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Introduction

Sasha Roseneil
The FEMCIT Project

The FEMCIT project aims to provide a new criticaljlti-dimensional understanding of
contemporary gendered citizenship in the context wiulticultural and changing Europe, and
to evaluate the impact of contemporary women’s me@s on gendered citizenship. Our
research focuses on six dimensions of citizengiafitical, social, economic, ethnic/religious,
bodily/sexual, and intimate citizenship. The safentvork of FEMCIT is delivered through

work packages which address these six inter-relditeénsions of citizenship.

This report has been produced by Work PackageHEMCIT, which focuses omtimate
Citizenship in Multicultural Europe: women'’s movents cultural diversity, personal lives

and policy.

The Concept of Intimate Citizenship

We are using the concept of “intimate citizensmptmatively to refer to “the freedom and
ability to construct and live selfhood and a widage of close relationships — sexual/love
relationships, friendships, parental and kin reladi— safely, securely and according to
personal choice, in their dynamic, changing formisly respect, recognition and support from
state and civil society” (Roseneil, 2010:82). Irdien citizenship involves rights,
responsibilities and capacities — so we are intedeis both the rights and responsibilities of

intimate partners/ parties, and the (relationaltpaomy of intimate subjects.

For the purposes of this research, we dahtiemate life primarily in terms of close
relationships between adults, both sexual and egoad, and the relationship that an
individual has with her/himself. We are also comeel, although less centrally, with parent-

child relationships (Roseneil, 2008).

The project’s conceptualization of intimate citigbip draws particularly on the work of Ken
Plummer (1995; 2001; 2003), who suggests thatdheept is “wider and more inclusive”
(Plummer, 2003:65) than that of sexual citizenghgpdeveloped, for instance, by Evans,
1993; Weeks, 1998; Bell and Binnie, 2000; Richand&®900). According to Plummer, the
“intimate citizenship project” looks at “the dedas people have to make over the control (or

not) over one’s body, feelings, relationships; asd@r not) to representations, relationships,



public spaces, etc; and socially grounded choioersdt) about identities, gender experience;

erotic experiences” (1995:151).

The Focus of WP6

The focus of WP6 is on transformations in intimeitezenship across Europe in the context of
increasing cultural diversity. Social theoristsuaghat we are living through a period of
intense and profound social change in the spheirgiofacy, and identify the post 1960s
women’s movement as a key driver of this changetlla, 1997; Giddens, 1992; Beck and
Beck-Gernsheim, 1995, Weeks, 2007). Processeslwidualization and de-
traditionalization, and increased self-reflexivityndamentally linked to feminist political
projects, are seen as opening up new possibifitidsexpectations in personal relationships,
and as radically transforming gender relationsfandly life.

Over the past thirty years, across European pdpuakaas a whole, more and more people are
spending longer periods of their lives outsideltbgerosexual, co-resident nuclear family unit
(which became the dominant model during the twémgentury), as a result of the dramatic
rise in divorce rates, the increase in the numbeirths outside marriage, the rise in the
proportion of children being brought up by a lormegnt, the growing proportion of
households that are composed of one person, arditteing proportion of women who are
not having children (Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004 @hange in the pace of migrations in
Europe, which is producing increasing cultural dévy, is also challenging the hegemony of
the modern western European nuclear family, asmifit models of intimate and family life
prevail in different ethnic groups (e.g. Reynol2805; Mand, 2006a and b). As a result of all
of these changes, the heterosexual couple, andwarlty the married, co-resident
heterosexual couple with children, no longer ocesiphe centre-ground of European society,
and cannot be taken for granted as its basic Roiséneil, 2000, 2002). The male-
breadwinner/ female-homemaker model on which pesbrsd war citizenship was based is,
therefore, no longer applicable (Roseneil and Badg2004; Roseneil, 2006), and new
conceptualizations of “intimate citizenship” (Plum1995; 2001; 2003) and new welfare
settlements are being constructed to respond tmtineasing diversity and non-
conventionality of the intimate lives of Europeatizens (see Roseneil, 2008). These
transformations have major implications for the ilBWelation to future welfare policies, the
legal regulation of personal life, “care regimestidhe labour market.



Whilst theorists have linked the transformationndimate life to the impact of women’s
movements, there is very little empirical reseamtiich systematically examines the lived
experience of intimacy in the wake of the cultigahder revolutions unleashed by second
wave feminisnt. In particular, there is no comparative researctcivfocuses on differences
and similarities between European nation-statésignregard. It is clear from existing census
and survey data that changes in the organizatigesional life are not uniform across
Europe, and that they are inflected by nationalragibnal cultures, and vary between
religious, ethnic and “lifestyle” groups. The sgmily of experiences of those from minority

cultural and religious backgrounds has not beefestddl to systematic investigation.

Moreover, the significant historical agency and atipgranted to women’s movements and
feminists by Giddens, Castells, and Beck and Beeka&heim (something which feminist
theorists concerned with the constitution and cwities of gender oppression and difference
have been less ready to do, have been assertessuntied; the processes by which this
impact might have taken place have not been eMpliavestigated. In addition, the north-
western European/ north American assumptions thdngird these arguments about the
influence of ‘second wave feminism’ should be indgated. Women’s movements and
feminism have taken quite different form, acrossehst-west, communist-capitalist, north-
south, democratic-fascist, secular-religious donsi which have characterized European
nation-states and structured the map of the camtifide histories and nature of the claims
and demands of women’s movements in different natioontexts need to be grasped, in
order for their relationship to changing modesegfal, policy and social regulation of
intimate life to be assessed, and for their cultun@act on the everyday lived realities of
intimate life to be traced.

Objectives of WP6

1. To investigate across four contrasting Europeaiomatates the experiences of
transformation in intimate life of those most distad from the male-breadwinner

model i.e. those living outside conventional faesli

2. To analyze the relationship between the transfaonaf intimate life and the

demands and actions of movements for gender angkeguality and change;

! One project which does this is the UK based ESREeRrch Group for the Study of Care, Values and the
Future of Welfareyww.leeds.ac.uk/cayaRoseneil was one of the grantholders of thigguto




3. To examine cultural diversity in relation to thartsformation of intimate life, with

reference to religion, “race”/ ethnicity, lifestylgexuality, nation and region

4. To analyze the historical, cultural and policy bgrdund of transformations in

intimate life in four contrasting European natidatss

5. To develop an analysis of the implications of thieaesformations for social

policy in the EU, with recommendations for policyakers and legislators

Research Design and Methods

The project has a multi-disciplinary three-strandpgroach to the understanding of the
transformation of intimate citizenship, focusingitscultural, policy and socio-biographical
dimensions, and encompassing both a “top down’agfimbttom up” approach to social
change. Each strand of the research is being ctedlaccording to the same methodology in

each of the four national contexts:

Strand 1: Changing cultural discourses about irterfite (objectives 2, 3)

An historical survey of women’s movement demandsactions in relation to intimate
life, and of other social movements’ and NGOs’ dedsa actions and responses (e.g.
black/ minority ethnic/ anti-racist, men’s, disatyil lesbian and gay, pro-family), to map

the main shifts in discourses about intimate life

Strand 2: Policy contexts and responses to changesmate life (objective 5)

1. A comparative policy analysis of how national sbpialicies are being re-framed (or

not) in response to changes in intimate life (tasasbjective 4)

2. European and national level policy recommendatmnthe basis of the findings of
Strand 3 below

Strand 3: Intimate lives at the cutting edge ofngiegobjectives 1, 2 and 3)

A qualitative study of intimate life using the braghical-narrative interview method, and
focusing on those whose lives might be expectdtht@ been most affected by the cultural
shifts set in train by the women’s movement - thogeg outside conventional familial
relations. The sample includes men and womenfalthom are one or more of the

following: un-partnered (single); in a non-cohatutirelationship (“living apart together”);



lesbian, gay or in a same-sex relationship; livmghared/ communal housing. The sample
includes members of the majority ethnic/ natior@ydation in each country, and members of
two minoritized/ racialized groups from each coynBulgaria — Roma and Turkish; Norway
— Pakistani and Sami; Portugal — Cape Verdean®anth; the UK — Pakistani and Turkish.

National Research Sites

The research is being conducted out in four cotitrg®ational contexts which differ in terms
of contemporary and historical welfare and gendgimes, state/ market relationship,
dominant and minority religions and ethnic groupd patterns of im/migration. The four
chosen national contexts are Bulgaria, Norway, RB@aiftand the UK. This provides a post-
communist country, a Nordic “woman-friendly” (Hesyel987) welfare state, a southern
European country, which has relatively recentlpsraoned from dictatorship to democracy,

and a north-western European liberal democratifanebktate.

The Report

This report is the first output from Strand 3 of B/ provides an overview of the statistical
and contextual background to the empirical workiedrout in Strand 3. The focus is on the
period with which FEMCIT is primarily concerned ein the emergence of the contemporary
women’s movements at the end of the 1960/ earlP4 @ntil the present day. In compiling
this report, we have relied primarily on publiclya@lable datasets that offer comparative data
on our four countries. We have supplemented tmspavative data with data from the
individual countries that is not directly compamabloss-nationally. Hence brief overviews of

the comparative data are followed by short discumssof national data, where it is available.

The range of issues relating to intimate life aitidenship that we have been able to address
in this report has been determined by the availdata. There is a lack of data on many issues
that we wished to explore comparatively. For inseaithere is no readily available data on

the four groups that comprised our sample: un-paeth(single) people; people in a non-
cohabiting relationship; lesbians, gay men or thosesame-sex relationship; people living in
shared/ communal housing. It is clear that statibtlata still overwhelming focuses on
conventional categories of intimate life, and maut@rly on the heterosexual reproductive
family and household. There is also a lack of datshe intimate lives of the minority groups

that we have chosen to study.



Working with these constraints, the report is daddnto four sections. The first explores
statistics relating to the transformation of inttenéfe across the four countries. The second
focuses on changes in women’s employment, whichameeptualise as important
background for understanding changes in intiméteoler recent decades. The third section
discusses attitudes to same-sex sexuality andrdisation, drawing on EU data which
necessarily excludes Norway, as a non-EU membt. Stae final section offers an overview
of available data on ethnic minority populationghe four countries, with a focus on the
minoritized groups that we include in our reseaiidiere are also two short appendices,
addressing the debate about recent Bulgaria depioigreahange, and the rapid
transformation in attitudes to same-sex sexuaiityortugal.

