of family policy creates a specific relationship between family and
social policy, which is not a relationship of system to sub-system, even though they have areas
in common. That is why many experts and politicians still view their relationship in this way
or focus attention mainly on those areas that overlap (e.g. Pol·kov·, 2003; Munkov·, 2002;
partly also Sirov·tka, 2005; Neyer, 2003). On the one hand, the family needs much broader
support than what is provided by financial transfers and social services (see above). On the
other hand, within social policy it is necessary to coordinate measures aimed at benefiting
families with measures that primarily target, for example, senior citizens or the disabled. In
this context I. Tomeö (2001: 6) observed a specific feature of social policy, and it is not the
family that he includes under social policy, but ìsocial events connected with the family,
maternity, and raising childrenî. Yet, as T. Sirov·tka demonstrated in a similar context, the
contemporary family is becoming a ìmore urgentî target of social policy than before, given
the significant changes it has undergone and given the effects of the presence of children in

VÏra Kucha¯ov·: Family Policy in the Czech Republic ñ Why and What
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the household on family income levels and the employment of parents. However, the need for
external assistance to families with elderly members is still underestimated, even though the
elderly, especially in an era that supports active old age, should not be just the target of nar-
rowly defined social-policy measures. Family policy must today reflect the extension of life
expectancy and increased migration. A prominent expert on family policy theory, M. Wingen,
has noted that family policy must form a separate system, distinct from the social policy of the
state, a system that will formulate mutually complementary financial and non-financial, state
and private, legislative and local measures. This system must be targeted at all families and
cut across society as a whole (Zeman, 1999). The objectives of family policy derive from the
understanding of its relationship to pro-natal policy. The majority of European countries to-
day reject any explicit pro-natal policy regardless of their demographic development (DíAddio
ñ DíErcole, 2005: 49). Conversely, its integration with social policy is consistently (and nat-
urally) strong.

The family policy concept drawn up by the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs in 2005 is
based on a broad and complex understanding of family policy, which is evident in the docu-
mentís Preamble and Implementation Principles (Koncepce, 2005: 8ñ9). The authors realised
that the first version of the concept could not be perfect and complete and instead interpreted
it as the foundation for further work on the policy concept and programme. For this reason
also they tried to situate the specific measures they proposed within the context of ìcurrent
possibilitiesî, and as a result the so-called implementation section (p. 9), describing the ob-
jectives and tasks for the most immediate period, does not replicate the breadth of the concept
proclaimed in the introduction. One reason for this is that the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs and the government, through which the family policy is implemented, have strictly
defined responsibilities and authorities, but a broad understanding of family policy requires
the involvement of a wide range of subjects.

Defining the family and new ìfamilyî forms
Although as the target of family policy the family needs to be defined as precisely as possi-

ble, it is almost impossible to find a suitable definition in the otherwise very rich literature on
this topic. The family is not precisely defined even in the Czech Act on Families, the first part
of which is devoted to marriage and states, in ß 1, par. 2: ìThe main function of marriage is to
start a family and raise childrenî. In 1990 I. Moûn˝ has also described the family in relative
detail: ì...it is assumed that the characteristic, natural, and predominant form of family in the
society of our culture is a monogamous couple family, thus a household made up of a male
and a female as partners and their childrenî (Moûn˝, 1990: 18). It is not clear whether he has
in mind just marital couples or not, but he goes on to draw attention to the transitory nature of
this family form. Later he writes that ìthe core of the human family is the relationship be-
tween the mother and child, not the relationship of the couple; the relationship between the
mother and the father in the system of the human family is instrumental in character: the basic
couple provides protectionî (Moûn˝, 2002: 205)7). It is necessary to stress the final part of this
quotation. The protective role toward this ìfamily coreî that it mentions must be ensured in
the interest of the child and the mother if the family breaks up or never originates, and must be
done so by means of family policy and the involvement of another subject. If there is no
mother, and it is the father (or foster parent) that is in the family core, the principle remains
the same. What is important here is support for intergenerational solidarity and relationships,
which in family policy is a topic that figures somewhat marginally.

Given the difficulty of defining the family, only some (and mostly earlier) efforts concentrate
on the definition of the ìuncomplicatedî nuclear family, which for the (ìmodernî) concept of

7) An indirect confirmation is that we have no problem with the term ìsingle-parent familyî.



93

family policy is a necessary but too narrow perspective. It even has the drawbacks recalled by
F. de Singly (1999: 11), in that the effort ìto define the family in terms of its form or structure
... involves the risk of detracting attention from the relationships that from a theoretical per-
spective are however the most importantî. From the perspective of family policy the basic
object of interest are the relationships and functions of families and their ìperformanceî (ac-
cording to the latest and at least the best-sounding term). Authors dealing theoretically with
the family and empirical research on the family do not attempt to define it and increasingly
tend to analyse more the changes in family and demographic behaviour rather than the family
as such.

Generally, the family is today understood as an institution that is formed by parents (a
parent) and children, and preferably they are the parentsí (the single-parentís) own children.
The transformation of the family in recent decades complicates this definition. The instability
of the family and the practical approaches for addressing the effects of the break-up of the
family, when, for example, the needs of an orphaned child or children of divorced parents are
catered to by ñ alongside the ìremainingî parent (or in the case of deceased parents, instead of
them) ñ other relatives or other persons of no relation, means that the family corresponding to
the above-mentioned definition, i.e. the monogamous couple, two-generational family, is of-
ten referred to as the ìtraditionalî family. Various people in practice can fulfil the function of
providing for a dependent child8); the structure of the family changes, families are unstable,
and all this cannot be overlooked and on the contrary must be taken into account in family
policy (cf., e.g., Moûn˝, 2002: 18 ff.).

For the purpose of family policy, or at least for some family policy measures, it is useful to
define the household as their target (Tomeö, 2002: 61). This is an easily definable unit that can
be statistically described (and statistically defined). Nevertheless, there are often situations in
which it is desirable to use family policy or social policy where the household (family) mem-
bers do not live in the same household but rather alone or separately from their families
(single-parent families, foster families, family members in institutional care). Given the very
clear and (at least today) irreversible trend of the decline of the ìtraditionalî family and the
increasing predominance of alternative family arrangements, it is necessary to conceive fam-
ily policy for a wider circle of family living arrangements (parents-children, grandparents-
grandchildren, etc.) and non-family living arrangements of children living with other people
caring for them (foster parents, step-parents). The 28th session of the Conference of European
Ministers of the Family recommends that ìthe activities of the state focusing on protecting the
family not be restricted to the traditional familyî (28th session, 2006: 4). In its closing declara-
tion it proposes that governments respond to socio-demographic changes by adopting legisla-
tion that takes into account the various difference forms of the family (ibid., p. 9).

The National Report on the Family elaborated under the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs in 2004 abandons defining the family. It criticises attempts at a broad concept and as
an adequate basis proposes first defining the individual, socially relevant functions of the
family (N·rodnÌ, 2004: 9). According to the authors of the introduction to the report, ìin a
narrower concept, the natural nuclear family, which is by far the predominant type of living
arrangement in the Czech Republic, can be regarded as an institutionally structured social
community that is based on a family and a marital relationship as the two basic lines of
relationship... The state should however in its family policy concept make a decision about
what form of arrangement it considers the most appropriate. In this regard it is necessary to
realise that in the light of the stability of the partnership union a family based on marriage best
fulfils all socialisation, economic, and regenerative functionsî (N·rodnÌ, 2004: 10). Unlike

8) There is no need for institutional facilities to immediately come to mind, as there are numerous more provisional
forms, such as care provided by grandmothers, stepfathers, foster parents, adopted parents, etc.

VÏra Kucha¯ov·: Family Policy in the Czech Republic ñ Why and What
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the other documents cited above, this text clearly proposes orienting family policy primarily
around married couples with children9). The family policy concept of the Ministry of Labour
and Social Affairs developed in 2005 did not adopt this interpretation, but it in no way ques-
tions the precedence of a marriage-based family.

Goals, objectives, and effects of family policy
The basic goals of family policy derive from how explicit it is and how broad its conception

is. The traditionally ìnarrowî goals are support for natality, income redistribution to benefit
families with children, and the elimination or reduction of the poverty risk (as a result of the
presence of children in the family or the inadequacy of employment incomes, these involve
both support for social incomes and support for the employment of parents). Family policy
saw a gradual increase in the emphasis on the well being and life chances of children and on
the more balanced positions of both spouses or partners in a union (e.g. Hantrais, 2005, Sirov·t-
ka, 2000), on work-life balance (Sirov·tka, 2005; Kocourkov·, 200210)), on preventing social
exclusion, on the security of family members in various stages of life, and on developing
human resources (Kocourkov·, 2002; Zeman, 2000). Briefly put, the family policy agenda has
been expanding in the modern, globalised world, and the creators of family policies have no
other option than to respond to this in the breadth of their concepts.

The effectiveness of family policy and the usual instruments of family policy can be as-
sessed in an international comparison, but this naturally also suffers from certain drawbacks
of a methodological and practical nature. The limitations of comparison result from the fact
that they are incapable of capturing data on every contextual effect that differs between indi-
vidual countries. The results of such comparisons are consequently not straightforward. Ac-
cording to a study by the OECD (DíAddio ñ DíErcole: 59), the least reservations are found in
the results of analyses from various countries on the positive effect of day care for small
children as long as a series of basic conditions are fully met ñ that it is affordable and geo-
graphically accessible, that it is organised according to the needs of (working) parents, and
that it provides services of adequate quality. Less consistent are the results of studies of the
effects of financial subsidies and relief. Similarly inconsistent results are notes also by J.
Paloncyov· in the case of the relationship between child allowances and fertility in European
countries (MatÏjkov· ñ Paloncyov·, 2004: 34). In this comparison (for the year 2001) the
Czech Republic is the country with the lowest fertility, despite ranking at almost the middle of
the scale in terms of the amount of the allowance it provides as what percentage of the total
average income it constitutes11).

At any rate, a comparison of studies of family policy instruments confirmed that they con-
tribute to increasing fertility, albeit with varying degrees of reliability. The direct relationship
is usually evident in the case of financial transfers to families with children, in the case of
benefits during parental leave, higher employment among women, and the higher percentage
of women working part time. Conversely, fertility is reduced by higher unemployment, the
amount of the opportunity costs to mothers, and the length of the parental leave.

