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® Most OECD countries have experienced a marked decline in
fertility rates over the years.

® Personal choices on having a child depend on a wide range of
factors, such as, economic and financial security, the costs of
raising children, social norms, personal and medical conditions,
as well as the overall labour market situation and family policy
environment.

¢ Changes in attitudes towards parenthood may be another
explanation for changes in fertility rates.

¢ This chapter brings together evidence from the international
literature on the underlying drivers of fertility rates, and
presents the results of recent OECD analysis on the effect of
labour market outcomes, changes in household budgets and
different aspects of the family policy framework on fertility rates
as well as the average age of mothers at birth of their children



Introduction

Main findings
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The main findings of this chapter include:
® There is a broad trend towards increased childlessness across
the OECD, but the strength of this trend varies

® Across the OECD on average, there is no marked change of
numbers in the birth order of children over the 1980-2022
period, but this overall stability masks important country
differences

® Most parents do not have children because they will gain
economically. But this does not mean that economic
considerations do not have any effect on family formation

¢ Part of the answer lies in the changing gender roles in society.
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® However, if women are able to combine work and family life,
and participate in economic life on an equal footing, then this
leads to better economic outcomes and higher fertility rates.

® Policy has become more focused on supporting the
reconciliation of parental work and family commitments as this
reduces the costs of children to parents and sustains family
incomes, which theory predicts will support fertility rates
(Becker, 1960)

¢ Other direct costs of children are also important.

¢ Results from OECD-wide regressions found positive
associations between TFRs, employment of men and women,
public spending on parental leave and ECEC, and financial
support to households to a lesser extent.
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® The recent rapid succession of global crises, e.g. COVID-19,
increasing climate issues, the Russian war of aggression against
Ukraine, may have spread a feeling of uncertainty and
unpredictability, which may lead some potential parents to
delay having children, or even decide against it altogether

® Recent years have also been marked by a change in attitudes
towards parenthood.
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Fewer and later births in most OECD countries
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TFRs remain high and well above replacement levels in some parts of
the world, and more than half of the projected increase in global
population up to 2050 will be concentrated in just eight countries:
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, India —
which surpassed China as the world’s most populous country in 2023
(UN DESA, 2023), Nigeria, Pakistan, the Philippines and Tanzania.
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In many OECD countries, recent decades have been marked by a
simultaneous trend toward fewer and later births. At the beginning of
the 1990s, the average total fertility rate (TFR — see the notes to
Figure 1.1 for the definition) across OECD countries had already been
on a long downward trend.
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Figure 1.1. Simultaneous trends of fewer and later births
Total fertility rate (left axis) and mother's mean age at (first) childbirth (right axis), 1990 or 2000 to 2022, OECD average
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Note: The total fertility rate in a specific year is defined as the total number of children that would be born to each woman if she were o live to the end of her child-
bearing years and give birth to children in alignment with the prevailing age-specific fertility rates. It is calculated by totalling the age-specific fertility rates as defined
over five-year intervals. OECD averages are unweighted averages. The OECD average for the TFR data includes all 38 OECD countries. The OECD average for the
mother’s mean age at childbirth excludes France, Germany, Korea, Latvia and Tirkiye. The OECD average for the mean age of the mother at first birth does not include
Australia, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Germany, ltaly, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Switzerland and Trkiye:

Source: OECD (2024112)), Indicators SF2.1 and 3F2.3, OECD Family Database, www oecd org/els/family/database. him.

Statlink Za<Pw httpsi/statlinkivxdinc
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The COVID-19 pandemic led to strong fluctuations in births and
fertility rates across countries, although effects vary across countries.
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Fertility rates have fallen in most countries since 1980
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The specific trajectories of TFR-trends differ markedly across
countries, with some experiencing most of their decline well before
others (Figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.2. Almost all OECD countries saw fertility rates decline since 1980

Total fertility rates in 1980, 2000 and 2022 (or latest year)
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Note: See notes to Figure 1.1. 2021 instead of 2022 for Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Mexico, the United Kingdom, Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Peru, South Africa,

Arge;mna and Saudi Arab\a. .
Source: OECD (2024(1z), Indicator SF2.1, OECD Family Database, www.oecd org/els/family/database htm._
StatLink Za<r https:/Istat link/ofagz6
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The five OECD countries with the highest TFR in 1980 — Colombia,
Costa Rica, Ireland, Mexico and Tiirkiye — have experienced the
strongest declines, falling by more than 1.5 births from a level
previously well above 3 births per women.