Authorship of the Report

The work package leader and principal investigatd/P6 is Sasha Roseneil, who edited the
report. Contributions were made by the countryaeseers as follows: Bulgaria — Mariya
Stoilova; Portugal — Ana Cristina Santos; Norwalone Hellesund; United Kingdom —

Isabel Crowhurst.



1. Transformations in Intimate Life

1.1. Marriage Rates

Crude marriage rate
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2007

Bulgaria 8.76 861 7.87 6.87 4.30 3.87
Norway 6.60 758 544 517 565 4.98
Portugal 784 938 739 7.18 6.23 4.37

United Kingdom 7.51 8.46 7.43 6.56 5.19 4.43

Crude marriage rate — marriages per 1000 population
Source of dafa EUROSTAT statistical database

Marriage rate (per 1000)

12 —e—Bulgaria
—=— Norway
10 Portugal
e e UK

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2007

Marriage rates have declined significantly over tpast five decades in all four countries.
Norway, which through most of the 2@entury has had marriage laws which define magriag
as a secular pact between two independent andhfiteéduals (Melby, 2000; 2006), began
the period (1960-2007) with the lowest marriage,ratit ended it with the highest.
Conversely, Bulgaria began the period with the éggimarriage rate and ended it with the
lowest. Portugal and the United Kingdom have exgkdrplaces, from having the second
highest and second lowest marriage rates respbgtigehaving the second lowest and

second highest respectively.

2 Sources identified in the tables are also useuntdduce the graphs, unless tated otherwise.



Bulgaria

There was a slow but steady decline in the marmageefrom the 1960s to the 1980s, except
for the years between 1966 and 1970 when thereawascrease, which might be linked to
the liberalisation of divorce legislation duringsiperiod. The next period of decline in the
rate of marriage occurred after the collapse of mamism, when it fell from 7.1 in 1989 to
3.7 in 2002, its lowest rate in the history of @nmporary Bulgaria (NSI, 2006). Despite a
small increase since 2002, the rate is well bekswi989 levels, and there was another drop

during the last year of available statistics, ®i8.2007.
Norway

Marriage rates have been declining in Norway atg@eak of approximately 30000 married
couples in 1969. The number of marriages reacHed an the early 1990s when fewer than
20000 couples married. Since then the number ofiaggs has increased again, and in 2008,
25000 couples were married (SSB, 2008a). In 200% &f all marriages in Norway were

between a Norwegian resident and a foreign resi&sB, 2008c).
Portugal

The steady decline in the marriage rate betweerD 18& the present day conceals a
significant increase in the 1970s, following thi ¢ the dictatorship in 1974, which brought
about social and legal changes that favoured gesglality and welfare, and made it possible
for divorced couples to re-marfyThe decline in the marriage rate since 2000 has Bé%.

The rate of first marriage is decreasing steadl§of less between 2000 and 2005), and by
2005, 19% of marriages were not first marriagestridges in which the couple had already
lived together increased 42% between 2000 and 20@bconstituted 25% of all marriages in
2005. There was also an increase in marriages whereouple already have children (from
this or previous relationships): from 15.6% in 20@026.1% in 2005. According to the
Census 2001, 49.6% of people living in Portugalraaeried.

% In 1975, theConcordatawas changed so that Catholics could access d¢idkce (law-decree n. 187/75"4
April). On 27 May 1975, a new Divorce Law was apm@®, extending the possibility of divorce to Catbol
marriages.
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United Kingdom

The marriage rate in the UK has declined steaddynfa peak of 480,285 marriages in 1972,
with the only the exception being an increase betw2002 and 2004 (ONS 2009a). In 2007
in England and Wales marriage rates fell to theeltwlevel since records began in 1862
(ONS, 2009b).

1.2. Age at First Marriage

Mean age at first marriage

Bulgaria 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Female 21.3 21.7 21.7 21.7 24.7
Male . 24.4 24.5 24.7 28.1
Norway 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Female 23.7 22.3 23.2 25.7 28.5
Male . 24.8 25.7 28.2 31.1
Portugal 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Female 24.8 24.2 23.3 24.2 25.7
Male . . 25.4 26.2 27.5

UK 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Female 23.3 22.4 23 25.2 28.3
Male . 25.3 27.2 30.4

Themean age at first marriagis the weighted average of the different
ages (limited at age 50), using as weights thespgeific marriage rates
for first marriages only.

Sources: BG, NOR (for 1960) and PT and UK (for 296@0) data from
Council of Europe (2005); BG and NOR (for 1970-2p0ata from
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNEE(2006);

PT, UK (for 1980-2000) data from UNECE (2008a);

Mean age at first marriage females (years)

31
29 s —e— Bulgaria
o7 / —— Norway
g 25 /!/ Portugal
UK
> 23 .-— _ (r///// ,////‘
° - . v
o 21 — —
<
19
17
15 I I I I

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
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Across all four countries, the age at which peopharry has increased significantly since
1960, with little change during the 1960s and 1970&reases in the 1980s (except in
Bulgaria), and the sharpest increases during thed03.

Bulgaria had the earliest mean age of first maeri@mg women in 1960 and in 2000, with an
increase of 3.4 years, from 21.3 to 24.7 years.shhallest change has been in Portugal,
where the average age of first marriage for womereased by less than a year, from 24.8 to
25.7 years. Norway and the UK have had, and coatiainave similar ages of first marriage
for women, increasing from 23.7 and 23.3 to 28 28.3 respectively between 1960 and

2000. The UK has seen the largest increase, ot ymllowed by Norway, at 4.8 years.

The age gap between men and women at first mariag®een greatest in Bulgaria, rising
from 2.8 years in 1960 to 3.4 years in 2000, fodvby Norway, where it has risen slightly,
from 2.5 years in 1960 to 2.6 years in 2000. InUlkeand Portugal, where the age gap has
been lower, it has declined slightly, from 2.3 ye@r1960 in the UK, to 2.1 years in 2000,
and from 2.1 years in Portugal in 1960 to 1.8 yea2000.

Bulgaria

The mean age of men and women at first marriagairexd relatively stable, and low, from
the 1960s until the end of 1980s, but has beemgsince the fall of communism. In 1989, the
average age for a woman to marry was 21.5 yeans24i7 years for a man, but in less than
two decades the average age has risen by moréainayears, reaching 25.9 years for
women in 2006 and 29.3 years for men (UNICEF, 200/&, 2007Db).

Norway

The average age of first marriage between 19611868 was 23.4 years for women and 26.4
years for men; by 2007, this had increased to #88.ihen and 30.8 for women (SSB, 2009b).
Between 1906 and 1910 the average ages for mamsiage26.3 for women and 29.8 for
men. The age of marriage reached an all time ldawden 1950 and the late 1960s, when
men’s average marriage age fell to 26.5 and woniz®'s (SSB, 2004).

12



Portugal

The average age at first marriage has been risgaglity since 1985. In 2005, it was 31.3 for
men and 28.9 for womeh.

United Kingdom

The medianage at first marriage for men in the UK remaineubtly stable in the 1960s and
1970s, whilst it decreased for women during theestime (ONS 2009c). At the beginning of
the 1980s, theneanage at first marriage for both men and womenedatih steadily increase.
Since 1991, the mean age at first marriage hasased by just over four years for both men
and women in England and Wales. In 2007, the meanaa first marriage in England and
Wales “increased to 31.9 years for men and 29.8yeawomen, compared with 2006 when
the figures were 31.8 and 29.7 respectively” (OR[®&)9a: 2).

1.3. Divorce

Crude divorce rate
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2007

Bulgaria 0.9 1.2 15 1.3 1.3 2.1
Norway 0.7 0.9 1.6 2.4 2.2 2.2
Portugal 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.9 1.9 2.4
United Kingdom 0.5 1.1 2.8 2.9 2.6 2.4

Crude divorce rate — divorces per 1000 population
SourcesCouncil of Europe (COE) (2003) for all countriesr(1960-2000),
EUROSTAT online database (for 2007) (EC, 2007a)

Crude Divorce Rate (per 1000)
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* Source: INE (2006)ndicadores Sociais 20022/12/2006 [Official Statistics].
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Divorce rates have increased very significantlyah four countries since the 1960s

Portugal had the lowest divorce rates in 1960 &w®DIwhen there was negligible divorce),
1980, and 1990, but by 2007 had, with the UK, thetjhighest rate. Between 1970 and 2007,
Portugal has had the greatest increase in divatee and Bulgaria the smallest. In 1970,
Bulgaria had the highest divorce rate of the fawurtdries, but by 2007 had the lowest, with a
near doubling of the divorce rate concentratethén2000s. In 1960, Norway had the second

highest level of divorce, but in 2007 had loweralse rates than Portugal and the UK.
Bulgaria

The divorce rate increased throughout the socipdigbd, starting at 0.8 divorces per 1000
population in 1947 and rising to 1.4 in 1989 (N&J06), the highest rate for the whole
socialist period. The first years of the transfatioraperiod (early 1990s) saw a decline in
divorce rates, reaching a low of 0.9 in 1994 amhttinere was a new peak with divorce
reaching its highest rate for the past 50 year& dRorces per 1000 population in 2007 (NSI;
2006, 2007b). The number of divorces per 100 mgesdas doubled since 1989, from 20
divorces per 100 marriages to 43.8 divorces pemi@@iages in 2005 (NSI; 2006, 2007b).

Norway

The divorce rate in Norway was under 5 per 100C0ieccouples until the mid-1970s. It then
increased steadily, to a peak of 12.6 divorceslpe0 married couples in 2005. Since then
there has been a small decline; in 2008, there ek divorces per 1000 married couples
(SSB 2009c).