The system of financial subsidies to families with children (and other families in low-income
households), however generously conceived, need not have substantial effects if the relative
value of the benefits (in relation to other incomes) is low and de-motivating. Although as
a system family and social benefits in the Czech Republic are on the whole generous, their

9) In the cited study J. Hoem uses the example of Germany to point out the limited effectiveness of this kind of
approach (Hoem, 2005: 569).
10) Kocourkov· notes, for example, the transition from the concept of the ìwelfare stateî to the so-called ìcare-giving
societyî, in which care for children and the elderly is adequately valuated by society.
11) Critical comments relating to wage gaps, etc., would suggest themselves, but the conclusion about the weak corre-
lation is losing validity.
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impact in terms of benefiting children is small in comparison, for example, to the effect that
benefits have on senior citizens. As Trbola and Sirov·tka have shown, among children aged
15 and under the effectiveness of social transfers in reducing poverty is limited (around 59%
compared to the average 79%), and the same applies in the case of families with four or more
children, where the distribution of social benefits has the effect of decreasing the amount of
poor by just 44% (Trbola ñ Sirov·tka, 2006: 49).

Family policy in its narrow interpretation has no pro-natal goals, but it also focuses on the
conditions and quality of parenthood. Yet, as J. Kocourkov· (2002) notes, ìpro-natal measures
are only one of a number of factors that can influence decisions about starting or the size of a
family. The effect of these measures cannot be isolated or quantified. Their effect can only be
evaluated in the context of the effect of other conditionsî. On the other hand, some measures
are only effective in connection with some individuals or groups, while on others they can
have a neutral or even the opposite effect (e.g. financial benefits and the length of parental
leave appeal more to low-income groups). However, this evaluation is complicated by the fact
that the positive effects only manifest themselves over a longer period of time (DíAddio ñ
DíErcole: 59, 63).

The needs and interest of the public ñ the legitimacy of family policy
There is little doubt about the legitimacy of family policy among the Czech public. Empir-

ical studies have repeatedly shown that, on the one hand, Czech families value their autono-
my, and their awareness of the responsibility that lies with them for their family life is grow-
ing, but on the other hand, families demand from the state an assured standard of living and
assign the state a function of protection and assistance, especially for families that have been
ìweakenedî in any way, i.e. mainly those with health disabilities, single-parent families, the
unemployed, and families with many children (data from the Family 2001 survey).

Studies have also recorded a critical stance towards social policy targeting the family. One
finding reached by V. Haberlov· (KomplexnÌ, 2002: 13ñ14) is the following: ìDoubts and
misgivings are evoked by the effort to focus family policy preferentially on population mea-
sures. By contrast, support is given to the need for targeted and diversified family policy.
...According to the findings of representative surveys conducted by STEM on social policy,
roughly one-half of the public feels that the provision of social services is more important
than the provision of material support. ...The public is divided into two groups over the choice
between a state family policy that financially supports women with small children so that they
can remain at home with their children as long as possible and a policy that concentrates on
creating conditions enabling mothers to at least partially re-enter the labour market. The slightly
more numerous group in all types of family and household is the group that prefers improving
the conditions for women with small children to enable them to re-enter the labour marketî.
The results of a series of surveys conducted in 2006 as part of a project called Family, Em-
ployment, and Education strongly concur with these findings. More educated people and
women tend to support the variant of womenís employment more, but other differences are
not significant.

From an analysis of ISSP data, Saxonberg and Sirov·tka (2005: 15 ff.) found that the de-
mands of women in the Czech Republic and Poland during the transition period with regard to
work-life balance would be met by a family policy that differs from both the state-socialist
and the conservative policy (the combination of which to some degree characterises the situ-
ation today). They point out the discrepancy between the change in the value system and the
unchanged and thus inadequate character of family policy in the two countries. However,
studies have also discovered a discrepancy between declared values and real expectations: for
example, they note the adoption of the two-income model of the family and the demand to
satisfy the work expectations of women, and at the same time the strong orientation of women
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toward the family and motherhood. It appears that the very limited development of instru-
ments to support work-life balance in this country is a fundamental problem.

The European context of state family policy
The European Union does not establish a uniform family policy, as it does in the case of

social policy. However, attempts have been made to draw up EU family policy (N·rodnÌ,
2004: 214). In conformity with the essential mission of the EU there are generally applicable
directives that relate mainly to the relationship between family life and employment and the
relationship between the fulfilment of family and professional functions of individuals. The
basic directives focus on themes such as parental leave, measures aimed at support improved
job safety and health protection for working pregnant women and women shortly after child-
birth or still nursing, certain aspects of organising working hours, e.g. part-time work, or the
unification of families12).

Other resolutions, programmes, and documents that refer to the position of the individual as
an employee and a family member relate to, for example, the coordination of social security
systems, health security, and social security requirements. G. Munkov· (2002: 7) summarises
the main priorities of the EU in relation to the family, women, men, and children as follows:
ñ work-life balance (involving fathers in looking after children, the concept of parental leave,

facilitating part-time work in order to reconcile work and family life),
ñ support for the multiplicity of family structures that are emerging, or in other words ack-

nowledging differences between family models (creating uniform access to benefits for
married and unmarried couples, for single-parent families, etc.),

ñ taking into account specific needs at individual stages of the family cycle, i.e. supporting
solidarity between generations (especially focusing attention on children and their legal
protection, care for the elderly).
In addition to these priorities, in the context of policy aimed at preventing social exclusion,

the European Commission has, for example, engaged in tackling domestic violence, creating
procedural materials to support parenthood in families at risk of social exclusion, etc.

Summary
Family policy is essentially the sum of government measures and the measures of other

government-backed subjects designed to assist families and individuals in fulfilling their fam-
ily and especially their parental roles13) and to assist the healthy development of children and
their social integration. Family policy is intended to support the outlook of parenthood, pro-
tect the interests and guarantee the rights of children, parents, grandparents, and persons per-
forming parental functions, and to do so in conformity with the rights of those persons in
terms of their legal civic standing. The traditional content of family policy in the Czech Re-
public has been family benefits, paid maternity leave, and later also parental leave (including
securing the return of women/men to their employment after leave), facilitating care for chil-
dren of working parents from a young age, assistance in covering the costs of having children,
and previously it also encompassed the provision of health care for children and mothers
(during pregnancy and after childbirth) and partly also support for housing.

Later the focus of family policy became a kind of eclectic combination of various ìideal
typesî. The state retains significant influence in the area of family benefits, whereby it resem-
bles the ìScandinavian typeî, but with fewer financial resources compared to Scandinavian
countries, and with the qualification that with regard to care for very small children (in nurs-

12) Accessible at: http://www.mpsv.cz/cs/2500
13) For example, the fatherís role after the dissolution of a marriage, when the child is consigned to the care of the
mother, or in the case of the parental roles of unmarried partners.
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eries) state support has been very limited. The increased responsibility families have assumed
in the past decade thanks to the changes in values and norms in society, the reduction in the
real amount of family benefits, and the targeting of family benefits at the most needy families
is a scenario that bears features of the Anglo-American concept of family policy. While this
concept requires the increased role of the market, it has only come to be managed recently
with the greater involvement of the non-governmental sector (including efforts to make it a
significant part of contemporary family policy). The extension of parental leave is itself a
debatable form of ìcompensationî for the long-term high rate of womenís employment (and
corresponds more to the continental type), which has resulted in the need for numerous amend-
ments to it. Nevertheless, its effect is still unclear. The length of leave corresponds to the
wishes of many mothers, but its purpose from the perspective of supporting natality and the
employment of mothers has been seriously questioned in some domestic and foreign studies
(DíAddio - DíErcole, 2005; Kucha¯ov· et al., 2006).

One of the key issues of contemporary family policy is work-life balance, which is a neces-
sity that has been evoked by the situation today where the requirements for success in the
labour market come into conflict with peopleís ability to perform properly their roles as par-
ents (cf., e.g., Sirov·tka, 1999; Sirov·tka, 2006; Saxonberg ñ Sirov·tka, 2005). This is consis-
tent with findings from international studies stating that countries with ìabove-averageî fer-
tility apply this policy in some form (and promote the model of ìthe two-income familyî).
This focus has proved more effective in the circumstances of the 21st century than policy
oriented toward so-called familialism (the model of ìgeneral support for familiesî; cf., e.g.,
Hoem, 2005). Sirov·tka proposes responsibly weighing the possibility of combining both
models, which is the direction in which contemporary practices are headed, with an increas-
ing ìemphasis on combining the principles of individual choice and solidarityî (1999: 49).
The author also points out that ìwhile there is prevailing agreement that family policy sup-
ports the child-raising function of the family..., dispute reigns over the question of how much
family policy influences reproductive behaviourî. If we acknowledge ñ and there are many
arguments for doing so ñ that family policy has an influence on fertility, then we can go on to
ask which measures are more effective and which less so. In this regard, approaches that
emphasise family benefits are often questioned (e.g. Pol·kov· et al., 2003). O. Pol·kov· her-
self considers the generous financial assistance to families in France to be one of the three
main factors behind the countryís high fertility, and France is a good example of the positive
effect of measures directing at facilitating a work-life balance. J. Kocourkov· also notes that
today ìfinancial support for families is more a matter of social policy, while reconciling em-
ployment with the need to care for a family and the concept of the quality of men and women
have moved to the centre of family policyî (Kocourkov·, 2002).