Introduction

Childlessness and the birth order of children
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The fall in TFRs is related to women having fewer children and /or
none at all. Childlessness has been on the rise across the OECD, but
there is cross-national variation in timing and extent (Figure 1.3).
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Figure 1.3. Childlessness increased markedly in many countries among younger cohorts of women

Percentage of women remaining permanently childless for women born in 1935, 1955 and 1975
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1. For China, Cohort 1935 refers to women born 1831-35, and 1955 refers to women bom in 1851-55, these data were calculated using the 1995 dataset, Cohort 1970
was calculated based on the 2015 dataset. China conducts decennial population census in years ending with 0, and the 1% population sample survey (also called
“Micro Census”), during the inter-censual years ending with 5.

2. Regarding the data for the 1975 cohort, data concerns the 1970 cohort for Korea and the Slovak Republic; women bom in 1975-77 for Germany (both Eastern and
Western Germany); and the 1978 cohort for Italy. For data for the 1975 cohort for France, see Képpen, Mazuy and Toulemon (2017720

3. Regarding the data for the 1955 cohort: data concerns the 1950 cohort for Italy; women born in 1951-55 for France; women bom in 1954-56 for Germany (both
Eastern and Western Germany); the 1956 cohort for Poland; 1960 for Spain; 1967 for Finland; 1968 for Slovenia; and 1969 for Austria.

4. Regarding the data for the 1935 cohort: data is for women born in 1931-35 for France; the 1937 cohort for Hungary; 1944 for Estonia; 1952 for Norway; 1953 for
Denmark; and 1953 for Japan.

5. Korea: The Census only asked (formerly) married women on their number of children. Births outside marriage are uncommon in Korea.

Source: Human Fertility Database, National Bureau of Statistics (China), Destatis (Germany), Statistics Korea, the “Istituto Nazionale di Statistica”, “Institut national
de la stafistique et des études économiques” and Koppen, Mazuy and Toulemon (2017p), “De lic Research C in Europe: Contexts,
Causes, and C ", www.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-318-44667-7 4.

StatLink Z<rs https:/stat.link/mvkw3b
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Across the OECD on average, there is no marked change in the
number of children by the birth order (Figure 1.4).
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Figure 1.4. Korea has the highest share of first-borns and the lowest share of higher order children
Birth order in selected years, 1980, 2000 and 2022
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B. Share of second born children as % of the total children born
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C. Share of third born children (or higher birth order) as % of the total children born
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1. Data for 2022 corresponds to 2018 for the United Kingdom; 2019 for Canada; 2020 for Korea; and 2021 for Germany, Japan, Lithuania, Turkiye and the United States.
2. Data for 2000 corresponds to 1999 for France; 1997 for Italy; 2005 for Malta; and 2006 for Switzerland

3. Data for 1980 corresponds to 1992 for Croatia; and 1990 for Germany, Portugal and Sweden

4. OECD-25 is the average for the OECD countries for which data is available for all three years: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, ltaly, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden
and the United States

Source: Eurostat and the Human Fertility Database.
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The mean age at which women give birth has risen
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While TFRs declined over the past 40 years, the mean age at which
women give birth increased, as did TFRs for women aged over 30.
Across the OECD, the average age of mothers at which they give birth

increased from 27 years of age in 1980 to 28.6 in 2000 and 30.9 in
2022 (Figure 1.5).
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Figure 1.5. The mean age at which women give birth rose by four years over the past four decades
Mean age at which women give birth, 1980, 2000 and 2022 or nearest year
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1. Data for the United Kingdom refer to England and Wales only.

2. The OECD-33 average is computed only for the countries for which data is available in 1980, 2000, and 2022.

3. Altemate years: 2021 for the United Kingdom instead of 2022; 2017 for Brazil and India instead of 2022; 2016 for China instead of 2021; 2014 for Indonesia and
2011 for South Africa instead of 2022; 2001 for Croatia and 2002 for South Africa instead of 2000; 1990 for Poland; 1982 for Slovenia, and 1981 for South Africa instead

of 1980

Source: OECD (202412, “SF23Age of mothers at childbith and age-specific fertility’, Indicators SF21 and SF23, OECD Family Database,
www .oecd org/els/family/database htm, based on Eurostat tatistics, https://ec europa. DEMO _FIND, and National
Statistical Offices:

StatLink < https:/statlink/163n2d
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Over this period, the largest increases of the mean age of women at
giving birth, of more than 5 years, were recorded in Czechia, Estonia,
Hungary and Greece.
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Population dynamics
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® Over the years, the declining fertility rates have led to a fall in
the number of births per year across the OECD (Figure 1.6).