Portugal

The most significant increase in the divorce ratBortugal was from 1.8 per thousand of the
population in 2001 to 2.7 in 2002. According to &tat 2007, “The substantial growth
observed between 2001 (18,851 divorces) and 20020@divorces) was due to the adoption
of a law which aims to facilitate divorce procedir€EC, 2007c).The divorce rate then
decreased to 2.2 per thousand of the populatiothéonext three years (2003-2005), rising
again in 2004 and 2005.

14



United Kingdom

UK divorce rates have been amongst the highestirofge since the 1970s (Gonzales and
Viitanen 2006). After a fall in the early 1970syaiice rates in the UK increased steadily, with
a peak in 1993. Between 2007 and 2008, the nunilzbvarces granted in the UK fell by
5.5%, which was the fourth consecutive fall in thenber of UK divorces since the new
millennium, and as a result the number of divoineg¥08 was the lowest since 1976 (ONS
2009d).

1.4. Cohabitation

Comparative data on cohabitation is not availabéd neither is good national time series
data, although it is clear that non-marital cohalaition has increased across all four

countries.
Bulgaria

According to the United Nations Economic CommisdmmEurope (NECE) (2008b) in 2001
only 2% of households were cohabiting couples. [atest Census (2001), as quoted by
Belcheva (2003), shows, however, that 13.1% opthmulation aged between 15-59 years
live together without being married. The proportarthe population that is cohabiting is
17.6% of those aged between 15-29, 12.1% of thgse a0-44, and 10.4% of those aged 45-
59. Belcheva (2003) also presents the distribugfozohabiting people according to ethnic
groups. The Roma population has the highest prgpoof people in cohabiting relationships
(33.7 %), followed by the Bulgarian Turks (16.2%yahe ethnic Bulgarians have the lowest
percentage (11.3%) (Belcheva, 2003).

Norway

25% of Norwegian citizens aged between 20 and @8syad were living as cohabitants in
2008. Cohabitation is most common among thosedin #0s and 30s. In the age group 25-
29, 44% of women are cohabitants (SSB 2009d). Taetipe has increased rapidly since it
became officially legal in 1972. Proportions of abliants vary according to different
social/cultural indicators, geography being an ingoat one. For instance, only 6.1% of
couples in Kvitsgy municipality lived as cohabitairt 2001, in contrast with 32% in Gamvik

municipality (SSB 2002a). Several statistical sysvgsuch as the household surveys) do not

15



distinguish between married couples and cohabdmgples, and in many official contexts

cohabitants are treated as equal to married cauples
Portugal

The category “cohabiting” was translated from tloetiguese Census which refers to it as
“marriage without registration”, i.ede factounions, which were first legally recognized in
Portugal in 2000 for heterosexual couples, andbilZor same-sex couples. The category
“marriage” is called “marriage with registrationi the Census. According to the 2001
Census, there were 5 519 570 individuals marridivioig together in Portugal. Of these, 5
148 049 were legally married and 371 521 were ¢jyina de facto union, i.e. 6.7% of all
couples (3.9% in 1991) (EC, 2007c). According ® 2001 Census, 3.7% of people living in
Portugal are married without registration. Thereragional differences concerning
cohabitation. There is no data available on thebarmof same-sex cohabiting couples (and
same-sex civil marriage in Portugal was only appdoly the Portuguese Parliament in
2010).

United Kingdom

Time series data on cohabitation, which is onlyilalaée for women aged 18 to 49, suggests
that the proportion of non-married women who wexkeabiting increased from 11% in 1979
to 29% in 2002, and the proportion of single (newarried) women who were cohabiting
increased from 8% in 1979 to 31% in 2002 (ONS, B)04

In 2006, cohabiting couples had an average of @p@dent children, whereas married
couples had an average of 1.8 dependent childr&i$(@007)In 2008, more womern(15%)
were cohabiting than m&ii14%). Men aged between 25 and 29 were more licetphabit
than men in other age groups, whereas amongst wahuwse aged between 20 and 29 were
more likely to cohabit than women in other age gso(ONS, 2010c). In 2007 in England and
Wales, 10% of the population over 16 years of ageewohabiting; of these, 72% of women
and 74% of men had never been married, 3% of mér2%nof women were separated, 1%
of men and 2% of women were widowed, and 24% of ar@h21% of women were divorced
(2009i).

® Aged between 16 to 59.
® Aged between 16 and 59.
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1.5. Solo Living

Solo living
1980 1990 2001 2006
Bulgaria 18.2 19.7 22.7 i’
Norway 27.9 34.3 37.7* 38.9
Portugal . 13.8 17.3 .
UK 22.0 27.0 29.0 28.7

Solo living — one person households as percentbgk lmouseholds (%)
Source of data: United Nations Economic CommisiorEurope (UNECE)
(2008b); * Data on Norway from 2000
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There has been a significant increase in the propon of households that are composed of

one person living alone across all four countries.

Norway had the highest levels of solo living, botl980 and in 2006, seeing a rise from
27.6% of households to 38.9%, followed by the Ulthva rise from 22% in 1980 to 28.7%.
There is a lack of time series data for both Buéyand Portugal, but in both 1990 and 2001

Portugal had the lowest levels of the four coustrie
Bulgaria

There has been a slow but steady increase inisolg in Bulgaria: at the beginning of the
1980s less than one fifth of the households catbist one person and their proportion has

increased to 22.7% in 2007 (see table above).
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Norway

While the rates of non-coupled individuals in tlopplation has varied throughout history
(with a low point in the decades after WWII), sdilang is largely a phenomenon that has
been economically possible since WWII. There hanlzesteady rise in solo-living in
Norway in recent decades. In 1980, 27.9% of thaufajon was living alone, and in 2009
this had increased to 39.8% (SSB 2009a). In a 200&y 32% answered that they did not
have a partner (2009d).

Portugal

The category o$olo living households called “families of 1 person” in the Portuguese
census. In 1991, 13.8% of households in 1991 vasrdlies of one person, compared to
17.3% in 2001. In 2001, 5% of these households wgeel 15-24 years old; 44% were 25-64
years old; and 51% were people of 65 years oldoaed (Census 2001). In terms of gender,
65% of all people living alone were women in 2084¢ 39.5% of households of one person
were elderly women. According to the Census, thexe a 44% increase in the proportion of
people living alone between 1991 and 2001. In 2@@bple living alone” represented 5.5%

of the total resident population (3.7% of women &r&% of men).
United Kingdom

Solo living is a common living arrangement in Bimtawith one person households making
up one-third of all households. Solo living is atsothe rise, with the percentage of one
person households almost doubled from 17% in 1@731% in 2002 (ONS, 2003b). Solo
living is more common amongst older people, inipatar older women, who are twice as
likely to live alone as older men. Men betweendfes of 25-44 are twice as likely to live

alone as young women (CRFR 2005).

1.6. Household Composition
Across all four countries, there has been a risedne parent families, and a decline in the
average size of household.

Comparative time series data is not availablejb@001, the UK had the highest proportion
of one parent families (9% of households), follovisydPortugal and Norway (8.3%) and
Bulgaria (6.5%) (UNECE, 2008b). The vast majorityne parent families are headed by a
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woman: 82.8% in Bulgaria in 2001; 83.5% in NorwayD04; 86.4% in Portugal in 2001;
88.7% in the UK in 2006 (UNECE, 2008Db).

Bulgaria

There has been a steady rise in the number of aresphouseholds — from 4.8% of all
households in 1980 to 6.5% in 2001 (UNECE, 2008bg rise in single parenthood has been
accompanied by a decrease in the proportion ofdfmlds consisting of a married couple
with children — they were 36% of all household4 980 and only 29% in 2001. The
proportion of people living in a married couple Behold has remained relatively constant
since the mid 1960s. In 1965, 56.6% of the popatadvere in this living arrangement and
53.8% in 2001 (National Statistical Institute (NSDO1b).

Norway

There has been a steady rise in the number of aresphouseholds — from 6.4% of all
households in 1980 to 8.4% in 2006 (UNECE, 2008bgre has been an accompanying
decline in the proportion of households that areri@eé couples with children, from 38.6% in
1980 to 21.5% in 2006 (UNECE, 2008b). The geneesid in Norway is that the households
are becoming smaller. In 2008 the average housalmddvas 2.2 persons. In 1970 the
average household consisted of 2.9 persons, ab@bid 3.3 persons (SSB 2009h). In 2001,
4.6 % of the population lived in households of miv@ one-family (shared housing), with or
without children (SSB 2002b). In 2009, around 75%lorwegian children between 0-17
years live with both parents (58.2% married parants 17.4% cohabiting parents). Most
single parents are mothers, 14.6%, while 2.8% @tctiildren in this age-group live with their
father as a single parent. A total of 8.1% childrethis age group also live with one parent
and one step-parent (most of them with mother tepfather) (SSB, 2009e).

In 2001, 49.9% of the population was living in niedrcouple households (SSB 2002a). The
marriage rate has varied over the centuries. A higf reached after the war in 1815 (9 per
1000 inhabitants), but then started to declind itmeached a low point in the late 1920s (6
per 1000). Immediately after WWII it reached antiafie high (10 per 1000), and has then
declined again since (SSB, 1965). Immigration (pasticularly Polish couples and family
reunification from non-EU countries) plays a majale in keeping the proportion of married
couples high (SSB, 2009i).
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Interestingly the official statistics in Norway aae concerned with the proportion of couples,

as with the proportion aharried couples.
Portugal

In 2001, most households were composed of tworeetpeople (28.4% and 25.2%
respectively). 19.7% of households were compridddw people. Households including five
and more people decreased from 15.4% in 1991 #6 $h3001 (Census 2001). The share of
households with six or more people decreased fre¥h & 1960 to 9% in 2001 (European
Commission, 2007b). The average size of houseladdlbclined steadily from 3.7 in 1970,
to 3.3in 1981, 3.1 in 1991 and 2.8 in 2001he average size of household in Lisbon in 2001
was 2.4 people (Census 2001). The proportion a& fmarent households has increased 2.3%
between 1991 and 2001, comprising 9.2% of household991 and 11.5% in 2001. The
proportion of households that are couples withdekih, in comparison with the total
proportion of coupled households, has declined 8%véen 1991 and 2001 (67.8% and
64.8% respectively). Amongst couples with childr27% of households comprised

reconfigured families. There is no equivalent datailable from previous Censuses.
United Kingdom

There has been an increase in both one personhwdsend lone parent families in the UK
over recent decades. The average size of houskasldeclined from 2.9 people in 1971 to
2.4 people per household in 2001. The proportiomoaiseholds in Great Britain comprising
couple families with children had fallen by 16 pErtage points between 1971 and 2008 to
27%, and was lower than the proportion of coupheilias with no children (29%) The
proportion of large family households has alsoided: between 1971 and 2008 the
proportion of households consisting of a coupleiflaand three or more dependent children
fell from 9% to 3%. In 1971 people living in cougémilies with dependent children were
more than one-half (52%) of all people living invate households compared with around
one-third (36%) in 2008. The proportion of lonegrdrhouseholds increased almost threefold
to 11% between 1971 and 2008 (ONS 2009g: 15-16).