Family policy should be a kind of compromise between its explicit and its implicit interpret-
ation in the sense that it requires formally and consensually defined goals, focuses, and basic
principles, including the definition of the roles and competences of the main actors. But at the
same time it should leave room for the activities of various other subjects, including the fam-
ilies themselves, which even amidst a ìnon-focusî on family policy can substantially assist in
achieving these goals. Family policy should be comprised of informally, implicitly conceived
policies that can provisionally be referred to as policies for children, policies for seniors,
policies for parents, and policies for the socially vulnerable or those at risk of social exclu-
sion, all under the umbrella of a policy aimed at the stable economic and social development
of society. The idea arises in this sense of a kind of family mainstreaming14) as an expression
of the understanding that the family, like old age (in relation to which ìage mainstreamingî is
promoted) or the equality of women and men (in the now established agenda of ìgender

14) The European Parliament has been calling for the formulation of European ìfamily-mainstreamingî since 1994.
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mainstreamingî) a complex phenomenon. It should be added that there could even be ìfric-
tional pointsî, e.g. where support for prolonged economic activity in the interest of active old
age comes up against the desirable possibilities of inner-family mutual assistance (grandpar-
ents caring for grandchildren). Similar ìfrictionî points can be found even at a more general
level, where, for example, at times one-sided interpretations of the rights of women and the
rights of children can clash15).
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Book reviews

MULTILINGUAL DEMOGRAPHIC DICTIONARY (CZECH EDITION)*)

The second Czech edition of the Multilingual Demographic Dictionary, which was prepared by
ZdenÏk PavlÌk and KvÏta Kalibov·, came out in the spring of 2005, forty years after the first and more
than twenty years after the second French and English editions of the volume1). This in no way detracts
from its significance, as the dictionary is much more than a translatorís aid and serves also as a resource
for the codification of demographic terminology, respecting international comparability, and at the same
time taking into account differences based on specific national circumstances. The sections of notes that
accompany the terms explain these differences and usually also outline in more detail the meaning of
particular terms in one language that do not have exact equivalents in every other language.

The dictionary was developed as part of a large-scale project that was launched at the fourth session of
the Population Commission of the United Nations, which presented the United Nations Secretariat with
a proposal to prepare a demographic dictionary. The UN Secretariat took advantage of an offer from the
International Union for the Scientific Study of Population to cooperate on its preparation. The Multilingual
Demographic Dictionary Committee, established at the fifth session of the UN Population Commission,
prepared versions of the dictionary in French, English, and Spanish. During the preparation process and
in the first draft of the first edition in 1954, prepared in French, it became evident that there was also a
need to define the terms and explain the different concepts they refer to in different languages. The
Committee took this need into consideration and instead of aiming to find equivalencies in different
languages and to standardise terminology, that is, instead of synthesising definitions, they developed the
project with the objective of understanding the meanings of the terms in different languages and ex-
plaining the different concepts behind the terms used in three Romance (especially French) and English
languages (the French and English editions were published in 1958, the Spanish in 1959). The first
Czech edition, which was prepared at the Institute of Economics of the former Czechoslovak Academy
of Sciences (edited by Z. PavlÌk) and published in 1965 as the eighth language mutation of the dictionary,
was also prepared in this spirit, that is, as the equivalent of an encyclopaedic dictionary rather than as a
mere translation.

Based on the experiences of publishing the dictionary in other languages, a recommendation was
made in the early 1970s at the fifteenth session of the UN Population Commission (1969) in Geneva and
at a congress session of the International Union for the Scientific Study of Population that work on the
dictionary project continue. In 1972 the re-established Multilingual Demographic Dictionary Commit-
tee began working again, and under the direction of P. Paillat (of France) the Committee processed an
enormous amount of material, which Louis Henry from the French National Institute of Demographic
Studies used to prepare the second edition of the volume in French (1981). This served as a model for the
second English edition of the dictionary, published in 1982, which was prepared by Etienne van de
Walle; these were followed by the Spanish edition in 1985 (edited by Guillermo A. MacciÛ) and the
German edition in 1987 (edited by Ch. Hˆhn).

The Multilingual Demographic Dictionary is conceived as a kind of reference dictionary, published in
various languages, wherein the individual terms are identified in each language version using the same
numerical codes. The dictionary has two parts: a reference section with explanations of the terms, and an
alphabetical index of terms. In addition to professional demographic terminology the dictionary also lists
and includes terms from other spheres of human activity that are used in demography. In order to find the
correct term when translating from one language to another, the user looks up the term in the index section
of the source language, where the terms are listed and marked according to the same system of numerical
coding in every dictionary, and follows the number to the corresponding place in the reference section of

*) This review was published in Demografie 2005, 47, p. 271ñ272. The contents of the journal are published on the
Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
1) The second Czech edition of the Multilingual Demographic Dictionary (MnohojazyËn˝ demografick˝ slovnÌk) was
published by the Czech Demographic Society as the 15th volume in the series Acta demographica. The technical editor-
ship of the publication, with 184 pages, was successfully executed by Ludmila Fialov·. The dictionary was published in
Prague in 2005 with a print run of 1000 copies (ISBN 80-239-4864-4). The dictionary is distributed by the Czech
Demographic Society (»esk· demografick· spoleËnost), Albertov 6, 128 43 Prague 2 (e-mail: teskova@natur.cuni.cz,
tel.: 221 951 418, fax: 224 920 657).
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the target language edition that the number refers to, where there is an explanation of the term. When
translating, for example, from Czech into another language, the user looks up the code number in the
Czech version and from that locates the corresponding term in the target language edition.

There are two parts to the numerical code: the first part is a three-figure number, the second part, separat-
ed from the first by a dash, is a one- or two-figure number, sometimes followed by an asterisk. The very
first number in the three-figure code refers to the number of the chapter in which the term is located
(chapters 1ñ9) and the second two numbers indicate the paragraph in which it is located within the chapter.
The numbers to the right of the dash directly identify the term, which is typed in bold (along with syn-
onyms) in the relevant paragraph and chapter in the reference section, where the term is explained; if the
term is located in other paragraphs in different contexts, it is typed in italics. All terms typed in bold in the
main text have equivalents in other languages. Codes marked with an asterisk refer to other terms printed in
bold and listed in the notes at the end of the paragraph, where an explanation is given of the relevant
equivalent term. These are terms that do not have an adequate equivalent translation in other languages, but
nonetheless do occur in some of them. In the index section these terms have the same code as the equivalent
terms and are accompanied by an asterisk. These terms are typed in bold only once.

The reference section of the second edition maintains the same structure as the first edition of the
dictionary. It is divided into nine chapters, beginning with explanations of the more basic and generally
used terminology, proceeding to chapters on processing demographic statistics, the state of the popula-
tion, mortality and morbidity, marriage and divorce rates, fertility, population growth and demographic
reproduction, migration, and to a chapter explaining terms relating to the economic and social aspects of
population development. There is no reason to analyse the correctness of the terms and the terminolog-
ical accuracy; the professional qualifications and lengthy experience of the authors are adequate guaran-
tee that this is a volume of high professional quality.

In the alphabetical index the authors made a successful effort to overcome as much as possible the one
disadvantage of a printed index ñ that the entries are classified according to a single principle. In this
dictionary the authors have addressed this problem by listing multi-word terms under each of the words
in the term (except conjunctions).

Naturally, the twenty-year period that has elapsed since the second editions of the French and English
versions were published raises the question of the currency of the demographic terminology, which has
not remained unchanged over such a long period, and new terms have also entered the field that at the
start of the 1980s were not regularly used or did not even exist (most often these are terms from areas of
marginal interest to demographers, e.g. from the field of medicine or law). However, given that the
second Czech version of the dictionary corresponds in content to the second editions of the other lan-
guage mutations of the dictionary it was not possible to update the dictionary in this way. However, I
believe that whatever slight ìageingî of the content may exist in no way reduces the quality of the
second edition. Basic demographic terminology has proven to be relatively fixed and internationally
comparable. Some periodical updating would certainly be useful, as interest in the field of demography
is increasing in every country around the world. Although this is clearly a demanding project, it has only
to be hoped that the dictionary will be updated internationally. It would be useful if the second volume
of the dictionary were published as an updated supplement only with terms in the five main world
languages (English, French, German, Russian, and Spanish).

Dagmar BartoÚov·
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DEMOGRAPHIC HANDBOOK 2004*)

The Demographic Handbook 2004 (Demografick· p¯ÌruËka 2004) draws on a tradition of demo-
graphic handbooks published in Czechoslovakia and later the Czech Republic since 1958, when the
Demographic Handbook 1958 was published (written by Dagmar Vysuöilov·; at the time this publica-
tion was only for internal use), followed by the Demographic Handbook 1959 (which was published
by the State Statistical Office and written by Dagmar Vysuöilov· and Milan KuËera), the Demographic
Handbook 1966, which was published by Svoboda publishers (written by VladimÌr Srb), and the
Demographic Handbook 1982, which was published by the Federal Statistical Office (written by a
group of authors headed by VladimÌr Srb).

The most recent edition, the Demographic Handbook 2004, retains the basic structure of the previous hand-
books, but it has been enhanced by a number of features and especially by an appendix containing graphs1).

The group of authors was headed by Ji¯ina R˘ûkov·, and the publicationís individual sections were
prepared by: Milan Aleö, Petra Brabcov·, ätÏp·nka Mor·vkov·, Jarmila Molinov·, Dana PirnÌkov·,
MagdalÈna Poppov·, Marie Radolfov·, Eva SmrËkov·, Marcela Stoulilov·, Josef äkrabal and Jana
ätichauerov·, without any further specification of individual authorship of the sections and other work.

According to its foreword, the Demographic Handbook 2004 was published on the occasion of the 85th
anniversary of the introduction of Act No. 49/1919 Coll. and the foundation of the State Statistical Office
of the Czechoslovak Republic. The handbook contains the oldest Czech demographic statistical data, dating
from 1785, and some estimates for older (pre-statistical) periods. The time series of demographic data
from the period of the Czechoslovak Republic start in the year 1919, at which time two other publication
series were launched, the Source Book on Population Migration (Pramenn· dÌla o pohybu obyvatelstva)
and the Source Book on the Census Results (Pramenn· dÌla s v˝sledky sËÌt·nÌ lidu (dom˘ a byt˘)), issued
for the first time in connection with the census of 1921. The foreword notes that the majority of the data are
available on the Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz.

The contents of the Demographic Handbook 2004 are marvellously laid out on chalk paper and ac-
companied by colourful graphs. The book is divided into eleven sections, including an adequately large
section on international statistics. The Appendix contains textual graphs (for individual sections) and
three synthetic maps. An essential part of the handbook is the Methodological Notes (p. 15ñ20). There is
even a kind of ìcrash courseî in demographic statistics with regard to terminology and the meaning of
the most commonly used indicators used in demography and demographic statistics.