¢ With COVID-19 net migration fell, but since 2021, migration has
increased to record heights in the OECD - even when not
accounting for Ukrainian refugees. But overall, the net
contribution of migrants to overall fertility levels is relatively
small, notwithstanding the fact that many migrants arrive in
OECD countries during their childbearing years and from origin
countries which often have relatively high fertility norms

® Recent global fertility rate projections estimate the global TFR to
fall from 2.21in 2022 to 1.83 in 2050 and 1.59 in 2100
(Bhattacharjee et al., 2024)
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Figure 1.6. The number of deaths came close to the number of births across the OECD in 2021
Births, deaths, net migration, and population, 1960-2021, OECD total, in millions
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Note: Net migration is the number of immigrants minus the number of emigrants. Migration is defined here as a change in usual residence over the past 12 months.
Source: Calculations from United Nafions, World Populations Prospects — 2022 Revisions.
Statlink Zy=rw https://stat link/t3jsrz
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The conditions for family formation and parenthood
have changed
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® 1960, Gary Becker published the first and arguably one of the
most influential articles on the relationship between economics
and fertility (Doepke et al., 2022)

® Over the years, the increase in contraceptive use has
contributed to a reduction in unplanned births and decline in
fertility rates (United Nations Department of Economic and
Social Affairs, Population Division, 2020)

¢ Following Becker’s approach, this suggests that the direct and /or
indirect costs of children have increased relatively strongly,
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The link between educational attainment and fertility
has changed for women
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Over past decades, women’s average years of schooling and
educational attainment have increased substantially (Barro and Lee,
2013; OECD, 2023). For men the likelihood to become a father
increases with the level of education, and this effect mainly occurs
because men with higher educational attainment are more likely to
enter a stable partnership than men with low levels of education who
are more likely to face difficulties in the “marriage market” (Trimarchi
and van Bavel, 2017)
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Both men’s and women’s employment is positively
associated with the TFR
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Fertility choices can critically hinge on economic factors,
determining whether (prospective) parents can afford a(nother) child.
Figure 1.7 shows that aggregate employment of men and women is
significantly and positively associated with TFRs, a finding that is
supported by the literature (Adema, Ali and Thévenon, 2014; Comolli
et al.,, 2021; Doepke et al., 2022; Luci-Greulich and Thévenon, 2013;
Oshio, 2019)
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Figure 1.7. The link between labour market outcomes and fertility

Summary results of an OECD-wide two-way fixed-effects regression with clustered standard errors, 2002 to 2019

Total fertlity rate (LN)

Employment rate of men
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Notes: Mindful of the statistical limitations and the relatively small sample size, the resulting estimates should be interpreted as a simple association between
‘outcomesi/policies in a specific country and its respective fertility rate; they do not provide evidence of a causal relationship with fertility. All specifications are a two-way
fixed-effects model with linear country fime trends and controls for average years of schooling and log GDP. It is estimated over the period 2002 to 2019 using country-
level data from Austria, Canada, Czechia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Korea, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States. The standard errors are heteroskedasticity- and panel-corrected (for fixed effects models). ***, ** and
* represent significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. " indicates insignificant estimates (less than at the 10% level). “ + * stands for a positive sign of a
significant point estimate, and * -~ stands for a negative sign.

Source: See Tables 4 and 5 for the main baseling regressions and Annex Tables 5.B.9 and 5.8.10 for the sults, in Fl J., V.van
Veen and W. Adema (2023z), “Ferility, employment and family policy: A cross-country panel analysis”, www doi org/10 17!17!326844ﬂ)en

StatLink Zazre htips:/istat link/8zu7m3
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The effect of women’s incomes on fertility depends on
national contexts
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¢ Higher wages and incomes lead to more household resources
and “more consumption of children” i.e. more children and /or
spending more time and money per child (Becker, 1960).