" Source: INE [Official Statistics],
http://censos.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=CENSOS&xixine_censos_indicadorfsccessed 22/04/2010].
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1.7. Fertility Rates

Total fertility rate

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2006
Bulgaria 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.8 13 1.4
Norway 2.9 2.5 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.9
Portugal 3.1 3.0 2.3 1.6 1.6 1.4
United Kingdom 2.7 2.4 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.8

Total Fertility Rate — average number of childrem woman
Sources of data: Council of Europe (2003) for alirtries (1960-2000) and UNECE (2008b) for 2006
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Across the four countries, women have been havieg/ér and fewer children over the past
forty years.The greatest fall in fertility rates has been imt&gal, which had the highest
fertility rate (3.1 children per woman) in 1960 ahe joint lowest (1.4) in 2006. Norway had
the second highest fertility rate in 1960 and i0&0ad the highest. The UK and Bulgaria
have seen similar declines in fertility — of 0.9ldten per woman — between 1960 and 2006,
although the UK'’s fertility rate remains higher thiknat in Bulgaria, which, in 2006, was the
same as Portugal. Bulgaria’s fertility rate dippleel lowest of the four countries, at the height
of the post-communist economic crisis. These fgrtiates might be connected to the fact
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that Norway has the highest level of expendituréammily and child benefits — 2.8% of GDP
in 2005, compared with the UK’s 1.7%, Portugal’2%.and Bulgaria’s 1.1% (source:
Eurostat, EC, 81/2008:8).

Bulgaria

As Philipov (2001) argues, fertility behaviour chgithe communist era was one of ‘an early
start and early end to childbearing, prevalendd@two-child family model, and low extra-
matrital fertility’ (Philipov, 2001 cited in Koytche, 2006: 1). At present the two-child model
is becoming less popular as more women stop repnogl@fter just one child (Philipov,
2001). The number of births per woman (total figytilate) has been declining since the
1960s. The total fertility rate was still above teplacement level of 2.0 in 1980, but at the
start of the post-communist transformation it wiasaaly lower - 1.9 in 1989. However, the
rate of decline accelerated in the 1990s. The fetality rate declined from 1.9 in 1989 to
1.31 in 2005 (UNICEF, 2007b), reaching its lowestl of 1.1 births per woman in 1997
(NSI, 2006)° The total fertility rate for second births felbfn 0.68 in 1990 to 0.34 in 1997
(Koytcheva, 2006), and the time interval betweenirgaa first and a second child is also
widening (Koytcheva, 2006: 4).

Norway

In 1926 the fertility rate in Norway fell to fewéran 3 children per 1000 women. Since then
the level has varied between 2.94 (1961-1965) a6@l (11981-1985). In 2008 the fertility rate
was an average of 1.95 children (SSB 2009).

Portugal

In 2001, there were 112,825 births in Portugal,67#tver than in 2000 (variation of -6%).
The birth rate (humber of births/1000 thousand taaité) was 10.9 (7.6% less when
compared to the previous year). The highest bath was in the Azores (13.2), followed by
Madeira (12.9) and North and Lisbon regions, wittdl The lowest was in Alentejo (8.4).

“In 2005, Portugal shows fertility rates lower thigm2004, except for women aged over 35
years. [...] The data for 2005 shows a slight ineeeaf the total fertility rate to 1.41 children
per 1000 women (1.40 children per 1000 women iMd20EEC, 2007c).

8 Data for Portugal refers to 2004.
° Einhorn refers to what she calls a ‘birth strigéinhorn, 1993: 67; 2006: 106) in other Central &adtern
European countries after the end of communism.
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United Kingdom

The Total Fertility Rate in the UK was 1.96 childnger woman in 2008. This figure was the
highest level since 1973. Between the 1960s anbebaning of 2000 the total fertility rate
in the UK decreased steadily and hit a record [6W.@3 in 2001. Since then it has increased
each year. In 2008 Northern Ireland had the higteeslity rate (2.11 children per woman),
whereas in Scotland the fertility rate remaineddotihan the UK average (at 1.80 children
per woman). The fertility rates in both England®{@.and Wales (1.96) were close to the UK
average (ONS 2009h).

1.8. Age of Mothers

Mean age of mothers at birth

1980s 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2006
Bulgaria 25.1 24.7 23.9 23.9 24.9 24.6
Norway 27.9 27.0 26.9 28.1 29.9 29.8
Portugal 29.6 29.0 27.2 27.3 28.6 29.5
UK 27.8 26.3 26.9 27.7 28.5 29.2

Themean age of women at birththe weighted average of the different childbepages, using as weights the
age-specific fertility rates of all births

Sources of data: data on all countries betweeB-PO80 from Council of Europe (COE) (2004); datsatl
countries from 2006 from EUROSTAT statistical daisd
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Mean age of mothers at first birth

1980s 1960 1970 1980 1990
Bulgaria 221 221 21.9 22.2
Norway . 25.6
Portugal 24.0 24.9
UK 24.7 25.5

weights the age-specific fertility rates of firgder births

2000
23.5
26.9
26.5
26.5

2005
24.8
28.1
27.4
29.8

Themean age of women at birth of first chi¢dthe weighted average of the different childbepages, using as

Sources of data: data on all countries betweeB-PO80 from Council of Europe (COE) (2004); datsatl

countries from 2005 from the United Nations Ecorm@ommission for Europe (UNECE) (2006)

Mean age of mothers at first birth

32
—e— Bulgaria
—— Norway
30 — Portugal
UK
28 g—7= -

26 ././

Mean Age (Years)

] /'///./v
22

L 2

20 T T T T T T T

1986 1990 1996 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

2005 2006

Across all four countries, the age at which womeawve children is increasing, both their
first child, and their average age at the birth tgfeir children (although in Portugal because
of the decline in the overall fertility rate, itise age at the birth of first child that has
increased most significantly, from 24 in 1980 to&in 2005). Women in Bulgaria are
substantially younger than women in the other tle@entries, both when becoming first time
mothers (24.8 in 2005), and in terms of mean adétht (24.6 in 2006), and this has been

consistently the case over the decades under disoud he other three countries are

clustered closely together in terms of mean adpertht (Norway: 29.8; Portugal: 29.5; UK:
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29.2 in 2006). In terms of mean age of mothergsitlirth, there is more difference: the UK
has the highest age at first birth — 29.8 in 2@@fainst 27.4 in Portugal and 28.1 in Norway.

Bulgaria

The average age of childbearing for women has traditionally low in Bulgaria but there

has been a steady increase since the mid 1990snd@#ue age at first birth was relatively
stable during the communist period and until thd #890s — from 22.1 years in 1960 and
reaching 22.2 in 1994. The last 15 years, howeaar, an increase in the age of mothers at
first firth, which reached 24.8 years in 2005 (sd#e above) and 25.3 in 2007 (National
Statistical Institute (NSI), 2007b). The mean ab@@men at birth was slowly decreasing
during socialism and the first years after 1989was 25.1 years in 1960 and dropped to 23.7
in 1992. After this period of decline in the meae @f mothers at birth, there has been a rapid
rise and the mean age reached 24.6 years in 28086asle above). In addition to this the
proportion of births per mother under the age ohas decreased from 65% in 1989 to only
43% of children being born to women aged 24 or geurin 2005 (UNICEF, 2007a). This
means that young women are tending to get maraied in life, if ever, and are tending to
have fewer children at this later stage, and tlaosanot necessarily within wedlock. As a
result younger women spend longer periods of thais being single (not married) and being

childfree.
Norway

Women'’s average age for having their first child karied throughout Norwegian history.
The lowest average age for first child that is seagied after WWII was 23.4 years in 1971-
1975. After this, the age has steadily increasdill tine current level of 28.1 years in 2008
(SSB 2009g). Until 1986, only age faorarried women having their first child was recorded.
This means the age before 1986 should possiblylditeyaunger (since unmarried mothers

were usually younger), but there were relatively ferths out of wedlock during this period.
Portugal

The general trend is that younger women are haewgr children, with later first births. For
example, amongst women aged 30-34, the fertilitg na 2005 was 85.3% (83.6% in 2004).
A similar tendency was registered in relation tawem in the age groups 35-39 (from 36.1%
in 2004 to 37.6% in 2005) and 40-44 (from 7.3%®042to 7.4% in 2005) (EC, 2007c).
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United Kingdom

The age of mothers at birth and at first birth basn increasing in the UK since the mid
1970s. On average, women who had/have childremdeuté marriage are younger than those

who have children inside marriage (ONS 2010a).

