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Family is the foundation of our Hungarian and Chris-
tian society. We must thank God and each other for liv-
ing in a loving family every day of the year. We need 
to thank the parents, who ensure that our children can 
grow up happily in accordance with our values; we need 
to thank the grandparents, who provide help and show 
an example across generations; we need to thank the 
children, through whom parents can complete them-
selves, who ensure the survival of the Hungarian people 
and who also become loving parents as adults; and we 
need to thank all those people who work day by day, to 
help create and maintain a happy, loving atmosphere for 
families.

 

This love is based on our oldest traditions and Christian 
European values, which define the identity of the Hun-
garians, show the way and ensure the survival of our 
nation. That is why the main goal of the entire Hungar-
ian society and prevailing political leadership is to pro-
tect families as well as to strengthen, support, and foster 
their prosperity, thereby ensuring a loving atmosphere 
and the happy growth of generations to come.

WELCOME

“The disciples of the redeeming Christ know that no human commu-
nity can live in peace without forgiveness, enemy love and without 
paying attention to others.” 

Benedict XVI.
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It is important that every parent can provide the necessi-
ties for a pleasant family life and can spend enough time 
with their children to bring them up in accordance with 
our values and get them started on the bumpy road of 
life. It is also important for children to acquire the nec-
essary knowledge and values, to discover their inherent 
talents, but also to remain happy children and to smug-
gle some love and smiles into everyday life. These chil-
dren represent our future, the survival and continued 
growth of the Hungarian people. Csaba Böjte perfectly 
summarized what children mean to us in the following 
few words:

“Every child is a miracle. You cannot know what 
is hidden inside: a new Endre Ady or Lujza Blaha. 
If we open the door for them, we give them the 
chance to develop their personality and talent.”

In history, each nation has had to face countless difficul-
ties, but the importance of family was never questioned 
until the 20th-21st century. However, much of today’s 
modern thinking places the individual before the fami-
ly. At the same time, we need to take into account, that 
an individual is lonely without a family, loses his or her 
values and historical identity, cannot feel accomplished 
and what’s more, cannot exist without a family.

Dear Reader, You now hold a volume that strives to pres-
ent the importance of the institution of family and our 
fundamental Christian values, demonstrate past and 
present processes and outline the potential future. Read 
it with as much love as we have written it for you!

 
Prof. Dr Miklós Kásler
Minister of Human Capacities 
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How long have we been in the twenty-fourth hour? 
The bells of demographic catastrophe seem to be toll-
ing around us. They want to warn everyone that, un-
less something is done, Europe – which once used to be 
strong – will become a continent unable to defend itself. 
Disaster is on the doorstep. These signs want to tell us 
that if our vital instinct abandons us, if we fail to build 
solid grounds for Christianity and strengthen the Euro-
pean culture that is rooted therein, if we are reluctant to 
give a proper answer to the greatest challenges of our 
times, then slowly (or rather less slowly) but definitely 
we will destroy the pillars of our lives.

Europe has become a continent of empty cradles. While 
the dynamically growing population in various coun-

tries around the world is leaving to find a new home, 
Hungary has been struck with a painful period of three 
and a half decades, seeing more people die than be born. 
From year to year there are 30 thousand fewer Hungar-
ians living in the world. The question is whether we 
watch it unattended as we slowly disappear and the Eu-
ropean culture (together with the Hungarian one) falls 
inferior in the fight of civilizations. Or, what do we do to 
reverse this tendency? How does Europe and Hungary 
react to the demographic crisis? What needs to be done 
to see the Hungarian population in the 21st century rise 
again?

It is fundamental that our basic values get strengthened. 
They must be coherently and consistently represented. 

“When the captain of a vast ocean liner wants to turn it around,  
he may turn the wheel in vain: the ship will not turn immediately,  
but will only slowly adopt a new course. The most important thing  
is to designate our destination and adjust the wheel accordingly.  
It is important to highlight that the restoration of natural reproduction 
is a national cause; and it is not just one national cause among many, 
but the national cause. And it is also a European cause: not just  
one European cause among many, but the European cause.”

Excerpt from Prime Minister Viktor Orbán’s speech  
at the 2nd Demographic Forum in Budapest, 25 May 2017

WELCOME
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Individuals should not be supported on their own, but 
on the community level. Private interests should be 
matched with national interests. Instead of surrendering 
to this massive external pressure, we should mobilize 
our internal resources. It is essential that the plans of our 
youngsters to have children become realized. Strong, 
cohesive families and communities are needed, since a 
strong nation can only be built on strong families. Thus, 
our aim is not merely survival, but growth and the im-
provement of the quality of life.

And for all this we primarily need safety and security – 
physical, financial and mental safety and security. We 
need family-centred public education, a health-care sys-
tem that ensures health for the older years, social ben-
efits that provide protection to those in need. We need 
a stable economy that creates jobs and acknowledges 
results and achievements. We need family policies that 
support childrearing. We need a culture that elevates 
communities. We also need Church and civil communi-
ties. We need them recognize their own responsibilities 
in shaping the nation’s future.

After the joint work of the past seven years, finally there 
are the first encouraging signs that the Hungarian peo-
ple’s trust in the future is back. The nation’s esteem, 

which was once on the verge of fading away for good, 
is reviving again. Families know that they can rely on 
governmental support – may it be either the issue of en-
tering the labour market, providing care for the children 
or creating a home. Attitude towards parenthood has 
been continuously improving since its lowest in 2011. 
With the change of the earlier tendency, the number 
of marriages dynamically started growing after 2010. 
Youngsters keep on maintaining a vision of their future 
as married couples with children. We have responsibili-
ty towards them. Anyhow, it is them who need our sup-
port. And with our encouragement they could feel and 
be assured that childbearing is not only for their own 
good, but it is for the benefit of the entire nation.

In the past seven years we set out on the path towards 
a family-friendly Hungary, yet there is still a lot to do. 
2018 will be the year of families. This year families will 
enjoy double the amount of budget support than eight 
years earlier.

This publication is some kind of stock-taking. It is an 
encounter with reality: the anatomy of the evolution and 
destruction of a devastating world, and a suggestion for 
a way out of it. It is a government endeavour, which is 
outstanding as it is.

I recommend it to everyone.

Zoltán Balog
Commissioner of the Prime Minister
President of the Foundation  
for a Civic Hungary
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WELCOME

When we asked our 8-year-old daughter what she want-
ed to be, without a moment of hesitation, she replied a 
mum. It is even natural for our sons, from their early 
years, that one day they want be fathers and grandfa-
thers. They are preparing for this at least as much as for 
becoming successful engineers or famous football stars.

Still. The values that lend us the feeling of safety and 
security and that are so much taken for granted in the 
Western world are exposed to a growing number of as-
saults. And even though we have a traditionally fami-
ly-centred way of thinking, it seems that our young peo-
ple’s plans for a married life with two children is not 

enough. For decades now the Hungarian population has 
been on a roller-coaster ride, and is prone to demograph-
ic decline.

The publication that you are holding in your hands will 
provide an insight into the demographic evolution of the 
world. It will shed light on the reasons for modern-age 
migration, which is the gravest challenge facing Europe 
today. You will not only acquire an overview of the cur-
rent demographic crisis besetting the continent, but may 
also learn that the present population growth in Europe 
is exclusively attributable to immigration. In Chapter 
2, an outline is made of the Hungarian demographic 

“Parents who regard raising children as a business venture will suffer 
a grave loss. (...) No child is a waste of money, not on a single day. 
Indeed, children pay back all that is spent on them on a daily basis. 
Imagine parents taking a ledger note of their children: in one column 
they will record the amounts spent on them, while in another all that 
they expect from them in return. My advice is - a rule which I kept 
to as much as could be expected of anyone - is the following: parents 
should close the balance at the end of each day and conclude:  
‘I have children’. Now, the joy this means must be ample payment  
for all the investment.”

Zsigmond Móricz
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Katalin Novák 
State Secretary for Family and Youth Affairs

situation, going back centuries. Typical trends and the 
background of their evolution will also be discussed. 
The demographic consequences of the decisions that the 
Hungarian governments made between 2002 and 2010 
will not be ignored either. The publication will explain, 
in detail, their mistakes and how they failed to support 
families and the nation. It will reveal the wounds they 
have caused. Wounds that will need time to heal after 
the insecurity, the restrictions, limited family subsidies, 
the wrong economic-political decisions and the margin-
alization of those living beyond the Hungarian borders 
have brought about.

We titled our publication ‘Family-friendly provisons, 
2010-2018’, and this is the provisons that provides the 
basis for Chapter 4. Therein one can find out what it 
meant when the Orbán government made its decisions 
serve the Hungarian nation’s interest and enhance pop-
ulation growth.

The book will study the measures that were taken during 
the period 2010-2017 to ensure that this change of para-
digm will leave its mark. The measures proposed ways 

to remove the obstacles Hungarian young people face 
when it comes to starting a family or having children. 
They have been targeted at enabling Hungarian families 
to live a better life. Although family-policy related tools 
are not sufficient on their own for such a demograph-
ic twist, the publication emphasizes those approaches 
that are directly linked to population growth. The de-
mographic achievements that our government accom-
plished in the past nearly eight years will be discussed in 
Chapter 6. Finally, a brief description will be made of the 
areas where there is the most to do in order to overcome 
population shrinkage and to further strengthen welfare 
for Hungarian families.

Fertility, the birth rate, life expectancy, migration bal-
ance, trends, percentages, budgets, hundreds of billions 
– they all abound. Nor is the publication short of charts, 
graphs or analyses. Finally, let me ask you one thing. 
Please, always bear in mind what lies behind the num-
bers while studying the data. It is new lives conceived, 
individual stories about life and fate, community, cohe-
sion and belonging, love and family ties that lend the 
core message to the issue.
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”By most reasonable definitions of the term, the European Union is experiencing a demographic crisis rooted in a short-
age of births relative to deaths. In the great majority of the EU’s 28 member countries, fertility is far below the level that 
would be necessary for the reproduction of the population over time. If this continues in the coming decades at such 
a low level, population size in the affected countries would shrink by more than half in the short span of two genera-
tions–roughly 60 years. This drastically reduced population would have an age distribution inconsistent with economic 
sustainability. In countries experiencing this syndrome an inevitable future would eventually entail permitting massive 
immigration from countries not suffering from population deficit.

But this prospect is not perceived, either by governments or by the general public, as a crisis. And understandably so: 
time horizons are short. Politicians are immersed in the here and now, their attention span extending at best to the next 
election. Public opinion has a similar limitation. In that short-term outlook the process of population shrinkage and an 
aging population are virtually imperceptible. From one year to the next population size and age distribution seem to be 
much the same. The road leading to what may in effect amount to collective and civilizational suicide is taken unhur-
riedly, step by step.”

These were the words of demographer Paul Demeny at 
2015 in the conference ”Global migration processes and 
Hungary – Challenges and responses”. Paul Demeny, the 
external member of the Hungarian Academy of Scicences 
(MTA), was the editor-in-chief of ”Population and Devel-
opment Review” for 38 years, which he founded.1 

GOVERNMENT OF VALUES

The second Orbán government, set up in 2010, defined 
its national strategy along values. These values were 
Christianity and the common law rooted therein. The 
protection of human life, marriage and family and the 
support thereof were all incorporated in the Fundamen-
tal Law, along with the principles of a labour-based so-
ciety. They are the basic conditions for the long-term 
sustainability of the Hungarian nation, and government 
measures have been targeted at such components, as an 
expression of the above set of values.

1  The edited version of the English language presentation, held on 16 November 2015 in the Hungarian Academy of Sciences Headquarters, 
was published in the March 2016 edition of ‘Population and Development Review’ (pp.111-120). Available in Hungarian under Demény 
Pál: Népesedéspolitika. A közjó szolgálatában (CSO, Hungarian Demographic Research Institute) (pp. 357-367)

IN THE SHADOW OF HERDER’S PROPHECY

Johann Gottfried Herder’s tragic prediction was written 
in 1791, reading: ”It may well come to pass that not even 
the language spoken by this small number of Hungari-
ans, living in a melting pot with other nations, will be 
identified in a few centuries’ time.” It is imperative for 
responsible Hungarian scholars to act against this grue-
some prophecy. Kölcsey, Berzsenyi, Vörösmarty, Illyés’s 
poetry, as well as the sociography made by folk writers 
all reflect the worries and concerns about the future of 
the Hungarian nation. It lies in the hands of today’s gen-
erations to make the Hungarian nation into a successful 
community, adapted to long-term sustainability – for 
there is no prosperous nation without happy families 
and children.

INTRODUCTION
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DEMOGRAPHIC CRISIS MANAGEMENT –

BALANCE BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL DECISIONS AND THE SOCIAL TARGET SYSTEM

1. CAUSES OF A DEMOGRAPHIC CRISIS

Childbearing is a personal decision, yet it has a vital ef-
fect on the community. Children are the ‘securities’ in a 
community’s future in all aspects of life.

Without a sufficient number of children and young 
people it is impossible
• to preserve and pass down the traditional values of 

the Hungarian nation;
• to create new values;
• to effectively address the actual challenges of 

modern times through ambitious responses;
• to ensure the resources that are essential for proper 

functioning.

These fundamental and obvious social objectives, how-
ever, have little influence on the individual’s decision to 
have children. A prosperous nation with a strong vision 
of the future is a pre-condition for everyone’s person-
al well-being. Still, parental plans to have children are 
basically determined by long-term objectives. They are 
defined by goals that concern the creation of a family 
community, its success and prosperity. Thus, they are 
mainly personal, individual or family-related, failing to 
be directly linked to the objectives affecting the entire 
community. In addition, the latter are less related to hav-
ing and bringing up children. They are rather based on 
the output of the process itself. And neither do the ide-
ology and time horizon really matter in the case of pa-
rental decisions. As has been said by Professor Demény, 
even though future community achievements clearly in-
fluence the individual’s well-being, they are still barely 
perceptible.

Besides the inconsistency between communal and per-
sonal objectives, which has a seemingly adverse effect on 
parenthood, the transformation of traditional societies 
and their development undoubtedly contributes to var-
ious demographic crisis events. In traditional societies, 
from before the era of industrialisation, having children 
was a matter of existence. Partly due to high mortality 
rates this was the only way of ensuring a family’s future. 
Family farms also had a great importance. Their run-
ning and passing on to later generations required a large 
family. In the absence of communal solutions, again it 
was the family that helped the parents or relatives who 
become unable to work due to illnesses or old age. Their 
living was ensured by a reliable family background.

The failure to have children is an ever smaller barrier 
to personal well-being in modern societies, though, just 
like the lack of large families. Transfer within the fam-
ily seems to be continuously losing its significance and 
its motivational power. And this might have to do with 
social labour division and the development of the vari-
ous communication forms. What is more, in certain life 
situations childbearing seems to be a definite obstacle to 
career building, especially among women.

And all these factors may evoke the false impression 
of the fading importance of family and children. Nev-
ertheless, it can tremendously endanger the success of 
the community, and, in the long run, the individual’s 
well-being, if the main resource of development is no 
longer available in a sufficient amount.
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2. ALTERNATIVES FOR DEMOGRAPHIC CRISIS 
MANAGEMENT

Individual and communal values cannot be transmitted, 
passed down and improved, and neither can the com-
munity be sustained and maintained without stopping 
population decline. There are two underlying factors to 
this: better attitude to parenthood and higher life expec-
tancy.

Communities and nations with a stronger collabora-
tion between generations have higher standards of liv-
ing, are more prosperous and are more likely to create 
permanent and long-lasting values. In these societies 
a promising future, a successful present and broad ex-
perience are manifest together in private and commu-
nity life alike. Thus, the wisdom of those with a decent 
career, the active-age groups with all their enthusiasm 
and innovative ideas, alongside the young people dedi-
cated to changing their own and the community’s des-
tiny, hand in hand with curious children, create values 
together and, in this way, build the foundations for the 
nation’s future.

Government policies and responsibilities are aimed at 
contributing to the enforcement of this vision with their 
tools at hand. The core elements for such an endeavour 
constitute the appropriate forms of information, com-
munication and action. Young people facing the dilem-
ma of making choices should be made aware of the con-
sequences and the impact that delayed parenthood or 
its failure may have on the entire community and on its 
future. In parallel with this, not a single moment can be 
spared when it comes to demolishing the barriers in the 
way of childbearing. Apparently, bringing up children 
does not in the least prevent a successful and active way 
of living. Instead, it rather supports it.

2.1. A VISION OF THE FUTURE, POTENTIAL 
CONSEQUENCES AND THEIR DESCRIPTION

The current national Christian government pays special 
attention to the promotion of parenthood and the sup-
port of families with children. We believe that a child is 
an asset – both for the individual and at the community 
level. We emphasize that childbearing is a basic condi-
tion for the success and happiness of a nation. Without 
children no community goal can be achieved, communi-
ty life is destined to fail. Assimilation into more mature 
societies would be unavoidable. And this would definite-
ly lead to the natural disappearance of traditions and 
classical values, resulting in a loss of roots.

Every decision in favour of having children is a choice 
of the future. It is a vote for the decades to come – ei-
ther opting for or rejecting the thrill they may hold. At 
the same time, every such decision has its own person-
al background. It is a kind of summoning of life situa-
tions, with potentially hideous dilemmas hiding behind 
it. Aware of this, the leaders and decision-makers of the 
country shall not turn their back on mothers and fa-
thers. The core objective of our measures is to create life 
situations and develop a family-friendly environment 
that encourages parenthood, in the meantime pushing 
related fears and objections to the background.

The decision, however, is in the hands of young people. It 
is especially this group that has to bear the responsibility 
for having children and the commitments that go with it. 
It is mainly their task to provide for the appropriate con-
ditions of childrearing. If we take it for granted that adult 
behaviour and the chances for a successful life are strong-
ly influenced by childhood experiences, then it may be 
concluded that family circumstances are crucial in all life 
situations, just like in the micro-environment.
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Our joint responsibility is even higher then, since it is 
decisive what models our children and grandchildren 
can rely on. From this point of view it is of utmost im-
portance that the community institution, be it of any 
kind, is able to convey and mediate the appropriate val-
ues and knowledge in time, prior to parenthood years. 
In the course of this, light may be shed on the merits of 
children and family life. It may be demonstrated why it 
could be even worth fighting for these goals and their 
accomplishment. Besides public education institutions, 
the Church and civil communities also have their share 
in the process, playing a key role in community life.

2.2. GOVERNMENT MEASURES, THEIR SCOPE 
AND THE REASONS BEHIND THEM

Today’s demographic crisis can only be managed with 
measures looking into the roots of the problems. Thus, 
it is not a superficial treatment that is at stake here with 
some spectacular forms of capital injection. What needs 
to be done is the mapping and efficient management of 
the causes, namely the relative yet strongly perceptible 
controversies between personal and communal objec-
tives. What is needed is their harmonization to the great-
est extent possible.

Yet, this is unmistakably a duty of great commitment. It is a 
complex task that sets forth requirements for the child and 
the young couple’s environment even before the time of 
childbearing, along with the institutions involved in their 
teaching and education. It is crucial that family life and par-
enthood appear as values in taking care of our children, 
just like in kindergarten and school years. The essence of 
these samples and models is to enhance the understanding 
and acceptance of the current measures, and to prepare fu-
ture generations for the appreciation, cherishing and main-
tenance of personal and community values.

The adopted government and parliamentary measures 
shall not only be in line with personal goals and inten-
tions, but they should also foster them. The support is 
targeted at breaking down those obstacles in the way 
of childbearing that parents find the most critical. Such 
measures may differently affect the families in various 
situations. They may also influence personal careers 
and even the future of the entire community. Therefore, 
their efficacy requires initial consideration and thought-
ful decision-making.

For this, it is essential that state measures provide assis-
tance to those deciding to have children in as many fields 
as possible. They must cover every area that may prove to 
be dominant in the subject matter, since families may face 
different dilemmas when it comes to parenthood. Their 
worries mostly concern rising household costs, the tem-
porary drop, especially in the mother’s salary and income, 
and focus on the circumstances that are vital for success-
ful childrearing. Regarding the latter, access to crèche and 
kindergarten services as well as schooling, along with 
their standards of quality, are fundamental elements call-
ing for special attention.
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It may be less stressful, yet it directly derives from a suc-
cess-oriented national vision of the future, that the family 
policy promotes the added value-creating nature of child-
bearing. Subsidy models shall be developed accordingly, 
since having children is undoubtedly a form of ”invest-
ment in human capital” both on the level of the individual 
and the community. It is a justifiable and reasonable ob-
jective then that such an injection should pay off both on 
the individual and the community’s side. Irrespective of 
the social micro-environment, people who are successful 
on the community level strive to have a balanced family 
life too, in this way contributing to the proper functioning 
of the whole society. Their family endeavours are to be 
encouraged and enhanced by the government.

Yet, the family policy shall also meet the natural de-
mand for safety and security. Having children means 
a commitment for a lifetime, affecting each life peri-
od. Therefore, the predictability, stability and sufficient 
scope of family support – as far as the support of chil-
drearing is concerned – is an imperative, just like their 
duration. They shall be provided as long as they present 
substantive assistance.

It also comes from this that changes in personal inten-
tions and decisions, if any at all, is not a key objective. 
For, without personal intentions, the lack of an individu-
al’s dedication to the cause, objectives are impossible to 
accomplish.

If the national strategy concentrates on the values as de-
fined above, parenthood is bound to surpass the level of 
plans. And the drafting here does carry a message. Surveys 
prove that the realization of the plan of young Hungarian 
couples to have children would result in the controlled stop-
ping of population decline over a time. Such plans, how-
ever, only partly come true. The actual fertility rates still 
tend to fall below the expected figures. Putting it bluntly, 
until the typical ‘something has come in’ approach domi-
nates, the family policy is bound to struggle. Decision-mak-
ing processes should push all factors that may set a barrier 
against personal ambitions into the background.
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2.3. GOVERNMENT MEASURES AFTER 2010

Since 2010 the government has introduced several meas-
ures to enforce the afore-mentioned goals and objectives, 
focusing on individual and community aspects. From 
among them, it is worth highlighting the creation of a 
labour-based society, the acknowledgement of work, the 
restructuring of the taxation system, the introduction 
of family-based taxation and the widespread expansion 
thereof.

During the period 2010-2018 the amount of subsidies 
granted to parents with children showed a remarkable 
growth. To be more exact, the share of this budgetary 
fund rose from 3.5% to 4.8% in proportion to GDP. Fam-
ily benefits after the number of dependants in a house-
hold have risen almost twenty times higher since 2010, 
even if assessed in real terms. As compared to 2010, the 
amount available to families with children was nearly 
HUF 1,000 billion more in 2018 than in 2010.

Demographic measures have a long time-span. It is not 
a reasonable expectation, therefore, that the rise in state 
subsidies shall automatically modify the demograph-
ic indicators in 1-2 years. Yet, we are convinced that a 
revised approach and the incentive to match personal 
and social objectives is the right direction to follow. We 
are sure that their results will be felt over time, and so 
the tendencies so far can undoubtedly be considered 
positive and promising. Recent years have also seen the 
birth rate and the fertility indices move from their low-
est. Based on these trends we can now hope that the 
most significant indicator of the average child number, 
the so-called total fertility rate will reach the figure of 
2.1 in the foreseeable future. This is a pre-requisite to 
be able to experience a growth in the population size 
of the Hungarian nation and reassuredly recall the phe-
nomenon of population shrinkage only as a memory of 
the past.



INTERNATIONAL 
FORECAST

CHAPTER I
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GLOBAL DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

On 01 January 2017 the world's population came to 7.550 million. Today 10% thereof (almost 742 million peo-
ple) live in Europe, making it the third in the list of continents. The first place is taken by Asia with 60% of the 
world's population (over 4.5 billion people). Africa comes in second before the 'old' continent with 1.2 billion 
people, which makes up 16% of the world's population. Europe is followed by Latin America and the Caribbean 
(9%, 645 million people), North America (5%, 361 million people), and finally Oceania with the smallest number 
of inhabitants (0.5%, 40 million people).1

1 World Population Prospects: The 2017 Revision, Key Findings and Advance Tables Source: https://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/Publications/
Files/WPP2017_KeyFindings.pdf

2 Farkas, Péter (2012): For the civilization of love – Social policy – family policy and Christian social ethics. L’Harmattan

The United Nations Organisation published estimates 
and forecasts in June 2017 on the evolution of the pop-
ulation in the different regions of the world. The under-
lying goal behind the World Population Prospects was 
to draw attention to the ever more urgent demographic 
challenges, such as over-population and ageing societies. 
On the basis of the forecasts, the world’s population 
will constantly increase, it will rise to 9.8 billion people 
by 2050 and to 11.1 billion by 2100. Population growth 
showed the greatest intensity in the 1960s (2% per year), 
which currently diminished to 1.1%. Yet the population 
is still growing by an average of 83 million every year. 
By 2050 forecasts predict a growth of 'only' 0.5%.

It was Warren Thompson in 1929 who first outlined the de-
mographic evolution of the worlds’ societies. Later, based on 
his findings, F. W. Notestein et al. elaborated on the subject 
matter in detail between 1936 and 1945. This theory is a 
model of demographic transition, which explains the demo-
graphic changes in developed and developing countries, as 
well as the different tendencies human civilization under-
goes therein. Such tendencies affect human civilization – in 
parallel with its economic, health-related, technological and 
cultural development – in different levels as far as specific 
population groups and geographical regions are concerned. 
Their impact is discussed in a division of four stages.2

Stage 1:
This is characterized by permanently high and invariable 
death and fertility rates. The number of births and deaths 
mostly counter-balance one another, leading to a slow 

growth in population size. The age-structure of society sug-
gests a fundamentally young basis, with those under 18 
constituting the majority of the population, which is typical 
of pre-modern societies. This demographic stage was domi-
nant and prevalent in Western Europe until the 18th centu-
ry, in Central and Eastern Europe until the first half of the 
19th century, and in Asia until the end of the 19th century. 
(In other words it refers to population Type A.)

Stage 2:
Although the mortality rate is decreasing (due to better food 
supply and improved health-care), the number of births is 
still high. Consequently, population growth is accelerated. 
This period may also be referred to as 'demographic boom' 
(population Type B). There is a growing number of the el-
derly, the body of the population is built on young people 
and the middle-aged (between 18-45 years of age). This was 
typical of Western Europe until the second half of the 19th 
century, and in other parts of Europe until the mid-1900s. 
Meanwhile the trend also became true for Asia in the sec-
ond half of the 1900s, and is present even today–though 
with diminishing intensity. Africa was the last to recently 
fall into this catagory. Nonetheless, a real population boom 
is yet to come on the continent.

Stage 3:
As life expectancy rises, the mortality rate further decreas-
es. The negative trend is also perceptible in the fertility rate, 
first slowing down and later stopping population growth. 
And this gives way to the development of an ageing popu-
lation, with more and more people passing the fertility age. 

1.1.
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The major part of the population is made up by people be-
tween 30 and 60 years of age (population Type C). Western 
and Central Europe entered this stage at the beginning of 
the 20th century to see it last until the 1950s. In the mean-
time, in Eastern Europe this phase did not end until the 
millennium, and has not even started in Asia.

Stage 4:
In the last development stage, with the growing propor-
tion of the elderly (the majority of the population is over 
50) mortality rates keep rising. At the same time, fertility 
rates stagnate at a low level. Since those who were born 
in the 'boom era' have now become members of the elder 
age-group, their deaths are more intensely felt in the num-
ber of inhabitants, thus enabling a decline in the popula-
tion. Finally, as a consequence of the larger generations' 
fading dominance, the mortality rate again gradually 
shrinks back to the invariably low birth rate level. In this 
way, the two impacts counter-balance one another and 
population growth is set back to its original level (popu-
lation Type D). Western Europe entered this stage around 

3 Carroll Quigley: Tragedy and Hope: A History of the World in Our Time. Macmillan Company, New York, 1966.

the end of the 20th, and beginning of the 21st century. 
The population structure (its age-tree), that is the scope of 
the various age-groups and their ratio is adjusted to these 
cyclical changes, which is further attested to in Figure 1/1.

Based on the above theory, the population development 
of the continents and regions depends on which demo-
graphic stage they have reached. Western Europe, which 
is currently in the last demographic cycle, is clearly in 
the most advanced phase as far as demographic stag-
es are concerned3. As regards its order, the cycle first 
emerges in the most developed regions to reach out to 
the most under-developed regions at last. In this context, 
it ultimately enters Africa from Western Europe through 
Central and Eastern Europe and Asia. All in all, demo-
graphic transition is delayed in developing countries. 
The reason for this is that such areas are still dominat-
ed by a growing number of births and a demographic 
boom (see Figure 1/4).

Source: Quigley, 1966

Figure 1/1 – FEATURES OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC CYCLES
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Source: www.ourworldindata.org
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Figure 1/4 – THE DYNAMICS OF DEMOGRAPHIC CYCLES AND POPULATION TYPES
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The description of the various stages, of course, only 
provides a general outline to the main tendencies in the 
demographic evolution. They might show deviations 
among the countries, even if these countries belong to 
the same civilizational groups. Such differences depend 
on local historical and economic events, unusual oc-
courances and, in modern times, even on State policy. 

Therefore, the above descriptions cannot in the least be 
regarded as determinant factors. They merely provide a 
summary of the processes historically observed so far. 
Therefore, the actual outcome is subject to the concrete 
events or government measures in the given country or 
region, which may set a more favourable or even more 
adverse path for the forthcoming years.

ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS UNTIL  
THE END OF THE CENTURY

1.2.1. POPULATION SIZE BY MAIN REGIONS

In support of the relations between the above cyclical 
changes, the continent-based comparison also reveals 
that the most remarkable demographic boom is still 
going on in Africa, where between 1950 and 2017 the 
population became 5.5 times larger. Population growth 
in Latin America, Asia and Oceania was also three-fold, 
while Europe showed the lowest rate among the conti-
nents – it reached only 35%.

This trend, namely the continent-based differences 
in population growth, will remain in the next 50-100 
years. According to forecasts, Europe's population will 
shrink from 742 million in 2017 to 653 million in 2100 

respectively, whereas in Africa, at the same time, it will 
increase from 1.3 billion to 4.5 billion people.

As shown in Figure 1/5, by 2100, those living on the 
African Continent will make up 40% of the total pop-
ulation of the planet, which will be the second highest 
rate after Asia’s share of 43%. In the meantime, the pro-
portion that the European population represents will de-
crease from the current 10% to 6%.

1.2.2. THE IMPORTANCE OF DEVELOPING 
COUNTRIES

According to forecasts, population growth is only ex-
pectable in the least developed regions in the future. By 

1.2.

Source: www.un.org

FIGURE 1/5 – DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES BY REGION, FROM 1950 UNTIL 2100 (THOUSAND PEOPLE)
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2050 the number of inhabitants will rise from the cur-
rent 6.3 billion to 8.5 billion4. The least developed coun-
tries will show the most dynamic5 growth. There the 
population will rise from the present 1 billion to double 
this number by 2050, and over triple this figure, to 3.2 
billion people, by 2100. It is not only the number of 
the inhabitants in these regions that will be increasing. 

4 Hungarian Central Statistical Office (2017): World Population Day, 11 July 2017. Statistical Review.
5 Source: http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/stattukor/nepesedesi17.pdf
6 Source: http://www.un.org/ohrlls/

Their proportion in the world's total population will 
also be rising, almost reaching 30% by the end of the 
century. (The least developed regions are matched with 
the 47 countries mentioned in the statement made by 
the General Assembly of the United Nations. They are 
as follows: 32 in Africa, 9 in Asia, 4 in Oceania, and 2 
countries in Latin America and the Caribbean.)6 
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In the same time period, a mere 2% growth can be fore-
cast in the more developed regions – the number of those 
living in these regions will reach only 1.3 billion by the 
end of the 21st century. (More developed regions are Eu-
rope, North America, Australia, New Zealand and Japan.)

Global population growth will be driven by India and Ni-
geria, since 20% of this rise in population size between 
2017 and 2050 is expected to be attributable to these two 
countries. During this period 26 African countries will 
see their population double. In addition, by 2100 anoth-
er five African countries are predicted to experience a 
five-fold rise in the number of their inhabitants.

The population of the poorest regions currently equals 80% 
of that of the richest regions. This ratio, however, is steadily 
increasing, and by the end of the examined period (that is, 
by 2100) it is estimated to grow two and a half times more.

The governments of the developed countries, there-
fore, will have to cope with the following challenges:
• low fertility rate,
• a decrease in the number of the active working age 

population,
• accelerated ageing of the population,
• the sustainability of the various social security and 

benefit systems.

7 Hungarian Central Statistical Office (2017): World Population Day, 11 July 2017, Statistical Review. 
 Source: http://wivw.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/stattukor/nepesedesiiy.pdf

The following challenges are prevailing in the less de-
veloped parts of the world:
• poverty and unemployment,
• inequalities,
• food shortages,
• lack of education,
• teenage pregnancy,
• the provision of fundamental health care and social 

benefits.

Thus, in the rest of the century developing countries will 
be facing a great number of challenges, which are partly 
attributable to over-population. In the hope of better life 
prospects and living standards, migrants are expected 
to be heading to developed countries – in line with the 
current tendencies, or even in excess of the present vol-
umes. This may quantitatively compensate the decline 
that is anticipated in the population of developed coun-
tries. However, Eastern and Central European countries, 
which are defined by low immigration but typically re-
markable emigration, are predicted to experience a con-
siderable fall in their populations.

1.2.3. AGEING POPULATION AROUND  
THE WORLD

Ageing is a phenomenon that takes place simultaneously 
with the growth in the world’s population7. Due to the 
drop in the fertility rate and owing to the remarkable 
improvement in life prospects, the population is getting 
older as far as its age-structure is concerned. Changes 
can be easily traced by the examination of the ratio the 
three main age-groups represent within society. From 
1950 until the end of the century, until 2100, the share 
of those under 15 years of age will shrink to half the 
number (from 34% to 18%). In the meantime, those 
over 65 or even older will have a proportion that is 4.5 
times higher (rising from 5% to 23%). While currently 
those under 15 are represented in approximately double 

Source: www.ksh.hu

FIGURE 1/8 – THE WORLD'S POPULATION 
BY THE ECONOMIC MATURITY OF THE REGIONS
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the number than those over 60, and by 2050 the two 
age-groups are estimated to be out-balanced. The inter-
im group, that is those between 15 and 64 years of age, 
has been moderately growing in the past decades. Yet, 
until 2100, a small decrease may be expected until it is 
finally set back to the initial level of 60%. In developing 
countries with high fertility rates, ageing is anticipated 
to occur later, at a slower pace. By the end of the century, 
the largest change in the population’s age composition 
can be forecast in Africa, Latin America and on the Car-
ibbean Islands.

Average life expectancy at birth has been increasing al-
most uninterruptedly since 1950: it has risen by 25 years 
and is now close to 72 years of age. Continent-based de-
viations in the indicator are also remarkable as far as 
the generally positive trend is concerned – yet they are 
getting more and more moderate. In 1950 a newborn in 
North America could hope to live 31 years longer than 
an African infant. This difference is currently 17 years. 
The most remarkable improvement has been seen in 
Asia, Africa and Latin America, which at the time were 

8 Statistical Review, World Population Day (11 July 2017) Source: http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/stattukor/nepesedesiiy.pdf

in the worst positions. Here people live 31, 25 and 24 
years longer than 65 years ago. The smallest scale of im-
provement in life prospects could be observed in North 
America, where average life expectancy was the highest. 
There people live 11 years longer than before.

The UN forecast anticipates an improvement in the mor-
tality rate and a further increase in average life expec-
tancy at birth. By the end of the century, the latter will 
rise from the current 72 to almost 83 years. The largest 
scale of growth is expected in Africa and Latin America, 
where newborns may hope to live 16 and 12 years longer 
respectively. Consequently life prospects for those living 
in Africa will quantitatively more than double. However, 
differences between the continents are forecast to keep 
diminishing.8 
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Figure 1/11 – FERTILITY RATES AROUND THE WORLD, 2015

Source: www.worldbank.org
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1.2.4. FERTILITY INDICATORS AROUND  
THE WORLD9 

The most telling indicator for fertility is the total fer-
tility rate (TFR), which defines how many children a 
woman would give birth to in her life in consideration 
of the birth frequency in a given period, by age. In the 
1950s or 60s women globally had an average of 5 chil-

9 Hungarian Central Statistical Office (2017): World Population Day, 11 July 2017, Statistical Review. Source: http://www.ksh.hu/docs/
hun/xftp/stattukor/nepesedesi17.pdf

dren. Yet, this figure has decreased by half, being 2.5 
today. From the second half of the 1960s, the rate start-
ed falling, with the exception of Africa. There the trend 
only showed its mark 20 years later than on the other 
continents. Currently the fertility rate is still the high-
est in Africa with an average of 4.4 children per female 
capita, versus the lowest level of 1.6 children in Europe. 
Nowadays it is true for almost half of the countries that 

1950 1970 1990 2010 2030 2050 2070 2090

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Source: www.ksh.hu

Figure 1/12 – FERTILITY RATES BY CONTINENT (PER FEMALE CAPITA) 
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women do not give birth to as many children as could 
ensure the average child number of 2.1, which would be 
necessary to ensure the reproduction of the population. 
Mainly the most developed European countries belong 
to this group, but even in North America the fertility 
rate has also dropped below the reproduction level (to 
1.85). At the same time, the emerging other regions have 
better indicators. Besides leading Africa, these coun-
tries, which are catching up, are characterised by fertil-
ity indicators that ensure the natural growth or at least 
the maintenance of the current level of the population. 
(They are 2.2 for Asia, 2 for South America and the Car-
ibbean, and 2.4 for Oceania.)

Based on the forecast, the world's population will grow 
parallel with the decline that is further expectable in 
the fertility rate. By the end of the century, the average 
number of children per capita (2.0) will be slightly un-
der the reproduction level. While the average number of 
children in countries where the fertility rate is currently 
high will continuously decrease until the end of the cen-
tury, the indicator is expected to rise in countries with 
a low fertility rate. As a result of this, the European fer-
tility rate will rise from the current 1.6 to over 1.8, thus 
reaching the number for Asia and Latin America, where 
the indicator keeps easing off to 1.8. And immigrants 
will have an ever bigger share in this. (KSH, 2017)

Forecasts predict a TFR of 1.9 in North America, which 
is slightly higher than the current value, yet is still in-
sufficient for the reproduction of the population. At 
the same time, in Africa TFR is anticipated to exceed 
the reproduction value, yet only to a small extent. This 
means that as opposed to the other parts of the world, 
where the population is either stagnating or declining, 
the African Continent is expected to experience a con-
stant growth in its population size in the remaining 80 
years of the century.

10 Csepeli, György: Group awareness – national awareness. Essays, studies. (pp. 373-383) Budapest, Gyenei, Laura: https://jak.ppke.hu/
uploads/articles/12332/file/Gyeney%20Laura%20Phd.pdf

1.2.5. THE ROLE OF MIGRATION IN GLOBAL 
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

1.2.5.1. THE IMPACT OF MIGRATION  
ON POPULATION SIZE

Besides demographic indicators (such as fertility, repro-
duction, life expectancy, the rate of ageing, mortality) 
international migration also plays a crucial role in the 
changes of population size. Concerning the categories 
of migration, commuting, internal migration and inter-
national, cross-border changes of residence have been 
present for a time. Forecasts on population size take 
into account the migration balance, and to be more ex-
act the migration loss and surplus from a specific coun-
try or settlement's point of view.

Push and pull factors are also among the drivers of 
migration, providing bases to the individual in his or 
her choice (Csepeli, 1987; Gyenei, 2011).10 Along with 
finding a job and maximizing income, the desire for a 
pleasant place to live plays an ever more important role 
Reasons behind emigration may also be economic, po-
litical or religious. However, according to research find-
ings on migration, push factors are not enough. They 
need to be complemented by pull factors as well. Such 
a pull factor could be the higher standards of living in 
the area or region that the individual has pinpointed as 
a target destination, just like its economic maturity and 
better living conditions.

Competent research findings agree that the major driv-
ers of migration are mostly economic or are related to 
living conditions. The population flows to areas that 
are richer or more prosperous, in search of better op-
portunities. They do so in flight from regions that only 
provide lower standards of living or worse living condi-
tions. Nonetheless, this can only be performed if there 
are no significant physical or other administrative 



29

obstacles to their moving (e.g. large-scale natural ge-
ographical barriers (seawater, mountains) or artificial 
obstacles (e.g. defensive fencing, border checkpoints 
etc.)). Crisis situations in a certain region may peri-
odically strengthen (or even weaken) these processes. 
Such are natural disasters, famine and starvation, civil 
wars or open armed conflicts.

11 Bálint, Lajos – Gödri, Irén: Internal migration. In: Monostori Judit – Óri Péter – Spéder Zsolt (2015) (Ed.): Demographic Portrait, 2015. 
KSHNKI, Budapest: 1/1-186.

12 Source: Csuka Gyöngyi-Török Ádám (Ed.): The elements, directions and prospects of migration into Europe, with an accelerated trend 
after 2015. MTA Migration Working Group, Budapest 2015. p. 10 http://mta.hU/data/cikkek/106/1060/cikk-106072/_europabairanyulo.
pdf

Forecasts try to make predictions for a number of dec-
ades ahead through the continuous monitoring of statis-
tical data. Making estimates for transitional migration 
poses a challenge, since internal and international mi-
gration may be either permanent or temporary (Bálint 
and Gödri, 2015)11. Legal and illegal migration may also 
modify the overall picture, given the fact that no pre-
cise information is available about the masses of illegal 
immigrants breaching the applicable legislation in the 
target country/destination or violating the regulations of 
international conventions.12

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS12

Migrant: A generic term for those persons who arrive in 
a given country from abroad with the intention of stay-
ing there for a longer period of time (usually for more 
than three months). They are recorded in statistical 
databases either based on their citizenship (foreigners) 
or their place of birth (persons born abroad). For des-
tinations the term 'immigrant' is used, whereas in the 
case of countries of origin we refer to 'emigrants'. Asy-
lum-seekers and refugees constitute a special subgroup 
of migrants. This study uses the term 'migrant' in many 
cases as a generic term for foreigners who are either on 
their way, or enter a specific country or who are residing 
in a certain foreign country.

Asylum-seeker: An asylum-seeker is a foreigner who 
has submitted a refugee claim and in the case of whom 
no final decision has been made yet.

Refugee: In the application of the Geneva Convention 
of 1951 a refugee is a person staying in a country other 
than his own country of origin, who has the well-found-
ed fear that he would be subject to persecution in his 
country of origin for his race, religion, nationality, polit-

ical views or for his belonging to a special social group, 
and who cannot take advantage of the protection his 
own country could offer or does not wish to do so be-
cause of his fear of persecution. It is the host countries 
that recognize a person (migrant) as a refugee, for which 
such persons have to submit a claim and the authorities 
have to confirm that they meet the requirements of the 
relevant definition. It is after that they are granted the 
status of asylum-seeker. Recognizing a person as a ref-
ugee, however, is not the only form of protection that 
is applicable in EU Member States. Others are supple-
mentary protection and humanitarian protection. These 
are discussed in this study under the term 'refugee', un-
less they have to be separately indicated. In many cases, 
the study uses the term refugee for a group of migrants. 
There the use of the term is justified by the life situation 
rather than by the legal status, with the aim that these 
people would therefore be easier to differentiate from 
other migrant groups.

Stateless person: A stateless person is not regarded as a 
citizen by any state. Most of them are, at the same time, 
refugees. The stateless persons included in the statistical 
data, as per the study, are also registered or recorded as 
stateless by the communicating authorities.
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Unexpected macro-social phenomena could not be ig-
nored either, along with forced migration that may be 
linked to unfavourable social, political or environmental 
situations (Castles, 2003)13. A typical sample of this is 
the armed civil war that has struck Syria. As a result of 
the conflict, one fifth of the population, namely 4.1 mil-
lion out of the 21.4 million inhabitants left the country 
to move to neighbouring countries between 2012 and 
2015, as has been reported by UNHCR14. Those subject 
to forced migration may be called refugees.

On a global level Europe, North America and Oceania 
are the host countries of international migration. At the 
same time, Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbe-
an comprise the sending countries. As a matter of fact, 
natural growth/decline has a stronger effect on the de-
mography of most countries than migration itself. An 
exception to this is when migrants (including refugees) 
arrive or leave in a number that is relatively great in 
comparison to the population of the host country or the 
country of origin.

13 Castles, S. (2003). “Towards a Sociology of Forced Migration and Social Transformation.” Sociology 3/(1): 13-34.
14 Csuka Gyöngyi-Török Ádám (Ed.): The elements, directions and prospects of migration into Europe, with an accelerated trend after 

2015. MTA Migration Working Group, Budapest 2015. pp. 16-17

According to UN reports the total number of international 
migrants is around 258 million around the world. One-
third of this number (78 million) are in Europe, 80 mil-
lion in Asia, 58 million in North America, 25 million in 
Africa and another 8 million in Oceania. In the past 27 
years the number of migrants has grown dynamically – 
by more than two-thirds, from 153 million to 258 million.

The UN migration-related estimates in Figure 1/16 cover 
net migration on the continents between 1980 and 2015. 
This indicator shows the difference between the number 
of immigrants and emigrants in a specific region, signal-
ling a constantly intensifying volume during the period.

Figure 1/17 shows that the absolute value of migration 
has been, overall, rising in the past decades. Between 
2000 and 2010 the level of net immigration into Europe, 
North America and Oceania reached an annual figure of 
3.1 million. The trend showed a decline between 2010 
and 2015, especially in Europe. At the same time, immi-
gration from the countries of origin slowed down.

Figure 1/14 – THE MAJOR COMPONENTS OF MIGRATION
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Source: www.un.org Africa North AmericaLatin America and the Caribbean OceaniaAsia Europe

Figure 1/16 – AVERAGE ANNUAL NET MIGRATION BY CONTINENT BETWEEN 1980 AND 2015 (MILLION PEOPLE)
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FIGURE 1/15 – MIGRATION BY TARGET AREA, 1990-2015
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Source: www.un.org

Figure 1/17 – NET MIGRATION VALUE BY CONTINENT (PER MILLION)
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FIGURE 1/18 – THE ABSOLUTE VALUE OF MIGRATION BETWEEN 2005 AND 2025, BASED ON UN ESTIMATES 
(THOUSAND PEOPLE)
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Figure 1/18 shows that the number of migrants flocking 
into Europe between 2015 and 2020 is rising as com-
pared to the previous 5 years, almost reaching 5.3 mil-
lion. Yet, after 2020 forecasts predict some moderation 
to 4.3 million. As regards the regions of origin, as of 
2015 again there is a rising number of immigrants from 
Asia, coming to almost 8 million in five years.

The crisis in Syria has had a crucial impact on the scope 
and pattern of migration. Between 2010 and 2015 the es-
timated number of immigrants from this country was as 
high as 4.2 million, and the influx of another 1.2 million 
migrants is expected between 2015 and 2020 according 
to UN estimates15 .

In 2015 only a smaller proportion of the total migrant 
population (244 million people) claimed refugee status, 
that is requested admission on grounds of their lives be-
ing threatened by war, conflict or persecution in their 
homelands. Between 1990 and 2015 their number grew 
by 8%, from 19.8 million to 21.4 million.

15 World Population Prospects: The 2017 Revision, Key Findings and Advance Tables Source: https://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/Publications/
Files/WPP2017_KeyFindings.pdf

16 OECD International Migration Outlook 2017 http://vww.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-rnigration-health/international-rnigration-
outlook-2017’_rnigr_outlook-2017-en

17 Source: UN, https://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/Download/Standard/Migration/

In comparison with the situation in 2014, by 2015 the 
number of refugees and asylum-seekers increased by 
63% in Turkey and by 44% in the European Union (see 
Figure 1/19). According to the most recent OECD report, 
the number of asylum-seekers doubled between 2014-
2015 – both in OECD countries and in the EU16.

During the period 1950-2015 a total number of 126 mil-
lion people migrated from the medium or low-income 
regions of the world to regions characterised by high in-
come levels, which means some 2 million migrants on 
a yearly average. The forecasts claim that in the same 
time interval, by 2080 another 154 million migrants 
will have settled17 in countries with high standards of 
living, where the population currently come to almost 
1.18 billion. This means that the intensity of migration 
shall not only remain, but even grow in the decades to 
come.

On the one hand, this is justified by the intense popula-
tion growth in low-income regions, which is expected to 
show a four-fold increase by 2080 (see also above). In the 

Figure 1/19 – THE NUMBER OF ASYLUM-SEEKERS AROUND THE WORLD, 2015

Source: The Secretariat General of the Council of the European Union
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meantime, the population of prospering countries will 
grow by just over 10% in 65 years, with migration being 
mostly accountable for the rise in this figure.

And neither will the economic differences and the re-
gional differences in the standards of living show a 
significant change in the future. Pursuant to World 
Bank data, in 2016 the gross national income (GNI) 
per capita, based on purchase power parity, was nearly 
thirty times higher in high-income countries than in 
low-income ones. As opposed to this, Pricewaterhouse-
Coopers (PwC) forecasts claim that during the period 
2015-2060 the nominal DGP of the European Union, 
based on purchase power parity, will quadruple. In the 
Middle East and North Africa it will on average grow 
six times larger18, which means that the pace of such 
an evolution will be at least 60% higher than in de-
veloped countries. Nevertheless, according to UN data, 
regarding the population of the two regional units, a 
decrease of 4% is anticipated in the EU, meanwhile the 
population in North Africa and the Middle East is pre-
dicted to grow by nearly two-thirds. Consequently, the 
comparable GDP per capita, which is currently two and 

18 Source: Wikipedia, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_past_and_projected_GDP (PPP)
19 Czirfusz Márton, Hoyk Edit, Suvák Andrea (Ed.): Climate change – society – economy. Long-term regional tendencies and trends in 

Hungary. MTA KRTK, Pécs 2015.

half times higher in the EU than in the other region 
under analysis, is expected to rise to a smaller extent 
in North Africa and the Middle East. In this context, 
the ”gap” concerning the income status seems to be 
opening, rather than closing. The difference between 
the living standards in the two regions is getting larger, 
giving grounds for migration western welfare societies, 
in the hope of a better life.

The above tendencies are also influenced by climate 
change in the various regions of the third world. Ac-
cording to a publication of the Hungarian Academy of 
Sciences, Economic and Regional Scientific Research 
Centre, Regional Research Institute in 2015 19, the ad-
verse impacts of global warming (e.g. the rise in the av-
erage temperature, the decrease in precipitation) are not 
spread evenly around the world. Instead, they will be felt 
the most severely and the earliest by those living in the 
poorest countries. Most of the less developed countries 
have tropical or subtropical climates, so they are located 
in warmer and drier geographical regions. In addition, 
they highly depend on the potentials of agricultural pro-
duction, which is largely exposed to the negative effects 

Figure 1/19 – THE NUMBER OF ASYLUM-SEEKERS AROUND THE WORLD, 2015

Source: The Secretariat General of the Council of the European Union
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of climate change. What is more, health-care and social 
benefits are not in the least up-to-date and are scarce 
in these countries. And a combination of these factors 
makes it particularly difficult to adapt to the adversities 
of climate change, which may represent a further bur-
den to the booming number of inhabitants, ultimately 
leading to migration to the richer regions.

Various estimates deal with the future evolution of 
migration, as a process evoked by climate change. Ac-
cording to them, the number of those who are forced 
to leave their place of residence due to climate change 
is expected to globally rise to 50 million – 1 billion by 
2050. One of the most frequently referred estimates 
even indicates a number of 200 million people.20 In ad-
dition, climate change may not only lead to masses of 
people setting off. It may also trigger armed conflicts, 
which would only bring about further destabilization 
in the affected areas (e.g. in the Middle East and North 
Africa).

Thirdly, based on UN expectations, during the period 
2015-2060, the number of working age people (between 
15 and 64 years of age) will drop in high-income coun-

20 Kate Burrows – Patrick L. Kinney (2016): Exploring the Climate Change, Migration and Conflict Nexus (https://Mrww.ncbi.nlmmh.g0v/
pmc/articles/PMC4847105/#B284jerph-13-00443)

tries by nearly 40 million. Pursuant to its predicted de-
cline of 6%, their figure will fall from 782 million to 734 
million. And considering the experiences of the current-
ly dominating mainstream trend, these countries will 
most probably want to compensate for this considerable 
fall in the workforce through external migration from 
poorer regions. This is typically backed by the finding 
that, in the above period, the working age population of 
low-income countries is predicted to triple, that is grow 
from 345 million to 1.06 million. To be more exact, it is 
Africa where a remarkable rise is expected, seeing the 
number of people rise by 1.2 billion. In this context, 
the developed Western world will have the workforce 
it needs available from the countries of the third world 
– both in terms of number and age structure. It may 
seem to be self-explanatory then, in many respects, that 
the developed world seeks to build on migration from 
the third world. It should not be ignored, however, what 
difficulties and at times insoluble problems the social 
integration of the incoming population brings. This, 
unfortunately, is rooted in their cultural and religious 
background and in their level of qualifications and so-
cialization, which are very much different from that of 
the Western population.

Figure 1/20 – EXPECTED ANNUAL PRECIPITATION BY 2050 

Source: http://nater.rkk.hu
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As a consequence of the above three factors, the forth-
coming decades are predicted to be defined by a higher 
level of migration in Europe. This is rooted in the fac-
tors' strengthening one another and in the matching 
of demand with supply. The three factors again are (1) 
the dynamic growth of the population in less developed 

21 Source: Eurostat, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database

countries, (2) the remarkable differences between such 
countries and the western world as far as standards of 
living are concerned, and (3) shortages in the  workforce 
in richer countries owing to the decline in the working 
age population. Inevitably, responses to the phenome-
non are vital and essential.

CURRENT CHANGES IN THE POPULATION SIZE OF  
THE EUROPEAN UNION

1.3.1. GENERAL FEATURES

On 01 January 2017 a total of 511.8 million people were 
living in the 28 Member States of the European Union21. 
Between 01 January 1960 and 01 January 2016, the pop-
ulation of the Member States showed a rising number 
every year, all in all totalling a surplus of 103.6 million 
(25%), which equals an average annualized growth fig-
ure of 0.3%. As a balance of births and deaths, popula-
tion size increased by 73.2 million during this period, 
which is accountable for 71% of the growth. The re-
maining 29% (that is a further 30 million inhabitants) 
is attributable to migration. The rise, however, was not 
evenly spread among Member States.

Population growth in the EU in the past (until the begin-
ning of the 1990s) was mostly defined by natural growth 
(that is the difference between the total number of births 
and deaths) rather than by migration tendencies. Natural 
population growth was at its hight in 1964, when the num-
ber of births exceeded that of deaths by 3.6 million. From 
that point on, the birth rate showed a continuous decline, 
while life expectancy was gradually rising, leading to a 
slow-down in the natural pace of population growth. Nat-
ural population growth in the 28 EU Member States was 
well-balanced in 2003, since the number of births did not 
exceed the number of deaths by as many as 100 thousand. 
Subsequently, the birth rate and natural population growth 
again slightly became stronger in a number of EU Member 
States, altough the outbreak of the economic and financial 

crisis in general brought about a change in the trend. Be-
tween 2008 and 2013 natural population growth fell from 
its earlier 578 thousand peak to 82 thousand, only showing 
a temporary rise to 191 thousand in 2014.

As a result of shrinking fertility rates, which could be 
experienced in the past decades in the EU, it could be 
observed in recent years that the population growth im-
pact of natural reproduction had continuously slowed 
down, and from 2015 on it turned into natural decline. 
All this is explained with a remarkable death surplus 
(5.7%) in the background, which was experienced again 
in 2016, although to a smaller extent of 0.3% at the time.

Despite the above, the EU’s population is considerably 
increasing year by year (for example, in 2012 by 1.106 
million, in 2013 by 1.830 million, in 2014 by 1.302 
million, in 2015 by 1.714 million and in 2016 by 1.523 
million people), which is, to an ever greater extent, the 
result of immigration and the EU’s related encouraging 
policy in force since the end of the 1980s. To top it all, 
the population growth of 1.8 million in 2015 and 1.5 mil-
lion in 2016 was, to the fullest extent, a consequence of 
a migration surplus. As seen earlier, if it hadn't been for 
migration, the population of the European Union would 
have decreased by 133 thousand in these two years, as 
the number of deaths exceeded that of births by exactly 
this number. This, however, was strongly counter-bal-
anced by the inflow of a total of 3.1 million people into 
the EU from all over the world.

1.3.
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The balance of external migration, which is based on the 
difference between immigration and emigration, overall 
annually averaged a positive result in the EU between 1961 
and 2016. The population grew by an average of 580 thou-
sand every year. In the examined period of 56 years, it was 
only in the 60s and 80s (1961, 1964-1968, 1970, 1982-1984) 
when, for a short time, there were more people leaving 
the EU than entering its territory. Yet, apart from these 10 
years, a mostly net immigration could be perceived in the 
European Union. In 2013-2016 the migration balance (that 
is settling from abroad) resulted, on average, in an annu-
al population growth of 1.6 million. This was a significant 
rise, being double the volume seen in the preceding four 
years' (between 2009 and 2012) increment. And all this im-
plied an ever more strengthening pressure of migration. In 
2013 1.743 million people more migrated into the European 
Union than left it, and this figure was 1.111 million in 2014, 
1.831 million in 2015, and 1.539 million in 2016.

The scope of emigration to EU Member States, all in all, 
showed an average of nearly 2.5 million in the past ten 
years. Within this, during the period 2013-2015, an aver-
age of 2.8 million people migrated from a Member State 
to either another Member State or outside the EU. (In 
2013 this number was 2.812 million, in 2014 it reached 
2.765 million, while in 2015 it was as many as 2.754 mil-
lion people.) On average, nearly half of the migrants (al-
most 1.5 million people) (in 2013 1.459 million, in 2014 
1.478 million, while in 2015 1.485 million people) were 
citizens of the given country. In an average of 600 cases 
per year (22%) they were citizens of another EU Member 
State (coming to 587 thousand in 2013, 625 thousand in 
2014, and 626 thousand in 2015). In the remaining, on 
average 700 cases per year (25%) it was a non-EU citizen 
migrating to another country (coming to 764 thousand 
in 2013, 659 thousand in 2014, and 633 thousand people 
in 2015).

Source: http://www.ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web

Figure 1/21 – THE SHARE OF MIGRATION IN THE GROWTH OF THE EU POPULATION (BETWEEN 1990 AND 2016)
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In the same period, the number of immigrants (for all 
EU Member States) stood at 3.6 million in the annual av-
erage of the past ten years. Between 2012 and 2015 this 
figure was, on average, 3.9 million people / year (coming 
to 3,402 thousand in 2013, 3,776 thousand in 2014, and 
4,651 thousand people in 2015). From among them, in 
the past 3 years an annual average of 850 thousand (in 
2013 834 thousand, in 2014 868 thousand, and in 2015 
860 thousand) EU citizens returned to their homeland 
from abroad (constituting a share of 22%). Another 1.3 
million EU citizens migrated to another EU Member State 
(coming to 1.179 million in 2013, 1.317 million in 2014, 
and 1.390 million in 2015), in a ratio of 33%. The highest 
proportion of 45% was taken by foreigners immigrating 
from outside the EU, who during the period 2012-2015 
totalled an annual average of 1.8 million (1.379 million in 
2013, 1.570 million in 2014, and 2.353 million people in 
2015). From this it is apparent that there is an ever increas-

ing volume of immigration from outside the EU, leading 
to a constantly growing scale of settlement.

Nonetheless, as seen in the global trend, only a small part 
of the previously mentioned 3.6 million settlers claim ref-
ugee status and request admission. On average over the 
past ten years it was a mere 10% of settlers who did so. 
During the period 1998-2016 a total of 8.3 million people 
(an annual average of 435 thousand) submitted a refugee 
claim in the territory of the European Union. The annual 
number of asylum-seekers arriving in the EU is not evenly 
spread among Member States, though. The majority, 90% 
of them (i.e. 7.4 million people) request admission to found-
ing Member States or to Western European countries that 
had earlier joined the European Union. In the meantime, 
10% of them (0.8 million people) wish to settle in the ”new” 
Member States in Central and Eastern Europe. Germany is 
the leader here with 2.4 million submitted refugee claims 

Source: Eurostat

Figure 1/22 – THE NUMBER OF ASYLUM-SEEKERS IN THE EUROPEAN UNION BETWEEN 1998 AND 2016
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(a share of 29%), and is followed by France (1 million, 12%), 
the United Kingdom (0.8 million, 10%), Sweden (0.7 mil-
lion, 9%) and Italy (0.6 million claims, 7%). In comparison 
to their population, the highest number of asylum-seekers 
arrived in Sweden, Austria and Hungary.

The number of asylum-seekers between 1998 and 2014 
was relatively unchanged, averaging around 330 thousand 
per year. Yet, with the escalation of the crisis in Syria in 
2015-2016, this figure more than doubled from 2014 to 
2015. While in 2015 their number was 1.323 million, in 
2016 1.260 million people submitted a refugee claim.

The majority (around 60%) of the 1,260 million refugee 
claims made in 2016 (namely 750 thousand claims) were 
submitted by people arriving from Central and Eastern 
Europe. They were as follows: 339 thousand (27%) from 
Syria, 187 thousand (15%) from Afghanistan, 130 thousand 
(10%) from Iraq, 50 thousand (4%) from Pakistan and 41 
thousand (3%) from Iran. There was again a significant 
proportion of asylum-seekers (almost 20%, i.e. 235 thou-
sand people) coming from Africa. The nearly 130 claims 
(10%) submitted from non-EU Member States is also worth 
mentioning, almost half of which originated from Russia 
or Albania.

Although the number of asylum-seekers has been booming 
recently, they still constitute less than half of the foreigners 
immigrating from outside the EU. During the period 2013-
2015 only 2.4 million (45%) out of the 5.3 million foreign 
migrants submitted a refugee claim. The remaining majori-
ty of 55% (i.e. 2.9 million people) did not do so.

At the same time, there has also been a rise in the num-
ber of those who try to enter the territory of the EU in an 
illegal way, by sea or through the green borders, evading 
the legal procedures (e.g. border checkpoints). According to 
the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex), 
the number of illegal entrants grew from 72 thousand in 
2012, to 107 thousand in 2013, 283 thousand in 2014 and 
to 1.822 million in 2015. Through targeted border surveil-

22 FrontexRisk analysis for 2017 http://frontex.europa.eu/assets/PublicationRisk_Analysis/Annual_Risk_Analysis_201y.pdf

lance interventions and with the stronger protection of the 
external borders of the EU, by 2016 this figure was suc-
cessfully pushed down to 511 thousand (Frontex 2017)22. In 
2016 nearly 40% of cross-border violators came from the 
Middle East (Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan), 20% 
arrived from Africa and another 22% from other regions. 
In the remaining one-fifth the country of origin could not 
be reliably identified.

During the period 2013-2016 the majority of the 2.7 million 
cross-border violators who attempted to enter the territory 
of the European Union, namely 62% thereof (i.e. 1.7 million 
people), arrived by sea, whereas the remaining 38% (i.e. 1 
million people) by land. By making the inland border sur-
veillance system stricter, however, the focus shifted to the 
sea routes. The number of illegal immigrants arriving in 
sea-vessels rose from 56% in 2013 to 71% in 2016. The most 
popular seaway in 2016 was the one from Turkey to Greece, 
the 'Eastern Mediterranean route'. 36% of all illegal immi-
grants (182 thousand people) came on this route. Another 
181 thousand people, which comprises 36% of cross-border 
violators, used the so-called Central Mediterranean route 
(from Libya to Italy), and another 130 thousand people 
(25%) arrived on the Western Balkan inland route.

As a result of illegal border-crossing, there was a signifi-
cant rise in the number of those who were illegally in the 
territory of the EU. This came to 307 thousand people in 
2013, 425 thousand in 2014, and 699 thousand in 2015.  
According to the authorities, their number was a moderate 
492 thousand by the year of 2016. Nearly 10% of illegal 
migrants registered in 2016 came from Afghanistan, 7-7% 
from Iraq and Syria respectively, 6-6% from Morocco and 
Ukraine, 5-5% from Albania and Eritrea, 4% from Paki-
stan, 3% from Algeria and Iran altogether, whereas the re-
maining 50% of them arrived from other countries.

As far as the 5.3 million migrants from outside the EU are 
concerned, between 2013 and 2015 admission was rejected 
by the authorities only for 7% of them, namely for a total of 
384 thousand people (129 thousand in 2013, 116 thousand 
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in 2014, and 139 thousand in 2015). This is a mere 17% 
compared to the 2.2 million cross-border violators.

The authorities thus practice a particularly laissez-faire atti-
tude in connection with illegal immigrants and those who 
are illegally staying in a country. During the period 2013-
2015 a return or detention decisions were made against a 
total of 763 thousand people, affecting only one-third or 
half of the total number of cross-border violators (2.2 mil-
lion) and those illegally staying in the Member States (1.4 
million) respectively. In addition, it was only two-thirds of 
those concerned (namely 496 thousand people), in the case 
of whom the decisions were actually enforced.

This means that during the period 2012-2015 a mere 40% 
of the 2.2 million migrants who entered the territory of the 
European Union (i.e. 0.9 million people) were subject to 
some kind of administrative sanction (in the form deten-
tion or the rejection of admission). The majority, 60% of 
them (i.e. 1.3 million people) did not have to face any such 
punishment.

1.3.2. MEMBER STATES WITH A GROWING  
OR SHRINKING POPULATION

The changes in population size show a varied picture 
in the Member States as far as their direction and fac-
tors are concerned. In 2016, out of the 28 EU Member 
States 10 actually experienced a decrease in their pop-
ulation, while in another 18 Member States there was 
some rise. Concerning the latter 18 countries, in 14 of 
them growth was supported by both natural growth 
and a migration surplus. Nevertheless, in most of them 
immigration played the lead role. The highest rate of mi-
gration surplus was registered in Luxembourg (16.2 per 
mil), Sweden (11.9 per mil), Malta (11.2 per mil), Germa-
ny (9.4 per mil) and Austria (8.7 per mil). At the same 
time, the highest rate of natural growth was recorded in 
Ireland (7.1 per mil), Cyprus (4.7 per mil), Luxembourg 
(3.6 per mil) and France (3.0 per mil). From among the 
countries with a growing population, in Germany and 
the Czech Republic the decrease in the population, orig-
inating from natural decline, was counter-balanced by 
migration surplus.