® For women, the international literature identifies a positive link
between women’s earnings and fertility in Denmark (Berninger,
2013) and Norway (Hart, 2015), where dual-earner households
have long been the norm (Figure 1.8).
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Figure 1.8. The share of dual-earner households is slowly increasing

Share of dual-earner (full- /ffull-time and full- /part-time) among couples with at least one child aged 0-14

. 2021 (y) ©2005
%
o |o
0
N N * + +) 2
60 & ~ d o
H . CS RO QD . 2
5 o
o *
| +
4 [+
o
e *
2
10

0
? & ,3* & & o B S > &
FEPESIELEL TGP I EFIGS I PSP LS 05

Note: Data for 2005 refer to 2006 for Germany, Ireland, and Poland, to 2007 for the United States, to 2008 for Finland and to 2008 for Australia and Sweden. Data for

2021 refer to 2020 for New Zealand and Sweden and to 2019 for Australia, and the United Kingdom.
Source: OECD (20241z), Indicator LMF2 2, OECD Family Database, www oecd orglels/family/database htm_
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It is not just about having a job, but the stability of
that job is important too
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While employment is positively associated with fertility rates, labour
market dualism and the associated poor labour market conditions for
the “outsiders” reduce the likelihood of having (more) children
(Ayllén, 2019; Seltzer, 2019; Vignoli, Tocchioni and Mattei, 2020; Yoo.,
2022).
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Families postpone having children due to both real
and perceived economic uncertainties
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To a certain degree, fertility follows the ups and downs of the
business cycle. However, rising inflation and Russia’s war of
aggression against Ukraine fed uncertainty in the outlook, and many
people felt insecure about the state of their economies and their
household finances. For instance, in Canada, unemployment fell to a
low-point of 5.3% in 2022, but 48% of 25-54 year-old respondents to
the OECD Risks that Matter Survey still reported that the risk of
losing their job or income was among their top-three worries that
year (Figure 1.9).
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Figure 1.9. In 2022, many workers were worried about losing their jobs

Share of respondents identifying “Losing a job or self-employment income” as one of the top-three greatest risks to themselves or their
immediate family over the next year or two, age 25-54, 2022
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Note: Respondents were asked how concerned they are about the different social and economic risks facing themselves and their immediate fami the near future,
«defined as the next year or two. Respondents were presented with 10 different social and economic risks, including (a) becoming ill or disabled, (b) Losing a job or self-
-employment income, (c) Not being able to find/maintain adequate housing, (d) Not being able to pay all expenses and make ends meet, (e) Not being able to access
.good-quality childcare or education for your children (or young members of your family), (f) Not being able to access good-quality long-term care for elderly family
members, (g) Not being able to access good-quality long-term care for young, (h) Being the victim of crime or violence (i) Having to give up my job to care for children,
elderly relatives, or relatives with iliness or disability, and (j) Accessing good-quality healthcare. Response options were “not at all concerned,” "not so concerned,”
“somewhat concemed,” “very concerned” and “can’t choose / not applicable™
Source: Estimates based on the OECD (2023p7), Main Findings from the 2022 OECD Risks that Matter Survey, www.doi org/10 1787/70aea928-en
Statlink Zg<P¥ hitps:/stat link/wedtbi
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Figure 1.10 shows that among the countries that participated in the
OECD Risks that Matter Survey, on average 44% of 25-54 year-olds
report thinking the government will not or does not sufficiently
support income losses associated with having children.
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Figure 1.10. Many think that child income support is inadequate

Share of respondents disagreeing with the statement “| think that the government would (or does) provide my family and me with adequate
income support in the case of income loss due to becoming a parent’, age 25-54, 2022
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Notes: Respondents were asked about the degree to which they agree or disagree with the statement I think that the government does/would provide my household
‘and me with adequate income support in the case of income loss due to...” for different reasons for income loss. Response options were “strongly disagree”, “disagree”,
“neither agree nor disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree” and “can’t choose”™.