1.9. Non-Marital Births

Non-marital births

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2007
Bulgaria 8.0 9.3 10.9 12.4 38.4 50.2
Norway 3.7 6.9 14.5 38.6 49.6 54.5
Portugal 9.5 6.9 9.2 14.7 22.2 33.6
UK . 8.0 115 27.9 39.5 43.6*

Births, where the mother's marital status at ttme tf birth is other than married, as % of alltsrt

* Data on UK from 2006

Sources of data: : data on all countries betw@&&0-2000 from Council of Europe (COE) (2004); daaall
countries from 2007 from EUROSTAT statistical datsd (EC, 2007a)
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There has been a very large increase in births edgésmarriage in all four countries, since
the 1980s, with the steepest increases from thedD$98 Norway and the UK and from the
1990s in Bulgaria and PortugalNorway has changed from having the lowest levelsirds
outside marriage in 1960 (3.7%) to the highestlgelg 2007 (54.5% of all births). Portugal
had the highest level of births outside marriagg&d60, but from 1970, when it had the join
lowest (6.9%), with Norway, has consistently hael lttwest levels of births outside marriage.
Bulgaria had the highest level of births outsidenmage in 1970 (9.3%), and in 2007 had the
second highest, at 50.2%.
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Bulgaria

The share of non-marital births (as a proportioalblive births) was relatively low in 1989 —
11.4% (UNICEF, 2007b; Koytcheva, 2006). Less ttveenty years later more children were
born outside of than within marriage — 50.8% of@iths in 2006 and 50.2% in 2007 (NSI,
2007a: 2), which is more than four times highenthaathe beginning of the transformation.
The proportion of births outside marriage in Bulgdras been among the highest in Europe,
and in 2006 the country had the second highestoptiop of extramarital births of all post-

communist countries, after Estonia (EC, 2007a).
Norway

In 2008, 44% of the newborn were born to marrieapbes, 44% to cohabitants and 12% to
single mothers (SSB 2009j). Between 2006 and 2068 children were adopted by a step-
parent living in registered partnership with théddk biological mother (SSB, 2009Kk).

Portugal

Most children are born within a context of marrig@®.2%) (INE, 2001a). However, the
percentage of births outside wedlock has been asarg steadily, amounting to 33.6% in
2007. A more detailed analysis is available frora thensus 2001, which registered that
23.8% of births were outside marriage. Of these8%3.17.8% were born to cohabiting
parents and 6% to non-cohabiting parents (INE, ap0%ost births outside marriage could
be found in Algarve (41.6%) and Lisbon (34.1%) o&gi, whereas the North and Azores have
lower rates (14.4% and 14.1% respectively) (INE)120.

United Kingdom

Over the past decades the proportion of births micuoutside of marriage has dramatically
risen in the UK. In 1960 only 6% of live births arced outside marriage; in 1977 the
percentage was up to 10%, and by 1997, it had ee@1%. In 2001, 40% of children were
born outside of marriage in the UK (2004a; 1998)2008, in England and Wales, 45% of all
live births were outside marriage (ONS 2009i).
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1.10. Abortion Rates

Abortion rate (legal abortions)

1980 1990 2000 2005
Bulgaria 1217.4 1375.2 833 588
Norway 265.1 255.2 247.1 246.5
Portugal . . 4.8 7.3
UK 223.9 246.8 290.6 286.4

The abortion rate is the number of abortions p&0lve births. Legal abortions refer to legallgliuted early
foetal abortions and do not cover spontaneous iabsr(i.e. miscarriages).

Data on UK do not cover Northern Ireland.

Source: UNECE (2008b)
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Abortion rates vary significantly across the fouoantries, with Bulgaria having the
highest levels since 1980, and the UK and Norwayihg broadly similar, but substantially

lower, rates, and Portugal having almost no (legabortion at all.
Bulgaria

Abortion on demand (“free will") has been availabieBulgaria since 1958 and has been
widely used as a way of controlling reproduction1980 there were over 1217 abortions per

1000 live births and the popularity of abortion denexplained in the following way:

The operation was easily accessible and relatisiedyap, and due to the
widespread lack of contraceptives, abortion becangeof the main means of
preventing undesired births. Modern contraceptiwese not introduced in
Bulgaria, and although pills and IUDs were importenin other socialist countries

19 Some restrictions were introduced in 1968 anddir3lin attempt to boost birth rates (Roseneil e28108)
and were later revoked (1990) after the collapgh@fkocialist regime.
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and were freely and cheaply sold at pharmacieqlguyas erratic (Brunnbauer
and Taylor, 2004: 303).

Even though the abortion rate has been decreaginficantly it was still relatively high in
2005—- 588 abortions per 1000 live births.

Norway

Abortion on demand (until 12th week) has been atélin Norway since 1979. A peak of
29.5% abortions per live births was reached in 1888 mostly the abortion rate has been
stable, at around 25% of live births since 198082806a). Women between 20-24 years
have the highest number of abortions (SSB 2006b).

Portugal

Abortion is probably the oldest and more recurstniggle for the Portuguese women’s
movement. Until 1984 abortion was outlawed in ainguenstances. In 1984, Parliament
passed a law establishing the acceptable exceptidhe abortion law, which criminalised
abortion with up to three years prison sentence. &tceptions then considered in the Penal
Code were four, namely “a) [when abortion] is tidyaneans to remove danger of death or
irrefutable damage for the body, physical or psyttaalth of the pregnant woman; b) [when
abortion] is adequate to avoid danger of deatlenoss and lasting damage for the body,
physical or psychic health of the pregnant womanpag as it is done within the first 12
weeks; c) there are serious reasons to predictitbatewborn will incurably suffer from a
serious disease or malformation, as long as it datien the first 16 weeks; d) there is
serious reason to believe pregnancy has resulbed fape assault, as long as it is done within
the first 12 weeks” (Law N. 6/84, 11 May). The déaek for abortion in the above mentioned
cases were expanded in 1997 to 16 weeks in casp®fand 24 weeks in case of
malformation. Abortion upon a woman'’s request, afi® weeks of pregnancy, has only been
available in Portugal since 2007, when the majorttted favourably in a referendum.

Due to the fact that abortion was largely illegatiL2007, figures are often inconsistent and
any statistical information is necessarily incongl& herefore, our knowledge about the

reality of abortion in Portugal must stem from drnt sources. According to the Ministry of
Justice, between 1998 and 2004 there were 223esgpiscrimes of abortion, translated into
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34 investigation cases and 18 people being serdéhée 1996, the Health General Board
(DGS) conducted an inquiry in 31 hospitals, coniclgdhat there had been 684 women with
abortion-related problems between 1984 and 199veider, according to the World Health
Organisation these figures are indeed much higlaer estimated 150,000 illegal abortions
each year in 1984, 23000 in 1997 and 20000 in 200&hich over 5000 generated health
problems”

United Kingdom

Abortion was legalized in Great Britain with the6I9Abortion Act. Abortion rates vary
significantly according to the age of the womerthwihe highest rates amongst women
between 16 and 35. In 2001 the abortion rate fanemounder 16 was 3.7 per 1000 women,
and 6.4 per 1,000 women for women aged 35 and dterabortion rate for women aged 20
to 24 was much higher in 2001 than in 1969, inéngalsom 7.0 abortions per 1,000 women
to 30.6 per 1,000 women. Abortion rates among woagad 16 to 19 also rose significantly
over this period, increasing from 6.1 abortions h&00 women to 26.1 abortions per 1,000
women (ONS 2003a).

" These numbers were published in the newspapblico, 25/01/2007.
12\World Health Organization- Division of Reproductidealth (technical support) (1998 and 2005), quoted in
Santoset al, 2008.
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2. Women’'s Employment

Employment rate

Bulgaria 1995 2000 2008
Female 40.0 46.3 59.5
Male 48.1 54.7 68.5

Norway 1995 2000 2008
Female 60.5 73.6 75.4
Male 69.6 81.3 80.5

Portugal 1995 2000 2008
Female 45.6 60.5 62.5
Male 63.5 76.5 74.0

UK 1995 2000 2008
Female 48.8 64.7 65.8
Male 64.0 75.1 76.7

Theemployment ratés the share of employed persons in the population
aged 15+ of the corresponding sex

Sources: data on Bulgaria for 1995 from Women'saflte for
Development (WAD) (2003: 107); data on Norway, Boal and the
UK for 1995 from UNECE (2007), data on all courdgrfer 2000-2008
from EUROSTAT Labour Force Survey (European CominisEC),
2009c).
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Women’s employment rate has increased significanthall four countries between 1995

and 2008. The rate of female employment during tperiod has been highest in Norway,

followed by the UK, then Portugal and Bulgaria.
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Bulgaria

Women’s employment rate has been increasing sirecentd 1990s and is at present close to
the Lisbon targets of 60%, which are to be reade@010. It is also higher than the average
employment rate for women in the European Union)(Bthich was 55.7% in 2007 (EC,
2006: 12). The average gap in employment ratesdetwomen and men has been stable —
round 8-9% (1995-2008), which is again lower thamdverage gap of the EU of 17.1% in
2000 and 14.2% in 2007 (EC, 2009b: 5).

Norway

In 2009, 70.7% of women (age 15-74) and 77.1% eitlen (age 15-74) in Norway were in
paid work (SSB2010a). The number of women in pasdkias increased steadily since the
early 1970s when only 45% of women were in paidkwBry 1987 this had increased to
64.7% (SSB 2005).

Portugal

Compared to other Southern European countriesethale employment rate in Portugal has
historically been high (Walby, 2001). The feminisatrate of self-employed workers who
employ others is 26.2%, thus signalling a genddxailance in terms of professional status. A
similar imbalance is found amongst executives (fesaition rate: 31.6%) and Armed Forces
(feminisation rate: 8.1%). However, in the intellead and scientific professions, the
feminisation rate is 61.2% (CIG, 2008). In 2008%@3@f the leaders of businesses in Portugal
were women (European Commission, 2008). Accordingurostat 2003, Portugal had a
female employment rate of 60.6%, higher than thexaye of 56% of 15 EU countries
(Portugal, 2008). In 1991, the percentage of waykimothers was 51.1%. In 2001, the
percentage of working mothers was 71% and of wgrkathers 93.3% (INE, 2001a).

United Kingdom

Women’s employment has increased steadily in theri€cent decades. In 2002 45% of all
those in employment in the UK were women aged Ibauer, compared to around 41% in
1984.The UK also has the third highest female egmpént rate amongst EU countries, and
no region over the UK territory has a female emplewpt rate below the EU average (DWP
2002).
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However, more men than women of working age weeaployment in 2008 in the UK.
Moreover, since 1999 the employment rate has remigdd from 79% for men and 70% for
women. Lastly, whilst in 2008, only one in six megas working part time, almost half of

women'’s jobs were part time (ONS 2010b).