Figure 1/23 – ILLEGAL BORDER-CROSSING ON THE OUTER BORDERS OF THE EU, 2016 
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Figure 1/24 – THE SCALE OF ACTUAL DECLINE/GROWTH IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2016
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Source: www.ksh.hu

Figure 1/25 – EU MEMBER STATES WITH AN ACTUALLY GROWING POPULATION (2016)
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Figure 1/26 – EU MEMBER STATES WITH AN ACTUALLY SHRINKING POPULATION (2016)
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Not even the positive migration surplus proved to be 
sufficient in Italy and Hungary, though, to make the 
number of population rise. The rate of natural decline 
surpassed the positive increment that originated from 
migration.

Detailed information from 2016 shows that, among EU 
Member States, the death rate mostly outnumbers the 
birth rate (with nearly 370 thousand) in Southern Eu-
rope and in those Central and Eastern European coun-
tries that later joined the European Union. This is further 
worsened by migration (especially to the Western Euro-
pean Member States), accounting for another 30 thou-
sand people. The latter does not apply to Hungary and 
Italy, which are defined by a remarkable migration sur-
plus. The most significant decline in the population was 
observed in Lithuania (-14.2 per mil), where the high-
est rate of emigration (-10.5 per mil) was coupled with 
the second largest scale of natural decline (-3.7 per mil). 
The natural population decline of almost net 400 thou-
sand is, thus, mainly attributable to the predominantly 
low intention to have children. And emigration should 
not be ignored either. Notwithstanding, the majority of 
Member States in Western and Northern Europe (par-
tially with the exception of Germany) are characterized 
by a birth and immigration surplus – both from other 
EU Member States and from outside the EU. The favour-
able effects of the natural population growth of approx-
imately 360 thousand have been further strengthened 
by large-scale immigration (of over 2.1 million). So, the 
growing population of ”old” EU Member States, in ap-
proximately 85%, can be ”credited to” migration.

Figures 1/25 and 1/26 show a summary of the Europe-
an countries with regard to the actual decline or growth 
rate. This value is the balance of natural growth/decline 
and migration.

The figure for countries with an actually shrinking pop-
ulation clearly shows that the highest scale of popula-
tion decline takes place mostly in Baltic countries and 
in Southern and Eastern Europe (for example, in Hun-

gary). From among the Member States with an actually 
growing population Germany is outstanding, where the 
large-scale natural decline is well compensated by a re-
markable volume of immigration.

The number and ratio of foreigners migrating into the 
EU is not evenly distributed among Member States. 
The majority (41%) of the 2.353 million immigrants, 
namely 968 thousand people chose Germany as a des-
tination in 2015. The second most popular country was 
the United Kingdom (279 thousand immigrants, with 
a share of 12%), which was followed by Italy (187 thou-
sand people, 8%), Spain (184 thousand people, 8%) and 
finally France (148 thousand immigrants, constituting 
6% of the entire mass.) Three-quarters of all foreign 
immigrants, namely 1.8 million people fled to these 
five countries, while the remaining 25% (0.6 million 
people) was ”distributed” among other Member States. 
The sharp break between ”old” and ”new” Member 
States is unmistakable again. 92% of all migrants (2.2 
million people) were received by the former five coun-

Source: Eurostat

Figure 1/27 – THE DISTRIBUTION OF FOREIGNERS 
MIGRATING INTO THE EU BY DESTINATION, 2015
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tries, meanwhile the other 12 Member States that only 
later joined the European Union had to host as many as 
187 thousand immigrants altogether, which is a mere 
8% of the total.

Given the fact that these emigration and immigration 
details are cumulated data for each Member State and 
do not apply for the whole of the European Union (and 

23 EU Research on Social Sciences and Humanities 2006 https://cordis.europa.eu/docs/publications/1001/100124311-6_en.pdf
24 Demény, Pál: Population policy for the public good, 2016

thus contain the indices of migration within the EU, 
and among its Member States), the actual value of net 
immigration may be deduced from the balance of the 
number of non-EU foreign citizens migrating into and 
away from the Member States. Accordingly, it may be 
concluded that the number of foreign citizens currently 
settling from outside the EU came to 615 thousand in 
2013, 911 thousand in 2014 and 1.720 million in 2015.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE EUROPEAN POPULATION  
AND MIGRATION POLICY

Two fundamental intervention mechanisms should be 
thoroughly examined in connection with the changes 
in population size and its forecast. Population policy, 
migration, immigration and refugee policy are meant 
to provide explicit answers to the emerging challenges 
besides the monitoring of demographic changes.

1.4.1. POPULATION POLICY

Population policy is society, State or any larger hu-
man community's endeavour to change population 

growth procedures and structures based on a specific 
objective. This may take place directly through popu-
lation-oriented legislation or measures (e.g. regulators 
directly affecting marriage, divorce, fertility or migra-
tion). Demographic trends may be changed (or may be 
intended to change) through economic, political, social, 
cultural etc. regulations or measures that may affect 
certain demographic processes. Such are the taxation 
system, social policy, family policy, education policy, 
health policy etc.23

Therefore, population policy studies the demographic 
trends and demographic transition. It attempts to im-
plement measures that have a positive impact on the 
changes in population size and on people movements 
in a given context (Demény 2016, Bakonyi 2012)24. It 
pays particular attention to the distinctive features of 
ageing societies (namely the growth in the share of 
inactive people and the birth rate), which may reduce 
the supply on the labour market and, at the same time, 
increase the number of those in need of social care. 
Accordingly, such qualities also influence the optimal 
functioning of society. Evidence-based interventions 
may promote a balance between social processes and 
demographic trends, guiding outstanding changes in 
an optimal direction.

1.4.

Figure 1/28 –
 THE RELATIONS BETWEEN POPULATION 
AND IMMIGRATION POLICY
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THE MAJOR GLOBAL STANCES OF POPULATION 
POLICY25

• Population growth and over-population: In develop-
ing countries over-population is a major challenge. In 
the meantime, developed countries face a lower level 
growth of or even decline in the population alongside 
more intense ageing.

• Ageing: Ageing is a global problem to tackle. An inac-
tive population poses a great challenge to more than half 
of the world's countries, and among developed countries 
the problem is twice as severe as in developing ones. As 
regards European and North American governments, 9 
out of 10 found the problem stressful in 2013. The intro-
duced measures were primarily targeted at raising the 
old-age pension age limit (in 61 countries), or they aimed 
at reforming the pension scheme (in 89 countries).

• Fertility and family-planning: As seen, reproduction 
is rather low among developed countries. It was Europe 
where the globally lowest level was measured between 
2010 and 2015, with the rate standing at 1.6 children per 
parent. Nonetheless, Africa and Asia were characterized 
by high fertility, peaking at 4.7 children per woman of 
child-bearing age in Africa. 57% of the governments in 
emerging countries had taken steps to reduce the fertility 
rate. Key measures were introduced – both in developed 
and developing countries – with a view to reducing ado-
lescent fertility. The spread of the direct family support 
scheme may also be rendered good, with a worldwide 
coverage of 81%. In fact, the highest amount of indirect 
family subsidies was realized in Latin America and the 
Caribbean, Africa and Oceania in 2013. In parallel with 
this, in Europe only less than half of the governments 
made efforts to directly support family-planning. There 
is an apparent change in the regulation of abortions 
as well. Developing countries have implemented much 

25 World Population Policies 2013, United Nations
 http://www.un.org/en/developrnent/desa/population/publications/pdj/policy/WPP2013/wpp2013.pdf
26 Polónyi, István: The economics of education, Budapest 2002.
27 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/HU/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM:em0031

stricter regulations in this field than their developed 
counterparts. Abortion is permitted under certain condi-
tions in 86% of developed countries, whereas this figure 
is 40% for emerging ones.

• Health conditions and mortality: Poor health condi-
tions and diseases, along with mortality, show different 
levels of threat in developed and developing countries. 
Infant and child mortality have become a three times 
larger problem in developing countries than in devel-
oped ones. And similarly this also holds for mother 
mortality and the problems indicated by HIV/AIDS in-
fections.

CONCERNING THE PREVAILING 'MAINSTREAM' 
TRENDS WITHIN THE EU THE FOLLOWING SHALL 
BE STRESSED.

Most developed (Western) European countries abstain 
from direct population-oriented interventions, and, 
therefore, do not take a position in the subject matter of 
birth rates, marriages and family-planning in general. 
Although there are several countries that provide large-
scale socio-political subsidies to families and/or to those 
having children, they mostly do so in promotion of equal 
opportunities, rather than population objectives (Polónyi, 
200226). As far as family subsidies are concerned, the ap-
proach, in support of common EU policies, does not fo-
cus on the enhancement of birth numbers and fertility 
primarily. Instead, it examines such allowances from a 
labour market point of view. With the development of 
the conditions it strives to make sure that parents with 
young children, especially mothers, can enter the labour 
market in the greatest number and in the shortest time 
possible (see, for example, the EU regulation on parental 
leave27). It is, among others, due to this approach that in 
most Western European countries the fertility indicator 
is far below the reproduction level, and it approximates 
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the latter only in a very few countries (see Ireland, France, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom). (One can neither ig-
nore the fact that in most of these countries the rate of 
live-births among migrants is again one of the highest. 
Therefore, migrants play a crucial role in the creation of 
favourable fertility indicators.)

In his theoretical work David Runciman studied the fam-
ilies' situation based on the relationship between civil 
society and the State in certain European countries. Ac-
cordingly, he distinguished between Northern, Central 
European and Mediterranean models.28 His study sug-
gests that it is in the northern countries of Europe where 
the families' status has eroded the most. Here the institu-
tions of a welfare society have achieved the highest level 

28 Runciman, David: A theoretical overview in: Families and States in Western Europe, ed.: Quentin Skinner, © Cambridge University 
Press, 2011.3.0.

29 ILGA, https://wwww.ilga-europe.org/resources/rainbow-europe/rainbow-europe-2017

of maturity. The underlying reason behind this is that the 
status retaining features of the family, as a basic social 
unit, just like its ability to strengthen the social network 
have partially been lost. Consequently, in these countries 
civil society, as a basic social unit, has got stronger. Yet, it 
is incapable of meeting the requirements of the various 
demographic and reproduction functions that are so very 
natural when it comes to families. Hence the recognition 
that as far as migration is concerned, the most inclusive 
countries are those where family roles are the most mar-
ginal (northern model). In this way, even though the re-
lation is not direct, there is still a correlation between the 
social role of the civil society, the weakening of families 
and the institution of migration, with the latter being an 
enforced solution to population problems.29

Source: www.ilga-europe.org 
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The economic–political elites of the EU do not in the 
least seem to consider it a problem if, as a result of the 
continuously high inflow of migrants, the distribution 
of live-births shifts from indigenous communities to a 
population of foreign ancestry. And it does so to an ever 
larger extent. What are the obvious signs that main-
stream EU trends are not centred around the promotion 
of fertility in the present domestic population, and nei-
ther do they focus on the encouragement of childbearing 
or the strengthening of families? Apparent evidence for 
this is that current endeavours have been lately aimed 
at challenging the traditional values and at loosening up 
the social units that are based on classical values (for 
example, families built on the married life of a man and 
a woman, with the intention to have children). Instead, 
they rather urge new, artificial ”social constructions”. 
They encourage the propagation of self-expression for 
minorities with uncommon preferences, and the grad-
ual extension of their rights. They intend to make sure 
that the various cohabitation forms that are so typical 
of people in such groups are, based on their legal status 
and eligibility, gradually placed on the same level with 
partnership forms that primarily serve the goal of so-
cial reproduction (like marriage). Such levelling shall be 
based on the abstract egalitarian principle of equality in 
law, irrespective of social utility as a main measure.

Accordingly, there is an ever larger value crisis percepti-
ble across the European Union. It is a trend that opposes 
the classical values of family and marriage, as well as 
the ideological adapting points that are so closely related 
to ecclesiastical values. It is a trend that intends, if not 
at least, to doubt and push such values into the back-
ground. An illustrative sample for this trend is provided 
through the strengthening procedure to ensure equality 
in law to partnerships between persons of the same sex. 
As a result of the latter, within a period of twenty years 
(1996-2017), in nearly two-thirds of the 28 EU Member 
States (i.e. in 18 countries), the cohabitation of persons of 
the same sex achieved a legal status that is, in all aspects, 
equivalent to that of the partnership of heterosexual cou-
ples (e.g. in the form of marriage). And this also includes 

eligibility (mainly) for adoption. Besides this, there are 
other intensifying attempts that intend to replace tradi-
tional, biological sexual belonging, as an orientation fac-
tor, with categories based on social genders pursuant to 
the 'gender approach'. Such endeavours, which at pres-
ent rather define the attitude of overseas countries (such 
as the US, Canada and Australia), have also emerged in 
a few European countries. For instance, in Scandinavia 
they wish to enforce and implement their concept in 
public speech, education and teaching as well as public 
administration.

Quite understandably, the mainstream liberal, individ-
ualist ideology across the EU seems to be the major 
obstacle to solving the current demographic problems 
and the issue of population decline by building on tradi-
tional values and resources. It is against the idea to sup-
port and encourage childbearing as a community-level 
remedy to today's demographic challenges. Basically, 
it is its rejection of these traditional values (and espe-
cially the ideological ones) that has led to the enforced 
admission and integration of masses of migrants from 
outside the EU. The focus has been shifted to a 'solution' 
that is neutral as regards the 'mainstream approach'. It 
seeks a solution that does not require the application of 
pronatalist tools, since such tools are driven by classical 
family-centred values that the ideology rejects or at least 
renders out-dated.

1.4.2. MIGRATION AND REFUGEE POLICY, 
IMMIGRATION POLICY

Both developed and developing countries have to cope 
with the burden of internal migration, heading from 
small settlements in the country to urban areas in the 
cities. Apparently, emerging countries find it a particu-
larly serious problem to tackle.

Additionally, international migration generates more in-
tense problems on a global level. The number of interna-
tional migrants shows an annual growth of 1.6%, which 
means the arrival of around 232 million people every 



49

year. Most of the countries around the world pursue a 
fundamentally open-minded admission policy. Yet, these 
show substantial differences when it comes to the volume 
and complexity of migration or the impacts thereof. It is 
particularly typical of developed countries that immigra-
tion policy is determined with the underlying motivation 
to encourage the inflow of a highly qualified labour force. 
It was as many as 63% of the governments around the 
world that took steps to promote the integration and set-
tlement down of immigrants in 2013.

Migration is influenced by several interconnected eco-
nomic, political and social factors in the migrants' coun-
try of origin (push factors) and the destination (pull fac-
tors). The relative welfare and political stability that the 
European Union offers have always been highly attrac-
tive for immigrants (Eurostat, 2016)30. At the same time, 
international migration is a great opportunity for the 
political and economic elites of the EU, since they may 
use it on the labour market as a kind of remedy to the 
emerging and worsening shortage of workers. This, how-
ever, has its obvious limitations. OECD countries have 
experienced a typically lower employment and activity 

30 It should be stressed in connection with the analysis of the statistical data in this summary that Eurostat data concern migration 
during a period of at least 12 months. Therefore, it takes account of those people as migrants who migrated to another country with the 
intention to stay there for a minimum of one year or permanently.

rate among immigrants. Accordingly, along with immi-
gration, labour market activity is generally declining in 
the host country – depending on the scale of migration. 
Those who enjoy international protection or arrive with 
the intention to unite their families take an even longer 
time to get hired than those who specifically arrive with 
the purpose of finding a job. Eurostat data also confirm 
the typically lower employment rate among migrants 
from outside the EU as compared to the indigenous 
population. In 2016 the average employment rate was 
reported to be 67.1% among the latter, whereas it did 
not reach more than 53.6% with foreign migrants com-
ing from outside the EU. Striking though, this is one-
fifth less in proportion. Differences are generally larger 
in Western European countries, where the employment 
rate of migrants coming from outside the EU is, in many 
cases, one-third lower (averaging 50%) than that of the 
indigenous population (38% less in Belgium, 36% less in 
Finland and Sweden, 34% less in the Netherlands, 32% 
less in Germany and France, and 27% less in Austria 
etc.). In parallel with this, unemployment indicators are 
significantly worse for the migrant population. They 
show more than double the value (17.9%) that is typical 

Source: Wirtschaft- und Sozialwissenschaftliches Institut

Figure 1/30 – PROPORTION OF THOSE EXPOSED TO POVERTY RISK IN THE POPULATION STRUCTURE OF GERMANY, 
                              2010-2016
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for the local inhabitants of the European Union (8.1%). 
These difficulties definitely put an extra burden on the 
social schemes in the affected countries and project the 
necessity to appropriate additional budgetary resources 
(further vocational training, active labour market pro-
grammes etc.). Such phenomena may especially find rel-
evance in connection with the irregular migration wave 
unfolding since 2015, mainly affecting those Western 
European countries where the largest number of mi-
grants is received.

The European Union is taken as one unit when it comes 
to the studying of international migration, due to the 
existing common EU regulations and approaches in ef-
fect in connection with migration. It was the Treaty of 
Maastricht in 1992 that laid down the free movement 
of persons within the EU as a principle for EU citizens, 
and this has been applicable ever since (Lipcsei, 2010)31. 
Along with the gradual expansion of the European Un-
ion (e.g. in 2004 and 2007), certain transitional periods 
have been established. Restrictions have been made for 
new Member States on entering the labour market (Gye-
nei, 2011). It should be emphasized, though, that other 
rules and regulations apply to citizens inside and outside 
the EU.

31 Lipcsei, Krisztina: Changes in the European migration policy http://elib.kkf.hu/edip/D_15098.pdf Europe’s migration and asylum 
policy http://vww.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en/displayFtu.html?ftuId=FTU_2.13.html

32 UN Report https://cordis.europa.eu/docs/publications/1001/100124311-6_ en.pdf Bijak et al. 200J https://search.proquest.com/
docview/222^64i2i/fulltextPDF/82^EFC4i68yAjj.6F^PQ/i3?accountid=3204.

The European Union has recognized that labour immi-
gration plays a key role in the growing active-age popu-
lation of ageing countries, and thus in the revival of the 
economy too. According to this approach, immigration 
may serve as a solution to tackle the shortages and de-
mographic difficulties present in the fields of the labour 
force and qualifications. Current policy discussions, 
however, prove that the promotion of immigration, on 
its own, is not sufficient to cope with the demographic 
problems, and neither is it appropriate for the regulation 
of ageing and population size (Bijak et al., 2007; UN re-
port)32. In ageing countries with a declining population, 
and thus in the Western 'core countries' of the Europe-
an Union, immigration is still understood as a potential 
solution to demographic problems and to labour supply, 
at the same time offering remarkable economic benefits. 
Those referring to demographic and economic benefits, 
nevertheless, often fail to take into account the social 
and cultural impacts the growing presence of a popu-
lation with different ethnicity, culture and religion may 
have on the affected countries (Gödri, 2007). And nei-
ther do earlier advantages seem to be clear today. With 
regard to the actual irregular migration tendencies, it is, 
if not at least, doubtful whether the expected economic 
benefits can be realized in the recipient countries.
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A sample of such adverse social impacts may be found 
in the proportion German society is exposed to poverty 
risk in an understanding of the EU. The above effects 
are explained to be slightly worsening in the most im-
portant host country and this is reported to be so since 
2015, that is from the point of time when migration pres-
sure started to intensify. As depicted in the graph below, 
the underlying reason can be solely traced back to the 
rising level of poverty among arriving migrants. (The 
red line is for migrants, the blue one refers to the entire 
population, while the green line shows values concern-
ing the indigenous population.)

It is important for the European Union that it holds the 
position of primary destination for immigrants with 
study, research or employment purposes, in order to en-
hance its competitiveness33. For example, the European 
”blue card” facilitates the entry into the labour market 
for people coming from the Third World. It grants them 
various social and economic rights, and promotes the ex-
ercising of the right to family reunification, just like free 
movement within the EU after a time (Töttős, 2014)34. 
Immigration into the EU is often inspired by the moti-
vation of family reunification. As an aspect, the main-
tenance of the integrity of family life has an important 
role in confirming that integration into the host society 
is a justifiable option35. Integration and anti-discrimina-
tion are indispensable principles for immigration policy, 
wherein integration is understood as the inclusion of im-
migrants into the institutional system and the relation-
ships of the host society (Gyenei, 2011).

33 https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/oo_apr20i6 synthesis reportjinal en.pdf http://epc.eu/documents/uploads/
pub 3500 intra-eu rnobility.pdf

34 Töttős Ágnes http://ajk.pte.hu/files/file/doktori-iskola/tottos-agnes/tottos-agnes-vedes-tezisek.pdf
35 https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/oo_apr20i6 synthesis reportjinal en.pdf
36 Council of the EU, Justice and Home Affairs Council Meeting 2618th, Common Basic principles on immigrants integration, 14615/04, 

ip. November 2004, Brussels
37 https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/background-information/ 

docs/20i6o6oj/factsheet_action plán integration third-country nationals en.pdf
38 http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/regprof/

The basic document on the immigrant integration poli-
cy of the European Union was published in 2004 under 
the title ”Common Basic Principles”. The publication pro-
vides a definition to the integration process and explains 
the goals at stake through integration policy36. Integra-
tion is described as a dynamic two-way process, which 
is based on the mutual commitments of both parties. 
It pays attention to labour market and educational in-
tegration. It takes into consideration the accessibility of 
public services, inter-cultural dialogues, the culture of 
the host society, and respects the differences in religions 
and cultures. Several regulations and action plans have 
been made in the past decade in this subject37. Pursuant 
to them it may be concluded that the immigrants' as-
similation into the host country or their efforts in this 
direction play a key role in obtaining the legal status 
of permanent residence. Besides the seemingly positive 
effects of immigration, however, its numerous negative 
consequences cannot be disregarded either.

Positive features:
• Immediately available workforce – in positions that 

do not require any qualifications, labour supply 
is generally easy to manage. When planning the 
necessary workforce, professions with a high inflow 
already calculating in the number of entrants.38

• Import of new skills and knowledge

Challenges and negative features:
• Development of parallel societies
• Challenges faced by the healthcare and  

social care system
• Difficulties of integration and inclusion
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Possibly positive or negative features,  
as per point of view:
• The mixed impacts on the demographic structure 

– the socio-demographic nature of groups with 
high migration willingness may, in the long run, 
significantly modify the demographic profile of the 
host country.

• Multi-culturalism

Under the European Commission, the Directorate-Gen-
eral for Migration and Home Affairs is in charge of the 
migration policy of the European Union. The Commis-
sion initiated a debate in 2005 with the Green Paper on 
the future of the European Migration Network39. The 
discussion was targeted at the urgent need for common 
rules for the admission of economic migrants, as a result 
of which at the end of 2005 the political plan about legal 
migration was adopted40. In July 2006 the Commission 
ratified the communication on the political priorities of 
the fight against illegal immigration from third coun-
tries41, which was aimed at a balance between security 
and the fundamental rights of the individual in all stag-
es of the illegal immigration procedure. In September 
2007 it published its third annual report on migration 
and integration42. Its communication issued in October 
2008 emphasized that the consolidation of the general 
migration approach, namely the fostering of coordina-
tion, coherence and enhanced synergies43, is an impor-
tant element in external and development policies.

39 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52004DCo8n&from=EN
40 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/HU/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:cj200cjDCo66p&from=HU
41 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/HU/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:cj20o6DCo402&from=HU
42 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/HU/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX: 52008DC061 i&from=HU
43 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/HU/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:cj20ioDCoi/i&froin=HU
44 http://virww.europarl.europa.eu/aty ourservice/hu/displayFtu.html?ftuId=FTU_5.i2.3.html http://Mww.europarl.europa.eu/aty 

ourservice/hu/displayFtu.html?ftuId=FTU_ 5.12.2.html
45 http://ias.jak.ppke.hu/hir/ias/20162sz/1y_ Gyeney IAS 2016 2.pdf https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-

do/policies/european-agenda-migration/background-information/ docs/communication on the european agenda on migration hu.pdf

The Stockholm Programme, which was adopted by the 
European Heads of State and Government in December 
2009, lays down the framework and principles of the 
continuous development of the European home affairs 
and justice policies for the period 2010-2014. Migra-
tion related issues constitute a fundamental element of 
the programme. With a view to executing the planned 
changes, in 2010 the European Commission adopted an 
action plan about the implementation of the Stockholm 
Programme, which is aimed at ”delivering an area of 
freedom, security and justice for Europe's citizens”44.

The European Union intends to conduct further dia-
logue with non-EU countries and start collaborations 
in the subject of external migration and refugee policy. 
Based on the general approach, the EU is committed to 
contributing to the management of legal migration, to 
the elimination of illegal migration, the promotion of 
the improvement factors of migration and intends to 
strengthen international protection. It has mobilized a 
great number of resources to wipe out organized crimi-
nal networks responsible for smuggling and human traf-
ficking. New legislations were adopted in 2013, through 
which the EU will coordinate and harmonize certain 
aspects of the national refugee procedures and ensure 
safe, secure, fair and efficient operation, free of abuse45.
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In order to handle the ever intensifying pressure on migra-
tion, on 13 May 2015 the European Commission adopted 
the European Migration Strategy, stressing that more effi-
cient migration management is needed, and this is a matter 
of joint responsibility (Gyenei, 2016)46. The strategy covers 
all aspects of migration management, and consolidates the 
internal and external dimensions of migration.

The Strategy sets out concrete measures in the follow-
ing four areas:
• control of the causes that trigger illegal migration
• life-saving and the securing of the outer borders
• definite refugee policy
• new policy on legal migration.

Subsequently the Commission put forward its first 
package of measures on migration crisis management, 
which comprises the following:
• proposal for the urgent relocation of 40,000 people 

in need of international protection, from Italy and 
Greece to other Member States

• recommendation for the resettlement of 20,000 
people in need of international protection, from 
outside the EU

• EU action plan against migrant smuggling
• guidelines for taking fingerprints
• public consultation on the future of the Blue Card 

Directive.

46 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release IP-15-5839 en.htm
47 http://Mnvw.consiliurn.europa.eu/hu/policies/rnigratory-pressures/history-rnigratory-pressures/
48 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/hu/policies/migratory-pressures/history-migratory-pressures/
49 https://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/policy reviews/global-europe-2050-report en.pdf

Later the Commission submitted another, second 
package of proposals, consisting of the following47:
• the proposal on urgent relocation – the relocation 

of 120,000 persons in clear need of international 
protection from front countries

• permanent relocation mechanism with the 
involvement of all Member States

• common European list of safe countries of origin
• more effective return policy
• public procurement rules and regulations on 

measures in support of refugees
• measures for the management of the external 

dimensions of the refugee crisis
• the setting up of the European Union Emergency 

Trust Fund for Africa.

Alongside the introduction of the different acts, steps 
have been taken for the management of the refugee cri-
sis and there is intensive work going on with the aim 
of developing an ”effective, humane and safe” European 
migration policy48.

The relevant parts of the publication ”Global Europe 
2050”, issued by the European Commission in 201249, 
reveal that the leading elites of the European Union are 
clearly aware of the main characteristics of migration 
and the challenges it represents. Page 65 of the publica-
tion, in part, reads as follows:

”This migration to Europe will have some important char-
acteristics: first, migrants are much younger than the 
recipient population. Second, the migrants’ birth rate is 
appreciably (approximately three times) higher than the 
continent’s mean. Third, the immigrants are disproportion-
ately concentrated in segregated neighbourhoods in large 
cities. Fourth, a significant proportion of these immigrants 
show little or no sign of second-generation assimilation 
into their host societies.”
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The publication about the long-term future of the Eu-
ropean Union (until 2050) identifies it as a great shock 
that migrant flows into the European Union might fail 
to continue in the future. It identifies this as a risk that 
is threatening the European growth and development 
prospects. The following lines come from pages 84-85, 
discussing the subject matter with the apparent inten-
tion to have a deterrent – at times absurd – effect:

”The failure to integrate asylum seekers, refugees, third 
country nationals coming to EU for family formation or 
family re-unification reasons, and undocumented immi-
grants, could result in widespread fear of foreigners and 
pressure on governments to seal immediately borders for 
newcomers. With no immigrants coming from now on, 
the total population of EU27 would decrease by 36 mil-
lion people between 2030 and 2050 – falling from 492 
million to 456 million. (...) Added value of diversity and 
multi-layered cultural background of people would be lost 
and Europe would be less innovative in producing goods 
and services tailored for world markets. (...) The Council 
of Europe and national legislations on family reunifica-
tion would have to be revoked. Europeans would be mar-
rying Europeans, and adopting only European children. 
They would be reluctant to study abroad or work abroad 
to avoid falling in love with a foreigner. If they marry a 
foreigner they would either have to emigrate or live sepa-
rate life from spouse and children. (...) Fear and dislike of 
people from countries outside EU and within EU could re-
surge from the past eroding values of humanism including 
individualism and diversity.”

On 05 April 2017 the European Parliament adopted a 
resolution, with the majority vote of left-wing MEPs, on 
the management of refugee and migrant flows and the 
roles of external EU activities50. According to this, as far 
as immigration is concerned, the principle of solidari-
ty shall be followed when it comes to a common Euro-
pean response to the issue. Security and safety based 
approaches will not suffice. The document grants spe-
cial importance to migrant integration, education and 

50 http://vww.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-20i/-oi2^.&language=HU&ring=A8-2017-0045

employment. It stipulates that society should be more 
flexible and open to migrants. It also urges the imple-
mentation of a relocation programme for arriving mi-
grants, through which they would be distributed among 
the Member States based on a pre-defined quota. Below 
are some quotes from the resolution.

”Whereas the successful implementation of a human 
rights-based migration policy requires challenging neg-
ative perceptions of migration and the development of 
positive narratives to depict migration movements as an 
opportunity for host countries, in order to counter extrem-
ism and populism” (...)

”Underlines that in today’s world we are witnessing an 
unprecedented level of human mobility, and stresses that 
the international community must urgently undertake 
the strengthening of a common response to address the 
challenges and opportunities that this phenomenon rep-
resents; stresses that this response must be founded on 
the principle of solidarity and should not focus only on 
a security-based approach, but be guided by the full pro-
tection of the rights and dignity of everyone forced by any 
circumstance to leave their homes in search of a better 
and safer life” (...)

”Calls for the establishment of a genuine, human rights-
based common European migration policy based on the 
principle of solidarity among Member States (...), with the 
securing of the EU’s external borders and adequate legal 
channels for safe and orderly migration, including circular 
migration, as a sustainable long-term policy to promote 
growth and cohesion within the EU, in order to set a clear 
framework for EU relations with third countries” (...)

”notes the Commission’s proposal regarding the establish-
ment of an EU framework on resettlement, but calls for 
work to continue at EU level on the creation and strength-
ening of legal routes that would be complementary to re-
settlement;” calls on the Commission and Member States 
to takes steps as far as concrete measures are concerned, 
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especially by means of resettlement programmes, humani-
tarian visas or Blue Cards, which would enable the actual 
opening up of legal and safe channels for migrants and 
refugees;” (...)

„recommends that legal migration opportunities be pro-
vided for employment purposes, since job-seekers consti-
tute a great potential in the future of the European Union, 
considering the overwhelming challenges ahead of the 
EU.”

These lines all clearly substantiate that the European 
economic and political elites have, for a long time, been 
engaged in addressing the European population chal-
lenges through mass migration. In the meantime, they 
ignore all other potential alternatives that could serve 
as a well-grounded solution, such as the application of a 
pronatalist, family-friendly policy in support of fertility. 
An illustrative sample for this is Germany as the lead 

destination for migrants. In March 2017 the German 
government submitted a demographic strategy to the 
Bundestag, wherein – after an analysis of the country's 
population situation – it proposed a number of objectives 
as an alternative solution to the problem. Such were the 
enhancement of the economic growth potential, the es-
tablishment of similar living conditions across the coun-
try, the improvement of social belonging and coherence 
and the consolidation of solidarity between generations, 
as well as a better matching of family and work, along 
with a balance between reliable finances and the social 
care system. Migration from the EU with the purpose of 
employment was one of the top-ranking items on the list 
of potential solutions for population decline and for the 
expectable shortage of labour force. In parallel with this, 
migration from the Third World was also highly pri-
oritized, while family support and the encouragement 
of childbearing and live-births were not given a single 
mention.
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1.4.3. THE MIGRANT POPULATION IN EUROPE

On 01 January 2016, out of the 510 million inhabitants 
of the 28 EU Member States, 35.1 million people were 
born outside the EU (making up 6.9% of the total pop-
ulation). 20.8 million people (59% of the latter number) 
were citizens of a non-EU country, which is 3.9% of the 
population of EU-28. The remaining 14.3 million people 
(41%) had already been granted citizenship in the host 
country. Still, on the same day, the number of EU citizens 
living in a Member State other than the one they were 
citizens of came to 19.3 million, constituting 3.8% of 
the total population of the European Union. This means 
that nearly two-thirds (65%) of the citizens living in an 
EU Member State other than their homeland (almost 54 
million people) had some migration background. (It was 
only in a few Member States – Hungary, Ireland, Lux-
embourg, Slovakia and Cyprus – that the ratio of those 
coming from another EU Member State exceeded that of 
those coming from outside the EU.)

Nonetheless, the number of people with some migration 
background, coming from outside the EU is far from be-
ing evenly spread among Member States. In the mostly 
”old” Member States of Western Europe their proportion 
is above the average (8.1%). The majority (93%) of those 
born outside the EU, that is 32.8 million people, live in 
these countries. In contrast, they constitute only 2.3% of 
the population of those Central and Eastern European 
Member States that later joined the European Union, to-
talling 2.4 million.

As regards EU Member States, as of 01 January 2016, 
Germany had the highest number of foreigners coming 
from outside the EU – in absolute value, 6.6 million peo-
ple. The second in line was France with 5.7 million peo-
ple, to be followed by the United Kingdom (5.4 million), 
Italy (4.1 million) and Spain (4.0 million), altogether 
averaging a proportion of 8.0%. The 25.7 million peo-
ple living in these five Member States made up 73% of 
the total number of foreigners in the EU Member States, 
meanwhile the total population of these countries also 

constituted 63% of the total population of the EU-28. 
This clearly shows that Western Europe is the most 
open to host immigrants from outside the EU. In con-
trast to this, the phenomenon is attributed a marginal 
role in Central and Eastern European Member States. 
This is particularly well-supported by the number of 
those Russian citizens who come from Baltic countries 
and make up a considerable proportion (almost 22%) of 
those non-EU citizens who are residing in such Mem-
ber States. However, it should be noted that Eurostat sta-
tistical data cover exclusively those people, with some 
migration background, who were born outside the EU. 
Eurostat does not have any information about second 
or third (etc.) generation-settlers, who were born in the 
host country and thus mostly have the appropriate citi-
zenship too. Notwithstanding, in many cases, these peo-
ple tend to follow the culture, traditions and customs of 
their family's country of origin, the features of which 
will be more dominant in their attitude than those typi-
cal of their present place of living.

The number of foreigners born outside the EU showed 
the relatively highest rate in Estonia, reaching 13.3% of 
the total population. It was again above 10% in Latvia 
(11.7%), Sweden (11.6%), Luxembourg (11.4%) and Cro-
atia (11.4%). The number of foreigners from outside the 
EU substantially exceeded the average in Austria (9.9%), 
the Netherlands (8.8%), Belgium (8.7%), Spain (8.5%), 
France (8.5%), the United Kingdom (8.3%), Greece (8.1%) 
and Germany (8.0%) as well. On the contrary, their 
proportion was only as high as 1.9% in Hungary, and 
showed an even lower figure in most of the other V4 
countries. Foreigners from outside the EU made up 2.5% 
and 1.1% of the population of the Czech Republic and 
Poland respectively. Across the European Union they 
were present at the lowest rate in Slovakia (0.6%).

The presence of foreign citizens (both those born in and 
outside the EU) evoked the highest cumulative figure in 
Western Europe, which implies that this is the region 
which is the most open to host entrants from across the 
borders, in every aspect. 93% of the 54.4. million for-
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eigners (that is 50.8 million) live in ”old” Member States, 
whereas they comprise a mere 79% of the total popula-
tion of the European Union. Within this, 18 million out 

of the 19.3 million EU citizens who are residing in an EU 
Member State other than their homeland live in one of 
the EU-17 States. It may be concluded then that citizens of 

Figure 1/31 – THE PROPORTION OF INHABITANTS HOLDING FOREIGN CITIZENSHIP IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2016
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an EU or non-EU Member State residing abroad are both 
over-represented to the same extent. They are represented 
in a far higher ratio in the richer Western part of Europe 
than in the poorer Central and Eastern European Mem-
ber States. And this coincidence again supports the no-
tion that migration within or into the European Union are 
both mostly driven by economic and living conditions.

This is quite understandable in the interpretation of the 
recognition that, assessed based on the GDP per capita, 
the standard of living indicator was almost two-thirds 
higher in Western European Member States than in-
”new” Member States later joining the EU. Furthermore, 
the figure for the whole of the EU is more than four 
times higher than the average indicator of living stand-
ards in the Middle East and African region, which are 
currently considered as the main sources of migration.51 

In most Member States the majority of foreigners were 
non-EU citizens, with the exception of Luxembourg, Slo-
vakia, Cyprus, Ireland, Belgium, the Netherlands, Hun-
gary, the United Kingdom, Malta and Austria.

51 Source: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD

After the analysis of the population's age-structure it can 
be concluded that in the EU-28, as a whole, the foreign 
population (born outside the EU) was much younger 
than the indigenous population, which holds both for 
those living there for a longer time and for newcomers. 
According to their distribution by age, relatively young 
working age adults are represented in a higher number 
among foreigners than in the group of local inhabitants. 
As of 01 January 2016 the median age of the indigenous 
population was 44 years, while for foreigners residing in 
the EU it was 35 years, and for those immigrating from 
outside the EU in 2015 the figure showed 28 years.

Another important feature that can be deduced from the 
above concerns the number of working age people. As 
compared to the indigenous population with a ratio of 
62%, the proportion of working age people (aged 15-64) 
among the migrant population is significantly, nearly 
one-third higher (82%), counting 28.9 million. At the 
same time, children and adults above 65 years of age 
are represented in a smaller number. The 1.9 million 
children comprise 5.5% of the population in lieu of the 

Source: http://www.ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web
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anticipated 19%, and the 4.3 million adults above 65 
have a proportion of 12% compared to 19% respectively. 
Consequently, the population of a migrant background 
is over-represented among working age people. It makes 
up 6.9% of the entire population, while it constitutes 
8.7% of the working age population. At the same time, 
it is under-represented among those under 15 years of 
age and among the elderly, rating 2.4% and 4.4.% re-
spectively.

Another thing is that men are represented in a higher 
number than women in the entire migrant population 
(with 56% and 44% respectively). For example, in 2016 
the ratio of migrant men showed the highest number 
in Germany (63%). The above gender-based distribution 
also supports the recognition that foreigners mainly 
come to the EU from other countries, in search of work 
or a better life. Still, it is worthwhile checking the dis-
tribution of the population coming from outside the 
EU, based on their origin. Pursuant to UN records, in 
2017 there were 34.9 million migrants52 residing in EU 
Member States. Most of them (93%), that is 32.4 million 
people were reported to be living in the ”old” Western 
Member States of Europe, whereas another 2.5 million 
(7%) were living in those countries that later joined the 
European Union. Germany was the most attractive des-
tination (6.8 million people, 20%). The second on the list 
was the United Kingdom and France (5.5 million people 
each, 16-16%), to be followed by Spain (3.9 million, 11%) 
and Italy (4 million, 12%). Three-quarters of the total 
migrant population, namely 25.8 were headed to these 
countries.

As per the country of origin, most migrants arrived 
from Asia (12.1 million, 35%). Approximately half of 
this number (5.3 million) came from the Middle East, 
in particular from Turkey (2.7 million), Pakistan (840 
thousand), Iraq and Iran (886 thousand), Afghanistan 
(309 thousand), Syria (237 thousand) and Lebanon (211 
thousand). As regards the other mass of 6.3 million 
people from the Middle and Far East, 1.3 million came 

52 Source: https://Mrwwun.0rg/en/development/desa/population/migration/data/estimates2/estim

from India, 1.1 million from Kazakhstan, 1 million from 
China, another 496 thousand people arrived from the 
Philippines, and almost 400 thousand from Bangladesh, 
Vietnam and Sri Lanka.

The second highest number of migrants (9 million, 26%) 
originated from Africa. To be more exact, 5.1 million peo-
ple came from North Africa (2.5 million from Morocco, 
1.6 million from Algeria, 579 thousand from Tunisia, 289 
thousand from Egypt, 68 thousand from Libya) and an-
other 3.8 million people arrived from Sub Saharan Africa 
(e.g. 389 thousand from Nigeria, 302 thousand from the 
Republic of South Africa and Senegal, and 209 thousand 
from Angola, Ghana, Kenya, Congo and Somalia).

7.5 million people (22%) migrated to the EU from anoth-
er European country. 2 million migrants arrived from 
Russia, 1.2 million from the Ukraine, 1 million from 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 0.9 million from Albania, 601 
thousand from Serbia and 530 thousand from Switzer-
land.

Source: UN

Figure 1/34 – THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF THOSE MIGRATING INTO THE EUROPEAN UNION, 
BASED ON THEIR COUNTRY OF ORIGIN
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A migrant population of 4.4 million (13%) arrived from 
Central and South America, with the main countries 
of origin being Brazil (0.6 million), Ecuador (501 thou-
sand), Argentina (385 thousand), Peru (360 thousand) 
and Venezuela (270 thousand). As far as North Ameri-
ca is concerned, 685 thousand migrants came from the 
United States and 236 thousand from Canada, totalling 
0.9 million people (3%) altogether.

The lowest number of migrants (0.3 million people, 1%) 
originated from Oceania, with 246 thousand coming 
from Australia.

It can be concluded from the above that nearly 
three-quarters of the migrant population from outside 
the EU came from regions where the GDP per capita, 
based on purchase power parity, is one-third of the EU 
average. Slightly more than one-fifth arrived from re-
gions with an income level almost 25% lower than in 
the European Union. And only 4% of them came from 
areas where the standards of living are (approximately 
20%) higher than in the EU53.

53 Source: http://Mnvwirnf.0rg/external/datarnapper/PPPPC@WEO/THA

However, migration itself not only influences the pop-
ulation size in the host country directly through the 
migrant population's settlement. Secondarily it has an 
impact on natural population change through the mi-
grants' intention to have children, subsequent to settling 
and unifying their families. It is a trend concerning the 
latter that, in many cases, the migrant population only 
manages to adapt the host country's socio-cultural pat-
terns over a number of generations. The reason for this is 
that it still bears the cultural, socialization and other fea-
tures of its homeland, just like its behavioural patterns 
and customs, which need a longer time to change. This 
is well reflected in their attitude to parenthood. Women 
from countries with high fertility rates, on average, tend 
to give birth to more children in the host country than 
the major indigenous population.

Figure 1/35 shows the former, current and in the long run 
expected fertility rates in major Third World countries 
(especially in the Middle East and North Africa) that may 
be rendered countries of origin in terms of migration. Be-
tween 2010 and 2015, among the countries under analy-

Source: www.un.org

Fertility rate in countries of origin
Country 1975-1980

5.23
5.60
5.90
7.18
5.65
7.67
5.70
7.38
7.32
6.80
7.28
6.28
8.10
6.10

5.75

4.23

1990-1995
3.40
2.55
3.70
4.12
2.98
4.22
4.12
5.00
4.8

5.65
5.55
3.95
6.27
3.74

3.93

2.80

2005-2010
2.25
2.40
2.55
2.72
2.02
2.43
2.98
3.70
3.35
4.55
3.23
1.79
2.90
2.23

1.97

1.58

2015-2020
2.12
2.05
2.60
2.96
2.25
2.40
3.38
3.60
3.10
4.55
2.73
1.75
2.90
2.00

1.82

1.72

2020-2025
2.00
1.97
2.42
2.65
2.15
2.21
3.15
3.26
2.84
4.27
2.48
1.62
2.54
1.88

1.73

1.70

2025-2030
1.80
1.88
2.17
2.29
2.00
1.94
2.80
2.78
2.45
3.79
2.14
1.50
2.09
1.71

1.61

1.69

2045-2050
1.66
1.82
1.89
1.98
1.86
1.76
2.36
2.21
1.97
3.11
1.78
1.62
1.74
1.62

1.63

1.70

2095-2100
1.76
1.83
1.80
1.89
1.84
1.8

1.88
1.80
1.77
2.20
1.76
1.78
1.79
1.76

1.77

1.78

Figure 1/35 – FERTILITY RATE IN THE MAJOR COUNTRIES OF ORIGIN, 1975-2100
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sis, it was Iraq, Egypt and Syria where TFR stood highest 
– at 4.55%, 3.38% and 3.1% respectively. These countries 
also had a high rate of population growth during the peri-
od 2000-2015, ranging between 16 and 78%.

As can be seen in Figure 1/36, the fertility rate among 
women who had a foreign citizenship and immigrat-
ed into an EEA country, was significantly higher than 
among the ”indigenous” female citizens of the host coun-
try. It showed a rate that was, on average, one-third (35%) 
higher, even reaching the reproduction level. Of course, 
the scope and direction of such deviations may differ 
by country. In Central and Eastern European countries, 
where foreigners mostly follow European cultural pat-
terns, the fertility rate is generally lower. On the other 

54 Tomás Sobotka: The rising importance of migrants for childbearing in Europe. In: Demographic Research, Volume ip, Article pp. 225-
248. Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research, Rostock 2008. https://Mnvw.demographic-research.0rg/volumes/vol1p/p/1p-p.pdf

hand, in the case of Western European countries typical-
ly receiving migrants from the Third World, the fertility 
rate of women with foreign citizenship shows a remark-
able increment, almost in all cases. This phenomenon 
has been supported by other research as well54. All the 
findings demonstrated that, from the end of the 1990s 
until 2005, in certain Western European countries (such 
as Austria, Belgium, France, Italy, Spain and Switzerland) 
the fertility rate among women with foreign citizenship 
was almost two-thirds higher than among the indigenous 
population, yet it mostly failed to reach the level typical of 
their homeland. Nonetheless, their fertility far exceeded 
the rate of 2.1 necessary for reproduction. Consequently, it 
may be established that migrants largely contribute to the 
changes in the birth number in a given country.

Source: Eurostat

Women with national citizenship Women with foreign citizenship The difference in fertility in favour of 
women with foreign citizenship

Country
2009

1.33
1.70
1.31
1.27
1.38
1.28
1.32
1.34
1.34
1.37
1.46
1.55
1.51
1.57
1.66
1.74
1.54
1.76
1.86
1.85
1.89
1.72
2.26
1.92
1.40
1.57

2010

1.26
1.31
1.32
1.31
1.38
1.32
1.36
1.33
1.20
1.29
1.46
1.55
1.55
1.49
1.69
1.76
1.54
1.77
1.89
1.86
1.93

:
2.24
1.89
1.42
1.55

2011

1.24
1.29
1.31
1.31
1.32
1.32
1.33
1.33
1.36
1.36
1.44
1.48
1.48
1.51
1.56
1.72
1.74
1.74
1.77
1.82
1.85

:
2.06
1.83
1.42
1.52

2009

1.44
1.55
2.24
2.05
2.87
2.03
1.58
1.69
1.20
2.90
1.82
0.76
2.73
3.25
1.46
2.54
3.18
2.18
1.75
2.16
2.47
4.49
2.13
2.50
1.82
2.10

2010

1.20
1.97
2.13
2.11
2.58
2.08
1.62
1.66
1.02
3.31
1.58
0.71
2.49
2.79
1.33
2.53
3.64
2.09
1.78
2.20
2.53

:
2.02
2.42
1.86
2.07

2011

1.15
1.79
2.04
2.01
2.26
2.02
1.59
1.56
1.29
3.87
1.37
0.71
3.81
2.48
1.31
2.42
4.70
2.05
1.66
2.13
2.44

:
1.82
2.30
1.85
2.11

2009

0.11
-0.15
0.93
0.78
1.49
0.75
0.26
0.35
-0.14
1.53
0.36
-0.79
1.22
1.68

-0.20
0.80
1.64
0.42
-0.11
0.31
0.58
2.77
-0.13
0.58
0.42
0.53

2010

-0.06
0.66
0.81
0.80
1.20
0.76
0.26
0.33
-0.18
2.02
0.12

-0.84
0.94
1.30

-0.36
0.77
2.10
0.32
-0.11
0.34
0.60

:
-0.22
0.53
0.44
0.52

2011

-0.09
0.50
0.73
0.70
0.94
0.70
0.26
0.23
-0.07
2.51

-0.07
-0.77
2.33
0.97

-0.25
0.70
2.96
0.31
-0.11
0.31
0.59

:
-0.24
0.47
0.43
0.59

Figure 1/36 – DIFFERENCES IN THE FERTILITY RATE AMONG THE INDIGENOUS AND MIGRANT POPULATION
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A study of 2017 examined six European countries (the 
United Kingdom, France, Germany, Belgium, Sweden and 
Spain)55 with respect to the immigrant population's fertili-
ty, paying particular attention to migrants from countries 
with high fertility rates. The examination covered both 
first, second and third generation migrant women, that is 
those already born in the host country. It also reached the 
conclusion that fertility among first-generation migrant 
women coming from countries with high fertility rates 
largely exceeded the domestic average in all cases. Yet, the 
fertility rate among second-generation migrants was typi-
cally lower than their parents', and was rather closer to that 
of the indigenous population56. This means that, over time, 
the host country's culture has an impact on the attitude to 
childbearing and its manifestation. Considering the fact, 
though, that migrants from countries with high fertility 
rates are expected to continuously arrive even in the future, 
the higher level of intention to have children among such 
a migrant population will further have an effect on birth 
numbers and on the population's structure.

In this way, the secondary effect that immigrants with 
a migrant background have on the European population 
situation may also be considered remarkable. As has 

55 Kulu, H., Hannemann, T., Pailhé, A., Neels, K., Krapf, S., González-Ferrer, A. and Andersson, G. (2017), Fertility by Birth Order among the 
Descendants of Immigrants in Selected European Countries. Population and Development Review, 43: 32-60.

56 Multi-generation migrants are in a situation that is fundamentally different from that of first generation migrants. First generation 
migrants socialize in the country of origin, and thus are likely to arrive in the host country with a mature personality and a strong set 
of standards. As opposed to this, second and third generation migrants – partially or fully – socialize in the host environment. In quite 
many cases, they lack a direct connection with their country of origin.

been seen earlier, migrants born outside the EU make 
up 6.9% of the entire population of the European Union. 
To be more exact, their proportion is higher in the West-
ern ”old” Member States (8.1%) and lower in the newly 
joining countries (2.3%). And they have an even more 
important role in European fertility trends. In 2015 as 
many as 738 thousand (almost 14.5%) of the 5.103 mil-
lion infants born in the EU were children to mothers 
from outside the EU. (The remaining 80% of newborn 
babies were given birth to in their homeland, while an-
other 5% of them were children to mothers from another 
EU Member State.) This means that people of a migrant 
background are represented in twice the proportion in 
the newborn population as their distribution in the total 
population would suggest. In addition, the trend is grow-
ing with the intensifying scale of migration. In 2013 the 
proportion of such live-births was only 13.9%, whereas 
in 2014 it constituted 14.2%.

In addition, the gap between the developed Western Eu-
ropean and the moderately developed Central and East-
ern European Member States proves to be remarkable as 
far as migration is concerned. In the old Member States a 
large number of live-births (in 2015, 17.5% thereof) could 

Source: Eurostat, Figure 1/37 – THE RATIO OF LIVE-BIRTH DELIVERIES BY WOMEN FROM OUTSIDE THE EU, 2015
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be attributed to a migrant mother from outside the EU. Al-
though, in this sense, every sixth live-birth could be linked 
to a migrant woman from outside the EU, in Central and 
Eastern European countries and in those only joining 
the European Union after 2002, this ratio only reached 
2.3%. Therefore, migration plays only a marginal role in 
the changes perceptible in the population size in the latter 
region. The rate of live-births that can be connected to the 
migrant population is particularly high in Sweden, where 
also every fourth live-birth (23%) is put into this catego-
ry. Neither do Belgium, Luxembourg, Austria, Germany 
and France comprise exceptions, where every fifth child 
is born by a migrant woman from outside the EU.

(It shall be emphasized that these sets of data only cover 
the number of births linked to first generation migrant 
mothers. They do not include migrants of later genera-
tions. Therefore, the proportion that the total number of 
live-births by migrant mothers represents may be sub-
stantially higher than the above-mentioned data suggest.)

1.4.4. POTENTIAL DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS  
IN THE EUROPEAN UNION UNTIL 2080

It may be concluded that it is economic causes that lie 
behind the core reasons of internal migration within and 
external migration from outside the EU. This means that 
the phenomenon is triggered, on the one hand, by the low 
standards of living in the ”sending countries”, along with 
their costs of living and employment difficulties. On the 
other hand, better employment opportunities and higher 
standards of living in the host countries, just like work-
force shortages generated by the decline in working age 
population may be accountable for migration too.

Publication ”Europe 2050” expects the EU's GDP to rise, 
in real terms, by 54% during the period 2010-2050. 
Although the North African and Middle East regions 
(which serve as the most important starting points of 

57 Giuseppe Carone, Cécile Denis, Kieran McMorrow, Gilles Mourre, Werner Röger: Long-term labour productivity and GDP projections for 
the EU25 Member States: a production function framework. European Commission, Directorate-General for Economic and Financial 
Affairs, 2006. http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/pages/publication68o en.pdf

migration) are anticipated to show a much more dynam-
ic growth of 400%, they are still less likely to produce 
more than 42% of the European economic performance. 
And this ratio will be only worsened by the population 
rise that is expected to take place in the meantime. Be-
sides this, UN data claim that, during the period 2015-
2060, the number of the working age population will 
drop by 18% (that is by 60 million), from 331 million to 
271 million people. The European Commission's publi-
cation issued in 200657 forecasts a fall that is similar in 
level. It predicts a drop of 17%, that is a shrinkage from 
311 million to 259 million people. Yet, this decline in 
the population size (approximately 50 million fewer) is 
predicted for a small interval, between 2011 and 2050.

This means that deviations as regards income, salary 
and the costs of living will still be high enough to act as 
enablers of migration tendencies. Moreover, due to the 
persistent labour force shortage in the EU in the forth-
coming decades an open host attitude is anticipated to 
dominate, opening the road to inflowing masses. This 
notion is further supported by the future-related state-
ments in ”Europe 2050” (p. 65), claiming that:

”Indeed, migration flows enrich a society and if managed 
well can provide the necessary diversity in both business 
and social life. If migration stops societies will stagnate. 
(...) Europe will become increasingly multi-cultural, due to 
consistent immigration flows, mostly from Southern Medi-
terranean countries and Africa. The European society will 
become increasingly Muslim as, if current trends continue, 
over 10% of European nationals will be Muslim by 2020, 
and (...) by 2050, one in five European will probably be 
Muslim. (...) Even without Turkey (which alone includes a 
Muslim population of around 70 million) in the EU in the 
next decade, with a Muslim population equal to that of 
Germany, this will have a significant impact on not just 
Europe’s culture and societal make-up but also on how the 
region operates on the international stage.”
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Pursuant to Eurostat population precalculus, the popu-
lation size in the European Union will slowly keep ris-
ing until the middle of the 21st century. It will peak in 
2045, totalling 529.1 million (which is a growth of 3.7% 
as compared to 2016). Subsequently it will be followed 
by a slight decline, to ultimately see the number of the 
population become a moderate 518.8 million by year 
2080 after an interval of stagnation. This figure, how-
ever, will still be 1.7% higher than the present number 
of the population, with 8.5 million people plus. Despite 
the growth in the population size in the forthcoming 
decades, though, the period will be characterised by 
some natural decline due to the fertility rate's falling 
below the reproduction level. Nor will the positive mi-
gration balance be able to fully counter-balance the 
trend.

Inequalities within the EU will remain if the higher fer-
tility rate in the developed countries is coupled with bet-
ter life prospects and a migration surplus. Concurrently, 
the Central, Eastern and Southern European regions 

will face lower fertility rates, lower rates of life expectan-
cy and, in many places, will have to tackle the problem 
of youth emigration.

Concerning ”old” Western European Member States, 
the scale of expected population growth will be signif-
icantly higher (8%) than the total average for the EU, 
showing an increase of around 31 million. The Europe-
an population, thus, will grow from 406 million to 437 
million people. The trend, however, is the reverse in 
Member States that later joined the Union. Here there 
is prognosis for a population decline of 21% (i.e. 22 mil-
lion people minus), causing the number of inhabitants 
to fall from 104 million to 82 million. In line with the 
above, Eurostat forecasts a positive migration balance 
for growing countries. Natural growth is expected in 8 
countries. In the more developed Western and North 
European countries (e.g. France, Ireland, the United 
Kingdom or Sweden) fertility is already close to the re-
production level.

Source: Eurostat

Figure 1/38 – CHANGES IN THE POPULATION SIZE OF EU MEMBER STATES, 2016-2080 (%)
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The highest rate of population growth will be experi-
enced in major migration destinations. Until 2080 the 
number of inhabitants may double in Luxembourg and 
grow to 150% in Belgium and Sweden respectively. In 
contrast, Germany will be struggling with a population 
decline of almost 16 million in the coming decades. 
This is shocking, though, since Germany has the high-
est number of inhabitants now, and has always been 
the lead target country for migrants in recent years, and 
will remain so in the future too. It is the United King-
dom that is forecast to have the largest population size 
in 2080 (with 85.1 million people), which would mean 
a 16% of the entire population of the European Union. 
Second on the list will be France, with a share of 15% 
within the EU.

Eurostat estimates a population of 8.7 million for Hunga-
ry by 2080, which implies a decline of 12%. Our country 
will keep its position and remain the 13th on the list, yet, 
its share will drop from 1.9 to 1.7%. From among the 
countries that still had to cope with population decline 
in 2014, Cyprus and Spain were removed to the category 

of growing countries, while Slovakia, Germany, Slovenia 
and the Netherlands joined the group of countries with a 
shrinking population. A positive migration balance has 
been prognosed for all countries with a growing popu-
lation. In the forthcoming years Luxembourg will see 
the highest scale of population growth. The number of 
inhabitants in this migrant destination is estimated to 
almost double. Significant population growth is expect-
ed in Sweden (46%), Ireland (32%), the United Kingdom 
(26%) and Belgium (25%) as well. Besides them, natural 
growth will entail some migration surplus in the Neth-
erlands, France and Denmark.

Needless to say, the expected components of such a 
prognosed demographic tendency call for in-depth 
analysis. By 2080 the fertility rate will move from the 
present range of 1.30-1.96 to 1.65-2.04, still staying be-
low the reproduction level. Eurostat predicts a live-birth 
rate of 327 million (an annual average of 5.1 million) 
and a death rate of 385 million (an annual average of 
6 million) for the whole of Europe for the period 2016-
2080. This means that, according to its estimates, the to-

Source: KSH
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tal number of the European population will decrease by 
58 million (900 thousand people per year) as a result of 
natural decline. More precisely, in the developed West-
ern Member States a live-birth rate of 273 million and a 
death rate of 306 million are predicted, leading to a nat-
ural decline rate of 33 million. In moderately developed 
countries and in those Member States that only joined 
the European in 2002 or later, the natural decline rate is 
forecast to be even higher. According to the prognosis, 
quantitatively it will show a figure of 24 million fewer, 
which means that the birth rate will be 54 million as 
compared to the death rate of 79 million.

Apparently, this scenario still does not seem to favour 
the consolidation of family-friendly policies or the provi-
sion of subsidies to parents with children. Instead, it in-
tends to put an end to population decline by other means 
than the mobilization of internal natural resources. The 
fertility rate is forecast to show only a slight growth in a 
time-lapse of 65 years, and its increase by 12-13% would 
still be mostly attributable to migrants with high fertili-
ty levels. It follows from this that the scenario strives to 
find a solution to these serious demographic problems 
through external alternatives: it relies on organized mi-
gration from the Third World. This is also mirrored in 
the report by the European statistical agency, claiming 
that during the period 2016-2080 a total of 65 million 
people will settle in the EU. Bear in mind that the settle-
ment of an annual average of 1 million migrants quanti-
tatively would equal a figure 6.5 times the population of 
Hungary. This, however, would presumably counter, or 
even reverse the negative demographic trend in Europe. 
A solid rise would be anticipated after the population de-
cline, which is a consequence of higher mortality rates. 
The majority of the migrants (97%), namely 63 million 
people are proposed to be hosted by Western European 
Member States (mostly belonging to the euro zone) so 
that their natural population loss will be compensated.

(Shorter term UN forecasts also show similar results. 
Accordingly, during the period 2015-2050, the European 
mortality rate is expected to exceed the birth rate by 57 
million, which is planned to be counter-balanced by an 
inflow of 32 million international migrants, triple the 
number of the Hungarian population. It cannot be ig-
nored that, as a result, the European population might 
actually decline by ‘only’ 25 million.)

Overall, based on the Eurostat forecast, it may be as-
sumed that migration will continue to have a key role in 
most 'old' EU Member States in keeping up the popula-
tion size or in growing it. In the meantime, in the case 
of 'peripheral' countries later joining the EU, population 
decline will remain a typical feature, where emigration 
and low birth rates will prevail should the relevant gov-
ernment decisions or proper approaches be lacking.

This, however, brings about further problems – namely 
the fundamental transformation of the population-based 
identity and the ethnical–social structure of Western Eu-
ropean countries. As seen beforehand, migrants coming 
from outside the EU are accountable for a considerable 
proportion, 18% of live-births in these countries. This 
is double the number they are represented by the total 
European population, nevertheless, the figure would 
imply a two times higher level of willingness to have 
children among them All of this presents the picture 
that, in a few decades' time, migrants will have a share 
similar to the current one even among the working-age 
population, which now makes up about two-thirds of 
the total population. In addition, their ratio is predicted 
to become twice this high regarding live-births, if the 
indicated fertility differences still persist. And the con-
tinuous inflow of migrants makes this rather likely. The 
afore-mentioned distribution is quite probable to shift 
towards the migrant population by the end of the peri-
od, until 2080. At the same time, the question remains 
whether the socio-cultural and civilizational attempts 
made in the issue of integration will be able to adapt to 
the changes.



67

Western European Member States are expected to re-
ceive a further mass of 63 million immigrants in the 
next 65 years, as the forecast of the European Union's 
statistical office puts it. At least 33 million people out of 
the total Western European population of 407 million 
are currently migrants from outside the EU, while the 
number of the indigenous population does not exceed 
374 million. Migrants will be accountable for almost 
one-third of the potential 273 million live-births in the 
future (i.e. almost 100 million infants), yet, their share 
in the estimated mortality rate of 306 million will be 
around 20% (about 60 million). In this sense, the current 
population with a migrant background might nearly 
quadruple by 2080 in the EU, moving from the present 
rate of 7% to 30%. What is more, they also constitute 
the majority as regards newborn babies, by the end of 
the century.

Apparently and undoubtedly, this Christian Europe, 
which is built on today's values and approaches and 
which follows the currently prevailing religious and cul-
tural behavioural patterns, can no longer be maintained 
– at least not in the Western world. If the current politi-
cal trends persist, which give way to a relatively uncon-
trolled inflow of migrants, we are bound to see the rise 
of a socio-cultural blend, a kind of heterogeneous crea-
tion that will be taken by the group that grabs the major 
share in the entire European population as its own. And 
it will do so pursuant to its own set of values. It will 
reshape the culture according to its own behavioural 
patterns. It will rely on an ideology that radically differs 
from that of Europe.
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The evolution of this statistical science has always entailed a nose count–globally and thus in Hungary. It was as 
early as 2238 BC in China that the first census was conducted. Even the Bible makes several mentions of census 
data. And one of them is known to the entire educated world – the one that was performed at the time of Jesus 
Christ’s birth.

The first census in Hungary was organized between 
1784 and 1787, which was not followed by any such 
event until the Compromise due to the nobles’ resistance 
(Andorka, 2001). Since 1870 the population has been 
counted every ten years, with the exception of 1941 and 
1946. The last censuses were carried out in 2001 and 
2011. Besides this, as of the second half of the 1900s, 
mid-term micro-censuses have been performed. (With-
in their framework, supplementary data recordings are 
made for current processes affecting society, yet such 
data are collected with a smaller sample – for example 
in 2016 it was for 10% of the population). The last Hun-
garian micro-census, which was the seventh, was held 
in 2016. Since 1876 data on births, deaths, marriages 
have been recorded and published in ever finer detail. 
Nonetheless, this also suggests that concerning the de-
mographic changes before the end of the 18th century 
nothing but historical scientific estimates can be relied 
on. At the time of the Hungarian Conquest, the popula-

tion was estimated to be 400-500 thousand, which grew 
to 1.1 million by 1200 and to 1.5 million by 1300 respec-
tively (Századok statisztikája, KSH, 2011) (Statistics of 
Centuries, CSO, 2011). Based on the sporadic data histo-
rians and demographers have concluded that, in the first 
six hundred years after the founding of the Hungarian 
State, the general population change showed an annual 
average growth of 3-4 per mil, similar to other European 
states and nations (Für, 2011).

This was the trend for the subsequent period as well in 
spite of a most devastating natural disaster. Plague swept 
through Hungary and the whole of Europe in 1348, and 
continued to flare up until any lives until the second half 
of the 1770s. Still, demographic growth was stable. The 
population of Hungary before the battle in Mohács may 
have been around 3.5-4 million, being neck and neck with 
that of contemporaneous England. Out of the 3.5-4 million 

Carpathians

The Carpathians

had a population of 

400-500 thousand.

Population was 

1.1 million in 1,200 and 

1.3 million in 1,300, 

respectively.

Figure 2/1 – HUNGARY AROUND 900 AD

Source: KSH, Századok statisztikája  
(CSO, Statistics of Centuries)

Figure 2/2 – HUNGARY IN THE 13TH CENTURY 
(INCLUDING CROATIA)

Source: KSH, Századok statisztikája 
(CSO, Statistics of Centuries)
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inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin around 3-3.2 million 
were Hungarian, making up about 75-80% of the popula-
tion. (This figure suggested the existence of about 20,000 
settlements, out of which 15,000 have remained.) In the 
meantime smaller villages in Transylvania welcomed the 
arrival of the first Romanians and Serbians. Ruthenians 
integrated into the communities of the North Eastern Car-
pathians, whereas Slovaks gradually started settling south-
wards of Upper Hungary.

