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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Objective of the study

Ethnicity is a significant factor influencing denraghic change. In the countries with higher than
replacement fertility level and at least relativgbung population it usually has a higher impact on
reproduction than the other components (mortality migration). As shown by numerous studies,
ethnic differentiation is typical of all populatigmocesses.

Ethnic composition of Kazakhstan is heterogeneond mixed, which is a result of
complicated ethno-cultural, demographic and palitiprocesses. Therefore, there is a focused
attention to examine the ethnic component of pdfmmnaeproduction along with other problems of
population in our country. This issue requiresHartin-depth study, which influenced my choice of
research subjects. Kazakhstan, as every multiettmiotry, is characterized by ethnic differences
in fertility. These differences reflect both theigqueness of culture and marriage-family relations
and the unevenness of demographic transition wittifarent ethnic groups due to the peculiarities
of historical development. Up to now, ethnic diffeces in fertility remain one of the important
features of demographic development of Kazakhstan.

It is important to note that in the 1990s, espécial the first half of the century, ethno-
demographic processes were largely determined tarread migration. In contrast, currently, the
dynamics of ethno-demographic development is malatgrmined by processes taking place inside
the country. First of all, this concerns fertility.

Despite the fact that there are various ethnic ggdn Kazakhstan, the seven most numerous
together make up 95% of the total population (i©70 But the study mainly focuses on four
dominant ethnic groups: Kazakhs (59.2%), Russi&ts6fo), Ukrainians (2.9%) and Uzbeks
(2.9%). Other ethnic groups (Uyghurs, Germans aattdrs), which are presented separately in the
ethno-demographic data, were not studied withinstiitgect of fertility. Due to their relative small
number, at the moment they do not change the dyeatiern in the country. Also, it must be noted
that their demographic behavior and characteristics largely similar to one of the above-
mentioned ethnic groups.
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Now it is possible to claim that all ethnicities ¢farough a transition from traditional to
modern patterns of fertility behavior. The changesertility behavior of ethnicities concern the
transition of preferences from families with marhjldren to those with fewer children. Despite
such transition, the level and rates of fertilitpang different ethnicities are heterogeneous. Even
significant territorial difference in fertility ithe country is basically nothing but a reflectidrite
ethnic differences. The reasons of ethnical diffees are traditions and customs which are
developed historically and continued to influencenms and behavior of a particular ethnic group.
The life style, family structure, woman’s role amither factors have direct and indirect impact on
fertility.

An analysis of work dealing with fertility problenshowed that ethnic differences of fertility
in Kazakhstan, especially its changes in recentsyé@ve not been the subject of special theotetica
research in science of our country, although sospe@s of this problem were highlighted in
domestic as well as foreign literature.

Thus, topicality and lack of studies on the problei fertility's ethnic characteristics
determined the choice of topic, objectives and mtasks, as well as object and subject of this
dissertation research.

The purpose of this studlyto identify differences in the level and dynasof fertility among
major ethnic groups of Kazakhstan from 1999 to 2006
To achieve the goal of study, the following taskeeveet

« To make an overview of different theoretical andthoédological study approaches of
fertility’s ethnic features;

« To examine ethnic composition of the population;

« To examine sex-age structure of ethnic groups;

* To analyze the dynamics of fertility in each sedelatthnic group;

» For better understanding, to examine fertility irttborders within ethnic groups;

* To compare the dynamics and birth rates among@troups;

* To analyze the main reasons of differentiatioreimility between ethnic groups.

The research has selected asltfectthe largest ethnic groups — Kazakhs, Russians,
Ukrainians and Uzbeks.

The subjecof the study is ethnic aspect of fertility in K&hatan.

The chronological framewortif the study covers the period 1999-2006.

The dissertation is based on a systematic and aatiyg@analysis of statistical data on ethnic
groups.

These are the research questions for this study:

« What is the differentiation of fertility among etbrgroups?
« Do ethnic differences in fertility become less dess significant, and does demographic
homogeneity of society grow?
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« Is the increase in fertility among ethnic groupseffiect of socio-economic recovery of the
country or an influence of a favorable age strietfrthe population?
» Is the increase in fertility rates among ethnicup®mainly due to postponed childbearing?

2.2 Outline of work

The work on the theme ,Ethnic differentiation oftfity in Kazakhstan” consists of several parts
(chapters), including the introduction and conauasi

In the Introduction (Chapter 1), the current impade of the topic is explained, the level of its
scientific investigation is exposed, the purposd abjectives of submitted work are formed, the
subject and the object of research are definedrandcientific novelty and practical significande o
the dissertation are described.

Chapter 2 provides an explanation of the pecukarivf ethno-demographic statistics obtained
from the Statistics Agency of Kazakhstan, usedhiis tesearch. Some shortcomings of these
statistics are identified and commented on withorkwith this data. Methods and measures of
fertility are also described in detail. They werged (with the calculation of statistical data) to
analyze and compare differentiation between ethrdaps in the period 1999-2006.

Chapter 3, called ,Literature overview,” consists two sections. The first provides an
overview of scientific research by Kazakh sciestigtat focuses on ethnic characteristics of the
demographic process in Kazakhstan, which are asered by ethnic differences in fertility. The
second section analyzes the works of foreign aathdro have studied the characteristics and
differences of fertility by ethnicity in individuahultiethnic states.

Chapter 4, called ,Theoretical background,” refettte essence and content of the concepts of
-ethnics” and ,ethnic groups” as a social communiltyidentifies the characteristics of the study
and use of categories of ethnicity in the demogdagtudies. We also consider various theories and
hypotheses relating to demographic behavior ofietroups and ethnic differentiation in fertility.
We focused mainly on comparative study of fertilagnong the majority and minority ethnic
groups. Influence of culture, religion and othectées on ethnic characteristics of fertility is@ls
studied.

Chapter 5, called ,Ethno-demographic structure agypation in Kazakhstan,” is also divided
into sections, as are other chapters of this wdektion 5.1, ,Changing size and ethnic structure of
Kazakhstani population,” describes the change amtity and ethnic composition of the population
in the periods 1989-1999 and 1999-2007. This se&iso deals with changes occurring in the
ratio of urban and rural residents in ethnic groapd the proportion of each ethnic group in the
urban and rural population.

Section 5.2, ,Age structure of ethnic groups,” ekss the dynamics and differences in age
structure between ethnic groups. Ethnic groups withng and relatively old age structure of
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population are defined. It also presents differsrinechildbearing age women ratio between ethnic
groups.

An analysis of fertility dynamics and differentiati in fertility between ethnic groups in the
period from 1999 to 2006 is considered in ChapteFeértility and Ethnicity.”

Section 6.1, ,Basic trends in fertility developmeim Kazakhstan between 1999 and 2006,”
shows the development of major trends in fertility the country during the period under
observation. Changes in main indicators of feytiéite examined, such as crude birth rate, general
fertility rate, total fertility rate and mean agechildbirth. Changes in fertility rates for seledtages
of women in childbearing age also are examined. Ma@ trends in fertility of the country are
described.

Section 6.2, called ,Ethnic differentiation of fiéity,” examines the level and dynamics of
fertility in the four major ethnic groups, as wall differences between them in the studied period.
The choice of these ethnic groups is explained. izoing the dynamics and trends of fertility, the
differences and reasons for the difference inlfigribetween ethnic groups are identified. Method
of standardization and decomposition is used fooraparative analysis of trends in fertility along
with general methods of analysis of fertility.