Part-time work

Bulgaria 1998 2003 2008
Female .. 2.6 2.7
Male . 1.9 2.0

Norway 1998 2003 2008
Female . 45.3 43.6
Male . 14.0 14.4

Portugal 1998 2003 2008
Female 17.1 16.9 17.2
Male 6.1 7.3 7.4

UK 1998 2003 2008
Female 44.4 43.9 41.8
Male 8.5 10.1 11.3

Part-time — as % of total employment

Source: EUROSTAT Labour Force Survey (European Cission (EC),
2009c)
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Both Norway and the UK have high levels of part-gmvork amongst women (43.6% and
41.8% in 2008 respectively), compared with men 4%4.and 11.3% respectively), with
Portugal in the middle, with 17.2% in 2008, compdreith 7.4% for men, and Bulgaria
with very low levels of part time work for both wam and men (2.7% and 2.0% in 2008

respectively). These levels changed little overphst decade.
Bulgaria

There is a tradition of full-time employment in Batia, and only 3.6% of all employed
women in 2001 were part-time workers. The percentas been decreasing since then and it
reached 2.1% in 2007 (EC, 2007e). The proportiomefi working in part-time jobs was
correspondingly 2.1% and 1.3% of all male employ&esomparison, the EU-27 average of
part-time employment was 18.2% for both gendei®o/or men, and 31.2% for women in
2007 (EC, 2009a: 220-221).

Norway

Whilst 70.7% of women in Norway were in paid wonk2009, 58.4% of the women in paid
work were in part time work. 9.2% of the women wogkpart time have tried to find more
work (SSB, 2009I).

Portugal

Overall, women still hold more temporary contrg@sninisation rate: 53%) and part time
jobs (feminisation rate: 66.3%) than their malerdetparts (CIG, 2008).

United Kingdom

The number of women working part-time is high ie thK, and it has remained stable since
the 1980s (DWP, 2002). Whilst the majority of wonveark full time, they are more likely
than men to be working in temporary jobs or paneti Women who work part time and
women with children are more likely to work in jotbet are either lower paid or lower
skilled (DWP, 2002: 612).
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3. Attitudes towards Same-Sex Sexuality and Discrim  ination

‘Discrimination on the basis of sexual orientatigrseen as theecond most widespread
form of discrimination in the EY behind that on the basis of ethnic origin. Ovailf ithink
that the former is widespread (51% widespread; My widespread, 38% fairly
widespread), as opposed to 41% who think thatreiie (30% fairly rare, 11% very rare).
3% think discrimination on grounds of sexual orgidn is non-existent in their country’
(EC, 2007d: 52).

Discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation described as very
widespread by:

EU 27 50%
Bulgaria 25 %
Portugal 67%
UK 48%

Have you personally felt discriminated against or arassed on
the basis of sexual orientation in the past 12 mons$?

Yes
EU 27 1%
Bulgaria 0%
Portugal 2%
UK 1%

Please tell me using the scale from 1 to 10 how yawuld personally feel about having a
homosexual (gay man or lesbian woman) as a neighbbo®n this scale, '1' means that
you would be "very uncomfortable" and '10' means that you would be “totally
comfortable” with this situation.

Average score out of 10

EU 27 7.9
Bulgaria 5.3
Portugal 6.6
UK 8.7
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Please tell me using this scale from 1 to 10 howwavould personally feel about
homosexual (gay man or lesbian woman) in the highteslected political position

EU 27
Bulgaria
Portugal
UK

Average score out of 10

7.0
3.7
6.0
7.7

In general, would you say that enough effort is maglin your country to fight all forms of

discrimination?

Total

No
Yes

| Do not know

EU 27
48%
47%
5%

‘No’ replies — by gender, age and education

Gender

Age

Education
(end of)

Would you be in favour of or opposed to specific n@sures being adopted to
provide equal opportunities for everyone in the fid of employment? Measures

Male
Female

15-24
25-39
40-54
55+

15

16-19
20+

45%
50%

53%
50%
48%
43%

44%

49%
48%

Bulgaria

47%
39%
14%

47%
47%

51%
50%
46%
44%

39%

48%
51%

Portugal
38%
56%
6%

37%
41%

37%
40%
40%
37%

38%

42%
33%

such as, for example special training schemes or @pked selection and
recruitment processes, for people depending on thresexual orientation?

In favour

EU 27
Bulgaria
Portugal
UK

65%
55%
70%
76%

Opposed
27%
24%
22%
19%

UK
45%
53%
2%

41%
50%

47%
46%
46%
44%

47%

49%
36%
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Do you have friends or acquaintances who are homoseal?

Yes
EU 27 34%
Bulgaria 7%
Portugal 20%
UK 55%

A varied picture exists across our three EU membeuntries (Bulgaria, Portugal and the
UK) in terms of attitudes towards same-sex sexyadihd perceptions of discrimination on
the basis of sexual orientatiorPeople in Portugal have a high level of awarepnésgsxual
orientation discrimination, and are twice as likalysay that they have experienced such
discrimination or harassment over the past year thase from the UK. Bulgarians have a
lower awareness of sexual orientation discrimimatiod do not report personal experience of
such discrimination. People from the UK have thesnliberal attitudes to homosexuals, both
as neighbours and as politicians, and are mody likehave friends who are gay, with
Bulgarians the least tolerant and the least likellgave friends who are gay. Interestingly, a
majority of Bulgarians — and a higher proportiortlafse interviewed than in the UK and
Portugal - also think that not enough is being donsombat all forms of discrimination in
their country, with men and women holding this eg@min equal numbers (unlike in the UK
and Portugal, where women are more inclined tham tméhink this). The younger age
groups are more inclined to think that not enowghding done about discrimination in
Bulgaria and the UK, although in Portugal it issb@ged between 25 and 54 who are more
critical of their country’s approach to tacklingdiimination. A majority in all three countries
was in favour of positive measures to provide egpalortunities around sexual orientation in

employment, with the strongest support in the UKlpfved by Portugal and then Bulgaria.
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ILGA Europe, Euroletter 109, October 2003

66

@ Norway
m UK
O Portugal

O Bulgaria

Supporting same-sex Supporting same-sex
marriage (%) adoption (%)

Table based on data available at:
http://www.ilga-
europe.org/europe/publications/euro letter/200@&mylish/euroletter 109 october 2003

Opinions diverge significantly between our four cotries on the issues of same-sex
marriage and same-sex adoption. Norway has the sfyest support for both same-sex
marriage and adoption, followed by the UK, then Ragal and, a long way behind,
Bulgaria. A majority support same-sex marriage ority Norway.
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4. Ethnic Minority Populations

4.1. Bulgaria

The largest ethnic groups in Bulgaria are longidstiaed populations, and recent
immigration into the country is relatively insigimi&nt. For example, in 2001 only 43,630
people had the status of indefinite leave to reraanh 24,000 had temporary residence
permits (Zheliazkova et al., 2005: 15). A largegmxion of these migrants are from Russia,
and much smaller numbers from Syria, Irak, Irargakiistan, China (Zheliazkova et al.,
2005: 15). Between 1994 and 2001 there were 7,878ra seeker applications, which were
made by nationals of 66 different countries (Zled@va et al., 2005: 15). In terms of
migration Bulgaria can be classified as a “sendiaghier than “receiving” country (Institute
for Family Policies, 2009; Krasteva, 2005). The anmtof immigration is statistically
insignificant in relation to the emigration processl as a result, Bulgaria has been losing

population.

The graph below shows the structure of the popridtly ethnic group at the time of the last
census in 2001 (data from NSI, 2001a), and dematestthat three largest ethnic groups are
ethnic Bulgarians, ethnic Turks and Roma.

Ethnic Groups in Bulgaria (NSI, 2001)

[dBulgarians
WTurks
ORoma
COther

Bulgaria

(0
0

75 80 85 90 95 100

Proportion of population (%)
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These ethnic groups are distributed across thiéaigrof the country with some regions of
particularly high concentration of minoritized gpsu(see table below). In comparison to the
overall ethnic composition of the country, the talpbofia is considerably less ethnically
diverse. The tables below show the distributiothefBulgarian population by ethnic group,

focusing on the three largest groups that areubgest of our research.

Total Ethnic Ethnic Turks Roma
population Bulgarians
Bulgaria 7 928 901 6 655 210 746 664 370908
Sofia (city) 1170842 1124 240 6 036 17 885
Sofia (suburbs) 273 240 253 536 654 16 748
Total (%) Ethnic Ethnic Turks Roma (%)
Bulgarians (%) (%)
Bulgaria 100 83.9 9.4 4.7
Sofia (city and 100 95.4 0.5 2.4

suburbs)
Source: National Statistical Institute of BulgaiiNSI) (2001a)
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4.2. Norway

Historically Norway has been a nation of emigratiather than one of immigration. Between
1825 and 1925 approximately 800 000 people emigfaten Norway to the USA. Most left
Norway between 1865 and 1910. With a populatioh. dfmillion in 1865 and 2.4 in 1910,
most Norwegian families were affected by emigratimigration remained high until WWI,
and did not come to a halt until the economic srigithe 1930s (Engeseether & Sture 2003,
Nerbgvik 1999:22.26).

In 1865, 1.2% of the population was born abroadc&the end of the 1960s, Norway has
experienced substantial new immigration, but imamgs still represented only about 1% of
the population in the 1970s and the early 1980thdr960s, immigrants arrived in
increasing numbers from Southern Europe, Asia,caAfand South America, with most
settling in and around Oslo. In 2009, there wer@ @20 immigrants and 86 000 Norwegian-
born persons with immigrant parents living in Noyw#&ogether these two groups now
represent 10.6% of Norway's population. Curreritly/largest immigrant groups in Norway
are from Poland, Sweden, Germany and Irag. If we ebunt the Norwegians-born to
immigrant parents, Pakistanis are the second langesigrant group in Norway (after
Poland) (SSB 2009i).

In 1975, Norway implemented an official ban on irgration that remains in effect today.
The ban does not apply to specified refugee granpsasylum seekers. There are small
annual entry quotas for these groups. A certainuatnof leeway is also granted for family
reunification purposes. Norway is regularly crged by the UN refugee chief for being too

strict and not conforming to UN recommendations.