This review will first look at the content of the publication.
Territory and population. Unlike older demographic handbooks, the most recent one is enhanced

with the inclusion of a number of indicators that were not published in previous editions, which natural-
ly adds to the publicationís value by offering the use of other combined indicators, most of which must
be calculated by the user. Given that the handbook limits its scope to the Czech Republic, in several
places it is able to present overviews for the regions and districts. This is a big advantage, though I am
aware that the frequent (and unnecessary) changes to administrative-territorial divisions detract from the
value of the data almost immediately after their publication. The graphs for each section are labelled
ìAppendix ñ mapsî, and despite reservations about the territorial-administrative changes, these are an
immensely valuable addition to the content of each section and of the entire publication.

Houses and dwelling. It is apparent that the absence of data on houses and dwelling in the censuses
conducted between 1921 and 1961 cannot be subsequently compensated with solid estimates, and in
this regard we must still rely on the past Reports and Analyses of the State Statistical Office, etc., which
contain detailed data on building and dwelling construction in the interwar years, but only for a very
narrow sample of towns and municipalities.

Families and households. These data are drawn from analogical data in previous demographic hand-
books, expanded with the inclusion of a structural indicator. Item ìBî in Tables 3ñ5 and 3ñ6 is not the

*) This review was published in Demografie 2005, 47, p. 121ñ123. The contents of the journal are published on the Web site
of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie.
VladimÌr Srb, a prominent Czechoslovak demographer, is no  longer with us (he passed away in 2006). By including his last
article we wanted to draw attention to Srbís enormous  contribution to the development of demography and demographic
statistics in Czechoslovakia. He was the author of many  demographic studies, books, articles, and reviews. Older  foreign
colleagues may recall his review Demosta (published in  English, French, Spanish, and Russian), which promoted  Czech-
oslovak demography abroad.
1) Demografick· p¯ÌruËka 2004. (Demographic Handbook 2004) Prague: »esk˝ statistick˝ ˙¯ad, 2004, 373 pp., Eng-
lish translations of the text in the tables and graphs are provided.
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fault of the Czech Statistical Office but of the Office of Personal Data Protection. These are data ñ
married women according to the number of live births in the current marriage, based on the results of
censuses in 1930ñ2001 ñ that the aforementioned not altogether qualifiedly blocked. The problem is
now needlessly being addressed in court in a case that the Czech Statistical Office must win, as the
verdict must confirm the obstinacy of the office involved.

Marriages. Although marriage and the marriage rate continues in the Czech Republic to be one of the
determinants of the fertility rate, it cannot be the subject of any wider attention than it has been in previous
years, given that the published data are enough for the assessment of the significance and weight of nuptiality
for the reproduction of the population in the Czech Republic. The table is expanded to include educational
levels of engaged partners, and this information is also provided in other sections, but unfortunately not in the
section on deaths, where this information is missing but where it would have been especially useful. The
traditional table on marriage balances is certainly very interesting and is perhaps the most vivid global indicator
of the effects of socio-cultural and value changes in the Czech population.

Divorces. Statistics on divorce rates and the effects of divorce on natural population growth will be an
increasingly frequent resource for demographic analyses of the development of society. As in the case of
marriage, the statistics on divorce provide a sufficient amount of information about one possible fate of
a marriage. Comparing the marriage and divorce rates by the education levels of couples, including an
index of this type of separation, contributes especially to our knowledge of this social phenomenon for
its analysis in natural population growth.

Births. The fifteen tables devoted to births and pregnancies reveal the natural focal point of the hand-
books, which concentrates mainly on the reproduction of the population. The content in this section is
typical in form, but the indicators in the individual tables ñ especially for recent years ñ are now coming
to represent a kind of historical document on the most significant changes in population reproduction.
Maps included directly in the section show the total fertility rates in 2001ñ2003 and the percentage of
extra-marital births in 2001ñ2003. Thus, the indicators selected are ones which the authors correctly
believe are the two synthetic indicators perhaps the most representative of the change in the natural
reproduction of the population. The section also contains a passage in the table on total embryos born,
which is an indicator little used in demographic summaries abroad owing to the absence of data necessary
to create such a summary.

Abortions. I believe that previously Czechoslovak and today Czech and Slovak demographic statis-
tics are among the few that can surpass in scope and relative accuracy similar statistics published abroad,
which are usually substituted with clinical statistics or sample survey data. Consequently, the abortion
rates recorded here sound worse than they are in a number of respects (volume, categorisation details,
etc.). There is no graph section here that would allow me to compare these data with the data on total
fertility. It will be up to analysts to explain the seemingly incomprehensible relationships between indi-
cators in the 1980s.

Deaths. The mortality trend in the Czech Republic in recent years is among the more positive features
in the countryís population development. This finding is evident from all the indicators in this section.
Nevertheless, analysts repeatedly note the continued existence of quite a significant gap in some indica-
tors between the Czech Republic and other ìadvancedî countries, for example, the gap in life expectan-
cy. From the data it is possible to see the biggest declines occurred in child mortality and old-age mortal-
ity, with some stagnation in productive old-age, and with more positive development in the mortality
rate of men than of women, which is part of a process of compensating for previous developments, when
male mortality stagnated while female mortality declined, and womenís life expectancy rose to levels
comparable to indicators abroad while menís did not. The addition of a new table on the percentage of
the deceased at age over given a age limit seems like an unexpected return to ìprimitive percentage
indicators of total mortalityî, but I do not regard the table as out of place among the more traditional
tables. As stated above, what I do miss here is a breakdown of the deceased by education. Maps showing
life expectancy by sex in 1996ñ2000 are a good addition to the numerical section.

Migration. I know no country that has such detailed statistics about the movement of the population
as the information maintained by former Czechoslovakia and now the Czech Republic since 1949 or
1950. It is true that in recent years (since 2001) these statistics have been less reliable than before,
specifically with regard to inter-state (external) migration, but this is not the fault of the Czech Statistical
Office. The incomplete or illogical nature of the data on external migration is clear from a comparison of
data from the Czech Statistical Office and the Slovak Statistical Office on Czech-Slovak migration. It is
wonderful that Slovakia is interested in these comparisons, even though in terms of migration ñ com-
pared to the Czech Republic ñ it continues to be an emigrant state. It is good that the data are not
regarded as prestigious. However, it is unlikely that the user will seek prima vista statistics on the natural
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increase by region and district in this particular chapter. Nevertheless, the question is where the table
should be included in connection with net migration. This section also lacks an appendix with graphs,
perhaps because the data for the past two years are not as reliable as we thought before, even with the
awareness that migration is one of those changes that are difficult to assess anywhere in the world and
tend to be inaccurate. In order to make data on inter-state migration more accurate it would be necessary
to set up some kind of headquarters that would gather national data and attempt a ìclearance calcula-
tionî, the results of which would be communicated to national governments or individual countries.

Regional summaries. This new section is a truly innovative addition to the demographic handbooks
and must be welcomed with warm praise. Territorial summaries are becoming an increasingly more
common part of demographic analyses. This corresponds with the decentralisation of public administra-
tion and the needs of local authorities at various administrative levels. The selection of tables in this
section was naturally not easy to make, but I consider the result, and the inclusion of a map, to be good.

International summaries. This section is also a new addition and is appearing for the first time in
this volume. The collection of so many relatively similar indicators, and especially for so many coun-
tries, was a laborious task even given the wealth of sources we are now accustomed to. The appended
maps on total fertility in 2002 and on life expectancy of men and women at birth in 1999ñ2002 serve as
a valuable conclusion to this section and to the publication as a whole.

Overall my evaluation of the Demographic Handbook 2004 is very positive and remains so despite the
following few remarks:

The organisation of some tables in the publication is done wastefully.
The arrangement of some tables does not permit the extension of time series, e.g. to 2020, when the

next edition is intended to come out; the empty pages at the end of the publication are not a suitable
solution.

The classification of analytical data in the tables continues in the tradition of previous handbooks, but
is also the result of decisions about other analysers. Let the analysts sweat a little!

Perhaps the handbook should also include some summary or some analytical data on demography in
the Czech Republic, like in the handbook in 1982. These data must usually be sought with some effort
from inaccessible sources.

In my opinion, which is by no means overly benevolent, the Demographic Handbook 2004 is a new
and essential resource for demography in the Czech Republic.

VladimÌr Srb

STATISTICAL LEXICON OF MUNICIPALITIES IN THE CZECH
REPUBLIC 2005*)

One of the lasting traditions of the Czech Statistical Office is that it continues to publish the Statistical
Lexicon of Municipalities following each national census1). The most recent edition is the sixth to be
published since the end of the Second World War, and it is much richer in content that the previous
edition, which came out in 1992 [and published sooner; the ìdelayî this time was not the fault of the
Czech Statistical Office (CZSO)]. The Lexicon contains an overview of population numbers from cen-
suses conducted between 1869 and 2001, broken down according to regions, districts, and towns with a
population of ten thousand or more, a list of towns in the Czech Republic not arranged by district, lists
of municipalities according to municipalities with extended competence and municipal authority, ac-
cording to register and building offices based in another district, a summary of territorial changes and
changes in geographical names in 1993ñ2004, a list of municipalities with extended competence, and
summaries of the number of municipalities, parts of municipalities, and census local units by region and
district along with basic census data. The main part of the Lexicon is made up of a list of municipalities,
parts of municipalities, and census local units by region and district and a corresponding detailed
alphabetical list of territorial units.

The Lexicon represents an invaluable guide to the complex hierarchical structure of the variously
subdivided territorial settlement of the Czech Republic, without which it is impossible to imagine en-

*) This review was published in Demografie 2005, 47,  p. 272. The journalís contents are published on the Web site of
the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
1) Prepared by the Czech Statistical Office in cooperation with the Ministry of the Interior CR, published by Ottovo
nakladatelstvÌ s. r. o., Prague, 2005, 1358 pp.
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gaging in any work on territorial issues. The list of municipalities contains the names and codes of the
municipalities, the parts of the municipalities, their census local units, their classification characteris-
tics, postal codes, and area measurements, and main census statistics. I think that a good selection of
data has been made, as they provide a good indication of the size of the population and the number of
homes and flats in a necessarily concise format.