The 150 years under the Ottoman Empire have brought 
about a serious break in the country’s demographic de-
velopment. By the end of the Turkish rule, the population 
shrank to the number before the battle of Mohács, to 4 mil-
lion, although based on the natural demographic growth 
features it should have doubled during this time. Not more 

than 50% of these 4 million people were Hungarian in the 
1710s (Tóth, to be published). As a consequence of settling 
in, by the time of the first great census, at the end of the 
18th century, Hungarians constituted a mere 40% of the 
population. In the meantime, civilizational influences, sci-
entific development, the improvement of nurturing and 
housing conditions etc. led to a gradual decrease in deaths 
and infant mortality in Europe. After the second half of the 
18th century birth rates remained high for a time, while 
death rates started to gradually decrease, leading to natural 
population growth.

At the time of the census under the reign of Emperor Joseph 
II, 8.1-8.2 million people inhabited the actual State territory 
(without Croatia), out of which the population in the area 
of today’s Hungary came to 2.7 million (Századok statisz-
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tikája, KSH, 2011). This figure, however, almost doubled 
in the next hundred years, to see another growth of 100% 
in the subsequent century too. The dynamic demographic 
expansion was only halted in the first half of the 20th cen-
tury – by wars. The shock over the Treaty of Trianon and 
its resulting loss of area and population, just like the succes-
sive emigration broke the positive trend, and the phenom-
enon of natural population decline did nothing to help the 
situation. A natural shrinkage of the population has been 
experienced in the past two decades. Even population den-
sity started to worsen, which earlier doubled between 1880 
and 1980. The number of inhabitants per square kilometre 
in today’s Hungary is similar to that of Austria, Portugal, 
Slovakia and Slovenia (105.3 people/km2 in 2017). The most 
densely populated areas in the European Union are Malta, 
the Netherlands and Belgium (in 2016: 1381, 410 and 371 
people/km2 respectively), whose numbers are multiple the 
domestic figures of Hungary.

In the first decade of the 21st century (that is nowadays) 
52% of the population are women. The number of women 
per thousand men grew from 1019 in 1870, to 1096 in 2017, 
which had been influenced by the different mortality rates 
observed with the genders, wars and emigration trends, 
despite the male birth surplus (Andorka, 2001). In 1870 
children accounted for 37% of the Hungarian population, 
whereas people above 60 constituted 5%. This means that 
around 60% of the population was made up by active work-
ing-age people. The proportion of the latter is still similar 
today (63%), however a significant shift can be perceived in 
the number of children and the elderly in favour of the latter. 
(Their proportion is currently 15% and 22% respectively). 
Emigration, war, as well as the changes in birth and mor-
tality rates have left their mark on the pyramid-shaped age-
tree so typical of young populations. Thus today, just like 
in other European countries, it depicts an ageing population 
structure.

According to Figure 2/4, the period from the 18th century 
until the first half of the 20th century, was defined by high 
live-birth and slightly lower death rates. Yet, as of the mid-

1 In: STATISTICS OF CENTURIES. Statistical curiosities from Hungarian history. KSH. 2011. pp. 40. (Table 2.10)

dle of the 1900s both indicators, and especially the number 
of live-births per thousand inhabitants, started to decrease, 
and after the 1970s it largely exceeded the death rate.

At the same time, the number of family members in one 
household also started to fall. In the 18-19th centuries a 
household usually had four to five family members, where-
as in the last century this number typically changed to three 
or even fewer. The trend was also reflected in the change 
of the average number of children in the family and their 
distribution accordingly. The first signs of the shift could 
be perceived in the 1950s. In the mid-1900s three-quarters 
of the families had at least one child, and two-fifths had 
a minimum of three. Yet, less than 50 years later, at the 
beginning of the 21st century, only two-thirds of families 
had one child. A mere one-third of the families were raising 
more than one, and less than one-tenth of them were bring-
ing up three children.

Figure 2/4 – LIVE-BIRTHS AND DEATHS PER 
THOUSAND INHABITANTS1

YEAR LIVE-BIRTHS DEATHS

1823 30.6 23.2

1831 29.3 48.5

1876 46.7 34.9

1900 39.7 26.3

1925 28.4 17.1

1950 20.9 11.4

1975 18.4 12.4

2000 9.6 13.3

2010 9.0 13.0

2016 9.5 12.9

Source: KSH (CSO)
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Figure 2/5 – NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS 
PER HUNDRED FAMILIES2

YEAR PERSONS

1747-1748 400

1843 540

1949 339

1996 294

2001 291

2005 288

2011 287

2016 283

Source: KSH (CSO)

Figure 2/6 – FAMILY DISTRIBUTION BASED ON THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN (PERCENTAGE)3

FAMILY TYPE 1949 1960 1970 1980 1990 1996 2001 2005 2011 2016

WITH NO CHILDREN 27 31 34 35 34 33 34 35 34 37

WITH ONE SINGLE CHILD 32 35 35 34 33 34 34 34 36 34

WITH TWO CHILDREN 22 22 22 25 26 26 24 23 22 21

WITH THREE OR MORE 
CHILDREN 20 13 9 6 7 7 7 8 8 8

WITH CHILDREN, ALTOGETHER 73 69 66 65 66 67 66 65 66 63

Source: KSH (CSO)

2 In: STATISTICS OF CENTURIES. Statistical curiosities from Hungarian history. KSH 2011, pp. 42. (Table 2.13)
3 In: STATISTICS OF CENTURIES. Statistical curiosities from Hungarian history. KSH 2011, pp. 42. (Table 2.13)

In order to understand the population tendencies of the 
past hundred years, though, the total fertility rate (TFR) 
and its changes cannot be disregarded. (The latter shows 
the number of children a woman would give birth to 
pursuant to the birth frequency of the given year (see 
Figure 2/7)).

Practically, three longer phases may be distinguished 
in this respect. (The detailed analysis of population ten-
dencies after 2002 is included in the next chapter.) The 
first one indicated a steady decrease between 1900 and 
1960, while the next one, between 1960 and 1990, was 
dominated by stagnation (with TFR amounting to 1.79 
in 1962, and 1.78 in 1992 respectively). Finally, the last 
phase lasting until 2012 again experienced another, yet 
less significant decline. More precisely, the total fertility 
rate gradually declined from 5.32 in 1900 to its lowest 
in 2011, which was 1.23, only to rise to 1.49 in 2016. 
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Figure 2/7 – TOTAL FERTILITY RATE (TFR) BETWEEN 1900 AND 2016
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Anyhow, 2012 saw a remarkable change in tendencies, 
giving way to rising figures. And we hope that this 
trend will be long-term and, from now on, fertility will 
be set on the sustainable path of steady growth. Out-
standing numbers are remarkable in the trend, which 
several times fail to follow the definite trend patterns, 
or readjust to the trend line again. All of them may be 
linked to a historical event that had an impact on the 
entire population (see the two world wars), or may be 
connected to population-related government interven-
tions. The trends’ perseverance is another feature that 
substantiates the recognition that parenthood is subject 
to deep social sentiments. Their mapping and elabora-
tion cannot be ignored, since it is this knowledge that 
government measures in support of the achievement 
and maintenance of sustainable childbearing levels can 
be, in the long run, built on.

 
The main events influencing the population:
Even before World War I government measures were 
taken to mitigate family poverty and improve health-
care conditions in order to stop the gradual decline in 
birth numbers.

The period during World War I saw a dramatic fall in crude 
live-birth rates, standing at an average of 16.3 per thousand 
women. It is striking, though, that during World War II 
this trend was less intense, even though the war itself had 
a much heavier death toll. Birth rates kept decreasing in the 
1930s, also reaching over to the years of the global econom-
ic crisis. And this negative trend did not end until 1936, 
the reasons for which are manifold. The growing urban 
population and the gradual increase in school qualifica-
tions had made their mark. There was a less intense drop 
in the number from 1936 to 1937, yet after a couple of small 
exceptions, the trend basically remained unchanged until 
1952. (The decline cannot be seen in the previous chart due 
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to the concise time interval.) The period between 1953 and 
1956 was ruled by the Ratkó era, introducing a bachelor tax 
and the ban on abortion. It is a historical curiosity that the 
abolition of abortion was not a new regulation, but basical-
ly the restoration of a former legislation suspended during 
World War II. The pace of natural population growth, of 
course, showed a considerable increase in these years in re-
sponse to state pressure.

The ban on abortion was lifted in June 1956, while the 
tax on childlessness was repealed after the revolution of 
1956. During the 2.5-3 years of the practical abolition of 
abortion, as compared to previous years, about 80 thou-
sand more children were born on a yearly basis (and 
infant mortality also decreased). As a result of the grow-
ing number of births and improved mortality rates, the 
Hungarian population grew by 100-110 thousand people 
per year (Für, 2011).

Szőnyi, István: Anyaság (Paternity) (1928),  
in the collection of the Szőnyi István Memorial Museum
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The unrestricted permission of abortion, however, 
turned things upside down. Artificial abortions reached 
their peak of several million by the time of the change 
of the regime. (Between 1956 and 2016 their number ap-
proximated 5.9 million.) It is a tragedy that the socialist 
era used them as an active tool for population regula-
tion (Farkas, 2014). The chart below depicts the negative 
relationship between the number of abortions and the 
fertility rate.

The unrestricted permission of artificial abortion, none-
theless, is only partially accountable for the drop in birth 
numbers. It is startling that in 1957 there were 13.3% 
fewer children born than one year earlier. As a matter of 
fact, such an extent of decline within a year could only 
be seen during World War I. Yet, the historical negative 
record was to come in 1962 after the peak in 1954, with 
the lowest ever figures globally. In 1962 93.3 thousand 

fewer children (130,053 people) were born as compared 
to the generation in 1954 and this figure only exceeded 
the historical minimum of 1918 WWI by a mere 2,159 
people. The difference between the fertility rates of 1954 
and 1962 is also telling. With the growing age of wom-
en (and especially after the age of 25), the fertility rate 
drastically dropped. In this period women gave birth to 
their first child at the age of 20-22, and typically refused 
to have a second baby. Moreover, the trend of having 
one single child found its way back after the world war. 
And this entailed the return of the former negative trend 
that was observed with the fertility rate. The Ratkó era, 
in this sense, could only offset the negative trend from 
its track for a temporary period of 3 years. Its impact 
could again be temporarily felt with the ‘Ratkó children’ 
and ‘Ratkó grandchildren’, yet failed to expand to a third 
wave of generations.
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In 1967 Hungary was the first, in the world, to introduce 
the disbursement of child care allowance (GYES), which 
was supplemented by the income-based child care fee 
(GYED) in 1985. Subsequent to the introduction of 
GYES, the total fertility rate temporarily increased, but 
after 2-3 years it again decreased to the original trend 
line.

The amount of family allowance and the childcare ben-
efit was raised and extended in 1973. Regulations on ar-
tificial abortion were tightened and contraception was 
made widely available to the public. Still, the increase 
in the fertility rate did not prove to be permanent, and 
it did not exceed the single reproduction level for more 
than a few years. It should be noted that family allow-
ance was gradually decreasing in comparison with the 
average wages in the second half of the 1970s. Notwith-
standing their timing, the dramatic drop in the num-
ber of abortions in 1974 and the temporary bolt in the 
fertility rate were only slightly interconnected. The drop 
in the number of abortions was primarily attributed 
to the wide spread of modern contraceptive medicine. 
Meanwhile it was the expansion of GYES and the higher 
number of fertile women (Ratkó children) that could ex-
plain the temporary rise in the fertility rate. In 1984 new 
demographic and housing policy-related government de-
cisions were aimed at having some long-term positive 
effect, yet in vain. Not even in the last decades of the 
Kádár regime could Hungary be considered as a welfare 
state (Muraközy 2008). As a matter of fact, it could not be 
rendered more than a State promising welfare. Yet, the 
latter remark is justifiable, since as compared to other so-
cialist countries, Hungary made more serious attempts 
to get the regime accepted via better financial welfare. A 
part of this was based on the relatively high level of fam-
ily subsidies (GYES, GYED), family allowance as well as 
free-of-charge crèche and kindergarten attendance (re-
ferred to as ‘social policy’, that is ”szocpol”).

Regime legitimisation, on the other hand, relied on the 
integration of market elements into the economic mech-
anism. The introduction of the second economy, how-
ever, forced people into a self-exploiting, multi-job-facet-
ed behavioural pattern. As a consequence of all of this, 
more and more families fell apart, and the deterioration 
of people’s state of health was not halted. To make things 
worse, fewer and fewer children were born. Family and 
population policies after the change of the regime were 
typically accompanied by two distinctive elements. One 
of them concentrated on financial subsidies, whereas the 
other one had to do with a lack of consensus about basic 
principles, means, tools and efficiency.

Family allowance was made available to every family 
as of 1990, irrespective of their involvement in the la-
bour market and their financial status. From 1991 on, 
the Antall-government expanded the tax-base allowance 
(which was originally introduced for families with three 
or more children) to families with one single child or 
two children. Later the allowance was modified to tax 
allowance, which now decreased the amount of the in-
come tax payable. The Social Act, which introduced the 
scheme of GYET (child raising support) for large fami-
lies, was adopted in 1993.

Besides the economic shock of the change of the regime, 
the composition of births was also fundamentally affect-
ed by the extraordinary boom in school qualifications 
among women, which – among others – contributed to 
the postponement of parenthood to later years. Until the 
mid-1990s it was women aged 20-24, and until 2009 
those between 25 and 29, who determined the domes-
tic fertility rate as constituting the segments with the 
highest number of deliveries. From 1994 on, however, 
going against the generous and consciously structured 
family-supporting ideology and the actions of the con-
servative government, the left-wing Liberals showed less 
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understanding. Upon forming government, they took 
every opportunity to destroy or weaken the family sup-
port scheme. The basic conflict was rooted in the inter-
pretation of the family policy. The confrontation of the 
concept ‘social policy versus family and demographic 
policy’ resulted in the doubtful opportunity to request 
family subsidies, or simply questioned their existence. 
Benefit schemes were either repealed or restructured. At 
the same time, research findings clearly show that the 
poorly considered modification of the family support 
scheme and the accompanying lack of predictability 
apparently adversely affected the attitude to childbear-
ing, and thus the evolution of the Hungarian population 
(Pongráczné, 2009).

The Bokros package of 1995-96 only brought destruction 
and a long-term break in the family support scheme, 
and accordingly in the families’ intention to have chil-
dren. Among others, family allowance lost its universal 
nature. In this sense, the middle class was no longer 
eligible for such grants, and the family tax allowance 
was also repealed. The cancellation of GYED, and the 
stricter eligibility conditions for GYES and GYET led to 
a significantly higher poverty risk among families with 
children under the age of 2. The Bokros package had a 
disastrous effect on the demography. It saw young peo-
ple lose their faith in safe and secure family planning. 
Anyhow, nothing could have served as a better example 
to prove that negative actions have an immediate effect, 
whereas favourable ones, with the aim of projecting a 
predictable future, only gain trust after many years (Far-
kas, 2012).

In 1998 the Orbán government restored the formerly re-
pealed elements of the family support scheme, and with-
in the framework of this it made family allowance uni-
versal again. It re-introduced the family tax allowance, 
with even more favourable conditions for families with 
more children. From 2000 onwards, GYED was availa-
ble again. From 2001 on even grandparents became en-
titled to GYES. This period is regarded as the first fam-
ily-policy related (pronatalist) governmental phase that 
was targeted at growing birth numbers.

During the two governmental cycles of the socio-liberal 
coalition subsequent to the change of the government in 
2002, an external indebting spiral started to evolve due 
to intensive borrowing and slack economic growth. The 
governments led by Medgyessy and Gyurcsány mostly 
failed to preserve the family-policy related acquis of the 
first civic government. They cut back on housing allow-
ances and made the conditions of family tax allowances 
significantly stricter by restricting them to families with 
three or more children and by binding them to a specif-
ic income limit. This, unfortunately, was only partially 
mitigated by the universal rise of the family allowance. 
In 2009-2010 the Bajnai government found the ‘way out’ 
in restricting welfare benefits. It froze the provision of 
family allowance, limited GYES to two years and even 
decreased the minimum amount of the old-age pension, 
which underlies the calculation of the many subsidies. 
The housing-support scheme (‘szocpol’), which was defi-
nite until then, was replaced by a new benefit scheme of-
fering limited opportunities. Interest rate subsidies were 
available to people under 35 for building, purchasing a 
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new flat, or reconstructing their own homes. Neverthe-
less, this hindered and, at the same time, impeded the 
housing objectives of several young couples and families 
with young children. The unfavourable family-policy 
related measures of the Bajnai era severely ravaged the 
social trust that was forming around the millennium. 
Consequently, natural decline again started to unfold.

According to researcher Tiborné Pongrácz (2009),

”The constant plea to understand the systemic stability of 
the family policy brought about unpredictability and in-
security, which may seriously hinder childbearing in the 
development period of family-planning and awareness. It 
apparently conveys the message that family and child safe-
ty are not important for everyone. Not all social groups ac-
knowledge them as an asset. (...) The fundamental reason 
behind the failed attempts to better the demographic indi-
cators lies in the constant changes of the support scheme. 
There is no efficient family policy without stability.”

Family policy should be characterized by predictability, 
stability, complexity and flexibility. This has been recog-
nized by the Hungarian family policy since 2010, whose 
goals and objectives, achievements and plans for the fu-
ture will be discussed in the next chapters.



OVERVIEW – 

THE DEMOGRAPHIC SITUATION 
AFTER THE CHANGE OF THE 
GOVERNMENT IN 2010,  
BASED ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC 
TRENDS BETWEEN 2002  
AND 2010

CHAPTER III
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MAJOR FACTORS DETERMINING THE POPULATION SIZE OF HUNGARY

The most definite feature of a population at a given time 
and place (country) is the number of its inhabitants, and 
its structure based on gender and age. Population size 
and structure may show varieties due to people move-
ment. Population size is defined by the balance of births 
and deaths (natural growth or decline) and by the bal-
ance of migration into or from a foreign country. Natu-
ral population change and migration balance together 
show the scale of actual growth or decline. Changes in 
the population’s age-structure depend on the number of 
new entrants into (newborn babies) and leavers of the 
system per age-group (death, immigration and emigra-
tion by age).

The number of live-births largely depends on the 
number, age-composition and fertility of women of 
child-bearing age. In other words, it is defined by the fre-
quency of births at a given age. Fertility is expressed by 
the total fertility rate, which shows how many children 
a woman gives birth to, on average. This indicator is an 
expression of the attitudes to childbearing in a country. 
Death rates vary according to population size, death ex-
pectancy and mortality. That is, they depend on the fre-

quency of death events at a given age. Mortality level is 
defined by average life expectancy at birth. It stipulates 
the average life expectancy of a newborn infant, speci-
fying the age when he or she is expected to die. Healthy 
life expectancy at 65 differs from the above, expressing 
the number of years a person at the age of 65 can expect 
to live in a good state of health.

On 01 January 2010 the Hungarian population was 10 
million 14 thousand. During the 8-year period of 2002-
2010, as regards people movements, the balance of 
births, deaths and international migration underwent 
the following changes.

During the period 2002-2010 Hungary experienced a 
continuous decrease in its population size. Shrinking 
birth numbers were constantly exceeded by death rates, 
leading to a perceivable natural population decline in 
each year under analysis. Neither could the migration 
balance counter the negative trend. Although there were 
fluctuations in its volume, its constantly positive value 
could still only mitigate the decline. The population was 
actually getting smaller year after year.

3.1.

Figure 3/1 – POPULATION CHANGE AND ITS DEFINING FACTORS, 2002-2010

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Population size, thousand 
people (January) 10,175 10,142 10,117 10,098 10,077 10,066 10,045 10,031 10,014

1. Number of live-births, 
persons 96,804 94,647 95,137 97,496 99,871 97,613 99,149 96,442 90,335

2. Number of deaths, 
persons 132,833 135,823 132,492 135,732 131,603 132,938 130,027 130,414 130,456

Natural population change, 
persons (1-2) -36,029 -41,176 -37,355 -38,236 -31,732 -35,325 -30,878 -33,972 -40,121

3. Migration balance, 
persons 3,538 15,556 18,162 17,268 21,309 14,568 16,452 17,321 11,519

Actual population change, 
persons (1-2±3) -32,491 -25,620 -19,193 -20,968 -10,423 -20,757 -14,426 -16,651 -28,602
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Regarding population change per thousand inhabitants, 
as compared to other EU Member States, in 2010 Hun-
gary was one of the leading countries with a shrinking 
population. It had one of the poorest statistical results 
both in terms of natural and total population decline. 
Please note that population shrinkage derives from 
the negative balance of births and deaths, while actu-

al population decline also covers migration. Among the 
28 Member States, Hungary was listed third and sixth 
among the worst performing countries concerning natu-
ral population change and actual decline. Based on this, 
the country was ranked one place lower – our position 
basically stagnated compared to 2002.

Figure 3/2 – EXPECTED POPULATION CHANGE PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS, 2002-2010

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Natural population change 
(per thousand inhabitants) -3.5 -4.1 -3.7 -3.8 -3.2 -3.5 -3.1 -3.4 -4.0

Actual population change 
(per thousand inhabitants) -3.2 -2.5 -1.9 -2.1 -1.0 -2.1 -1.4 -1.7 -2.9

Figure 3/3 – NATURAL POPULATION CHANGE IN THE 28 EU MEMBER STATES, 2010 (PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS)
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ATTITUDES TO CHILDBEARING AMONG HUNGARIAN FAMILIES IN 2010

1  Demographic Portrait, 2012, pp. 33

3.2.1. CHANGES IN THE FERTILITY LEVEL

At the time of the change of the government, attitudes to 
childbearing Hungarian families was at its lowest ever. 
This, somehow, could be traced back to the ‘crisis man-
agement’ measures of the former government. Their 
mistaken course brought about restrictions that did not 
even spare families with children. The number of chil-
dren and the fertility indicator for a given year are, on 
average, around 75% determined by parental decisions 
made on having children and family in the previous 
year. Basically in the majority of the cases any new life 
is conceived prior to the year under analysis, thus it may 
be concluded that such family-related decisions are in-
fluenced by the then actual socio-economic conditions, 
the government policy and the subsidies and benefits 
that are available. The fertility rate of 1.23 registered in 
2011 was the lowest ever in the demography of Hungary, 
being 40% below the value (2.1) needed for the popula-

tion’s reproduction, which suggests that it is the period 
inherited from the former government, full of crisis and 
uncertainty, that is largely accountable for the prevailing 
situation. It should also be added that the total fertility 
rate (TFR) of 1.25 recorded one year earlier, in 2010 was 
not favourable either, only ending up one place higher 
in the list of negative records. It was former socialist 
countries that struggled with the lowest fertility rate on 
the continent at the beginning of the 21st century. The 
indicator failed to reach even 1.3 at the millennium in 
Hungary, yet still proved to be quite high relative to the 
neighbouring countries. From among the ten countries 
later joining the European Union, in 2002 it was only 
Hungary and Estonia that recorded a total fertility rate 
higher than 1.31. Between 2002 and 2010, however, the 
rate started to grow both in Central and Eastern Europe-
an countries earlier belonging to the socialist block, and 
among EU Member States. By 2010 it peaked at 1.59 in 
Romania, 1.57 in Slovenia and Bulgaria, 1.50 in Lithu-

3.2.

Source: Eurostat

Figure 3/4 – TOTAL FERTILITY RATE IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 2002-2010
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ania, 1.51 in the Czech Republic, 1.43 in Slovakia, 1.41 
in Poland and 1.36 in Latvia. Even though the highest 
figure recorded in Romania could not reach the EU level 
and the fertility indicator necessary for the population’s 
reproduction, it still portrayed a definitely positive trend.

At this time, though, Hungary was just plummeting to 
new depths. In the period under analysis the indicator 
dropped by a significant 3.8%, after a moderate and 
temporary upheaval between 2006 and 2008.2

In 2002 the fertility rate averaged 1.46 across the European 
Union. The lowest fertility levels were registered in former 
socialist countries and in the southern States (Italy, Spain 
and Greece). It may be that the indicator of 1.3 measured 
in Hungary was low, still it was not outstandingly bad. In 
2002 the Czech Republic (1.17), Slovakia (1.19) and Slovenia 
(1.21) performed more poorly. In the first years of the mil-
lennium Bulgaria, Romania, Poland and the Baltic coun-
tries all showed a less favourable picture.

2 The technical literature in the field refers to fertility at such a low level as lowest-low fertility, which could be understood as quasi super 
low fertility.

3 Births out of wedlock in Europe. Statisztikai Tükör (Statistical Review), Year III, Issue 98, 29 June 2009. page 2https://www.ksh.hu/docs/
hun/xftp/gyor/jel/je309042.pdf (downloaded: 20 July 2017)

By 2010 the fertility rate stood at 1.62 in the EU-28 Mem-
ber States. The indicator was even better in the Bene-
lux States, Estonia, Finland, Great Britain, Scandinavia 
and France. It is noteworthy, though, that countries with 
TFR above the EU average also had a higher number 
of births out of wedlock. ”In most countries the higher 
number of marriages is coupled with a lower number 
of births out of wedlock. Yet, of course, there are excep-
tions. Scandinavia, to be more exact Denmark and Fin-
land are special examples. There the traditionally high 
number of births out of wedlock is complemented with 
a first marriage rate far beyond the average of the EU-25 
Member States. Again, it may be that a lower than aver-
age marriage frequency entails a relatively low number 
of births out of wedlock. Such countries include Spain, 
Poland and even Germany.”3 In contrast, as seen above, 
the Hungarian total fertility rate showed some further 
decline as compared to its former level. By 2010-2011 
it was at its lowest ever recorded, standing at 1.25 and 
1.23 respectively. Somehow, the figures fell behind both 

Figure 3/5 – TOTAL FERTILITY RATE IN EUROPEAN UNION MEMBER STATES, 2010
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those of the former socialist countries and the EU Mem-
ber States. Whereas in 2002 we ranked 17th in the list, 
we could not even hold this position. Both in 2010 and 
2011 Hungary had the worst indicators among the EU-
28 Member States.

3.2.2. NUMBER OF LIVE-BIRTHS

The fertility rate, as mentioned earlier, is a determinant 
in the actual number of live-births. Yet, the latter largely 
depends on the number of women of childbearing age 
(as per statistical terms, women aged between 15 and 
49), and is indirectly affected by the proportion of those 
women in this age-group who live in a relationship. In 
addition, besides the attitudes to childbearing, any de-
crease in the number of fertile women leads to a propor-
tional fall in the expected number of live-births.

There are fewer and fewer women of childbearing age in 
developed countries who could ensure the population’s 
reproduction. And this yearly decrease has a fundamen-
tal impact on the number of births in a country.

The shrinkage in the number of women of childbearing 
age was more moderate in each EU Member State than 
in Hungary. It showed an average decline of 1% between 
2002 and 2010. Within this, however, nine EU Member 
States experienced some growth due to the favourable 
fertility conditions of the previous decades. In Cyprus 
an increase of 21% was registered, whereas for Ireland 
it was 16%, for Luxembourg 12%, for Spain 8%, for 
Sweden and the United Kingdom 6%, for Belgium and 
Austria 2% and for Denmark 1% respectively. In two 
countries, namely Malta and Italy, there was practical-
ly stagnation. In the other countries there was a fall in 
their number, to different extents. The most significant 
drop was seen in Romania (15%), Latvia (11%), Lithuania 
(11%) and Bulgaria (10%). During the period 2002-2010 
the number of women of childbearing age dropped by 
5.8% in Hungary, falling from 2,534 thousand to 2,386 
thousand. This was a decrease of 148 thousand, which 

4 Negative trends were additionally worsened by the shift of the average childbearing age to later years.

could be regarded as a featured, unavoidable result of 
the earlier demographic trends (namely the ageing of 
the Ratkó generations). Even though Hungary had worse 
conditions to face relative to the EU average, in compari-
son with other Central and Eastern European countries, 
our situation was not exceptionally bad.

The domestic decline in the number of live-births, none-
theless, resulted in a remarkable decrease by 2010-2011. 
Accompanied by the negative effect of some other fac-
tors, it contributed to the worsening of the attitudes to 
childbearing4. In 2010 as many as 90,335 live-births 
were recorded altogether, while this number was only 
88,050 in 2011. This was again a negative record in the 
Hungarian demographic trends and fell 9% below the 
figure for 2002, which amounted to 96,804. (Between 
2002 and 2010 the birth rate showed a trend similar to 
that perceived with the fertility rate, yet, in the second 
half of the 2000s there were a number of upheavals. For 
example, in 2006 the birth number was close to 100 
thousand, yet the trend was repeatedly weakened by the 
economic crisis and the ‘adjusting’ measures.)

Compared to the European Union, the number of live-
births per thousand inhabitants was extremely low. In 
2010 it was 9.0 and in 2011 it only reached 8.8, only 
preceding Germany in the list. Ranking as the second 
worst performing country, we were devastatingly lag-
ging behind other V4 countries, whose development and 
situation was otherwise similar to ours. Compared to the 
scale of 9.5 measured in 2002, which enabled Hungary 
to take the 17th place in the ranking list of EU Member 
States, this meant a serious setback.

Such a low level in the attitudes to childbearing projected 
the tragic image of the irreversible process of some fur-
ther acceleration in population decline. The change of the 
government in 2010 also embodied an opportunity to 
tackle the management of these unfavourable prospects. 
It evoked the recognition that such negative trends need-
ed to be reversed for the sake of stengthening the nation. 
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At the same time, other issues also were identified in this 
context, the management of which again constituted a set 
of tasks for the government after 2010.

3.2.3. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE DESIRED, 
PLANNED AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN

The low or high level of intention to have children (and 
together with that the relevant indicators of live-births/
fertility) may not only be confirmed after their compar-
ison with the domestic and foreign data of the previous 
years. Family-related expectations among the fertile 

population (more precisely the desired number of chil-
dren) can also be take into account, in order to compare 
them with the actual figures, since in this way it can be 
easily assessed how the actual indicators have met the 
expectations.

According to the epidemiological research conducted by 
Mária Kopp and Hungarostudy in 2009, the family is 
an important asset for Hungarians even today. It repre-
sents a value more significant than in the neighbouring 
countries, which is manifest in the desired and planned 
number of children as well. Men under the age of 45 
want 2.13 children on average, whereas for women it is 

Figure 3/6 – THE NUMBER OF WOMEN OF CHILDBEARING AGE IN THE EU-28, 2002-2010 (%)
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2.14. The figure, however, is much higher than the num-
ber of children actually born, which currently stands at 
1.49. It is a positive trend, though, that there are only 
very few who do not want to have any children at all. 
School qualifications are a decisive factor in this context. 
Within the group of those with lower qualifications the 
desired number of children is basically reached, while 
those with higher qualifications – and especially women 
– tend to lag behind with the planned number.

In pursuit of an answer to this remarkable difference 
one can notice that young women with children seem 
to have a less favourable judgement of their standards of 
living than women without any children. Men with chil-
dren again have a better opinion about their conditions 
of living than those without children. The Hungarostudy 
research work led by Mária Kopp warned several times 

that women with children are typically exposed to the 
risk of more intense psychological over-burden. Once it 
has been decided to contribute to the implementation of 
such childbearing plans, there is an urgent need for a 
population policy that helps mitigate these difficulties.

Mária Kopp argues that the population policy should 
also bear in mind one of the most important back-
ground factors of parenthood – an appropriate, safe and 
secure family environment (Kopp, Skrabski, 2006) and a 
supportive environment. These prove to be protective el-
ements when it comes to the physical and mental health 
indicator. Emerging self-destructive behavioural pat-
terns are also related to these factors, just like depression 
and the feeling of hopelessness and despair. This means 
that even though symptoms are perceptible among 
women with children, still our population policy should 

Figure 3/7 – THE RATIO OF LIVE-BIRTHS PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS IN THE EU-28, 2010
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support more than only this group. It should cover the 
entire environment, the family – in the narrower and 
broader sense. It should particularly focus on safe and 
secure relationships and inter-generation cooperation.

The representative Hungarian Youth Survey, carried out 
with an extensive sample in 2016, also came to a simi-
lar conclusion. According to it, Hungarian young people 
aged 15-29 still want 2.1 children on average, including 
children already born. Interestingly enough, a highly 
planned number of children is a common feature among 
young people in Hungary and beyond the country bor-

ders alike. (It is 1.9 in Upper Hungary, 2.4 in Transcar-
pathia, 2.3 in Transylvania and 2.2 in Vojvodina.) And 
this suggests that the high desired or planned number 
of children is a distinctive Hungarian feature in Europe, 
which is worth building on. Accordingly, instead of en-
couraging young people to plan to have more children, 
the population policy should support them in making 
their existing plans come true.

Having no children is still held to be ideal only by a very 
small proportion of society. For example, in 2013 only 
2% of the population shared this view. At the same time, 
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the ratio of those preferring to have one single child grew 
to 12%. This can be mostly explained by the fact that, 
in most cases, the latter fail to have a second (planned) 
child after their first baby was born. The distribution of 
those in favour of the two-children model did not real-
ly change, even though the proportion of those actually 
having two children has diminished. There was a signif-
icant moderation in the number of those who find the 
large family model the most appropriate. The compar-
ison of the ideally planned and actual number of chil-
dren clearly shows the remaining difference between 
the two values, which is not in the least negligible.

3.2.4. CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE 
CHILDBEARING AGE OF WOMEN

In the countries of the so-called ”developed world” wom-
en are less likely to opt for maternity in their early years. 
The former young-age childbearing model has ceased to 
exist. Pursuant to Western European models, it was even a 
trend in Hungary in 2010 that more and more women de-
cided to postpone having a child until the end of their 20s 
or beginning of their 30s5. Eurostat claims that between 
2002 and 2010 average life expectancy at birth showed a 
significant growth. It rose from 27.8 years of age to 29.3 
(equalling an increase of 1.5 years), which made Hungary 

5 Demographic Portrait, 2012

slip back to the ninth place from its previous position (8th 
place) in the ranking list of EU Member States. In respect 
to the second and third child it is even more important 
at what age a mother gives birth to her first baby (on av-
erage). This is quite understandable since the shifting of 
childbearing to some later stages of life may have serious 
social and demographic consequences, not to mention the 
health risks it poses. In 2002 the indicator for this was 
as high as 25.6 years of age, and 8 years later in 2010 it 
stood at 27.7 in Hungary. This means that women tend-
ed to give birth to their first child 2.1 years later in their 
lives. A slower pace of this shift could be first observed 
in Hungary between 2006 and 2008, which was unfor-
tunately followed by a more intense inclination to delay 
parenthood. In our country it was after the change in the 
political system that the process got started and accelerat-
ed, which resulted in a strategy and paradigm change as 
far as childbearing behaviour is concerned. This entailed 
the expansion of tertiary education with an above average 
participation of women. Their intensive involvement had 
a desperate forcing power on young people to postpone 
their decisions on having children. Another component 
of this phenomenon may be found in decreasing fertil-
ity parallel to the rising level of school qualifications. 
The multiple figure of deliveries at an older age brought 
about an increase in the ratio of those parents who had 
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higher education diplomas. 2010 was the first year when, 
among women who have children, those holding a degree 
(33.5%) outnumbered their counterparts with secondary 
school qualification (31.8%) and primary school/vocation-
al qualification (31.5%).6

6 Demographic Portrait, 2012
7 Social situation, 2010, population situation

Due to the radical changes children born at a young age 
did not really show in the yearly birth rate. Those born 
in older years, on the other hand, could hardly compen-
sate or counterbalance the gap. There was a heavy drop 
both in the number of births and in the fertility level.7  

Source: KSH (CSO)

Figure 3/10 – AVERAGE FEMALE AGE AND FERTILITY AT THE TIME OF CHILDBEARING IN HUNGARY,
 2002-2010 (YEARS) 
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Figure 3/11 – AVERAGE FEMALE AND MALE AGE IN HUNGARY AT THE TIME OF DELIVERY (YEARS OF AGE)
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In addition, the period saw such a dynamic growth in the 
average female childbearing age that had not been experi-
enced before in EU Member States. The older age-group of 
women of childbearing age had an ever more important 
role in annual fertility levels. This change in the role part-
ly derived from the growing fertility rate among women 
above 30. Yet, it was even more crucial that the attitudes 
to childbearing among women under 30 fell even more 
than before.8 Consequently, average childbearing age rose 
at a much lower level in EU Member States than in Hun-
gary: it grew by 0.8 year (from 29.1 to 29.9 years of age).

A similar change took place in all former socialist coun-
tries during this period. By 2010 in 8 of the above-men-
tioned countries the average age of first-time mothers 
was lower than in Hungary. The lowest were registered 
in Bulgaria (25.6 years of age) and Romania (25.5 years of 

8 Social situation, 2010, population situation

age), along with Baltic countries, where it was still above 
25. The Czech Republic practically experienced a parallel 
change to Hungary. It was only Slovenian women where 
the average age at the birth of the child was higher, stand-
ing at 28.4. In other European countries, however, women 
were, in almost all cases, older at the time of the delivery 
of their first child than in Hungary. Still, our country’s 
position further declined – we ranked 10th as opposed to 
our former 8th place.

3.2.5. RATE OF BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK 
BETWEEN 2002 AND 2010

The decreasing number of births out of wedlock is be-
coming a typical negative trend in the 28 EU Member 
States and in Hungary too. The previous chapters already 
mentioned the general loss of values affecting Western 

Source: KSH (CSO)

Figure 3/12 – THE PROPORTION OF LIVE-BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK IN HUNGARY, 2002-2010 
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Europe particularly. Cohabitation forms built on tradi-
tional values, community institutions and concepts (such 
as marriage and children) are gradually and repeatedly 
challenged. As part of the process fewer marriages are 
contracted, and children are, in many cases, born before 
the wedding or without the parents getting married. A 
similar trend could be observed in Hungary, although 

the ratio of births out of wedlock already surpassed the 
EU average as early as 2002 (31.4%). It reached 40.8% by 
2010, which was a rather high growth of 9.4 percentage 
points, indicating an ever widening gap compared to the 
EU average. Notwithstanding, our relative position com-
pared to the Member States remained as it was, which 
means that two out of five children were born out of wed-

Figure 3/13 – CHANGES IN THE PROPORTION OF BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK BETWEEN 2002 AND 2010 (%)
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Figure 3/14 – THE PROPORTION OF LIVE-BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK IN THE EU, 2010
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lock. There is obvious correlation between this trend and 
the rising proportion of those living in a partnership. In 
2010 almost 59% of the children were born in marriage, 
30% were born to couples in a partnership, while 11% 
were children to single mothers. It is startling, since in 
2002 couples in a partnership had a share of only 19%.

In 2002 around one-third (29.5%) of the children in the 
EU were born out of wedlock, which rose to 38.1% by 
2010, indicating a 8.6 percent point strengthening in the 
trend. The leading country from among Member States 
was Estonia (59.1%), followed by Slovenia (55.7%), Swe-
den (54.2%), France (54.1%) and Bulgaria (54.1%). In 
these countries the number of children born out of wed-
lock exceeded that of babies born to married couples. 
The lowest rate was recorded in Greece (7.3%), Croatia 
(13.3%), Cyprus (15.2%) and Poland (20.6%) – both in 
2002 and 2010, even though the figures still showed 
some improvement between these two years.

9 The demographic features of abortion, Statistical Review, Vol. VI., Issue ...., 21 December 2012. https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/
stattukor/terhessegmegszi 1 .pdf

3.2.6. ABORTIONS9

There is strong correlation between the attitude to par-
enthood and the actual number of pregnancies, since 
in the age of modern family-planning couples have a 
wide scope of opportunities to influence childbearing 
and make it into a subject of conscious decision-making. 
In recent years, more precisely between 2002 and 2010, 
the number of obstetric events (live-births, spontaneous 
abortions, artificial abortions, still-births) fell by 13%, 
from 170 thousand to 147 thousand.

It shall be noticed, however, that the option whether 
a woman or couple wishes to keep the baby or rather 
decides to have artificial abortion is a key factor in the 
number of live-births. Between 2002 and 2010 abortions 
drastically dropped – by 28%, from 56,075 to 40,449, 
and this steady downturn trend was only interrupted by 
a minimum upheaval in 2008.

Source: Eurostat

Figure 3/15 – THE PROPORTION OF ABORTIONS FOR HUNDRED LIVE-BIRTHS ACROSS THE EU, 
                              2010
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Another thing is that, from 1980 on, unmarried women 
(single, divorced or widower) outnumbered those who 
had an abortion. In fact, in 2010 they made up more 
than two-thirds of those who underwent such a proce-
dure, which apparently suggests that it is the remarkable 
fall in the number of marriages that may be responsible 
for the phenomenon. Single women of childbearing age 
were represented in a higher proportion in the popula-
tion than their counterparts. In addition, the number of 
abortions carried out among married couples was sink-
ing, which may all lead to the conclusion that marriage 
as such may act as a shelter for a foetus and its life.

Nonetheless, in spite of the advantageous trends one 
cannot disregard the number of abortions, which was 
still painfully high in Hungary in 2010 as compared to 
EU Member States. During the period 2002-2010 the 

rate of abortions only grew in Portugal, Poland, Spain 
and Belgium as far as EU Member States with compa-
rable data are concerned. In the other Member States, 
though, there was a decline. The figure was reduced by 
more than 40% in Romania, Latvia and Slovenia. Artifi-
cial abortions were represented in a smaller number in 
Hungary too, making us smoothly adjust to the Euro-
pean trend. At the same time, our relative position was 
desperate, due to the larger scale reduction of abortions 
in several other Member States. While in 2002 our coun-
try was placed somewhere middle in the list, in 2010 we 
were the second worst performing country, before Ro-
mania, with 44.8 abortions per hundred live-births. This 
means that altough abortion has a more moderate effect 
on birth regulation in Europe, in Hungary its impact is 
still rather significant despite the shrinking number.

STARTING A FAMILY AT THE TIME OF THE CHANGE OF  
THE GOVERNMENT IN 2010

The afore-mentioned adverse effects played a key role in 
eroding families’ trust in the confession that Hungary is 
a country where it is worth living and bringing up chil-
dren. Inevitably, this was badly felt before 2010 in the atti-
tudes to childbearing. To make things worse, the ruthless 
destruction they brought about also found its way, even 
one stage earlier, into the institution of family-planning 
and marriage. Insecure living, employment and housing 
did everything but motivate and inspire young people to 
make their decision of a life-time. Worsened by the spread 
of individualist values, undoubtedly, such a commitment 
and responsibility proved to be the hardest to take.

3.3.1. THE NUMBER OF MARRIAGES  
AND DIVORCES IN HUNGARY BETWEEN 
2002 AND 2010

Similar to other European countries, Hungary has seen 
dramatic changes going on in the relationship forms 

in the past two and a half decades. The range of rela-
tionship forms, in the traditional interpretation of the 
term, broadened and transformed. Partnership forms 
became widespread. ‘Living apart together’ as a union 
became dominant, where the partners have an intimate 
relationship but do not live in the same household. An-
other significant change can be attributed to the then so-
cial-liberal government insomuch as they adopted a new 
regulation making it possible for couples of the same sex 
to, as of 2009, have their partnership officially registered 
and thus become eligible for rights that beforehand only 
married couples had been entitled to.

The above tendencies are well supported by the fact that the 
number of marriages in Hungary was at its historical lowest 
in 2010, even surpassing international trends. Compared to 
the 46 thousand marriages contracted in 2002 it dropped 
to 35,500, resulting in a decrease of 22.8%. Therefore, 2010 
functioned as a catalyst triggering an unprecedented low 

3.3.
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in two indicators. Both the number of live-births and the 
fertility rate hit their negative record, notwithstanding 
their importance in determining the attitudes to childbear-
ing and family-planning in a country. While in 2001 more 
than half (52%) of the population above 15 years of age 
(i.e. 4.5 million people) lived a married life, this changed to 
44% (3.8 million) by 2011, according to census data, which 
signals a decrease of approximately 0.7 million. In parallel 
with this, as has been referred to earlier, there is a growing 
relevance of partnerships. In 2001 in 89% of the house-
holds built on a relationship – that is in 2.1 million house-

holds out of the 2.4 million – couples led a married life, 
and it was only a mere 11% of them, namely 0.3 million 
that chose partnership as their form of cohabitation. How-
ever, by 2011 even the total number of such households 
showed a significant decrease, falling by more than 200 
thousand (9%). And within this, the distribution of mar-
riages and partnerships shifted to 81% compared to 19%. 
The latter could be explained by the 17% drop (350 thou-
sand minus) in the number of married couples, whereas 
the number of households built on a partnership rose by 
50% (130 thousand plus).

Source: Eurostat
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Figure 3/16 – MARRIAGES AND DIVORCES IN HUNGARY, 2002-2010

Figure 3/17 – MARRIAGES VERSUS DIVORCES IN HUNGARY, 2002-2010 
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The number of divorces slightly changed, or rather stag-
nated between 2002 and 2010, signalling a decline of 
6.4% – from 25,500 to 23,300. As far as marriages in a giv-
en year are concerned, the proportion of those that ended 
in divorce within a given time-interval – in other words, 
the total divorce rate – was as high as 55.4 in Hungary 
in 2002. (This means that if the marriage duration-spe-
cific divorce rates for 2003 remained as they are, out of 
hundred marriages contracted in 2003 55.4 would end in 
divorce.) In 2010, however, this rate was already 67.2, sug-
gesting a considerable increase in their proportion, which 
implies a gradually eroding stability in marriages.

Changes in relationship forms and the fading importance of 
marriage has been a trend applicable to the whole of Europe. 
While in 2002 2.39 million marriages were contracted in the 
European Union, this figure was only as high as 2.22 million 
in 2010, meaning a 7% decline. Moreover, crude marriage 
rates (that is the number of marriages per 1000 inhabitants) 
fell from 4.9 to 4.4. Among the countries, enthusiasm for mar-
riage was the highest in Cyprus, with 7.3 marriages per thou-
sand inhabitants. In this context, Slovenia had the poorest 
statistical figures – 3.2 marriages per thousand inhabitants.

In 2002 Hungary fell 0.4 per-mil points below the Euro-
pean average marriage rate. The figure for our country 

10 Crude marriage and divorce rate, number of marriages and divorces per 1000 people

failed to reach the EU average of 4.9. It indicated 4.5 mar-
riages per thousand people, being neck and neck with 
Luxembourg (18th place in the ranking list). To make 
things worse, the negative trend continued in 2010 with 
a drop from 4.5 to 3.6 respectively, which made us fall 
into the lower one-third of the ranking list, taking the 
21st place in a draw with Spain. It should be remarked 
that in 2010 the Hungarian rate was only 0.8 per-mil 
points minus the EU average.

The trend observed in EU countries, according to which 
average marrying age was steadily growing, partly ex-
plains the deteriorating enthusiasm for marriage. In 
2002 male and female marrying age showed the high-
est figure in Sweden (30.6 and 33.3 years of age respec-
tively). Men entered their first marriage earliest in Lith-
uania (26.7 years of age), whereas the youngest years 
for women were recorded in Romania (24.1). In 2010 
it was still Swedish men who got married the latest, 
and their age was continuously rising in this respect, 
peaking at 35.6. Austrian women also made their vows 
6 years later than in 2002. On average they became 
spouses at the age of 33.5, thus earning themselves the 
title ”eldest brides” in the region. Polish men and wom-
en started their married life youngest, at the age of 26.1 
and 28.4 respectively.10

Figure 3/18 – THE PROPORTION OF MARRIAGES AND DIVORCES PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS IN EU MEMBER STATES, 
2010 
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Hungarians tended to get married in their earlier years 
in 2002. Although the average age of men and women 
at the time of their first marriage grew between 2002 
and 2010, in 2010 Hungary still belonged to the younger 
group – with 28.3 and 31.2 years of age.

The number of divorces in the EU came to around 930 
thousand in 2002. The divorce rate per thousand people 
showed an average of 1.9 in the European Union, while 
it was even higher in Hungary, climbing to 2.5. Relative 
to the EU this was enough for the 11th place in the rank-
ing list, putting the country into the lower one-third of 
the Member States. Regarding the total divorce rate Bel-
gium had the worst figure – 75% of marriages would 
have ended in divorce pursuant to the actual yearly data. 
Hungary was far beyond the EU average of 38.8 as far 
as divorces are concerned (55.4). In parallel with the de-
crease in the number of marriages, though, the number 
of divorces in the EU rose from an annual figure of 928 
thousand to 986 thousand between 2002 and 2010. In 
2010 the Hungarian divorce rate (2.4) exceeded the Eu-
ropean average (2.0), putting the country into the last, 
ninth place, which clearly signalled a higher aptitude to 
end marriages.

3.3.2. THE DESIRED AND ACTUAL INDICATORS 
OF ENTHUSIASM TO START A FAMILY

Based on the number of marriages, which is the most 
direct indicator of the intention to start a family, the 
conclusion may be drawn that in Hungary the notion 

11 Pongrácz, Tiborné: Family-planning decisions, Kapocs, Year 11, Issue 4, pp 8-16
12 http://Mnvw.ujnemzedek.hu/sites/default/files/atoms/files/magyar_ ifjúság 2016 aq._ web o.pdf

of living in a lasting relationship, in a family for a 
life-time has dramatically lost from its relevance. In 
contrast, findings by Tiborné Pongrácz suggest that 
the majority, namely 80% of the population11 find 
marriage the most desirable form of living to this day. 
Inevitably, there seems to be a tremendous discrep-
ancy between the portrayed future and the reality in 
this case. As per the current marriage rates, the major-
ity of Hungarian women would never start a married 
life, while in 1990 marriage probability for women 
was as high as 78%. Again there is a contradiction be-
tween the desired and actual number of children. The 
majority of people belonging to the age-group 18-49 
believe that ”no-one can enjoy real happiness without 
children”. Still, they rate the lowest in terms of enthu-
siasm for childbearing in Europe. This inconsistency 
between family and child-centredness and the form 
of living experienced and implemented in real life is 
a dominant feature of Hungarian people even today. 
Nevertheless, the rise in the fertility rate has recent-
ly been slowly pushing the country to the mid-range 
into the European ranking list.

The Hungarian Youth Survey in 2016 ended with simi-
lar findings12. According to the information published, 
most young people still consider marriage as the most 
desirable form of living, and argue that having chil-
dren is essential for a joyful life. Two-thirds of unmar-
ried young people would like to get married, and it is a 
mere 6% of them who wish to pursue a different way 
of cohabitation. There has been an obvious rise in the 
proportion of those planning a married life, to the det-
riment of those against such an institution since 2012. 
74% of women and 63% of men plan to get married 
some time in the future. Young people, however, only 
plan to move away from the parental home at the age 
of 27-28, which further explains the relatively low rate 
of marriages planned (and realized) at the end of their 
twenties.

Figure 3/19 – CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE MARRYING 
AGE IN HUNGARY, PER GENDER, 
2002-2010
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STATE OF HEALTH, MORTALITY13

13 Crude divorce rate, number of divorces per 1000 people

3.4.1. MORTALITY

Prior to 2010 the Hungarian mortality rate showed 
quantitative improvement. The number of deaths was 
reduced by 1.8%, falling from 132,833 to 131,456 be-
tween 2002 and 2010. On the international stage, how-
ever, our position remained miserable.

In 2002 the number of deaths per thousand people aver-
aged 10 per mil in EU Member States, moderating to 9.7 
by year 2010. Again in 2010 Cyprus had a rate far more 
advantageous than the EU average, standing at 7.3. The 
same figure was 7.5 for Ireland and 7.6 for Malta. The 
highest mortality rates (expressed in per mil) were again 
recorded in Bulgaria (14.9) and the Baltic countries.

Similar to countries with a developed health culture, 
the Hungarian population is continuously ageing. In 
2002 Hungary had the 25th poorest mortality rate for 
thousand inhabitants (13.1). Although some slight im-
provement could be observed by 2010 (13.0), we still 
remained the second worst performing country in the 
ranking list of the 28 EU Member States. Our lagging 
behind was therefore not substantially reduced during 
the period under analysis.

Figure 3/20 – DIVORCE RATE PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2010 
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Figure 3/21 – CHANGES IN THE DEATH RATE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN HUNGARY 
                              AND IN THE NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES BETWEEN 2002 AND 2010
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Figure 3/22 – DEATH RATE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN HUNGARY AND ACROSS THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2010
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3.4.2. PREMATURE MORTALITY

The premature mortality rate (under the age of 65) per 
thousand persons steadily decreased between 2005 and 
2010. The improvement was more considerable for men. 
In their case it was 6.2 in 2005, whereas women had a 
premature mortality rate of 2.5. In 2010 the same figure 
dropped to 5.3 and 2.2 respectively14.

3.4.2.1. THE STRUCTURE OF CAUSES OF DEATH

From the millennium to this day no substantial changes 
have taken place in the death cause structure. Almost 
three-quarters of all deaths may be attributed to some 
chronic, non-infectious disease. Cardiovascular and cir-
culatory problems are the primary causes of death. On a 
yearly average, nearly every second person dies of such 
a disorder. Its counterpart can be found in the category 
of cancer. Such diseases altogether are accountable for 
25% of the deaths on a yearly basis. And their share kept 
rising between 2002 and 2009. The number and rate of 
deaths due to respiratory diseases also grew, while the 
mortality rate due to digestive disorders showed a re-
markable downturn trend. Violent deaths (accident, sui-
cide) also became less significant.15

14 Source: Health Report, 2011, p. 85 Table 20
15 Changes in the death cause structure in Hungary, 2000-2012, CSO, p. 14
16 Demographic Portrait, 2012, pp. 93
17 Average life expectancy at birth – women/men, KSH STADAT

3.4.3. LIFE EXPECTANCY BETWEEN  
2002 AND 2010

Life expectancy is the key determinant in population 
tendencies (including mortality), and along with that 
it is one of the most important indicators of better life. 
Life expectancy has been organically improving in de-
veloped countries lately, and thus in Hungary too. Yet, 
as far as our country is concerned no substantial pro-
gress has been made to catch up with Western Europe-
an States. During the period 2002-2010, unfortunately, 
Hungarian mortality rates, life prospects and health 
conditions overall proved to be rather unfavourable as 
compared to the EU average.16

3.4.3.1. AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH 
BETWEEN 2002 AND 201017

Due to bettering death and public health conditions, 
each EU Member State experienced a considerable rise 
in life expectancy at birth during the period under anal-
ysis. It grew by an average of 2.2 years until 2010, finally 
reaching 79.9 years of age. This favourable trend showed 
differences by country, though. The most significant im-
provement was recorded in Estonia (4.6 years), Slovenia 
(3.2 years) and Ireland (3.1 years). The highest levels of 
life expectancy at birth in 2010 were registered in Spain 

Figure 3/23 – MORTALITY BASED ON LEADING CAUSES OF DEATH IN HUNGARY, 2010
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(82.4 years), Italy (82.2 years) and France (81.8 years). On 
the other hand, the worst indicators could be perceived 
in two Baltic countries, in Latvia (73.1 years) and Lithua-
nia (73.3 years), along with Romania (73.7 years).

The positive trend proved to be stronger in Hungary than in 
the EU average. Average life expectancy at birth rose from 
72.6 years in 2002 to 74.7 years in 2010. Yet, there was still a 
considerable lag behind the European figure in 2010, falling 
5.2 years below it. In the list of the 28 countries Hungary 
ranked among the last as far as life expectancy at birth is 
concerned. In 2010 the country took the 24th place, and this 
means that its position in 2002 (23rd place) just got worse. 
Still in the same year in EU Member States the indicator ex-
ceeded the relevant figures seen in former socialist countries.

Regarding average life expectancy at birth, the period of 
2002-2010 also revealed serious gender-based differenc-
es. Men could clearly expect a lifespan shorter than their 
female counterparts across the EU. The age difference be-
tween genders was 6.4 years in 2002, whereas in 2010 it was 
as high as 5.9. Hungarian average life expectancy showed a 
gender-based difference of 8.4 years in 2002 and 8 years in 
2010. Even though there was some slight improvement, the 
figure was much higher than the EU average. As a matter 
of fact, the gap relatively grew in this field too.

18 Demographic Portrait, 2012, p. 93

3.4.3.2. AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65 
DURING THE PERIOD 2002-2010

Average life expectancy at 65 also showed a steady rise – 
both in EU Member States and in Hungary. It increased by 
an average of 1.6 years in the EU between 2002 and 2010, 
eventually reaching 19.4 years in 2010. The growth rate was 
2.1 years in Ireland and Slovenia alike, while within the EU, 
it was two Baltic countries where it was the lowest. Average 
life expectancy at 65 rose by 0.8 year in Lithuania and by 1 
year in Latvia. As far as EU Member States are concerned, in 
2010 the indicator climbed highest in France (21.3 years) and 
in two Mediterranean countries, in Spain (20.9 years) and It-
aly (20.4 years). The poorest values were recorded in Bulgar-
ia (15.1 years), Latvia (16.1 years) and Romania (16.1 years).

Hungary clearly fell closer to the category of the worst per-
forming countries, taking the 24th place in 2010, just like 
in 2002. During the period 2002-2010 average life expec-
tancy at 65 showed a growth of over 1 year, from 15.4 to 
16.5. This, however, was still nearly 3 years minus the EU 
average. In this sense, old-age mortality in Hungary signifi-
cantly fell below the Austrian and Slovenian figures, which 
both constitute part of the Western European pattern. In 
the period under analysis, a lagging behind could be per-
ceived both against the Czech Republic and Poland, but not 
in the case of the other V4 country Slovakia.18

Figure 3/24 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH BY GENDER, 2002-2010
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Figure 3/25 – CHANGES IN AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65 DURING THE PERIOD 2002-2010 (YEARS) 
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Figure 3/26 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65 IN HUNGARY AND IN SOME SELECTED COUNTRIES, BY GENDER  
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During the period under analysis, average life expectancy 
at 65 rose by an average of 1.7 years among men and by 
1.5 years among women, as far as EU Member States are 
concerned. However, in Hungary this was 0.9 and 1.2 years 
respectively, indicating a smaller scale improvement.

3.4.3.3. HEALTHY LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65

Healthy life expectancy at 65 varies widely in EU Mem-
ber States.19 In 2010 average life expectancy at 65 scored 
the highest in Sweden (13.7 years) and Denmark (12.7 
years), whereas the lowest figures were registered in Slo-
vakia (2.8) and Romania (5.1).

Hungarian women at 65 could, on average, hope to enjoy 
health for an additional 5.9 years in 2010. This, however, 
was far below the EU average, which rose to 8.8 by 2010. 
Accordingly, Hungary was listed 23rd, being one of the 
worst performing countries in this respect.

Healthy life expectancy at 65 was 8.7 years for men. 
As for EU Member States, it was in Sweden, Malta and 
Denmark where prospects were more favourable –12.3, 
12.0 and 11.8 years respectively. Unlike this, in Hungary 
male healthy life expectancy at 65 was only 5.4 years 
in 2010, which suggested a considerable gap relative to 
women. This was only enough for the 25th place in the 
ranking list of EU Member States, indicating a remarka-
ble lag behind the EU average.

The above indicator showed the most significant growth 
for women in Sweden – between 2004 and 2010 it in-
creased by almost 2.6 years. The positive trend, however, 
was less remarkable in Hungary. It resulted in not more 
than 0.9 year plus for the period calculated from 2005, 
which rather signals some kind of stagnation. Healthy 
male life expectancy at 65 was more moderate during 
this time in the European Union. Yet, as opposed to Swe-
den with a lead growth rate of 2.2 years, the increment 
was quite insignificant in Hungary, only amounting to 
0.3 years.

19 Information was available from after 2004 and based on gender only.

3.4.3.4. INFANT MORTALITY

Infant mortality is of key importance since the number 
of infants passing away before 1 year of age is a sensi-
tive indicator for the socio-economic maturity of a given 
region, along with the standards of its healthcare ser-
vices. Still, it is continuously becoming less significant 
in developed countries, as recent years suggest. Infant 
mortality decreased to 4.0 per mil in 2010 from its pre-
vious figure of 5.4 in 2002 in the European Union. Not-
withstanding this, the indicator was outstandingly high 
in two Member States – reaching 9.8 and 9.4 in Romania 
and Bulgaria respectively. In contrast, among the coun-
tries later joining the EU, the values were much more 
advantageous – being 5.7 for Slovakia, 5.6 for Latvia and 
5.6 for Malta. Yet, they still failed to reach the EU aver-
age, which was also true in the case of Hungary. In 2010 
the best scores were recorded in France (2.3), Portugal 
and Sweden (2.5).

The Hungarian infant mortality rate was 5.3 at this time, 
which meant a considerable improvement as compared 
to the figure of 7.2 in 2002. It was nearly 25% higher 
than the EU average, largely exceeding the figures ob-
served in Western and Northern European countries. 
Nonetheless, relative to Central and Eastern European 
Member States it was still more favourable than in Ro-
mania or Bulgaria. Although there was a slight improve-
ment in our situation compared to the EU average in 
2002, our relative position in the ranking list of Member 
States got worse. While in 2002 Hungary took the 22nd 
place, in 2010 we only ranked 23rd.

In the period under analysis, each EU Member State re-
corded a decrease in infant mortality, with the excep-
tion of Malta. The highest scale of improvement was 
perceived in Romania (-7.5 per mil) and Latvia (-4.2 per 
mil). At the same time, this figure was -1.9 per mil for 
Hungary.
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Source: Eurostat

Figure 3/27 – INFANT MORTALITY RATE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION IN 2002 AND 2010
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Source: Eurostat

Figure 3/28 – MIGRATION BALANCE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE ACROSS THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2010 
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INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION, HUNGARIAN EXPATRIATES ABROAD

Although not to a significant extent, but immigration 
into and emigration from a foreign country have an ef-
fect on Hungarian demographic trends – and this was 
so even before 2010. The Hungarian population was con-
stantly shrinking at this time, which was caused by the 
birth rate’s falling relative to the number of deaths. Over-
all, natural population change had a negative balance, 
with an annual average of 36 thousand people minus. 
This was partly countered by the permanently positive 
balance of migration, amounting to an annual average 
of 15 thousand people. It should be noted, however, that 
the latter was rooted in the fact that the number of im-
migrants into the country surpassed that of those who 
left Hungary.

There were fluctuations in the migration balance (per 
thousand inhabitants) after 2002. Subsequent to the fig-
ure of 0.3 recorded in 2002, it read 1.2 in 2010, which 
was just slightly lower than the positive balance of 1.5 in 
the European Union. In this context, Hungary ranked in 
the middle range in the field, taking the 14th place. The 
lowest value (-25.2) was registered in Lithuania, with the 
largest scale of immigration taking place. The highest 
figure (19.2), however, was attributed to Cyprus, where 
emigration showed the greatest intensity.

The two components of this positive international migra-
tion balance – that is inbound and outbound migration 
– changed as follows during the period under analysis.

3.5.
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1  Returning Hungarian citizens, 
persons

2 Immigrant Hungarian citizens, 
persons

3 Immigrant foreign citizens from 
the Carpathian Basin, persons*

4 Immigrant foreign citizens from 
other countries, persons*

5 Immigration altogether, persons 
(1+2+3+4)

6 Emigrant Hungarian citizens, 
persons

7 Emigrant foreign citizens, 
persons

8 Emigration altogether, persons 
(6+7)

9 Statistical correction**

10 Migration balance, persons 
(S-8+/-9)

2002

1,318

1,326

13,373

4,599

20,616

4,194

2,388

6,582

-10,496

3,538

2003

1,359

1,498

13,397

5,968

22,222

3,122

2,553

5,675

-991

15,556

2004

159

2,025

17,468

4,696

24,348

2,121

3,466

5,587

-599

18,162

2005

148

2,148

13,737

11,845

27,878

2,024

3,320

5,344

-5,266

17,268

2006

132

2,077

14,758

8,811

25,778

1,910

3,956

5,866

1,397

21,309

2007

117

1,703

14,825

7,782

24,427

2,671

4,133

6,804

-3,055

14,568

2008

137

1,968

19,885

15,662

37,652

5,350

4,241

9,591

-11,609

16,452

2009

143

2,169

11,509

14,073

27,894

4,883

5,600

10,483

-90

17,321

2010

1,575

60

10,571

13,313

25,519

7,318

6,047

13,365

-635

11,519

Figure 3/29 – INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION BETWEEN 2002 AND 2010

*   Romania, Slovakia, Ukraine, Serbia, Croatia 
** Sum of the difference between the migration balance taken into account in the further calculation of the population,  

    and the balance of immigration and emigration (flow data)20

20 Source: Hablicsek, László: The impact of international migration on the changes in the Hungarian population. p. 6  
http://demografia.hu/kiadvanyokonline/index.php/demografia/article/viewFile/613/424

The number of those who either immigrated or re-
turned was around 26 thousand in 2010. 6.4% of them, 
namely 1,600 people were Hungarian, the majority of 
whom were citizens returning to the country. Another 
41% (approximately 10,600 people) were foreign citizens 
arriving from regions inhabited by Hungarians in the 
Carpathian Basin, and thus they mostly had Hungarian 
nationality. The remaining half (13,300 people) were im-
migrants from other States – 6100 people arrived from 
other European countries, 4,100 from Asia, 1,700 from 
America and 500 from Africa. The number of emigrants 
came to 14 thousand. Just over half of them, more pre-
cisely 7,300 people had Hungarian citizenship, while the 
remaining 6,700 people were foreign citizens.

Hungarians from the Carpathian Basin apparently played 
a key role in making the domestic migration balance pos-
itive, leading to a more moderate population decline. If it 
hadn’t been for the nearly 11 thousand immigrants arriv-
ing from the neighbouring countries in 2010, who mostly 
had Hungarian nationality, the migration balance would 
only have showed a minimum surplus.