Several groups are considered “national minoritieflorway. These are: Kvens (people of
Finnish descent in Northern Norway), Jews, Forests; Roma/Gypsies and Romani
people/Travellers. All these groups are small imbhar, but there are no population-statistics

on national minorities in Norway.

The traditional Sami settlement area extends oo €ountries: Finland, Norway, Russia and
Sweden. The Sami people inhabited these areabkfoge the establishment of state
boundaries, and they are therefore recognized aslagenous people in Norway. No exact

numbers are available regarding the size of thei $apulation in Norway, but estimates
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place it somewhere between 40,000 (SSB 2010b) @@MQA0 (www.norway.org).
Approximately 15-25,000 Sami people live in Swedehile there are over 6,000 in Finland
and 2,000 in Russia. Approximately 14,000 (SSB B)p@ople have registered in the Sami
electoral roll in Norway, which comprises a listadf Sami people over the age of 18 who
have registered to vote and take part in electiotise Samediggi (Sami Parliament). The
Sami population and some of the national minorifasticularly Kven, Rom and Romani,
have been exposed to massive attempts at assonijldiscrimination and partly extinction.

SSBscensus datare particularly useful for WP6 interests in irgit@ citizenship. The last
census data are from 2001. One can suspect thagehaave occurred within the population
of Pakistani descent, especially. The next censlisake place in 2011. Whilst the 2001
census undertaken through a combination of regidtéata and interviews, the 2011 census
will be done only based on registered data (telaplemnversation with SSB, 21.07.2009).

There are no statistics on intimate citizenship taedSami-population.
4.2.1. Immigrants with a Pakistani background

Until recently, Pakistanis (counting both first gestion and second generation (with two
Pakistani born parents) was the largest immigresuigin Norway. Poles have now exceeded
this group. The five largest immigrant groups ioriMay in 2009 were Poles, Pakistanis,
Swedes, Iraqis and Somalis (SSB 20090).

In 2007 the Pakistani population in Norway (firsingration immigrants or descendants born
in Norway with two parents born in Pakistan) cotesisof a total of 27 700 people (15 500
from the first generation, and 12 200 descendalfitale also include children with 1-4
grandparents in Pakistan in the “Pakistani popatédtithe number is 30 354 (Henriksen
2007:37). The numbers of women and men are appetglynthe same. In 2007, 77% of the

Norwegian-Pakistani population were Norwegian eiig (Henriksen 2007:40).

Among the marriages performed by first generatiakistani women in Norway between
1996 and 2005, 97% married a man of Pakistaniro(iyi7% to a man without immigration
status, 1.5% to an immigrant living in Norway nesdending from Pakistan). 23% married a
man of Pakistani origin living in Norway, and 74%umed a Pakistani man living abroad
(usually Pakistan) (Henriksen 2007: 42). Prelimymaumbers suggests that the marriage

pattern of the second generation could be prettylai to those of the first generation.
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However, the second generation is still so youia ths hard to say how these statistics will

look in some years (Henriksen 2007: 42).
In 2006, 85% of the Pakistani population lived isi®and Akershus (Henriksen 2007: 37).

In 2005 the statistics showed that while 60% it fgeneration Pakistani men were in paid
work, only 28% of the women had paid work. In nbestimmigrant group could you find

equally strong gender-differences (Henriksen 230§

Daughters of first generation immigrants seem tpalticularly well in the education system.
While 36% of the overall female population now erttiggher education, 37% of women born
in Norway to Pakistani born parents did the samau@3tad 2008: 64). While 24% of the
overall male population enter higher education, 2f®akistani boys enter higher education
(Daugstad 2008: 64).

In 2001, among women of Pakistani origin betweemd 44 years, 4.8% had not finished
primary and secondary school (as opposed to 0,2¥eahajority women in Norway), while
23.6% had only finished the (then) nine years ofr{pulsory) primary and secondary school
(as opposed to 23,5% of the majority women in Ngyw#®.2% had higher education (as
opposed to 21.8% of the majority women in NorwaSB2003).

4.2.2. Population of SGmi descent
There are no statistics regarding marriage andrdévamongst the Sami population.

There is no precise definition of who the S&mi are] Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia
all have varying criteria. The criteria that neede met in order to vote in the elections in the

Sami Parliament in Norway are:

* The person must have Sami as their first languagat, least one of their parents,
grandparents or great-grandparents must have erte Sami as their first language

.The person regards himself to be Sami.

1150 children go to Sami kindergartens. 990 childrave the S&mi language as their first
language in school, and 1650 children have Sanfieassecond language in school. Several
web-sites claim that approximately 5000 Samis iliv@slo. In a discussion on the website of

the Sami Social Science Database, it is arguedhbeg are no statistics to legitimate this
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estimation. Based on an estimated general Samigtopuand on migration patterns from
the North to the South of Norway, it is suggestet there might be around 20 000 Samis in
Oslo (Sami Instithutta 2008). However, in 2005 ohl$80 persons in the south of Norway
had registered as voters to the Samediggi (SariaRant).

In a 2007 study of 12,000 people (aged 36-79 yaldsby the Centre for Sami Health
Research (Senter for Samisk Helseforskning), o0& 6f respondents reported that they had
experienced discrimination (NRK 2007).
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4.3. Portugal

Until recent years, Portugal has been a countgmagration, exporting, rather than
importing, workers. In 2002 there were over 4.8iomnl Portuguese living abroad, most of
whom lived in Brazil, France, South Africa, US, \éznela, Germany, Canada, Luxemburg

and Switzerland®

1960-1969  1992-1999 2003

Total number of emigrants 646962 240453 27008
% of women 41.6% 27.2% 23.7%
% of men 58.4% 72.8% 76.3%

Source: CIG, 2007

This scenario has changed and today it is widalggeised that Portugal is a country of
immigration. In 2006 there were 409,185 non-Porésgucitizens living in Portugal, of whom
44.6% were wome'

2000 2001 2002 Variation
Non-EU citizens  150.748 (RP) 290.019 (RP+SP 340.187 126%
(RA+SA)
EU citizens 56.859 61.795 65.393 16%
TOTAL 207.607 351.814 405.580 95%

RP = Residential Permit, SP = Staying Permit
Sourcehttp://www.oi.acidi.gov.pt/docs/rm/estatisticas¥Bdiracao%20portugal.pdf
[accessed 05.06.2009]

13 Source: Comisséo para a Cidadania e IgualdadeéderG 2007lgualdade de Género em PortugBl 22.

14 Source: Comisséo para a Cidadania e IgualdadeéderG 2007lgualdade de Género em PortugBl 24.
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Non-EU Immigrants in Portugal (2002) (RP + SP):

7.096 m Ucraine
10.673 :
\8'951 —‘5'312 B Cape Verde
11.817

M Brazil

22.855
H Angola

M Guine-Bissau

m Moldavia
Romenia
SdoTome & Principe
Russia

Mozambique

Graph based on data available at:
http://www.oi.acidi.gov.pt/docs/rm/estatisticas¥Bliracao%20portugal.pdéccessed
05.06.2009]

The resident non-Portuguese population is incregasifPortugal. According to the Borders
and Immigration Department of the Ministry of timgdrnal Administration, in 2005 2.6% of
the total population were non-Portuguese citizensst of who came from Africa (45.6% in
2005 against 46.4% in the previous year). The nurmbenmigrants from Cape Verde has
slightly declined from 21.0% in 2004to 20.5% in 80There is a steady increase in the
proportion of Europeans residents in Portugal @&li6 2004 and 32.1% in 2005). Most of
the European migrants are from the United Kingd6rd%), Spain (5.9%) and Germany
(4.9%). The number of Brazilian residents has iaseel from 10.9% in 2004 t011.4% in 2005
(EC, 2007c).

In Lisbon, the proportion of Cape-Verdean migramith a staying permit (which can be
renewed up to 5 years) increased from 68.17% il 2007.59% in 2003. IN 2008 there
were 31916 Cape-Verdean citizens residing in Lislbonhof whom 17079 were women

(SEF, 2008).

The Portuguese Constitution states that: “Compsgerstorage shall not be used for
information concerning a person’s ideological olitpzal convictions, party or trade union
affiliations, religious beliefs, private life orkatic origin, except where there is express
consent from the data subject, authorisation pexighder the law with guarantees of non-

discrimination or, in the case of data, for statédtpurposes, which does not identify
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individuals” (article 35, number 3). Also the Aat the Protection of Personal Data (Law
67/98), which transposed the Council Directive 88 of the European Parliament and of
the Council of Europe, established an impedimewgbttecting ethnically based data (article
7, number 1), unless specific authorisation is g@ywhich is particularly hard to obtain
(Dias et al, 2009). Therefore, there is no offisi@tistical data about the Roma population.
According to some NGO-based reports, it is estich#tat there are between 35,000 and
50,000 Roma people in Portugal (Dias et al, 2009).
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4.4. Great Britain

Total White Asian or Asian Black or Black Chinese Other
population British British
GB 58789194 54153898 2331423 1148838 247403 230615

Based on Census 2001

In 2001 the size of the ethnic minority populatiorthe UK amounted to 4.6 million, 7.9% of
the total population. The largest groups were Inglid.8%), Pakistanis (1.3%), Black
Caribbeans (1%), Black Africans (0.8%), Banglade$8i5%) and Chinese (0.4%) (ONS
2002).

The minority ethnic population in Great Britain ¢xding Northern Ireland) grew by 53%
between the 1991 and 2001 census, and almostfhalives in the London region. People
originally from India, Ireland, Bangladesh, Jamaidayeria, and Pakistan are amongst the
largest ethnic minority groups in London (DMAG, Z&0) ONS, 2002).

The Pakistani ethnic group is the second largestarJK behind ethnic Indians and make up
1.3% of the UK population. 20% of Pakistanis int&n live in London, almost 15% in
Bradford, followed by Pendle (13.4%), Slough (12)1Birmingham (10.7%) and Luton
(9.2%). Nearly half of all ethnic Pakistanis wheside in the UK were born in Pakistan, the
other half in the UK. However it is expected thairsmand more ethnic Pakistanis in the
future will be born in Britail?, given the growing fertility rates amongst thisgp. This last
aspect also accounts for the fact that the Pakigtapulation has a younger profile age range
than the national average population in the UKhwitigh percentage of individuals aged
between 0 and 34. There are slightly more Pakistehes than females (48% females),
although this difference increases substantialiyHose in the 60 to 64 age group where there
are more than 60% males, a feature that is expldigehe male-dominated migrations of the
1960s and 1970s. Also interesting to note is teawvben 1991 and 2001, the Pakistani
population in the UK increased by 57%, again modtig to high fertility rates (DMAG,
2005a).