However, in my opinion the Lexicon has several faults, and if they could be eliminated the Lexicon
would be a better or more concise piece of work. The first problem is the ineffectively wide columns for
information of limited volume (especially the names of a municipalities with extended competence), in
the place of which other data could have been presented (e.g. the percentage of the population over the
age of 65, or the number of single-member economic units, both of which are indicators of the ageing of
the population in rural areas). The use of crosses instead of figures is comical.

I regard a second flaw to be the double-spacing of all numerical data in the case of municipality =
census local units, which only adds unnecessarily to the number of pages, and a third to be the absence
of row numbering at the right end of the left-hand pages and at the left starting end of the right-hand
pages: using just the numbers of the municipality is not enough, especially in the case of municipalities
that comprise a large number of parts and census local units, so the user is required to number them
him/herself. The authors no doubt yielded to the pressure of programmers, whose work was made easier
as a result (e.g. the Lexicon from 1982 does not have double-spacing!).

The formerly anonymous approach to citing the authorship of the Lexicon has correctly been replaced
with a list of authors from the census group at CZSO. What is incredible is the price of the Lexicon,
which at 999 Czk remains beyond the means of private users. However, this is balanced by the opportu-
nity to purchase the Lexicon on CD for 500 Czk.

Milan KuËera

TWILIGHT OF THE WELFARE STATE ñ FAMILIES AND CHILDREN
IN THE GLOBAL SOCIETY*)

In this book1), Jan Keller, a professor at the University of Ostrava, a lecturer at several universities
abroad, and a very active sociologist, thinker, and author, focuses on a prominent current issue in ad-
vanced countries at the start of the 21st century ñ the weakening and decline of the welfare state. I am
not qualified to evaluate the entire study, so I limit myself here only to the authorís numerous warnings
about the situation of families and children in a society that puts a strong priority on high productivity.
The author has a good understanding of the problem of population reproduction (the decline in fertility,
increased longevity, ageing, and the shifting proportions of the economically active and inactive in the
population), and he also has a good grasp of the issues affecting families and children.

According to the views of critics in the 1980s, the welfare state resulted in the increased instability of
the family when it took over some of its functions. It played an important role of an intermediary be-
tween the languages of economics, politics, the social sphere, and culture. To this end it needed to base
itself on redistribution as a manifestation of solidarity between different groups of the population. To
operate it required the cohesion of the family to support members if they encountered problems in the
labour market. Today, however, the family is experiencing a process of ìflexibilisationî and is becoming
just one of a number of projects in individualised lifestyles and a field of experimentation in new forms
of private life arrangement. There is increased reluctance to start a family when the flexibilisation of the
family poses a greater risk to women than men. In the authorís view, to now the strategy of the welfare
state in relation to the family has involved the provision of social services to compensate for the gaps in
functions formerly fulfilled by the family. The family is clearly and irrevocably evolving from the model
of the single-breadwinner household to the two-income household and from there to the model of the
single-parent family. The economic advantages of childlessness increase the pressure on young couples
to choose to remain childless in order to improve their living standard and increase the changes of being
in a better situation in old age (loosely cited from p. 29ñ31). An increasing number of people have
realised that they will only just manage to work off the expense of supporting themselves, and that the
only way to save for a decent future is by not having children (p. 33). A family that gives thought to its

*) The review was published in Demografie 2006, 48, p. 51. The contents of the journal are published on the Web site
of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
1) Keller, Jan. Soumrak soci·lnÌho st·tu. Prague: Slon, ediËnÌ ¯ada Studie, 2005, 158 pp.

Book Reviews



106

Czech Demography, 2007, Vol. 1

economic situation will simply not have a child. University-education people with children are on aver-
age materially worse off than childless couples with lower levels of education. As the welfare state
recedes, the costs of caring for children are increasingly borne by the family. Families with children at
the same time take over the responsibility of providing for the retirement of those people who have
chosen not to have children. As more and more limits are put on redistribution, children and the educa-
tion of children will increasingly be regarded as a matter for parents to take care of, disregarding the
importance of children as future contributors to the system of old-age security and thus even to the
security of childless people (regardless of what kind of system is involved). This results in the discrim-
ination of families with children. They bear the costs of future retirement even for those who ìecono-
misedî by remaining childless.

Declining solidarity leads to the disadvantaging of families with children. Children become an eco-
nomic burden on the family alone, as the solidarity between people with children and people who have
ìcleverlyî remained childless decreases or ceases to exist (the latter having renounced the risks stem-
ming from caring for children, and not just in terms of living standards).

The author does not address the demographic issue of global society and just draws attention to some
of its aspects. In place of the author, readers can make their own conclusions: amidst the competition
between states over GDP growth and the competition between individuals (self-fulfilment, success in
life, a career, wealth, etc.), children represent an ìunnecessaryî life risk for many young people.

Luckily young people do not just think in economic terms, and for many, children and caring for
children are an enrichment of life and a source or expression of their own self-fulfilment, so they are
able to face the increased risks. Mutual regard between parents, love for oneís children, and the chil-
drenís love for their parents, which later evolves into friendship, are not, like honour and morality,
economic categories. The basic question for future reproduction levels in the Czech Republic continues
to be the relationship between these two groups of people (the last two paragraphs represent the opinions
of this reviewer; the author of the study did not go into such detail).

Kellerís study should be read by all demographers, especially those who ìdreamî of an increase in the
total fertility rate in the Czech Republic to a level above 1.4.

Milan KuËera
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THE NATURAL POPULATION CHANGE IN THE CZECH LANDS
IN THE YEARS 1914ñ1918*)

Keywords: historical demography, natural population change, Czech Lands, First World War

In June 2005 the Czech Statistical Office published, for the first time, reconstructed data on the natural
population change in the Czech Lands in the years 1914ñ19181). These data were not analysed until after the
Second World War by the State Statistical Office (SSO), and they long remained just in holographic tables.

The basic data on population change in 1914ñ1918 is based on the processing of quarterly reports
from official registers of vital events (they do not include data from military registers). After the found-
ing of Czechoslovakia, the only data published were on the total number of marriages, live-born and
stillborn births, deaths, and the natural population increase for the Czech Lands2), evidently drawn from
schedules from district authorities. The SSO only began processing the first reports after the Second
World War. By that time the majority of the records from 1914ñ1918 had been lost. Employees at the
SSO therefore analysed the remaining fragments, and then they multiplied the resulting tables (i.e. the
determined internal structure of the data sets on births, deaths, and marriages) by coefficients that pro-
duced values corresponding to well-known summary data. The resulting data apply to the natural change
of the civil population present in the Lands of the Czech Crown, but not including the Region of »esk˝
TÏöÌn, for which there are no data available for the war years.

The coefficient values (in the range of 3,86ñ22,96) show that only a very small portion of the original
records survived. In addition, today it is no longer possible to ascertain which specific areas the surviv-
ing data came from, or whether they came from the same areas for the entire 1914ñ1918 period, and
whether all three data files are from the same source. There are also no available data on the population
structure by age, religion, or marital status in 1914ñ1918, which makes it impossible to calculate a
number of indicators that are essential for a comprehensive analysis of population development. The
text below consequently presents only a summary of the basic findings that stem from the published
data. While the total absolute numbers are based on provisional data and are thus reliable, the other data
must be regarded as a reconstruction.

Marriages
In 1914, there were 58.5 thousand marriages in the Czech Lands and the crude marriage rate reached

5,9â. From then to 1916 the marriage rate fell relatively quickly (to 3.3â), which was followed by an
increase again (to 5.7% in 1918). In Moravia and Silesia, in 1918 there were even 15% more marriages
than in 1914. Even despite this very dynamic development, the seasonal variability in the marriage rate
remained evident (Figure 1). People entered into marriage mainly in February and November, the mini-
mum total marriages each year occurred in March and December. The collection of data on the occurrence
of a wedding was thus still considerably influenced by events in the church and agricultural calendars.

Most women married between the ages of 22 and 23. The decline in the number of marriages in 1914ñ
1916 was manifested in a decrease in the number of brides from all age categories, especially brides
aged 20 and under. The subsequent rise in the number of marriages was notable primarily among wom-
en aged 25ñ29. Between 1914 and 1918 the average age of brides increased slightly from 25.9 to 26.7
years. Throughout the war period grooms were most often aged 24ñ25. However, until 1918 the propor-
tion of grooms from this age group decreased, while the proportion of men who married by age 22 and
the proportion of grooms over the age of 30 both increased.

*) This article was published in Demografie 2006, 48, p. 68ñ72. The contents of the journal are published on the Web
site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
1) P¯irozen· mÏna obyvatelstva v zemÌch Koruny ËeskÈ v letech 1. svÏtovÈ v·lky 1914ñ1918. (Natural Population
Change in the Czech Lands during the First World War 1914ñ1918) Prague: »S⁄, Obyvatelstvo, volby, 2005, 324 p.
Accessible at: http: //www.czso.cz/csu/edicniplan.nsf/p/4016-05.
2) P¯edbÏûnÈ v˝sledky mÏny obyvatelstva v »ech·ch, na MoravÏ a v Opavsku za v·leËn· lÈta 1914ñ1918 (Provisional
Findings on Population Change in Bohemia, Moravia, and the Opava Region during the War Years of 1914ñ1918). In
Zpr·vy St·tnÌho ˙¯adu statistickÈho Republiky ËeskoslovenskÈ, Prague, 1920, no. 6, p. 41ñ48.
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Table 1 Selected indicators of natural population change in the Czech Lands, 1914–1918

Figure 1 Monthly aggregates of marriages, births and deaths in the Czech Lands, 1914–1918

Indicator 1914 1915 1916 1917 1918

Mid-year population* 9 900 178 9 900 627 9 837 358 9 745 552 9 624 230

Marriages 58 552 37 188 32 726 37 354 55 242
Crude nuptiality rate 5.9 3.8 3.3 3.8 5.7