108

One of the most terrible mistakes that the socialist-lib-
eral governments prior to 2010 may be blamed for is 
their indifference towards the Hungarians beyond our 
borders. They simply refused to regard them as part of 
the nation. We all remember the rueful referendum of 
December 2004, which was basically meant to be a ‘two 
times YES’ from compatriots on two issues. Nonethe-
less, the then Hungarian government and its supporting 
coalition of parties rather started an open and unscru-
pulous anti-campaign against their own fellow country-
men in the subject matter. The institutional scheme in 
liaison with Hungarians and their organizations beyond 
the borders (namely the Határon Túli Magyarok Hivata-
la (HTMH) – Office for Hungarians Beyond the Borders) 
was dissolved, the related national policy (if any at all) 
was ignored and pushed to the periphery. The left-wing 
Liberal approach was well reflected in the parties’ act 
upon the entire Hungarian community. In 2010 the civil 
power, which had just formed a new government, sub-
mitted a proposal for the modification of the Citizenship 
Law to enable preferential naturalization. The left-wing 
opposition, however, was reluctant to handle it as a na-
tional cause. A great number of their representatives 
were indecisive and abstained, yet there were MPs who 
said a definite ‘no’ to the issue in the meeting room. It 
was not too long after this that Parliament again voted 
on the bill to declare June 04 the Day of National Be-
longing. Notwithstanding, the proposal concerning the 
anniversary of the signing of the Treaty of Trianon was 
not in the least welcomed by the Socialist fraction. They 
openly and clearly expressed their objection and disap-
proval.

Neither did they care about the problem of emigration, 
which was targeted at foreign countries, and especially 
at the European Union, with the underlying purpose of 
employment or studying. They showed no sign of look-
ing into the matter, although it was about Hungarians 
seeking their fortunes away from their homeland. They 
were unwilling to make attempts to create favourable 
employment and housing conditions for young people, 
even though this could have been a motivating factor for 
them to make a living in Hungary in the long run. Nor 
were they inclined to promote the relationship between 
Hungarian expatriates and the motherland, although 
such ties are vital for the maintenance of our national 
identity. It goes without saying that the political trend 
could not be followed any longer. It ignored our Hungar-
ian compatriots beyond the borders, and was short of a 
single, coherent national political guideline. There was 
obvious need for some radical change in this respect too.
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SUMMARY

The heritage of the new government in 2010 was more, 
or rather less, a country on the edge of economic, polit-
ical and moral bankruptcy. Hungarian population indi-
cators and health conditions were miserable, especially 
relative to other EU Member States.

Live-birth and fertility data as an expression of the atti-
tudes to parenthood fundamentally showed a downturn 
trend between 2002 and 2010. As a matter of fact, they 
plummeted to an historical low. More and more children 
were born out of wedlock, and women tended to give 
birth to their babies in their later years. To make things 
worse, the large-scale drop in the number of women of 
childbearing age posed a severe problem, just like the 
decreasing yet still soaring number of abortions. The 
Hungarian figures in these fields were outstandingly 
poor even in comparison with EU values. Nor was the 
family spirit exempt from such negative effects. The rate 
of marriages, as well as the number of those who lived 
in a relationship or formed a married couple clearly il-
lustrated an adverse trend, since never had so few people 
made their wedding vows as in 2010. Enthusiasm for 
marriage was staggering compared to other EU Member 

States, whereas divorces were represented in a remark-
ably high proportion. Nor were the indicators more fa-
vourable regarding mortality and health conditions. Rel-
ative to the EU, the death rate was exceptionally high. In 
2010 Hungary was distinguished by a nominally rising 
level of life expectancy, yet it was still far below the Eu-
ropean average. Consequently, the population’s natural 
decline became more intense, and was recorded as one 
of the most grievous across Europe. Neither could its 
volume be countered by the positive migration balance, 
which made Hungary qualify as one of the worst per-
forming countries in 2010 as far as natural shrinkage is 
concerned. In addition, government policies not taking 
into consideration our compatriots in the Carpathian 
Basin or abroad were based on an ideology that largely 
eroded the motherland’s relationship with Hungarian 
expatriates.

This devastating and depressing picture led to the recog-
nition that a paradigm shift was inevitable and unavoid-
able. For the new government it was an imperative to 
implement radical changes in pursuit of a pro-life, pro-
natalist and family-friendly political approach.
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When in 2010 the civic wing formed a government after its overwhelming victory at the elections, Hungary was 
in a devastating state both in terms of values, trust, faith and national self-esteem. Nor was the situation more 
favourable from an economic and demographic point of view. Family-starting and attitudes to childbearing 
were at their lowest, and the country was on the verge of demographic disaster. As a matter of fact, it was just 
about to take its share of unrecoverable blows, leading to the irreversible phenomenon of population decline, 
with families falling apart.

In 2010 the Hungarian people made a brave and coura-
geous decision to regain the capability of self-governance. 
Even though it may have been in the last moment, they 
assigned the Government of National Cooperation the 
responsibility of constitutional democratic competences. 
The unprecedented trust and with that the government 
responsibility enabled us to close the doors on the grey 
days of transition, laden with nothing but uncertainty, 
perplexedness and division. We could ultimately use all 
our energy and resources to concentrate on the solution of 
a nation’s destiny and the common vital questions there-
of. Inevitably these concerns had been awaiting response, 
with one specific designated path to follow.

Yet, what is the core issue that underlies the Hungarian 
nation’s future? Well, the question is whether we can stop 
population decline, which has been present for long dec-
ades. Or do we choose to succumb and surrender as a na-
tion? Will we manage to maintain our Hungarian identity 
on this part of the Carpathian Basin as has been the case 
for the past thousand years? Or will we fall victim to glob-
al multiculturalism, depriving us of our national identity 
and country borders? Are the endeavours of homogeniza-
tion going to define our times? Are they going to push us 
into the dual grabbing of values and cultures that are so 
much different from ours and that would definitely flow 
in with the masses of people from the third world? The 
dilemma is quite clear. After so many years wasted, can 
the nation finally form its own destiny?

From this crisis situation there was only one way out: we 
had to give back the Hungarian people their trust in the rec-
ognition that living in a family is fun. We needed to make 
sure that the general truth was taken for granted again, that 
starting a family and forming a union with our love, under 

the institution of marriage, and the reproduction of life in 
our children are not a drag with a lot of financial burdens. 
Instead, as an asset children are a real source of joy and 
happiness. Public expenditure should also reflect the con-
firmation of such values. There is no longer room for an 
approach where families that have children and thus con-
tribute to our population’s reproduction are pushed to the 
peripheries when it comes to the distribution of funds. It 
cannot be that they benefit from residual resources. It was 
time to ensure the appreciation they deserve, and this in-
cludes financial support. Our goal was to see families give 
voice to their feeling that Hungary is a place worth living, it 
is a country where it is possible to have and raise children.

The Hungarian Christian government made its first efforts 
for a labour-based country and a stronger nation. It start-
ed focusing on a community that is built on families. Now 
the underlying pillar consists of entities that are actively 
involved in bettering their destiny or, more broadly, in im-
proving community prospects. They are strong in their 
belief and faith, and rely on stable finances, and they will 
project this, through the bringing up of their children, into 
the destiny of the whole of society. Under this paradigm 
shift, the Programme of National Cooperation, which, as a 
new social contract with the entire nation, was adopted by 
Parliament in 2010, declared a number of principles. Such 
basic rules, which earned majority support, serve as corner-
stones to government decisions to this day.

”Having children is not only joy for the family, but serves 
the purpose of the nation’s growth.”

”Family is a fundamental and basic value for everyone. 
Everybody wants to belong somewhere. There is no-one 
who would not long for a family, cosiness and affection. 
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An intimate family life is a desire even for those who at the 
time cannot enjoy it.”

”Work, home, family, health and order – these are the solid 
foundations of the National Cooperation Scheme.”

”The new government will, rebuild the family support 
scheme, and release it from the burden and mistakes of 
the highly unusual policies of the past eight years.”

”The Government of National Causes (...) shall stabilize the 
the situation of families, (...) by creating a future that is 
safe and predictable.

Along with these principles the government programme 
dedicated a separate chapter to the strengthening of fami-
lies and the promotion of parenthood and childbearing. It 
is stipulated already in the first lines that ” for the new gov-
ernment, which is built on the representation of common 
values and national causes, it is the family that constitutes 
the basis of the social policy. The family is a national and 
European common ground that needs the greatest possible 
intensive care and attention. It is Hungary and Europe’s 
spiritual and mental health that are at stake when it comes 
to the restoration and maintenance of the families’ integrity 
within both the country’s borders and in Europe alike.”

Our specific goals and objectives in connection with fam-
ily support were also infiltrated by this approach, lending 
us the commitment to make sure that childbearing does 
not pose a poverty risk to families. We stroved lay the 
foundations for a family-friendly approach in all walks 
of life. This, among others, involves assistance to fami-
lies with children in their housing plans, the coordination 
and matching of family, childrearing and work, and the 
provision of the possibly widest scope of daytime care ser-
vices to children. The underlying intention is to prevent 
the labour market from creating barriers to families. As 
a matter of fact, through the family-family approach, it 
should rather encourage them to have as many children 
as they really wish. Our priority goal, besides this, has 
been built around better health conditions in the family. 

Probably the essence of our social philosophy is best ex-
pressed by the lines in the government programme, say-
ing that extra parental and family performance should be 
gradually and constantly acknowledged. For these entities 
contribute to the nation’s prosperity and the social market 
economy’s sustainability through their work and with the 
nurturing and education of their children.

The Programme of National Cooperation, thus, has initi-
ated a comprehensive paradigm shift, which will not only 
be felt in the social and economy policy, but will reach out 
into family and population policy too. It announced a to-
tal break from the practice prior to 2010, which basically 
pushed the country into crisis with its mistaken policy.

Yet, what is the imminent essence of this seemingly new 
trend? How does it go against the old liberal dead-end 
approach with its ideology that is built around long-
known, eternal values? How can it fight the ‘mainstream’ 
ideology that became so prevalent before 2010 in Hun-
gary, even defining the Western European, the Atlantic, 
and global way of thinking? How can it prove its good 
against a dogma that tends to find its way into the major 
streams of policy-making, and which so overtly rushes 
to make gains from pushing the opposing conventional, 
value-based social interpretation into the background?

Before all else, by concentrating on the family as a basic 
community unit that carries and adds value. We refuse 
to regard the family as a mass of individuals prone to 
arbitrary changes and adjustment.

We do make a difference between the various cohabitation 
and relationship forms. And with respect to human dig-
nity, we do so based on a key principle that underlies our 
nation’s future: we seek those cohabitation forms which 
lend their members the framework of mutual care and af-
fection, in the meantime serving the noble purpose of our 
nation’s maintenance through the reproduction of life.

As regards the conventional interpretation of marriage, 
the government programme recognizes it as a perma-
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nent and long-lasting love relationship between a man 
and a woman. We take it for granted that our gender, 
our existence as men or women are more than simply 
a ”social construction” that could be arbitrarily shaped 
and formed. Instead, it is a biological feature from the 
moment of our birth, which designates our position and 
defines our role in the community for a life-time.

As a basic principle we believe that every human life de-
serves respect and support. And this holds not only for 
adults, but for foetuses too, growing in the protective envi-
ronment of the mother’s womb. And neither can it be dif-
ferent with incurable patients on the verge of life and death 
– they cannot be subject to autocratic inhumane decisions.

The programme also stresses that childbearing and re-
production are not automatically coupled with the par-
ents’ exposure to poverty, and accordingly rejects sup-
porting families through a deprivation-based system 
of subsidies. Instead, it regards the support scheme as 
a form of community care, which is available to every 
family that plans to have or is raising children, irrespec-
tive of their financial status. Support shall be based on 
the interest of the children in the families, as a factor 
above all. According to the Hungarian Christian govern-
ment, the responsibility that starting a family and chil-
drearing entails is primarily borne by the parents – this 
the State cannot and refuses to take over. Church and 
civil communities, along with state actors may primarily 
provide assistance in the fulfilment of this task, though. 
We must also strive to make sure in our decision-mak-
ing that responsible childbearing is compensated in pro-
portion with the parents’ extra efforts. In this way, those 
who contribute more intensively to the community’s 
prosperity – either with their work, skills and knowledge 
or efforts, shall get a higher share of the common com-
modities, in proportion to the sacrifice they have made. 
For, as the government programme puts it, every child 
matters. We count on those in deprivation, or those liv-
ing in families going bankrupt. We do not forget about 
children born into the middle class, and neither is our 
attention distracted from those who are yet to be born.

We believe that with a government policy aimed at the 
enhancement of childbearing, with a policy that wish-
es to provide children with proper opportunities and 
which makes every attempt to create an environment 
that fosters prosperity in the motherland, we will even-
tually manage to maintain the triple pillar of sustainable 
population, society and economy. Even though it may be 
replete with struggle, finally, in the long run, we will lay 
the foundation for a strong, healthy and ambitious na-
tion. We are convinced that these goals need something 
else than the masses of foreign and unskilled migrants 
from the third world. The labour shortage and the low 
number of children, which may be deeply rooted in the 
distortive effects of the individualist ego and the false 
ideologies, require other responses.

The Hungarian family policy cannot follow the cosmo-
politan and global patterns, and neither can it prescind 
from our nation’s faith, culture and lifestyle that have 
been so much cherished for a millennium. We must 
observe our everyday principles. No labour market and 
economic interests, even if they are short-term, may 
cause us to succumb to the value-neutral nihilism the 
globalist mainstream trends want to force on us. And 
neither will we give up our views and philosophy for the 
uncontrolled inflow of strangers.

Finally, there is a sharp contrast between our ideology 
and the former approaches insomuch as we take popula-
tion policy beyond the borders. For us it is not restricted 
to Hungary. It is observed in the context of the Carpathi-
an Basin, or better still, in respect to the entire Hungarian 
community around the world. Therefore, when it comes 
to the encouragement of childbearing, the support and 
strengthening of families, then we mean all the Hungar-
ian families – whether they are living in the motherland, 
in the Carpathian Basin in regions that used to belong to 
our historical land, in the metropolitan cities of Western 
Europe or far away in diasporas overseas. We do not turn 
our back on the compatriots beyond the borders. We re-
fuse to regard them as strangers or landless, just because 
the whims of history, persecution or any other cause al-
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lowed them to drift far from us. We will not launch hys-
terical, fake and untruthful anti-campaigns against them. 
We will not write off any compatriot, not a single one, and 
neither will we do differently in the case of children. We 
find it crucial that every Hungarian benefits from their 
homeland’s care and attention. For, without this the link 
that holds the entire nation together will be gone forever. 
Logically, today’s population policy and national politics 
are interlinked, since the challenge to stop population de-
cline and to consolidate families is a far-stretching prob-
lem, which extends beyond the country’s borders, affect-
ing the entire Hungarian community.

When in 2010 the constituents conferred upon us the 
right to govern the country, we pursued the above phi-
losophy. We set it as an objective to spiritually and fi-
nancially strengthen the institution of family, marriage 
and parenthood. This we wished to accomplish through 
the constitutional principles and law, which determine 
the public way of thinking, and intended to rely on fi-
nancial subsidies, benefits and in-kind allowances pro-
vided by the State.

As the first stage of this endeavour of ours, in exercising 
our right to form a constitutional parliament based on 
the trust we received from the Hungarian nation, it was 
an imperative to adopt a new Fundamental Law, in re-
placement of the former constitution that was laden with 
the marks of the gravest period of the past government 
and the vague compromises of transition. There was an 
obvious need for a set of new principles that embrace 
our basic national values. Our confession and ambition 
in the Programme of National Cooperation, thus em-
powered by the Fundamental Law, lays the foundations 
for this legal system, and may become the guideline and 
lead organizer of the entire nation and its life.

The Fundamental Law, adopted on 18 April 2011, set 
forth in its preamble ”National creed” that “We hold that 
the family and the nation constitute the principal frame-
work of our coexistence, and that our fundamental cohe-
sive values are fidelity, loyalty, faith and love.”

Article L in the ”Foundations” chapter makes mention 
of the protection of marriage, the special honour to the 
family as a key element in our nation’s perpetuation, and 
the necessity to provide state fund to childbearing. And 
all this reasserts the importance of the above principles 
and institutions as our core national values.

It was a huge step forward in the new Fundamental Law 
that clearly stipulated that marriage is the conventional 
union of a man and a woman. Unlike the former con-
stitution, which only made a general declaration on the 
protection of marriage and family, it confirmed that not-
ing else but the cohabitation of spouses, or parents and 
children may be regarded as a family relationship de-
serving special public attention and respect. Therefore, 
it gives no ground to the relativizing global trends that 
are aimed at the reinterpretation and ultimate elimina-
tion of thousand-year-old social structures – to dogmas 
that would not make a difference between relationships 
when it comes to the definition of marriage. In fact, the 
above are very much in line with a declaration in the 
Fundamental Law saying that the survival of a nation is 
subject to families. According to it, the family’s constitu-
tional importance is rooted in its capability and capacity 
to reproduce life.

 
”ARTICLE L.

(1) Hungary shall protect the institution of 
marriage as the union of a man and a 
woman established by voluntary decision, 
and the family, as the basis of the survival 
of a nation. The foundation of family lies in 
marriage and in parent-child relationship.

(2) Hungary shall encourage the commitment 
to have children.

(3) The protection of families shall be regulated 
by a cardinal Act.
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Chapter ”Freedom and responsibility” contains several 
regulations on the protection and support of families 
and children. The statement in Article II carries special 
weight claiming that ”every human being shall have 
the right to life and human dignity; the life of the foe-
tus shall be protected from the moment of conception”. 
In contrast, the former constitution failed to contain 
any State commitment towards the institutional protec-
tion of foetal life. As a matter of fact, it was only in the 
practice of the Constitutional Court that a requirement 
was laid down for abortions. Pursuant to that, with due 
regard to the general life purposes that are applicable 
to a foetus, abortion was subject to regulations and re-
strictions. The new Fundamental Law, however, makes 
detailed specifications of such legislations, and protects 
this sensitive area from the potential changes that may 
evolve in the legal understanding of the subject matter. 
It tries to make sure that this field is not exposed to the 
constraints of a more liberal approach, which could de-
velop in the practice of the Court, showing less respect 
to any life conceived.

As per Article XV (5), ”Hungary has made specific 
measures for the protection of the family, children, 
women, the elderly and the disabled”, which set it forth 
as an obligatory requirement for the State that it shall 
provide special assistance, among others, to families, 
in bringing up their children. Moreover, Article XVIII 
(2) stipulates that ”Hungary has made specific meas-
ures to ensure health and safety at work for the young 
and parents alike”. This provision is just as important, 
since in view of the due consideration and protection 
of the special life situations among parents with young 
children, it builds constitutional foundations for the 
sensible and reasonable control of employer gains, thus 
reducing the vulnerability of those concerned. Yet, of 
course, this shall be aligned with the modification of 
the Labour Code.

Article XXX (2) is no less significant either, claiming 
that ”the rate of contribution for the coverage of com-
mon needs shall be established based on childrearing 

costs when it comes to parents raising children”. The 
underlying concept behind the regulation is that fam-
ilies that have or are raising children and, with this, 
contribute to the subsistence of the nation in the long 
run, should take on a share of the public burden in 
proportion with their reasonable expenses incurred 
through the nurturing of their offspring. Families that 
act out for the above objective shall be deduced the 
amount they spend on childrearing issues, basically 
determining their public obligations in proportion to 
the sacrifices they have made. This is just the opposite 
of the former liberal social philosophy, which grants 
the same scale of support to the individual, irrespective 
of their social usefulness or efforts. Or, to make things 
worse, in a liberal understanding, it may also be that 
support is disbursed only to the socially deprived (or 
to those who qualified for this), excluding any other 
person from the group of beneficiaries. This, however, 
totally disregards the possible correlation between el-
igibility and the active work or performance that has 
been done for the community. This practice is basically 
harmful for every party. On the one hand, it conserves 
distress and poverty, while on the other hand, it pun-
ishes the emerging entities – those who wish to active-
ly contribute to the community. The provision in the 
Fundamental Law is a clear expression of our refutal of 
this earlier harmful, inefficient social policy. Instead, 
we are ready to act according to our view that the ef-
forts of the community members made in the interest 
of society shall be taken account of at the time of the 
division of the public burden.

In connection with the above, one cannot ignore the 
changes that linguistics and terminology undergo 
when it comes to the dominant interpretational styles. 
In particular, all the definitions that make reference to 
deprivation or create a negative context to life, giving 
emphasis to its difficulties, shall be deleted from the 
family policy related vocabulary. This shall be applica-
ble in the case of the relevant expressions for pregnan-
cy, maternity grants and childcare allowance, replacing 
them with the pro-life and family-friendly equivalents 
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of childbearing, infant care fees and child care benefits 
respectively. And public education does not comprise 
an exception either.

Finally, attention shall be drawn to those provisions of 
the Fundamental Law [Article L (3)] that claim that the 
main regulations in connection with the protection of 
the family should be drafted in the form of an act that 
can be adopted and amended with the vote of at least 
two-thirds of the participating MPs. The importance 
of this lies in the predictability and stability it lends 
to families. And this is what has the most positive in-
fluence on long-term childbearing plans. Certainty, se-
curity and trust are crucial for parents who are plan-
ning to have children. Since in this way, they can be 
assured that the benefits and subsidies are available, 
even years later, under the same conditions or even in 
more favourable ones. It is critical that those couples 
who decide to have a larger family do not have to fear 
from being deprived of these grants – either because of 
their revocation or mitigation. Unfortunately, the latter 
measure was not rare under the governance of the left-
wing liberal parties. For instance, the Bokros package 
destroyed the entire family support scheme, while the 
governments led by Medgyessy, Gyurcsány and Bajnai 
introduced austerity measures. In a voluntarist and un-
predictable way, hiding behind the false excuses of the 
pressure of budgetary balance, nothing stopped them 
from cutting back on the resources that were so much 
necessary for families’ livelihood and childrearing. The 
negative consequences of these inhumane, short-sight-
ed politics, which did everything but build a common 
future, was clearly felt in the families’ attitude towards 
parenthood.

That is why we found it important to incorporate the 
key framework and boundary conditions of the fami-
ly support scheme in an act that cannot be amended 
with an all-time government majority. By restricting its 
modification to a wide-scope, cross-party consensus, 
the rules and conditions therein shall not be exposed to 
the whims of daily politics and to ad hoc austerity pro-

grammes dictated by narrow-minded fiscal aspects. It 
is the stability and predictability of the framework that 
ensures certainty and trust in the future for families. 
It provides security that was almost constantly absent 
in years past and that is so indispensable for a couple’s 
commitment to childbearing.

In pursuit of this, on 23 December 2011, Act CCXI 
of 2011 on the protection of families was adopted by 
Parliament with an overwhelming majority. The an-
ti-family approach of the left-wing liberal opposition, 
however, clearly showed in their rejection of the legal 
proposal. In fact, they gave voice to their objection by 
staying away from the voting procedure.

The preamble of the family protection act (Csvt.) fol-
lows the Fundamental Law in laying down the prin-
ciples that define the families’ role and importance in 
society. Some relevant quotes from the preamble may 
be read below.

“The family is the most important national resource of 
Hungary. As the basic unit of society the family is the 
guarantee for the nation’s survival and the natural envi-
ronment of the development of human personality, which 
must be respected by the State.”

Growing up in a family is safer than any other possibili-
ty. The solid ground for the establishment of the family is 
marriage, which is a union for life based on mutual love 
and respect, therefore it must always be held in great es-
teem. The family fulfils its mission if a lasting and firm 
relationship of the mother and the father reaches fruition 
in their responsibility for children.

There is no sustainable development or economic growth 
without the birth of children and the expansion of families.

Harmoniously functioning families are inevitable for 
well-functioning societies.
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The State helps the harmonization of work and family life.

The protection of families and the promotion of family 
welfare are duties shared by the State, the local govern-
ments, civil organisations, media service providers and the 
various economic entities.”

The first chapter (”Goals and principles”) of the Act con-
firms the declarations made in the Fundamental Law, 
claiming that the State protects the institution of fami-
ly and marriage [Section 1 (1)], it encourages childbear-
ing and supports the parents in the implementation of 
their plans to have children, in view of the demographic 
trends needed for the nation’s subsistence [Section 1 (3)].

Csvt. reasserts that the protection of good family rela-
tions has a significant role in the maintenance of physi-
cal, spiritual and mental health [Section 1 (2)]. It does so 
in reference to the well-known and statistically justified 
recognition that health conditions and life-prospects 
show considerably better values among married people 
than among those who are living alone or at least fail 
to live in a lasting relationship. The research carried out 
by Mária Kopp and Árpád Skrabski pinpoint that those 
men who were living together with their wives were 2.2 
times less likely to die in the next four years. And this 

figure was 2.7 in the case of men who could particular-
ly rely on their spouse’s support, as compared to those 
living alone. Men without children were four times 
more likely to die an untimely death than those who 
were bringing up children. These findings are also con-
firmed by KSH data, which suggest that married men 
and women have better life prospects than their single 
or divorced counterparts, and even their mortality rates 
are lower – in every major death cause. According to re-
search carried out for the period 2006-2007, the proba-
bility of untimely death (within 5 years) was two and a 
half times higher among single men and women at the 
age of 50 than in the case of their married counterparts. 
And it was double this figure in the case of divorced 
women and widowers, and climbed one and a half times 
higher in connection with men. Life expectancy at 25 
was 11% higher in the case of married women (averag-
ing an annual growth of 6 years), whereas married men 
could live 8-9 years longer (+22%) than their unmarried, 
divorced counterparts or widows. The rate-based differ-
ence is even sharper in the category of life expectancy at 
50, in favour of people living a married life. It is around 
16% and 35% for women and men respectively.

The Act stipulates as a key political–methodological 
principle that family support is separated from the so-
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cial deprivation-based system of subsidies [Section 2 
(1)]. As mentioned earlier, we believe that families and 
childbearing should be encouraged for their own sake, 
in appreciation of the sacrifice they represent. Parents 
need a contribution to their living expenses and the 
higher nurturing costs they are faced with, and this they 
shall receive after every child, irrespective of the fami-
lies’ wealth or financial status. We chose a path different 
from the one tread by the left-wing liberal government, 
who tended to cut back on benefits even in the case of 
average-income families. (As a matter of fact, we strive 
to enforce the separation of social and family policy in 
the government’s organizational structure too. In 2010 
first an independent Family Policy Department was es-
tablished in the State Secretariat for Family and Youth 
Affairs under the Ministry of Human Capacities. Then, 
in 2014 the two fields, namely social and family policy 
were separated, and now there is a deputy state secretary 
dealing with family and population policy in the State 
Secretariat for Family and Youth Affairs under the Min-
istry of Human Capacities.)

It is just as important to consequently ensure that the 
parents are not only granted rights but take on the re-
sponsibilities and meet the obligations that go hand in 
hand with childbearing. Parents may be expected to 
make every effort under the given circumstances to take 
care of their children. Therefore, those families where 
the parents not only work for the subsistence of their 
own and the closer family but contribute to the com-
munity’s prosperity through their produce and shared 
public burden, should enjoy the benefits of the resources 
in proportion with their efforts. This is well reflected in 
the Cstv. provision setting forth that ”the State contrib-
utes to responsible childrearing in the form of subsidies 
primarily” [Section 2 (1)].

Section 2 (2) of Csvt. again gave voice to a forward aspect 
in claiming that ”family support is a priority issue when 
it comes to the planning of the actual national budget of 
Hungary”. A detailed description shall be made below 
of how the Government has met this principle in prac-

tice since 2010, making this year a divide compared to 
the previous period. We broke with the former left-wing 
liberal approach for good, which allocated resources for 
childbearing only based on the ‘principle of residues’, in 
many cases further decreasing them if short-term fiscal 
perspectives required so.

Section 3 (3) gives further emphasis to Article II of the 
Fundamental Law in connection with the protection of 
foetal life. It stipulates that the foetus should be pro-
tected and respected from the moment of conception, 
and should be granted statutory support”. Another nov-
elty could be found in Section 3 (2), which stipulates 
the requirements for introducing family life education 
as a curriculum in public education. In Section 4 the 
Law confirms the importance of family-work balance 
through the consolidation of daytime care services. The 
latter item is critical for our family policy, and is centred 
around the freedom of choice. The core objective is to 
ensure every parent the opportunity to return to the la-
bour market in the form and at the time that best meets 
their own and their children’s needs and expectations. 
They shall not in the least be restricted in this by admin-
istrative rules and other regulations on subsidies. Those 
who can and intend to go back to their workplace after 
their child has become 6 or 12 months old should not 
be barred by obstacles. And the chance shall be given 
to mothers to stay at home with the infant for a longer 
time, even for more than one year. Another significant 
element is that fathers will have a higher share in chil-
drearing duties: besides the mothers they shall get more 
involved in their children’s nurturing and education.

Csvt. also contains provisions that enable the adoption 
of the family-friendly approach in every social and eco-
nomic field. This involves the media service providers’ 
obligation to broadcast programmes in observation of 
the values of marriage and parenthood (Section 5–6). 
The legislation created another requirement, which set 
forth that families should be able to take advantage of 
the relevant subsidies and services in the simplest way, 
with the possibly lowest level of administrative burden.
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The second chapter of the Law stipulates the children’s 
basic rights and obligations towards each other and 
the environment. Chapter 4 and 5 are most probably 
the ones that are practically the most important with 
respect to the parents’ daily lives. They determine the 
key allowances, subsidies and services families are en-
titled to, along with their boundary conditions so that 
they cannot be mitigated or revoked based on the arbi-
trary majority will of the actual government. They make 
sure that the relevant regulations may be modified only 
through comprehensive, cross-party consensus and com-
promise. Thus, Chapter 4 strengthens the protection of 
the family and childbearing in the field of employment 
(see the redundancy ban or restriction for parents with 
young children, and especially mothers; the protective 
rules and regulations at work, the option of part-time 
employment, extra days off etc.). At the same time, Chap-
ter 5 sets the basic conditions applicable to the various 
financial subsidies (such as benefits, or tax and contribu-
tion allowance), enabling the diversified establishment 
of grants based on family structure, children’s age, num-
ber and state of health, or the parents’ earning activity 
etc. It also stipulates that, if an adverse amendment is 
made to the subsidies’ conditions, which is unfavourable 
for families despite the statutory obligation that requires 
a two-third majority for any such modification, then a 
preparation period of at least one year shall be provided 
from the announcement until the new legislation comes 
into force [Section 23 (3)]. This further strengthens the 
family support scheme’s stability, since – even if the nec-
essary Parliamentary majority is at hand – short-term 
cost-cutting and austerity perspectives will not justify 
the tightening of the conditions. For, the consequences 
of such savings will not be felt earlier than in a year’s 
time or even later.

In this way, the new Fundamental Law and the cardinal 
act on family protection, whose beneficial effects sup-
port one another, could, on the one hand, give back fam-
ily life, marriage and reproduction their well-deserved 
appreciation in law and public thinking. In addition, to 
the extent of the role they play in the nation’s sustain-
ability, the acts of legislation elevated these values to a 
special position compared to the other relationship and 
cohabitation forms, in conformity with the consciously 
chosen lifestyle of single or childless persons. On the 
other hand, they created a firm, solid, long-term frame-
work of conditions for the support of families that have 
or are raising children, which might also serve as an ap-
propriate basis for the implementation of childbearing 
plans.

Notwithstanding, along with the rules of law and the 
institutional framework as a foundation, we also found 
the awareness-raising activity around the former princi-
ples indispensable. This was meant to replace the social 
attitude that until then ignored community goals and 
values and instead portrayed a self-centred, individual-
ist approach. We intended to substitute it with a fam-
ily-oriented philosophy that could find its way into all 
walks of life, embracing the most important segments. 
This value-based ideology may be disseminated through 
communication, in the media or in public education 
with an outreach to the youngest, or it may be mediated 
by making the public administration system more fam-
ily-oriented.
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Yet, the foundation, which so much relies on the Funda-
mental Law and on the above approach, was not suffi-
cient. There was even stronger need for the consolidation 
of those families’ financial status that have children. In 
any case, the change of the government in 2010 found 
middle-class families in an extremely poor, vulnerable 
situation, even though they made the highest contribu-
tion to society’s subsistence. The wrong actions made by 
the left-wing liberal governments, which gave Hungary 
a taste of the darkest pits of the world economic crisis 
and which pushed the country to the edge of financial 
collapse, curtailed the benefits that were offered by the 
first civic government. In fact, their austerity measures, 
which were alleged to ‘manage the crisis’, did nothing 
but further worsen the situation. The false grounds of 
their ideology basically caused the family support and 
housing scheme to stagger. 2002 was a landmark in the 
history of the system inherited from the former govern-
ment: ever higher instalments threw foreign currency 
debtors into despair, families’ livelihood were jeopard-
ized by booming costs of living and terrible overhead 
charges, not to mention the rising taxes. At this point 
it was not merely a question of moral duty for the new 
national government to bring about change. As a mat-
ter of fact, it was a must for the desired and necessary 
demographic twist. An ever higher part of the national 
income had to be reallocated to families that (plan to) 
have or are raising children.

 
SUMMARY

A distinctive Hungarian model has been shaping 
and formed since 2010, which is built on our own 
internal resources and assets – it is centred around 
the support of Hungarian families that have or are 
raising children. It abstains from relying on exter-
nal instruments, through which, in the long run, 
we would definitely and inevitably be faced with 
the darkest hours of giving up our identity. It is a 
model that is capable of creating a strong, ambitious 
Hungarian nation in the Carpathian Basin, which 
can maintain itself and grow even without having to 
resort to mass migration.



MEASURES FOR TACKLING  
THE PROBLEMS AND  
CHALLENGES OF AN  
EARLIER ERA, 2010-2018

CHAPTER V
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MAJOR PROBLEMS AFFECTING FAMILIES AND GOVERNMENT 
MEASURES FOR THEIR RESOLUTION AFTER 2010

Chapter III shed light on the situation the governance was in around 2010. It identified the main problem sourc-
es that were yet to be eliminated, whereas the conceptional–ideological background, which guided the related 
government decisions and measures in this direction, was outlined in the previous chapter.
Now it is time to introduce the concrete measures made in order to improve the life and well-being of those fam-
ilies that are raising children. These measures of the past seven to eight years were developed along the major 
problems that had been earlier identified in connection with population trends and family situations, which 
logically drives us to give a comprehensive picture of the way they have led to a positive trend in family spirit, 
marriages and childbearing – to a shift that was only a matter of pure desire in 2010.

The relevant steps will be specified in the following the-
matic order.

• Measures in support of family-planning and 
childbearing:
 – Family-based taxation, the launch and expansion of 
the family tax allowance

 – The restoration of GYES to a duration of 3 years, 
the extension of twin GYES, the introduction of 
adoption-related GYES

 – The constant elevation of the upper threshold for 
GYED

 – GYED for graduates and its expansion
 – The launch of ”sibling GYED/GYES”
 – The launch of the Baby Bond
 – The reduction of lending debts after three or more 
children

 – The mitigation of student loan debt or its 
remittance after children

 – Allowance for firstly weds

• Measures in favour of work and family life balance:
 – GYED Extra: the development of job opportunities 
in parallel with childcare benefits

 – ”Grandparental pension” (Women40)
 – Job Protection Action Plan
 – Part-time employment for parents with young 
children

 – The restructuring of the nursery system, capacity-
building

• Further measures in support of childrearing:
 – The extension of free-of-charge meals for children 
in institutions and during holidays, the extension 
of the “School Milk” programme

 – The extension of State-funded textbook provision
 – Mandatory kindergarten education from the age of 
three

 – Initiation of the Erzsébet Programme

• Measures for family housing:
 – The launch and extension of the family housing 
allowance (CSOK)

 – Loans with interest rate subsidies for large families
 – VAT rebates and VAT reduction

• Measures for vulnerable families:
 – Steps in support of large families and their way of 
living

 – Steps to improve the situation of single-parent 
families

• Measures to improve people’s health:
 – The spread of mandatory screening examinations
 – The spread of mandatory vaccinations (HPV)
 – The control of cardiovascular and circulatory 
diseases

 – The improvement of basic healthcare services
 – The building of prevention capacities in the 
healthcare system

5.1.
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 – Regulations on smoking
 – Cracking down on excess alcohol consumption
 – The prevention of drug consumption
 – Encouraging people to exercise
 – Health and nutrition related measures
 – The inter-disciplinary improvement of early 
childhood intervention

• ”Navel cord” programme for Hungarian 
expatriates:
 – The extension of the maternity grant
 – The extension of the Baby Bond

• Measures for the promotion of the family-friendly 
approach:
 – The declaration of 2018 as the Year of Families
 – ”Kopp Mária Institute for Demography and 
Families” (KINCS)

 – Family Cabinet

5.1.1. MEASURES IN SUPPORT OF FAMILY-
PLANNING AND CHILDBEARING

As seen in the previous chapters, the total fertility rate – 
as the most important childbearing indicator – was at its 
lowest in 2010 and 2011. Its negative record has not only 
been unprecedented in Hungary but made us rank the 
last in the European Union too. And neither was it any 
better in the case of a enthusiasm to have a familiy. Nev-
er had so few wedding vows been made than in 2010. 
The Hungarian family support scheme, by 2010, was 
said to provide relatively higher benefits to families with 
children than was the case in other developed European 
countries. Yet this did not produce results, which could 
be explained in several ways.

On the one hand, the socio-liberal government exposed 
the family support scheme to a subsidy-based approach. 
Its underlying, yet mistaken, concept claimed that child-
bearing goes hand in hand with deteriorating finances, 
pushing families into poverty. Accordingly, they believed 

that the issue had to be ”managed” through the social 
system. This was mirrored in the then ministerial struc-
ture too, where benefits for those living in deprivation, 
just like childcare benefits, were managed under one sin-
gle organizational unit. Inevitably, such a fundamentally 
mistaken concept could not have given grounds for the 
implementation of any coherent policy that takes into 
consideration the combined aspects of the population 
and the situation of families that are planning or already 
have children. This was basically the underlying reason 
for focusing on guaranteed universal subsidies (family 
allowance, GYES etc.), which was coupled with the cut-
ting of work-based subsidies. (For example, family tax 
allowances for families with one or two children were 
withdrawn, and their amount was decreased for large 
families too. The insurance period for being entitled to 
GYED was extended from six months to one year.) At 
the end of the first Orbán-led government cycle, in 2002, 
work-based subsidies made up 37% of the cash benefits 
and allowances provided to families, which, however, 
shrank to 24% by 2010. Notwithstanding – or rather for 
this reason – poverty rate among families raising chil-
dren (especially that of large families or single parents) 
got much worse during the previous two government 
cycles. The bitter experiences of the recurring destruc-
tion of the domestic family support scheme undermined 
safety and security in the long run. The left-wing liberal 
governments were not reluctant to manipulate the funds 
allocated for family support. Such money was badly af-
fected when it came to cost cutting. It even fell victim 
to short-term fiscal perspectives, quite understandably 
evoking rather negative feelings in the population. Peo-
ple could no longer rely on the essential merit of trust: 
predictability was gone

The various complex family-friendly measures of the 
civic government after 2010, however, wished to get 
rid of these negative elements. They wanted to wipe 
out negative discrimination against women (and partly 
against men) raising children. Above all, they set it as a 
core objective to create long-term stability and security 
for Hungarian young people to encourage family-plan-
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ning and childbearing. And the government is dedicated 
to pursue these views in the future too. Unmistakably, 
predictability is a must for having a family and children. 
No concrete subsidy could adequately counter its impor-
tance, since long-term decisions require long-term pre-
dictability, safety and security.

Unlike those before us, we are convinced that parents do 
not have the vision of relying on aid and subsidies when 
it comes to raising their children or sustaining the fami-
ly. They are in possession of the resources needed for the 
appropriate and desirable conditions of childrearing. It 
is just that they need the relevant support for that. This, 
however, points at the target of the support: it shall be 
focused on these resources, on the physical and mental 
energy and time devoted to the cause. Therefore, we are 
committed to concentrating on such allowances and sub-
sidies – benefits that are built on work-based income and 
which are meant to encourage employment, work-life 
balance and, at the same time, enable families to make 
their own decision on the way and extent chores (either 
at work or home) are shared by the members – mothers 
and fathers alike.

This was the goal that the civic government bore in mind 
when it drafted its measures related to family-planning 
and childrearing. They are intended to strengthen the 
feeling of security in pursuit of a vision of the future 
that is reliable and predictable in the long run. These are 
partly financial subsidies. On the other hand, they also 
wish to promote the notion that family, children and 
parenthood are all assets – both for the individual and 
for the whole of society.

Considering the latest fertility data it may be conclud-
ed that such goals seem to get implemented to an ever 
higher extent, which is partly attributable to the related 
government measures.

 
Extended family benefits and their further 
expansion
 
When it took office in 2010, the civic government pro-
claimed a 180-degree reversal in terms of subsidies. It 
totally opposed the aid-based politics of the former left-
wing liberal government, which levied extreme taxation 
on the active population with the hidden aim to thus 
guarantee the subsistence of the inactive layers. Eco-
nomic performance was pushed to the background, just 
like individual and innovative initiatives, which inevita-
bly proved to be inadequate for sustainability, pushing 
the country to the edge of bankruptcy. The earlier failed 
practice was replaced with the concept of a labour and 
family-based society, which was built around a fami-
ly-friendly single-key income taxation system, as its core 
element. The newly introduced taxation system did not 
penalize extra performance and did not restrict the cre-
ative instinct in personal results and achievements. It 
rather followed the principle that a ten times higher sal-
ary means ten times more tax to pay. Again in contrast 
with earlier practice, where families were put into higher 
tax zones based on the family allowances they received 
after the children they were raising, we had a different 
view. Instead of maltreating these families with the pres-
sure of a higher public burden, we do acknowledge their 
childrearing-related costs and expenditures. We take it 
as a contribution to the long-term sustainability of the 
community and the nation, and decrease such families’ 
taxes, fair and square, with the amount they invest in 
the cause.

It goes without saying, then, that family tax allowance 
constitutes one of the most crucial elements of the Gov-
ernment’s family policy-related actions. Prior to 2011, as 
a consequence of the restrictions made by the former 
government, only families with three or more children 
were entitled to such an allowance, amounting to a 
monthly sum of HUF 4,000 per child. In addition, once 
the family reached a certain income level, above the av-
erage, this eligibility could be enforced to an ever small-
er extent, ultimately dropping to zero.
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The second Orbán government was inclined to empha-
size its conviction that raising children entails much 
higher costs. And this is something reaching beyond the 
family. Childrearing is an issue that affects the whole of 
society, therefore communities should take on a higher 
share from the burden that families planning and hav-
ing children have to face. Accordingly, as of 01 January 
2011, the government introduced a real family-based 
type of taxation. Family tax allowances were expanded 
to families with one or two children. A significant rise 
could be perceived in the amount of the subsidy, and 
this rate has been growing ever since.

The allowance has been subject to a lot of attacks, though. 
Since it reduces the tax base after the number of children, 
it is available to those claimants who have adequate (work-
based) income and salary. This, however, also conveys the 
message that families should rather rely on work and la-
bour-based income than on aid and subsidies, which pre-
sents a higher value both on the level of the individual, 
the family, and the community. Of course, people with 
lower income levels are also eligible for allowances (of 
other types), in the context of social responsibility.

Allowance description

The income-limit was abolished with the allowance’s 
introduction in 2011. This also suggested its difference 
from aid, and raised its monthly sum to HUF 10,000 
(per child) after one or two children. Its amount for fam-
ilies with three or more children was increased from the 
earlier sum of HUF 4,000 to a monthly total of HUF 
33,000 per child. And all this enabled individuals to re-
duce the consolidated tax base accordingly (shared on 
the family level). The allowance is available to families 
after the 91st day of pregnancy. It can be claimed for 
the foetus, which also demonstrates the Government’s 
pro-life approach – a kind of commitment to the life 
conceived and to the mother who will give birth to the 
baby. The amount’s rising in parallel with the number of 
children again is an expression of the civic government’s 

strong acknowledgement of families that, with their 
decision to have more than one child (especially those 
who raise three or even more children), make a stronger 
contribution to the community’s maintenance. Families 
with one or two children have also benefited from its 
launch, unlike with the former regulation that did not 
allow them to claim any such allowance. (The benefit 
may be deduced from the earned income or public em-
ployment wages, or from the income tax or contribution 
after CSED or GYED, since these are subject to tax and 
contribution payment.)

What else could more facilitate the drawing of the full 
amount than the fact that, in its establishment, both par-
ents’ income may be taken account of. This means that 
if both parents have an income, or at least one of them 
is granted family support subsidies, which are subject 
to tax and contribution payment, the allowance may be 
taken out together by both parents, with the sum be-
ing divided between them. (However in over 90% of 
the cases, it is still only one of the parents who takes 
advantage of the benefit.) Even though the population 
policy is aimed at the creation and maintenance of sta-
ble, long-lasting relationships, the government does not 
want to make it unfavourable for those who, for some 
reason, have been unable to establish such relations. The 
regulatory element, according to which the allowance 
may be claimed even by several different individuals in 
successive periods within one taxation year (e.g. in the 
case of a divorce and marriage within the same year), 
again strengthens this view.

In order to make sure that the allowance is available even 
to those with a lower income, as of 2014 it may also be 
deduced from pension or the health insurance contribu-
tions. This means that if, based on the personal income 
tax, a person is not entitled to the full amount of the fami-
ly tax allowance, then he/she may also claim it to the detri-
ment of contributions. Accordingly, now it is almost 75% 
of the claimants – as compared to their earlier proportion 
of 50% – who can take advantage of the entire amount. 
What is more, conditions have become more favourable 



127

for those who earn less. By expanding the allowance to 
contributions, around 260-270 thousand families with 
lower wages could record a surplus income of an annu-
al average of HUF 180 thousand in 2014, which affected 
around 25-30% of all those eligible for the grant.

There was no shortage of criticism directed at   the sys-
tem for its extra support to families with many children, 
though. Yet, this preference is based on the view that 
population growth, in the long run, can be maintained 
by relying on large families only. Considering that in 
many cases the parents either refused to or were not 
able to have a second child, the Government has decided 
to gradually double the allowance for families with two 
children. The amount shall grow to twice the original 
amount in 4 stages between 2016 and 2019, meaning 
that, as opposed to the former monthly sum of HUF 
20 thousand per family in 2015, in 2016 families were 
granted HUF 25 thousand every month. This would rise 
to HUF 30 thousand forints in 2017, HUF 35 thousand 
forints in 2018, and in 2019 it will peak at a monthly 

total of HUF 40 thousand after two children. In this 
sense, in 2018 it was already HUF 316 billion that was 
available to families with children, in the form of family 
allowances.

Regarding the distribution based on the number of chil-
dren, 46% of the parents who made a claim for the al-
lowance, that is 518 thousand had one single child, 35% 
of them (396 thousand) had two children, while the re-
maining 19% (211 thousand parents) were raising three 
or more children.

Money saved by families due to the allowance

As a consequence of the adoption of the current fam-
ily benefit system, overall, families have been granted 
a remarkable fund. This they could spend on raising, 
educating, caring for their children, or on spending pre-
cious time with them – which is just as important. The 
resulting increment between 2011 and 2016 amounted 

Figure 5/1 – NUMBER OF BENEFICIARIES ENTITLED TO FAMILY BENEFIT, 2011-2016

NUMBER OF PARENTS REQUESTING FAMILY BENEFIT,  
BASED ON THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN (THOUSAND PEOPLE) NUMBER OF FAMILIES 

REQUESTING  
FAMILY BENEFIT  

(THOUSAND PEOPLE)YEAR

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

TOTAL

1 2 3 OR MORE

2011 508 351 157 1,017 925

2012 532 388 185 1,105 1,014

2013 535 387 192 1,113 1,000

2014 530 383 191 1,103 1,051

2015 543 358 196 1,097 1,019

2016 518 396 211 1,125 1,044

Source: NGM
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to almost HUF 1,300 billion, equalling over HUF 3,000 
billion Hungarian forints if combined with the effects 
of the single-key taxation system. Basically one out of 
four eligible families could avoid tax-payment due to the 
allowance.

94% of households with children could take advantage of 
the support, which was as many as 1 million 51 thousand 
families in 2014. In the meantime, the total amount of tax 
and contribution allowances peaked at HUF 232.8 billion. 
Out of this, personal income tax allowance reached HUF 

190.3 billion, which was HUF 10 billion higher than the 
initial total of the family allowance at the time of its intro-
duction in 2011. In 2014 families with children could ac-
tually take out over two-thirds of the maximum available 
amount. This rise, from 56% in 2013 to 68% a year later, 
could be attributed to the allowance’s expansion to social 
contributions. The rest could not be taken advantage of 
without an adequate income or salary. The contribution 
allowance generated an increment of HUF 42.5 billion 
for families, which was equivalent to 18.3% of the total 
amount. Practically, as a result of its expansion, families 

Figure 5/2 – FUND CLAIMED UNDER FAMILY BENEFIT, 2011-2016

FAMILY BENEFIT AND CONTRIBUTION ALLOWANCE BASED ON THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN (BILLION HUF)

YEAR TYPE OF ALLOWANCE

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

TOTAL

1 2 3 OR MORE
CANNOT BE 
SPECIFIED 
PRECISELY

2011 family tax allowance 54.3 66.6 59.1 0.2 180.2

2012 family tax allowance 54.2 67.6 61.9 0.5 184.2

2013 family tax allowance 54.1 67.3 63.6 0.3 185.3

2014

family tax allowance 54.5 66.5 67.3 2.0 190.3

family contribution allowance 1.8 5.1 29.8 5.8 42.5

Total 56.3 71.6 97.1 78 232.8

2015

family tax allowance 56.4 67.6 70.5 0.5 195.0

family contribution allowance 2.0 6.1 37.0 0.0 45.1

Total 58.4 73.7 107.5 0.5 240.1

2016

family tax allowance 53.0 84.4 74.1 - 211.5

family contribution allowance 2.0 12.1 39.0 - 53.1

Total 55.0 96.5 113.1 - 264.4

Source: NGM
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in 2014 were able save an average of HUF 222 thousand 
in the form of tax and contribution allowances – meaning 
that they could spend this much more on their children 
and families.

In 2015 even the majority of families with young children 
could make use of the allowance. And this led to more 
than a quarter of the million eligible households, namely 
259 thousand families, becoming exempt from person-
al income tax payment. (The ratio was 10% for the 539 
thousand families raising one single child, 25% for the 
334 thousand families with two children, while the 145 
thousand families that had three or more children made 
up the remaining 85%.) Accordingly, in 2015 it was 1.1 
million parents in 1 million families that requested the 
allowance – after 1.6 million children – in an amount of 
HUF 240 billion, averaging an income surplus of HUF 
240 thousand per family. In 2016 a sum of HUF 264.6 bil-
lion had been drawn in the form of the allowance, while 
the budgetary proposal for 2017 was HUF 277 billion. For 
2018 it is HUF 316 billion. Bear in mind that the latter is 
forty times higher than its amount of HUF 13 billion in 
2010. Even the number of eligible families showed an out-
standing rise. Now it surpassed 1 million, which is a ten-
fold growth as compared to the 106 thousand households 
at the time of the change of the government.

It was partly attributable to the family allowance that, 
during the period 2010-2016, the average net income of 
families with children grew by 44.9%, whereas their real 
income also got 29.6% higher. (Relative to the 33% and 
19% rise in the net and real wages of those who were not 
raising under-age children, this was a figure one-third and 
one and a half times higher respectively.) More precisely, 
the net income of families with one single child increased 
by 36.8%, while this rate was 46.6% for families with two 
children and 69.1% for families bringing up three or more 
children, which equals an improvement, in real terms, of 
22.4, 31.2 and 51.2% respectively. In this sense, incomes 
showed the greatest rise with large families – their net 
growth rate was around 60-70%, while in real terms they 
grew by 50%. Owing to the family allowance, the average 

net salary of an employee with children was 12.8% higher 
in 2016 than that of an employee without children. Ac-
cordingly, parents raising children got HUF 22 thousand 
more every month, adding up to an extra amount of 1.5 
month’s salary on a yearly basis.

Restoring the 3-year disbursement of GYES and 
its expansion to parents raising twins or adopting 
children
 
Childcare allowance is guaranteed based on subjective 
rights, which means that the father or mother, raising 
the child in one common household, is entitled to the 
subsidy irrespective of any previous employment or oth-
er conditions. The allowance may be disbursed from the 
baby’s birth until his/her third birthday. (If the parent 
has not been insured for at least a year, and thus has 
become eligible for CSED or GYED, then the allowance 
is available to the beneficiaries as soon as the baby has 
become 2 years old.) (In the case of children who are 
permanently ill or severely disabled, the allowance is 
disbursed until the child is 10 years of age, while in the 
case of twins this period is extended to their first school 
year.) Once the child has reached the age of 1, the grand-
parents might also become entitled to GYES, provided 
that the child is raised and reared in one household with 
the parents.

• Notwithstanding this, GYES has had its share of 
criticism. On the one hand, it was criticised for 
its scale and scope, providing the minimum sum 
of the old-age pension, which is currently HUF 
28,500 gross. On the other hand, it was accused of 
discouraging employment, claiming that, in spite 
of its rather low amount, it still caused a number 
of mothers to refuse to take full-time jobs in fear 
of losing their right to the allowance. Moreover, 
in 2009 the socio-liberal government froze it at 
the amount recorded in 2008. Such weaknesses, 
however, have been partially remedied through the 
following actions.
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• The Bajnai government cut the GYES disbursement 
time by one year for children born after May 2010. 
This measure, made in 2009, meant that instead 
of receiving the allowance for its initial two-year 
period, now mothers who could not re-enter the 
labour market due to the prevailing capacity 
shortage in the crèche system, and would have 
been basically left without any allowance for a year 
– until the child started attending kindergarten. 
(It should be noted here that the crèche capacity 
in 2010 could only cater for 12% of all children 
under 3.) Upon taking office, this drastic measure 
was among our first actions to revise. As of 2010, 
GYES is available to the parent, foster parent or 
guardian until their child living with them reaches 
the age of 3. Consequently, an average of net HUF 
380 thousand has been reimbursed to the 70 
thousand families concerned. The full duration of 
the allowance, in this sense, may theoretically be 
the equivalent of the disbursement of one and a half 
times the initial amount.

• In acknowledgement of the extra burden with twins 
(or triplets) and the more demanding conditions 
their upbringing entails, from 2011 on parents 
are entitled to a multiple allowance based on the 
number of their children. For example, instead of 
the double amount in 2010, as of 2011 they received 
triple the amount for triplets, or a proportionally 
higher sum after a higher number of children. In 
this sense, three children entitle the parent to 300% 
of the actual minimum old-age pension, whereas 
logically it is 400% after four children.

• In order to provide better support to parents 
adopting children above the age of 3, the institution 
of adoption-related GYES was introduced. As of 
2011, every parent has had the possibility of staying 
at home for 6 months after the child joined the 
family. This was to facilitate their relationship 
and adaptation to the situation, at the same time 
guaranteeing some income to the parent.

• The framework of the GYED Extra measures has 
also enabled parents to take a full-time job and, 
in parallel with this, enjoy the benefits of the 
allowance. Accordingly, from 2014 on, parents with 
a 1-year-old baby are not restricted to a weekly 
maximum of 30 working hours. The relevant age 
limit, which used to be 12 months for the infant, 
was also lowered to 6 months after 2016. What is 
more, upon the birth of another child in the family, 
GYES may be disbursed for both children, thus 
avoiding the benefit’s termination after the elder 
child. Consequently, families with two children 
could basically get twice as much as the allowance’s 
initial amount.

• Although it may be trivial on first hearing, the 
renaming of GYES (that is childcare allowance) 
to childcare benefit in 2016 proved to be a good 
solution. It is a much better expression of the 
benefit’s nature: it is thus differentiated from 
subsidies that are granted based on the level of 
deprivation.

Higher maximum amount for GYED and the 
benefits of the regulation
 
The childcare benefit (GYED), as a work-based subsidy, 
may be disbursed from the time the child has become 6 
months old until he/she reaches the age of 3, provided 
that the parent has been insured for at least one year. 
Its maximum amount, which equals 70% of the earlier 
average salary level, was raised from HUF 102,900 in 
2010 to HUF 193,200 in 2018, implying a growth rate 
of 88%. In addition, the net sum thereof was doubled to 
HUF 144,900. The underlying reason for the rate of the 
increase lies in the fact that the upper threshold for the 
income that may be considered equals 200% of the actu-
al minimum wages, and the fee may not be higher than 
140% thereof. This is also meant to underline our am-
bition to pay special attention to responsible childbear-
ing and to support families that find work essential for 
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bringing up their children. For, these families indirectly 
contribute to the maintenance of the broader communi-
ty. Fairly enough then, parents who take advantage of 
the allowance do not have to give up their hard-earned 
income and careers if they choose to have children.

A stronger commitment has been made to parents rais-
ing twins. Both in the case of GYES and GYED the du-
ration of the allowance was extended to three years as 
of 01 January 2014, in contrast with its earlier disburse-
ment period, which used to be one year shorter.

It was again positive that the austerity measures, in-
troduced by the Bajnai-government in 2010, got lifted. 
According to the measures, parents who failed to have 
a prior insured employment period of 1.5 years (which 
is the maximum duration of GYED), could only be dis-
bursed the allowance at a reduced amount proportional 
to their shorter period of employment. From 2016 on, 
however, the allowance was again available until the 
child reached the age of 2, even if the parent’s insured 
period was less than one and a half years. (Yet, the latter 
could not be shorter than twelve months.)

The acquis of the GYED Extra measures of 2014 were 
not restricted to GYES, though. Full-time employment 
after the child has become 12, or later after he/she has 
turned 6 months old, was again accessible for mothers 
receiving the childcare benefit, just like the allowance’s 
multiple disbursement in line with the number of chil-
dren in the household.

GYED for graduates and its expansion

Recent decades have seen a growth in the number of 
years spent in school due to the expansion of tertiary ed-
ucation, which unfortunately has an adverse impact on 
childbearing. For it is studying that makes young people 
in their most fertile years postpone family and children 
to older years. As outlined in the previous chapters, the 
average childbearing age is continuously rising, which at 

the same time entails the risk that, with this shorter life-
cycle in fertility, fewer children will be born than orig-
inally planned – or, to make things worse, these people 
might even fail to have children in their lives. Notwith-
standing, there are also other factors that have discour-
aged higher education students from having children. 
Allowances of a considerable amount (such as CSED and 
GYED) are subject to employment, which means that 
without an income-earning activity of 6 months, these 
people were not entitled to the full amount. Although 
one semester from the school years could be counted in, 
full-time students still did not always manage to meet 
the work-related conditions. They could only be granted 
a much lower amount of GYES, which, however, could 
hardly promote the idea of childbearing among them.

The Government strived to halt this unfavourable trend: 
in 2014 it introduced GYED for graduates under the 
GYED Extra measures package. Since 01 January 2014 
”GYED for graduates” has been available to full-time stu-
dents at Hungarian universities, who have completed at 
least two semesters or finished their studies not more 
than a year ago but, as graduates starting their career, 
still fail to have the one-year insured period required for 
‘normal’ GYED. It is mostly mothers who may be grant-
ed the benefit – from the child’s birth until his/her age 
of 1. Yet, in the case of the mother’s ineligibility, the fa-
ther may also become a beneficiary. Similar to ‘normal’ 
GYED, the allowance equals 70% of the person’s earlier 
income. Nevertheless, its basis for students doing their 
BA is determined by the actual minimum wages, where-
as in the case of doctoral (PhD) programmes, just like 
undivided and master courses, it is the minimum voca-
tional wages that should be taken account of. According-
ly, in 2017 the related sum was HUF 89,250 and HUF 
112,700 gross, rising to 96,600 and HUF 126,350 by 2018 
respectively. Apparently, this is three or four times high-
er than GYES, which is not more than HUF 28,500. No 
doubt, the incentive is outstanding. The motivation and 
drive the raised amount has brought about is reflected in 
the growing number of beneficiaries. Since its introduc-
tion in 2014, the number of students receiving GYED 
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for graduates has been steadily increasing – from 393 
persons in 2014, to 903 students in 2015 and to 925 peo-
ple in 2016. Overall, almost 2,200 young people received 
support in their endeavour to have children during the 
past three years.

In order to more efficiently assist higher education stu-
dents in their plans, the duration of the allowance was 
extended by one year from 01 January 2018, basically 
doubling the disbursement period from one to two years.

The launch of ”sibling GYED/GYES”

The GYED Extra measures package removed another 
negative element of the family support scheme in 2014. 
According to an earlier measure, the disbursement of the 
family support benefit (either GYED or GYES) had to be 
terminated for the elder child if a new baby was born to 
the family within 3 years. Disbursement was only pos-
sible after the youngest child (infant care fee – CSED or 
GYES, that is), which meant that family subsidies were 
available for one child per family. Nonetheless, since no 
difference can be made between children in terms of the 
costs and expenditures of their care and nurturing, the 
above measure was not only unfair but definitely ‘pun-
ished’ the arrival of a newborn to the family – should 
this happen within a reasonable time. After the revo-
cation of this strange practice, family support benefits 
were again disbursed after more than one child – for the 
elder sibling and the newborn infant alike. This consti-
tutes a considerable amount granted to the beneficiaries, 
ranging from a few hundred thousand to HUF 1 million, 
which may enable large families to have another child 
without having to delay childbearing due to financial 
reasons. In other words, it acted as a ”sibling premium”. 
(In the case of GYES, which is a guaranteed benefit on 
subjective rights, regulations restricted in its disburse-
ment to maximum two children, excluding twins.)

Based on this amendment, for example, if a new baby 
is born to the family before the other child has become 

18 months old, then it is the full amount of GYED and 
later of GYES that shall be disbursed for the elder sibling 
until he/she turns 2 or 3 respectively. And this shall be 
enforced regardless of the allowances received after the 
newborn infant. 

The above change has allowed us, from year to year, 
to provide efficient support to an ever growing num-
ber of families deciding to have another child. In 2014 
it was 17,852 parents who took advantage of multiple 
family grants after their children, while this figure 
rose to 23,808 and 25,759 in 2015 and 2016 respec-
tively.

The launch of the Baby Bond

The Baby Bond, introduced on 01 December 2013, is an-
other embodiment of our care for parents with children. 
Along with the acknowledgement of the importance 
of childbearing, it is a proof that we do care about the 
children’s future prosperity. The Baby Bond was meant 
to supplement the Start account, which was a savings 
account with limited opportunities, available from as 
early as 2006. The underlying concept of the measure 
was to invest the money, which was accumulated for the 
newborn on the Start securities account (opened with 
the Hungarian State Treasury), into government securi-
ties with a duration of 19 years. The initial support sum 
of 42,500 HUF (the so-called ”life initiative support”) is 
placed on the child’s Start account by the Hungarian 
State. Subsequently, the parents may supplement this 
with further annual payments, yet the Start securities 
account shall not be opened until the parents have made 
some financial contribution. Without this, the initial 
sum shall bear the interests of the deposit account that 
had been opened with the State Treasury, where the 
yields are lower: by failing to include the risk premium, 
they equal the rate of inflation. To this the Hungarian 
State undertakes to pay a yield 3% higher than the infla-
tion rate and a financial support of 10%, to a maximum 
annual amount of HUF 6 thousand.



133

Figure 5/3 – SALES FIGURES FOR TREASURY BOND, 2017

STOCK ON 
31.12.2016  
(BN HUF)

STOCK ON 
31.03.2017  
(BN HUF)

Q1 OF 2013
STOCK ON 
30.06.2017  

(BN HUF)
H1 OF 2013

Treasury Start securities 
account 115,683 122,522 5.91% 127,905 10.57%

Baby Bond 27,432 30,612 11.60% 32,525 18.57%

Source: MÁK (Hungarian State Treasury)

The savings accrued there, together with the interest, 
may be taken out by the child after reaching the age of 
18, with the intention to spend it on statutory objectives, 
such as studies, housing, career or parenthood commit-
ments. If there are no other payments besides the initial 
amount, then in accordance with the currently effective 
conditions, the child may take out not more than HUF 
128,500 at the end of expiry. With a monthly parental 
payment of HUF 1 thousand (which equals HUF 12 
thousand on a yearly basis), the total is HUF 547,200. 
Provided that every month HUF 5 thousand is placed on 
the account (i.e. HUF 60 thousand per annum), which is 
a prerequisite for a person’s eligibility for the maximum 
of the State aid, the savings are expected to be around 
HUF 2.339 million, which is quite remarkable. (In the 
latter case, the total of the parental payments practically 
doubles with the State aid and the yields.)

Compared to the previous government prior to 2013, the 
underlying change the Baby Bond brought about was 
partly manifest in making the payment amounts un-
limited. For example, earlier payments were restricted 
to a monthly maximum of HUF 10 thousand, and to not 
more than HUF 120 thousand per annum. This means 
that, from now on, although there is no State aid granted 
above the yearly sum of HUF 60 thousand, the risk pre-
mium is still available, enabling parents to ensure their 
children’s future with rather favourable yields, even if 
the payments are rather high. The other major reform is 

that the Start account can now only be opened with the 
Hungarian State Treasury, which provides a safer back-
ground for such investments. The commercial banks, for 
instance, failed to manage these accounts in the past.

Since their launch, four and a half times more Start 
accounts have been opened – the Treasury manages 
a Start account for 93 thousand children, on aver-
age. Concerning the different treasury bonds, which 
are said to be the safest investment forms, the Baby 
Bond underwent the largest-scale growth – by 30 June 
2017 its stock amount reached HUF 32.5 billion. This, 
however, was only one-fifth of the HUF 127.9 billion 
placed on deposit accounts. In other words, this is the 
rate after which actual parental payments were made. 
And this corresponds to the State Treasury data. As 
per its report, in the first half of 2017 as many as 
47,876 deposit accounts were opened with the Treas-
ury after new live-births, while only in 11,903 cases 
thereof were parental payments made. This means 
that it was one in every four children who had a Start 
securities account opened to invest the savings in the 
Baby Bond.

The Baby Bond is an exceptionally advantageous savings 
and investment opportunity, especially in the current 
market of low yields. Responsible parents may rely on 
it to lay the financial foundations for their children’s fu-
ture.
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The reduction of home loan debts for families with 
three or more children
 
One of the most harmful decisions of the financial-po-
litical elites in the period 2002-2010 was to eliminate 
subsidized, forint-based home loans, which triggered a 
shift, from 2004 on, towards low-interest foreign curren-
cy loans with an exchange rate risk. In August 2008, at 
the time of the outbreak of the world economic crisis, 
Hungarian households had a stock of lendings for house 
purchase of around HUF 3,400 billion, more than half 
(53%) of which was in a foreign currency. Basically, this 
amounted to HUF 800 billion, mostly in Swiss franc. 
And it was mostly complemented with mortgage loans 
for house purchases. In the case of these personal loans, 
in an amount of HUF 1,600 billion, the foreign curren-
cy rate was even higher, standing at 98%. All in all, the 
population accrued a mortgage loan debt of almost HUF 
5,000 billion, which equalled around one-fifth (18%) of 
GDP. Until the change of the government in the sum-
mer of 2010, the situation got much worse. The forint 
became 20% weaker than the euro, and this decline was 
nearly 50% compared to Swiss franc. The rise of extra 
risk charges was also felt in loan interests, which caused 
the population’s mortgage loan debt to grow by 40%, 
reaching around HUF 7,000 billion. Out of this, the for-
eign currency debt increased by HUF 2,000 billion, to 
HUF 5,300 billion, with a share strengthening from 70 
to 77%. Consequently, the number of insolvent debtors 
was also rising continuously.