Section 6.3 is intended for a detailed analysithefobserved changes in fertility rates among
ethnic groups. It examines the differences inlfgrtby birth orders between selected ethnic groups
It shows the dynamics of fertility change in eaatthborders within ethnic groups.

In conclusion, the thesis research is summed wgmrétical conclusions are presented and
some directions of further study of the problemaurtdined.
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Chapter 2

Data and methods

2.1 Data collection and sources

Data for this study is obtained from the Ethnoderapbic Yearbook of Kazakhstan
(Ethnodemograficheskii ezhegodnik Kazakhstana)ighedl in 2006 by the Agency of Statistics of
the Republic of Kazakhstan and from the statisti@thhbase of the Agency of Statistics of the
Republic of Kazakhstan. Some data were obtainad fflee Demographic Yearbook for 2008 and
the statistical digest ,Kazakhstan for the yearsinofependence 1991-2007" published by the
Agency of Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

The data on population by sex and age for eachiceginaup under observation from 1999 to
2006 were taken from the Ethnodemographic Yearlmidkazakhstan. The data are given for the
beginning of each year. This yearbook has a distmdeature, as in accordance with its name, the
figures on population are for the first time pubdéig according to ethnic origin of the population.

Using its statistical database, the Statistics Agenf Kazakhstan provided data about total
number of live births, the number of live births/ (ex and age of mother) and the number of live
births (by age of mother and by order) for eachietigroup from 1999 to 2006. Additionally, data
on population by sex and age for each ethnic gfoughe beginning of 2007 are given. The
presented data include information on the whol€afakhstan.

The first source of these data is constituted leyrdsults of the 1999 census, which included
guestions on ethnic origin. The second source laulzdion of the current balance of natural and
migratory movements of population by ethnicity.

Ethnodemographic indicators are determined for dtienic groups with a more than one-
percent share in the total population of the cguif€azakhs, Russians, Ukrainians, Uzbeks,
Uighurs, Tatars and Germans), while data for etgnizips with the population under one per cent
are given in an aggregate form as ,other ethnicpsd

Thus, taking into account the available data, te=arch analysis of ethnic differentiation of
fertility in Kazakhstan covers the period from 19892006. However, not all ethnic groups were
selected for the study of fertility. Some are sapey presented in the statistics. The largestiethn
groups (Kazakhs, Russians, Ukrainians and Uzbelese vgelected as they to a large extent
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determine the nature of fertility in the countryricig the studied period. However, it should be
noted that in the analysis of ethnodemographicstra of the population of Kazakhstan (Chapter
4) all ethnic groups are included, and the datayasen for the beginning of each year from 1999 to
2007.

While analyzing data several problems appeared:

1. There is a number of live births where mother’'s &g@ot determinedThe most large
number of live births, when a mother’s age is retednined was recorded in 1999, when
2,320 live births were fixed or 1,1% of total lilrths. In later years, unavailable data
decreased and in 2006 there were 262 such liviesbire. 0.1%. As far as ethnic groups are
concerned, the largest numbers of live births wimogher's age could not be determined
appeared among Kazakhs (1694 live births or 1.2909®0) and Russians (313 live births
or 0.8% in 1999). But in recent years their shates decreased.

2. There is a number of live births where ethnic gragimot determinedTheir quantity in
recent years on the contrary increased. While 891Be number of live births where ethnic
group were not determined was 207 live births (Q,iff6ose to 750 (0.2%) by 2006.

3. There is a number of live births where birth oréenot determinedlheir number in 1999
was 480, but if we add the number of life birthsewdha mother’s age is not determined, we
obtain 2,800, which makes 1.3% of all live birtiifie number of live births, where birth
order was not determined along with the numbeivef births,where a mother’'s age is not
determined was 0.2% in 2006. In ethnic groups athénfirst case, the main share of
unavailable data appeared among Kazakhs and Rsissian

Therefore, we can observe some errors when caluglaind analyzing fertility trends and

indicators among ethnic groups. Such errors oat@ach year and ethnic group. They have minor
influence and do not change the general pattern.

2.2 Methods and indicators for fertility analysis

For the analysis of statistical data it is necessaruse demographic methods. There are
several ways to measure fertility levels and patteSome of the most common methods are used
in this analysis. It should be noted that all thewsasures will be used for fertility in the whole
country and for fertility in selected ethnic groupsmore clearly define the differentiation of hirt
and to compare the dynamics between them in thedoEom 1999 to 2006.

Crude birth rate (CBR)

Crude birth rate is the simplest and most commoasue of fertility. It is defined as the
number of births in a year per 1000 mid-year pdjmutia- that is,

CBR = %* 1000
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where B is the total number of live births an@ is the total populationThe term “crude birth
rate” when unqualified means the crude birth ratetlie total population of an area, but one may
also speak of the crude birth rate of particulgsybation group in the area, such as a race, etnici
residence, or occupation group. For example, thdechirth rate for the Kazakhs population of

Kazakhstan is represented by
B Kazakhs

CBRKazakhS—P *1000

Kazakhs

In this more general sense, the principal charatiteiof a ,crude” birth rate is that all ages and
both sexes are represented in the rate. AlthougR @Ba simple calculation, is not so useful
indicator to compare fertility rates among popuias if populations have different proportion of
women in childbearing age.

Standardization of crude birth rates

As an overall measure, the crude birth rate inipddr is subject to important limitations for
analytic studies. Like the crude death rate, éffected by variations in demographic composition
of a population, particularly its age and sex cosijgm. The analysis of time trends and of group
fertility differences is enhanced by eliminatingasnpletely as possible the effect of differences i
the age-sex composition of the compared populatidiss is only partially accomplished by
calculation of a general fertility rate. Both theude birth rate and GFR may be adjusted (or
standardized) for variations in sex composition. aladition, other types of age-sex adjusted
measures of fertility, particularly the total fétyi rate, may be calculated. As with death rabégh
or fertility rates may be adjusted by either theecli or indirect methods. We will calculate age-sex
adjusted birth rate by the direct method. The fdenisias follows:

Z foxf
ASABR= =5 *1000

Where f, equals the age-specific fertility rates in a paftc populatioanf the female age

distribution in the standard population, @dquals the total of the standard population (adisag
both sexes). As may be seen in formula, the ageifspbirth rates are weighted by the proportions
that females of a given age constitute in the fotglulation. The use of the overall total populatio
rather than the female population of childbearigg ar the total female population is intended to
provide an adjusted rate of the approximate madeitf the crude birth rate.

The result of calculation of the age-sex adjustetth lbate by this method is shown in Table 7,
using the population of Kazakhstan as a standard.

Standardization and decomposition of differencevben two crude birth rates

It is of interest to measure precisely the degoesttich the difference between the crude birth
rates of two populations can be attributed to diffiees in age-specific rates relative to the age-se
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structures of the two populations. The method afodgposition used for this purpose relies on
direct standardization and can be used to deteritiaerelative contribution of a number of
different factors that comprise a rate change. Bynai standardization, one may first determine
what the difference in the crude birth rates of pepulations would be if age-specific fertility eat

of the two populations differed, but the populat&tnuctures were the same. The resulting birth
rates would be adjusted for the difference in agestructure and the difference between age-sex
adjusted rates would provide a measure of the teffee to the age-specific rates, called the rate
effect. Next, in order to determine the effect dffelences in age-sex structures, called the
compositional effect, one would produce adjustethhiates in which the age-specific rates were
considered constant and the proportion of womeragh age group was allowed to vary.