Bi
rth

s

Total 264 438 193 803 136 717 123 407 116 820
Live births 257 265 188 657 132 818 119 938 113 489
Stillbirths 7 173 5 146 3 899 3 469 3 331
Inside marriage 234 882 173 531 120 534 108 414 101 067
Outside marriage 29 556 20 272 16 183 14 993 15 753
Outside marriage, % 11.2 10.5 11.8 12.1 13.5
Total birth rate 26.7 19.6 13.9 12.7 12.1
Late foetal mortality rate 2.79 2.73 2.94 2.89 2.94

De
at

hs

Total 181 981 193 900 179 796 182 554 227 729
Men** 93 288 101 860 88 911 89 242 111 962
Women** 88 693 92 040 90 885 93 312 115 767
Deaths to 1 year 46 142 40 673 25 185 21 764 22 029
Crude death rate 18.4 19.6 18.3 18.7 23.7
Infant mortality 178.1 192.3 166.3 175.2 190.5

Natural increase 75 284 –5 243 –46 978 –62 616 –114 240
Crude rate of natural increase 7.6 –0.5 –4.8 –6.4 –11.9

Note: *Demografická příručka 2004. Prague: ČSÚ, 2004.   
**The higher number of deceased women than men in the years 1916–1918 is a reult of the fact that data are based only

on civil registration records. 
These do not include men killed in battle, who are registered in the military registers.
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The absolute majority of brides were single at the time of marriage; the proportion of widows hovered
around 6ñ9% (Table 2). In Moravia and Silesia, the percentage of widows among brides is always
slightly higher than in Bohemia and divorced women make up a negligible percentage. There were more
grooms who were widowers, at a percentage of around 12ñ17 %, and as in the case of brides the figure
was slightly higher in Moravia and Silesia than in Bohemia. Over four-fifths of marriages were conclud-
ed between single people. Widowers primarily re-married with single women, approximately twice as
often as with widows. However, widows more often re-married with widowers than with single men.

Births
The total number of children born in the Czech Lands in the years 1914ñ1918 decreased intensively.

During this period the number fell by more than one-half, and the crude birth rate fell from 26.7â to
12.1â. When the First World War broke out in 1914, it resulted in a sharp decline in the number of
births during 1915 (Figure 1). In January of that year a total of 21.5 thousand children were live born, but
by January 1916 only 12.4 thousand, which constitutes a decrease of 42%. The decrease in the number
of births continued in the following two years, although at a much more moderate tempo. The relatively
largest decrease in the number of children born in 1914ñ1918 occurred among women up to the age of
19 (by 70%), and while in the other age groups the decrease was more moderate, it still exceeded 50%.
These developments occurred with roughly equal intensity in Bohemia and in Moravia and Silesia.

During the observed period there was a slight increase in the relative number of stillborn children.
Late foetal mortality increased from 2.79 in 1914 to 2.94 in 1918, wherein there was usually relatively
more late foetal mortality in individual months in Bohemia than in Moravia and Silesia. There were
considerable differences in the internal structure of the data set on late foetal mortality, with a notably
larger increase in the number of late foetal deaths of boys than girls. There was also a positive correla-
tion between the percentage of late foetal deaths and the age of the mother. Finally, the legitimacy of a
child also had a significant effect on late foetal deaths, especially in 1915ñ1916, when the percentage of
late foetal deaths among illegitimate births was roughly twice as high as among legitimate births.

The percentage of illegitimate children out of the total number of children increased after the year
1916. In 1914, 11.2 % of children born in the Czech Lands were illegitimate, and by 1918 the figure was
13.5%; in Moravia and Silesia the increase was more pronounced. The percentage of illegitimate births
was closely correlated with the age of the mother (Figure 2). Out of all the children born in 1914ñ1918
to mothers under the age of 20, more than 60% were illegitimate. This figure decreased as the age of the
mother increased, especially at 25ñ29 years of age. In a comparison with the year 1914, in 1918 the
proportion of illegitimate children was higher in all five age groups of mothers.

Married couples most often had children within the first year of marriage, and as the duration of the marriage
grew the number of births decreased. In 1914 almost one-half of children were born during the first five years of
the parentsí marriage. By 1917 this percentage decreased to 40.6% in connection with the decreasing number of
marriages, and in 1918 it increased by one percentage point. The percentage of children born after the longest
interval between the marriage and the first birth thus grew, except in 1918. In Moravia and Silesia the average
interval between marriage and the first birth was higher throughout the 1914ñ1918 period than in Bohemia, and
in especially after 10ñ19 years of marriage more children were born Moravia and Silesia.

Deaths
During the First World War there was a temporary halt to the long-term trend of a declining death rate,

which had been under way in the Czech Lands since the last quarter of the 19th century. In 1914ñ1917
the crude death rate ranged between 18.3â and 19.6â, but in 1918 it grew sharply to 23.7â. In the
autumn of 1918 all of Europe was struck by a pandemic of the Spanish flu, which caused the deaths of
ten million people (according to some estimates maybe even 20ñ40 million). The Spanish flu hit the
Czech Lands in October. While in the previous four years there were 13.2ñ14.6 thousand deaths in

Table 2 Marriages by marital status of groom and bride in the Czech Lands, 1918, in %

Grooms
Brides

Total Single Divorced Widowed

Total 100.00 92.06 0.01 7.93
Single 84.95 81.73 0.01 3.21
Divorced 0.08 0.07 – 0.01
Widowed 14.97 10.26 – 4.71

Surveys
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Figure 2 Share of children born out of wedlock by mother’s age in the Czech Land, 1914–1918 (100% = total number of
children born to mothers in the given age group)

October, in that same month in 1918 there were 43.3 thousand deaths, and 28.1 thousand in November.
With the exception of that year, the highest number of deaths always occurred at the start of spring, and
the fewest deaths usually occurred at the end of the summer.

Approximately one-sixth to one-fifth of live-born children in 1914ñ1918 did not survive to their first
birthday. However, more than one-quarter of illegitimate children under the age of one died, as these
children often lived in considerably poorer conditions or were left as foundlings. The highest infant mortal-
ity rate (adjusted using the so-called Rahts formula) was in 1915, when 192â of children died during the
first year of life. The main reason was the considerable increase in the infant mortality rate in Moravia and
Silesia, especially among illegitimate children, for which the rate in that year reached 361â.

Primarily owing to the high infant mortality rate the largest group of deaths was among children aged
0ñ4 years. In the first two war years these accounted for more than 30% of the total number of deaths.
By 1918 the effect of the low birth rate reduced the proportion of children under the age of 5 to 14% of
all deaths. Conversely, each year the number (and except for 1918 also the percentage) of deaths among
people over the age of 60 increased. According to the available data, in the other age groups there were
no pronounced changes until 1918, when a sharp increase in the number of deaths did occur, especially
in the 15ñ40 age group. This was caused by the flu pandemic, which primarily took the lives of people
in this age group.

The most frequent cause of death was epidemic and infectious diseases, with a large majority suc-
cumbing to pulmonary tuberculosis. In 1914 epidemic and infectious diseases were the source of rough-
ly every fifth death and that proportion gradually increased. In 1918, owing to the Spanish flu, these
diseases were the source of almost one-third of deaths. Around 15% of the deaths were caused by
respiratory diseases (more than one-half by lung infections), which in the observed period was the
second or third most frequent cause of death.

Among the people who died after reaching the age of 60, old age was often indicated as the cause of
death: 35% of deaths among people over 60 and three-quarters of people over 80 were assigned to old
age. In conformity with the development of the mortality structure by age in 1914ñ1917 the percentage
of this alleged cause of death increased from 13.3% to 19.3%. In 1914 a relatively significant percentage
of deaths were due to diseases of the digestive tract. It was primarily children under the age of one year
who died of these diseases, and the specific causes cited were mainly diarrhoea and enteritis. Most often
people aged 15ñ39 were among the victims of epidemics and infections, but these diseases also became
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the dominant group of causes of death in the 1ñ4 age group. However, while among infectious diseases
adults succumbed almost exclusively to tuberculosis, among children the measles and whooping cough
were very widespread.

In 1914ñ1918 there was a substantial decrease in the number of suicides, from 3000 a year in 1914
(1.7% of the total number of deaths) to 1.6 thousand in 1918 (0.7% of all deaths). There was a roughly
50% decrease in the number of suicides among men, while the suicides among women decreased some-
what, by around one-third. In 1914, 77% of the total number of suicides were men, and in 1918 the
figure was 71%. Suicide was most often committed by people over the age of 40. But from the perspec-
tive of the structure of the mortality rate by cause of death, suicides were more significant among the
deaths in the 15ñ29 age group. More than one-half of all suicides were committed by hanging or as-
phyxiation, and relatively frequent causes were drowning or shooting. There were differences between
men and women in the method of suicide chosen. Men more often chose hanging or shooting, and
among women drowning was much more common.

The sharp decrease in the fertility rate during the First World War, together with the increase in the
mortality rate in 1918, resulted in a substantial population decrease in the Czech Lands. In 1914 the
natural increase was still positive and at a value of 75.3 thousand people. After 1915 a rapid decrease
occurred, more intensively so in Bohemia than in Moravia and Silesia. After 1915 the population change
was negative in almost every month of the observed period, and only in September 1915 was there
around 700 more births than deaths. During 1918 there was a natural population decrease of 114 thou-
sand. A comparable decrease was only recorded once in the history of the statistical observation popula-
tion change (since 1785), and that was in 1806, when the country was struck by a small pox epidemic.

Between 1785 and the 1990s, the First World War was the only multi-year period in which there was
a natural population decrease. According to the calculations of VladimÌr Srb, the war in the Czech Lands
prevented the birth of 550 thousand children, 300 thousand men died in the war, and another 60 thou-
sand people died as a result of the war3). Through the decline in the fertility rate the war undermined
what to that time had been the regular age structure of the population, and it left a deep several-year gash
in the population structure, evidence of which could still be traced at the start of the 21st century.

The data analysed on population change in 1914ñ1918 were categorised in detail from various perspectives
in the published tables. However, the reduced informative capacity of these data, the reasons for which were
explained in the opening of this text, and the absence of more detailed data on the state of the population
means that they are of limited use. However, within their capacity the published tables filled a substantial gap
that existed in the over two centuries of time series in Czech demographic statistics.