5 To be noted that there is also a small percentdgethnic Pakistanis who were born in other coestri
including India or East African countries.
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As of 2001, Turkish Cypriots, mainland Turks andd#ish Turks in the UK were estimated to
be around 120,000, 80,000, and 50,000 respectiWili a total of approximately 250,000,
the Turkish speaking community in the UK is consgdieto be one of the country’s smaller
minority communities (Thomson, 2006). Interestingbwever, the majority (approx. 75%) of
the Turkish speaking population in the UK has edtth London, where it constitutes one of
thelargestminority groups. According to data gathered in1881 UK Census (thus
relatively outdated, but confirmed by more recenties, see Yalcin 2003), the Turkish
speaking population is composed of a slightly largenber of men compared to women. A
significant proportion of men and women in the T&8® married, but the numbers of single

people are still considerably high.
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ANNEX 1:

BULGARIA: Government Policy and the Second Demograpic Transition
Approach™®

The demographic development of the country has treefocus of heated government,

public and academic debate in Bulgaria recentlythatcentre of this debate is statistical data
showing that Bulgaria’s population has declinearfr®,948,649 people in 1985 to 7,718,750
in 2005, which is a reduction of approximately 1r2ilion people over 20 years (National
Statistical Institute (NSI), 2004), and is mostlyedo emigration and a decline in the birth
rate. A second trend is the ageing of the populafrom an average age of 39.9 in 2000 to
41.4 years in 2006 (NSI, 2006). The proportion@bgle aged 65+ has been steadily
increasing: from 9.7% of the population in 19701886 in 1980, 15.2% in 1996, and to
17.3% in 2007 (NSI, 2006; EC, 2007a). The propartibchildren aged between 0-14 years
has been declining over the same period: from 227fte population in 1970, to 22.1% in
1980, 17.7% in 1996, and to 13.4% in 2007 (NSI,&®&X, 2007a). These demographic
changes have been evaluated as a ‘serious demagcaigis’ (Ministry of Labour and Social
Policy, 2006: 5), creating problems for future goweents in relation to infrastructure and the

social security system.

The key negative points, as discussed in the NaitiStrategy for Demographic Development
of Bulgaria 2006-2020 (Ministry of Labour and Sddalicy, 2006), are the decrease in the
overall size of the population, the declining biréte, high levels of mortality (general,
untimely, and children’s mortality), the ageingtioé population, and migration (especially
emigration and the depopulation of certain rurabaj. Consequently, the government has
adopted a demographic policy that aims at ‘stinmgabirths by creating a favourable
environment for raising and educating children’ ftry of Labour and Social Policy, 2006:
40, my translation). This involves financial stimiar parents, assistance in the reconciliation
of employment and parenting, improved educationtaalthcare for children, and also
‘recognition of family as a base component of stycead encouraging parents to raise
children in a family environment’ (Ministry of Lalo and Social Policy, 2006: 42, my
translation). | would suggest that this populatjgemic’ represents a push towards the re-
traditionalisation of family life, and puts greaggessure on young adults, especially women,

to have children.

16 Text from Stoilova (2009: 91-94)
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In their attempt to explain these changes, academesearchers, and government experts in
Bulgaria (see for example Spasovska, 2000; Suga?&@3; Dimitrova, 2005; Minkov, 2005;
Kotzeva et al., 2005; Ministry of Labour and Sodalicy, 2006) often refer to the classical
Western European model of ‘the second demograpdmsition’ (van de Kaa, 1996;
Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002; Therborn, 2004). Tdwrylsuggests that there have been two
demographic transitions, both characterised bystoamations from high to lower mortality
and fertility rates. This shift towards lower fkty, a longer life and older populations caused
an initial population growth and then a declineg] 2003: 167). These transformations,
according to Lee (2003), are related to many athanges, for instance in family structure
(people having fewer children), health (improvedltteand higher life expectancy),
additional insurance and saving institutions inpgupof longer life in retirement, and even in

international flows of people and capital (Lee, 20085).

Different authors suggest different periods forfir& and second demographic transitions.
According to Lesthaeghe and Neels (2002), the dieshographic transition relates to the
period up until the early 1960s when the averageaadirst marriage and at childbirth began
to decline. During this period the number of mayeswas on the increase, the divorce rate
was low, and extra marital birth and cohabitati@reware (Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002).
The concept of the second demographic transitisiateoduced by Lesthaeghe and van de
Kaa in 1986 and describes a lengthy period withfendity rate below the replacement level
(Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002). It also relatesdechne in marriage, a rise in divorce, a
lower remarriage rate, rising age at first marriagd the ‘postponement’ of childbirth,
premarital cohabitation and procreation outsidelaad later home leaving, and more solo
living (Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002).

As Lesthaeghe and Neels suggest, ‘more existentthexpressive needs arise [and] the most
fundamental hallmark of all is the accentuatiomdividual autonomy and self-actualisation’
(Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002: 334-335). These aressed in a growing tolerance for ethnic
and sexual minorities, a rise in individualism, blgo in reduced social control and the
rejection of authority, aspirations for greater denequality and for female autonomy
(Lesthaeghe and Neels, 2002). The main criticishtieosecond demographic transition

theory, as summarised by Sobotka (2008), are:

» first, that there are no clear grounds for distiaging two demographic transitions;
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* second, that the theory assumes start and endsgoimrgach transition but these have

not been defined;

» third, that the theory assumes an eventual conmesgamong countries and diverse

social groups, which does not seem to have happened

» fourth, it is assumed that there is a synchronioéiween behavioural and value

changes, which is problematic;

* and fifth, that the theory is mostly based on deraplgic processes occurring in
North-West Europe and therefore is likely to bes ledevant for other countries,

especially less developed ones.

It also has to be pointed out that Bulgarian saisadalopting the second demographic
transition approach rarely explore how these sdeimographic transformations are linked to
cultural shifts, changes in lifestyle and indivitlualues (for example Sugareva, 2003;
Zhekova, 2000). Such critics usually represencti@nges in negative terms, as a breakdown
of close relationships, care, and long-term committi{see for example Spasovska, 1995;
Keremidchieva, 1998; Chalakova, 2004).
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ANNEX 2:

Social attitudes towards sexual orientation in Poudgal

Social attitudes in relation to sexual orientatawa changing in Portugal, which can largely be
attributed to the multilayered and syncretic styae of the LGBT movement since 1995
(Santos, 2008). From a time, in 1998, in which 48%he respondents to a social survey
declared that sexuality should only be allowed leetwva man and a woman (Pais, 1998: 411),
in 2006 67% recognised that discrimination basedexual orientation is very common (EU
average 50%) and 45% believed that it had increagedthe past five years (EU average
31%)!’ Between these dates, in 2003, a study placed dzdivelow the European average of
acceptance of homosexuality — in a scale betwgerhbmosexuality is always justifiable)

and 10 (homosexuality is never justifiable), Poalugas placed at 3.19 (the EU average was
5.36) (Valaet al, 2003: 100). These data are also similar to thelt®obtained from survey
conducted by the consultancy company Euro RSC®0%2 According to this, 51% of
respondents accepted homosexuality as a legitisexigal orientation (the EU average was
64%). Age seems to play an important differentgtiole, as 75% of respondents between 18
and 24 years old accepted homosexuality, wherdg26f of respondents over 65 years old
did.

In the 2006Eurobarometestudy, when respondents were asked about sameaeage,

Portugal presented a lower rate of acceptancettfeaBU average (29% against 42%):

7 For a brief report seéttp://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/868 sum_en.pdFull text, by country,
available athttp://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/268_en.pdfaccessed 19/05/2008].

18 |n this survey, 15 questions were asked by phiongpril 2005, in 10 European countries — Czech RépuGermany,
Finland, France, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Patugpain and UK. In each country there were aboetthousand
respondents. Sourckulblicoon-line 05/06/2005.
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Country Results
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In terms of same-sex adoption, the rate of agreedeareased, both the EU average and the

Portuguese (31% and 19%, respectively).
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In response to the 20@urobarometeiquestion about how the respondent would personally

feel about having a lesbian or gay neighbour, Raitscored 6.6 and the EU average was 7.9

(1 equals very uncomfortable and 10 equals veryfadable). This report says:

Examining country results, we can see that discratdn on grounds of sexual

orientation is seen as being particularly widespieamany of the Mediterranean
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countries. For example, the three countries whesesieen as most widespread are
Cyprus, Greece (both 73%) and Italy (72%). Port(ga%o) and France (59%) also
have results above the EU average of 31%.

5 Greece 73% Question:  QA1.3. For each of the following types of discrimination, could you please tell me
: 73% whether, in your opinion, it is very widespread, fairly widespread, fairly rare or
very rare in (OUR COUNTRY)? Discrimination on the basis of..

Bty 72%

W Portugel 65% Option: Sexual orfentation (for example being gay or lesbian)
BB France 62%

i ik Arswers:  Very widespread + Fairly widespread
2= Sweden s8%

- Poland 52%

5 Unitad Kingdom 0%

Finiand 49%
= Spain 4B%
. Slovenia 46%
- The Netheriands. 45% Map Legend
= Hungary 45% W 1% - 100%
L :""‘“" :: W 5% -60%

m
g ax:‘ P W 41 -50%
. Lthuaria % W a1 -s0%
W Cermany 40% 0% - 30%
0 0 ireiana 38%
= Latie 6%
22 Cenmark 3a%
= Lusembourg 34%
W Esonia 32%
- Slovakia 0%
I Czech Republic 2%
-—Buigars 20%
-

19 Sourcenhttp://www.antidiscrimination-project-bulgaria.nes/downloads/eurobarometer_report2008[pdéessed
21.05.2009].
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