Source: Estimates based on the OECD {2023), Main Findings from the 2022 OECD Risks that Matter Survey, www doi.org/10 1787/70aga928-en
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Perceived and anticipated uncertainties matter
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Perceived and anticipated uncertainties that influence fertility
choices are heavily impacted by prevailing narratives in society,
including the tone in media. There are also many people who believe
that today’s children will grow up to be worse off than their parents:
over 50% in most OECD countries, and in the majority of these
countries this negative sentiment strengthened over the past decade
(Figure 1.11).
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Figure 1.11. A majority in many countries think that today’s children will miss out on progress

Share of respondents who report thinking that when children today grow up, they will be worse off financially than their parents
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Note: Data for 2022 refers to 2021 for Czechia, Mexico, Poland and Tiirkiye. Survey question: "When children today in (survey country) grow up, do you think they will
be better off or worse off financially than their parents?”
Source: Pew Research Center, Global Atfitudes Survey, www. rch

Statlink Za=r hifpsi/istatlink/5vng%t
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Public expenditure on family benefits
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Figure 1.12 shows spending on family benefits across the early
life-course. Spending on children across the OECD on average tails
off after childbirth to pick up again in earnest around age 2 to 3 when
ECEC becomes available in many countries on a more
comprehensive basis.
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Figure 1.12. A continuum of family support throughout childhood

Average social expenditure by intervention, in percentage of median household disposable income (working age) per child and age in 2013
(PPP USD)
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Note: Average across OECD countries for 2019 - dashed line reflects average spending for 2013.
Source: OECD (2024112, Indicator PF1.6, “Public spending by age of children™, OECD Family Database, www oecd org/els/family/database htm.

StatLink =P htips:/istat link/p2sg9m
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Depending on the country studied, the effects of cash transfers differ
greatly across the OECD, as does their role in the overall package of
family supports. Hungary, for example, has spent large sums on
incentivising higher numbers of births through various family cash
and tax benefits (Figure 1.13), including maternity and parental leave
benefits with high payment rates for two years, a housing programme
of lump-sum payments and subsidised loans, and increased
investment in ECEC as from age 2 to 3 (OECD, 2022).
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Figure 1.13. Public spending family supports varies widely across OECD countries
Public expenditure on family benefits by type of expenditure, percentage of GDP, 2019 or latest available
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Note: Public spending accounted for here concerns public support that is exclusively for families (e.g. child payments and allowances, parental leave benefits and
childcare suppoert). only. Spending in other social policy areas such as health and housing support also assists families, but not exclusively, and is not included here.
Coverage of spending on family and community services in the OECD Social Expenditure data may be limited as such services are often provided and/or co-financed
by local governments. The latter may receive general block grants to finance their acfiviies, and reporting requirements may not be sufficiently detailed for cenfral
statistical agencies to have a detailed view of the nature of local spending. In Nordic countries (where local government is heavily involved in service delivery) this does
not lead to large gaps in the measurement of spending, but it does for some countries with a federal structure, for example, Canada and Switzerland. Data for Tax
Breaks towards families for Ireland, Poland and the United Kingdom are estimates by the OECD. Data for the United Kingdom refer to 2018. National authorities
provided estimates on the value of tax breaks for Switzerland

Source: OECD (2024y12), Indicator PF1.1., “Public spending on family benefits”, OECD Family Database, www oecd orglels/family/database htm.

StatLink Za<P® hipsiistatlink/5z76xg
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Parental leave can support fertility, but effects depend
on context
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* Employment-protected paid family leave entitlements are a
major feature of family policy in OECD countries

¢ Across the OECD, an average of 257 weeks are earmarked for
exclusive use by the mother and 127 weeks earmarked for
exclusive use by the father.

® OECD-wide regressions of the overall length of paid parental
leave and the exclusive entitlements for fathers on fertility and
mean age of childbirth with fertility, show that the duration of
paid leave for mothers is significantly associated with TFRs
(Figure 1.14).
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Figure 1.14. The link between family policy and fertility outcomes
Summary results of an OECD-wide two-way fixed-effects regression with clustered standard errors, 2002 to 2019

Total fertility rate (In)
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Note: All specifications are a two-way fixed-effects model with linear country time frends and controls for average years of schooling and log GDP. It is estimated over
the period 2002 to 2019 using country-level data from Austria, Canada, Czechia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, ltaly, Korea, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States. The standard errors are heteroskedasticity- and panel-corrected
(for fixed effects models). ***, ** and * represent significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. “._." indicates insignificant estimates (less than at the 10% level).
“+ " stands for a positive sign of a significant point estimate, and * - * stands for a negative sign.