Robert äanda**)

3) DÏjiny obyvatelstva Ëesk˝ch zemÌ. (History of the Population of the Czech Lands). Prague: Mlad· fronta, 1996.
**) Direct all correspondence to: Mgr. Robert äanda, Czech Statistical Office, Na pades·tÈm 81, 100 82 Prague 10,
Czech Republic, e-mail: robert.sanda@czso.cz

Causes of deaths 1914 1915 1916 1917 1918

I. Epidemic and infectious diseases 20.1 23.0 24.8 24.0 32.3
II. Overall diseases not included above 7.3 6.1 6.9 6.5 5.6
III. Diseases of the nervous system and sense organs 8.6 11.4 10.4 9.9 6.9
IV. Diseases of the circulatory system 8.1 7.9 9.2 9.5 8.0
V. Diseases of the respiratory system 15.5 15.8 13.7 13.0 17.0
VI. Diseases of the digestive system 12.1 9.7 7.4 8.2 4.9
VII. Non-venereal diseases of the urogenital system and adnexa 2.4 2.3 2.9 2.6 2.3
VIII. Puerperal diseases 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3
IX., X. Diseases of the skin, subcutaneous tissue and skeletal system 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5
XI., XII. Early age diseases and congenital abnormalities 6.8 4.6 3.7 3.2 2.9
XIII. Old age 13.3 14.1 16.7 19.3 16.0
XIV. External causes 3.7 3.6 2.7 2.4 2.5
XV. Diseases incorrectly defined 0.9 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 3 Structure of deaths by death causes in the Czech Lands, 1914–1918, in %

Surveys
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SINGLE MOTHERS ñ WHAT HAPPENS NEXT?*)

Keywords: single mother, marriage, next-order children, abortion, divorce

The standard data published by the Czech Statistical Office (CZSO) on demographic change in the
Czech Republic year by year provide information about the number of births and the composition of the
mother population by various criteria, for example, by age, marital status, birth order, the interval since
the birth of the previous child, etc. The data thus provide an overview of the group of women that give
birth during a single year, but even time series of these indicators do not make it possible to observe
development of the given population in subsequent years. However, the basic database that the CZSO
uses to compile the data above does facilitate a longitudinal analysis. This article monitors the further
demographic development of the cohort of single mothers that gave birth in a given year to their first
child and the child was live born.

The formation of the monitored data sets
Source data from the CZSO make it possible to monitor single mothers for the period between 1991

and 2004 and to monitor both the changes in their number (decrease) owing to death or emigration from
the Czech Republic, and the changes in their demographic structure, as a result of marriage, the birth of
other children, or divorce. The occurrence of abortions can also be monitored. The database is not
complete for the year 1991, as data on abortions are lacking, or for the years 2003 and 2004, when the
necessary indicator on divorces is missing.

During the period under observation the lowest number of single mothers with a first child was in the
first year (1991), at 7368. In most subsequent years the number increased to reach its maximum to date
in 2004, when the number exceeded 17 000, almost twice that of the first year of observation (an in-
crease of 134%). The percentage of live-born first-order children of single mothers out of the total
number of live-born children increased from 5.7% to 17.6%.

In order to reveal the above-indicated vital events in the basic sample, it was necessary to eliminate
records with incomplete or erroneous identifiers. Also eliminated from the sample were entries that
were illogical when previous vital events (birth, marriage, divorce) were added in. These were cases of
women for whom prior to the data item on the birth of the first child while single had a record of
a marriage, divorce, or birth of a child indicated in the database. The number of such cases is very small,
so their effect on the sample is marginal. The total proportion of records eliminated owing to the cited
deficiencies in individual years equals just 5.9ñ7.4%, so the samples that were ultimately analysed are
adequately representative for the individual years, and the quality of the records in the database can be
considered as very good.

Also eliminated from the base samples for individual years were women who in the period under
observation died or emigrated from the Czech Republic. In the case of these women there was no way
for the other monitored events to find their way into the sample or for these events to be traced, and thus
the findings would have been slightly though not substantially influenced by this. The samples moni-
tored thus comprised in the individual years between 90.9% and 93.8% of the base sample.

With the exception of Table 8, in which the data for women in total are entered, the data in the other
tables are for the samples defined as above for continued monitoring (see the previous table).

Age structure of the data sets
The age structure of the women included in the data sets in the research indicates that, as in the case of

the population overall, the age of mothers has been increasing. This is also confirmed by the averages
cited here. The average age of the groups increased between the first and the final year of the studied
time series by 3.5 years.

Also, the age of the highest intensity of first birth while single also increased to higher averages. In a
conversion to 1000 women the highest percentage of women was included in the monitoring in 1991
among 18-year-olds, in 2004 among 21-year-olds, with a datum of 18.7 per thousand.

In comparison to the age structure of married mothers at the time of first birth, single mothers are
younger, by 1.1 year at the start of the time series and by 2.4 years in 2004.

*) This article was published in Demografie 2005, 47, p. 287ñ292. The contents of the journal are published on the
Web site of the Czech Statistical Office at: http://www.czso.cz/csu/redakce.nsf/i/demografie
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Marriages
The basic question set out in the research was to de-

termine how long the period is before single mothers
marry and what percentage of them remain single. The
data in the following table show this information for the
data sets for the individual years after the lapse of a cer-
tain period of time (to the end of 2004). Given that in
the data set of each subsequent year there is one less
year in the period during which the occurrence of a
marriage could be observed, it is not possible to com-
pare the individual data sets. (The occurrence of a mar-
riage or not in some of the other monitorings divided
the basic data set of individual years into two sub-
groups.)

During the time period monitored a permanent shift
occurred in the direction of there being a longer period
after birth and a related increase in the percentage of
those who remained single. Given than from the time of
nine years after the birth the increases in the percentage
of married women become quite small, it is possible to
deduce that in the groups from the start of the 1990s
approximately 40% remain single, and in the groups
from recent years more than one-half. The largest num-
ber of marriages occurs within one year of the birth of a
child, and with each additional year after the birth the
number of marriages decreases.

A more detailed look at the period between a birth
and first marriage by months (in the first two years after
a birth) shows an evident shift in the occurrence of mar-
riages to a later period after the birth. While up until the
mid-1990s, for example, marriages within the first four
months after a birth accounted for almost 40% of the
marriages within one year, the current figure is around
20%.

Divorce
As in the case of other vital events, in the case of

divorce each monitored data set has a different period
during which the event could take place. The data clear-
ly show that the divorce rate is high, for example, of the
first three groups monitored, approximately one-quar-
ter of the first marriages end in divorce within 10ñ12
years.

A comparison of the percentages of divorced first
marriages among women in total and the single moth-
ers observed here (those whose marriages were preced-
ed by the birth of at least one child) shows no signifi-
cant differences. In the data sets of the oldest cohorts
(1991ñ1993) the divorce rate is higher among the sin-
gle mothers observed here (the highest is in the data set
for 1991, by 3.0 percentage points for the entire period
up to 2004). The difference between the two groups then
decreases, and in the data set for 1995 the divorce rate
among total women is higher, with a maximum differ-
ence in 1999 at 3.3 percentage points. In the data sets
for the next years this difference falls, but it is neces-
sary to take into account the fact that the period during
which the event could occur is no longer very large
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(0ñ5 years). These data indicate that a small portion of single mothers are women who lived with their
partner (usually the father of the child), and this pre-marital cohabitation may have a slight influence on
the stability of the subsequent marriage, whether with the same or even with a different partner.

The birth of other children
The decline in the birth rate and the postponement of childbirth to a later age, which is evident throughout

the entire population, is also exhibited by the data on the birth of other children in the monitored groups
of single mothers. While the data sets from the start of the period show the largest number of second-
order births within two years after the birth of the first child, in the data sets from the second half of the
1990s the span is four years. In a conversion to 100 women there is a notable decline in the first half of
the 1990s, after which it is possible to speak of stagnation.

The decline in the birth rate of second-order and other children in the first half of the 1990s and the
subsequent continuation of the birth rate at similar levels is confirmed for comparable periods by data on
the percentage of women who remain without a second child.

Table 2 Characteristics of the age structure of the sets

Age
Set for year

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

Mode 18 19 19 19 19 19 19 20 20 20 21 22 20 25
Median 19.6 19.6 19.5 19.8 20.1 20.4 20.6 21.0 21.4 22.0 22.6 23.0 23.6 24.2
Average age total 21.3 21.2 21.2 21.3 21.6 21.8 22.1 22.4 22.7 23.2 23.7 23.9 24.4 24.8
 remained single 22.4 22.2 21.9 22.0 22.1 22.3 22.5 22.6 22.9 23.2 23.7 23.9 24.4 24.8
 married 20.4 20.4 20.5 20.5 20.9 21.2 21.4 21.9 22.4 22.9 23.7 23.9 24.4 24.6

Table 3 Number of marriages and structure of the sets by marital status

Table 4 First marriages by time since childbirth

Indicator
Set for year

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

 Nomber of marriages

First 3730 3678 4120 3866 3321 3058 3047 2842 2781 2619 2286 1872 1351 456
Other 408 338 295 235 155 131 92 46 35 12 9  – 1  –
Total 4138 4016 4415 4101 3476 3189 3139 2888 2816 2631 2295 1872 1352 456

 %

Married 55.7 54.0 50.8 47.6 45.3 40.6 37.8 33.2 29.6 25.6 20.8 15.4 9.6 2.8
Remained single thus far 44.3 46.0 49.2 52.4 54.7 59.4 62.2 66.8 70.4 74.2 79.2 84.6 90.4 97.2

Years
Set for year

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

0 1104 981 989 826 682 663 665 655 784 809 806 754 839
1  632 562 613 559 520 530 509 540 602 665 675 755  
2  408 441 516 466 458 404 442 470 507 486 541   
3  252 340 425 455 342 382 437 411 404 432    
4  265 264 331 354 323 326 359 321 318     
5  223 235 267 334 288 250 260 278      
6  204 223 287 263 281 213 256       
7  145 158 186 222 188 190        
8  121 143 157 169 146         
9  126 108 141 143          
10   87  95 127           
11   73  91            
12   62             
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Table 5 Share of women with first marriage by time since childbirth to marriage, in %