In a more refined calculation, when calculating i and compositional effects that account
for observed differences in crude birth rates betwvo populations, the standards to be used the
age-sex structure and age-specific rates, respégtshould be the average for each of these factor
in the two populations. By using the average asmadsrd, one may eliminate an interaction effect
that may occur when one uses other standards.nf&ection effect results from the fact that the
rate effect depends on the choice of populationdstal and the compositional effect depends on
the choice of rates used in the calculations.

For example, the first step in calculating the rffiect, the second step compositional effect
for two populations, called populations 1 and 2 ldooe to calculate the age-sex adjusted birth
rates (age-sex-population-standardized birth AEPSCBR) to determine rate effect and age-sex-
rate-standardized birth rate (ASPSCBR) to deterroompositional effect) in each population. The
equations for the population 1 would be

Pu, P

P, P

ASPSCBR Z%* L %1000

1x

BZX +&
P« P Py
ASRSCBRZFX* —=—=221*1000
1

Where the symbols have the following meaning fquydation 1:
P! = females by age group
P, = total population

B,, = live births to females by age group
with corresponding terms for population 2.
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The results of such calculations can be seen Iadah 9 and 10.
General fertility rate (GFR)

The general fertility rate (GFR) represents a fitep towards obtaining a more refined
measure of fertility than the crude birth rate. Tleaeral fertility rate is defined as the number of
births per 1000 women of childbearing age. It maydpresented by

B

f
Pl5—49

GFR= *1000

where B is the total number of live births arfél{ ,, is number of women of childbearing age

This is a ,general” rate in that it attributes bgtto all women of childbearing age, irrespective
of whether they had a bhirth. Its potential rangé&asn about 50 to 300 per 1000. Like the CBR, it
derives partly from birth statistics and partlyrfrca census count or estimate of the mid-year
population. Also, like the crude birth rate, it ceals a great amount of variation by age, since onl
a small proportion of births occurs among the yash@nd oldest women in the age range 15-49.
Indeed, the age range is sometimes limited to 15¢#ere are few births among older women.

Age specific fertility rate (ASFR)

A set of age-specific fertility rates for a giveatel and population group serves as a basis for a
detailed comparison, with corresponding rates thieio population groups, that is unaffected by
differences between the groups in age-sex compnsifin age-specific fertility rate is defined as
the number of births to women of a given age:

BX
fo=o

Or to women per 1000 in that age group:

f 2%*1000

X
X

A set of rates may consist of the rates for 5-yegr groups from 15-19 to 44-49 or from 15—
19 to 40-44. The age classification recommendetthdynited Nations has 10 categories, under 15
years, quinquennial groups of 15-49 to 44—49, miteal group 50 and over, and a group of
~=unknown” age (United Nations, 1982, p. 4); for exde, the age-specific fertility rate between the
exact ages 20 and 24 years is equal to

f
20-24

fo ps = Ez&z:t *1000

Age specific fertility rates by order of births

Age-specific fertility rate by order is representgdthe formula:
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t1=5xx1000

X f
X

whereB‘X represents births of a given order to women oiffvargage andDXf relates to all the

women in a particular age, without regard to thenber of children they have had.
Total fertility rate

Total fertility rate (TFR) is an important tool teflect fertility. TFR is interpreted as the
average number of children a woman will bear inlifietime if she bears her children with the age-
specific rates observed during the year in questiéiiR is most commonly used to measure fertility
change over a period of time or to compare feytildtes between various geographic areas and
population groups (countries, regions or ethnicugs). TFR enables direct measurement of the
reproductive results of the female population afdtearing age without taking into account the
age structure of the population group not partiiiggin the reproductive process.

TFR= i f,

x=15
Total fertility rates by birth order

The age-order-specific fertility rates may be sumroger the childbearing age range to give
total fertility rates by birth order. The calcutati may be carried out on either a period basis or a

cohort basis. IfTFR; is the total fertility rate for birth orde,

49
TFR =) f,,

x=15
Best known among the synthetic cohort measurdwisotal fertility rate (TFR). This is calculated
from a set of age-specific fertility rates for agle year.

Parity progression ratios

A somewhat different perspective on the changdertdity by birth order is provided by the
trend of the parity progression ratio. In genepality progression ratios represent the probability
on a retrospective basis, of havingnanlth child among those that have hadnim child. Parity-
progression ratios may be defined in several wapedding on the data available and the degree of
refinement sought. In their simplest form, paritpgression ratios may be calculated as ratios of
the number of births of adjacent orders in theentryear. The formula may then be given simply
simply as follows:

a, =TFR (Formula for the probability of the transition froohildlessness

to a first-order birth)
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TFR,
TFRw

where TER is total fertility rate of a first birth ordefTFR, represents total fertility rate of a given

(Formula for the probability of a another ordersth)

a‘k:

order in some year anfiFR,,, is total fertility rate of the next higher order timle same year. In a

more refined form, parity progression ratios maybmputed for birth cohorts.
Proportion of childless women

Proportion of childless women corresponds to tterestof women who have not delivered a
child in their childbearing life. Thus, the ideandae easily expressed in the formula by subtracting
from ,total first birth (fertility) rate” which isequal to 1 the real observed total fertility radéf{rst
order):

p, =1-TFR,
This residual explains the proportion of women \klage no child.

Mean age at childbirth

Differences in the age pattern of childbearing misp be measured in terms of the median age
at childbirth or mean age at childbirth. Both measuare used but under different circumstances.
Calculating these measures on the basis of agdfispiectility rates rather than the number of
births eliminates the effect of differences in &g&- composition of the populations under
comparison. They may be interpreted then as désgrithe age pattern of childbearing of a
synthetic cohort of women — that is, a hypothetgralup of women who are viewed as having in
their lifetime the (fertility) experience recordada single calendar year. Both the median age and
mean age are ordinarily calculated from the datapiled for 5-year age groups. The mean age of a
distribution of birth rates is calculated accordindhe following formula:

> xf,

X = 2

21

Where X represents the midpoint of each age interval (1225, etc.) andf, represents an age

specific fertility rate for a single year (the fanfa follows the form of a weighted average of ages,
the weights being the age specific fertility rates)
Also we can calculate this measure by birth of orde

DXt
X =
]
2t
The considerable similarity of the age distribusionf birth rates suggests that the median age
would vary only little.
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Chapter 3

Literature overview

3.1 Basic texts published in Kazakhstan

In fact all scholars working on demographic deveiept issues of Kazakhstan admit that ethnic
structure of the population has a significant dffee the demographic situation in the country.
Despite this, the study of demographic processé&imakhstan has focused on migratory process
of population, especially emigration, while thedstwof fertility and its ethnic characteristics was
ignored for a long time. The specific nature of &leastan's studies in this direction determines that
the birth rate is usually considered in the conte#fxpopulation reproduction. Many demographic
researches of Kazakhstan have a complex and lstarharacter. Nevertheless, most scientists
who dealt with the issue of fertility in Kazakhstam their works have highlighted its ethnic
features. Admitting the impact of ethnic composition the patterns and trends of demographic
processes, the researchers practically similatgrpmet the level and extent of its influence.