The new government, unlike the former, made a series of 
definite and rapid decisions to stabilize the situation, which 
was threatening disaster. It sought to mitigate the burden of 
families trapped in debt, with the following:

1. The laying down of transparent loan conditions 
in support of prudent compliance so that no more 
households would get indebted. Such were foreign 
currency lending based on the borrower’s income in a 
foreign currency, the fixing of the instalments and the 
dispensable loan in proportion to the property value 

by reference to income, the restrictions on unilateral 
contract amendment, and the act on fair banking;

2. Measures to sensibly and fairly mitigate the burden 
of the debts for clients who are still more or less 
capable of meeting the solvency requirements. 
These include preferential conditions for the final 
payment of debts, the exchange rate cap, the 
reimbursement of incorrectly charged amounts 
under the measure to hold banks accountable, or 
conversion into Hungarian forint;

3. The handling of those families’ situation that are the 
most vulnerable, unable to pay their loan instalments, 
often threatened by eviction and the public sale 
of their home. Remedies to their difficulties could 
be the foreclosure and eviction moratorium, the 
setting up of the National Asset Management Inc. 
to purchase the indebted entities’ properties, or the 
introduction of personal bankruptcy.

From 2010 to this day the Hungarian Government has taken 
several steps to help households struggling with mortgage 
loans, especially with foreign currency loans. The measures 
were targeted at relieving their situation, and the achieve-
ments in mitigating their burden have been considerable. 
Nevertheless, none of these complex measures focused on 
those borrowing households where there were under-age 
children. The steps either concentrated on all the debtors or 
on specific groups thereof – based on other criteria, such as 
the foreign currency of the loan, or the solvency level etc. 
At the same time, exposure and vulnerability among fam-
ilies with children is usually higher due to the number of 
dependants. The payment of the outstanding loan debt of-
ten poses a financial and psychological burden to the fami-
lies, which prevents them from having more children, even 
though the desire is there. In many cases a larger dwelling 
is the prerequisite for the arrival of new family members, 
yet the latter is hindered by the loan debt on the property.

At present 955 thousand households have a mortgage loan 
debt totalling of HUF 5,151 billion. Two-thirds of this is re-
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lated to housing purposes, while the remaining quasi one-
third is personal loan. The average debt per family is HUF 
5.4 million. Out of the approximately one million house-
holds, nearly 352 thousand are families with one or more 
children, which constitutes 37% of all debtors. Their debt of 
2053 billion HUF makes up 40% of the whole stock, which 
means that the average debt per capita in families with chil-
dren is 13% higher than in families without children.

Inevitably, a considerable amount of mortgage loans have 
been taken out for housing purposes. Yet, the Hungarian 
State may help these families by assuming part of their 
outstanding debt.  In this way, a large part of their discre-
tionary income would become ready for use. On the other 
hand, further housing plans (for instance, moving into a 
larger flat) could get more feasible, giving a green light 
to families’ intention to have more children. The focus, 
before all, should be put on the alleviation of the burden 
that parents with children currently have to face. For, the 
highest level of livelihood expenses versus the family in-
come are observed in this category. In addition, it is again 
this category where home extension or moving to a bigger 
property, as a necessary step, appear the most frequently.

Figure 5/4 – HOUSEHOLD HOME LOAN DEBT 
BASED ON THE NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN

Number of 
children

Stock  
(billion HUF)

Number of 
contracts 
(thousand 

items)

Number of 
households 
(thousand 

items)

0 3,098 592 588

1 882 173 152

2 715 138 137

3 240 44 38

4 or more 216 45 39

Total 5,151 991 955

Source: MNB

Therefore, as of 01 January 2018 families planning three 
or more children may reduce their home loan debt by 
HUF 1 million after every newborn infant, which in 
the case of families with children would result in the 
shrinkage of this debt by one-fifth (18%), on average. 
Around 214 thousand families, having two or even more 
children, could benefit from the measure. Basically the 
measure could be advantageous for 22% of all the house-
holds that have accrued a loan debt, and for 61% of those 
raising children. In practice, the affected entities could 
enjoy the benefits of a grant of a total of 15-20 billion 
HUF per annum.

The credit entry, which is for a significant amount, is ex-
pected to encourage families that have two or more chil-
dren and suffer from a loan debt to have even more chil-
dren, in the hope of diminishing repayment burdens.

Mitigated student loan debt after children

Family-planning and childbearing have been post-
poned to later years, as the past decades suggest.  
It is no wonder that the national strategy strives to 
support young people in the most fertile age to start a 
family. It is committed to eliminating all the obstacles 
in the way. Otherwise, with parenthood being pushed 
to an older age, the chances are lower to finally have 
the desired number of children. It is important to help 
that layer of the middle class which spends most of 
the time learning, with a view to later turning the 
related achievements to their own and society’s bene-
fit. They need targeted support in making their plans, 
such as family-planning and childbearing, come true. 
The extra financial assistance, however, has further 
reasons that justify its necessity. Young people who 
are just about to start their career mostly have a lower 
income in the first years of employment, assuming 
possible housing difficulties with reasonably worse 
childbearing prospects. These disadvantages are to be 
compensated through various means by the Govern-
ment.
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It is quite understandable that, similar to other actions that 
have been already announced, such as the introduction 
of ”GYED for graduates” and the extension of its duration 
next year, further solutions mainly focus on those young 
people, as a primary target group, who are.under 30 and 
either attend college or university, or are fresh graduates. 
Many in this age group have taken out student loans of a 
significant amount for their studies, the payment of which 
already constitutes a real financial burden to them. As a 
matter of fact, in several cases it may delay or even hinder 
their plans to start a family and have children. The student 
loan system, which has been in place since 2001, at present 
has two major pillars. One of them is a personal loan type 
(”Student loan 1”), which is available to students whose 
studies are funded by the State and to those who pay for 
their tuition. The monthly sum may differ, ranging from 
HUF 15 thousand to HUF 70 thousand based on the stu-
dent’s choice, and it can be requested for a maximum of 11 
semesters, for five and a half years. In the first two years 
the minimum amount of the monthly instalment equals 
6% of the minimum wage, which is HUF 8,280 in 2018. In 
the subsequent years, though, it is 6% of the gross income 
(salary) earned two years earlier, or in lack of this, it again 
equals 6% of the minimum wage. Any former student may 
decide to pay higher instalments at any time. The currently 
effective interest rate for a student loan 1 is 2.30%.

The other pillar is built on ”Student loan 2” for specific 
purposes. This loan type, which was introduced in 2012, 
may be taken out by students for their tuition fees. In 

practice, the sum is not disbursed to the students directly, 
but instead, it is received by the training institution. There 
is no upper threshold for its amount: it may cover the total 
tuition fee, with a duration similar to Student loan 1. In 
the first two years the sum of the instalment corresponds 
to the minimum wage, depending on the debt amount. 
Later, however, it equals 4–11% of the average income 
earned two years earlier. The State provides interest rate 
subsidies to those who take out Student loan 2, making 
the actual interest fall to 0% as of 01 January 2018. The 
payment of the debt shall be commenced with the termi-
nation of the student status or at the age of 45 at the latest.

Pursuant to the Student Loan Centre’s records, currently 
as many as 196 thousand young people have accrued 
debts in an amount of HUF 273 billion. Their sum reach-
es HUF 1,387 million per capita in the case of Student 
loan 1, while it is on average HUF 907 thousand in con-
nection with Student loan 2. Practically, the average debt 
per capita is around HUF 1,391 million. 87% of students 
(that is, 171 thousand) have Student loan 1, 8% (i.e. 16 
thousand) have taken out Student loan 2, while 5% of 
them (9 thousand students) have signed contracts for 
both loan types. The mitigation or even remittance of 
the student loan debt, which may be of an order of sev-
eral millions, could largely contribute to childbearing 
plans, though.

To this end, from 01 January 2018 on families that are 
planning to have children and at the same time have 
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accrued a student loan debts shall receive special as-
sistance. As part of this, debt repayment shall be sus-
pended for families where the mother has a student 
loan, starting from the third month of her pregnancy. 
During this period of three years not even interest 
will be adding up. In addition, half of the debt shall 
be written off at the birth of the second child, while 
in the case of a third child this will be applicable to 
the total amount.

As the relevant data suggest as many as 116 thousand 
women and their families make take advantage of 
this opportunity. 13 thousand of those women who 
have a student loan debt are raising one child, while 
another 5 thousand have two or more children. They 
are the ones who may enjoy the benefits of loan miti-
gation or remittance. And the highest rate of support 
again goes to large families, to those young couples 
who plan to have three (or even more) children – their 
debt shall be 100% written off. As a consequence of 
the measure, mothers and families with children are 
expected to save a total of 1 billion HUF this year, 
which could largely decrease their debt – even to an  

order of 100 thousand or a million. And this could 
considerably improve their opportunities in terms of 
childbearing and childrearing.

Allowance for firstly weds

The above sections focused on measures in support of 
childbearing. Yet, the enhancement of family-planning 
and marriage is just as important and challenging. Their 
significance cannot be but further supported by the rec-
ognition that solid and firm family and partnership ties 
are vital for having children. According to KSH data, 
in 2015 the majority of children, 89% of them (that is 
nine out of ten children) were born to people living in 
a relationship, and within this, 58% (i.e. six out of ten) 
to married couples. The number and proportion of chil-
dren born out of wedlock was steadily increasing until 
2015, to be repeatedly followed by a decrease after 2016. 
Notwithstanding, this fertility rate of married women 
was still one and a half times higher than that of their 
unmarried counterparts. While 100 married women 
were reported to give birth to 179 children on average, 
this figure was 120 for people in a partnership.

Figure 5/5 – THE DISTRIBUTION OF LIVE-BIRTHS BASED ON THE MOTHER’S MARITAL STATUS, 1990-2016
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The rather unfavourable domestic conditions related 
to family-planning and relationships are, unfortunate-
ly, dominated by one of the most miserable, typically 
Hungarian features – they have become a battle-field of 
conflicting party politics. Still in these national issues, 
where a consolidated view among politicians is more 
than imperative, there is a tragic lack of consensus. 
While civil Conservative politics finds family and child-
bearing one of the core elements of a nation’s destiny, 
the left-wing looks at it a socio-political problem, evolv-
ing into a matter of subsidies.

And this shows in the number of marriages. It holds 
for marriages – just like for any other decision that 
is hopefully for a life-time – that they are inspired by 
long-term expectations, promising prospects and op-
portunities. It goes without saying then that the impact 
of the actual political system is clearly reflected in the 
related statistics. As has been demonstrated earlier, the 
civic government, taking office in 2010, recognized that 
the Hungarian demographic situation could not be im-
proved without the promotion of marriage, as the ba-
sic traditional institution of the family. The view could 
especially find relevance in light of the historical low 
of childbearing among young people in the same year. 
Marriage devaluation showed a dramatic picture in Eu-
rope. Its scale and scope was so desperate – and it is even 
so today – that the measures made in their support may 
also have qualified as serious interventions with imme-
diate effect on privacy. At the same time, the objecting 
statements and proposals doubting their importance and 
role have been reported to only embody ”free thinking” 
and ”the plurality of views”, thus ”fitting in the category 
of the freedom of speech”. It was apparent to us that 
this negative, destructive process could only be stopped 
by confidently stepping up in protection of family and 
marriage, in the meantime taking our share of kicks. In 
this way we aimed to strengthen other European and 
world organizations and individuals in their belief that 
marriage and family are an asset. And we hope to assist 
them in sounding their supporting views, should they 
feel inclined to do so. 

The protection of the institution of marriage under the 
Fundamental Law, just like in the family protection 
act, the emphasis of its importance, role and appreci-
ation, along with a family-friendly policy and appro-
priate public thinking, may encourage young people to 
make their life-time commitment in their earlier years. 
Measures in favour of family and children, however, 
will have to be comprehensive. Direct support is need-
ed for the first step, to that of marriage. For this is the 
tangible form of expressing our appreciation of socie-
ty’s move towards such an institution. To this end, as 
of 01 January 2015, firstly weds may receive a targeted 
allowance.

Within the framework of the financial support, every 
newly wed couple may be disbursed a monthly total of 
HUF 5 thousand, which is deductible from personal in-
come tax, for two years. The ”State-funded wedding pres-
ent” amounts to HUF 120 thousand, which is available if 
at least one of the spouses got married for the first time.

The measure, nevertheless, is much more than some 
cash benefit. It carries the theoretical message that the 
legal institution of marriage and the partners’ commit-
ment in this matter are acknowledged and cherished by 
society. It is aimed at newly wed couples and partners 
planning their wedding, whose decision to start a mar-
ried life and have children, even though they are of a 
personal nature, still determine the country and the na-
tion’s future.

The allowance was already popular by 2015. By the end 
of the year, almost 21 thousand families took advantage 
of the financial support, thus reducing their tax base 
by HUF 3.1 billion altogether. They made their claim 
for the allowance to a total of HUF 506 million, which 
could stay with newly wed couples, originating from 
their income. The number of claimants rose to as many 
as 54 thousand in 2016, which accordingly meant the 
disbursement of a higher grant. It peaked at HUF 14.5 
billion, enabling couples to reduce their tax payable by 
HUF 2.2 billion.
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Eligibility conditions for the allowance, targeted at 
newly weds, became even lighter after 2017. Until then, 
although the subsidy was available for two years, its 
disbursement was terminated if a baby was born to the 
family. In that case, the allowance of newly weds was 
replaced by the family allowance, making it impossible 
to receive both of them at the same time. Even though 
it did not discourage childbearing, the unfair nature 
of the latter restriction still led to its revocation last 
January. Since then married couples may reduce their 
monthly tax-base with the allowance for a period of 
two years, irrespective of whether the family welcomes 
the birth of a child during this time or not. In addition, 
the allowance may even be requested retrograde until 
2015, if the affected couple lost eligibility because of a 
newborn infant.

5.1.2. MEASURES TO TACKLE THE PROBLEMS 
OF WORK-LIFE BALANCE

Work-life balance, the exploitation of female skills and 
abilities on the labour market, the potentials for per-
sonal careers are all great motivators of childbearing, 
together with the family. Women seem to be less dis-
couraged by the potential loss of their income and ca-
reer ambitions, or by the fear of being deprived of pro-
motion opportunities when it comes to the question of 
children. If the circumstances are appropriate, they are 
ready to re-enter the labour market, taking a job that 
is flexibly adapted to their needs. Female employment 
rates are much higher in Western Europe, though. It is 
not only that female employment rates per se are rath-
er high, but most women (more precisely, every third 
mother) are employed part-time, or take other flexi-
time jobs (e.g. in the form of remote work). In contrast, 
Hungary, just like most Central and Eastern Europe-
an countries has a significantly lower rate of part-time 
employment, not even reaching 10%. As a matter of 
fact, in Hungary a mere 7.6% of women were employed 
part-time in 2010. At the same time, the EU average 
was four times this high, standing at 30.7%. For ex-
ample, in the Netherlands women taking a part-time 

job constituted 74.9% of female employees, whereas in 
Germany, Austria, Belgium and the United Kingdom 
their proportion was 45.3%, 42.6%, 41.9% and 40.4% 
respectively. No doubt, this form of employment is still 
less widespread in our country, just like the culture 
thereof. Work opportunities in parallel with childrear-
ing are not only crucial in terms of career goals and ob-
jectives. Current tendencies, similar to most European 
countries, substantiate that adequate financial resourc-
es for a family’s livelihood require a model of at least 
1.5 breadwinners.

The shortage of day-time childcare facilities for young 
children has been another element hindering the moth-
ers’ return to work. Western European countries have 
no difficulty providing such services in a relatively large 
volume, which is a basic criterion for mothers to be able 
to match family and work duties, alongside childrearing. 
In Hungary, however, only 12% of the children under 
the age of 3 could make use of nursery services (which 
could cater for a maximum of 37 thousand children). 
This was mainly rooted in the left-wing government’s 
policy of 2010, which administratively raised the group 
head-count in crèches. But of course, such a measure 
could not prove to be sufficient without actual capaci-
ty-building.

Thirdly, the family support scheme itself failed to con-
tribute to the cause. Its logic rather opposed the ini-
tiative of employment, almost punishing the mothers’ 
return to work – since those who decided to apply for 
a full-time job before the child has reached the age of 
3, were deprived of family support benefits (GYED, 
GYES).

And this inevitably obliged the new government in 
2010 to take complex steps for the cessation of the ear-
lier disadvantageous regulatory environment. In sup-
port of the facilitated coordination of work and family 
duties it had to propose measures that respect and help 
families in the enforcement of their right of free choice. 
Families had to be assured that they could make their 
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own decisions, in consideration of subjective life situ-
ations.

Childbearing decisions and the labour market

Technical literature about fertility has revealed in re-
cent years that families are more likely to have chil-
dren if female re-employment is guaranteed. The 
arrival of the first child is largely influenced by the 
mother and father’s bond to the labour market (Dribe 
& Stanfors, 2009). The question whether a family 
chooses to have a second child, though, is primari-

ly determined by the attitudes to childbearing in the 
country. In countries with high fertility rates, this de-
pends on the woman’s firm employment background. 
The correlation, however, is not this obvious in low 
fertility countries, which suggests the emergence of 
difficulties in matching work with family life. Sim-
ulation-based assessments have proved that, as far 
as policies are concerned, it is the process of capaci-
ty-building in crèches and kindergartens that has the 
most positive impact on family-expansion, since this 
is the thing that best fosters female employability. 
(Greulich, Thevenon, & Guergoat-Lariviere, 2015; Lu-
ci-Greulich & Thevenon, 2014).

Figure 5/6 – FERTILITY, EMPLOYMENT AND FAMILY POLICY IN OECD COUNTRIES (2013)
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Figure 5/7 – CHANGES IN THE EMPLOYMENT RATE PER GENDER IN CERTAIN COUNTRIES, 2010-2016
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The situation of mothers with young children on 
the Hungarian labour market

Between 2010 and 2016 the labour market situation got 
much better for Hungarian women, although to a small-
er extent than that of men. The former’s activity on the 
labour market increased from 56.6% to 63.5%, which – 
due its weaker scope – resulted in a lagging behind of 
13.5 percentage points against men, as compared to the 
previous 11.8 percentage points. Still in the same peri-
od, employment rates showed a considerable decrease 
for both genders. Their pace was similar, dropping from 
11% to 5%. At the same time, the female employment 
rate rose from 50 to 60%, whereas for men this change 
was manifest in a shift from 60 to 73%, implying a 
higher rate of improvement in favour of the latter sex. 
Concerning the female employment rate, Hungary was 
pretty much lagging behind other EU Member States. 

Yet, in contrast with our situation in 2010, by 2016 we 
managed to catch up and the earlier difference of 9 per-
centage points minus the EU average was now not more 
than 2 percentage points. 

The most remarkable employment difference between 
men and women may be perceived in the case of parents 
with children under 3. There it is the rather high male 
employment rate (over 80%) that compensates the tem-
porary shortage in the mothers’ income. Nonetheless, it 
is a more serious problem that subsequent to the first 
kindergarten or school years, just like in the case of par-
ents without children above 18, the lagging behind in 
female employment rates still stands at a stable 9 per-
centage points. With an age-based breakdown of the 
employment data it becomes clear that there is no differ-
ence between the genders in the age-group 25-35: male 
and female employment rates both reach 89%, which ba-
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sically covers people who decided not to have children 
before they turned 35.  Consequently, the permanent 
differences are rooted in childbearing age and pension 
regulations. The disadvantage experienced on the labour 

market during the childbearing period, namely the long 
time spent far from work, has a negative influence on 
the entire female career path.

Figure 5/8-11 – CHANGES IN CERTAIN FEMALE AND MALE LABOUR MARKET INDICATORS IN HUNGARY,  
      2010-2016
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The period 2010-2016 saw a decrease in the unemployment 
rate of women with young children – in each child age-group. 
In fact, the mothers’ activity and employment rate only im-
proved in the case of children above 3. Mothers with young-
er children still had relatively lower labour-market activity.

Pursuant to the available research findings, becoming 
part of an institutional community from the age of 2 does 
not constitute any detriment to the child, provided that 
the standards of such institutional services (personal, ob-
jective conditions, the qualifications of the nursery teach-
ers, children/teacher ratio) are appropriate. Institutions 
with higher standards of service may also contribute to 
the child’s stronger mental and socializational develop-
ment (for further details, see Blaskó, 2011). The increased 
crèche capacity and adequate information campaigns, 
moreover, could lead to a large-scale improvement in the 

affected mothers’ employment rate, raising it by around 
30 percentage points. Although activity and employment 
rates show a significant gender-based difference, wages are 
relatively well-balanced as compared to the EU average, 
which is largely attributable to the favourable tendencies 
as of 2010. It is owing to them that the wage-gap tends to 
approximate the EU average – and it has done so to an ever 
larger extent since 2010. In 2015, men aged 25-34 had, on 
average, 9.1% higher salaries than women, while this fig-
ure was 19.2% for those between 35 and 44 years of age. 
The remarkable difference of the employment rates, and 
the smaller gap between wages imply that it is mostly those 
Hungarian women who enter the labour market that have 
higher qualifications and are likely to have a higher income. 
In contrast, there is a higher number of women in a more 
disadvantaged situation who seem to be at a disadvantage 
in their pursuit of a job.

Figures 5/12-14 – FEMALE LABOUR MARKET INDICATORS IN HUNGARY, BASED ON THE YOUNGEST  
           CHILD’S AGE (2010-2016)

FEMALE EMPLOYMENT BASED ON THE AGE OF THE 
YOUNGEST CHILD, % (15-64-YEAR-OLDS)

FEMALE UNEMPLOYMENT BASED ON THE AGE OF THE 
YOUNGEST CHILD, % (15-64-YEAR-OLDS)

FEMALE ACTIVITY BASED ON THE AGE OF THE YOUNGEST CHILD, % (15-64-YEAR-OLDS)

Source: KSH (CSO)
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Figure 5/15 – MALE–FEMALE WAGE GAP IN HUNGARY COMPARED THE EU AVERAGE,  
BASED ON AGE-GROUPS (2010-2015) (PERCENTAGE POINTS)
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Institutional environment and its impact on female 
employment
 
Family policies, flexitime job opportunities and the ap-
proach towards the employment of women with young 
children all have a crucial say in the chances and timing 
of the mothers’ return to work.

Flexible employment

A country’s employment structure is decisive in what scope 
and extent the coordination tools for work-life balance are 
at hand. Such are part-time jobs, flexitime or teleworking. 
Part-time employment could not have become so popu-
lar in Western Europe without an appropriate regulatory 
framework and the promotion of health and safety at work, 
along with financial subsidies. Strong employment protec-
tion provisions, relatively low unemployment benefits and 

low tax burden all go hand in hand with part-time jobs 
being widespread. The rising level of female activity on the 
labour market and the shift from industrial production to 
services again act as key factors in the process. (Buddelmey-
er, Mourre, & Ward-Warmedinger, 2008; Euwals & Hoger-
brugge, 2006; Rice, 1990) If, however, the opportunities are 
scarce, a number of women may choose to postpone their 
return to work or simply give up their career for good, while 
others will decide not to have children so that they do not 
get excluded from the labour market. Remember, there are 
a lot of inactive women in these countries too who wish to 
take a part-time job, meanwhile others would like to have 
fewer working hours (Boca, Pasqua, & Pronzato, 2009; Del 
Boca, 2002). In 2016 women taking a part-time job made 
up only 6.8% of all female employees in Hungary, and this 
ratio has not shown any substantial change in the past 10 
years. In contrast, EU Member States record a much higher 
proportion in the field, with part-time employment stand-
ing at over 30%.
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Figure 5/16 – FEMALE PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT IN V4 COUNTRIES COMPARED TO THE EU AVERAGE,  
  2007-2016 (%)
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Crèche and kindergarten capacity
 
Better access to crèche and kindergarten services was cru-
cial in making the originally negative relation between fe-
male employment and the fertility rate take a positive turn 
in OECD countries in recent years (Kögel, 2004). Several 
studies reached the conclusion that, as far as family-poli-
cy tools are concerned, it is capacity and reasonable pric-
ing that shall be decisive when it comes to the question of 
childbearing (Boca, 2002; Feyrer, Sacerdote, & Stern, 2008). 
Kindergarten attendance is relatively high in Europe, near-
ing 90%, while the number of children in day-nursery 
shows a remarkable dispersion among Member States. The 
State-funded capacity in crèches may be modified by sev-
eral factors, as was the case in Greece in connection with 
the strong demand for informal child-care services (for ex-
ample, with the inclusion of the grandparents), or in the 
private day-nursery sector in the United Kingdom (Boca et 
al., 2009; Del Boca, 2002). Crèche and kindergarten capac-

ity-building most efficiently enlarges female employment 
supply in an institutional environment where other factors, 
such as job opportunities under temporary protection, do 
not set real barriers. It is Eastern European countries that 
have the most favourable position from this perspective, 
since they are prone to the most comprehensive influence 
of capacity-building on the employment rate (Szabo-Mor-
vai & Lovász, 2017).

As compared to the OECD average, a relatively low num-
ber of Hungarian children attend day-nursery, just like in 
other Eastern European countries. Yet, this figure has been 
steadily rising since 2012, which is partly attributable to the 
capacity-building in crèches and to other daytime-care ser-
vices provided for children under the age of 3. It is notewor-
thy that Hungary had the most dynamic and largest-scale 
growth performance relative to Slovakia, the Czech Re-
public or Poland in the field: between 2010 and 2016, in 
day-nurseries alone, capacity was enlarged by 23%.



146

Figure 5/17 – THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN, UNDER THE AGE OF 3, ENROLLED IN DAY-NURSERY IN  
   THE V4 COUNTRIES BETWEEN 2005 AND 2014 (%)
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Cash benefits

Cash benefits related to young children have a dominant 
effect on the female labour supply. It is a generic feature of 
European countries that employment protection is availa-
ble throughout the entire duration of the allowance, which 
means that any parent staying at home with a young child 
shall be re-employed by his or her previous employer pur-
suant to the applicable legislations. Higher benefits of a 
shorter duration (of around one year), combined with em-
ployment protection, are to assist mothers in their childcare 
duties, without endangering their return to work. Lower 
benefits of a longer duration (of over 2 years), in contrast, 
tend to encourage mothers to stay away from work for a 
prolonged period. This, however, entails loosening work re-
lations and fading knowledge capital, which may not only 
diminish their chance of eventually re-entering the labour 
market, but leads to a decreased amount in their potential 

salary (Boeckmann, Misra, & Búdig, 2014; Lovász, 2016). 
Childcare benefits were available for 160 weeks (almost 
three years) in Hungary in 2016, showing one of the long-
est duration periods among OECD countries. At the same 
time, as of 2016, the Hungarian regulations make it pos-
sible for the mother to be employed as soon as the child 
has become 6 months old, thus ensuring that the allowance 
does not restrict her in being employed again.

Norms and beliefs

It is simply more for the institutional system than direct-
ly determining the time when a mother with a young 
child re-enters the labour market: it clearly communi-
cates the many acceptable norms towards society. It was 
not long ago that Hungarian families found it unaccept-
able if a mother chose career building instead of staying 
at home with the child until he/she turned 3.
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Figure 5/18 – THE DURATION PERIOD OF FAMILY SUBSIDIES IN CERTAIN OECD COUNTRIES, 2016 (WEEKS)
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This could be partly rooted in the government commu-
nication prior to the change of the government, while 
the existing institutional system (e.g. widely available 
kindergarten services from the age of 3, and GYES un-
til the age of 3) might also be blamed, since the latter 
offers it to mothers, as a ‘rule of thumb’, to return to 
work around the time the child has reached the age of 
3 (Blaskó, 2011; Hasková, Győry & Szikra, 2012). The op-
portunity for the mother to choose to work in parallel 
with receiving cash benefits may strongly contribute to 
the way public thinking evolves, just like to the expan-
sion of day-time care and crèche services for children 
under the age of 3. 24% of Hungarian respondents were 
against the mother’s re-employment before the child 
becomes 3 years old. According to the European Social 
Survey data from 2006, another 29% refused to take 
sides in the matter, while the remaining 47% support-
ed the cause, placing Hungary in the mid-range in the 
ranking list of the countries involved.
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Figure 5/19 – ”ARE YOU AGAINST LETTING MOTHERS WITH CHILDREN UNDER 3 GET BACK TO WORK?” 2006 (%)
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Measures
 
The next sections focus on the most important measures 
that were taken between 2010 and 2017 in connection 
with work and family life balance.

GYED Extra – the creation of the freedom  
of choice
 
The GYED Extra measures package, introduced in 
2014, served the purpose of lifting the restrictions that 
adversely affected parents with children. Several ele-
ments of the family support scheme have been elaborat-
ed on so far. They all encouraged childbearing (such as 
”sibling GYES/GYED”, ”GYED for graduates”), making 
us now concentrate on programme items that facilitate 

easier return to work for parents with young children. 
As mentioned earlier, prior to 2014 the Hungarian fam-
ily support scheme did everything but enhance em-
ployment for women with young children. Actually, 
it rather baulked at their return to work. GYED and 
GYED (that time, TGYÁS) made it impossible for them 
to pursue a job, while GYES and GYET allowed a week-
ly maximum of 30 hours of work, or an income-earning 
activity at home. On top of it all, if the limitations were 
surpassed, the allowance was no longer disbursed. As 
a matter of fact, the strict regulations did not really 
cause a problem in the case of TGYÁS (disbursed until 
the child turned 5-6 months old) or GYET (available 
to mothers raising three or more children). The other 
two allowances, however, were more severely affected. 
Parents and mothers continuously found themselves at 
a crossroads. It was rooted in the rigidness of the sys-
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tem that they could not avoid a loss of income: if they 
wanted to get back to work, they had to waive their 
right to the allowance. They might as well have decid-
ed to stay at home, but in that case they did not have a 
salary to build on. It was, among others, for this reason 
that only a mere 19.3% of women raising two-year-olds 
had a job in 2010. Nonetheless, this number was 51.8% 
in the case of mothers whose children had reached the 
age of 3.

The GYED Extra measures package was seeking to find 
a remedy to these anomalies, when in 2014 it permitted 
income-earning activities for parents whose children 
have become 1 year old, in the meantime guaranteeing 
the disbursement of GYED and GYES. Full-time em-
ployment was not restricted either, so mothers were not 
deprived of their opportunity to work and obtain some 
extra income. In addition, as of 2016, families were giv-
en a wider range of choices – mothers could return to 
work as soon as their child turned 6 months old, in the 
meantime enjoying the benefits of the allowances.

In this way, parents have been granted a real freedom 
of choice. They are no longer bound by financial con-
straints when it is about finding the most ideal time 
for their re-employment – and all this adjusted to their 
own needs. Upon assessing the achievements of the 
GYED Extra measures, though, it is important to stress 
that our core objective was something different from 
encouraging mothers to get back to work as soon as 
possible. Instead, it was about providing them with 
the freedom of choice – the decision whether they stay 
at home with the child or re-enter the labour market, 
without facing any restrictions or a financial loss. In 
our understanding, budgetary aspects should not rule 
their moves. They should be assured that the decision 
is in their own hands – it is at their discretion if they 
choose to prosper at home or in the office.

The above measure resulted in an ever growing num-
ber of family members finding their way into the la-
bour market. In parallel with receiving the relevant al-

lowances, it was as many as 29 thousand parents who 
took a full-time job in the year when the regulation 
came into force. What is more, after reaching the fig-
ure of 39 thousand in 2015, their number stood at 42 
thousand in 2016, implying a 60-70% growth within 
two years. Nearly 60% of the affected parents taking a 
job relied on GYED, whereas the remaining 40% were 
granted GYED.

At the same time, the employment rate for women with 
children under the age of 3 did not show any remarka-
ble increase. In 2016 it stood at 14.2% against its figure 
of 12.8% in 2013, which was the last year prior to the 
measure. Nor could the introduction of the GYED Ex-
tra package bring much progress. Yet, even though the 
breakthrough was still pending, these were definitely 
important steps taken in the right direction. Improve-
ments were seen in the duration of the cash benefits. It 
is a key strength of the package that the disbursement 
period of the subsidies ceased to act as a retardant re-
garding female re-employment. Its discouraging effects 
could hardly be felt – if at all, and this might as well 
have contributed to a better attitude to parenthood. The 
moderate improvement in female employment also un-
derlined that it is about more than the elimination of 
the countering factors (such as the restrictive rules in 
the family support scheme). There will be no sign of 
progress unless the insufficient capacity and afforda-
ble pricing of childcare services is solved, which might 
prove to be the main reason for staying away from 
work.
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Figure 5/20 – EMPLOYMENT RATE AMONG BETWEEN 25-49 YEARS OF AGE, WITH CHILDREN AGED 0-2 
(2010-2016) (%)
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Figure 5/21 – THE CUMULATED NUMBER OF GYED EXTRA BENEFICIARIES BETWEEN 2014 AND 2016

Year

Income-earning activity in parallel with GYED/GYES
Grants for 

parallel 
disbursement

GYED for 
graduates Total

Beneficiaries working parallel 
to receiving GYED

Beneficiaries working more 
than 30 hours per week, in 

parallel with receiving GYES

2014 18,460 10,657 17,852 393 47,362

2015 21,204 14,711 23,808 903 60,626

2016 25,859 16,626 25,759 925 69,169

Source: NGM, MÁK

Taking a comprehensive look at the achievements of the 
GYED Extra measures package from 01 January 2014, it 
becomes apparent that altogether 69 thousand parents 
were granted one of the allowances during 2016. To be 
more exact, 42 thousand parents could get back to work 
after their child turned 1 year old, another 26 thousand 
received allowances for more than one child at the same 
time, while 925 could enjoy the benefits of GYED for 
graduates. Beneficiaries outnumbered their previous fig-
ure for 2014 by almost 22 thousand, which equalled an 
increase of 46%.  (It is, however, less possible to add up 

the number of beneficiaries in connection with certain 
submeasures, since some were most probably entitled 
to more than one benefit – for example, they could be 
granted multiple allowances after two children while 
also re-entering the labour market. Therefore, the cumu-
lative data here rather serves the purpose of giving an 
overview of the orders.)
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”Grandparental pension” or ”Women 40”, if you like
 
At the time of the change of the government there was 
no retirement option for women that would have grant-
ed eligibility for a full-scope allowance prior to reaching 
the normal retirement age. For most of them, there was 
no pension scheme that could, in any way, acknowledge 
and compensate the double burden in their active life, 
when duties at work and at home had to be matched 
with the responsibilities of childrearing.

In response to this, the civic conservative government 
committed itself to taking it as a priority issue and find-
ing a remedy to this weakness after the elections. As of 
2011, women with 40 years of employment were enti-
tled to the full amount (without any reduction), irrespec-
tive of their age, and could at the same time retire. The 

measure, however, reached beyond the pension policy. 
Besides its intention to provide more favourable retire-
ment conditions to women as an appreciation of the ex-
tra stress they took in their active years, the notion of eq-
uity and justice was surpassed by family and population 
policy-related goals and objectives. They wanted to make 
sure that women around 60 could actively get involved 
in taking care of the grandchildren or elder family mem-
bers in need. This was a great relief to young and active, 
income-earning generations, by helping them create a 
balance between work and family life. Moreover, the so-
cial institutional system providing day-time care servic-
es could also benefit from the measure.

Through ”grandparental pension”, persons entitled 
to ”Women40” may retire 4.5 years earlier than their 
ineligible counterparts, implying the receipt of a con-
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siderable top-up pensionary income (disregarding the 
salary they give up). In the first years after the allow-
ance’s launch (2012-2016) around 24-28 thousand new 
entrants were registered on a yearly basis, meaning 
a programme-related budgetary expenditure of HUF 
6-17 billion. By October 2017 the cumulated number 
of beneficiaries reached 209 thousand, suggesting that 
preferential retirement had been established for this 
many women since 2011. As far as central budgetary 
sources are concerned, just for 2018 a rather significant 
sum of HUF 260 billion was allocated for the cause (see 
Figure 5/46).

No domestic analysis has been made of the measure’s 
impact on childbearing yet, and neither is the interna-
tional literature rich in assessments in this subject. Still, 
there are mentions of German families living close to the 
grandparents, which are reported to have more than one 
child, with the mother more likely to get back to work, 
if they have the chance to rely on the grandparents’ as-
sistance when it comes to day-time care for the children 
(Garcia-Moran & Kuehn, 2012). Another study, which 
builds on Italian data, claims that one single grandpar-
ent staying at home and taking part in childrearing may 
increase the future number of children in the family by 
5% (Battistin, De Nadai, & Padula, 2014).

Part-time employment opportunities for parents 
with young children
 
As seen earlier, flexible working conditions are indis-
pensable for parents to be able to match family duties 
with the career, since it is impossible for them to en-
sure appropriate day-time care for their children when 
having to adhere to  the requirements of full-time em-
ployment. The solution for this, however, is widespread 
in Western Europe, with a solid culture of part-time 
jobs. Unfortunately, Hungary is lagging behind in the 
matter – the concept is just beginning to gain attention, 
with a small number of employees taking advantage of 
flexible, atypical employment forms. Not even the em-

ployers are adequately informed about their distinctive 
features: they lack the knowledge in connection with 
the work-organizational and other benefits. No wonder 
then that they have been rather reluctant to be partners 
in their promotion, distribution and introduction to the 
corporate culture.

Considering of the situation the State found it an imper-
ative to intervene in the labour market processes in the 
form of central regulations. It made it legally binding for 
employers to make shorter working hours available to 
employees with young children. Accordingly, since the 
new Labour Code became effective in 2012, it has been 
a statutory obligation of companies, even in the private 
sector, to allow part-time jobs (4 working hours per day) 
for parents with children under the age of 3, should the 
employee request so, with the accompanying modifica-
tion of the respective employment contract. (The public 
sector has been bound by such provisions since as ear-
ly as 2010.) As of 2015 the option has been available to 
large families until the youngest child becomes 5 years 
old.

Despite the considerable rise in the number of working 
mothers with young children, part-time employment 
basically stagnated at the same level during the period 
2010-2016. And the latter underlines the problem that 
in prevailing agreements between the employer and the 
employee, factors different from the statutory require-
ments tend to get more emphasis. Consequently, provi-
sions setting forth that parents should be employed after 
their child has turned 3 fail to get appropriate attention.

Job Protection Action Plan

Part-time employment for parents with young children 
was closely linked to the job protection action plan, 
which came into force on 01 January 2013, replacing 
the Start Plusz programme of the former government. 
The measure was based on the recognition that em-
ployers should not only be bound by administrative 
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provisions in the subject matter. They should receive 
financial incentives (in the form of tax allowances and 
contribution discounts), in this way motivating them 
to employ parents with young children even at the ex-
pense of ‘privileging’ them against other employees. 

The special life situation of this group provides them 
the opportunity to work part-time, even enforcing 
stricter redundancy conditions, and the partial or full-
scope prohibition of night-shifts or other special work 
schedule in their case.

Figure 5/22 – FULL AND PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT AMONG WOMEN WITH CHILDREN AGED 0-6  
   (2010-2016) (%)
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Within the framework of the programme, a discount 
is available to employers who take on vulnerable em-
ployees (such as workers under 25 and/or young peo-
ple starting their career, employees above 55, or per-
manent job-seekers) or, from now on, mothers with 
young children. The sum may be claimed back from 
the social contribution tax (19.5%) and the vocational 
training levy (1.5%) payable after the gross salary, and 
shall be automatically available in the first 3 years of 
employment, or for an extended period of 5 years in 
the case of large families – as of 2015. Its amount is 

the equivalent of the public burden (of a total of 21%) 
payable after the first HUF 100 thousand of the gross 
salary in the first two years (or, in the case of large 
families, in the first three years) of employment. The 
allowance shall be available for an additional one year 
(or for two in the case of large families) in a sum as 
high as 50% of the public burden (totalling 11.25%).

As compared to the former ”Start Plusz” programme, 
the Job Protection Action Plan no longer requires em-
ployees to apply for a specific plastic card (similar to 
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the tax card available at the Hungarian tax authority) 
to enforce the allowance, which deliberately stream-
lines the take-up process. In addition, the reduction 
rate also increased. The ”Start Plusz” scheme entitled 
employers to a contribution discount of two years 
only, requiring them to pay, after a gross salary equiv-
alent to 200% of the minimum wages, a social health 
contribution of 10% in lieu of the former 27% in the 
first year. In the second year the rate payable changed 
to 20%, while employers were exempted from the pay-
ment of the vocational training levy.  Under the Job 
Protection Action Plan, the employer is entitled to al-
most HUF 700 thousand after any hired worker with 
young children, which is one and a half times the sum 

that was available under the conditions in 2010. The 
wage saving, which is again available after employees 
with three or more children for the entire duration, 
totals HUF 1.1 million, being almost two and a half 
times the amount that could be claimed back in 2010.

Within the framework of the entire programme, em-
ployers enforced their entitlement to tax allowances 
after a total of 603 thousand colleagues in 2013, while 
this figure rose to 895 thousand in 2016. To be more 
exact, in 2016 it was 37 thousand parents with young 
children that served as a basis to the allowance in an 
amount of HUF 9.6 billion.

Figure 5/23 – AVERAGE NUMBER OF ENTITIES INVOLVED IN THE JOB PROTECTION ACTION PLAN AND THEIR 
BUDGETARY COST, 2013-2016
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Even though there is no evaluation available about the 
Job Protection Action Plan yet, the comprehensive anal-
ysis about its predecessor, the START Plusz Programme, 
made by Szabó-Morvai in 2014, reveals that the latter 
had no real impact on mothers with young children at 
work. This, however, may also be explained by the low 
number of people who applied for the card. The new 
regulation, at the same time, granted the employers au-
tomatic access to the social contribution discount, thus 
expanding the scope of claimants with orders. Never-
theless, the lack of survey leaves us unaware whether it 
improved or worsened the employment rate of mothers 
with young children. The technical literature contains 
several impact assessments on the effects of a number 
of social contribution discounts similar to the Job Protec-
tion Action Plan, which are available to employee groups 
that are in a disadvantaged situation from some labour 
market perspectives. The impacts vary, depending on 
the conditions, the amount and the duration of the con-
tribution allowance. Some studies report a positive in-
fluence, while others state that such discounts had no 
or a rather negative effect in certain target groups (for 
example, Azmat, 2014; Azmat & González, 2010; Blun-
dell, Costa Dias, Meghir, & Shaw, 2013; Francesconi & 
Klaauw, 2007). However, the results are mostly related 
to American and Western European countries. There is 
no published assessment, of a similar standard, available 
for Eastern Europe.

Better paternal engagement in childrearing

It is important when it comes to the matching of work with 
family life that household chores and childrearing duties 
are divided between both parents. Mothers should be sup-
ported through the fathers’ more active involvement in 
tasks, thus encouraging and motivating them to give birth 
to more children. Women shall not be left alone in taking 
care of the children. Ideally, both parents should take on 
the same share of duties in raising their children.

Recognizing the critical nature of the problem, the 
Government has recently created a number of meas-
ures that propose stronger paternal engagement in the 
matter. A core element of this measure was to make ad-
ditional time-off available to both parents. As of 2012, 
it is not only one parent (typically the mother) who is 
eligible for two days off work per child, and a maxi-
mum of 7 days altogether. Again from 2012 on, fathers 
of twins shall be entitled to 7 paid days off work in lieu 
of the former 5 days, after the babies are born. As of 
2016, both parents may claim child-nursing sick pay 
(GYÁP) after their children are above the age of 3, thus 
increasing the eligible sick pay days to double the orig-
inal number in the family.

It should also be stressed that in Hungary, as a main 
rule, both family support forms are available to the fa-
ther, with the exception of CSED and maternity grants, 
which may be disbursed to him if the mother has passed 
away or is prevented from eligibility.

No impact assessment has been made on the allowanc-
es fathers are entitled to after their children in Hunga-
ry, and nor do such studies abound at an international 
level. Actually, in most countries these exemptions are 
restricted to a few days or weeks, the effect of which 
is rather hard to show. Nor is their influence examined 
in connection with fertility or female employment. The 
measure most probably have nothing but a knock-on ef-
fect, since in an ideal family the burdens of childbearing 
are taken jointly by the two parents. This family model 
supports the mother’s return to work and, thus, indirect-
ly enhances the motivation to have more children. ”As 
we see it today, the most efficient means for higher fer-
tility is found in the creation of a social climate where, 
in the eyes of a woman, childbearing and parenthood 
cannot in the least be interpreted as a step towards the 
infringement of female personal freedom” (Surányi & 
Danis, 2010).
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The transformation of the nursery system, 
capacity-building
 
We cannot stress enough the importance of appropri-
ate day-time care services for children when it comes 
to the parents’ return to the labour market. Young 
children need adequate care for the time the mother 
and father are away from home, fulfilling their tasks at 
work. Western European good practices and the expe-
riences of GYED Extra both reaffirm that employment 
among women with children under the age of 3 may 
only get substantively stronger if the problem blocking 
their return to work, namely the scarcity of childcare 
facilities, is alleviated. To this end, the introduction of 
”Grandparental pension” must be coupled with the fur-
ther enlargement of crèche capacities, with the widest 
outreach possible.

In response to the hiatus, a significant improvement has 
taken place in the day-nursery sector in Hungary since 
2010. By 2016, the number of operational day-nurseries 
increased by 13%, from 668 to 755, and the number of 
available places rose by almost 23% (to more than 39 
thousand). On the other hand, the number of children 
enrolled in day-nurseries only increased by 7% in this 
period, which may indicate that their capacity-building 
served primarily the purpose of decreasing overcrowd-
ing in crèches. From 2013 onwards, the official places 
available practically outnumber the children enrolled, 
which is in close relation with the care that is essential 
for children with special needs. Basically 1 child with 
special needs is considered 1 child enrolled, but due to 
his/her needs it is just as if he or she has taken up two 
places in the day-nursery. Even though the number of 
family daytime-care facilities almost doubled between 
2010 and 2016, these only provide one sixth of the plac-
es for children under 3, and thus, their increase only 
has a small effect on the stock of available places.

The Council of Europe stated at its Barcelona session 
on 15-16 March 2002 that Member States must elimi-
nate factors that hinder the job market participation of 

women, and they have to strive to provide child care 
for at least 33% of all children under the age of three, 
in consideration of the actual demand for child care 
alternatives and the country’s child care system.

Based on the data from the Hungarian Central Statis-
tical Office, in 2016 more than 17% of children under 
the age of three received some form of daytime care 
(nursery care, family day care, unified kindergar-
ten-nursery), through the provision of more than 47 
thousand places. And this percentage is steadily rising 
year by year (2010: 12%, 2011: 13%, 2012: 14%, 2013: 
15%, 2014: 16%, 2015: almost 17%), although it still 
falls behind the above goal.

It is a Government objective to raise the daytime-care 
service capacity to 60 thousand places by 2020, which 
would equal a 28% growth (13,000 places plus) com-
pared to the present situation. Daytime-care facilities 
for children under the age of 3 are rather dispersed in 
the country. The smaller the settlement, the less prob-
able it is that there are crèche or kindergarten services 
available in the vicinity. The Government pays spe-
cial attention to family support, concentrating on the 
lessening of the burden childrearing means to parents 
and on the promotion of employment among moth-
ers. The restructuring of the crèche services in 2017, 
for instance, was a measure to fulfill this purpose.  
As of 01 January 2017 day-nurseries, catering for chil-
dren under the age of 3, provide four different options 
for childcare, in the form of two institutions (crèche 
and mini-crèche) and two services (family day-nursery 
and corporate day-nursery). The new regulation stip-
ulates that each settlement where children under the 
age of 3 number at least 40, or crèche services are re-
quested by at least 5 children’s parents shall cater for 
day-nursery services on site. Local municipalities are 
obliged to meet the legislative requirements on the pro-
vision of day-nursery services by 31 December 2018 at 
the latest.



157

Figure 5/24 – FAMILY DAYTIME-CARE CAPACITY BETWEEN 2010 AND 2016
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Figure 5/25 – CAPACITY IN DAY NURSERIES, 2010-2016
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The provision that, from next year on, crèche services 
should be provided in small settlements as well is aimed 
at achieving a higher standard of living for the Hungari-
an middle class, and at the same time it indirectly fosters 
rural development.

This restructuring is designed  to eliminate the current 
regional inequalities and proposes to create a flexible, 
multi-stage, multi-stakeholder system, which is designed 
to provide daytime-care or supervision for children in 
a cosy atmosphere, either in a private home or in a cor-
porate environment. The services shall be targeted at 
a small group of people, and shall respond to the local 
needs, in the meantime adapting to the parents’ work 
schedule.

The new structure and the new regulation offer more 
flexibility and are more permissive than their present 
counterpart in terms of local municipality require-
ments. The local governments may themselves choose 
the form of institutions and services for the day-
time-care of children under 3. They may also decide to 
provide the services independently, in association with 
another party, or under the terms and conditions of a 
supply contract.

The new forms of daytime-care may be created under 
the Regional Development Operational Programme 
(TOP) and the Competitive Central Hungary Operation-
al Programme (VEKOP) during the period 2014-2020. It 
is again these programmes that provide a framework for 
the development and capacity-building of existing insti-
tutions and for the upgrading of the present services, 
providing a budget of around HUF 100 billion for the 
cause (that is, for the development of day-nurseries, mini 
crèches, family day-nurseries and kindergartens). The in-
vitation to tender ”GINOP-5.3.8. Support for the creation 
of corporate day-nurseries” was published as a supple-
ment to the above measures. Its original budgetary sum 
of HUF 4 billion was raised to HUF 6 billion, to support 
the estabilishment of corporate day-nurseries.

Besides the EU funds, a considerable amount is planned 
to be allocated, from the domestic budget, to day-nursery 
capacity-building. Domestic tenders will make develop-
ment resources available to the interested settlements as 
early as 2017, provided that they are municipalities with a 
maximum of 10 thousand inhabitants, where the tax-pow-
er capability levied by the local self-government does not 
exceed HUF 20 thousand per inhabitant. The fund, which 
may be used for the establishment of mini crèche capaci-
ties, amounted to HUF 1.1 billion in 2017, and was raised 
to a total of HUF 1.5 billion for the successive year. Appli-
cants may submit their tender for a maximum amount of 
HUF 10 million. In order to improve the day-time care of 
children under the age of 3 and to enhance the employ-
ment of mothers with young children, the Government 
set forth the provision of an additional HUF 3.5 billion to 
the crèche development programme in 2018, which had 
been initially allocated a domestic development source of 
HUF 1.5 million for the purpose. As far as crèche services 
are concerned, the Government is enthusiastic about the 
establishment of an efficient and properly financed sup-
port scheme, to reaffirm the guidelines prescribed in the 
technical regulations.

The consolidated operation of crèche services, howev-
er, requires a significant extra fund from the central 
budget of 2018. Accordingly, the State-funded support 
to day-nurseries and mini crèches has more than dou-
bled compared to the previous years, and increased to 
almost three and a half times the amount in 2010, total-
ling HUF 36.8 billion. In 2018, however, this remarkable 
improvement will not only affect the fund’s quantita-
tive advancement. The financing system shall also un-
dergo qualitative transformation, to help local govern-
ments perform their long-term operational tasks more 
effectively. As of 2018, the central budget will provide 
task-based support for the operation of day-nurseries 
and mini crèches (wages, operation) – similar to the one 
granted to kindergartens. In this sense, the State fund 
will cover almost 100% of the operational costs and ex-
penditures, in lieu of the 50% rate so far.
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The normative-based State fund allocated for family 
day-nursery services will continue to rise in 2018 – from 
the original sum of HUF 346 thousand it will be raised 
to HUF 360 thousand per year. 2018 will see consider-
able improvement in the support of corporate day-nurs-
eries too. The State fund shall reach an annual sum of 
HUF 360 thousand per person in the case of budgetary 
bodies, while for other organisations it will peak at HUF 
180 thousand per person. It is noteworthy that the same 
grant came to HUF 148,230 in 2017 for each beneficiary.

Besides this, the Government has offered long-term per-
spectives for day-nursery professionals, in the frame-
work of which it differentiatedly, and in several stages, 
increased the wages of early childhood education pro-
fessionals between 2016 and 2017. As a first step, from 
01 January 2016 those early childhood education profes-
sionals who had tertiary qualifications and were work-
ing in day-nurseries also got entered into the progression 
scheme for educators, resulting in an average pay-rise 
of net 60 thousand forints for them each. The educator 
pay scheme again offered an additional 3.5% salary rise 
between 01 September 2016 and 01 September 2017, 
providing a further increment of around net HUF 7 
thousand per person. For early childhood education pro-
fessionals with tertiary qualification, the involvement in 
the progression scheme meant a pay-rise of almost HUF 
73 thousand (net) from 2015 to the end of 2017. Wages 
for early childhood education professionals working in 
crèches with secondary qualification have been com-
plemented with a new crèche allowance. The latter has 
been available since 01 January 2017, the disbursement 
of which has led to an average pay rise of 11% among 
the affected experts, with their salary eventually exceed-
ing the initial gross sum of HUF 153,042 by HUF 16,734. 
Last year the introduction of the new crèche allowance 
was coupled with a significant rise (+25%) in the min-
imum guaranteed wages, which resulted in a monthly 
net increment of 32% in the case of early childhood 
education professionals working in crèches with a sec-
ondary qualification. As regards the launch of the new 

system, the transformation follows a complex method, 
through which the Government may enforce its two-fold 
approach. It has set obligations for the responsible local 
governments, and has adjusted the scheme ‘design’ to 
family and maintainer demand. It funds the develop-
ments and the capacity-building processes from domes-
tic and EU resources. The improvement of operational 
financing has never been this efficient, not to mention 
the extra wage development and training opportunities 
offered to crèche service professionals.

An earlier domestic impact assessment serves as proof 
for the justifiable expectation that the expansion of the 
number of places in day-nurseries will have a quantita-
tive effect on the employment rate. In the case of chil-
dren around 3, access to kindergarten services was a key 
determinant in the 17% improvement of female employ-
ment (Lovász & Szabo-Morvai, 2013). Although the chil-
dren affected by the capacity-building in day-nurseries 
are younger and thus the benefits of the enlargement 
may be subject to the mothers’ views about staying at 
home, still positive changes are bound to show in the 
mothers’ employment rate and in their attitude to par-
enthood.

5.1.3. MEASURES SUPPORTING BRINGING UP 
CHILDREN

Several measures have been described that are destined 
to improve families’ intention to have children, and en-
hance the actual birth of planned infants. Yet, one must 
not forget about those parents who have already been 
‘suffering from the stress’ of childcare. They have been 
‘staggering’ under the serious burden of expenditures 
that the bringing up of a child entails, since children are 
not a ‘one-time investment’ at their birth, but continu-
ously require financial effort and sacrifice. In most cases 
it is really hard to separate the subsidies whose benefit is 
directly linked to childbearing and to the first successive 
years from subsidies that are meant to mitigate the costs 
of an older child. This seems to be justified based on the 
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positive experiences of some ”practising” parents, who 
claim that the latter one, trying to reduce the later stress 
and related costs of childrearing, may indirectly moti-
vate parents to have more children. And, vice versa, the 
former family subsidy, which is fundamentally aimed at 
the promotion of childbearing, may support the parents 
until the child has attained the age of majority or fin-
ished his/her studies. Herein, however, we will make an 
attempt to summarize those measures that provide assis-
tance in the payment of various – typically State-funded 
– services which have been requested based on the chil-
dren in the family. Such measures intend to reduce the 
burden of childrearing costs incurred by the parents, by 
partially or fully taking them over.

The institutional provision of meals to children 
throughout the school year and during holidays
 
Before 2010, the provision of meals to children was primar-
ily a part of social aids. After 2010, however, the civic gov-
ernment expanded the scope of eligible children. On the 
one hand, it intended to make healthy meals available to 
as many children as possible. On the other hand, it wished 
to demonstrate that the State would assume some of the 
costs of childrearing – thus acknowledging the long-term 
interests of the country and the nation. As far as catering 
services for children are concerned, strict regulations were 
introduced on the contents and the quality. The number of 
children eligible for free meals was increased to make sure 
that not one single child stays hungry in such institutions. 
Accordingly, healthy and nutritious meals are provided at 
least three times a day – four times in nurseries –, out of 
which at least one is a hot meal. As a result of wider eligi-
bility, the amount of HUF 31.7 billion spent on institutional 
meals in 2010 was increased by almost two and a half, to 
HUF 72.6 billion by 2018, and it had already reached HUF 
67.2 billion already in 2017.

Based on the Government’s decision, the number of chil-
dren eligible for free meals in day-nurseries and kinder-
gartens during the school year has been increased sig-

nificantly since 01 September 2015. Previously, it was 
the socially most deprived children who received free 
meals, yet being eligible for regular child protection ben-
efits they hardly made up more than one quarter (27%) 
of all affected children. In addition, children living in 
large families (in households with three or more chil-
dren), just like chronically ill or seriously disabled chil-
dren and their siblings (16%) received their meals at half 
of the normal price. However, for the majority of the 
children (57%), parents had to pay the full price.

As of 2015, children who previously paid half price are 
now granted free meals. And neither do the parents 
have to pay for their children’s meals if the net income 
per person in the family does not exceed 130% of the 
minimum wage, which is HUF 119,300 this year. It is 
just that the income cannot exceed the average level. 
As a result, compared to the 112 thousand children in 
2010, by the academic year of 2016/17, the number of 
children enjoying free meals in day-nurseries and kin-
dergartens has increased by almost one and a half times, 
to 269 thousand (157 thousand plus). Currently, 68% of 
the children in day-nurseries and 77% of the children in 
kindergartens receive meals free of charge in the insti-
tutions. This is altogether 76% of the affected children, 
which means that three out of four children enjoy such 
benefits, while this ratio was only 30% in 2010. All in all, 
the number of children receiving free meals in day-nurs-
eries, kindergartens and schools has increased from 338 
thousand in 2010 to 467 thousand in the academic year 
of 2016/17, which equals a 38% growth. From among 
the approximately 1 million children, instead of the ex-
pected one third (34%), almost half (46%) receive free 
meals, which is a considerable help to the parents, espe-
cially to the parents of children under 6. The Hungarian 
practice of providing children with free meals is unique 
in Europe, and clearly indicates the civic government’s 
pro-family and pronatalist values.

It was an important and progressive step in the elimina-
tion of poverty and malnutrition that more children in 
need received free meals in the summer holiday of 2016. 
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Beforehand this, socially deprived children with disadvan-
tages or multiple disadvantages could receive one hot meal 
per day in the settlement that was designated for such ser-
vices based on their place of residence. This opportunity, 
which was only available during the summer holidays, was 
now extended to other holidays too and to certain periods 
of the school year when these children cannot attend the 
day-nursery or public education institution, and thus can-
not get meals several times a day. With this measure, how-
ever, not a single day can pass without making sure that 
these socially deprived children, who in many cases might 
not get enough food with their own families, can have a hot 
meal at least once a day within the framework of catering 
services provided during the holiday.

In 2016, as much as 208 thousand children in need in 
day-nurseries, kindergartens and schools had free meals 
during the holidays, which is almost 60% more than the 
131 thousand children that were eligible in 2010. The 
budget allocated for this purpose also significantly in-
creased. From HUF 2.3 billion in 2010 it was raised to 
HUF 6.7 billion by 2018, which is almost a three-fold 
growth. This measure was an important step towards 
the elimination of social deprivation, malnutrition and 
children going hungry.

The consumption of dairy products in an appropriate 
quantity also forms part of a healthy diet. In promo-
tion thereof, recent years have seen a significant rise 
in the number of children benefitting from the School 
Milk Programme, which ensures the provision of 
healthy dairy products to children in public education 
institutions (kindergartens, primary schools, secondary 
schools). And in proportion with this the related budg-
etary appropriations increased. While in 2010 only 130 
thousand children were covered by the programme, un-
der a domestic budget of HUF 690 million, in 2016, the 
number of children involved was three and a half times 
higher, 450 thousand. The budgetary resources of HUF 
4.3 billion allocated for this purpose for 2018 – with the 
same number of beneficiaries – are almost six times 
higher than those in 2010.

 
Expanding the free textbook scheme
 
Meeting the material requirements of school education, 
which largely takes the form of textbook purchase, and 
takes up a considerable part of the family budget. These 
costs are clear for parents even before they have chil-
dren. They can get both written and audiovisual infor-
mation about the related problems in their environment. 
That is why it is vital that the families are reassured that 
the Government and society help them in this field too.

Accordingly, in order to alleviate the stress that the crea-
tion of resources for the start of the school year might en-
tail, the Government has significantly decreased the pur-
chase cost of textbooks for parents. As a first step it took 
over textbook publishing, which previously had been 
fragmented and operated by multiple market actors: it 
founded the Könyvtárellátó Nonprofit Kft. (Library Sup-
ply Non-Profit Ltd., KELLO). As the following step, the 
right to free textbooks was expanded to an ever wider 
range of pupils, in an ascending system from academ-
ic year 2013/2014 on. Previously, disadvantaged benefi-
ciary groups (pupils with chronic illnesses, disabilities, 
families with 3 or more children, recipients of regular 
child protection allowances, and children in child pro-
tection care or after-care), i.e. a little more than half of 
all students, had access to textbooks free of charge in pri-
mary and secondary school. Pursuant to the new public 
education act in force, as of academic year 2013/2014, 
free textbooks became available starting from the first 
year of primary school. The allowance is provided in 
a cascading order to every successive grade on a year-
ly basis. This means that, besides the social beneficiar-
ies, from school year 2014/2015 on, textbooks shall be 
supplied to first and second graders free of charge. As 
of academic year 2015/2016 this shall be applicable to 
1st–3rd graders, while it will cover all the junior years 
in primary school (namely the 1st–4th graders) from 
2016/2017 onwards. In this sense, together with other 
beneficiaries, as compared to academic year 2013/2014, 
now 119 thousand more children, namely 733 thousand 
pupils are exempt from payment. This 13% growth af-
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fects 67% of the 1.2 million primary and secondary 
school pupils, against their ratio of 54% in 2013. From 
school year 2017/2018 on, or in other words, since last 
September, free textbook provision has been extended, 
in a single step, to all primary school pupils (5th–8th 
graders), and to the first year of secondary school (9th 
grade). Thus the number of free textbook recipients in-
creased by 285 thousand (39%), to 1,018 thousand. 85% 
of pupils are now included in the free textbook scheme. 
The extra costs incurred by the measure amounted to 
HUF 3.8 billion in 2017.

All in all, the planned 2018 budget for textbook provi-
sion support is HUF 12.3 billion, two-thirds (68%) more 
than in 2010 (HUF 7.3 billion).

Due to these steps, compared to 2013, parents’ text-
book-related expenses decreased by HUF 2.2 billion 
(30%), from 7.3 billion to 5.1 billion, and the average 
price of textbooks also dropped by almost one-fourth 
(23%). Today, only 41% of (the lowered) textbook costs 
have to be paid by parents, while in 2013/14, before the 
State took on the task of textbook supply, this figure was 
48%. Consequently, this set of measures considerably re-
duces parents’ financial burden at the start of the school 
year.

The government measure, according to which – from 
2016 onwards – families with under-age children will 
receive September’s family support subsidies (family al-
lowance, child care allowance, child raising support) a 
month earlier, in August, also fits in this line. As per 
the measure, the families concerned receive double al-
lowance in that month to help them with the expenses 
incurred at the start of the school term.

Lowering the age limit of compulsory kindergarten 
education participation
 
Before 01 September 2015, kindergarten attendance was 
only compulsory for children aged 5 and above. For chil-

dren who did not participate, this meant being left out 
of the preparatory educational work carried out in kin-
dergartens, and thus, of proper preparation for primary 
school, which consequently pushed them to a disadvan-
taged situation as compared to their peers. Moreover, 
these children could not get three daily meals that they 
would have been provided in the kindergarten. What is 
more, caring for and supervising the children at home 
also stopped mothers from returning to the job market.

This is why the Government made the decision to low-
er the age limit of compulsory kindergarten attendance 
from the previous 5 years to three years of age, start-
ing from the kindergarten education year of 2015. (The 
maintainer or notary may allow an exemption from the 
regulation, until the child has become 5 years old.) This 
measure enables the children to develop in a suitable en-
vironment, to get efficient preparation for school stud-
ies, and to have access to the most basic services – such 
as institutional catering –, and at the same time, relieves 
the parents from tasks related to daily childcare and su-
pervision.

Attempts were made to facilitate this change by sus-
pending family allowance payments in families where 
the children were absent from the kindergarten for at 
least 20 days without justification. The restriction, which 
withholds disbursement until the child regularly meets 
his or her kindergarten attendance obligations, shall be 
applicable as of 01 January 2016, according to the pattern 
of the school education system introduced five years ear-
lier, in September 2010. As a matter of fact, as a result 
of the latter, the number of pupils with more than 50 
unjustified absent classes decreased by 62%, dropping 
from 29 thousand in the academic year 2009/2010 to 11 
thousand by 2015/2016. Now, relying on the efficacy of 
the school attendance obligations, which may directly 
effect the payment of family allowances, with this step 
we expect to ensure that parents take responsible care of 
their children’s regular attendance at kindergarten.
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Initiation of the Erzsébet Programme
 
It is quite often emphasized in connection with childbear-
ing plans that the parents should feel certain that they can 
create appropriate circumstances for their children. These 
days, summer holidays and vacation are essential for the 
children when it comes to the question of proper standards 
of living, and they also comprise a means of recreation for 
the parents. Furthermore, since taking care of the children 
during the long summer holidays is an issue for mothers 
and fathers alike, they believe it is necessary to be provided 
with opportunities for their children to recreate, rest, and 
play in a safe environment and in an appropriate way. Fi-
nancial means, however, often do not permit participation 
in the desired programmes, or impose a burden on the 
family that leads to difficulties in other areas of life.