Years
Set for year

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

0 16.5 14.4 12.2 10.2 9.3 8.8 8.3 7.7 8.3 8.0 7.3 6.2 5.9
1 9.4 8.3 7.6 6.9 7.1 7.0 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.6 6.2 6.2  
2 6.1 6.5 6.4 5.7 6.2 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.4 4.8 4.9  
3 3.8 5.0 5.2 5.6 4.7 5.1 5.4 4.8 4.3 4.3  
4 4.0 3.9 4.1 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.5 3.8 3.4  
5 3.3 3.5 3.3 4.1 3.9 3.3 3.2 3.3  
6 3.0 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.8 2.8 3.2  
7 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.7 2.6 2.5  
8 1.8 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.0  
9 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.8  
10 1.3 1.4 1.6  
11 1.1 1.3  
12 0.9  
to 5 years 39.7 38.0 35.4 32.7 31.7 30.6 30.0 28.0 27.8  
to 10 years 51.9 50.8 48.2 46.6          

Table 6 First marriages within 2 years of childbirth by time in months

Months
Set for year

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

 0  43  33  29  23 17 12 24 12 14 14 17 13   8
 1 115 113 103  59 54 49 55 49 61 54 45 51  49
 2 147 132 124 102 73 68 68 68 74 95 67 69  47
 3 113 101 100  73 75 81 67 67 88 74 79 57  66
 4 105  92  99  86 68 60 57 57 76 83 88 83  54
 5 102  96  75  65 69 65 63 63 74 62 88 67  62
 6  86  89  80  87 62 58 66 56 68 78 71 74  66
 7 102  63  81  83 58 57 60 49 73 63 69 76  93
 8  79  76  84  72 53 62 63 56 66 66 64 60  91
 9  60  69  85  66 52 45 42 67 63 63 72 57 104
10  76  61  63  58 54 53 60 49 64 74 71 64 106
11  76  56  66  52 47 53 40 62 63 83 75 83  93
12  67  61  58  50 47 44 55 61 64 96 82 70  
13  52  58  52  44 46 45 49 45 46 59 57 69  
14  57  53  61  47 38 48 44 34 57 57 59 61  
15  58  35  57  55 61 60 49 39 51 57 61 63  
16  58  47  63  51 48 54 33 55 58 53 48 51  
17  60  48  50  44 29 37 50 43 42 51 54 44  
18  48  40  51  38 40 40 39 44 50 48 50 63  
19  53  48  37  48 47 49 35 54 54 39 50 65  
20  45  49  44  39 49 48 39 39 40 62 56 63  
21  48  43  51  51 44 41 46 42 56 50 50 63  
22  51  36  49  44 38 29 32 41 43 44 58 56  
23  35  44  40  48 33 35 38 43 41 49 50 87  

Surveys
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In the data on the birth of other children broken down into mothers who remained single and mothers
who married refer to the marital status at the end of the monitored period, not at the time of the specific
birth. Given that every subsequent data set in this monitoring has a shorter period in which the birth of a

Indicator
Set for year

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

All women 35.6 38.0 40.7 42.2 43.6 47.3 51.2 56.8 62.0 69.4 77.7 87.6 96.4 100.0
Remained single 53.0 53.7 56.9 56.1 56.3 58.9 61.3 64.7 68.8 74.6 81.0 89.1 96.7 100.0
Married 21.8 24.6 25.1 26.8 28.2 30.3 34.5 40.9 45.8 54.3 65.2 79.8 93.3 100.0

Table 11 Share of women without another child, in %

Table 10 Share of women without another child, in %

Number of years 
from birth

Set for year

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

 3 68.3 71.8 75.2 76.5 75.7 77.8 77.6 78.3 77.5 78.3 77.7
 5 55.7 58.6 61.5 61.8 61.3 62.1 62.3 62.8 62.0  
 8 44.2 46.7 48.3 47.9 46.8 47.3  
10 40.1 41.7 42.9 42.2  
12 36.9 38.0          

Table 9 Children of next birth order per 100 women

Number of years 
from birth

Set for year

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

 3 35.5 31.1 26.8 25.6 26.6 24.4 24.5 23.5 24.4 23.4 23.9
 5 55.0 50.2 45.8 45.2 46.4 44.9 44.3 43.5 44.5  
 8 77.7 71.7 68.9 68.5 70.9 70.1  
10 88.8 83.8 80.9 80.4  
12 97.3 93.5          

Table 8 Share of divorced first marriages of women in total and of unmarried mothers, in %

Indicator

Set for year

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

Number of monitored years after marriage

13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Women total 28.1 24.4 24.1 22.0 20.4 18.7 16.6 14.9 12.0  8.9  6.4  3.6  1.2
Single mothers 31.1 26.4 24.8 22.0 19.3 17.8 14.2 11.7  8.7  6.2  3.5  1.1  0.3
Difference  3.0  2.0  0.7  0.0 –1.1 –0.9 –2.4 –3.2 –3.3 –2.7 –2.9 –2.5 –0.9

Table 7 Divorces

Divorces
Set for year

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

Divorces total 1243 1025 1063 877 654 555 437 333 244 163 79 21 4
 First 1161 971 1022 852 641 544 434 332 243 163 79 21 4
 Other 82 54 41 25 13 11 3 1 1  –  –  –  –

Per 100 marriages:              

 Total 30.0 25.5 24.1 21.4 18.8 17.4 13.9 11.5 8.7 6.2 3.4 1.1 0.3
 First 31.1 26.4 24.8 22.0 19.3 17.8 14.2 11.7 8.7 6.2 3.5 1.1 0.3
 Other 20.1 16.0 13.9 10.6 8.4 8.4 3.3 2.2 2.9  –  –  –  –
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second child can occur, the data in the table are not comparable over time but can be used to compare
mothers according to the two alternative marital statuses cited above. There is clear evidence that a
subsequent marriage has an effect on the birth of other children, or the opposite effect appears, i.e. that
the birth of other children while single is affected by the subsequent marriage. For example, in the case
of the data set for 1991, the proportion of mothers among single mothers that had no further children
was almost 2.5 times as high as the proportion among the women who married.

The differences in natality behaviour among the groups are confirmed by a comparison of the average
number of children per woman married and unmarried.

Abortions
An abortion is the only vital event monitored that relates to women even the year before their inclu-

sion in the monitored data set, that is, before the birth of the first child and while single. (We must,
however, also take into account that there are no available data for the period before 1992 and since
2003, which obstructs a comparison of the data sets from different periods.) Therefore, the data in Table
13 can only be used for a comparison between the cited groups of women and not for a comparison over
time.

The highest number of abortions, the major part of which are induced abortions, occurs in the year
after the birth, which is likely connected with an increased interest in preventing the birth of another
child so early after the birth of the first child. From the period prior to the birth, the most abortions occur
one year or two years before the birth. Even this comparison shows a notable decrease in the abortion
rate ñ the relative values in data sets from later years are lower.

There is no substantial difference in the abortion rate between the women who married and the wom-
en who remained single. The average number of abortions per woman differs very little between these
two groups. More often, but not every year, there is a higher abortion rate among women who did not
marry. A similar conclusion regarding the insignificant and ambiguous differences between the com-
pared groups can be drawn from a comparison of the percentages of women who had no abortion in the
monitored years.

Conclusion
An analysis of the data sets from the CZSO presents a different view on some aspects of demographic

trends and makes it possible to observe the development and changes that affect certain groups over
time. In this article, attention was devoted to women who had their first child while single. The percent-
age of data that for various reasons had to be eliminated from the analysis was not large (roughly 5%),
and the findings offer a reliable portrait of the phenomena monitored. There is a clear shift in the age

Table 13 Abortion indicators

Table 12 Average number of children per woman

Indicator
Set for year

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

All women 2.03 1.93 1.86 1.80 1.78 1.70 1.62 1.53 1.44 1.34 1.24 1.13 1.04 1.00
Remained single 1.82 1.76 1.67 1.63 1.62 1.57 1.51 1.44 1.37 1.29 1.21 1.11 1.03 1.00
Married 2.19 2.09 2.05 1.99 1.96 1.89 1.79 1.70 1.62 1.50 1.36 1.21 1.07 1.00

Indicator
 Set for year

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

 Average number of abortions per women

All women 0.82 0.73 0.71 0.73 0.68 0.64 0.60 0.53 0.37 0.38 0.32 0.26 0.23 0.19
Remained single 0.79 0.73 0.69 0.76 0.71 0.63 0.62 0.54 0.39 0.39 0.33 0.27 0.23 0.20
Married 0.85 0.73 0.73 0.69 0.66 0.66 0.56 0.49 0.33 0.33 0.28 0.24 0.20 0.19

Women without abortion, in %

All women 51.5 54.7 55.0 53.6 55.1 57.1 58.5 62.2 70.7 70.6 74.0 77.9 80.6 84.0
Remained single 54.3 56.2 57.0 52.4 54.9 57.5 57.8 61.5 69.5 69.5 73.3 77.7 80.5 82.7
Married 49.3 53.5 53.1 55.0 55.3 56.5 59.6 63.8 73.5 73.7 77.0 79.0 82.0 84.0

Surveys



118

Czech Demography, 2007, Vol. 1

**) Direct all correspondence to: Ing. VladimÌr Pol·öek, Czech Statistical Office ñ Olomouc, Wellnerova 5, 779 11 Olomouc,
Czech Republic, e-mail: vladimir.polasek@czso.cz

structure of mothers in the direction of older mothers. The age group with the largest relative number of
single mothers of a first-order child out of the total number of women is currently the group of 21-year-
olds, while in 1991 it was 18-year-olds. There is an evident postponement of subsequent marriage to a
later age. The data indicate that there is also an increase in the percentage that never married. In the case
of all the data sets most marriages occur within one year of the birth. In the data sets from earlier years
this primarily occurred within months, soon after the birth, but this is no longer true. The data for more
recent years indicate a decline in the divorce rate among the monitored group of women and possibly a
slightly lower divorce rate compared with total women. Marriage has an effect on the birth rate in this
monitoring ñ women who married have more children than those who did not marry. Conversely, there
is no difference in the abortion rate between women who married and those who did not. These data
summaries represent a basic departure point for this form of analysing basic statistical data. Further
work will draw on these summaries and will be devoted to elaborating the topic further.

VladimÌr Pol·öek**)
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