For example, in the works of Kazakhstani researchiekseenko (1999, 2006), ethnic
specificity of demographic processes in Kazakhstmmainly considered in the context of
differentiation between Kazakhs and Russians aslahgest ethnic groups in Kazakhstan or
between ,Oriental” and ,European” segments of thpypation. Analyzing the dynamics of fertility
in the second half of the twentieth century, heeddbat the fertility rate decline among Kazakhs
was slightly lower than that of Europeans, butdswelearly evident. In other words, as early as the
1970-1980s, the process of changing the fertijyet of Kazakhs is tracked down — from
traditional to the modern (Alekseenko 2006).

Regardless of ethnicity, researcher predicts thetet won't be any wide occurrence of large
families in Kazakhstan, while families with onetteo children will be the most ,popular” option
(Alekseenko 2006). Concerning ethnic specificitythie first place, the author believes that itus d
to trends of population change — for example, eatign contributed to some improvements in
fertility change in Kazakhstan. External migratinais reduced the number of ,Europeans,” whose
fertility rates were significantly below the natarievel and the second demographic wave between
Kazakhs at the beginning of this century and imatign of repatriated ethnic Kazakhs (Oralmans)
brought about an increase in the share of the Kaga&tor of the population.
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Noting that the increase in fertility coincided kithe macroeconomic success of the country,
Alekseenko (2006) sees it as an effect of favorablenges in age-sex structure of population
(especially in the “oriental” part of the populatjpwhile maintaining the total fertility rate ataw
level. According to the expert, the new strategimniies of the country, which aimed at the
powerful socio-economic acceleration and develogmeh capital- and knowledge-intensive
industries as well as urbanization, leave no opmities for ethnic groups to expand their
traditional reproduction.

Nevertheless, the author is of the view that ewesuich circumstances, the improvement in the
demographic situation is objectively getting coteglcby the forces of the Kazakh segment of the
population, as the largest ethnic group in KazalhsThe second demographic wave started in
Kazakhstan whose impact has been seen since thmimggof this century.

There are different approaches to the classifinatioethnic groups in determining the ethnic
characteristics of demographic processes. Expeéiitdedthem into Turkic and Slavic; Indigenous
and Non-indigenous; European and Oriental. Inbépect, considerable interest has been aroused
by Aubakirova’s work (2005), where the identificatiof main demographic characteristics of the
population on the basis of cluster analysis imgted. To study the general and distinctive feature
of population’s development between 1979 and 1886, consolidated ethnic groups with similar
demographic characteristics. To implement clustaheis, 10 largest ethnic groups of Kazakhstan
was chosen. Ranking of the ethnic groups was choug according to 6 key criteria:

1. Crude birth rate (%o);
Crude dearth rate (%o);
Natural growth (%o);
Proportion of elderly persons (60 and over) (%);
Proportion of women in activity reproduction ag@+39) (%);
6. Proportion of urbanization (%).

Thefirst clusterincludes Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Azeris and Uyghurs. Thister is characterized
by high fertility rates, relatively low mortalithigh natural growth and a "young" age structure of
population. Thus, the first ethno-demographic groognsists of ethnicities with positive
demographic characteristics.

Thesecond clusteincludes Russians, Ukrainians, Tatars and BelangsiThese ethnic groups
have demographic characteristics as low fertilitigh mortality, low rate of natural increase, as
well as high level of urbanization. We should nihte distorted age structure of these ethnic groups.
Thus, the second ethno-demographic group inclddesthnic groups with negative rates of natural
increase and abrupt deformation of demographictstre. They can be described as ,crisis ethnic
groups.”

The third cluster includes Germans and Koreans. Unlike the previbus groups with
opposite demographic characteristics, this groupbm characterized as ,transitional.” According

a bk wn
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to the author's opinion, the demographic developroéithese ethnic groups tends to second the
ethno-demographic group, and could potentiallyreinte its composition. (Aubakirova, 2005)

Analyzing the trends of demographic processesatitieor comes to the following conclusions:

« Decline in fertility is typical of all clusters ithe given monitored period, an especially
large decline in fertility was observed in ethniogps of the second cluster;

« If we compare fertility rate in different ethnicaymps, then such a key indicator as
fertility rate in second cluster’s ethnic groupgvisce lower than that of first cluster’s
ethnic groups.

Thus, according to the author, the received datafgsignificant ethnic differentiation in the
level of fertility in Kazakhstan.

This observation was confirmed by the studies béotwuthors. For example, investigating the
causes of increasing total fertility rate in Kazste@m in 1999-2003, Kazakhstan researcher
Agybaeva (2006) refutes the widely-held belief tta increase in birth rate in recent years was
due to positive changes in the economic developroktite country. By her opinion, one of the
main causes of increased total fertility rateseicent years became the outflow of Russian-speaking
population from Kazakhstan. She also notes thatfitpiire is growing faster in towns rather than in
the countryside. Furthermore, the author drawstidte to the fact that the composition of the
population of Kazakhstan was influenced by repeatiaKazakhs whose reproductive behavior
focuses on middle-sized and large families.

According to the results of a survey on reprodectttitudes, the author found:

» For representatives of Asian nations (Azeris, Usbekajiks and others, except
Kazakhs), the ideal number of children per fanslyio97 children;

* Russian nationality respondents believed thatdaalifamily size is 2.8 children;

«  No woman prefers the ideal family size without dtein. This suggests that in the
hierarchy of values, children occupy a certain @ldaut far from identical, depending
on the order of their birth.

Agybaeva (2006) also notes that differences ofiopgabout the ideal number of children are
due not only to ethnic origin. The important fastevhich influence the formation of reproductive
attitudes are as follows: specific economical, aloand cultural conditions of urban and rural areas
The behavior of individuals in rural areas is mdependent on social environment. Customs,
habits, traditions, which are elements of psychplofjthe older generations, have a significant
influence on shaping attitudes toward childbeariMpile in urban areas, families develop toward
greater individualization of their members.

3.2 Foreign literature on the topic and related issues

In multiethnic societies, investigating causes andsequences of fertility differences between
ethnic groups and predicting general fertility tterof ethnic groups is a demand for government
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and demographic organizations to manage populaiowth. The role of ethnicity in fertility
differential study field has been widely discussedboth developing and developed countries, for
example: Chang (2003) — minority groups fertiligtferns in China; Abbasi-Shavazzi and Sadeghi
(2007) — fertility behavior of ethnic groups in raPeng (2002) — fertility differentials across
various subgroups including ethnicity in Malaysfajkins (2007) — effect of economic crisis on
ethnic differential fertility in Russia; Statistitéew Zealand (2004) — ethnic variations of festilit
by socioeconomic and geographic factors in New atedjl Forste and Tienda (1996) — racial and
ethnic fertility differentials in the United StateSAmerica, etc. Although there is a huge amodnt o
studies related to ethnic differential fertilitynlg those which are most relevant to our theme will
be reviewed in the following text.