The launch of the Erzsébet Programme was meant to find 
a remedy to these problems. This is Hungary’s largest sum-
mer camp programme, in which almost 400,000 children 
have attended summer camps since 2012. Children were 
able to take part virtually for free, in two locations in Hun-
gary (Fonyódliget and Zánka), and another one abroad, 
in Transylvania (Ivó). 2016 was a record year for Erzsébet 
camps, as nearly 90 thousand children participated, which 
is expected to approximate 100 thousand in 2017.

In 2016, the programmes received a sum of HUF 4.36 
billion for their management from the central budget, 
while in 2017 the Government allocated HUF 5.2 billion 
for tasks related to children’s camps and other events. 
In 2010, there was no similar central summer camp 
programme that could have supported the children and 
their families. Therefore the initiative has definitely 
been an important measure to improve child and family 
well-being and the quality of life.

5.1.4. MEASURES TO COMBAT HOUSING-
RELATED DIFFICULTIES

A proper home is indispensable for a family’s well-being 
and prosperity, and thus is a key factor in the improve-

ment of the general attitude to parenthood. Housing 
measures in support of childbearing, however, have con-
centrated specifically on large families, and on having 
three or more children in recent years. Their primary 
target consisted mainly of middle-class families with a 
regular income, and was less focused on families with 
the lowest income. But before all, they concentrated on 
the promotion of dwelling acquisition. Besides the fam-
ily policy-related aspects, some of the measures also 
present important economic stimulus – even in terms 
of the building and housing industry, and the evolution 
of property prices. Even though the demographic and 
economy-invigorating effects of most of them, from 
2010-2016, are hard to show due to the brevity of time, 
still, their significance and potential for better cost-ef-
fectiveness in housing expenses definitely justifies the 
need for a thorough assessment.

Housing and parenthood relations

As an introduction to the topic, a few words shall be 
dedicated to the importance of a decent home from a 
childbearing point of view. Even though the number of 
scientific studies on the correlation between housing 
and parenthood is rather scarce, there are early interna-
tional examples calling attention to the negative influ-
ence that over-crowded housing can have on the general 
attitude to parenthood. (Thompson 1938) Pursuant to a 
research studying the European housing schemes, the 
southern countries, where fertility rates are the lowest, 
have typically more property-owners and lower mobility 
levels. Here the problem lies in the acquisition of the 
first home that young people so much need for starting 
a family. Yet, the closed ownership-dominated market 
makes their job rather hard. (Mulder and Biliari 2006) 
A Czech study had a look at the relation between fer-
tility rates and affordable housing from the time of the 
change in the political system. It examined the correla-
tion based on the underlying aspects of property prices, 
affordable housing costs and the number of newly built 
flats. According to its findings, those women who were 
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living in regions that had better affordability indicators 
tended to have children at an earlier age. Still, better 
housing did not modify the total fertility rate. It was ap-
parent, though, that regions with higher property prices 
gave ground to the tendency to push parenthood to later 
years. (Kostelecky 2009)

The Hungarian Demographic Research Institute made a 
study for the period 2012-2013, titled ”Landmarks in our 
lives”. In its assessment it attempted to pinpoint the ele-
ments that influence childbearing decisions. Even though 
most respondents indicated the financial situation as the 
most important decisive factor in having children, still a 
high number – as a matter of fact, 23% of all respond-
ents – claimed that housing conditions had a key role. 
Accordingly, housing conditions constitute a substantial, 
yet not the primary aspect when it comes to the question 
of parenthood. The equation is further complicated by 
the fact that the majority of those who stressed housing 
conditions in the survey did not plan to have any more 
children. For those who seemed to be more determined 
in the matter of parenthood – even in the short run, hous-
ing conditions (just like the financial situation) seemed to 
have lost relevance (13%), and they were less important 
for those who were still indecisive (17%) too. Families 
coming to a final decision are likely to be in a better hous-
ing and financial situation, therefore improved housing 
conditions will probably have a stronger impact on the 
group which is still less resolute when it comes to the is-
sue of parenthood. (Korfa 2016)

The timing of having children and its delay are largely af-
fected by the problem of insecure or inappropriate hous-
ing. A data-recording in 2008 established that 63% of men 
and 62% of women thought it was inappropriate housing 
conditions that mainly led to the postponement of child-
bearing to some later years. And this made it the second 
most significant element in the recession period, coming 
after an uncertain future. (Paksi et al. 2014)

1 Central Statistical Office, Stadat table 2.2.3.2. Housing-related data, income deciles by region and settlement-type (2011-) http://www.
ksh.hu/docs/hun/xstadat/xstadat_eves/i_zhcoipa.html az adatok referenciaéve 2016 (2016 is the reference year)

 
Housing conditions in Hungary with respect  
to parenthood
 
Appropriate housing conditions make a complex picture, 
with several factors to study. Such are access to housing 
(in other words, the alternatives to purchasing, renting 
or exchanging a flat), affordable housing costs (overhead 
charges, rental, loan instalments), the quality and loca-
tion of the available properties and access to services (e.g. 
schools, early childhood care services in the vicinity), 
along with legal safety.

As far as access to housing is concerned, there is still no 
quantitative housing shortage perceivable in Hungary 
(with 4.4 dwelling units for 4.1 million households), but 
the qualitative maintenance of the housing stock and the 
provision thereof as per demand requires the building 
of new dwellings. 92% of households are owners of the 
property, another 5% pay rent as tenants or live in the 
flat as beneficiaries. (It is important to note that there are 
no strict boundaries between the latter two due to the 
popularity of letting without a rental agreement.)1 Com-
munity-owned residential rented dwellings make up less 
than 3% of all flats, and this ratio is getting ever smaller. 
Unfortunately, in comparison with the EU the figure is 
already very low: the European average stands at 30%. 
Households belonging to the poorest two income deciles 
and young people moving into their first home more of-
ten tend to form an independent household in a social 
housing unit. A critical problem that young people are 
faced with is access to housing, which causes them great 
trouble at the time of their moving away from the par-
ents into their first own household. Leaving the parental 
nest is subject to several factors. Apart from the financial 
and housing conditions, the length of studies, the family’s 
financial status and the young people’s potential partner-
ships are all decisive. Moving is postponed to ever later 
years. While in the 1970s young people started their own 
life in their first dwelling at the age of 25, this shifted 
to 27.4 years of age by 2015. (CSO Housing Survey 2015) 
Young adults claim that one of the key barriers to child-
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bearing is establishing the conditions of independent 
housing. Although prices have been continuously rising 
since 2015, which has worsened the chances of getting 
a flat, better loan conditions and the higher number of 
jobs could partially counter the trend. Those who are just 
about to buy their first flat are in a much better position 
than in 2010. (FHB 2016) Three-quarters of those acquir-
ing their first flat moved to an own property, while anoth-
er 14% of them started their independent life in lodgings. 
(KSH Housing Survey 2015) Access to housing and its 
drag, however, are present with the growing of the family 
and the rising number of children. It is vital that families 
have the opportunity to move to a smaller or bigger flat 
based on the number and needs of the family members. 
In other words, adaptive home-purchase is crucial. A re-
silient housing market supports geographical mobility, 
enabling families to more easily change place of residence 
for career or other reasons. This mobility, nonetheless, is 
hindered by the low number of affordable rental housing 
and the remarkable regional differences in their pricing. 
In the past six years buying a flat has become much easi-
er, prices showed some decrease between 2008 and 2014. 
Thus, owing to the reducing prices and better income con-
ditions an own property has become ever more afforda-
ble. The ratio of prices against salaries dropped from 1.9 
in 2007 to 1.17 in 2014. (Note: In 2007 the purchase price 
of a square metre of a flat equalled 1.93 months’ salary.) 
In the past two years, pay rises have not been able to keep 
up with and adapt to the rise in prices, making the ratio 
grow to 1.44 – which is still lower than before the crisis. 
(FHB Lakásárindex Fókusz) (FHB Property price index 
focus)

Our overview of the housing conditions should not ne-
glect the affordable maintenance of the property, since 
it is critical for families to make sure that their income 
covers the housing costs (such as overhead charges, rents, 
loan instalments). And the latter has shown considerable 
improvement since 2010. Hungarian households spent 

2 Financial burden of the total housing cost – EU-SILC survey  
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ilc_mdedo4&lang=en

3 Government Decision 1331/2011 (X. 12.) on the measures necessary for the launch of the Housing Programme 
http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/mk11117.pdf

21.3% of their income on housing costs in 2016 against the 
25.2% in 2010. Households struggling with the burden of 
housing costs also showed a diminishing rate, shrinking 
from 40% in 2010 to 28%.2 Families with income levels 
under the poverty line (54%) were faced with the worst 
situation, to be followed by people in rented dwellings 
(36.6%) and single-parent families (29%) in order. The rate 
of liabilities in overhead charges also dropped, just like 
the number of consumers whose public utility services 
had been cut off. Utility price cuts contributed to reduc-
ing housing maintenance costs, yet had a negative impact 
on the central normative housing maintenance subsidy. 
The shrinking number of households overwhelmed with 
mortgages was also observed as a positive trend. (Habitat 
2016) Housing standards may again prove to be crucial 
in childbearing. They influence living standards and the 
state of health of families and children alike. The quality 
in the Hungarian housing stock has been getting better 
lately. Nevertheless, the housing standards and the over-
whelming majority of low-status households still need 
improvement. There is definite need for better energy-ef-
ficiency, which may be accomplished through the appro-
priate upgrading of the properties. (Habitat 2016)

Family policy-related measures focusing  
on home-building
 
The Home-building Programme, launched under the New 
Széchenyi Plan in 2011, is a decisive strategic document of 
the housing policy of recent years. The programme had a 
deliberate focus on demography and the national econo-
my, instead of society. It intended to encourage childbear-
ing and parenthood, and wished to stimulate economic 
growth. The related measures concentrated on the reviv-
ing of the housing and building industry, on the manage-
ment of certain insecure legal situations and on the facili-
tation of home ownership for families with children.3
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Yet, in parallel with the measures implemented as part of 
the programme, one cannot disregard the credit crunch 
that developed in Hungary with the economic crisis in 
2008. Several families were struck by housing insecu-
rity. In the summer of 2011 as many as 287 thousand 
families had foreign currency mortgage loans, and ac-
cording to MNB estimates more than 90 thousand peop-
erties were subject to a loan outstanding of over 90 days 
by 2010 (MNB 2011). It goes without saying then that 
the government measure was targeted at helping them. 
The Home Protection Action Plan in support of families 
with foreign currency loans provided some certainty to 
families in the most diverse situations. Such were the 
eviction moratorium, the foreclosure quota system, the 
establishment of the Hungarian Asset Management Inc., 
the exchange rate cap, the final payment of debts, inter-
est subsidies for moving into a smaller dwelling, social 
family-house building in Ócsa, debt brake regulations, 
the conversion into Hungarian forint, the measure to 
hold banks accountable, or the reimbursement of in-
correctly charged currency spreads and interest costs. 
The ratio of families overwhelmed with housing costs 
dropped from 17.4 (in 2010) to 11.2%, which means that 
there was a significant decrease in the number of those 
who had difficulties paying for their housing.4 Based on 
the survey carried out in 2008, wherein three-fifths of 
the respondents pinpointed housing insecurity as a rea-
son for delayed parenthood, the progress made in the 
field might have highly contributed to the recent im-
provement in the fertility rate.

The introduction of the family housing allowance 
(CSOK)
 
Non-reimbursable housing construction subsidies were 
available between 1994 and 2009. The social policy sup-
port (or ”szocpol”) could be taken advantage of at dif-

4 Eurostat Housing cost overburden rate by tenure status – EU-SILC survey 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/submitViewTableAction.do

5 Government Decision 256/2011 (XII. 6.) on the housing construction allowance
 http/:/www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/MK11145.pdf

ferent rates pursuant to the number of children. It was 
criticized by a number of experts, though, highlighting 
the lack of social targets or the chances of abuse. In 
several cases new-build dwellings were of poor quality, 
and abuses were not scarce either. Besides, the system 
aggravated the regional concentration of poverty. The 
related experiences challenged the efficacy of owner-
ship-oriented housing subsidies (Hegedűs, 2011). The 
subsidy was revoked by the Bajnai government in 
2009, and from that time on there was no other sup-
port available that could encourage the buying or con-
struction of new flats.

In recognition of the importance of housing plans, the 
implementation of which is critical even in connection 
with family-planning and childbearing, in 2012 as an 
initial step to revive the home ownership system, hous-
ing promotion (LET) was introduced. The non-reimburs-
able benefit’s conditions, however, differed from that of 
”szocpol”.5 Practically it was a non-reimbursable subsidy 
for families with at least two children or for families that 
were planning to have two children. The grant, which 
was subject to the number of children, could be request-
ed for new properties with high energy efficiency (at 
least type B) within a range of HUF 800 thousand to 
HUF 2.5 million. As a prerequisite, one of the spouses/
partners had to have a social insurance period of a min-
imum of 180 days, making the subsidy mostly address 
those at work. The related demand, however, was much 
lower than expected. In a period of three and a half years 
only a total of 2,192 contracts were signed, which called 
for the subsidy’s reconsideration and the extension of its 
eligibility conditions.

As of 01 July 2015 housing promotion was replaced by 
family housing allowance (CSOK), which was available 
for buying a second-hand property or any extension 
and enlargement, even if the couple had only one child 
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as opposed to the former requirement of two children. 
What is more, the allowance could be requested by 
couples without children, provided that both partners 
were married and under the age of 40, and they under-
took to have one child within the next four years, or 
two in eight years. If they chose to buy a new-build flat, 
then they had to agree to have three children in a time 
interval of ten years.6 Another advantageous benefit of 
the allowance was its availability for smaller proper-
ties. For example, in the case of one child, the subsidy 
could be claimed for flats with a floorspace of 40 m2 
as opposed to the former requirement of 60 m2. The 
end of 2015 saw the Government make decisions on 
comprehensive changes, which resulted in a number 
of extensions in 2016 as far as the construction is con-
cerned.7 The amount of CSOK was raised. There was a 
rise in each item, but the most remarkable one could 
be observed in the case of families with three or more 
children, who were now entitled to a State aid of HUF 
10 million, provided that the allowance would be used 
for the buying or construction of new build properties. 
The limitation on property purchase prices was also 
streamlined – now it could not exceed HUF 35 million 
in any category. Comfort criteria became simpler, the 
earlier restrictions on property ownership got lighter. 
Regarding the pre-assumption to have children, now 
only one member (of the couple) is required to be un-
der 40 years of age. However, if the couple decides to 
request the disbursement of family housing allowance 
to an amount of HUF 10 million, the requirements are 
two-fold. It is not only that the property they choose to 
purchase or construct shall be newly built, but one of 
its members must have an uninterrupted insurance pe-
riod of 2 years. As a supplement, they may also take out 
a loan, with interest rate subsidies for large families.

6 About the amendment of certain government decrees in connection with family housing allowances, 18 December 2014, www.kozlonyok.
hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/MK14179.pdf

7 Government Decree 16/2016 (II. 10.) on housing-purpose subsidies for the construction and purchase of new homes, Government Decree 
17/2016 (II. 10.) on the family housing allowance for the purchase or enlargement of second-hand properties

Figure 5/26 – THE SCALE AND SCOPE OF  
   HOUSING PROMOTION (LÉT)

SIZE OF THE FLAT AMOUNT OF  
THE GRANT*

2 children

60-75 m2 HUF 800,000

75-90 m2 HUF 1,000,000

above 90 m2 HUF 1,300,000

3 children

70-85 m2 HUF 1,200,000

85-100 m2 HUF 1,500,000

above 100 m2 HUF 2,000,000

4 or more 
children

80-95 m2 HUF 1,600,000

95-110 m2 HUF 2,000,000

above 110 m2 HUF 2,500,000

* The sum of the grant shall be established by 
multiplying it

a) by 1.1 in the case of dwellings with energetic 
standard A (energy efficient),

b) by 1.2 in the case of dwellings with energetic 
standard A+ (highly energy efficient),

c) by 1.3 in the case of dwellings with low energy 
consumption.
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Figure 5/27 – THE MAJOR CONDITIONS OF FAMILY HOUSING ALLOWANCE (CSOK)

NUMBER OF 
DEPENDANT 

CHILDREN

BUILDING/PURCHASE OF A NEW HOME PURCHASE/ENLARGEMENT  
OF A SECOND-HAND PROPERTY

MINIMUM USEFUL 
FLOORSPACE  

OF THE DWELLING
(FLAT/FAMILY HOUSE)

THE AMOUNT  
OF THE SUBSIDY

MINIMUM USEFUL 
FLOORSPACE  

OF THE DWELLING

THE AMOUNT  
OF THE SUBSIDY

1 40/70 m2 HUF 800,000 40 m2 HUF 600,000

2 50/80 m2 HUF 2,600,000 50 m2 HUF 1,430,000

3 4+ 60/90 m2 HUF 10,000,000

60 m2 HUF 2,200,000

70 m2 HUF 2,750,000

Source: NGM

Figure 5/28 – HOUSING SUBSIDY CLAIMS BETWEEN 2012 AND 2017
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In 2016 as many as 26 thousand families took advantage of 
the allowance under the new conditions, to a total amount of 
around HUF 76 billion. This averaged HUF 2.9 million per 
family, which was an alsmost three-fold growth as compared 
to 2015. Between January and November 2017 the subsidy 
was taken up by 27 thousand families. Its overall sum of 
HUF 90 billion meant a financial support of HUF 3.3 million 
for every family. Basically, since its launch in July 2015, in 
the past two and a half years, about 64 thousand families 
requested CSOK to an amount of HUF 177 billion altogether.

More than one-fourth of the claimants (28%) required the 
subsidy for the purchase of a new-build property, while 
two-thirds (70%) planned to buy a second-hand one. The 
remaining 2% submitted applications for enlargement. 
Based on the number of children, one-fifth of the claim-
ants (18%, i.e. 11 thousand families) made use of the sub-
sidy after one single child. Almost half of them (48%, i.e. 
31 thousand households) had two children, whereas 22 
thousand families (34%) were raising three or more chil-
dren at the time of their application. Accordingly, CSOK 
contributed to the housing of around 64 thousand fami-
lies during a period of two and a half years. This means 
that about 140 thousand children (on average 2.2 children 
per household) could enjoy its benefits, which overall esti-
mates a total of 260 thousand people (including parents).

Figure 5/29 – THE NUMBER OF CSOK SUBMISSIONS 
ACCEPTED BETWEEN 01 JULY 2015 
AND 30 NOVEMBER 2017

Purchase of a 
second-hand property
Building/purchase
of a new home
Building/purchase of 
a new home, with 3 
or more children

Enlargement

4,5%

2%

11%

17%

28%70%

Source: EMMI

Families with one single child were disbursed 3% (HUF 
5 billion) of the total sum, while those with two children 
received 25% thereof, to an amount of HUF 44 billion. 
Large families claimed for HUF 129 billion altogether, 
which constituted 73% of the full amount. In 32% fam-
ilies took out the subsidy for planned children, while 
68% of them submitted their claim after the actual num-
ber of their children. The assessment of the programme 
effects, however, requires further examination. Effects 
may be felt in two areas, necessitating the mapping of 
demographic and economic impacts alike.

As for demographic influences, CSOK (just like other 
family policy-related measures) may be beneficial for the 
children of couples with a stable income. And it is par-
ticularly favourable for those who had planned but de-
layed having more children. These entities may advance 
their related decisions in order to be able to take advan-
tage of the subsidy, or in some cases, they may as well 
decide to have a third child, which they had not planned 
before. (Korfa 2016) The present volume of claims sup-
ports the assumption that the subsidy is mainly (68%) 
taken up after existing children. Yet, to a smaller extent, 
the intention to have another child also has some effect. 
In 2016 the claimants applying for CSOK planned to 
have approximately 11-12 thousand children altogether, 
intending to give birth to 1.4 children on average. The 
highest intention level to have another child (33%) could 
be perceived with claimants who already had (not more 
than) two children and needed the subsidy for a new 
property. On the other hand, claimant families with 
three children (24%) showed the lowest willingness to 
have another child.

The comprehensive economic impact of the measure is 
worth a study as well. It could already be seen in the 
short period subsequent to the measure’s start-up phase 
that the favourable tendencies observed on the proper-
ty market in the past two years may also be attributed 
to the introduction of CSOK. Building permits in 2016 
outnumbered the previous year’s figure by more than 

Purchase of a 
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Building/purchase
of a new home
Building/purchase of 
a new home, with 3 
or more children

Enlargement

4,5%

2%
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17%
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150%. The number of newly built flats also grew by one-
third (31%), and the increase was typical of property 
transactions too (9% plus). As compared to the previous 
year, 26% more RRE (residential property) loans were 
disbursed in 2016, peaking at HUF 456 billion, which 
implies an increase of HUF 94 billion. And neither was 
the situation different with loan agreements: 10 thou-
sand (+13%) were signed, totalling a number of 85 thou-
sand contracts. In Q1-3 2017, as many as 28,411 building 

permits and simplified notifications were issued, which 
is 33% more than in the same period in 2016. It is note-
worthy that only in Budapest the growth was more than 
two-fold. Still in the same period 7,981 new flats were 
built, which is 52% more than in the previous year. Al-
most half (49%) of the new turn-key properties were 
family houses, while another 42% of them constituted 
flats in multi-dwelling apartment buildings.

Figure 5/30 – MAJOR INDICATORS IN THE HOUSING INDUSTRY, 2010-2016

NUMBER OF HOUSING MARKET 
TRANSACTIONS

NUMBER OF ISSUED BUILDING 
PERMITS NUMBER OF FLATS BUILT

2010 90,271 17,353 20,823

2011 87,730 12,488 12,655

2012 85,957 10,600 10,560

2013 88,713 7,536 7,293

2014 113,789 9,633 8,358

2015 134,101 12,515 7,612

2016 146,302 31,559 9,994

Source: KSH (CSO) http://www.ksh.hU/thm/2/indi2_7_3.html

Loans for families with interest rate subsidies
 
As a supplement to CSOK, which equals HUF 10 million 
for the purchase of a new flat after 3 children, the loan 
for large families with interest rate subsidies was availa-
ble again from 2016. The loan, the interest rate of which 
stands at a reduced and fixed 3%, is accessible for sol-
vent claimants. The upper threshold for the loan is HUF 
10 million, with a duration of 25 years. Between Janu-
ary 2016 and November 2017 it was 9 thousand families 
that took advantage of the support to a total amount of 
HUF 78 billion, averaging HUF 8.9 million per claim-
ant. Thus, the majority (81%) of the families who had 

three or more children and submitted their application 
for CSOK to an amount of HUF 10 million, received a 
financial support of HUF 18 million on average, which 
is non-reimbursable and takes the form of a loan with 
interest rate subsidies. Loans with interest rate subsidies 
may be disbursed together with CSOK, meaning that 
their later effects cannot be assessed independently.

 
VAT rebates and VAT reduction
 
As of 01 January 2016 VAT rebates are available, up to 
HUF 5 million, for the construction of a new property 
from own resources or through the cooperation of several 
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companies, and for the purchase of a building plot based 
on the construction costs. VAT rebates were claimed by 8 
thousand families, to an amount of HUF 37 billion, until 
the end of November 2017, which was the equivalent of 
HUF 4.5 million per family. Still from the beginning of 
2016, the VAT rate for newly built flats decreased from 
27% to 5%, provided that they were constructed by a gen-
eral contractor or a new properties was purchased. This 
means that the VAT rate, which used to be the highest 
across the EU, now has shrunk to some of the lowest. Al-
though these measures fail to concentrate on a specific 
target group (e.g. childbearing is not a prerequisite), their 
impact will be most probably felt in the expansion of the 
new-build housing market.

Construction procedures and rules were also streamlined 
in 2016. Accordingly, residential buildings with a total 
useful floorspace of a maximum 300 square metres only 
require the submission of a simplified notification to start 
the construction work, basically avoiding the authoriza-
tion procedure by the building authority. As a main rule, 
these buildings do not require compliance with the Local 
Building Regulations (HÉSZ). In response to the measure, 
the construction-related administrative costs are expect-
ed to start decreasing, which, however, might entail the 
weaker enforcement of a number of warranties with tech-
nical, building and urban-planning requirements.

Overall, a new, more efficient housing support scheme 
has been built on the ruins of the system destroyed by 
the former government. During the period 2010-2016, it 
made housing conditions better for almost 64 thousand 
families, providing them with a total of HUF 292 billion 
in a time-lapse of two and a half years, in the meantime 
reviving the property market. Yet, the relevant regula-
tions might need reconsideration in the future in order 
to make them more effective.

5.1.5. MEASURES TO ALLEVIATE THE 
DIFFICULTIES OF LARGE AND SINGLE-
PARENT FAMILIES, ALONG WITH TACKLING 
THEIR SIGNIFICANT EXPOSURE TO 
POVERTY RISK

Poverty risk among vulnerable families

Childbearing and parenthood, unfortunately, are still 
factors that might increase the poverty risk for certain 
families.

As a matter of fact, large and single-parent families are 
more exposed to it. While the number of dependants 
per hundred families is (naturally) increasing, there 
is a growing number of inactive wage-earners, which 
might be owing to the burden of childcare responsibil-
ities. At the same time, there are fewer and fewer peo-
ple employed, even though this should not in the least 
be logical. Assumptions may be made that childbearing 
may considerably raise the risk of poverty, especially in 
the case of single-parent families. In 2010, concerning 
household types, single-parent families and those with 3 
or more children were faced with the gravest situation – 
their risk of poverty was 2.28 or 2.26 times higher than 
the national average. To make things worse, this rate be-
came more miserable between 2003 and 2010, when in 
the case of single parents it grew from 15.6% to 28.1%. 
For large families, the figures changed from 23.3% to 
27.8%. All in all, families with children had a gloomy 
period. The income poverty rate shot to 16.6% from 
the earlier 13.8%, meanwhile a smaller-scale decrease 
could be observed in the case of childless families (with 
a drop from 8.8% to 7.0%). Yet, in a society committed 
to supporting childbearing and parenthood, there is no 
place for concerns and worries about families thrown 
into poverty. To this end, the current Government has 
made a number of measures to significantly reduce the 
poverty rate, especially within the group of particularly 
vulnerable families.

 



174

 
Measures to improve the situation of large families
 
As per the latest Microcensus data for 2016, currently the 
number of families with three or more children stands at 
211 thousand, which means that 12.3% of the 1.716 million 
families that have children are large families. (Out of this, 
households with children under 15 come to 95 thousand, 
and this equals 10.8% of the 882 thousand families in this 
category.) At present there are around 700 thousand chil-
dren living in large families, with 300 thousand children 
being under the age of 15. Actually, there has been no sub-
stantial change in the number of children who are under 
15 and live in a large family, and in the proportion they 
represent in the total number of children of this age. Their 
ratio of 22% has practically stagnated relative to 2011.

In 2016 large family households came to 7 thousand less 
(3.3% minus) than in 2011. Pursuant to census data, the 

number of families with three children fell by 2 thou-
sand (-1.6%), while this figure was 5 thousand (-9.6%) 
for families raising four or more children. Nonetheless, 
given the fact that the pace of the decline was similar 
in all the households that had children, the proportion 
large family households were represented in remained 
the same as in 2011.

Yet, it should not be ignored that, during the period 
2010-2016, it was the number of third or fourth-born 
children that showed the highest level of growth (5.8%), 
being almost double the average (3.0%). What is more, it 
even exceeded the growth rate measured in the number 
of first-born and second-born children, which reached 
2.1% and 2.6% respectively. The ratio of those exposed 
to poverty risk or social exclusion is higher among 
two-parent families with three or more children (36.1% 
in 2016), than in the case of families with one child 
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(25%), two children (19.6%) or in general in the case of 
families with children (28.1%) or families without chil-
dren (23.1%)8. Compared to the ratio of 50% recorded in 
2010, this is a major improvement, even if the most dy-
namic decrease took place in the case of large families.

8 Source: Standards of living in households, 2015 KSH, Budapest 2016. 
http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/hazteletszinv/hazteletszinv15.pdf

9 The category of the relative income poor consists of people living in a household where the household’s income does not reach 60% 
of the median equivalent income (i.e. the relative poverty threshold). Source: Relative income poverty and social exclusion (Laeken 
Indicators), 2012 KSH, Budapest 2016. http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/laekindikator/laekindikator12.pdf

10 Source: Indicators for the international comparison of social exclusion, 2010 KSH, Budapest 2013. http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/
idoszaki/laekindikator/laekindikator10.pdf

Among large families, the ratio of relative income pover-
ty9 was 14.2% in 2016, i.e. every seventh family of this 
kind lived under 60% of the median income. Nonethe-
less, this figure also showed significant improvement 
from the 35.4% in 2010.

Figure 5/31 – CHANGES IN LIVE-BIRTHS COMPARED TO THE PREVIOUS YEAR, IN THE ORDER OF LIVE-BIRTHS  
  (2011-2016)

YEAR 1 CHILD 2 CHILDREN 3 CHILDREN 4+ CHILDREN TOTAL

2011 -1,945 -629 383 -336 -2,286

2012 820 670 636 -95 2,220

2013 -477 -977 -187 94 -1,580

2014 1,160 887 646 61 2,821

2015 368 199 -71 128 180

2016 979 625 118 -349 1,373

2011-2016 906 775 1,525 -527 2,728

AVERAGE/YEAR 151 129 254 -88 455

Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, Demographic Yearbook, 2015

In 2016, the ratio of relative income poverty was 16.2% 
for households with one child, 12.2% for households 
with two children, and for families with children in 
general, it was 14.1%. The latter figure was lower than 
the 14.8% measured in the case of couples without chil-
dren, and represented a drop by 4.7 percentage points 
compared to 2010. It has to be pointed out that, between 

2010 and 2016, the ratio of people affected by income 
poverty reduced most among families with three or 
more children, while during the period of 2005-2010, it 
was just the opposite – there was a rise in the poverty 
rate in their case10. The family households’ disadvan-
taged situation with respect to their income was grad-
ually improving due to family-friendly taxation. While 
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Figure 5/32 – THE RATIO OF THOSE EXPOSED TO POVERTY OR SOCIAL EXCLUSION PER HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  
   BASED ON THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN, 2010-2016 (%)
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their net income per person was only 60% of that of 
people without children in 2010, this ratio increased to 
64% by 2016, reaching HUF 939 thousand. This may be 
attributed to the fact that in a period of six years, their 
income increased by 28.6%, i.e. one and a half times 
more than the income of those without children. And 
this equals an increase of HUF 209 thousand per family 
member. The highest increase, 41% was achieved in the 
per capita income of large families, while the income of 
people with two children rose by 30% only. The income 
of people with one child showed a growth of 27%.

From 2010 onwards the Government has taken it as a 
priority to provide assistance to families that have or are 

raising three or more children. Accordingly, the fami-
ly support scheme helps and supports parents in large 
families with several elements. Generally speaking, 
measures that have been made to enhance childbearing 
also endorse large families. Yet, it is important to check 
the points where they are particularly in favour of the 
latter’s interests. This is because, parents raising three or 
more children are privileged both in terms of already ex-
isting and newly introduced government measures that 
are still under preparation. The next section will discuss 
these ”privileges” – one by one.
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Figure 5/33 – THE RELATIVE INCOME POOR AND THEIR RATIO PER HOUSEHOLD TYPE, BASED ON THE NUM-
BER OF CHILDREN (2010-2016) (%)
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LARGE FAMILY-ORIENTED COMPONENTS
 
The reduction of the debts accumulated by families with 
mortgage loans. Families that have two or more children, 
or those that are planning to have a third child, may re-
duce their mortgage loans by HUF 1 million, starting 
from 2018. As a result, the credit debts accrued by a total 
of almost 250 thousand families (with two or more chil-
dren) may be reduced, on average, by one-fifth per child.

Family benefit

The family tax allowance, launched in 2011, makes it pos-
sible to reduce the tax payable by HUF 10 thousand af-
ter one child and by HUF 15 thousand after two infants, 
on a monthly basis. From 2018 onwards, this amount is 

HUF 17,500 for families with two children, and HUF 33 
thousand after three or more children. This means that 
large families get proportionally higher subsidies, since 
the related benefit is almost twice as much as that in the 
case of families raising two children, and two and a half 
times exceeds the amount that families with one single 
child may claim. The monthly net income for a family 
with two children may be raised by an additional HUF 
64 thousand after the third infant is born, and all this due 
to the family benefit. In 2015 it was as many as 1 million 
families (mostly raising minors) that could take advan-
tage of the allowance to an amount of HUF 240 billion 
altogether. From this, HUF 107.5 billion was disbursed to 
families with three or more children. In this sense, they 
were granted 45% of the total amount, which is three 
times more than their headcount ratio. As mentioned ear-
lier, the benefit also contributed to the 120 thousand large 
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families’ exemption from personal income tax payment, 
which makes up around 85% of the 142 thousand fami-
lies that have three or more children. It should again be 
emphasized that the introduction of the family benefit led 
to some increase in the income of large families. During 
the period 2010-2016, it was their category where income 
levels showed the highest growth rate among families 
raising children: in net terms it rose by two-thirds, while 
in real terms it grew one and a half times higher.

Family allowance

The extra support provided to large families is again mir-
rored in the amount of family allowances. In the case 
of three or more children, a two-parent family may be 
granted HUF 16 thousand per child (in the case of single 
parents HUF 17 thousand), which is almost two-thirds 
higher than the amount disbursed to families with one 
single child, and one-fifth higher than the sum that fam-
ilies raising two children receive after one child. Around 
160 thousand large families may enjoy the benefits of the 
family allowance.

Child-raising support

Parents in large families may also be granted another 
subsidy, which in its amount equals the childcare allow-
ance available to parents until the child’s third birthday. 
The child-raising support (GYET), as opposed to GYES, 
may be granted to beneficiaries after the termination of 
the former for an additional 5 years, until the child has 
reached the age of 8. The financial support, the monthly 
amount of which is HUF 28,500, is provided to around 
33 thousand families. 

Catering services for children

Parents in large families again may benefit from spe-
cial allowances in institutional catering services – in 

day-nurseries, kindergartens and schools alike. Irrespec-
tive of their income, their children may get catering ser-
vices in crèches and kindergartens free of charge, while 
in schools they would have to pay only half the applica-
ble fee. From September 2015 on the Government has en-
abled children attending day-nurseries or kindergartens 
to get free hot meals, in replacement of their previous 
provision for a 50% charge. Accordingly, around half of 
the 1 million children attending either crèche, kinder-
garten or school, namely 467 thousand children may eat 
in the canteen for free, while the ratio of such benefi-
ciaries was one-third this volume in 2010. The Govern-
ment has been allocating a steadily increasing number 
of resources to institutional catering services, and it did 
so in 2018 as well. Related expenditures have grown to 
two and a half times the amount in 2010, whereas the 
figures of 2017 will be exceeded by 8% this year.

Institutional reimbursement fees

There are several subsidies provided to large families 
in the day-nursery. They are not obliged to pay a child-
care fee (in institutions where it has been actually in-
troduced), and as of 2017 infants of families with three 
or four children may be in a privileged situation during 
the nursery admissions process. The civic government 
pays special attention to the maintenance of these al-
lowances.

Textbook provision

Textbooks are free of charge for children in large fami-
lies. The benefit of this move is not in the least deprived 
of its value even if, from September 2017 on, primary 
school pupils and pupils in the first year in secondary 
school (that is, 85% of all school-goers) are provided 
their course-books at no cost. In this context, though, 
the allowance is specifically targeted at those pupils in 
the three senior years in secondary school, who come 
from families with three or more children.
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Public utility charges
 
Apart from the considerable reduction in the families’ 
energy and public utility charges, which is attributable 
to the recent years’ utility price cuts, families with three 
or more children may also be granted special discounts 
in the gas charge as of 2011, since in their case the con-
sumption level is, many times, higher. Within the frame-
work of this, they are entitled to 150% of the annual gas 
consumption limit, which is an underlying factor in the 
establishment of the preferential residential tariff. What 
is more, starting from the birth of the fourth child, the 
accountable preferential energy consumption limit is 
raised by 25-25% for them after each newborn infant.

Erzsébet Programme

Relaxation and recreation are vital for each age-group 
– physically, mentally and spiritually. Their costs, how-
ever, are less affordable for some, especially in large 
and single-parent families. And in this category there 
is a particularly high number of children who are de-
prived of appropriate holiday opportunities due to fam-
ily budget constraints. They are helped by the Erzsébet 
Programme, under which single-parent and large fami-
lies may submit their claim for discount-price recreation 

opportunities, provided that the income per capita in 
the family does not exceed the actual minimum wage. 
With the depositing of some minimum own resources, 
families are eligible for the allowance under the follow-
ing conditions: until the child’s third birthday related 
services are free of charge, between 3-14 years of age 
an amount of HUF 2,500 shall be deducted, whereas for 
children above 14 this sum equals HUF 5 thousand.

Housing

Families with three or more children are granted spe-
cial assistance in the housing scheme as well, with par-
ticular focus on those building or purchasing a new 
flat. In the latter case beneficiaries are entitled to a 
non-reimbursable subsidy of HUF 10 million (family 
housing allowance, CSOK), which is almost 17 times 
the amount families can receive after one single child, 
and four times the sum after two children. Besides this, 
beneficiaries may take out a loan of HUF 10 million, for 
a duration period of 25 years, with a maximum interest 
rate of 3%. Through CSOK, within the past two and 
a half years since its introduction, 22 thousand large 
family households got financial support for their hous-
ing plans in an amount of HUF 129 billion altogether. 
This means that large families, making up more than 
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one-third of the 64 thousand claimants, were granted 
nearly three-quarters (73%) of the HUF 170 billion al-
located for the cause. In addition, the launch of hous-
ing-oriented loans with interest rate subsidies, from 
2016 onwards, enabled families that have or are plan-
ning to have three or more children to be granted an 
interest rate subsidy for not more than HUF 10 million. 
The latter financial support is provided to the benefi-
ciaries for a duration period of 25 years, with a maxi-
mum interest of 3% payable under the loan, provided 
that the loan is taken out for building or buying a new 
flat. Between 01 January 2016 and 31 November 2017 
it was 9 thousand families that took advantage of the 
support in a total amount of HUF 78 billion, averaging 
HUF 8.9 million per claimant.

Overall, around HUF 207 billion has been granted to 
large families in the form of housing subsidies, which 
means that a family with three or more children, on 
average, received HUF 9.5 million as reimbursable or 
non-reimbursable financial support. The majority of 
large families building or purchasing a new property 
was granted an average of HUF 18 million in the form 
of non-reimbursable subsidy or loan with interest rate 
subsidies.

Student Loan

The Student Loan subsidy, announced in the summer of 
2017, also provides special assistance to large families. As 
of 01 January 2018 every mother who is expecting a child 
and has accumulated some student loan debt may suspend 
the repayment thereof, from the first three months of her 
pregnancy. At the birth of the second child, half of the re-
maining debt shall be written off, whereas in the case of a 
third child or even more children, this will be applicable 
to the total amount. The measure may be applicable to 18 
thousand parents who are raising children and still have 
student loan debt. And again it is large families or couples 
planning to have a third child (or even more children) that 
benefit the most, since their debt gets 100% written off.

All in all, it may be established that, as a result of the meas-
ures introduced and expanded after 2010, the lagging behin 
observed in the financial status of families with three or 
more children has remarkably shrunk as compared to other 
family types. In fact, the number of large families exposed 
to poverty or social exclusion has got considerably smaller. 

MEASURES TO IMPROVE THE SITUATION OF 
SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES
 
Single-parent families may be formed in two ways. They 
may come into existence through the dissolution of the 
nuclear family (e.g. divorce, death of a spouse, or sepa-
ration and moving away in the case of partnerships) or 
through birth out of wedlock. Family ties may be termi-
nated through divorce, the passing away of a spouse, or 
separation and moving away in the case of partnerships.

Based on census data and the Microcensus findings, 
families in Hungary came to HUF 2,743 thousand in 
2016. 66% of the families (i.e. 4 million 21 thousand 
households) consisted of parents living in a relationship 
or raising their children alone, while another one-third 
of the households mostly comprised single people. As 
many as 2 million 240 thousand families (82%) were 
built on a partnership. Most couples (78%) were mar-
ried, yet partnerships were getting more and more pop-
ular, with their number exceeding 483 thousand.

Single-parent families also rated rather high, standing at 
18%, even though their number and proportion were both 
diminishing. In 2016, it was 503 thousand families where 
children were living together with their single parents, 
while this number was as high as 537 thousand in 2011. 
As regards their ratio in family households, it fell from 
20% in 2011 to 18% in 2016, and neither was a reverse 
trend observed in connection with families with children 
– there the proportion dropped to 29% from the previous 
30%. While there was no change in the number of fathers 
raising their children alone, the number of women in a 
similar situation decreased by 7.3% smaller.
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Figures 5/34-35 – THE NUMBER AND RATIO OF FAMILIES BASED ON THE NUMBER OF PARENTS  
             AND THE COHABITATION FORMS, 1990-2016
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In the category of single-parent families, 269,611 single 
parents received family allowance, as the data for 01 No-
vember 2016 suggest. These parents were raising a total 
of 404,150 children at the time – to be more exact, two-
thirds of them had one child, a quarter of them had two, 
and almost one-tenth three or more children.
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Figure 5/36 – THE DISTRIBUTION OF SIN-
GLE-PARENT FAMILIES BASED ON 
THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN, 2016

Number of children Number of families Distribution, %

1 child 178,526 66.2%

2 children 66,416 24.6%

3 children 17,699 6.6%

Parent of 4  
or more children 6,970 2.6%

Total 269,611 100.0%

Source: ONYF

 
In 2016, as many as 220 thousand children under the 
age of 15 were growing up in a single-parent family, 
which was 16% (+41,000) higher than in 2011. None-
theless, their ratio in the category (children under 15) 
fell from 18% to 16%. Considering the time trend, there 
is a rising trend for children to live together with their 
mother. 85.5% of the children in single-parent families 
were living together with their mother in 1990, while 
this rate changed to 89.7% and 91.7% by 2001 and 2011 
respectively. Fathers raising their children alone consti-
tute only a relatively small proportion of single-parent 
families: in Hungary their number reached 15-20% in 

the 1990s against the 9-17% in European countries. 
Their group, however, deserves special attention for two 
reasons. On the one hand, with the approximation of 
the maternal and paternal roles, their share is expected 
to rise in the category of single-parent families. On the 
other hand, the situation of fathers raising their children 
alone differs from that of women in a similar role. They 
generally have higher qualifications and a better finan-
cial status. Moreover, it is mostly the elder children, and 
especially boys, who get to live with the father.

Societal features of single-parent families –  
the risk of poverty
 
In OECD countries the number and ratio of single-parent 
families is steadily increasing. There are more and more chil-
dren growing up in such structures for a shorter or longer 
time. Yet, these families have an extremely high risk of pov-
erty, which adversely affects the children’s future well-being.

Households with children still have a higher risk of pov-
erty and social exclusion. The rate of those concerned 
stood at 28.1% in 2016, while this figure was 25.3% in 
the case of families without children, which still im-
plied a somewhat positive trend compared to the rates 
of 35.3% and 30.1% in 2010. It is still single-parent fam-
ilies that are hit by the highest poverty risk. Its rate of 
52.8%, however, showed some decline in 2016 against 
the 57.4% measured in 2010, which is very positive.
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Figure 5/37 – THE RATE OF THOSE EXPOSED TO POVERTY OR SOCIAL EXCLUSION, PER HOUSEHOLD TYPE – 
2010-2016 (%)
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Figure 5/38 – CHANGES IN THE RATE OF THOSE EXPOSED TO POVERTY OR SOCIAL EXCLUSION, PER HOUSE-
HOLD TYPE – 2010-2016 (%)

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

65

One parent, with one single child or several children Households with children

2016201520142013201220112010

57.4

35.3

57.7

37.1

61.3

39.1

63.2

36.3

56.1

31.1

52.8

28.1

62.3

29.7

Source: KSH (CSO)



184

Figure 5/39 – THE ANNUAL NET INCOME PER CAPITA IN HOUSEHOLDS WITH OR WITHOUT CHILDREN  
(THOUSAND HUF)
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Although most social groups experienced some im-
provement in their situation in 2016, or at least a kind 
of stagnation was observed in their status compared to 
2010, still 31.2% of single-parent families lived below 
the poverty line, which is twice the cumulated ratio of 
families with children (14.1%). And the figure did not 
get any better in comparison with 2010 either. 2.3% of 
all family households live in multiple poverty (i.e. their 
income falls below the poverty line, and are exposed to 
financial deprivation and low work-intensity), whereas 
this figure is 6.5% in the case of single-parent families.

As for single parents, though, it is positive that the num-
ber of economically active people is on the rise. In 2011 
it was 62% of them who belonged to this category, which 
was boosted to 84% by 2016. At the same time, in fami-
lies with children where the underlying structure of the 
ties was built on a relationship, 81% of the family-heads 
were economically active, while this figure reached only 
66% in the case of life-partners or spouses.

 
Measures in support of single-parent families
 
On an international level single-parent household-target-
ed policies may be divided into two categories.

1. The first type comprises policies that enhance the 
coordination of work and privacy (e.g. maternal 
and parental leave, day-time childcare or early 
childhood development), and intend to prevent the 
impoverishment of the affected families by means 
of employment, especially through jobs for women.

2. Family benefits fall into the second type (e.g. cash 
benefits, tax allowances), which reduce childrearing 
costs, effectively mitigate child poverty, yet in 
parallel with this, demotivate female employment.

As for the impacts of the grants it may be concluded 
that paid parental leave is more efficient in minimizing 
the exposure to poverty in single-parent families than 
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in their two-parent counterparts. They perform better 
in matching career with childcare duties. And this also 
holds for family benefits: they are more effective in re-
ducing poverty among single-parent families than in 
two-parent ones. 

The Hungarian family support scheme, even today, in-
tends to alleviate the disadvantages that single parents 
have to face with a number of its components.

• The family allowance has got, on a monthly basis, 
HUF 1,500 thousand for single parents raising one 
child, HUF 3 thousand more after two or three 
children, while this increment was HUF 4 thousand 
and HUF 5 thousand in the case of four or five 
children respectively.

• What is more, the per capita income level, which is an 
underlying factor in the entitlement to regular child 
protection benefits, has become more favourable, 
standing 10 percentage points above the 135% 
equivalent of the monthly minimum of the old-age 
pension. The regular child protection benefits (RGYK) 
shall take the form of free day-nursery care services, 
free meals in the crèche, kindergarten and primary 
school, a 50% price-reduction for catering services in 
secondary schools, free textbooks from the second 
year in secondary schools and Erzsébet vouchers, 
which are disbursed twice every year to an amount of 
HUF 6 thousand per child (or HUF 6.5 thousand in the 
case of children from disadvantaged backgrounds or 
suffering from multiple disadvantages).

• As far as child-nursing sick pay is concerned, single 
parents are entitled to it for a period similar to the 
interval established for both parents in two-parent 
families (i.e. for the entire duration of the illness until 
the child’s first birthday, for 84 days per year between 
the age of 1-6, and 28 days between 6-12 years of age).

• Parents raising their children alone are eligible for 
family maintenance from the other parent living 

separately, the sum of which shall be established by 
the Court. The affected parent is immediately entitled 
to the awarded amount as soon as the decision 
becomes final. In many cases its establishment is 
based on a common agreement, but it is mostly 
subject to a judicial order. The awarded amount 
generally falls between 15 and 25% of the paying 
parent’s income after one child, and grows to 30-40% 
after two children or even 50% after three or more 
children. The State may also advance the sum and 
later oblige the affected person to pay it back.

• The family housing allowance (CSOK) has been 
available to single parents as of 2015, who could not 
request any such kind of allowance beforehand.

Besides this, the Government has recently made deci-
sions on a number of other measures that will provide 
further assistance to single-parent families.

• From 2017 on, children raised by single parents are 
in a privileged situation in the nursery admissions 
process. Apparently, such preferential treatment makes 
it easier for the parents to find a job, since during 
this time their children can get proper care in these 
institutions. This is particularly important because all 
the household burdens are borne by these parents as 
sole breadwinners in the family. Based on KSH data, 
the children who were raised by single parents and 
attended day-nurseries came to 3,714 in 2015.

• It is again a great leap forward that, from 2018 
onwards, in the case of these families, the monthly 
income limit per capita for RGYK is 41,325 HUF, 
which equals 145% of the minimum amount of the 
old-age pension. 

All in all, it may be concluded that the supportive meas-
ures in favour of single parents failed to live up to the 
expectations, since neither those exposed to poverty and 
social exclusion, nor the income poor could claim a shrink-
ing number. Their ratio was still outstandingly high.
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It is promising, though, that the pro-family and pro-child 
politics contributed to some improvement in the finan-
cial status of families raising children. Their exposure to 
poverty was diminishing. The proportion of families hit 
by relative income poverty dropped from 18.8% to 14.1% 
between 2010 and 2016, and even the number of those ex-
posed to poverty and social exclusion moderated to 28.1% 
from the former 35.3%. The relative position of families 
with children also partially got improved as well, com-
pared to households without children. Their poverty rate 
in 2010 was twice as high as that of families without chil-
dren, yet this difference was not more than 13% in 2016.

5.1.6. MEASURES SINCE 2010 TO IMPROVE 
PEOPLE’S HEALTH

As seen in Chapter III, even though there had been pos-
itive tendencies in the mortality rate and life expectancy 
before 2010, they still did not prove to be sufficient: our 
lagging behind relative to the EU-28 did everything but 
diminish. As a matter of fact, it even grew in a number 
of cases. This rather appalling situation made it neces-
sary to put some complex measures in place after 2010 
in order to catch up with the European average. Besides 
this, good health is a prerequisite for family-planning, 
childbearing and the families’ prosperity.

Several measures have been made in recent years with a 
view to improving these indicators, which are as follows.

The control of cardiovascular and circulatory 
diseases
 
There has been a steep decline in the number of deaths due 
to circulatory diseases in Hungary in the past 20 years. Our 
lagging behind in connection with cardiovascular medical 
interventions is moderate. In fact, as regards the treatment 
of acute heart attacks, Hungary has reached the level of the 
developed countries. Despite the higher level of acute cardi-
ologic treatments, though, the death rate for 100 thousand 
inhabitants still exceeds the EU average.

• As far as heart attack treatment is concerned, 
immediate invasive treatment is guaranteed to 
everyone in need. The 19 invasive centres provide 
a country-wide coverage round the clock. Each 
ambulance car is equipped with a transtelephonic 
ECG transmitter, with which the ambulance nurse 
can send the related diagnosis to the centre or to a 
cardiologist on the radio. In this way, an immediate 
decision may be made on the patient’s prompt 
treatment and the destination of transportation. The 
time-interval until the intervention can be drastically 
reduced by directly transporting the patient from 
the place where he/she got sick to the site where the 
catheter-based intervention will be carried out. With 
the national coverage of modern invasive treatments, 
the heart failure-related mortality rate shrank to the 
level of international standards, and the death toll of 
heart attacks fell to half the number in the past ten 
years, to 7.5 thousand cases per year.

• The National Stroke Programme was launched in 
1992, with the intention of decreasing the prevalence 
of strokes and of reducing the stroke-related mortality 
rate. As an integrated professional programme it 
contributed to the setting up of stroke departments, 
the development of instruments and tools, as well as 
technical events. Its achievements have been numerous. 
The programme continued to operate in the past few 
years. As a matter of fact, the drastic drop in stroke and 
aneurysm cases and better survival prospects can be 
all credited to its work in the past 10 years.

The control of smoking

Smoking is the leading cause of death in Hungary, linked 
to health-damaging behaviour. Almost one-third of pre-
mature deaths (under 65) are caused by smoking. One-
third thereof may be attributed to lung cancer, while 
one-fourth of it takes the form of cardiovascular diseases. 
Cracking down on smoking is one of the most efficient 
public health interventions wherein the prevention of ha-
bituation and the support of cessation both play a role.
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Measures taken 

• Tobacco products have been subject to several tax 
increases in the past few years.

• As of 01 January 2012, smoking has been banned in 
enclosed public premises and public spaces.

• In October 2012 the Methodological Centre for 
Smoking Cessation Support was set up within the 
National Korányi Institute for Tuberculosis and 
Pulmonology.

• The majority of tobacco products11 may only be 
marketed in a packaging with a combination of 
photos, illustrations and health protection warnings 
as of 01 January 2013.

• Tobacco products may only be sold in special 
controlled shops, so-called national tobacco shops as 
of 01 July 2013.

• Since December 2013, 18 pulmonary centres 
have held group consulting sessions for smoking 
cessation in 86 pulmonary centres – again with EU 
support. Pulmonary centres are obliged to manage 
the relevant processes related to the promotion of 
the individual cessation of tobacco use (to the debit 
of the central budget), and they also pursue local 
professional and public communication activities.

• The control of smoking, along with the prevention 
of habituation and the promotion of cessation 
comprise selected tasks in the comprehensive 
health improvement programme for schools. The 
Focal Point for Tobacco Control developed smoking 
prevention programmes for kindergartens and 
schools (Kindergarten Programme for Smoking 
Prevention by the Focal Point for Tobacco Control, 
”Uncool cig” school programme). A special project 

11 exc. tobacco products for sneezing, „snuff ”
12 http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/stattukor/elef14.pdf

provided the framework for the establishment of the 
Health Communication Centre, whose major task is 
to pursue public healthcare-related communication 
activities and to organize campaigns in the field.

Partly due to the above measures, the ratio of adults who 
smoke on a daily basis in Hungary dropped from the 
annual 30.2% to 26.5% from 2000 to 2012 respectively. 
Yet, this still exceeded the OECD average, which stood at 
20.7% in 2012. According to the 2014 data of the Europe-
an Public Health Survey (EPHS), 26% of the adult pop-
ulation smokes, versus their ratio of 31% in 200912. The 
rate of smokers slightly decreased in the case of both 
genders. It moderated from 31.6 to 31.5% in the case of 
men, while regarding daily smoking women the figure 
fell from 21.5 to 20.8%.

• The Hungarian findings of the International Youth 
Smoking Survey for the years 2012, 2013 and 2016 
point out that, between 2012 and 2016, the rate of 
non-smokers grew by 10% among youngsters aged 
12–13. In the meantime, the ratio of occasional 
smokers was reduced by 9%, while the proportion 
of daily smokers shrank from 8% to 6%.

• Based on the findings of the European public 
health survey in 2014, further major improvements 
could be seen in the exposure to passive smoking, 
as compared to the figures in 2009. The average 
concentration of indoor air pollution (mainly 
attributable to tobacco smoke) dropped by 90% 
in entertainment venues and catering facilities. In 
2009 69.9% of the respondents surveyed away from 
their homes said that they were not at all exposed to 
tobacco smoke, while this rate was as high as 80.3% 
in 2014. 68.9% of the respondents interviewed at 
their workplace gave a similar answer in 2009, 
which changed to 85.7% by 2014.
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The improvement of basic healthcare services 

• Model programme for the management of basic 
public healthcare services
In the Northern Great Plain and in the northern 
part of Hungary, 4 medical practice communities 
have been created with the involvement of 24 basic 
healthcare practices. The programme is aimed at the 
development of a community-oriented basic health-
care model focusing on prevention and care for those 
suffering from a chronic illness. The model, which 
involves the local communities, especially the Roma 
population, is to be tested with several sectors. Be-
tween November 2013 and March 2016, as many as 
22,652 people had their state of health assessed un-
der the programme, which is 70% of the adult target 
population (32,470 people).

• The development of a network of health visitors
Health visitors (or district nurses) are highly quali-
fied experts in public health-care and prevention. 
Apart from caring for the health of women, mothers, 
infants, children young people and families, they are 
also involved in public healthcare, epidemiology and 
health promotion.

The programme, which is aimed at the optimal bio-
logical, psychological and social development of chil-
dren between 0–7 years of age, has a long-term effect. 
Its underlying motivation is to leave its mark through 
the improvement of public healthcare services for 
children. Among others, it is aimed at the monitor-
ing of the children’s development, the promotion of 
the exploitation of their skills and knowledge, as well 
as the mapping of the risk factors in the way of de-
velopment, along with the screening and selection of 
children who show deviating development patterns.

Breastfeeding provides protection against several 
illnesses, both for the children (e.g. infectious respirato-
ry and digestive diseases, allergy, obesity, diabetes etc.) 
and the mother (e.g. breast cancer, ovarian cancer etc.). 

And this protection, which in most cases is in propor-
tion with the breastfeeding time, is also crucial for the 
mother and the child’s mental health. At present, there 
are 17 ”Baby-friendly hospitals” in Hungary, which pro-
vide the pillars to successful breastfeeding along with 
the 118 ”Baby-friendly locations. In order to widely dis-
seminate the related knowledge, in 2015 the National 
Breastfeeding Committee held training courses in 10 
locations with the participation of 493 medical experts. 
The training titled “Theoretical and practical issues of 
breastfeeding” was also taken to the beneficiary and de-
veloping districts and to Baby-friendly hospitals, to be 
attended by 215 and 123 professionals respectively.

• The assessment of oral health conditions The 
comprehensive examination, which was started 
in May 2013 for a year, set it as a core objective to 
gather reliable information about the connections 
between the disease indicators and the concrete 
elements of health protection (e.g. the correlation 
between dental or oral illnesses and different 
habits). The programme was carried out with the 
involvement of 1,800 at the age of 6 and 12.

Prevention capacity development in the health-
care system – The creation of health promotion 
offices

 
61 health promotion offices (hereinafter HPO) were formed 
and commenced their activity in Hungary in 2013 and 2014, 
with a view to supporting the prevention capacity develop-
ment in the health-care system. 2017 saw the emergence 
of additional health promotion offices, which enabled the 
introduction of mental health promotion activities in the 
already existing offices. Out of the 61 HPOs, 21 offices are 
run by outpatient, 24 by inpatient healthcare service pro-
viders, while 16 are operated by the local government. The 
fundamental objective of the setting up of such offices is to 
contribute to the decreasing number of cardiovascular and 
tumorous diseases, to reduce premature and avoidable mor-
tality and to promote healthy lifestyle. They intend to im-
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prove the attitudes and habits that have an impact on health 
preservation, and are committed to raising health-aware-
ness among the public. 170 thousand patients’ health status 
has been examined in the 61 HPOs since September 2013, 
including 46 thousand people in the 20 most disadvantaged 
HPOs. During the project, the HPOs implemented 2,800 
community programmes in the field of health education 
and health promotion, with the attendance of a total of 178 
thousand participants. The physical exercise programmes 
had an outreach to 87 thousand people.

Discouraging excess alcohol consumption

Alcohol consumption in Hungary has been high for 
decades now, even on a global scale. The consumption 
figures in the 80s (over 13 litres of clean alcohol/person/
year) fell somewhat in the 90s and stabilized at around 
11-12 litres after 2000. Yet, this was only a temporary 
fall in the number before figures started to rise again. As 
far as alcohol consumption is concerned, Hungary ranks 
fifth in the European Union, with a total consumption 
of 14.15 litres per person.

Measures taken

• A professional methodological document was 
prepared by the National Institute of Health 
Promotion (NEFI) under the title ”Mini protocol 
on alcohol for health promotion offices”. Scene-
specific model programmes and were developed 
for the prevention of alcohol consumption. These 
programmes, which have been designed for 
schools, the community and the workplace, are 
intended to promote the local implementation of 
health promotion programmes with the purpose of 
preventing alcohol consumption in the individual 
scenes.

13 Kruk, J. (2007), Physical activity in the prevention of the most frequent chronic diseases: an analysis of the recent evidence. Asian Pacific 
Journal of Cancer Prevention, Vol. 8. No. 3, pp. 325-338

14 https://dea.lib.unideb.hu/dea/bitstream/handle/2437/132063/Petrika_Erzsebet_Ertekezes-t.pdf?sequence=5

Promoting physical activity among the public

 
Scientific research has proved that a physically active life-
style can help preserve health, prevent diseases and mit-
igate their risk in the category of non-infectious chronic 
diseases.13 According to WHO reports, the lack of physical 
activity is the fourth leading risk factor in global mortali-
ty. Regular physical activity suppresses the occurrence of 
depression and anxiety symptoms and is an effective tool 
in preventing the development of mood disorders.14

Measures taken

• As a result of the gradual introduction of everyday 
physical education, today regular exercise has 
become part of each pupil’s daily routine, making it 
a necessary element of their lives.

• The rules and regulations for the ‘Comprehensive 
Health Improvement in Schools (TIE)’ programme 
have been finalized, under which in 2015 it was 
time to implement various county-level recreational 
programmes for the community, along with other 
complex programmes for physical exercise and 
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health improvement. This, however, could not 
have been realized in the 288 public education 
institutions, with the involvement of 1,061 
supportive professionals and 31 thousand pupils 
(including 9 thousand pupils with disadvantaged 
backgrounds), if it hadn’t been for the targeted 
financial support of HUF 3.59 billion.

• The Hungarian Student Sport Association launched 
its programme T.E.S.I.15 in May 2013, which also 
provided a framework for the development of the 
Single National Fitness Test for Students aimed at 
assessing children’s physical fitness level.

• An inter-sectoral HEPA task force has been in 
operation since 2015 in cooperation with the State 
Secretariat for Sport under the Ministry of Human 
Capacities. With the involvement of the competent 
sectors and experts, it intends to coordinate the 
national and international tasks related to physical 
activities for health protection.16

• The importance of regular physical exercise has 
been emphasized on quite many forums.

Nutrition and health-related measures to reduce 
the burden of chronic non-infectious diseases

•  EMMI Decree 71/2013 (XI. 20.) of the Minister 
of Human Capacities on the highest permissible 
amount of trans fatty acids in food products, the 
conditions and official control of the distribution of 
food products containing trans fatty acids, and the 
rules relating to monitoring the population’s intake 
of trans fatty acids came into force in February 
2014. The decree triggered a positive change in the 
trans fatty acid content of marketed food products. 
The ratio of non-compliant foodstuff drastically 

15 ”Establishing the new strategy for physical education and a new system for assessing the physical condition, as well as the encouragement 
of voluntary participation in the organisation of complex physical activity programmes in schools”

16 Health enhancing physical activity.

dropped, from 22% to 4%, enabling a healthy choice 
of food and the prevention of cardiovascular and 
circulatory diseases. 

• EMMI Decree 37/2014 (IV. 30.) on the nutritional 
regulations of public catering has been effective 
as of 01 January 2015, and is applicable from 01 
September 2015. Owing to the regulation, the menu 
in public catering services has become more varied 
and healthier. It contains more milk and dairy 
products, vegetables and fruits, with lower salt, 
sugar and fat content. Based on the findings of the 
authority inspections subsequent to the legislation’s 
coming into force, and pursuant to the observations 
and comments made by public catering entities 
(namely the organizations incorporating public 
catering service providers, the heads of institutions, 
heads of local governments, technical organizations, 
and parents), in 2016 some modifications were 
made to facilitate the application and gradual 
introduction of certain provisions in the regulation. 
Nearly two million people are affected by public 
catering, half of which are children. Therefore, 
making such services healthier is expected to lead 
to a considerable decrease in the mortality rates that 
derive from cardiovascular and circulatory diseases 
or malignant tumours. And in the meantime, it 
might bring about a growth in life expectancy rates 
and in the number of years spent in good health.

• Act CIII of 2011 on public health product tax 
(NETA) came into force in September 2011, with 
the aim of cutting back on the consumption of 
foodstuffs that are, from a public health point of 
view, non-useful. The legislation also intends to 
promote healthy diet and nutrition and to expand 
the choice of healthy food products. The related 
income shall be allocated for the improvement of 
the financing of public health oriented programmes, 
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and to the launch of health improvement related 
school programmes fostering physical exercise 
and healthy nutrition, along with several practical 
elements, just like the introduction of epidemics-
related school and public programmes. The 
relevant impact assessment in the subject matter 
has confirmed that NETA has met its public 
health related goals and ambitions: the supply and 
turnover of products that contain components with 
a proven harmful effect has decreased.

The prevention of drug consumption

According to research findings17 every tenth person in the 
age-group 18-64 (i.e. 9.9% of them) has taken some kind 
of illegal drug in his or her life. This was even worse in the 
case of young adults aged 18-34, where one in every five 
persons had tried drugs, pushing their ratio up to 17.7%.

Measures taken

• Under the Human Resources Development 
Operational Programme, the Ministry of Human 
Capacities has announced that it will grant more 
than 10 billion HUF to the following objectives, in 
order to provide access to quality public services:
 – better infrastructural conditions in children and 
youth psychology, as well as in the addiction and 
mental health care system;

 – expanded network of carer professionals in 
psychiatry and addictology;

 – better access to and higher standards in specialist 
healthcare services under the structured 
improvement of psychiatric services (e.g. 
infrastructural upgrading of psychiatric inpatient 
wards, purchase of tools and equipment) and

 – higher standards of and better access to psychiatric 
services, thus strengthening the national mental 
health care system, and improving the mental 
health of society.

17 Paksi et al. 2015.

Intervention alternatives to control  
non-infectious diseases 

• Government decision nr. 1534/2016 (X. 13.) on 
the measures necessary for the development and 
implementation of the ”National Public Healthcare 
Strategy 2017-2026” was published on 13 October 
2016.

• The components of the programme package, 
proposed in 2017-2018 as part of the National Public 
Healthcare Strategy, were specified in Government 
Decision nr. 1234/2017 (IV. 28.), which are as 
follows.

 – ”Screening examinations in place” programme 
(until the end of 2017, 10 Hungarian 
screening units equipped with self-operational 
mammography equipment, and the procurement 
and installation of 10 screening and health 
improvement units);

 – Supplementary programme for the national 
coverage of organized and targeted colorectal 
screenings in public healthcare services;

 – Complex programme for the prevention of 
cardiovascular and circulatory disorders.

 – Communication campaign in support of the above 
public healthcare measures.

Screening examinations

In the group of EU Member States, Hungary has the 
highest mortality rate per 100 thousand inhabitants 
caused by tumour diseases. The high ratio of tumour 
diseases and mortality concludes that most tumour pa-
tients are diagnosed and treated in an advanced state 
when the chances of efficient cure and medication are 
limited. Based on the present state of medicine, a consid-
erable proportion of mortality due to tumour diseases 
could be avoided.
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Measures taken
 
The past few years in Hungary have seen the steady 
development of an organized and targeted screening 
programme in the public healthcare system, which in-
volved an ever higher outreach to the vulnerable popula-
tion, based on their age. In this context, mammography 
screenings are available to women aged 45-65 every two 
years, and women are offered a cervical cancer screen-
ing examination (cytology) every third year after the 
production of a negative screening test at the age of 25-
65. The programme’s long-term objective is to minimize 
and stop the currently rising occurrence of cancer cases.