Source: See Fluchtmann, van Veen and Adema (2023z), Tables 4 and 5 for the main baseline regressions and Annex Tables 5.B.9 and 5.B.10 for the supplementary
regression results in “Fertility, employment and family policy: A cross-country panel analysis”, www.doi.org/10.1787/326844f0-en.

StatLink Zm=Pw htipsi/istatlink/ois3k8
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Childcare availability can increase fertility rates, with
varying effects across birth parities
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® Access to high-quality and affordable ECEC supports both
parents in their efforts to combine family commitments with
tull- or parttime labour market attachment.

® Figure 1.14 shows that public spending on ECEC — which covers
accessibility, availability, and intensity of use as well as
affordability and quality of ECEC - has a significant positive
association with fertility rates.

® However, despite a massive expansion of ECEC and family
supports in general, Korea has not been able to reverse its
downward trend in the TFR (Jeong et al., 2022), which dropped
below 1in 2018 and stood at 0.72 in 2023.
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Cash benefits have transitory effects on fertility at
best



Introduction

Cash transfers for families with children, such as family or child
allowances, lower the direct costs of having children and may
therefore increase fertility rates.
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Increasing housing costs affect fertility
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Formal childcare, education, food, and housing are significant parts
of a family budget, and more children mean more costs. Changes in
the price of such goods and services are therefore likely to change
fertility outcomes. Figure 1.15 shows that household expenditure on
housing and utilities has increased substantially, in line with strong
increases in (real) house prices over past decades, but particularly
since the mid-2010s (OECD, 2023).
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Figure 1.15. Household expenditures have changed since 2000
Percentage point change in expenditure shares by item of household budgets, 2000 vs. 2019, OECD-33 average
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Changes in attitudes and norms can be important for
fertility
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On average across the OECD, there has been an increase in the
proportion of youth living in their parents’ households, but there is
substantial variation across countries (Figure 1.16).
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Figure 1.16. The share of young adults living with their parents has increased in many countries
Share of young adults aged 20-29 living with their parents
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1. The OECD average is unweighted and does not include Colombia, Costa Rica, Czechia and New Zealand

2. The latest data refer to 2021 for Australia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Hungary, Switzerland and the United States; 2020 for Kerea, Mexico, Norway, Switzerland, Tirkiye
and the United Kingdom; 2018 for lceland; and 2017 for Canada and Chile.

3. Data for 2006 refer to 2007 for Canada and the United States and to 2008 for Mexico and Switzerland.

Source: OECD calculations based on EU-SILC, HILDA (Australia), CIS (Canada), CASEN (Chile), KLIPS (Korea), ENIGH (Mexico), estimates provided by Statistics
New Zealand (2021); and CPS (United States)

Statlink Zmw=r hitpsiistat link/8izn31
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Family versus self-actualisation
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Most births are intentional (albeit unintentional births still happen)
and more people intend to have — and do have - fewer children.
Along with these trends, there is a broad movement towards an
increased acceptance of not having children.
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Pressures of parenting
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¢ The normative demands on what it means to be a “good” parent
have grown, or at least grown in importance

¢ A fear of not being able to live up to the ideal of intensive
parenting is an important reason for postponing or avoiding
family formation.

e With the de-stigmatisation of childlessness and a wider
discussion about whether it is right to have children, it is not
surprising that young adults increasingly consider the state of
the world in which their potential future children will grow up
when making fertility choices.
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Growing gender equality changes the way households
organise their lives
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¢ With increasing labour force participation of women, families
have had to rebalance their strategies for managing careers and
the responsibility of raising children.

¢ Transitions between normative states are not straightforward,
however, and household disagreements on the organisation of
family and work dampen fertility intentions.

¢ In Norway, where male involvement in care and housework is
one of the highest in the OECD, male partners tend to be the
ones who argue against having a(nother) child (Cools and Strem,
2020).
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Policy considerations
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Families remain a cornerstone of any society in OECD countries
(OECD, 2011), and modern family policy aims to support families
through pursuit of a range of interdependent policy objectives
(Adema, 2012). These include, in no particular order:

Combeat child and family poverty

Promote child development and generally enhancing child
well-being throughout the early life-course

Enhance gender equality

Mobilise female labour supply to foster economic growth and
underpin the financial sustainability of social protection
systems

Support parents with the reconciliation of work and family
responsibilities

Promote conditions which help adults to have the number of
children they desire at the time of their choosing.
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