The most relevant research to our study is conetitoy the works which examined the
influence of economic crisis during the 1990s onilfy patterns of major ethnic groups in post-
Soviet Kazakhstan by Agadjanian (1999) and Agadjaei al. (2008). They proposed a division of
the ethnic groups of Kazakhstan as Europeans aidss(Russians are major population of those
with European origin); and ethnic Kazakhs into tgmups of Russified and non-Russified
according to the language selection for interviespondents of each survey. They stated that the
socioeconomic and political crisis after the cablapof the Soviet Union may be affected by
demographic behavior of these ethnic groups diffidye During the time of crisis, European
women were marrying significantly earlier than éthKazakhs. Also, the crisis influenced the
timing of first childbearing within marriage amofropeans through significant postponement.
These two incompatible responses of European-origomen to the ethno-cultural and
socioeconomic non-favorable period are explainethbir socio-cultural and demographic specific
features, for example: the continuing attitude talseearly marriage even after the Soviet Union’s
split, the primary goal of European ethnic youngpdes was excluding childbearing, out-migration
of young Europeans who are more able to migrate thase who are married and have children
and likely to stay, could result in marital prefeeces of stayed youths or, on the another side,g/oun
Europeans can see emigration as a way of avoitlieig tincertain social status and through early
marriage they make a migration unit and by delayirgg birth, they may leave their options open.
Also it is observed that the level of contraceptisse and abortion was related with the level of
Russification or simply, it was the highest amongdpeans and the lowest among non-Russified
(Agadjanian and Qian, 1997). Therefore, the denpidcaand sociocultural specific signs of given
ethnic groups are important backgrounds for undedihg this unusual fertility trend.

Similarly, Dubuc (2009), in her analysis on theifiy trend by ethnic and religious groups of
UK observed that ethnic groups’ cultural backgroand religion are important to explain fertility
differences. Although some fertility convergencepegqred across ethnic groups in the UK since
1987, there are still significant fertility diffemees by ethnicity. Since the Second World War, the
immigration process from different countries to thiK started to rise due to post-war
reconstruction and sufficient offer of jobs. Despif the noticeable decline in TFR of Pakistani and



Anas Abuov: Ethnic differentiation of fertility Kazakhstan 24

Bangladeshi women, which may express some conveegehtheir fertility behavior with ethnic
majority groups, these two groups’ TFR remains &igtihan that of the other ethnic groups. The
lower fertility rate of some other ethnic minorityoups (Indian, White Other and Chinese) than
that of ethnic majority group-White British was éiped by their high socioeconomic and
educational status. In general, immigrant women higtier fertility than UK-born women. For
understanding fertility differences in multicultlisociety, there is a need to inspect the religious
and cultural background of ethnic groups.

In the context of society which has totally diffeteultured and religious ethnic groups with
different origins religious, sociocultural and degrepphic specific backgrounds are the main factors
influencing fertility differences between ethnicogps, but in the countries with similar religious
and cultural norms, fertility patterns of ethnicrapre appropriately ,specific language speaking”
groups differ mainly by the level of women’'s eduoat In his work on Pakistan’s ethnic
differential fertility, Muhammad (1996) pointed thethnic fertility differential is related to the
ethnic or more appropriately ,language speakingdugis’ different levels of education, fertility-
related norms and behavior, such as: age at figstimge and values of and demand for children,
residence, and practice of family planning methdtigh fertility rate of some ethnic groups was
closely associated with their low education, lowage at first marriage, absence of ideal fertility
preference, and lack of contraceptive knowledge asel Also, rural residence of some ethnic
groups could have effect on fertility with the teda of their low education level. Therefore, he
suggested that women’s education is the most palédatctor to conduct successful family
planning projects in Pakistan, with a long-termsjsting high rate of population growth and where
it is not possible to raise the age of first maygiaand change the family size norms due to the
population’s strong belief in Islamic law, custoarsd tradition. Overall, the fertility of population
may differ by ethnicity depending on different fa, such as: degree of assimilation into the major
ethnicity, socio-cultural, religious and demograpsmpecific background, and educational level. The
degree of assimilation process of ethnic minoriiige the majority group may determine fertility
pattern of ethnic minor groups in some countriegt B some societies, which raise an unusual
theoretical frame, the explaining keys should b&rdeed in the socio-cultural and demographic
specific background. In multicultural context, krledge of cultural and religious bases could be
important to shape fertility patterns of ethnic gwse. Finally, education shows the most powerful
negative effect on fertility rate and only througtiucation strong pronatalist religious beliefs and
norms may weaken.
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Chapter 4

Theoretical background

Fertility patterns differ between countries andraime. Even in the same country fertility pattern
can differ inside the population due to variougdes; which may cover a wide range of variables:
from socio-cultural (age at the first union, famalanning method/use, etc.) through socioeconomic
(income, education, etc.) till geographical, po#tiand other miscellaneous factors (climate, food
conditions, etc.). There are two main classificgadiof variables according to the way of their
influence on fertility: direct and indirect. Indevariables can influence fertility only through
direct variablegBongaarts, 1978). However, indirect variablesraoge important since they define
the external framework of direct variables (Josipp2003). Among the differential fertility studies
by indirect variables, the relationship betweeni@mmmnomic variables, especially education,
income, religion, urban-rural residence and etlyi@nd fertility, behavior of population is most
discussed and investigated in various countries.

Of all the factors, the study of fertility differees by ethnicity deserves certain attention,
especially in multiethnic societies, since ethgicitsually provides individual's cultural and
religious background including fertility-relatedHsvior, norms and values and ethnic groups differ
between each other not only by their basic charatitss, but also by their distinctive
socioeconomic and demographic conditions, whichcassidered the main cause of fertility
differences.

4.1 Ethnicity concept in demographic studies

The terms "ethnicity" and "ethnic group” are dediilom the Greek word ,ethnos” which normally
means ,nation.” Over time, because of various tygfeencounters, which industrialized states have
had with immigrants and people from colonized cdast ethnic groups became in opposite to the
nation and the term ,ethnic group” started to réfethe people with distinctive cultural identitias

of foreign state (Wikipedia). Definitions of ethiticand its categories widely vary across countries
since the criteria by which ethnic groups are ifienat contain terms, such as ,race”, ,origin” or
JLribe,” which can have many different connotatiofignited Nations Statistics Division, 1998).
Therefore, there is no internationally acceptedhitedn and criteria for ethnicity.
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Bulmer (1996) defined ethnicity as followgin ethnic group is a collectivity within a larger
population having real or putative common ancestmgmories of a shared past, and a cultural
focus upon one or more symbolic elements whicmeldfie group’s identity, such as kinship,
religion, language, shared territory, nationality @hysical appearance. Members of an ethnic
group are conscious of belonging to the grduprom the conference called "Challenges of
Measuring an Ethnic World: Science, politics, aedlity,” organized by Statistics Canada and the
United States Census Bureau, ethnicity is suggahksgdt is a fundamental factor in human life,
because ethnicity is a phenomenon inherent in huegrerience (Statistics Canada, 1992).
Similarly, according to Berthoud (2000), ethnidgya ,multifaceted phenomenon,” which is based
on physical appearance, subjective identificationltural and religious affiliation, and social
exclusion and consequently, ethnic group is a conitywwith its heritage providing common
important characteristics between its members hedet characteristics make them to be distinct
from others. Also these distinctions serve as aary separating communities.

The concepts ,ethnic identity” and ,ethnic categoaye often used together with the term
-ethnic group” in demographic studies. According Kainstadler (1979), who proposed the
distinctions of these three terms, while ethnicugres a group of human beings with some common
characteristics of consciousness and interestsoore sshared understanding and values, ethnic
identification is a process of belonging individdala group or category and this ethnic category
means classes of people or groups, who are divaEmbrding to their real or presumed
characteristics. Ethnic identity is indicated by tlecognition from others based on a group’s
distinctiveness by the indicators of common culiuiaguistic, religious, behavioral or biological
traits in contrast to other groups (Eriksen, 2001).