• The expansion of organized and targeted colorectal 
screening examinations to the entire population
Across the European Union, Hungary has the high-
est mortality rate due to colorectal tumours. More 
than 5 thousand people die of colorectal cancer, and 
an additional 10 thousand more are diagnosed with 
the disease in Hungary on a yearly basis. In 2015 
organized and targeted colorectal screening exami-
nations were introduced as a pilot programme in a 
few counties. Yet, the experiences led to the tests’ na-
tion-wide expansion in 2017, which was one of the 
most important achievements of the national health-
care improvement programme so far. Screening ex-
aminations are organized through general practition-
ers. 51.6% of the practising GPs have registered, on a 
voluntary basis, to carry out screening examinations. 
Those inhabitants who have registered with GPs not 
joining the programme (namely 1.2 million wom-
en and men) would be provided equal access to the 
screening examinations by directly addressing them.

• Making the HPV vaccination available
In order to further strengthening the national vaccina-
tion system, as of September 2014 the Government in-
troduced the free provision of HPV vaccinations, which 
have been developed to prevent cervical cancer caused 
by infections through the human papilloma virus. HPV 
vaccination can be administered free-of-charge to girls 

above the age of 12, in the 7th grade of primary school, 
through vaccination campaigns. From among the par-
ents of 46 thousand eligible children, nearly 35 thousand 
asked for the vaccination in the first year after the launch 
of the national programme, meaning that the majority 
(77%) of the target group intended to seize the opportu-
nity of free-of-charge vaccination, and another 5.6% of 
the eligible children had already been given the vaccina-
tion beforehand. The Hungarian figures, as far as HPV 
vaccination is concerned, were outstanding. Similarly fa-
vourable ratios were only observed in Portugal and the 
United Kingdom among the EU Member States.

• The engagement of health visitors in organized 
cervical cancer screening
The number of women dying of cervical cancer has 
been increasing by more than 400 every year in Hun-
gary, which is three times higher than the EU aver-
age. Only 50-60% of the women aged 25-65 who are 
entitled to an annual cervical cancer screening test 
actually have themselves tested, although that the 
desired number would be over 70% according to in-
ternational recommendations.

With the aim of decreasing mortality due to cervical 
cancer and in order to increase attendance in public 
health-oriented cervical screening programmes, in 
2015 health visitors also got involved (as new agents) 
in the organization and arrangement of these screen-
ing examinations. The objective is to achieve a higher 
rate of completed screenings, through taking part in 
well-developed, free-of-charge, invitation-based and 
organized cervical screening programmes.

It was especially health visitors working in settlements 
with less than 5 thousand inhabitants that got entitled 
to carry out cervical cancer screening tests. So far 1,381 
health visitors have acquired the necessary competen-
cies out of the 4,883 position holders. As a result of the 
relevant training courses, over 55% of health visitors 
are expected be competent in such activities. In fact, the 
ratio is over 60% in more than half of the counties.
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The inter-disciplinary improvement of early 
childhood intervention
 
The early stages in a child’s life shall be granted special at-
tention, since this is a remarkably decisive period in each 
area of development as regards the child’s personality, with 
particular focus on developmental risks. Deviations that 
are expected to dramatically worsen the child’s or later the 
adult’s quality of life may be perceived at an early stage. 
Yet, appropriate development, therapy and targeted social-
ization might contribute to their elimination before they 
could have the chance of developing into serious problems.

Early childhood intervention is the combination of all 
the services that are built around children and families 
in need of special support. They comprise screening, the 
identification and notification of the problem, diagnosis, 
as well as various therapeutic and complex special devel-
opment and counselling activities. As a complement to 
them, parental support services and guaranteed benefits 
are also provided to families, with prevention as a key 
element. The intervention is aimed at the early identi-
fication and professional treatment of disorders, and is 
designed to provide assistance to the families concerned.

In 2011 there were around 8 thousand children, under 
the age of 6, who received early childhood development 
therapy for their development disorder. Technical litera-
ture and international comparative data, however, claim 
that the number of Hungarian children, between 0-5 
years of age, who would have needed early childhood 
development or therapeutic treatment, was many times 
this figure in Hungary. And this makes it clear that the 
probably tens of thousands of affected children did not 
get their problems identified. Screening and diagnosis 
failed to reach the desired volume among them. Nei-
ther was there a sequential order between the various 
child-specific disciplines. The fields of healthcare, pub-
lic education, family and social policy far from comple-
menting each other, ending up in a scattered system. The 
tie that would have linked the institutions, which were 
subject to different management concepts, was lacking a 

regulated ”children’s pathway” to follow. The shortage of 
proper regulation was particularly obvious in the trans-
mission routes between healthcare and public education 
institutions. The system’s accessibility largely varied by 
region. For example, in the case of GP and health visi-
tor services, it was the disadvantaged settlements that 
failed to reduce the number of permanently vacant dis-
tricts/services, even though these are the places where 
prevention is of key importance. Nor were the parents 
properly informed about screenings and examinations 
in connection with early intervention. Being unaware of 
the necessary steps, they did not know who to turn to if 
they had the suspicion that the child was suffering from 
a developmental disorder. They were short of the rele-
vant information as regards the competent institutions 
or professionals, the diagnostic alternatives, the related 
services and the differences between the various ther-
apies and developmental processes. They simply could 
not find the best solution for their children.

The former discipline-specific advancements in early child-
hood development could not induce a comprehensive, sys-
temic change. Needless to say, this recognition led to a new 
concept of development, which concentrated on inter-dis-
ciplinarity in lieu of isolated development. It focused on 
the child and the family’s interests, with the intention of 
enhancing the efficacy of the early childhood intervention 
system through a coordinated and integrated approach in 
its improvement. All this may contribute to the creation 
of more opportunities for children, to the alleviation of re-
gional and social inequalities and the avoidance of develop-
ment problems. It may foster families’ proper information 
in the field. It may strengthen the related competencies and 
support the development of patient and children pathways. 
Overall, as a result of the organized screenings, examina-
tions, developments and therapies, a much smaller number 
of children will be in a disadvantaged situation when start-
ing their studies or career.

The core objective of the project, with a budget of HUF 
5.7 billion, is to create a common children pathway be-
tween 01 February 2017 and 31 January 2021. By relying 
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on the inter-disciplinary improvement of early child-
hood intervention, it wishes to make sure that the coop-
eration of the professionals in the various disciplines is 
successfully managed, with the necessary protocols and 
regulatory background available. Professionals shall be 
trained for the adoption of a single-approach children’s 
pathway through a series of targeted training cours-
es. In order to recognize the delayed development of 
children at an early stage, to screen it and provide the 
most precise diagnosis throughout the project, organ-
ic screening, measurement and testing procedures and 
service provision protocols shall be introduced. The IT 
systems underlying the inter-disciplinary model shall be 
interlinked, so that the children’s development can be 
monitored and become accessible to the competent pro-
fessionals. The successful accomplishment of the above, 
however, is impossible without a partnership with fam-
ilies, including targeted communication, the dispatch of 
information materials and the delivery of parental train-
ing courses. In areas where services are scarce, there is 
an urgent need for the improved accessibility of children 
and family oriented services.

It is these components that are essential for making ear-
ly childhood intervention more efficient and effective. 

5.1.7. THE SITUATION OF HUNGARIAN 
EXPATRIATES

On 01 January 2017 the population of Hungary was 9 
million 799 thousand. Adding to this the 4.8 million 
Hungarians living in the Carpathian Basin, in Europe 
and in diasporas outside the EU, the total number of 
Hungarians climbed as high as 14.6 million. Nearly 
two-thirds (67%) of them were living in the motherland, 
15% (2.2 million) in territories previously belonging to 
historical Hungary. Another 18% (on average, 2.6 mil-
lion Hungarians) were residing in the European Union 
(either for job or study-related purposes), while others 

18 Demographic situation, 2015 Hungarian Central Statistical Office, Budapest 2016. http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/pdf/
nepesedesi15.pdf

were living in dispersion around the world, as former or 
multiple-generation emigrants.

Such data, however, are typically based on non-conclu-
sive invalid surveys, since, for example in regard to Hun-
garians living in the Carpathian Basin, the census data, 
based on the country of residence, most often contain 
information suitable for the identification of the people’s 
national–ethnical belonging. Concerning the number of 
Hungarians finding a job in the EU, or regarding those 
living in a diaspora, though, it is more difficult to gain 
a realistic and reliable picture from the census data or 
from other (e.g. social insurance related) statistics of 
the affected countries. A 2016 publication of KSH18 also 
highlighted that, even though country-leavers are sub-
ject to notification, they still often fail to meet these re-
quirements. Yet, the so-called mirror statistics of the EU 
Member States theoretically demonstrate the number 
of Hungarians that migrated to the target countries. It 
is still a problem, however, that there are different defi-
nitions used in the subject matter in the EU Member 
States. And then there is the difficulty of measuring 
emigration from EU Member States and immigration 
(return) to Hungary. Overall it may be stated that the na-
tional statistics only seemingly cover the data recorded 
by EU Member States.

The sections below are to summarize the most impor-
tant data sets in connection with immigration and those 
major data sources from which the currently available 
data may be retrieved.
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5.1.7.1. THE NUMBER OF HUNGARIANS 
TEMPORARILY OR PERMANENTLY 
MOVING ABROAD

In retrospect, the strengthening tend of emigration, 
which has been present for the past decades, dates back 
to 2007. People moving away on a mass scale for em-
ployment and wage-earning purposes can somehow be 
traced back to Hungary’s accession to the European Un-
ion and the country’s joining the Schengen Convention.  
There was a significant upheaval in the number after 
2010, which may be partly rooted in stricter registration 
procedures, and, as of 2011, in the gradual removal of 
those labour market regulations that enforced restric-
tions against Hungarian job-seekers in Western Europe-
an countries.19 The official emigration rate, which was 
of an order of 2-3 thousand per year until 2007, grew to 
5 thousand both in 2008 and 2009. In 2010 it peaked 
at 7 thousand, in 2011 at 12 thousand, while in 2012 it 
reached 13 thousand. In 2013, however, the rate stood 
at 22 thousand, and in 2014 it was as high as 31 thou-
sand. In 2015 as many as 33 thousand people emigrated 
from Hungary, while the tend was broken in 2016 – in 
that year the figure was 3.5 thousand fewer the previ-
ous year’s data, moderating to 29 thousand. It should be 
noted that, in parallel with this, there was a rise in the 
number of Hungarian citizens immigrating or return-
ing to the motherland. Their number increased from 2 
thousand in 2007 to 33 thousand in 2015. As a matter of 
fact, in 2012 and 2016 they outnumbered those leaving 
the country.

The remarkable return rate is apparent not only based 
on national statistical resources snce international mir-
ror statistics also confirm it. Nonetheless, in many cases 
the failed notification of emigration delays the calcu-
lation of the rate’s actual figure until the next census. 
Those who return must be distinguished from those 
immigrant Hungarian citizens who were born abroad. 

19 Data source (KSH): Emigration and return data for Hungarian citizens can be derived from several sources. The emigration rate 
is fundamentally traced through national data sources and foreign mirror statistics. It is mainly OEP records, mirror statistics and 
questionnaire-based surveys that are used for the assessment of emigration among Hungarian citizens.

The latter include people who were granted Hungarian 
citizenship based on their foreign place of residence, and 
who, as members of Hungarian minorities beyond the 
borders or as members of other foreign diasporas, only 
later managed to have a Hungarian place of residence.

Between 2002 and 2016 as many as 174 thousand Hun-
garian citizens who moved abroad. 146 thousand of 
them returned, which means that the country-leavers 
outnumbered those who returned by almost one-fifth 
(19.2%), equalling 28 thousand people in the space of 15 
years. (It should be noted, though, that it is increasingly 
harder to take account of the number of immigrant Hun-
garian citizens. This has been particularly so since 2011 
when the option of preferential naturalization became 
effective.

Their counting is hindered by the fact that they do not 
have a Hungarian place of residence, and consequently 
the majority of them moved abroad from a country other 
than Hungary. Still, they had a proportion of 56% in the 
combined number of immigrants and returners between 
2002 and 2016. Thus, taking into account only the actu-
al returners with a Hungarian place of residence, their 
number peaked at 63 thousand, meaning that slightly 
more than one-third (36%) of those who had moved to 
a foreign country decided to return to the motherland.)

It should again be stressed that the above data concern-
ing Hungarians moving abroad only cover those who 
have officially notified the Hungarian authorities of 
their leaving or return to the country. Consequently, the 
data are not in the least conclusive. And this calls for the 
use of other – national and foreign – statistics, so that 
a more precise estimate can be made of the number of 
Hungarian citizens who either had left the country or 
were permanently living abroad.
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Figure 5/40 – SUMMARY DATA ON THE INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION OF HUNGARIAN CITIZENS BETWEEN 
2002 AND 2016
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According to the personal data records and the register 
of residential addresses maintained by the Ministry of 
Interior, during the ten-year period of 2007-2016 a to-
tal of 62 thousand Hungarian citizens were born in the 
territory of Hungary, averaging an annual number of 
6.2 thousand children. Slightly fewer than half of them 
(48%), namely 30 thousand children (and their par-
ents) had a Hungarian place of residence, whereas the 
remaining 52% (32 thousand people) had a permanent 
address in a foreign country. Hungary recorded a total 
of 927 thousand live-births during this time, implying 
the worldwide registration of the birth of almost one 
million (989 thousand) Hungarian citizens, including 
the 62 thousand infants born beyond our country’s bor-
ders. On average, nearly 100 thousand children were 
born on a yearly basis, 94% of whom were given birth to 

in Hungary, and 6% abroad. Within this, it is basically 
the afore-mentioned 30 thousand people who may be 
considered as some ”loss” incurred by the motherland, 
and still their figure may not be necessarily be regarded 
as an ultimate deficit, since the same number of people 
have a Hungarian place of residence. As a matter of fact, 
the majority (85%) of them, namely 25 thousand people 
born in an EEC country may be regarded as Hungari-
an, whose parents had most probably moved to another 
EU Member State in pursuit of a job, taking advantage 
of the free movement of workers, as an acquis of the 
European Union. And again, from among them, around 
1,500 were born in an area that had been previously 
inhabited by Hungarians (mostly in Romania). In fact, 
the number of children born to citizens from Hungary 
(including those who were born outside the EU) could 
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be around 28-29 thousand in this ten-year interval. In 
addition, within this, 23-24 thousand were living within 
the borders of the European Union, which means that 
by living at a reasonable physical distance, they could 
at any time take advantage of the opportunity to move 
freely and to settle in the EU, even making it possible for 
them to return to their motherland.

Of course, the official statistics only cover those foreign 
live-births that have been notified (and registered). The 
exact number of non-notified cases is not known, since 
in more than half of the cases actual registration only 
takes place years after the baby was born. On top of all 
this, the statistics maintained by the Ministry of Interior 
may only be considered inclusive from 2013 on. There 
are a great many distorting factors (intention of notifica-
tion and the date thereof, the integrity of statistical data), 
which further restricts the comparability of the annual 
figures. Quite understandably, nothing more than the 
country-specific breakdown of births has been attempt-
ed herein.

As far as the regional distribution of the 62 thousand 
live-births between 2007 and 2016 is concerned, their 
majority (88%, i.e. 55 thousand) took place in Europe – 
to be more exact, 86% (i.e. 47 thousand) in the European 
Union and the EEC region, and 14% (i.e. 8 thousand live-
births) could be attributed to other European countries. 
Nearly 6% of the children (cca. 3,000 infants) were born 
in North America (namely the United States and Can-
ada), while 4% (around 2,500) in Asia. South America 
and Australia both had a share of 1-1%, while Africa was 
accountable for 0.5% of such births.

41% of the 55 thousand Hungarian citizens born in 
Europe, namely 22 thousand children were born in a 
country belonging to historical Hungary, the majority of 
whom failed to have a Hungarian place of residence. The 
remaining 33 thousand infants (61%) were given birth 
to in other countries. Around two-thirds (64%) of the 
infants born in an area inhabited by Hungarians, more 
precisely 14 thousand children were born in Romania. 

One-fifth of them (21%, that is 5 thousand infants) were 
given birth to in Serbia, 12% (almost 3 thousand) in the 
Ukraine, and the remaining less than thousand children 
(3%) in Slovakia and Croatia. The distribution of births, 
however, shall also take into consideration that certain 
countries (for instance, Slovakia) do not acknowledge 
the institution of dual citizenship, which is critical since 
the afore-mentioned statistics may only take into ac-
count children who have been registered as Hungarian 
citizens.

Most of the 47 thousand infants who had Hungarian cit-
izenship and were born in the EEC region (namely 14 
thousand children, with a share of 31% of their total) 
were given birth to in Romania, to be followed by Eng-
land (9 thousand infants, 18%), Germany (7 thousand 
children, 15%), Austria (6 thousand, 12%) and Swit-
zerland (1.5 thousand children, 3%). These five coun-
tries were accountable for 88% of the births, equalling 
around 38 thousand Hungarian infants. Overall, around 
one-third (31%) of these live-births took place (partially) 
in areas inhabited by Hungarians (including the coun-
tries that now own the territories of historical Hungary), 
while 30% and 21% thereof were registered in German 
and English speaking countries respectively. The re-
maining 18% could be attributed to countries where an-
other language is spoken. The period 2007-2016 brought 
about a remarkable change in the country-specific distri-
bution. While ten years earlier more than half (54%) of 
the infants born abroad were given birth to in a Hungar-
ian speaking country, another 17% in a German, 12% 
in an English speaking country, and 17% in a country 
where another language is spoken, in 2016 as many as 
52% were born in German and 21% in English speaking 
countries. It was only a mere 13% of the infants who 
were born in an area inhabited by Hungarians.
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Figure 5/41 – THE ATTACHMENT OF HUNGARIAN EXPATRIATES TO THE MOTHERLAND, BASED ON THEIR CHIL-
DREN’S REGISTRATION OF BIRTH (PEOPLE)
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Figure 5/42 – THE DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS WITH CHILDREN BORN ABROAD, BASED ON PLACE OF RESI-
DENCE, 2016 (PEOPLE)
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A. The decennial censuses serve to provide exact 
information about Hungarian citizens leaving (and, 
if applicable, returning to) the homeland. As per the 
census data from 2011, on 01 October 2011 it was 143 
thousand people who were permanently living abroad 
(for more than a year), while another 70 thousand 
were temporarily staying in a foreign country (for a 
period shorter than a year), which could add up to 
a total of 213 thousand.20 Besides this, an additional 
190,204 people were counted in Hungary who had 
previously lived abroad for a year but later came back. 
The assessment of the returning Hungarian citizens, 
however, does not give a precise description of when 
and where these people migrated. And neither does 
it provide information about the major foreign target 
destinations. What is known to us, though, is when 
these Hungarians returned and which country they 
had moved back from. It should not be ignored for a 
single moment that such data refer to the minimum 
number of Hungarians living abroad, and they date 
back to a period six years ago. So they are more than 
likely to show a smaller number than the actual 
figures in comparison with other survey results.

 Until the end of World War II, it was the number 
of returners from neighbouring countries that was 
dominant from the motherland’s perspective. During 
the period 1945-1980, as a result of our socialist 
governance, immigrants came in large numbers from 
Russia, Iran, Mongolia, Egypt, Germany (PDR) and 
Austria. From 1981 until the change in the political 
system, Germany, Russia, Algeria, Austria, Iraq and 
Libya were the key countries where Hungarians 
moved back from. From 1990 onwards, due to the 
political change, the structure of the most important 
migration destinations for returning Hungarians 

20 The 213,418 people refer to those who have filled in the census questionnaire on personal and housing data, or in connection with whom 
these data sheets had been completed. ”People permanently staying abroad for not less than a year are not included in census data. 
Their number shows in the population count of that country where they are living at the time of the census. Nonetheless, the need for 
more precise international migration data has substantiated the attempt to at least estimate the order of this population group via the 
census process. Accordingly, the housing questionnaire was complemented with a new thematic item referring to the number of those 
people who resided under the registered address, yet at the time of the census were permanently staying abroad.” (Source: http://www.
ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/nepsz2011/nepsz_ 22_2011.pdf page  17)

was reorganized again. Now, besides Austria and 
Germany, the US and Canada also appeared on the 
list, with the latter being especially important with 
respect to returners who emigrated in 1956. Great 
Britain was included in 2004, which may prove to 
be the source country of those returners who had 
emigrated after 1990. Owing to the presumably 
rising number of emigrants, which may be rooted 
in Hungary’s joining the European Union and in the 
opening up of the labour markets, although delayed 
in time, there was still a significant increase in the 
volume of returns. And the trend might also have been 
subject to the economic crisis and the diminishing 
job opportunities in Western Europe. Similar to 
the censuses, the microcensus of 2016 might also 
have been another major milestone in broadening 
our knowledge about migration to Hungary and 
about moving abroad. The supplementary records, 
in relation to the microcensus, are again intended 
to give a more precise estimate of the number of 
country-leavers.

B. The Ministry of Interior had the records of 703 
thousand Hungarian citizens living in a foreign 
country (in Europe) in 2016. From among them, 
267 thousand were residing in an area inhabited by 
Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin, which leads 
to the conclusion that they mostly had naturalized 
Hungarian citizenship. Apart from them, the number 
of those Hungarian citizens who mainly moved to 
another European country could total 436 thousand.
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FIGURE 5/43 – THE NUMBER OF HUNGARIAN CITIZENS IN CERTAIN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES  
         (AND IN TURKEY), 2002-2016 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Austria 13,069 13,684 14,151 15,133 16,284 17,428

Belgium 1,629 1,564 - - - -

Bulgaria - - - - - -

Czech Republic 410 426 451 479 512 535

Denmark 445 447 463 527 624 724

the United Kingdom - 6,599 6,021 5,157 - -

Estonia - - - - - -

Finland 708 687 678 634 687 724

France - 2,961 - 2,954 - -

Greece - - - - - -

the Netherlands 1,719 1,832 1,886 2,029 2,271 2,386

Croatia - - - - - -

Ireland - - - - - 5,052

Poland 403 - - - - 453

Latvia 10 9 18 18 18 22

Lithuania - - - - - -

Luxembourg - - - - - 597

Germany 55,978 55,953 54,714 47,808 49,472 56,075

Italy - 2,920 3,446 3,734 4,051 4,389

Portugal 136 161 - - - 251

Romania 269 - 269 269 264 262

Sweden 2,727 2,463 2,303 2,309 2,349 2,560

Slovakia - - 1,539 1,526 1,760 2,106

Slovenia 64 61 65 50 109 98

Iceland 49 54 53 46 48 -

Liechtenstein - - - - - -

Norway 308 341 336 360 395 484

Switzerland 3,640 3,809 3,847 3,849 3,833 3,972

Turkey - - - - - -

TOTAL 81,564 93,971 90,240 86,882 82,677 98,118
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FIGURE 5/43 – THE NUMBER OF HUNGARIAN CITIZENS IN CERTAIN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES  
         (AND IN TURKEY), 2002-2016

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

19,018 20,910 23,342 25,627 29,832 37,004 46,264 54,939 63,341

2 917 3,312 3,772 4,451 4,913 5,486 5,996 6,359 6,389

141 139 139 138 132 142 148 153 144

587 653 652 711 839 999 1,522 2,304 3,140

1,019 1,357 1,586 1,867 2,174 2,785 3,311 3,846 4,343

- - - - - - 74,544 86,519 83,713

- - - - - 43 45 154 173

900 1,117 1,198 1,315 1,536 1,622 1,784 1,879 1,968

- - - - - - - - 6,818

- - - - - - - - 775

2,921 4,044 5,294 6,546 7,775 9,245 10,280 11,223 12,256

- - - - - - - - 556

6,261 7,890 8,462 8,292 8,094 7,899 7,765 7,768 8,164

457 - - - - - - - 678

- - - - 17 21 21 25 28

- - - - - - 18 23 38

688 - - - - - - - 1,548

60,221 63,801 65,443 73,433 88,492 113,980 132,284 150,712 171,154

5,467 5,225 5,524 5,741 6,085 6,840 7,483 7,708 8,034

386 333 352 428 435 414 424 482 480

261 268 - - 286 1,610 1,632 2,841 4,040

3,104 3,862 4,525 4,886 5,093 5,547 5,911 6,297 6,704

2,702 8,014 8,743 9,396 9,255 9,920 8,134 8,629 9,185

127 162 156 201 171 229 279 355 413

87 - 119 130 139 139 155 200 242

- 16 19 28 28 33 37 43 43

651 832 1,020 1,356 1,724 2,168 2,653 3,144 3,500

4,400 5,150 5,839 6,556 8,066 9,914 11,596 14,882 17,525

108 111 - 203 273 315 414 459 462

112,423 127,196 136,145 150,652 175,359 216,355 322,700 370,944 415,854

Source: Eurostat, Hungarian Central Statistical Office, Demography Yearbook, 2015
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C. The Eurostat data, which derive from national statistical 
bodies and thus, are fully or partially incomplete in 
the case of several countries, claim that the number of 
Hungarian citizens residing in certain European countries 
on 01 January was continuously rising between 2000 and 
2016. Not even the lack of data, concerning a few countries, 
could detract from the accuracy of the statement. During 
this period the number of Hungarian citizens staying in 
a European country basically shot from 74 thousand to 
416 thousand, which means that it grew by five and a half 
times higher. (The data are in line with the information 
reported by the Ministry of Interior.) Within this, the 
increase between 2002 and 2010, from 82 thousand to 
136 thousand, signalled a 66% rise, while the one between 
2010 and 2016 confirmed a three-fold growth. Taking into 
consideration the research finding that around 20% of 
Hungarian citizens tend to move outside the EU, it may 
be concluded in the form of a professional estimate that 
an additional 114 thousand Hungarian citizens (altogether 
520,000) were residing or intended to reside in a foreign 
country for at least one year on 01 January 2016.

A particularly dynamic growth could be perceived in 
the number of Hungarian citizens as regards their clas-
sical target destinations. Between 2002 and 2016, this 
was manifest in a 13-fold, 3-fold and 5-fold increase in 
the case of the United Kingdom, Germany and Austria 
respectively. Over three-quarters of those Hungarians 
who are registered as citizens residing in a foreign coun-
try currently live in these countries, totalling a number 
of 318 thousand. It should be stressed here, though, 
that employment and residence in an EU Member State 
is not classified as ”emigration”. It simply means that 
young people take advantage of their right to move free-
ly and cross borders to test themselves in the different 
fields of the single market.

21 SEEMIG: Managing Migration and its Effects in South-East Europe, www.seemig.eu and http://www.ksh.hu/docs/szolgaltatasok/sajto-
szoba/seemig sajtó reszletes.pdf

 Within the framework of the South East Europe transnational cooperation, SEEMIG was a strategic project co-funded by the European 
Union and Hungary. It coordinated eighteen partner institutions in eight countries, and studied the long-term migration tendencies 
and demographic trends in South-east Europe, along with the region’s human resources in connection with the labour market, and the 
national and regional economies.

22 http://www.ksh.hu/docs/szolgaltatasok/sajtoszoba/seemig_sajtó_reszletes.pdf

D.  The SEEMIG project between 2012 and 2014, 
under the management of the Population Science 
Research Institute of the Central Statistical Office, 
had a key role in the estimate of the number of those 
Hungarian citizens who had moved abroad21. The 
project relied on a combination of three data sources 
and two methods to assess the number of Hungarian 
citizens living in a foreign country. Accordingly, at 
the beginning of 2013, the number of Hungarians 
who left the country after 1989 or at least one year 
before the assessment (between 1990 and 2011) was 
estimated to be around 350 thousand.

The composition-based examination of emigrant 
Hungarian citizens, as per the three major coun-
tries of destination (namely Germany, Great Britain 
and Austria), again constituted a key element of the 
SEEMIG project.22

The Hungarian population attracted by these three 
target countries largely varies. The rate of Hungari-
an men moving to Germany is outstandingly high, 
reaching a two-third level. The high number of 
skilled Hungarian workmen (37%) may be partly 
accountable for this figure, which is countered by 
an under-average rate of people with higher educa-
tion qualifications (23%). The average age of migrant 
Hungarians living in Germany is 39 years, which 
practically equals the average of the entire emigrant 
population. As for Austria, the results also tell about 
male dominance, even though mirror statistics claim 
that female immigrants outnumber their male coun-
terparts. The discrepancy might be explained by the 
higher rate of legal female employment, where wom-
en do not take the trouble to officially register. Simi-
larly to Germany, Austria is an extraordinarily attrac-



205

tive country for skilled workers: 41% of Hungarians 
living in Austria have had vocational education. The 
average age of Hungarians living in this western 
neighbouring country was around the average – both 
at the time of registration and at the time of leaving 
the motherland.

As regards the people moving to the afore-mentioned 
three selected countries, and even concerning the 
”common” Hungarian emigrants, those who wish to 
settle in Great Britain comprise a special group with 
an unusual demographic structure. Hungarians mov-
ing there are particularly young: their average age at 
the time of registration was 33 years, and they were 
not older than 29 when they left for England. Most 
of them were single or unmarried. Unlike the situa-
tion in the case of Germany and Austria, here skilled 
workers numbered less (15%), yet those with second-
ary or higher education rated much higher, stand-
ing at 43% and 36% respectively. Basically men and 
women in this group were represented in the same 
proportion.

E.  In the research titled ”Landmarks in our lives”, the 
estimates made by the Hungarian Demographic 
Research Institute, under the Central Statistical Office 
(KSH NKI), coincide with the SEEMING findings. 
According to the former, at the beginning of 2013, 
around 7.4% of Hungarian citizens who were aged 
18-49 and had a Hungarian place of residence, were 
permanently residing abroad, which led to a total of 
about 335 thousand people.

F. Pursuant to UN data, the number of those who 
were born in Hungary and were living abroad was 
386 thousand in 2015, irrespective of when they 
left the country. 43% of them, namely 165 thousand 
people were living in Europe – that is, 51 thousand 
in Germany, 18 thousand in Russia, 14 thousand 
in Austria, 13 thousand in France, 12 thousand in 
the United Kingdom, and, inter alia, 11 thousand 
were living in Switzerland and Sweden. Again 

165 thousand (43%) chose North America as their 
destination – more precisely, 110 thousand moved 
to the United States, and 55 thousand to Canada. 
Another 29 thousand (8%) were residing in Oceania 
(almost all of them in Australia), 16 thousand (4%) 
in Asia, and 11 thousand (3%) in Central and South 
America.

G. In its document titled ‘Hungarian Diaspora Policy – 
strategic directions’, the Research Institute for National 
Policy has a record of 359 thousand Hungarian citizens 
residing in Europe, apart from those people in the 
Carpathian Basin who have been granted naturalized 
Hungarian citizenship. The majority (42%, i.e. 151 
thousand people) are living in Germany, while 86 
thousand (24%) are residing in the United Kingdom 
and another 55 thousand (15%) in Austria.

H. World Bank findings suggest that, in 2013, 
Hungarians working abroad numbered 570,188.

It is apparent that some data source results show de-
viations – to a smaller or larger extent, which under-
lines the necessity to provide a more comprehensive 
and more clear-cut description of the processes.

The following section is to sum up the basic social fea-
tures of Hungarians who are leaving the motherland 
for another country, either for a shorter or a longer time.

 – It is mainly young people who move abroad: 44% 
of them are under the age of 30, and 77% of them 
are not yet 40 years old. These ratios significantly 
differ from the age-distribution of the domestic 
population.

 – Most of them (54%) are men, almost two-thirds of 
them (63%) being bachelors.

 – Germany is still the most attractive destination for 
them, followed by the United Kingdom and Austria.

 – The concentration of Hungarians working abroad is 
above average in terms of school qualifications and 
degrees.
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 – The majority of Hungarians who have moved to a 
foreign country obtain employment there (84%).

 – 25% of Hungarians residing abroad tend to regularly 
send money to their relatives back at home.

5.1.7.2. HUNGARIANS IN THE CARPATHIAN 
BASIN

The number and proportion of Hungarian expatriates has 
remarkably decreased in the past two decades. According 
to census data, in 2011 it was a total of 10.4 million who 
deemed themselves Hungarian in the Carpathian Basin, 

23 The rate modified with non-respondents stands at 2,211,778 people. Source: Kapitány, Demographic portrait, 2015

which suggests a 16% decline within ten years. In respect 
to the Hungarian population of the neighbouring countries 
alone, it can also be established based on the latest KSH 
data, that they came to 2,089,518 in 201123, which is 16% 
less than in 2001. The total fertility rate of Hungarians in 
the Carpathian Basin (calculated based on the number of 
newborn infants with Hungarian citizenship) was around 
1.23 between 1996 and 2000. This is to further confirm that 
the fertility level among Hungarians beyond our country’s 
borders is substantially lower than the average observed in 
the neighbouring countries’ population, not to mention the 
Hungarian figure.

Figure 5/44 – HUNGARIANS IN THE CARPATHIAN BASIN, 2011

POPULATION, IN TOTAL THOSE WHO DEEMED 
THEMSELVES HUNGARIAN

PEOPLE OF HUNGARIAN 
NATIONALITY, ADJUSTED*

Hungary 9,937,628 8,314,029 9,741,112

Romania 6,789,250 1,216,666 1,290,568

Slovakia 5,397,036 458,467 493,437

Serbia 1,931,809 251,136 264,241

Ukraine 1,249,000 141,000 141,000

Slovenia 118,988 4,000 4,000

Austria 286,215 10,000 10,000

Croatia 305,032 14,048 14,048

Neighbouring countries, in 
total 16,077,330 2,095,317 2,211,778

Carpathian Basin, in total 26,014,958 10,409,346 11,952,890

* The adjustment process proportionally distributes the number of those making a declaration about their nationality (in the case of Ro-
mania, people taken over from the register are also included), by taking into consideration the ratio of those who made a declaration about 
their ethnicity in the given region (in the case of Hungary, more than one identity is permitted). Based on this it may be established that 
the adjusted ratio of those of Hungarian nationality was around 46.2% in 2001, while this figure changed to 45.9% in 2011. People of Hun-
garian nationality counted 12.8 million in 1991, while in 2001 the adjusted figure stood at 12.4 million and in 2011 it peaked at 11.95 million.
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The modification of24 the Citizenship Act in 2011 yielded a 
multi-fold growth in the number of new Hungarian citizens 
compared to the previous years’ data. While the Hungar-
ian public administration accepted an annual average of 7 
thousand citizenship claims in the first decade of the 21st 
century, in the first two years subsequent to the introduc-
tion of simplified naturalization this figure exceeded 20 or 
18 thousand among people with a Hungarian place of resi-
dence. Later, however, there was a rapid decline: in 2015 this 
was not more than 4 thousand, which was the poorest value 
since 1993, compared to the lowest figure recorded in 2002. 
During the five years under analysis, a total of 60,904 people 
were granted Hungarian citizenship, had a Hungarian place 
of residence.

In 2012 the foreigners who had a Hungarian place of res-
idence and gained Hungarian citizenship were 11% fewer 
than a year earlier, and the number of naturalized citizens 
has been decreasing ever since. In 2013, for example, 50% 
fewer citizenships were granted than a year earlier. Com-
pared with the foreign population in Hungary, in 2012 it 
was 13% of the foreign citizens with a Hungarian place 
of residence that obtained Hungarian citizenship. In the 
successive years it was not only the number of naturalized 
citizens that was facing a downturn trend. Even their ratio 
against foreigners showed a remarkable decline – in 2015 it 
did not even reach 3%.

Starting from 2011 until today, almost one million people 
living beyond the borders gained citizenship through the 
procedure of preferential naturalization. Citizenship claims 
reached the volume of one million as early as July 2017. 79 
to 169 thousand people were granted citizenship on a yearly 
basis, which could be best demonstrated with a bell-shaped 
curve peaking in 2013. The number of cases in 2012 and 
2014 was slightly below the figure in 2013, yet failed to reach 
even half the volume at the beginning and end of the period.

The key countries from where citizenship claims have 
been regularly received since 2011 (and in the majority 
of cases also granted) are as follows.

24 Act LV of 1993 on Citizenship

Figure 5/45 – THE NUMBER OF NATURALIZED 
HUNGARIAN CITIZENS, BASED 
ON THE MAJOR COUNTRIES OF 
ORIGIN – 2017

Country NUMBER OF NATURALIZED 
CITIZENS (PEOPLE)

Romania 519,556

Serbia 167,114

Ukraine 164,612

Slovakia 3,203

Israel 2,778

USA 1,966

Croatia 2,120

Germany 2,013

Canada 1,403

Australia 864

Sweden 631

Slovenia 568

Total 866,828

Source: Prime Minister’s Office, State Secretariat 
for National Policy

95% of the new Hungarian citizens requested naturali-
zation as Romanian, Serbian, Ukrainian or Slovak citi-
zens between 2011 and 2015. From among the countries 
of citizenship Romania is outstanding, since three-quar-
ters of naturalized citizens come from there. The other 
two major countries of origin are the Ukraine and Ser-
bia, which accounted for 10% and 7% of the naturalized 
citizens respectively. Another 5% of those with natu-
ralized citizenship originate from ”other” countries. As 
far as countries outside the EU are concerned, not more 
than 1,500 new Hungarian citizens came from there. Re-
garding the continents, most of them arrived from Asia. 
Their number exceeded 800, with one-fourth coming 
from Vietnam, and another 13% originating from Syria. 
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It is worthy of note that, besides naturalization, a total 
of 65 thousand Hungarians were granted Hungarian 
citizenship under the ”common procedure” during the 
period 2011-2016.

5.1.7.3. HUNGARIANS IN DIASPORAS25

It is not always possible to clearly distinguish people who 
are residing abroad, mainly in the EU, for employment 
purposes from those who have earlier left the country or 
were born in a foreign country as multi-generation emi-
grants. There may be overlaps between the two groups, 
yet generally it may be stated that employment objec-
tives are more dominant when it comes to the reasons 
of emigration among Hungarians residing in Europe. 
Those who have been permanently staying on the con-
tinent, even for generations, have come from overseas.

According to the data in the diaspora strategy of the 
State Secretariat for National Policy (which operates un-
der the Prime Minister’s Office), on average there are 2.6 
million Hungarians living scattered around the world. 
To be more exact,

 – in Europe 536 thousand people;
 – in North America 1.667–1.728 million people;
 – in South America 124 thousand people;
 – in Israel 200 thousand people;
 – in Australia 19–71 million people;
 – and in Africa 4 thousand people.

 
The largest Hungarian diaspora community, with 1.411 
million members, lives in the United States of America, 
as the American census data of 2015 put it. There is again 
a significant Hungarian colony in Canada – coming to 
317 thousand according to the Canadian census in 2011. 
There is no precise data concerning the number of Hun-
garians emigrating to South America: it is estimated to be 
around 125 thousand. The Hungarian diaspora in Israel 
has approximately 200 thousand members, while in the 
Republic of South Africa the number of Hungarians is 

25 Hungarian diaspora policy, Strategic directions 2015, Prime Minister’s Office, State Secretariat for National Policy – The data in the 
chapter are included in the table titled ‘The data-based estimated total number of Hungarians around the world’ on page 28.

reported to be around 4 thousand. Nor is the Hungarian 
community in Australia negligible, counting 70 thousand 
according to the Australian census in 2011. Pursuant to 
the above, it may be concluded that there are 2.126 mil-
lion Hungarians living in diasporas outside of Europe.

5.1.7.4. ”NAVEL CORD” PROGRAMME

Between 2010 and 2016 we were faced with the demand-
ing challenge of renewing the then struggling national 
policy. We needed to revive and lend importance to the 
strategy that had been pushed to the peripheries. We 
needed to rebuild the staggering institutional structure 
of our national policy. We needed to restore the relations 
that had been so much weakened by lack of trust.

Since 2010 the future of Hungarians beyond the coun-
try’s borders has been a focal point in government pol-
icies. The Hungarian Government feels responsible for 
the Hungarian communities beyond the borders, and 
strives to strengthen the Hungarian-Hungarian ties – or 
if you like, the Hungarian-Hungarian navel cord in all 
walks of life.

A decisive step in this process should be sought in the 
introduction of preferential naturalization for Hungar-
ians beyond the borders in 2010, or in ensuring them 
the right to vote in Hungary. The institutional system 
was restructured, within the government it is the depu-
ty prime minister who is in charge of the national poli-
cy. The related budgetary expenses more than doubled 
between 2010 and 2017, rising from HUF 13.5 billion 
to HUF 28.6 billion. Several support programmes and 
tenders were launched (e.g. programme for kindergar-
ten building and development in the Carpathian Basin, 
project for property investment, activities, objectives 
and programmes of organizations beyond the country’s 
borders, programmes titled ”Support for the Hungarian 
youth communities abroad” and ”Hungarian-style in the 
motherland”, tender invitation ”For the Hungarian cul-
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ture and education”, programmes under the title ”2016, 
the year of young Hungarian entrepreneurs abroad”, 
”Year of Hungarian vocational training abroad” or ”Year 
of Hungarian family businesses abroad”, along with the 
Kőrösi Csorna Sándor Programme, the Petőfi Sándor 
Programme, or the Szász Pál scholarship programme).

At the same time, the uncertainty around the assessment 
of the number of Hungarians living abroad may still evoke 
bad feelings – a feeling of hiatus, just like the maintenance 
and strengthening of our Hungarian expatriates’ relations 
with the motherland. Population policy shall not only con-
centrate on Hungarian inhabitants, but should think in 
terms of the entire Hungarian community. It should map 
the benefits and services that could support Hungarian 
families in their childbearing plans, no matter if they are 
moving or are already living abroad. It should make sure 
that, through a more exact number of these people, the 
competent authorities and law-enforcement agencies could 
become more aware of the current situation.

This was the underlying motivation of the Government 
when, in 2017, it announced that the maternity grant 
and the Baby Bond were not only available to those born 
in Hungary. As of 01 January 2018, they could be taken 
advantage of after every child who holds Hungarian cit-
izenship, even if he or she lives abroad.

On the one hand, the measure enables Hungarian citi-
zens to claim a maternity grant after those children who 
were born in a foreign country, provided that they had 
been registered in Hungary. As a matter of fact, current-
ly the maternity grant is only provided to Hungarian 
citizens living in the territory of Hungary. Yet, in our 
understanding, support should be given even to those 
families that have children in a foreign country, no mat-
ter if they are Hungarian citizens beyond the borders, or 
are temporarily or permanently residing abroad.

The amount of the maternity grant, per child, equals 
225% of the lowest amount of the old-age pension at the 
time of the birth of the child (HUF 64,125), or 300% in 

the case of twins (HUF 85.5 thousand). The establish-
ment of the maternity grant is subject to a claim, which 
may be submitted not more than six months after the 
delivery.

At present, Act I of 2010 on registration stipulates that 
every Hungarian citizen is obliged to initiate the do-
mestic registration of the child if he or she was born 
abroad. This, however, many times fails to be imple-
mented in practice. A change thereto could definitely 
foster the aptitude of Hungarian parents living abroad 
to notify the Hungarian authorities of their child’s 
birth, and an alternative for this could be the creation 
of some financial interest in the subject matter. We 
aim to ensure that the eligible mothers may make their 
claim for the support in the simplest way and in the 
shortest time possible. The measure has an annual ex-
penditure of approximately HUF 641 million, possibly 
providing a subsidy to nearly 10 thousand children and 
their families on a yearly basis.

The second element of the notified set of measures focus-
es on the children of Hungarian citizens living abroad.

The Baby Bond (officially the so-called ”life initiative 
support”), launched on 01 December 2013, is basically a 
Start savings account opened with the Hungarian State 
Treasury for a newborn infant, where the accumulated 
money is invested in government securities for a du-
ration of 19 years. The savings accrued there, together 
with the interest (3%), may be taken out by the child 
after reaching the age of 18, with the intention of spend-
ing it on statutory objectives, such as studies, housing, 
career or childbearing. The collection account shall be 
automatically opened with the baby’s birth, to which an 
initial sum of HUF 42.5 thousand shall be disbursed as 
central budgetary support. Later the parents may decide 
to supplement it with their own payments, which will be 
made to a deposit Start account with the State Treasury. 
The savings there will be further supported by the cen-
tral budget with an annual maximum amount of HUF 6 
thousand, besides the interest.
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According to government decision, as of 01 January 2018 
the Baby Bond shall also be available to children born 
to parents with Hungarian citizenship, where the father 
and the mother may be living in an area beyond the 
country’s borders inhabited by Hungarians, or may be 
temporarily employed in another country with a perma-
nent place of residence there.

Our motivation does not differ in the case of this meas-
ure either, and we are addressing the same audience as 
with the maternity grant. Basically, we wish to assure 
those Hungarian mothers and families whose children 
are born in another country that the Hungarian State 
and the nation are ready to support them even beyond 
the borders. This could keep alive and strengthen the 
tie – the common fate and identity, which functions as 
an attachment to the motherland and to the Hungarian 
nation when it comes to Hungarians residing or working 
abroad for either a longer time or even for generations. 
The budget for the measure shall amount to an annual 
sum of HUF 600 million, for 10 thousand live-births per 
year outside Hungary.

It is a key message of both measures that the Govern-
ment is committed to supporting the Hungarian com-
munities to consolidate them as a nation, regardless of 
their geographical location. Secondly, instead of attract-
ing them within the borders of the motherland, it wants 
to help them live and prosper where they were born and 
where they most feel at home.

5.1.8. MEASURES FOR THE PROMOTION OF THE 
FAMILY-FRIENDLY APPROACH

In addition to the financial benefits and allowances, 
family-planning and childbearing cannot do without 
a proper, supportive social environment, coupled with 
some public opinion in favour of these values. In oth-
er words, the creation of a family-friendly approach is 
indispensable. Prior to 2010, the then government was 
reluctant to enable a similar philosophy. As a matter 
of fact, its dominant ideology was based on an indi-

vidualist approach that placed personal interests above 
the community. Traditional values, such as family and 
marriage, failed to be respected, or were at least chal-
lenged. Therefore, at the time of the change in the po-
litical system, with the purpose of implementing the 
long awaited family-friendly provisons, we set it as a 
core objective to put more emphasis on the notion that 
starting a family and the reproduction of life are an 
asset – whatever area of life it concerns. People should 
be made aware that the afore-mentioned measures, the 
positive and supportive environment may be sustain-
able even in the long run: they could provide families 
with a predictable future.

Declaring 2018 the Year of Families

A family-friendly environment is one of the most im-
portant factors of parenthood. It is basically about the 
feeling and conviction that the community, the country 
and the government all support and encourage this re-
sponsible life-time commitment – the decision to have 
children. In order to consolidate its significance and to 
enhance awareness-raising about it, in May 2017 the 
Government made the decision to declare 2018 the Year 
of Families, so that the next 365 days would be more 
focused on this view.

With this, it will be time to conduct complex commu-
nication campaigns and organize programmes, in rep-
resentation of family values. Relevant initiatives shall 
be made. With a focused outreach to families, no com-
munication interface shall be left out from the array 
of tools available. The fundamental aim is to promote 
the measures that the Government has so far made 
in support of responsible childbearing and childrear-
ing. In addition, it shall be emphasized that popula-
tion problems are proposed to be primarily managed 
from internal resources, through the strengthening of 
families. Family-friendly programmes are planned to 
be held, along with international events in the Year of 
Families.
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The related programmes, measures and events, thus, are 
intended to reaffirm the family-friendly set of values, 
and to make them widely accepted. And this covers the 
essence of the family and pronatalist approach, just like 
the work-life balance, the strengthening of inter-gener-
ation collaborations and the consolidation of an elder-
ly-friendly approach.

”Kopp Mária Institute for Demography and 
Families” (KINCS)
 
In order to to elevating the justifiability of the popula-
tion policy measures targeted at the support of families, 
and in order to have a better understanding of the demo-
graphic situation of Hungarians beyond the borders, an-
other government decision was made at the beginning 
of summer 2017 to found a family research institute, 
bearing the name of family researcher Mária Kopp, who 
died in 2012.

The research institute, which is destined to live up to 
the spirit and legacy of its denominator, will differ from 
other social science institutions in the field, as far as its 
profile and function in political decision-making is con-
cerned. Its mission is to provide assistance in the under-
standing and interpretation of demographic trends and 
analyses, and to ensure an expert database of interna-
tionally acknowledged Hungarian and foreign profes-
sionals. Pursuant to its public tasks, the latter shall, as 
a core activity, facilitate the implementation of the Gov-
ernment’s population and family policy related manage-
ment and technical duties. The institute would, among 
others, keep liaison with foreign states, especially with 
the Visegrád partner countries in population policy re-
lated issues.

Family Cabinet

Even though the measures since 2010 have led to a re-
markable progress in demographic trends, the inclina-

tion still persisted to establish a new government body. 
Family policy measures taken for better health are not 
sufficient on their own. They need to be aligned in a 
comprehensive and well-structured programme for the 
sake of a sustainable demographic twist.

This, however, needs the governmental decision-making 
mechanism to more emphatically consider the demo-
graphic perspectives when it comes to the discussion of 
any proposal.

Accordingly, the competent government members 
should not only review these materials in forums al-
ready existing with the bodies responsible for decision 
preparation. They shall, upon occurrence or request, if 
not regularly revise such documents, whose contents 
may directly modify the demographic situation. They 
shall do it through a dedicated body, which operates as a 
government cabinet with consultative and opinion-form-
ing competences. Subsequently, they shall make their 
standpoint in the subject matter. This they shall estab-
lish from a special perspective that the population policy 
related strategic goals require them to follow. They may 
also make recommendations or additions, if needed. To 
this end, the Government has decided to form a ‘Fami-
ly Cabinet’ in the second half of 2017, a body responsi-
ble for the stopping and reversing of population decline 
and ageing. As a technical preparatory forum of the 
government’s decision-making processes, its members 
are leaders of the portfolios involved in the field. For 
the purpose of a successful demographic twist, it helps 
the Government with its family and population policy 
measures by providing it with strategies for the entire 
population or for certain groups thereof. It reviews and 
evaluates the proposals that have been put forward to 
government decision-making forums for discussion. 
Throughout this it shall follow a demographic perspec-
tive, and, if necessary, will make recommendations for 
further action to enhance fertility and to improve the 
population situation.

The body held its first meeting on 08 November 2017.
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BUDGET RESOURCES FOR FAMILY SUPPORT BETWEEN 2010 AND 2018

26 Gábos, András: The impact of the Hungarian family support scheme on fertility. PhD Dissertation, Budapest 2005; Gábos András, 
Gál Róbert Iván, Kezdi Gábor: The effects of child-related benefits and pensions on fertility by birth-order: A test on Hungarian data. 
Population Studies, Vol. 63(3), pp. 215-232, 2009

A great body of studies has emerged in international and 
Hungarian technical literature, dealing with the causal 
link between family support related expenditures and 
fertility. By substantiating the assumption, they claim 
that the higher level of budgetary resources spent on fam-
ily support contributes to the realization of childbearing 
plans, and thus may have a positive impact on fertility. 
Relevant research on Hungary in the field26 point at a 
relatively strong correlation between the rise in such ex-
penses and the improving attitude to parenthood. An 
expense increment of 1% may, in the short run, result 
in a growing total fertility rate (TFR), showing an aver-
age increase of +0.2%, which may even reach 0.27 in the 
long run. (This effect, however, differs in intensity when 
it comes to having one or more children. The relation is 
weaker in the case of first-born babies than with second 
or later children.) This means that the augmentation of 
family support related resources by an average of 4 to 5 
units would be sufficient to counter a unit-based growth 
of the TFR. And this correlation further justifies the ear-
lier recognition that the volume of resources allocated 
to family support should be significantly increased as 
compared to their level in 2010.

This ambition of ours has been successfully achieved 
inasmuch as the budgetary sum allocated to family sup-
port more than doubled between 2010 and 2018. In the 
application of the adopted budgetary act, it was raised 
from HUF 960 billion to HUF 1,929 billion, meaning 
the realignment of around HUF 1,000 billion. The for-
mer amount, which had been partly ‘produced’ by the 
Hungarian economy and partly taken out of the country 
as some extra profit by multinational companies, shall 
now, as an income retrieved by the Government, be in-
vested in families. While the nominal value of the gross 
domestic product (GDP) underwent a 50% increase dur-

ing the past eight years, the improvement in the level of 
family support related resources was double this rate. 
In proportion of GDP, the rate of expenditure rose from 
3.5% in 2010 to 4.8% in 2018, which implies a growth 
of 37% in real terms, inevitably surpassing the 21% in-
crease of the real GDP during the time. (Considering 
that economic growth processes are not independent of 
government performance, the rate achieved would be 
even higher, peaking at 7.1%, if the sum allocated to this 
year’s family support related expenses is projected to the 
GDP value of 2010.)

As part of the total expenditure, family support related 
cash benefits, directly linked to childbearing (e.g. family 
allowance, family tax allowance, GYES, GYED, materni-
ty grant etc.), recorded a 157% growth during the eight 
years, rising from HUF 611 billion to HUF 957 billion. 
The sum of the other subsidies (in-kind allowance etc.), 
which have an indirect yet indispensable connection 
to childbearing or childrearing, grew more significant-
ly, to two and a half, or rather three times the original 
amount. This means that the volume of such support 
– among others, crèche and kindergarten services, insti-
tutional catering services, textbook provision or female 
retirement before the eligibility time for old-age pension 
– was increased from 350 billion to 972 billion HUF. 
The larger-scale improvement of direct subsidies is also 
reflected in their share of all the benefits. Basically, in 
2010 it was boosted from an annual 36% to 50%.

Concerning the aggregate budgetary expenditure, the 
major items of cost were as follows:

1. The largest proportion (33%) of expenses was taken 
up by family cash benefits, the total sum of which 
grew by 7.2% during these eight years. The increment 

5.2.
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of HUF 43 billion was based on their increase from 
HUF 598 billion to HUF 641 billion. Within this, 
in the case of typically lower subsidies that are not 
connected to employment or wage-earning activities 
(family allowance, maternity grant, GYES, GYET etc.), 
there was a 12% decrease to an amount of HUF 57 
billion. The deficit mainly showed in the category 
of family allowance, with a reduction of HUF 51 
billion. The underlying reason for the drop could 
be explained by the falling number of dependants 
in households, which was partly attributable to the 
former government’s measure to raise the eligibility 
age-limit. On the other hand, the generations attaining 
the age of majority and thus getting out of the system, 
outnumbered newborn generations who were just to 
get registered as entrants thereto. In the meantime, 
grants that are subject to an employment contract 
with a definite insurance period (CSED, GYED etc.) 
had the relevant resources increased by almost three-
quarters (74%), which was manifest in HUF 101 billion 
more invested in the cause. Undoubtedly, this is a clear 
expression of the government’s family policy and its 
underlying philosophy, according to which parents 
dedicated to making every effort to responsibly raise 
and nurture their children, shall be provided with 
special support and assistance in their endeavours. 
Accordingly, the distribution of guaranteed and work-
based cash benefits changed from the former 77-23% 
ratio to 63-37% between 2010 and 2018, wherein the 
latter gained much more emphasis, quantitatively 
recording an increment of over HUF 400 billion.

2. Family-supporting services (kindergarten, crèche, 
child welfare and health visitor services, free meals, 
textbook provision, recreational opportunities for 
children etc.) constitute around one-fifth (22%) of 
the subsidies, which will receive HUF 424 billion 
this year, a sum two and a half times more (+HUF  
241 billion) than in 2010 (HUF 183 billion). To be 
more exact, daytime care in the crèche system will be 
appropriated almost three times more than earlier. 
And neither will the amount granted to kindergarten 

education, and to preferential catering services for 
children or health visitor services remain the same: it 
shall signal a change of 200% and 150% respectively. 
Two-thirds more money will be spent on textbook 
provision, while child welfare services shall in total 
be granted one-fourth more fund.

3. Family tax and contribution allowances make up 
another one-fifth (18%) of the referred financial 
support. Such are the family tax allowance, the job 
protection action plan, or inheritance exempt from 
tax payment etc.), whose amount underwent an 
eleven-fold growth during the eight years, rising 
from HUF 32 billion to HUF 356 bilion. All this 
again underlines the shift of direct subsidies to work-
based benefits, since as regards the total of the family 
cash benefits and income-based tax allowances, the 
latter’s share therein grew from 24% to 58% between 
2010 and 2018.
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4. The commitments in connection with pensions for 
women, based on pensionable years, also have a 
relevant share (13%) in the family support budget. 
”Women 40” or ”Grandparental pension” were 
introduced in 2011, so unlike in 2010 when no such 
subsidy existed, in 2018 as many as 260 billion HUF 
will be spent on them.

5.  Housing subsidies (such as CSOK, housing-purpose 
interest rate subsidies, building society subsidies, 
the expenditure of the Hungarian National Asset 
Management Inc.) account for around 13% of all 
appropriations. The possession of an own, decent 
home is critical when it comes to childbearing plans 
and their realization, therefore the fund allocated to 
such causes will be raised by two-thirds, equalling 
an increment of HUF 97 billion. Compared to its 
initial sum of HUF 147 billion at the time of the 

change of the government, in 2018 it will stand at 
HUF 244 billion.

6.  Finally, there is the budgetary support for civil 
organizations pursuing family-friendly activities 
(e.g. associations, foundations). The fund, which is 
available to them either by tendering or in other ways 
showed a ten-fold increase during the eight years: as 
opposed to its original sum of HUF 446 million, now 
it has reached HUF 4.7 billion.

Figure 5/46 – CHANGES IN BUDGETARY COMMITMENTS (BILLION HUF OR %)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Family supporting services 182.9 183.7 180.2 250.7 304.6 334.7 349.2 373.8 423.6

Cash benefits 598.0 581.7 578.6 569.9 572.0 580.1 594.6 609.2 641.2

Tax and contribution 
allowances 31.5 200.2 205.2 217.0 268.5 281.0 284.9 316.3 355.6

Housing subsidies 147.4 129.1 126.0 155.5 164.6 140.4 174.2 240.3 244.1

”Women 40” 0.0 26.3 105.1 135.8 164.0 182.7 205.3 233.9 260.0

Special subsidies 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 3.4 1.0 4.7

TOTAL 960.2 1,121.4 1,195.5 1,329.2 1,474.0 1,519.6 1,611.6 1,774.5 1,929.1

GDP ratio, % 3.5 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8

Source: Budgetary and discharge acts (2010-2017)
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Figure 5/48 – FAMILY SUPPORT RELATED EXPENDITURE IN PROPORTION OF THE GDP (%)  
IN OECD COUNTRIES, 2013
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Figure 5/47 – CHANGES BETWEEN 2010 AND 2018 (BILLION HUF OR %)

TITLE 2010 2018 DIFFERENCE,  
BN HUF DIFFERENCE, %

Family supporting services 182.9 423.6 +240.7 +131.6

Cash benefits 598.0 641.2 +43.1 +7.2

Tax and contribution 
allowance 31.5 355.6 +324.1 +1,028.7

Housing subsidies 147.4 244.1 +96.7 +65.6

”Women 40” 0.0 260.0 +260.0 -

Special subsidies 0.4 4.7 +4.3 +957.7

TOTAL 960.2 1,929.1 +968.9 +100.9

GDP ratio, % 3.5 4.8 +1.3 +34.8
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Figure 5/49 – FAMILY SUPPORT RELATED APPROPRIATIONS IN THE PROPORTION OF THE GDP, %
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Figure 5/50 – CHANGES IN THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF FAMILY-RELATED BUDGETARY COMMITMENTS (BN HUF)
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Figure 5/51 – THE ANNUAL FUNCTION-BASED CHANGES IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF COMMITMENTS
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Upon reviewing the type-based ratio of the various sub-
sidies, it may be stated that during this period of eight 
years changes in the appropriations for family support-
ing services or housing subsidies were not remarkable, 
showing an average growth of 20% and 12% respec-
tively, while that of special subsidies was minimal. At 
the same time, it was just the opposite with cash ben-
efits. Their ratio shrank to half the original (from 62% 
to 33%). Tax and contribution allowances, nonetheless, 
moved from the marginal 3% to 18%, which means that 
even though the aggregate proportion of financial sub-
sidies and allowances diminished (from 65% to 51%), 
their internal distribution rather shifted to work-based 
subsidies. It was time to introduce preferential female 
retirement, which again indirectly contributes to family 
support. The new allowance basically shot from zero to 
13% as far as its ratio in commitments is concerned.

Overall it may be concluded that, within this 8-year in-
terval, the additional resources granted to family sup-
port were of an order of HUF 1,000 billion. The major 
part, around one-third of them (HUF 324 billion) was 
allocated for the introduction and promotion of vari-
ous tax allowances (typically, in 95% to family allow-
ance). One-fourth was spent on family-friendly services 
– mainly on the improvement of kindergarten services 
(HUF 150 billion), catering services for children (cca. 
HUF 50 billion) and crèche services (to an amount of 
HUF 30 billion). The additional expenditure of HUF 260 
billion incurred through the adoption of ”Women 40” 
constituted another one-fourth, while 10% of the addi-
tional resources was appropriated to higher housing ben-
efits. The remaining part derived from the increase of 
financial and other grants.
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Figure 5/52 – THE DISTRIBUTION OF WORK-BASED AND GUARANTEED SUBSIDIES IN THE CATEGORY  
OF FAMILY CASH BENEFITS, 2010-2018
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As the above also suggest, there has been an apparent 
shift towards the support of responsible childbearing. 
Besides higher work-based allowances, a part of the lev-
eraged resources in services typically affected subsidies 
that are targeted at working parents (e.g. crèche services). 
In addition, housing subsidies and the introduction of 
”Women 40” were fundamentally destined to acknowl-
edge extra work performance as an eligibility factor for 
the benefits. In the context of this endeavour, within the 
category of family cash benefits, work-based subsidies 
and tax allowances underwent remarkable improvement 
– in 2018 they rated 58% against the earlier 24% in 2010, 
in comparison with guaranteed benefits.

And neither was the strengthening of vulnerable and 
disadvantaged families neglected. The provision of free 
catering services to children and free textbooks were 
mainly in favour of this group, just like the extended 
scope of resources and better eligibility conditions in the 
category of children’s holiday camp services. 

All in all, our objective announced in 2010 has been ac-
complished. It was, inter alia, aimed at making further 
efforts towards the consolidation of the financial status 
of families that have or are raising children. Budgetary 
resources appropriated to the cause have more than dou-
bled since the change in the political system, which has 
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been unprecedented even in terms of the preceding era. 
Breaking down the total expenditure to the 1.1 million 
families bringing up children, it can be established that 
in contrast with 2010 when families with children were 
granted HUF 784 thousand (in the form of allowances 
and services) on average, in 2018 this sum will rise to 
HUF 1,754 million. In this sense, the family-friendly 
provisons will enable each and every family that has or 
raises children to get, on average, HUF 1 million more 
than in 2010.

And this may serve as a firm basis for young people 
to again take the courage to cultivate their dreams of a 
family with as many children as they wish to have.

Figure 5/53 – APPROPRIATIONS FOR FAMILY CASH BENEFITS BETWEEN 2010 AND 2018 (bn HUF)
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In the previous chapter an overview was made of the major government measures from 2010 to this day, focus-
ing on the fostered support of families planning and bringing up children. Now it is time to assess how efficient 
these steps were and to what extent they affected the Hungarian demographic indicators. The question to an-
swer, thus, is whether there was a breakthrough, or any positive change in the national population situation.

MAJOR INDICATORS DEFINING THE POPULATION SIZE AFTER 2010

On 01 January 2017 the population of Hungary was 9 
million 798 thousand, which was 216 thousand fewer 
(-2.2%) than the number recorded on 01 January 2010. 
This means that population decline was still an ongoing 
process, resulting in an annual average shrinkage of 30 
thousand compared to 2010.

Between 2011 and 2016 the number of live-births 
and deaths was 543 thousand and 770 thousand re-
spectively, implying a natural population decline of 
226 thousand. This, however, was moderated by the 
positive balance of international migration. The 66 
thousand people plus derived from the former balance 
led to an actual population decline of 161 thousand 
only. Between 2010 and 2016 changes were favourable 
for all natural people movement indices. Attitudes to 

childbearing improved, there was a rise in the number 
of births and marriages, and some decrease in that of 
divorces. Fewer people passed away. Infant mortality 
had never been that low, and the number of abortions 
was also shrinking. Consequently, the scale of natu-
ral decline, which still seemed to be considerable, sig-
nificantly dropped as compared to its level in 2010. 
It showed a rate of 15%. The pace of actual popula-
tion decline, however, has been accelerated lately, even 
though the metrics in the afore-mentioned fields are 
definitely positive. Somehow, this can be attributed 
to the decreased surplus in the migration balance, in-
dicating a shrinkage of over 75% between 2010 and 
2016. Consequently, by the end of the period under 
analysis, the actual population decline was 9% higher 
compared to its level in 2010.

6.1.

Figure 6/1 – MAJOR PEOPLE MOVEMENT EVENTS
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Regarding the indicators suitable for international compar-
ison, the rate of natural population change per thousand 
inhabitants moderated from -4.0 to -3.2 during the period 
2010-2016. Most countries, namely 21 experienced some 
deterioration, seeing the number of deaths exceed that of 
births. Notwithstanding, in two cases the index remained as 

it was. Hungary ranked among those five countries from the 
28 EU Member States where figures showed some progress. 
Accordingly, it got three places higher in the ranking list of 
Member States, taking the 23th place against its former 26th 
position. Yet, the earlier trend of natural population growth 
ceased to exist across the European Union.

Figure 6/2 – POPULATION CHANGE AND ITS DEFINING FACTORS, 2010-2016
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Figure 6/3 – POPULATION CHANGE PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS, 2010-2016
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Figure 6/4 – NATURAL POPULATION CHANGE IN EU-28 MEMBER STATES IN 2016 (PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS)
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Figure 6/5 – SCALE OF NATURAL POPULATION CHANGE IN THE 28 EU MEMBER STATES, 
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As far as total population change weighted with migra-
tion is concerned, by 2016 its index grew form -2.9 to 
-3.4 due to a worsening migration balance. The indicator 
typically improved in Western host countries (such as 
Germany, Austria, Scandinavia, the Netherlands), as a 
result of their considerable volume of migration. In con-
trast, Central and Eastern Europe experienced a rather 

reverse trend. Our relative position remained the same – 
Hungary was still listed 23rd among EU Member States. 
Yet, the above happenings across Europe led to the un-
derlying modification of the actual population change 
index, making it increase from 2.5 to 3.0. In this sense, it 
may be stipulated that migration might be accountable 
for population growth.