In various demographic studies, the concept ,laggespeaking group” is used as in terms of
another group boundary as ethnicity. There aresttyges of languages which are used in censuses,
namely: mother tongue, usual language and othegutege-knowledge of individual (United
Nations Statistical Division, 1998). Of them, mathengue (language usually spoken in the
individual's home in his early childhood) is coneml as a determinant of ethnic identity of
individuals. However, usual language (currentlynmst often spoken or the best known language
by the individual in his present home) refers asnditator of assimilation into that ethnic identit
which means ethnic identity may change in the diéeirse or through generations. In India and
Turkey, population is categorized in terms of motoeague.

Another term, ,race,” has been used with the saobe as ethnicity in some multicultural
contexts. Indeed, the concept of ethnicity is massociated with cultural, religious and behavioral
characteristics, but race is defined by heritalblgsiwal characteristics of individuals, for example
skin color, cranial and facial features, etc. Caioms of race and grouping by race vary by culture
and over time, and are often controversial for rdfie, especially social and political reasons
(Bulmer, 1996). At present, among social scientisdse is understood in the same manner of
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ethnicity as a social construct (Seidner, 1982yidibn into racial groups is used in the United
States of America.

Studies on ethnicity have special importance inufetfpn sciences for various reasons.
Intentions to study the relative size, growth otiere, and socioeconomic characteristics of ethnic
groups refer to that ethnicity is one of sub-groapa population, like sex, age, marital status, et
Also, according to Saenz and Morales (2005), in ynaases ethnic groups show different
demographic behaviors due to their distinctive aloceconomic, cultural and political life
experiences. Therefore, comparative studies oricpkt ethnic groups may lead to the better
understanding of their demographic variations.

4.2 Explanations of ethnic differential fertility

Investigations of causes of distinctive demograjigbaviors among ethnic groups provide better
understanding of both current and future fertipgtterns of ethnic groupbdlost of the studies on
demographic differences by ethnicity were done @mparative studies between majority and
minority groups. There are three main hypotheseishwtry to explain the mechanisms through
which ethnicity affects demographic behavior.

The first hypothesis is constituted by ,culturalpepach.” It suggests that demographic
differences among ethnic groups may be related withir distinctive cultural and historical
experience and will vary by degree of acculturatitio the majority group. On the other hand, the
second approach, called ,structural,” tries to expldemographic differences of ethnic groups by
the degree of structural assimilation into the tpm@l and economic circumstances of major groups
(Frisbie and Bean, 1978). The above-mentioned tppraaches both concentrate on the degree of
the assimilation process into larger society angigsst that a demographic difference between
ethnic groups is a temporary phenomenon (Goldseheidd Uhlenberg, 1969), which means that
this phenomenon would disappear or be minimal whaenethnic group is totally assimilated
socially, culturally, and economically or when thesharacteristics are statistically controlled.
However, many empirical studies show that evenr afthnic groups reach similar cultural and
socioeconomic conditions like larger society orsthefactors are controlled for statistically,
distinctive fertility development was still obsedveTo explain these remaining differences in
fertility, Goldscheider and Uhlenberg (1969) sudgdshe third major hypothesis which emphases
the independent role of Minority group status.

According to Minority group status hypothesis, éhgroups were considered as ,minorities”
or ,minority groups” in major society. As being a@nurity group member, an individual may find
himself in a disadvantaged ,minority group statustiich does not totally mean to be different in
terms of social status (educational attainmentypational distribution, and income level), place of
residence, or social mobility, etc. Goldscheided ashlenberg (1969) suggested the concept
.degree of and desire for acculturation” as a keyedminant of minority group status. They
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explained the constant high fertility of some ethmiinorities in the United States of America, for
example: Catholics, Black Muslims, Hasidim and Erites, which are characterized by their pro-
natalist religious teachings and traditional fanstyucture that it is related to their low desife o
acculturation although social and economic conad#iovould predict a lower fertility level. In
contrast to it, they also explained the causeowel fertility level of minority groups: Jews and
Japanese Americans. Their higher socioeconomicdatda (high education level and job
occupancy) may partially explain that when theriseconomic characteristics were controlled for,
the lower fertility was still persistent. In thigse, Minority group status was also applicable to
explain that another attribute of minority grouptas was the real or perceived feeling of insegurit
of being ‘marginal’ in social positions in companiswith the majority and other minority groups.
The term ‘marginality’ refers to cultural conflieind differential assimilation of minority groups
into the larger society and it usually occurs wheanindividual integrates into the major society in
high level, but still finds himself being ‘discrimated’. Minority group status hypothesis was
partially or fully supported by numerous studiesi¢Mz, 2008; Bean and Tienda, 1990; Poston et al,
2006).

In the ethnic fertility study field, except analgs®cusing on independent explanatory power
of minority group status and comparing fertilityéds between majority and minority groups, there
are many works which used cross-analysis of fbrtitiy ethnicity and other socioeconomic
variables, such as education, religion, income plade of residence, to determine the important
factor of fertility differences of ethnic groups (Mammad, 1996; Statistics New Zealand, 2004).

According to Bien and Tienda (1990) and Postonl.e{2806), there could be four types of
hypotheses explaining the fertility differencesviegn majority and minority groups, namely
‘subculture hypothesis’, ‘social characteristicpbtheses’, ‘minority group status hypothesis’ and
‘economic hypothesis’. Minority group status isealdy reviewed above, thus the other three
hypotheses will be reviewed in following.

1) Subculture hypothesis: The hypothesis suggésts dultural norms and values highly
determine the fertility level of a minority grou@ultural norms and values are largely defined by
religious beliefs of a certain group. There are¢helements through which religion may have an
impact on fertility (McQuillan, 2004): (a) religiswalues and norms; (b) religious institutions; and
(c) religious identity. (a) Religion has to have itwn behavioral rules or norms that regulate
childbearing behavior and are connected directiy \lie proximate determinants of fertility, for
example, use of contraceptives, abortion, sexyaliggire to have large family size, and further,
following the ancestors’ word. Furthermore, soaafjanization-appropriate roles for men and
women may have impact on fertility behavior. (b)igleus institutions include communication of
these values and norms, support for conformity diedipline for non-conformity and it can occur
at three levels: larger society, community and viilial's environment. (c) Social identity of
individuals or followers is characterized by th&im religious faith. Identification with religious
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faith may determine appropriate fertility behaviespecially when religion and nationalism are
intertwined.

Many studies examining the effect of religion ontifigy suggest that persisting high fertility
of an ethnic minority group in society with lowarfility is related to its religious norms of bigge
family size, pronatalist teachings, no use of amd#ptives and abortion and traditional family
structure (Goldscheider, 1971; McQuillan, 2004).aNlndividuals merge with the culture of major
society or their religious beliefs weaken due toutarization, differences in fertility levels betare
groups will decrease. 2) Social characteristic ltypsis: In this hypothesis, causes of differential
fertility by ethnicity should be examined in theipcioeconomic and residential characteristics.
Under these characteristics, we can name varioasréa which influence fertility behavior
significantly, for example: level of education obmen and urban-rural residence. This hypothesis
argues that due to greater assimilation in socio@mic terms, fertility levels of groups will be
closer.

Education is characterized by its strong negatiwgaict on fertility behavior in many studies
(Maleva and Sinyavskaya, 2006; Borisov, 1976; Cealfwl1982; Muhammad, 1996). They
concluded that women'’s higher level of educatidiecs$ fertility through such ways as delaying
age at first marriage and timing of the first chitécreasing the desire for next order-children due
to the long duration of exposure in schooling, pdutechanging effect on individual's attitudes,
values and beliefs of family size and structurewarnls small family size preferences, and
providing high knowledge and use of family plannimgthods. Regarding the analysis of fertility
differences between major language groups in Rakisy Muhammad (1996), women of ethnic
minority groups with higher fertility rates were athcterized by their relatively low level of
education. However, in Agadjanian’s research (2088)cation has no significant effect on age at
first marriage and timing of the first child, onlffertility rates from the second and upper
childbearing differed according to education.

The other important factor of urban residency odbamization is proposed to mean the
transition to the smaller family size and raisiransity in urban areas, which has led to a decrease
in total fertility of the area (Urlanis, 1966; Bsov, 1976). According to an analysis of World
Fertility Survey in various countries (United Natsy) 1987), even after socio-economic, cultural
and demographic characteristics are taken intoustcgignificant differences between rural and
urban fertility often persist. Investigation of theechanisms through which residence influences
fertility is a difficult work since there are twastinctive sets of factors associated with residenc
which can influence fertility at the individual lelv (United Nations, 1987). The first set
characterizes place of residence and is oftenregfeto as place or location factors. The set
includes characteristics as availability of eduwmal opportunities, health facilities, job
opportunities in the modern sector, communicatiacilifies and contraceptive information and
supplies as well as costs of fertility regulatiowdaf child bearing and rearing. All of these fasto
are presumed to have some influence on fertilipr. €&xample, in urban areas, higher costs of
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rearing children and their reduced labor value reguilt in preferences for smaller families, while

better access to and information on contraceptinaeke it easier to have them, which results in
lower fertility. The other set of factors charatzes the individual herself. These factors are as
follows: education, occupation, work status ancime, as well as individual-level measures of
norms and various socio-psychological factors. &@mple, more factories and similar facilities

in towns and cities generate more job opportunitidke modern sector for women.

3) Economic hypothesis: The hypothesis is basethem household economics models of
fertility behavior. Accordingly, it is argued thathen potentials for obtaining income of women of
minority and majority groups are similar, theirfdiences in fertility will be minimal. There are
several frameworks on the link between income agtilify, while the most widely used is
.Relative income approach” by Easterlin (1987).d&&gk income theory suggests that a couple’s
increasing relative income correlates with incnegsiertility level due to the raising favorable
conditions to marry and have children. Relativeoine refers to the ratio of recent male’s potential
earning to past male’s parents potential earnimgcélints that past male’s parents potential earning
implies male’s childhood environment, which can ali® the couple’'s present material
aspirations.
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Chapter 5

Ethno-demographic structures of population

One of the main features of Kazakhstan is multiethoharacter of its population, which was
formed under the influence of many historical fast@ steady migration triggered by the Stolypin
reform in the early 20th century, collectivizatiari the 1920s, ethno-genocide of the 1930s,
deportations and military evacuation of the popatain the 1940s and, finally, the development of
virgin lands campaign, launched in the 1950s ar&D49

The modern ethnic composition of the populationststs of over 120 nationalities. The most
numerous ethnic groups are Kazakhs (59.2%), Rusg@Hh6%), Ukrainians (2.9%) and Uzbeks
(2.9%) (01.01.2007).

5.1 Changing size and ethnic structure of Kazakhstani population

The dynamics of demographic processes in the &side of the 20th century and at the beginning
of the 21st century were different. The 1990s waaeked by a demographic crisis, which entailed
a reduction of the total national population. Fio$tall, it occurred due to the strong migration
outflows of representatives of European natiorejtimostly Russians. Consequently, in the early
stages of the sovereign state, emigration was tia problem of examination and discussion of
local demographers.

The beginning of the 21st century was marked btabilization of the demographic situation
in the country, decrease of the emigration proeeskincrease in population. Among the factors
that influence the demographic situation in Kazskhs internal or endogenous factors have
become dominant. As a result, Kazakh demographese ra tradition to distinguish two
conventional periods of the demographic historgmfereign Kazakhstan:

* Intercensal decade, 1989-1999;

» Since 1999 until present.

Figure 1 shows the dynamics of the population ofdkhstan from 1991 to 2007. If we
consider the situation before 1999, we can seeuthtilt1993 the population of Kazakhstan slowly,
but regularly increased by the year, with mostlkofable rates of natural increase. Since 1993, the
population declined each year and the most intensite of decline was observed in 1994-95. And
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as noted above, the main reason was the migratitiiow from Kazakhstan. At the beginning of
the period (1999-2007), we can observe a slumpjmlation decline. Since 2003, the population
of Kazakhstan has ceased to decline, there has@eepulation growth, which peaked in recent
years. This is due to the positive balance of ntigmaand a rising birth rate in recent years. In
general, since 1993 the population of Kazakhstas falling annually until 2003 and decreased by
1,585 thousand or 10.7%.

Fig. 1 — Total population, Kazakhstan, 1991-2007
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Tab. 1 — Changing population size of major ethnimog

ps, Kazakhstan, 1999-2007

Ethnic group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 62¢02007
Development index (1999=100)
Total 100.0 99.6 99.4 99.3 994  100.0 100.8 101.803.a
Kazakhs 100.0 101.1 102.5 103.9 105.4  107.3 109.411.81 114.3
Russians 100.0 97.9 95.6 93.6 91.8 90.7 89.6 88.6 7.9 8
Ukrainians 100.0 96.5 93.3 90.2 87.4 85.4 83.6 81.880.3
Uzbeks 100.0 101.9 104.3 106.5 108.4  110.8 113.5 5.911 118.9
Uyghurs 100.0 101.0 102.4 103.3 104.8 106.2 108.109.51 111.0
Tatars 100.0 98.4 96.8 95.6 94.4 93.6 92.8 924 0 92.
Germans 100.0 91.6 84.0 76.4 70.5 66.9 64.0 62.6 .4 62
Others 100.0 99.2 98.8 98.7 98.9 99.5 100.3 101.102.11

Sources: Author's calculations based on data of @gmaphic Yearbook of Kazakhstan, 2008, and of Etheraographic
yearbook of Kazakhstan, 2006
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Fig. 2 — Population size of major ethnic groups, Kakhstan,
selected years
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Trends in demographic development not only redupegulation size, but also greatly
influenced ethnic structure of Kazakhstan. Theofelhg figure gives the dynamics of Kazakhstan's
population by ethnic groups (Fig. 2). Although #tedy covers the period from 1999 till 2007, we
are following population size developments sinc89.9he year of the last Soviet census, to show
significant changes in Kazakhstan's ethnic strctur