ATTITUDES TO CHILDBEARING AFTER 2010

6.2.1. CHANGES IN THE FERTILITY LEVEL

Hungarian attitudes to childbearing had sunk to a dramat-
ically low level by 2011. The total fertility rate was almost 
1.2, and its falling below the critical value of 1.3 made it the 
least favourable among the 28 EU Member States.

Subsequent to 2011, however, both components started to 
dynamically improve, which was obviously partly attribut-
able to the family-friendly government measures. The total 

fertility rate, which expresses the attitudes to childbearing, 
increased from the initial figure of 1.23 to 1.34 in 2012, 
which was earlier typical of the 2000s. Then after reaching 
the level of 1.4 in 2014, in 2016 it approximated 1.5 (1.49, 
that is), which had been unprecedented since 1996. Rela-
tive to 2010 this meant a growth of 19.2%, which clearly 
justifies the targeted, focused nature and the efficiency of 
our recent Hungarian family policy. In 2011 the fertility 
rate averaged 1.59 across the European Union. A few years 
later, around 2015, the TFR showed a similar value (1.58), 

6.2.

Source: KSH (CSO) 

Figure 6/6 – TOTAL FERTILITY RATE IN HUNGARY, 2010-2016
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with minimum fluctuations in the meantime. An above 
average level of enthusiasm for childbearing was record-
ed in France and Ireland. Baltic countries from the former 
Eastern block seemed to catch up, including Latvia that 
used to have one of the worst indicators in this respect. The 
fertility rate further stagnated at a particularly low level in 
the southern states (such as Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece, 
Cyprus), though. In most of the former socialist countries 
changes were rather advantageous. Interrupted by some 
deflection, by 2015 the attitudes to childbearing in Bulgar-
ia, the Czech Republic, Romania and Slovenia slightly im-
proved or basically stagnated compared to the level 4 years 
earlier. The worst performing country in the region was 
Poland with an indicator of 1.32. The Hungarian index of 
1.45 was enough for the 20th place. Although four years 
earlier the country ended the ranking list, now it was ‘neck 
and neck’ with Malta, having jumped eight places ahead. 
Although that fertility statistics by Eurostat for 2016 are not 
yet available, it can still be assumed that we are likely to 

come closer to the level of Member States with high fertility 
rates. At least this is what the potential further improve-
ment of the Hungarian indicator suggests.

6.2.2. NUMBER OF LIVE-BIRTHS AFTER 2010

The number of live-births in Hungary was 93,063 in 
2016, which was 3.1% higher than in 2010 (90,335) and 
5.7% better than in 2011 (88,049). The birth rate showed 
a 1.5% increase against its level in 2015.

The importance of such improvements is reaffirmed by the 
fact that they were accomplished in a period (2010-2016) 
when the number of women of childbearing age dropped 
by 2.6%. This fall of 54 thousand caused their number 
to shrink from 2.091 million to 2.037 million. Yet, even 
though the group of fertile women was smaller, they still 
managed to give birth to more children owing to a one-
fifth higher level in their attitudes to childbearing. (During 

Figure 6/7  – TOTAL FERTILITY RATE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2015
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the period 2010-2016 the number of women of childbear-
ing age decreased by 3.7% across the EU. Nevertheless, the 
Hungarian rate of decline in this respect did not reach the 
EU average. While in 7 Member States the number of af-
fected women showed some growth, in the majority of the 
countries shrinking numbers were predominant.)

On a European average, the Hungarian birth number per 
thousand inhabitants – rising from 9.0 in 2010 to 9.7 in 
2016 – shows considerable improvement. Now, as opposed 
to our 27th position after Germany in 2010, in 2016 Hun-
gary ranked 19th, which meant only a slight lagging be-
hind compared to the EU average of 10.0. There were only 
six other Member States, along with us, that could actually 
record growth during the period. In comparison with our 
regional neighbours (e.g. the Czech Republic, Poland, Slo-
vakia), though, the gap is somewhat larger than suggested.

1 Demographic Portrait, 2015

6.2.3. CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE CHILDBEARING 
AGE OF WOMEN AFTER 2010

As mentioned earlier in Chapter VI, the gradual post-
ponement of childbearing to later years has become a 
trend applicable both to other EU Member States and 
Hungary. Within a time interval of eight years, aver-
age age at birth grew by 1.5 years, peaking at around 
30 in 2010. Later, between 2010 and 2015 the dynam-
ic ‘growth’ was replaced by a moderate increase of 0.3 
years (to 29.6) as far as the average age of Hungarian 
women at birth is concerned. This definitely implies 
that there is fundamental stabilization going on in the 
matter of delayed parenthood, which may be considered 
advantageous in connection with the future number of 
children.1

Figure 6/9 – THE RATIO OF LIVE-BIRTH RATES PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS IN THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2016 
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 Source: Eurostat

Figure 6/10 – CHANGES IN AVERAGE FEMALE CHILDBEARING AGE IN HUNGARY, 2010-2015 (years)
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Figure 6/11  – AVERAGE FEMALE CHILDBEARING AGE IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2015 (years)
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In contrast, average childbearing age showed a more sig-
nificant increase at the time across the European Union. 
It rose by 0.6 percentage points, to 30.5 years. This mod-
erate rise was prevalent in all countries. Former socialist 
countries tended to draw near the EU average, yet they 
still failed to reach it, with the exception of Slovenia. The 
Slovenian average childbearing age was already over 30 
years in 2009. Besides that, it was only the Czech Repub-
lic that could register such figures in 2015. Still in 2015 
Bulgaria recorded the lowest age at birth (27.4 years), 
while Spain had the highest value – almost 32 years. As 
early as 2010 Hungary belonged to the top third of EU 
Member States in this respect, ranking 9th. What is more, 
by 2015 our position was further improved to 7th place.

In parallel with this, the average mother’s age at the birth 
of the first child also grew in the EU, rising to 28.9 years 
in 2015. In this field former socialist countries generally 
showed a better picture than other Member States – wom-
en tended to give birth to their first baby earlier than their 
western counterparts. In Hungary this figure climbed to 
27.7 years old in 2010, just to see it further increase to 
27.9 in 2015 – only one year less than the EU-28 average. 

This change, however, is minimal relative to the previous 
period. In 2010 Hungary was listed 10th among the 25 
Member States that provided related data. And this posi-
tion was further improved to 8th place in 2015.

All in all, it may be stated that there was a slow-down in 
the rise of the average childbearing age after 2010 – even 
compared to EU Member States. While Hungarian moth-
ers tend to give birth to their babies earlier than the EU 
average, across the European Union, unfortunately, delayed 
parenthood is still a dynamic and dominant phenomenon.

6.2.4. RATE OF BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK 
BETWEEN 2010 AND 2016

During the period 2010-2015 the rate of children born 
out of wedlock grew from 40.8% to 47.9% in Hungary, 
in line with earlier trends. The rate of first-born children 
out of wedlock first exceeded that of children born to 
married couples in 2012. Yet, the trend has halted by 
2016, or – better still – has even been reversed, since 
the rate of live-births out of wedlock fell to 46.9%. This 
could be partially explained by the significant rise in 

Source: KSH (CSO) 

Figure 6/12 – THE PROPORTION OF LIVE-BIRTHS OUT OF WEDLOCK IN HUNGARY, 2010-2016 (%)
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the number of marriages in recent years. 43,868 of 
the 91,690 babies born in 2015 were brought into this 
world by unmarried mothers, while in 2016 this figure 
was 43,647 against 93,063, which concurrently means 
that the underlying reason for the live-birth increment 
in 2016 should be sought in the childbearing surplus 
among married couples. For, despite the 0.5% drop in 
the number of children out of wedlock, the number of 
children born to married couples showed an increase of 
3.3% compared to the previous year.

Women giving birth to their children out of wedlock 
are typically younger than their married counterparts. 
In the case of women under 20, the rate of childbear-
ing out of wedlock grew from 35% in 1990 to 90% in 
2015. This, however, was 75% compared to the former 
9% in the age-group 25-29, and 47% compared to 8% for 
women aged 25-29. Above 30 it was 36% of the mothers 
who decided to have a baby as opposed to their previous 
proportion of 15%.

The rate of births out of wedlock increased further even 
after 2010 – although the extent of the progress differed 

in each EU Member State. The EU average grew from 
38.1% in 2010 to 42.0% in 2014, according to the latest 
consolidated data. As far as children born out of wedlock 
are concerned, among the EU Member States, France, Bul-
garia, Slovenia, Estonia and Sweden registered an above 
50% rate as early as 2014, such figures being approached 
by Denmark and Portugal in 2015. In this context, in one-
fourth of the Member States there were more children 
born to single parents or to parents living in a partnership 
than otherwise. Greece, Cyprus, Croatia, Poland and Mal-
ta had the lowest share of childbirths out of wedlock. In 
these countries, except for Malta, the proportion of child-
births out of wedlock still failed to reach 25%, even in 
2015. Regarding former socialist countries, the Czech Re-
public underwent a process similar to Hungary between 
2010 and 2015. Meanwhile, childbirths out of wedlock in 
Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia 
constituted a smaller proportion than in Hungary. During 
the period 2010-2015, our country improved its position 
among EU Member States, being listed 16th as compared 
to its earlier 18th place.

Figure 6/13 – THE PROPORTION OF ABORTIONS FOR HUNDRED LIVE-BIRTHS ACROSS THE EU, 2015
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6.2.5. THE NUMBER OF ABORTIONS AFTER 2010

The number of abortions kept on dynamically decreas-
ing in Hungary between 2010 and 2016. During this 
period the number of such operations was reduced by 
24.7% – their figure dropped by 10 thousand, from 
40,449 to 30,439. At the same time, the total number 
of obstetric events, namely pregnancies, fell by 4.6% – 
from 147 thousand to 141 thousand.

This is also to justify that a pro-life approach is gradu-
ally gaining ground. More and more pregnant mothers 
decide to keep their baby, making abortion slowly lose 
its leading position and, as a tool to regulate birth, and 
is slowly being pushed to the background. Between 2010 

2 The Eurostat database fails to cover the data for each EU Member State. For the period 2010-2015 comparable data were available for 
only half of the Member States.

and 20152 there was a substantial drop in the number 
of abortions against live-births, as far the European Un-
ion is concerned. Pursuant to the data at hand, it was 
only Bulgaria, Finland and Poland that could record a 
smaller-scale growth in this rate. In contrast, other coun-
tries welcomed a somewhat decreasing trend. In terms 
of proportion, the highest-scale improvement was reg-
istered in Latvia (-41%), Romania and Hungary (-25%), 
alongside Estonia (-21%). With the Hungarian figure’s 
moderation from 44.8 to 33.8, the country achieved a 
better position in the ranking list of the 13 states under 
analysis. Instead of being the second worst performing 
country, now we were listed 11th, which suggested a 
rather promising trend, even though the number of arti-
ficial abortions was still painfully high.

FAMILY-PLANNING ATTITUDE AFTER THE CHANGE OF THE GOVERNMENT

6.3.1. THE NUMBER OF MARRIAGES AND 
DIVORCES IN HUNGARY AFTER 2010

The Hungarian family-friendly provisons after the 
change of the government, and particularly the meas-
ures in support of the family, such as the introduction 
of the allowance for firstly weds, resulted in a positive 
shift in the attitudes to family-planning. As compared 
to its lowest in 2010 there has been remarkable pro-
gress in the field during the past six years. Such a 
high number of marriages had not been contracted 
since 1996 as in 2016. The annually 51,805 weddings 
surpassed the previous year’s level by 12.3%, meaning 
5,668 more ceremonies. Relative to the level in 2010, 
the figure was nearly one and a half times (+45.8%) 
higher. Although the number of marriages decreased 
by 23% during the period 2002-2010, in 2016 their 
figure showed a positive trend in all age-groups – 
both in the case of men and women. Within this, 
growth was even above the average among women 

aged 30-39 and men aged 35-39. It might be attributed 
to the favourable effect of the benefits for first-mar-
ried couples that there was an above average rise in 
the number of marriages where both spouses made 
their wedding vows for the first time. Such couples 
were around 77% accountable for the surplus relative 
to the previous year. As compared to 2010, the rate of 
first marriages still grew by 51%, unlike the propor-
tion of later marriages with a mere 34%.

Even though the trends were encouraging, the number 
of married couples was prone to continuous decline. 
On 01 January 2017 42.1% of the population above 15 
years of age (3.7 million) lived a married life as opposed 
to their rate of 45.7% (3.9 million) in 2010, according 
to micro-census data from 2016. Despite the growing 
enthusiasm for marriage and the shrinking number of 
divorces, the underlying reason behind the trend was 
that even today marriages coming to an end outnumber 
those newly contracted by almost 12 thousand (23%).

6.3.
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In just under one-third of marriages (in 2016 in 31% of 
them) divorce put an end to the relationship. In the major 
two-thirds of marriages, though, it was the death of the 

spouse(s) that terminated the bond. And this trend will 
prevail until the generation of mortality age outnumbers 
those of marrying age. It is noteworthy, though, that the 
married couples’ ratio apparently has been decreasing at 
a slower pace in recent years than prior to 2010.

Alongside the shrinking proportion of married couples, 
partnerships have been getting more dominant, yet to a 
lesser extent than prior to 2010. In 2016 78% of the 2.24 
million relationships, more precisely 1.76 million took 
the form of marriage, while another 22% of them, name-
ly 480 thousand were built on partnerships, signalling 
a smaller-scale shift in favour of the latter, which rated 
19% in 2011. As compared to 2011, the number of part-
nerships rose by almost 19%, coming to nearly 80 thou-

Figures 6/15-16 – THE NUMBER OF MARRIAGES AND DIVORCES IN HUNGARY BETWEEN 2010 AND 2016
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Figure 6/14 – CHANGES IN THE RATIO OF PARTNERSHIP - 
                              BASED FAMILIES BETWEEN 2001 AND 2016
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sand. This, however, remained far below the one-and-a-
half time growth between 2001 and 2011, which equalled 
around 130 thousand more unions. Concerning women 
of childbearing age (15-49 year olds), the number of mar-
ried women decreased in each age-group, while that of 
unmarried women grew in the past few decades. Married 
women at the age of 20-29 constituted a major minori-
ty – around 5% of women aged 20-24 led a married life, 
whereas this figure was 20% for the age-group 25-29 in 
2016. The most radical changes could be observed in the 

case of women in their twenties. Based on census data 
from 2011, 15.5% of women of childbearing age lived in a 
partnership, which grew to 19% by 2016. This proportion 
is double the value recorded in 2001 (9.5%).

It is promising, though, that there was no decrease in the 
number of people living in a partnership between 2011 
and 2016, which is rather favourable in consideration of 
the 10% decline during the period 2001-2011. What is 
more, it rather entered an upstream spiral, as a result of 
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Figure 6/17 – CRUDE MARRIAGE RATE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2010-2015

Source: Eurostat 2010 2015

Figure 6/18 – CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE MARRYING AGE IN HUNGARY, PER GENDER, 2010-2015

31.2

32.0

28.3

29.2

Average age of women at first marriage
 (years)

Average age of men at first marriage
 (years)

2010

2015

Source: Eurostat



235

which as many as 2.240 million partnerships were regis-
tered as compared to the 2.177 million five years earlier. 
This implies a growth of around 3%, which is, however, 
mostly attributable to the higher number of partnerships.

The number of divorces between 2010 and 2016 was sig-
nificantly fewer than in the previous period. It was mod-

erated by 18.1% (from 23,873 to 19,552), which means 
that it failed to follow the dynamically growing trend 
of marriages, except for its temporary rise in 2015. And 
all of this may lead to the conclusion that the stability of 
existing marriages is back. The total divorce rate (that 
is the number of divorces per hundred marriages) fell 
considerably – from 67.2 in 2010 to 37.8 in 2016, which 

Source: Eurostat

Figure 6/19 – AVERAGE AGE AT THE FIRST MARRIAGE IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2015
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Figure 6/20 – DIVORCE RATE PER THOUSAND INHABITANTS IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2015
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substantiates the recognition that the earlier growing 
trend has taken a positive turn in recent years.

The institution of marriage further decreased in signifi-
cance across the European Union after 2010. In 2014 the 
number of marriages contracted was only 2.145 million 
compared to its figure of 2.228 million four years earlier, 
which accounted for a decrease of 3.7%. Crude marriage 
rates (that is the number of weddings per thousand inhabit-
ants) diminished in ‘old’ Western European Member States 
mostly. In two Member States they showed no change, 
whereas in the other half of the respondent Member States, 
particularly in Central and Eastern European countries 
and in those later joining the European Union, the figures 
indicated some growth between 2010 and 2015. The high-
est values were recorded in Lithuania, Cyprus and Malta, 
while Portugal, Slovenia and Italy were affected by the low-
est rates. The Hungarian crude marriage rate grew from 3.6 
per mil in 2010 to 4.7 in 2015, which was enough for the 
14th place in the ranking list of Member States as opposed 
to our former 21st position in 2010.

The average marrying age further increased in all the 
EU Member States that provided information therea-

bout. This trend was valid both in the case of men and 
women between 2010 and 2015. Women married the lat-
est in Sweden (33.6 years of age), meanwhile the young-
est brides were registered in Poland (26.9 years) in 2015. 
As for men, again the Swedes married the latest at 36.2 
years of age, letting Lithuanian men top the list with 
28.9. Spain ‘lined up’ with the welfare states in Northern 
Europe, where a high marrying age was a predominant 
feature. In former socialist countries, however, people 
still tended to get married earlier than in other parts of 
Europe. As for Hungarian women this figure grew from 
31.2 to 32.0 years, while average marrying age among 
men rose from 28.3 to 29.2 by 2015. Accordingly, con-
cerning women Hungary jumped two places higher 
(from 10th to 8th position), while in the case of men it 
managed to keep its 10th place from 2010.

The number of divorces became quantitatively higher 
across the EU after 2010. Yet, changes were not this sim-
ple in the case of crude divorce rates (i.e. the number of 
divorces per thousand inhabitants). In nine respondent 
Member States it decreased, in seven cases it showed 
some growth, while in another seven cases it remained 
as it was. The proportionally highest number of divorces 

Figure 6/21 – DIVORCE RATE PER HUNDRED MARRIAGES IN EU MEMBER STATES, 2015
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was recorded in Baltic and Scandinavian countries. Cen-
tral and Eastern European countries, just like Italy, were 
affected by the lowest figures. The Hungarian indicator 
improved from 2.4 in 2010 to 2.1 in 2015, which put us 
to the bottom half of the mid-range in the ranking list 
of Member States. Our position improved – now we took 
the 14th place after ranking 17th five years earlier.

As far as the total divorce rate (i.e. the number of di-
vorces per hundred marriages) is concerned, nine out of 
the twenty Member States under analysis experienced 
some decline, while the remaining eleven reported some 
improvement. The Hungarian index of 44.0 was enough 
for the 9th place in 2015, while in 2010 we were the 
worst performing country among Member States.

STATE OF HEALTH, MORTALITY

6.4.1. MORTALITY AFTER 2010

The Hungarian mortality rate between 2010 and 2016 
showed a more favourable picture than in the previous 
period – it shrank by 2.6%, from 130,456 to 127,053.

The number of deaths per thousand people, however, 
was on the rise again in the European Union. After the 
figure of 9.7 per mil in 2010, in 2016 it reached 10 per 
mil. The most advantageous indices were registered in 
Ireland, Cyprus and Luxembourg – being 6.4 and 6.8 
respectively. In contrast, in Hungary the mortality rate 

continue to remain at a level (13.0) that substantially ex-
ceeded the EU average. Owing to its quasi stagnation 
at the level observed in 2010, our position only slight-
ly improved in the ranking list. Being one of the worst 
performing countries in 2010 meant 25th place in 2010, 
from where progress was minimal – six years later Hun-
gary ranked 24th. Only Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and 
Romania produced worse results. As a matter of fact, 
despite the nominal improvement in the number of 
deaths, there has been basically no real approximation 
to the EU-28 average. The gap has remained unchanged 
since 2011.

6.4.

Figure 6/22 – DEATH RATE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN HUNGARY AND ACROSS THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2016

16.0

14.0

12.0

10.0

8.0

6.0

4.0

6.4

10.0

13.0

15.1

2.0

00

Source: Eurostat

B
ul

ga
ria

La
tv

ia

Li
th

ua
ni

a

R
om

an
ia

H
un

ga
ry

C
ro

at
ia

Es
to

ni
a

G
er

m
an

y

G
re

ec
e

P
or

tu
ga

l

P
ol

an
d

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic

It
al

y

EU
-2

8

Fi
nl

an
d

S
lo

va
ki

a

S
lo

ve
ni

a

B
el

gi
um

S
w

ed
en

A
us

tr
ia

D
en

m
ar

k

th
e 

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Fr
an

ce

S
pa

in

th
e 

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

M
al

ta

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

C
yp

ru
s

Ire
la

nd



238

6.4.1.1. PREMATURE MORTALITY

The premature mortality rate (under the age of 65) was 
continuously decreasing even after 2010. In 2015, as far as 
the number of premature deaths per thousand people is 
concerned, the indicator shrank even further – to 3.3 in the 
case of men, and to 1.5 in the case of women3. Notwith-
standing, our lagging behind compared to the EU-28 aver-
age was still significant.

In 2015 every fourth death in Hungary took place be-
fore the age of 65. Every sixth death among women and 
every third such event among men was of this type. The 
graph indicating the gender-based distribution clearly 
shows that, regarding premature mortality, the Hungari-
an female mortality rate was similar to the average male 
mortality rate in the EU-28 (see Figures 6/24 and 6/25).

3 Source: Demographic Yearbook, 2015 CSO
4 The method for the establishment of the death causes was modified in 2005, therefore the latter cannot be compared with the former 

data http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/thk/thkio_egeszseg.pdf

6.4.1.2. CHANGES IN THE STRUCTURE OF 
CAUSES OF DEATH4

Between 2010 and 2015 cardiovascular and circulatory 
diseases constituted the primary causes of death. In 2015 
they were accountable for as many as 65,500 people’s 
passing away. Although the category showed continu-
ous improvement until 2014, this trend was broken in 
2015, when the number of people dying of a circulatory 
problem was almost as high as in 2010. Regarding ma-
lignant tumours, the period since 2013 has been mostly 
dominated by stagnation, leading to 33,000 deaths. The 
number of deaths caused by digestive diseases further 
decreased between 2010 and 2012, to later stabilize at a 
yearly mortality rate of 6,400. While respiratory diseas-
es were accountable for a steadily and rapidly increasing 
number of deaths – came to 6,300 in 2010 and 8,500 in 

Slovakia Romania AustriaSlovenia Poland Hungary Czech Republic European Union (28 Member States)

Figure 6/23  – CHANGES IN THE DEATH RATE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN HUNGARY AND
    IN THE NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES BETWEEN 2010 AND 2016
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Figure 6/24 – PREMATURE MORTALITY PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION AND HUNGARY
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Figure 6/25 – PREMATURE MORTALITY PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION AND HUNGARY, 
                             BASED ON GENDER
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2015, while the number of people dying violent deaths 
further declined in the period under analysis.

Cardiovascular and circulatory diseases, along with ma-
lignant tumours were the primary causes of death even 
in the European Union. At the same time, the standard-
ized mortality rates for cancer, ischaemic heart diseas-
es and road traffic accidents showed a declining trend 
between 2004 and 2013. During the latter period the 
standardized mortality rate for cancer was reduced by 
11.0% for men and 5.9% for women in the EU-28 Mem-
ber States.

There was again a larger-scale drop in mortality due to 
ischaemic heart diseases – the death rate became 30.6% 
lower in the case of men, while it was 33.4% fewer for 
women. The decline in the mortality rate due to road 
traffic accidents was even sharper, at 45.3% for men and 
47.0% for women.

Malignant tumours were reported to be a major cause 
of death in 2013 in all EU Member States, resulting 
in an average of 265 related deaths per 100 thousand 
inhabitants in the EU-28. Hungary, Croatia, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Denmark and Latvia were hit by the highest 
number of deaths due to cancer. In 2013 it was at least 
300 people who died of this disease per 100 thosand 
inhabitants. The standardized mortality rate derived 
from lung cancer showed by far the highest value in 

5 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Causes_of_death_statistics/hu

Hungary, as far as EU Member States are concerned. 
In 2013 its figure was 89 deaths per 100 thousand 
inhabitants. The unfavourable picture was also true 
for colon cancer. The highest standardized mortality 
rate was registered in Hungary, with 56 deaths per 
100 thousand inhabitants. Meanwhile in Slovakia and 
Croatia it reached the level of 50 deaths per 100 thou-
sand inhabitants.5

6.4.2. LIFE EXPECTANCY AFTER 2010 

6.4.2.1 AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH

Both the average life expectancy and the average healthy 
life expectancy rate fall far below the EU average in Hun-
gary. A high number of men pass away even before the 
age of 65. Above the endangered age, those who have 
reached the age of 65 can expect at least an additional 
6.4 years in health – both in the case of men and wom-
en. Healthy life expectancy averages 8.5 years at this age 
in EU-28 Member States, though. In comparison with 
European countries, the Hungarian rate until 50 fails to 
reach the EU average, but above 50 it exceeds that for 
both genders.

Average healthy life expectancy is continuously increas-
ing both in terms of its duration and its ratio against the 
total life expectancy rate – in the case of men and wom-
en alike. A 65-year-old Hungarian man can expect to 

Source: KSH (CSO)

Figure 6/26 – MORTALITY BASED ON LEAD DEATH CAUSES, 2016
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live a shorter life than a woman at this age. At the same 
time, life stages with moderate or serious limitations are 
also shorter in the former’s case. Women aged 65 tend 
to spend a longer period in their later years under the 
constraint of limitations, which takes up approximately 
two-thirds of the rest of their lives. More precisely, 7.5 

6 Statistical Review, 2015/27 Healthy life expectancy, 27 April 2015

years are taken to be spent with the burden of moderate 
limitations, while another 4.3 years are determined by 
serious limitations for them.6

Between 2010 and 2015 the life-prospects of newborn 
infants improved from 79.9 to 80.6 years in EU-28 Mem-

Source: KSH (CSO)

Figure 6/27 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH BY GENDER, 2010-2015
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ber States. In 2015 Lithuania and Bulgaria recorded the 
lowest level – 74.6 and 74.7 respectively. In contrast, the 
rate peaked at 83.0 in Spain, and reached 82.7 in Italy 
and 82.4 in France. In a time-lapse of five years average 
life expectancy at birth rose by one year – from 74.7 to 
75.7 years in Hungary. Notwithstanding this, our rather 
unfavourable ranking (24th place) in 2010 remained un-
changed in the list of Member States in 2015. According-
ly, even though the gap between Hungary and the EU is 

constantly shrinking, it is still considerable. In 2015, for 
example, this difference was 4.9 years.

As per a gender-based breakdown, in 2010 the differ-
ence amounted to 6.2 years in the case of men in Hunga-
ry, which dropped to 5.6 years by 2015. For women, on 
the other hand, the perceived difference in the average 
life expectancy at birth, in relation to the EU-28 average, 
grew from 4.2 to 4.3 years.

 Source: Eurostat

Figure 6/28 – CHANGES IN AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH IN HUNGARY AND ACROSS 
    THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2010-2015
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Figure 6/29 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH IN HUNGARY, 2010-2016
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6.4.2.2. AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY  
AT 65 AFTER 2010

Life expectancy at 65 was 19.4 years in 2010 across the 
European Union. Between 2010 and 2015 it grew by an 
average of 0.3 year, causing it to amount to 19.7 years  
in 2015.

Regarding Member States, Estonia and Denmark registered 
a 1-year improvement. In these two countries life expectan-
cy at 65 grew by 1.2 and 1 year respectively. In contrast, it 
showed a decline of 0.1 year in Cyprus, while the indicators 
for Austria and Germany remained unchanged as com-
pared to their level in 2010. As far as EU Member States are 
concerned, in 2015 life expectancy at 65 was the highest 
in France (21.6 years) and in two Mediterranean countries, 
namely Spain (21.1 years) and Italy (20.6 years). The poor-
est values were recorded in Bulgaria (16.0 years), Romania 
(16.6 years) and Hungary (16.9 years).

The Hungarian rate somewhat grew between 2010 
and 2014, yet overall, the decline afterwards made 
its value stagnate. We became one of the worst per-
forming countries in this respect, only ranking 26th 
in 2015, which meant a position one place lower than 
in 2010. Life expectancy showed a mere growth of 0.1 
year between 2010 and 2015, which was slightly more 
than 3 years (more precisely, 3.1 years) minus the 
EU average. Even countries with the poorest figures 
experienced a scale of improvement larger than in 
Hungary. Until 2014 most Member States were dom-
inated by a positive trend. Yet, in several countries 
life-prospects for those above 65 started to deteriorate 
– and this happened only within the space of a year, 
from 2014 to 2015. The figures showed some decline 
in each EU-28 Member State, with the exception of 
Finland and Estonia. Their decrease averaged 0.3 year, 
just like in Hungary.

Source: Eurostat Men Women

Figure 6/30 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH AND ITS GENDER-BASED DIFFERENCES 
                               IN HUNGARY AND ACROSS THE EUROPEAN UNION (2010-2015)
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Average female life expectancy at 65 increased by an 
average of 0.2 year across the European Union, while 
during the period under analysis, it showed a rise of 
0.4 years in the case of men. Based on the EU average, 
men tended to live only 3.3 years less than women, as 
compared to the difference of 3.5 years in 2010. Simi-
lar to the European average, male life expectancy rose 
by 0.4 year in Hungary, while for women it remained 

unchanged. Women tended to live 3.7 years longer than 
their male counterparts in 2015, which implies a shrink-
ing difference as compared to the 4.1 years in 2010. Our 
lagging behind relative to the EU average diminished to 
3.4 years from its earlier value of 3.7 among men. Not-
withstanding this, concerning women it grew from 2.8 
to 3.0 years during the period 2010-2015.

Source: Eurostat European Union (28 countries) Hungary

Figure 6/31 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65 BETWEEN 2010 AND 2015 (years)
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FIGURE 6/32 – AVERAGE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65 IN HUNGARY AND IN SOME SELECTED COUNTRIES, 
                               PER GENDER – 2015 (years)
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6.4.2.3. HEALTHY LIFE EXPECTANCY AT 65

Healthy life expectancy at 65 varies widely among EU 
Member States. In 2015 average female life expectancy 
at 65 scored the highest in Sweden (16.8 years) and Malta 
(14.0 years), whereas the lowest figures were registered 
in Slovakia (3.8) and Latvia (4.0).

Hungarian women at 65 could, on average, hope to enjoy 
health for an additional 5.9 years in 2010. This, however, 
was far below the EU average, which rose to 9.4 years by 
2015. Accordingly, Hungary was listed 21st, being one of 
the worst performing countries in this respect.

Male life expectancy at 65 averaged 9.4 years across the 
EU, which was only exceeded by Sweden (15.7), Mal-
ta (13.4), alongside Ireland and Germany (11.4 years). 
In Hungary, however, the figure in 2015 amounted to 
5.9 years for both men and women, making the coun-

try produce the 23rd worst result among EU Member 
States.

Healthy female life expectancy at 65 showed the most 
dynamic growth in Germany – during the period 2010-
2015 it rose by 5.2 years, as opposed to the EU average 
of 0.7 year. There was no change in the Hungarian rate 
of improvement from 2010 onwards, yet, in 2012 fig-
ures were as high as 6.4 years. As for men, the growth 
(+0.6 year) was basically consistent with the EU average. 
Healthy male life expectancy at 65 increased by 4.5 years 
in Germany, meanwhile in Hungary this improvement 
was on a much smaller-scale between 2010 and 2015, 
resulting in an increment of 0.5 year.

Thus, Hungary’s performance, in terms of healthy life 
expectancy at 65, showed better results in the case of the 
male population only, which in 2015 still lagged behind 
at 3.5 years compared to the EU average.

Figure 6/33 – INFANT MORTALITY RATE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION IN 2010 AND 2015

8.0

9.0

10.0

7.0

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

2010 2015

3.6

4.2

1.0

0.0

Source: Eurostat

R
om

an
ia

B
ul

ga
ria

M
al

ta

S
lo

va
ki

a

H
un

ga
ry

Li
th

ua
ni

a

La
tv

ia

C
ro

at
ia

P
ol

an
d

G
re

ec
e

th
e 

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Fr
an

ce

D
en

m
ar

k

EU
 (2

8
 c

ou
nt

rie
s)

Ire
la

nd

th
e 

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

G
er

m
an

y

B
el

gi
um

A
us

tr
ia

P
or

tu
ga

l

It
al

y

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

C
yp

ru
s

S
pa

in

S
w

ed
en

Es
to

ni
a

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic

Fi
nl

an
d

S
lo

ve
ni

a



247

6.4.3. INFANT MORTALITY

Infant mortality further decreased between 2010 and 
2016. The 368 death events represented a 15% decline 
compared to 2010, and thus were accountable for every 
a historically low record in Hungary. The indicator for 
thousand live-births fell to 4.2 from its earlier figure 
of 5.3. Gender-based deviations, however, prevailed. 
The decline persisted in the case of girls both in 2014 
and 2015. Nevertheless, the trend tremendously slowed 
down with boys – basically grounding to a halt. And, of 
course, there were significant regional differences.7

Upon comparing the Hungarian figures with the 28 EU 
Member States, it may be stated that the gap relative to 

7 Health Report, 2016. National Institute for Health Improvement, Budapest, January 2017, p. 19
 Health Report, 2016. National Institute for Health Improvement, Budapest, January 2017, p. 6

the EU average is getting smaller. (In 2010 infant mor-
tality per 1000 newborn babies had a rate of 4 in EU-28 
Member States, whereas it peaked at 5.3 in Hungary. The 
figures in 2015 changed to 3.6 and 4.2 respectively.) The 
difference shrank from its earlier value of 1.3 to 0.6 in 
Hungary, even though some increase was already per-
ceptible in the figures in 2010 and 2013. Nonetheless, 
our position (23rd place) from 2010 deteriorated in spite 
of the nominal improvement in the numbers. Although 
the ranking decline was minimal, in 2015 Hungary was 
listed 24th among the Member States.

All in all, the Hungarian population’s state of health still 
fails to reach the EU-28 average in a number of health 
indicators, despite the positive trend.

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION AFTER 2010

International migration still has an important, yet ever 
smaller role in the alleviation of natural population de-
cline. Since deaths kept on outnumbering birth rates, 
natural shrinkage was inevitable averaging a yearly fig-
ure of 38 thousand between 2010 and 2016. This was, 
however, somehow countered by the migration surplus, 
equalling an annual average of 11 thousand, as a con-
sequence of which the country’s population actually re-
duced by no more than 27 thousand on a yearly average.

At the same time, the favourable changes in the live-birth 
and death indicators in 2016 led to a remarkable slow-
down in natural decline. It was 15% less than in 2010 or 
in the preceding year, showing a figure of 34 thousand. 
On the other hand, the increment of 2,790 people origi-
nating from international migration was far (over 80%) 
below the previous year’s data, and 76% lower than in 
2010. Resultingly, the actual population decline (31,200 
people) was reportedly almost a quarter (24%) higher 

than in 2015, and it exceeded the figures observed in 2010 
by 9%.

The Hungarian net migration rate, suitable for internation-
al comparison, dropped from 1.2 in 2010 to -0.1 in 2016, as 
Eurostat puts it. This means that, pursuant to the immigra-
tion-emigration difference per thousand inhabitants, the 
data confirmed some net emigration, defying the earlier 
years’ tendencies. (Eurostat uses a method that is somewhat 
different from that of KSH, therefore it reported a negative 
‘saldo’ of 1,187 persons as opposed to the positive balance 
of 2,790 persons indicated by the Hungarian Statistical Of-
fice.) Nevertheless, its value is still far lower than the EU 
average of 3.0. Concerning the European Union, the high-
est rates of immigration surplus were registered in Luxem-
bourg (+16.2), Sweden (+11.9) and Malta (+11.2), all reaching 
a two-digit number in 2016. The most intense emigration 
flow, however, was experienced in Lithuania (-10.5), Latvia 
(-6.2) and Croatia (-5.4).

6.5.
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According to KSH statistics, the international migration 
balance was constantly positive between 2010 and 2016, 
whereas the immigration surplus of an annual average 
of 17,000 from between 2003 and 2010 shrank to almost 
two-thirds, to 11,000.

In 2016 around 54,000 immigrants arrived in Hungary, 
which was double the number observed in 2010. Two-
thirds of them, namely 36,000 people had some Hungari-
an connection, and wanted to either settle or return to the 
country. The remaining one-third, on the other hand, was 
made up by foreigners with no Hungarian connection at 
all. Again, two-thirds of those who wished to find their 
fortune abroad, more precisely 29,000 out of 40,000 had 
Hungarian connections, while one-third of them, around 
10,000 emigrants were short of it. Even though some sta-
tistical adjustments made KSH report a migration surplus 
of only 3,000 for 2016, instead of the difference of 14,000, 
it is still promising that the number of Hungarian citi-

zens leaving the country fell by 10%. And neither was the 
growth rate different in terms of Hungarians returning 
from abroad during the period 2015-2016, which resulted 
in a more than 25% decrease (5 thousand fewer people) as 
far as the migration deficit of Hungarians returning from 
abroad is concerned.

Regarding the major components of international migra-
tion, the period under analysis saw the number of those 
moving to Hungary exceed the figure of those leaving. It 
was altogether 267 thousand people who arrived in the 
country in the course of 6 years, which is equivalent to an 
annual average of 45 thousand, almost two-thirds (65%) 
more than the average of 27 thousand between 2002 and 
2010. Almost two-thirds (64%) of those arriving in the 
country (altogether 170 thousand people) had some Hun-
garian connection (as opposed to the 49% recorded earlier), 
which could be understood as a yearly average of 28 thou-
sand. Out of them, 58 thousand (22%, equalling a yearly 

Figure 6/34 – MIGRATION BALANCE PER THOUSAND PEOPLE IN THE EUROPEAN UNION, 2016
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figure of 10 thousand) were Hungarian citizens who were 
returning to the country but had no domestic place of res-
idence. 69 thousand (26%) were Hungarian citizens who 
were immigrating from a foreign country and failed to 
have a Hungarian place of residence, constituting a yearly 
average of 12 thousand people. Another 42 thousand (16%, 
a yearly figure of 7 thousand), who were settling from 
countries inhabited by Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin 
(such as Romania, Slovakia, Ukraine, Serbia, Croatia), were 
non-Hungarian citizens, mostly of Hungarian nationality. 
The average number of immigrants with Hungarian con-
nections was almost two-thirds (71%) higher during the pe-

riod 2011-2016 than between 2003 and 2010 (16 thousand 
people). Within this, the yearly average of Hungarians re-
turning to their homeland showed an outstanding, twenty-
one-fold growth, and even the volume of those Hungarian 
citizens who failed to have a domestic place of residence got 
seven times higher. At the same time, the number of those 
flowing in from regions inhabited by Hungarians shrank 
to half of its original value.

The dramatic changes in the number of immigrants 
who have Hungarian nationality, yet might fail to hold 
Hungarian citizenship is likely to correlate with the pref-

Figure 6/35 – INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION BETWEEN 2010 AND 2016

1,575 2,443 4,194 9,354 11,356 14,810 16,215

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

1 Returning Hungarian
 citizens, persons

60 3,061 9,168 8,364 17,221 17,747 13,6002 Immigrant Hungarian 
citizens, persons

10,571 9,304 6,928 6,378 6,314 6,705 6,357
3 Immigrant foreign citizens 
from the Carpathian Basin, 
persons*

13,313 13,210 13,412 14,872 19,690 19,082 17,446
4 Immigrant foreign citizens 
from other countries, 
persons

25,519 28,018 33,702 38,968 54,581 58,344 53,6185 Immigration altogether, 
persons (1+2+3+4)

7,318 12,413 12,964 21,580 31,385 32,852 29,4256 Emigrant Hungarian citizens,
 persons

6,047 2,687 9,916 13,111 10,828 10,373 10,4647 Emigrant foreign citizens, 
persons

13,365 15,100 22,880 34,691 42,213 43,225 39,8898 Emigration altogether,
 persons (6+7)

-635 -163 5,222 2,379 636 -898 -10,9399 Statistical correction**

11,519 12,755 16,044 6,656 13,004 14,921 2,79010 Migration balance,
 persons (S-8+/-9)

'Romania, Slovakia, Ukraine, Serbia, Croatia.
"The di�erence between the migration balance and the combination of immigration and emigration,
 taken into account when further counting the population (balance of lines 5 and 8) (”�ow” data).
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erential naturalization process launched in 2011. Since a 
many Hungarians beyond the borders had been granted 
citizenship by the time, they were already Hungarian 
citizens when they arrived in the country. This is fur-
ther supported by the fact that, altough there was a sev-
en-fold growth perceivable in the annual average num-
ber of Hungarian citizens settling without a domestic 
place of residence, the number of those immigrants who 
arrived from countries that acknowledge the institution 
of dual citizenship decreased by nearly 60%. It is note-
worthy that, as for Slovakia which is against the latter 
institution, the average number of people arriving from 
there rather grew – by one-third – rather than decreased.

The remaining one-third of immigrants, more precise-
ly 98 thousand people, were foreign citizens who came 
from outside the Carpathian Basin and had no Hungari-
an connections. Their annual number averaged 16 thou-
sand, which equalled a 12% rise. 42% of them, that is 41 
thousand people, originated from Europe, 40% (i.e. 39 
thousand) came from Asia – wherein one-third was from 
China. 11% of these foreign citizens, namely 11 thousand 
arrived from America (mainly from the United States), 
and another 5% (5 thousand people) from Africa. As com-
pared to the previous 8-year period, between 2011 and 
2016 the average annual number of immigrants arriving 
from Europe without any Hungarian connection dropped 
by one-third, while the volume of those coming from Af-
rica, America and Asia increased by 100%, 70% and 22% 
respectively.

One should not forget about the drastic growth in the 
number of asylum-seekers between 2014 and 2016. Dur-
ing the period 2002-2010 a total of 21 thousand (on a year-
ly average 3 thousand) asylum-seekers claimed refugee 
status in Hungary, and 3 thousand (14%) of them were 
granted a status of a kind – either refugee, recipient or the 
one for people enjoying subsidiary protection. Regarding 
their distribution, 43% (i.e. 9 thousand) came from Asia, 
40% (namely 8,500) from Europe, 9% (another 1.8 thou-
sand) from Africa, and the remaining 7% (more precisely 
1.5 thousand) arrived from other regions. Between 2011 

and 2016, however, the number of asylum-seekers was al-
ready 17 times higher than their average number in the 
previous period. It reached a total of 272 thousand within 
6 years, which meant an annual average of 45 thousand 
asylum-seekers, yet out of them it was only 3 thousand 
(1%) who were actually granted such status. 92% of this 
number, that is 249 thousand people claimed refugee sta-
tus in the second half of the affected period, between 2014 
and 2016. And still in this short time interval, the year of 
2015 was outstanding regarding the volumes – 177 thou-
sand claims were submitted, which made up almost two-
thirds of their total number during the period 2011-2016. 
In response to the legal border closure and physical fence 
construction commenced in 2015, in 2016 the record data 
of the previous year fell to one-sixth, as far as the number 
of immigrants claiming refugee status is concerned. Near-
ly three-quarters (72%) of the immigrants, namely 197 
thousand people came from Asia between 2011 and 2016 
– 78 thousand from Syria, 70 thousand from Afghanistan 
and 13 thousand from Iraq. Another 54 thousand (20%) 
arrived from Europe, mainly from Kosovo, and 4% (i.e. 

Source: KSH (CSO) 

Figure 6/36 –  
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11 thousand) originated from Africa, just as was the case 
with other regions.

Overall, the significant, two-third growth in the aver-
age number of settlers/immigrants is mostly attributa-
ble to the over twenty-fold increase in the number of 
returning Hungarians, while the period saw a much 
smaller-scale improvement in the annual average fig-
ure of non-resident Hungarians and other foreigners – 
showing 16% and 12% respectively. Concerning those 
leaving the country, their number reached a total of 
198 thousand (an annual average of 33 thousand) be-
tween 2011 and 2016. 71% of them, more precisely 141 
thousand people were Hungarian citizens, while the 
remaining 29% (namely 57 thousand) were classified 
as foreign citizens. This means that the annual average 
number of the former and latter type during the period 
was 23 thousand compared to 10,000 respectively.

It is the outflow of people with Hungarian connections 
that, in around two thirds, determines the international 
migration processes. Between 2011 and 2016 it was as 
many as 141 thousand Hungarian citizens (i.e. an an-
nual average of 23 thousand) who left the country as 
opposed to the 170 thousand immigrant Hungarians 
(in other words, an annual average of 28 thousand) who 

decided to cross the borders inwards. From among the 
latter, 128 thousand were Hungarian citizens, account-
able for an average of 21 thousand Hungarian citizens 
immigrating on a yearly basis. The figures during the 
period 2003-2010, however, changed to 29 thousand em-
igrants compared to 132 thousand immigrant Hungar-
ians – meaning 4 thousand compared to 17 thousand 
people on a yearly average. In this sense, the surplus 
has shrunk to less than one-third – from the former 
100 thousand to 30 thousand. In the case of foreigners 
without Hungarian connections, though, this ratio was 
57 thousand emigrants countered by a figure of 98 thou-
sand immigrants, which could otherwise be interpreted 
as a yearly figure of 10 thousand compared to 16 thou-
sand respectively. The balance of 30 thousand (i.e. annu-
ally 4 thousand) emigrants and 82 thousand (that is, on 
a yearly basis 10 thousand) immigrants dominated in 
the period 2003-2010, the positive difference of which, 
however, has decreased from the initial 50 thousand to 
40 thousand. It may be concluded, thus, that the decline 
in the migration surplus (down by 80 thousand), could 
in 90% of cases be explained by the various processes 
related to people with Hungarian connections.
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SUMMARY
 
The family-friendly provisons, the paradigm shift and the change of values, along with the set of meas-
ures in support of families with children, largely contributed to the progress made in population trends, 
and enabled us to ensure that a number of international trends - which had demonstrated signs of 
deterioration prior to 2010 – take a new, more favourable direction.

There was marked improvement in the atitudes to childbearing. As for population indicators, the fertil-
ity rate rose by almost one-fifth, resulting in 3% more bables being than at the time of the change of 
the government. In addition, Hungary’s position in the list of Member States improved significantly in 
the case of both indices, though they still failed to reach the EU average. The change in the average 
female childbearing age and the number of live-births out of wedlock are also promising. It is another 
positive trend that the rate of abortions has been meaningfully reduced – in comparison with EU fig-
ures and nominally as well, recording a a fall of 25%.

Even though the shrinking number of deaths was countered by growing life expectancy, the scale 
thereof still proved to be insufficient for the country to approximate the EU average. Therefore in rel-
ative terms, our, our lagging behind has not yet been made up for compared to earlier figures. All this 
had been facilitated by the apparently slower rate observed in the natural shrinkage of the population 
size, in the category of which Hungary now managed to rank higher among EU Member States. The 
migration processes, however, somewhat accelerated the actual population decline – in absolute and 
relative terms alike.

Even people’s enthusiasm to start a family was kept high, since almost 1.5 times more couples took 
their wedding vows during these six years. In parallel with this, the decrease in the number of relation-
ships was halted, and basically turned into a significant increase. The falling numbers of divorces was 
by no means negligible, which is an important benchmark as far as growing stability in marriages is 
concerned. Hungary continued to climb in the ranking list of EU Member States in respect to marriage 
and divorce rates.
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What is more, the rebuilding of the cancelled housing support scheme paid off too. Home purchase and 
construction plans of families with children found their motivation, inasmuch as parents were inspired 
to cope with the challenges of family-work balance by relying on the restructured crèche system. Lav-
ish benefits led to substantially better financial as well as income status among families raising three 
or more children. Even single-parent families, constituting a vulnerable group of families with children, 
received more attention.

And last but not least, the damaged relationships with Hungarian compatriots beyond the country’s 
borders have been improved. Following the political era until 2010, the foundations of preferential nat-
uralization were eventually laid, those entitled have been granted the right to vote, and the volume of 
national political grants has been significantly increased. Now our attempts are also being directed at 
focusing on this group in our population policy. We are doing our utmost to help them realise their plans 
to have children and to strengthen their relations with the motherland.
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Having a retrospective look at the past eight years, on overview has been made of the road we have taken from 
the time our government took office in 2010. Theoretical–political considerations have been explained, along 
with the decisions and measures to foster a better demographic situation. Their achievements have not been 
ignored either, which somehow lends us the inclination to dedicate a few words to future challenges and tasks 
ahead. Finally, it is time to discuss the objectives the Hungarian government has set in its family and population 
policy after 2018, and to identify the fields where progress is still needed in light of the results up to this day.

NEW FAMILY-FRIENDLY MEASURES TO IMPROVE 
THE ATTITUDE TO PARENTHOOD AND TO 
ENHANCE POPULATION GROWTH
 
Public thinking about having children has undergone a 
remarkable improvement in the past seven years, which 
is mirrored in the 20% increase in the fertility rate, 
partly being attributable to the current family-friendly 
policy. The long-term sustainability and reproduction of 
the population, however, is impossible without a fertili-
ty rate reaching 2.1, which again strengthens us in our 
conviction that we must continue on the path we have 
tread so far in order to enable a demographic equilibri-
um in a few decades’ time. We must intensify our efforts 
in making Hungary a family-friendly country indeed, 
where every sphere of life is imbued with the notion 
that ”living in a family is fun”. It is essential that Hun-
garian families are assured that it is this family-friendly 
policy that can guarantee a stable, safe, secure and pre-
dictable future for them – both in terms of employment, 
livelihood, family-planning and childbearing. We must 
confirm that the family support scheme will further 
maintain the current achievements. Our acquis related 
to the benefits and services provided to parents shall 
be preserved after 2018 as well, following the measures 
introduced so far. Yet, to more efficiently support fami-
lies’ parenthood decisions, to more precisely assess their 
needs and to pull down all the barriers in the way of 
childbearing plans, even the period after 2018 requires 
us to thoroughly consider all the major areas of inter-
vention where the most crucial changes are expected, 
alongside the tools and means that are indispensable for 
them. Thus our aim is to strengthen families in their be-
lief that their childbearing and childrearing endeavours 

are further acknowledged by the Government. What is 
more, their appreciation for the top-on performance pro-
vided to the community shall receive greater emphasis 
in the future.

Getting down to work pursuant to these principles, we 
have every reason to hope that parenthood and childbear-
ing will become more popular among Hungarian families 
within a reasonable period of time. We trust that, by 2030, 
our current and future family-friendly measures will result 
in a fertility rate of 2.1, which is vital for the population’s 
reproduction. There is no doubt that if these conditions are 
met, the Hungarian demographic changes will inevitably 
produce an equilibrium by the second half of the century.

We wish to make it plausible that there is another solu-
tion for today’s demographic situation that ignores the 
mobilisation of external resources – the Hungarian 
Christian government is dedicated to rely on the popu-
lation’s family-planning objectives instead of improving 
the migration balance as a remedy. Our goal is to pro-
vide every possible resource for the cause so that child-
bearing plans may come true.

SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT IN THE 
POPULATION’S STATE OF HEALTH  
AND MORTALITY
 
Recent years have shown that, even though death rates 
diminished in Hungary, the figure was still high relative 
to other EU Member States. We ranked one of the last in 
the field of actual mortality and mortality above 65. Nei-
ther was the situation more favourable in connection with 
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deaths that could have been prevented through appropri-
ate public healthcare intervention or with in-time health-
care services. Our considerable lagging behind character-
istic of the last 6 years has not yet been fully eliminated.

Closely linked to the above, even female and male life 
expectancy proved to be much lower than the EU av-
erage, falling 4-6 years minus the rate at birth, and 3-4 
years lower for life expectancy at the age of 65. And, 
unfortunately, Hungarians may also expect to enjoy 3-4 
years less in health above 65.

Despite the public healthcare prevention and screening 
programmes, the measures against smoking and an un-
healthy diet, the various institution development projects 
and purchases, along with the considerable pay-rises for 
healthcare employees will definitely leave their mark in 
the long run, we still cannot rest on our laurels. Further ef-
forts are needed from 2018 on to substantially tighten the 
gap in the health and mortality indicators that so much 
divide us from the more developed European countries.

 
BETTER PREGNANCY AND DELIVERY 
CIRCUMSTANCES
 
Previous pregnancy and childbearing expectations, the 
negative or positive memories of delivery may be cru-
cial in a woman’s vision of future children in the family. 
Therefore the healthcare system should put ever more 
focus on a pro-life approach. And this shall show not 
only in cures and medication, but before all, in the ma-
ternity wards. Every move shall strengthen this attitude 
when it comes to a life conceived or born, just like in 
connection with the mothers awaiting the pleasures of 
parenthood. Good pregnancy and delivery experiences, 
along with the extra help received after giving birth may 
contribute to the number of desired children. In many 
cases a positive experience may start the idea of hav-
ing children that had not been planned before, while 
negative circumstances are reported to have an adverse 
effect. The development of ”family-friendly maternity 
wards” in Hungarian hospitals is proposed to involve the 
use of methods and tools that assure a pleasant child-

SUSTAINABLE POPULATION
Total fertility rate: 2.1

Figure 7/1 – DEVELOPMENT TRACK OF A SUSTAINABLE POPULATION UNTIL 2030
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bearing experience. It incorporates the creation of a cosy 
environment for delivery, with an ever more supportive 
approach on the horizon.

It is vital for us that babies and families are born in a 
way that is the most ideal for those concerned.

BETTER PROMOTION OF WORK AND FAMILY LIFE 
BALANCE
 
The capacity-building of day-nurseries by creating 50,000 
more places, and the set of measures in support of the em-
ployment of parents with young children (such as GYED 
Extra or the Job Protection Action Plan) not only created 
an environment with the freedom of choice, but also en-
abled parents with young children to re-enter the labour 
market – under conditions tailored to their needs, or to 
stay at home with the children, if they preferred so. Not-
withstanding this, the relatively low rate of working wom-
en, with children under 3, urges further steps. Given the 
fact that it is still only one in every five mothers who goes 
back to work, we will strive to reach the 33% coverage 
set in the Barcelona objectives in connection with crèche 
capacities. Accordingly, attempts shall be made to raise 
the level from the current 50 thousand places to 90,000 
in the long run. This could make it possible for parents 
with children under the age of 3 to return to work, should 
they wish to. A situation shall be created similar to that of 
mothers whose children attend kindergarten, where the 
institutional system already provides for a country-wide 
coverage. The promotion of atypical employment forms, 
such as teleworking, flexitime or part-time jobs, with a 
broader outreach, is also included in the list of tasks. This 
calls for better employer engagement though, since most-
ly it is the childcare duties and their limitations in crèche 
and kindergarten service hours, together with some oth-
er reasons, that discourage mothers from taking a full-
time job. They need widely available alternative solutions 
that facilitate the coordinated fulfilment of family duties 
matched with flexible work opportunities. And unfortu-
nately, compared to the Western European figures, our 

lagging behind is significant in this field, since the em-
ployment rate of women with children under 6 still falls 
15% below the EU average, standing at 62.8% against the 
EU level of 74.1%. Women taking a part-time job in par-
allel with raising children under the age of 6 constitute a 
much lower ratio, 10.2% as opposed to the EU average, 
which was almost four times higher, standing at 39.1% 
in 2016. More precisely, the registered rates were 83.3%, 
68.9%, 64.4%, 56.1% and 43.1% in the Netherlands, Aus-
tria, Germany, the United Kingdom and Belgium respec-
tively. Our ranking in connection with home teleworking 
is not too favourable either. Again mothers with children 
under 6 were represented in a mere 7.0% on the labour 
market, while the rate was two-fold, 16% for the EU av-
erage. It peaked at 41.6% for the Netherlands, 36.5% for 
Denmark, 34.7% for Luxembourg, 33.9% for Sweden, 
while showing 26.4 and 24.1% in the case of Finland and 
the United Kingdom.

In order to provide family-friendly, firm and flexible em-
ployment conditions for these mothers, which might also 
improve the general attitude to parenthood, there is clear 
need for progress even after 2018. Special attention shall 
be paid to the financial motivation and awareness-raising 
of employers, as well as to the modification of the labour 
standards with the aim of fostering the application of 
atypical employment forms. The public sector and public 
institutions shall be the leaders in the development and 
naturalization of such practice. A so-called ”family-friend-
ly public sphere” is needed, which ensures the conditions 
for the optimal coordination of family and office life, since 
there is nothing else that could offer such a matching of 
the trio. The three ambitions, namely family, livelihood 
and career may thus be coordinated on a level that will 
lay the ideal foundations for parenthood and childbear-
ing, with the largest outreach possible.

 
ENHANCED SUPPORT FOR YOUNG PEOPLE  
IN FAMILY PLANNING
 
Once it comes to the support of family-planning and 
parenthood objectives, special attention shall be paid to 
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young people aged 25-35, since biologically they comprise 
the most fertile age-group. Yet, it is again this group, and 
especially university students or fresh graduates, who face 
several difficulties in family-planning, such as housing, 
starting a career, lower salaries or student loan debt. A 
number of government measures have been made since 
2010 in order to mitigate these constraints. From among 
them ”GYED for graduates” was of key importance, 
whereas this year saw the lengthening of the allowance’s 
duration until the child’s second birthday. And neither 
will the next year be exempt from supportive measures: 
the partial or full remittance of student loan debts in the 
case of mothers with two or even more children is antic-
ipated. The new Housing Programme (CSOK), launched 
in 2015, may be attributed a crucial role in the implemen-
tation of the families’ housing plans, just like in the fu-
ture opportunity to reduce lending debts after three or 
more children from next year on. The list of endeavours, 
however, may not be inclusive at this point. The average 
childbearing age has been further increasing, although at 
a slower pace. Among young women, it exceeds 30, even 
approximating 28 years of age at the birth of the first 
child. Therefore, it is essential that government measures 
cherish the cause: they shall not only foster parenthood 
in this age-group, but provide the necessary financial 
subsidies thereto. The ownership of a home is essential 
for young couples when starting a family. Nonetheless, 
without a sufficient salary or adequate financial resourc-
es, such goals may be achieved only later. This may not 
set up obstacles to young people’s independence and fam-
ily-planning, though. Action is needed in the area, cover-
ing the temporary period of a few years before a dwelling 
for personal occupation may be constructed or purchased. 
Concerning the current housing constructions, such as 
CSOK, our support shall not only be addressed at parents 
with children, but at those who are planning to have chil-
dren in the future – since it is their segment that would 
need larger, more spacious dwellings for the proper ac-
commodation of the extended family.

And then there is the challenge of the real world, the 
many constraints and setbacks, mostly of a financial na-

ture, that young people will definitely face. No doubt, they 
should not be left alone for a single moment: their com-
pensation for these stress factors is a task to accomplish. 
They need to be backed in their efforts to obtain the nec-
essary qualifications and to acquire the relevant skills and 
knowledge for further education or employment, without 
being hampered by financial problems. As an initial step, 
from 2018 on, the first intermediate-level language exam 
will be available to them free of charge, and a larger fund 
shall be disbursed for the driving licence costs incurred 
during the traffic course and the related exam. Access 
conditions to the student loan shall be improved too.

These measures, or a combination thereof, will surely 
leave their mark in encouraging young people to start 
their own lives and realize their partnership and family 
plans by relying on a wider range of choices.

SUPPORT FOR LARGE FAMILIES

The past years have seen the family support scheme ded-
icate special emphasis to families having or raising three 
or more children, with the aim to making ”living in a large 
family” more attractive. The outstandingly high amount of 
family allowances, the housing-related subsidy under CSOK 
(even at the sum of HUF 10+10 million), the free institution-
al catering services for children, and the latest mitigation of 
lending debts are all meant to acknowledge the top-on per-
formance and sacrifice families have made in the matter of 
responsible childrearing. Accompanying results did not take 
long to show either. Families’ income significantly rose, in 
absolute and relative terms alike, which was coupled with 
diminishing financial risks and subsistence constraints. The 
time has come when having more than two children is no 
longer associated with a plunge into poverty. And this is af-
firmed in the provision of appropriate government support.

At the same time, there is a desperate need for a higher 
number of large families where parents pledge to assure 
the children’s later prosperity. We propose to make this life-
style more attractive, and intend to highly appreciate the 
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socially beneficial work of the parents. Accordingly, more 
attention shall be paid to those families where the number 
of children makes it impossible for either parent to take a 
full-time job, causing them to choose a lifestyle conform to 
the traditional family model where it is mostly the mother 
who stays at home to take care of the children on a full-
time basis. The underlying endeavour is to grant respon-
sible childrearing families the chance of a fair choice. The 
family support scheme is proposed to ensure fair and prop-
er livelihood to these families even if re-employment at 
short notice is not feasible due to their special life situation.

STRONGER ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF PATERNAL 
ROLES IN THE FAMILY
 
The ever more intensifying presence of women on the la-
bour market, globally and in Hungary, has led to a gradual 
change in female and male role allocation within the family. 
The past years have seen women devote less time to house-
hold chores, initiating a shift towards a fair share of duties 
in families where both members of the couple go to work.

Consequently, Hungarian public opinion tends to set dou-
ble requirements towards men, in the form of ensuring 
the family’s subsistence and actively participating in chil-
drearing. Subsequent to their child’s birth, fathers take 
on a heavier load in taking care of the baby. The State 
family policy, thus, is destined to provide as much help as 
possible to alleviate the societal preoccupations in connec-
tion with male and female duties, thus fostering a more 
balanced share of roles in childcare and childrearing. Ac-
cordingly, fathers are entitled to every family allowance 
type in Hungary, allowing either parent to stay at home 
with the child for three successive years and to receive the 
respective benefit during the time. Family tax allowances 
may also be divided between the mother and the father. 
The choice of compensatory leave has been equally avail-
able to both parents since 2010. The paternal leave, which 
may be taken advantage of under ever better conditions 
as of 2013, also contributes to the longer time fathers may 
spend with their extended family after the baby’s arrival 

and to their more active involvement in family life.

Obviously, our family policy shall continue to pay spe-
cial attention to the underlying objective that paternal 
roles are not restricted to family subsistence, but reach 
far beyond. Fathers should be active participants in 
childrearing and family decisions, making it plausible 
to more equally divide the chores between the parents, 
which reportedly has a generic positive influence on 
family life and future childbearing plans.

FAMILY-FRIENDLY APPROACH

There is an urgent need for the defence of traditional family 
values – both on a national and international level. Interna-
tional conferences are held in the subject matter. A presence 
in international programmes is just as crucial, as is the liai-
son with government, ecclesiastical and civil agents across 
Europe and around the world. The Hungarian government 
has, by now, earned the parties’ acknowledgement for its 
pro-family approach. And this attitude of ours shall be pur-
sued in the future too – within the country’s borders and 
beyond. Positive communication and the consolidation of 
the family-friendly approach are indispensable for letting 
the trio of family, marriage and parenthood find its way 
into public discourse. It shall be sounded in the media, on 
the various communication platforms, just like in govern-
ment speeches. It shall be reflected in public education, and 
neither should it constitute an exception when it comes to 
addressing the youngest generations, since financial means 
and subsidies will not suffice. The creative power of words 
and ideas, and supportive public thinking are vital for the 
building of a Family-friendly Hungary.

FAMILY AND POPULATION POLICY WITH A 
FOCUS EXPANDED TO HUNGARIANS IN THE 
CARPATHIAN BASIN AND AROUND THE WORLD
 
Having totally broken with the political course prior to 
2010, which, in the best understanding of the word, was 
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anything but concerned about the entire Hungarian com-
munity and our compatriots abroad, the current national 
policy treats the problem of closer relations with Hungar-
ians in foreign countries as a priority issue. We believe 
that our responsibility extends beyond the country’s bor-
ders. It is not restricted to the 10 million Hungarians in 
the motherland, but also covers those millions around 
the world who deem themselves Hungarian. We are 
committed to giving them a supporting hand in cherish-
ing our culture and mother tongue, and in maintaining 
their Hungarian identity. We wish to help them prosper 
abroad, thus leaving them the chance to return home one 
day, at their own will. It was on the basis of these concepts 
that we decided to make certain family subsidies availa-
ble even to Hungarian families living and having children 
in another country. The subsidies, primarily covering the 
maternity benefit and the Baby Bond, will be accessible 
from next year.

Even though it may be a critical step in the range of meas-
ures ahead, this will still only be the first move made 
for Hungarians abroad. The ultimate goal is to broaden 
and extend the current scope of subsidies, allowances 
and benefits funded by the motherland, various rep-
resentations and foreign-based Hungarian companies. A 
thoughtful consideration of the key aspects, such as the 
expatriates’ needs and requirements, or the strengthen-
ing of Hungarian culture and identity, requires thorough 
pre-assessment in order to extend the scope of these 
grants, since it is an information-based decision that 
underlines the development and implementation of the 
”navel cord” programme, which is designed to enliven 
and revive the liaison between Hungarians abroad and 
in the motherland, just like the relations with our com-
patriots in the country, in order to keep the entire Hun-
garian community alive. It is essential that our nationals 
beyond the borders enjoy the benefits of the country’s 
support and care, supporting them in their decision to 
return and finally settle in Hungary.
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In connection with this, however, there is the agony of a 
long-existing problem to resolve. The assessment of the 
number of Hungarian citizens or Hungarian nationals 
permanently living abroad for a shorter or longer time is 
hampered by serious obstacles. Administrative and statis-
tical burdens stand in the way of the estimate, even if it is 
only of an approximate nature. Yet, unaware of the exact 
headcount, it is rather hard, if indeed possible at all, to put 
together efficient measures and strategies for the target 
group. It is quite obvious then that the period after 2018 
shall be partly devoted to the elimination of such weak-
nesses, setting related developments, aimed at the precise 
and reliable establishment of such figures, as a core objec-
tive.

If we gain the confidence and trust of the constituents 
in 2018 again, which we count on and have been work-
ing for, the forthcoming years will be determined by our 
efforts to realise our goal of a strong and growing Hun-
garian nation.

FAMILY FRIENDLY
COUNTRY
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