Dynamics of multiethnic structure of Kazakhstan ydapion is notable for its specificity and
heterogeneity. If we appeal to the real figureatisics, it becomes clear that the degree of Actua
ethnic diversity has been exaggerated. The shaomlgfseven ethnic groups exceeds 1% of the
total population of Kazakhstan. These are KazaRssians, Ukrainians, Uzbeks, Tatars, Uyghurs
and Germans. Among them, Kazakhs and Russianshtwgetake up 84.9%. The rest of minor
ethnic groups, each of which has a share of onté;teme-hundredth or one-thousandth of one
percent, comprises 5 percents of the total pojurati

Growth during the period of 1989-1999 both in ietatand absolute terms was observed
among the Kazakh population. Due to a natural dgraawtd influx of Kazakh migrants (Oralmans)
to their historic homeland, the number of Kazakitseased from 6,535 thousands in 1989 to 7,972
thousands in 1999 and they accounted for 53.3%heftotal population of Kazakhstan. The
dynamics of three other major ethnic groups infadpithe country had the opposite character. The
number of Russians in 1989-99 decreased from Gf&#&and to 4,490 thousand people or from
37.8% to 30.0%, that of Ukrainians from 896 thowus#m 549 thousand people or from 5.4% to
3.7%, Germans from 958 thousand to 356 thousangl@ew from 5.8% to 2.4% of the total
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population. Along with Kazakhs in this period (198999), a small increase was observed among
Uzbeks (from 332 thousands in 1989 to 370 thousaedple in 1999) and Uyghurs (from 185
thousands in 1989 to 210 thousands people in 188§)2). From 1999 to 2007, one could observe
the same trend as in the previous case: the pipulat Kazakhs, Uzbeks and Uyghurs increased,
while that of Russians, Ukrainians, Tatars and @@srdeclined (Fig. 2 and Tab. 1). Moreover, in
comparison with the previous time interval (198989 the recession of so-called ,European”
ethnic groups was reduced 3 to 4 times. The ndtitmtal population grew by 442 thousand
inhabitants.

One of the main features of ethnic structure ofdklstan’s population is that all its numerous
ethnic groups are settled unevenly and have thstindtive areas of compact residence. The
highest number of Kazakhs lives in the South Kagtddy Almaty, East Kazakhstan and Zhambyl
oblasts, while Russians — in East Kazakhstan, Kenday oblasts and Almaty city, Ukrainians — in
Kostanay, Karaganda, Pavlodar and Akmola oblast$ars — in the Karaganda oblast, and in
Almaty. Germans live mainly in the territory of Keyanda, Kostanay, Akmola, North Kazakhstan
and Pavlodar oblasts. Koreans mostly inhabit Alnwty and Almaty, Karaganda and Zhambyl
oblasts.

Areas of compact residence are typical of Uzbekk ldyghurs in Kazakhstan. Most Uzbeks
are concentrated in the South Kazakhstan oblasts@glond largest ethnic group after Kazakhs in
the oblast). In some districts, they constituteasolute majority. Less significant proportion of
Uzbeks in Zhambyl oblast, where Uzbeks are mostesgmted in the city of Taraz and Merke
district. Uyghur diaspora is concentrated in Almaltyast and the city of Almaty.

Tab. 2 — Ethnic groups by type of settlements, Kdwrdan, 1999 and 2007

i 1999 2007
Ethnic group
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total
Relative distribution (%)
Total 56.3 43.7 100.0 57.4 42.6 100.0
Kazakhs 45.4 54.6 100.0 50.0 50.0 100.0
Russians 76.9 23.1 100.0 76.8 23.2 100.0
Ukrainians 62.0 38.0 100.0 61.2 38.8 100.0
Uzbeks 35.8 64.2 100.0 36.3 63.7 100.0
Uyghurs 40.8 59.2 100.0 43.9 56.1 100.0
Tatars 77.8 22.2 100.0 78.6 214 100.0
Germans 51.3 48.7 100.0 53.5 46.5 100.0
Others 53.8 46.2 100.0 53.5 46.5 100.0

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofiS§taes Agency of RK

If we consider reductions of the population in oegil terms, according to Kazakh
demographer Alekseenko the greatest fall was obdédrvthe areas with predominant Russian (in
general European) population. In 1999, the pomnafell by 17.3% in comparison with 1989. In
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other areas (excluding the Astana and Almaty city)e population decreased by 1.1%.
Consequently, the population decreased almost sxely in Russian-speaking regions
(Alekseenko 2001). In turn, the intensive Kazaklpwlation growth in southern and western
regions was almost twice as high than in the nantheastern and central regions. According to
Alekseenko (2001), nowadays there is a relativaietpolarization of the population: Kazakhs are
concentrated in west and south, the Russian -eimdhth-east of Kazakhstan.

Tab. 3 — Ethnic structure of urban and rural populimns, 1999 and 2007

) Urban Rural
Ethnic group
1999 2007 1999 2007
Kazakhs 43.0 51.6 66.6 69.4
Russians 41.0 34.3 15.8 13.9
Ukrainians 4.0 3.1 3.2 2.6
Uzbeks 1.6 1.8 3.6 4.3
Uyghurs 1.0 1.2 1.9 2.0
Tatars 2.3 2.0 0.8 0.7
Germans 2.2 1.3 2.7 1.6
Others 4.9 4.7 5.4 55
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofiS§tas Agency of RK

In Kazakhstan, the basis of urban population wasstitoited by Russians for decades, while
rural areas were and still are dominated by Kazaldbsvever, during the crisis of the 1990s, rural
population consisting primarily of the Kazakh ethgroup flocked to cities, whose residents had
previously been mainly Russians, but at the timeakh population could not compensate for the
emigration of Russian citizens. In 1999-2007, imparison with the period 1989-1999, there were
changes in the proportion of urban and rural pdmuia (Tab. 2).

The urban population began to grow and by the Ipéginof 2007 it reached 57.4 % of the
total population, which was 1.1% more than in 1988st of all, increase in urban population
proportion and a decrease of rural in the 1999-28@6also due to the ethnic factor. The main
contribution to this process was delivered by K&gakn 1999-2006, the share of urban Kazakhs
rose by 4.6%. The urban population’s proportions Rafssians, Ukrainians and Tatars are
significantly higher than in rural areas. In 19990872, their proportion did not change significantly.
In spite of this, ethnic structure of the urban yeafon changed (Tab. 3). The proportion of
Kazakhs in the urban population increased to 51dhébin comparison with 1999 it grew by 8.6 %
and Russians’ share dropped to 34.3 %. The deiclitiee proportion of ethnic structures in urban
population also touched upon Ukrainians, Tatars &@wtmans. As noted by Kazakhstan
demographer Alekseenko (2001), we are dealing migtwith change in urban population’s ethnic
structure. Since the Russian residents of Kazakhesta mostly native in urban culture and urban
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living standards, while Kazakhs are mostly repressdby traditional culture, such a rapid change in
their representation in the urban population intdisa possible change in the civilization paradigm.

In rural areas, there is the same situation agharuareas, but the rate of change in ethnic
structure is slightly slower. In general, changesates of ethnic groups in urban and rural areas
reflect the tendency of state demographic developme

5.2 Age structure of ethnic groups

Distribution of population by sex and age refersome of the most significant demographic
characteristics, which is an important part of gapon fertility and childbearing age groups
determination study. According to Yu.A.Korchak-Chdmvsky, (1970) it is impossible to

penetrate deeply into the essence of demographicepses “without a deep study of the
population’s age composition evolution.”

Tab. 4 — Age structures of ethnic groups, Kazakhsta999 and 2007, both sexes

Ethnic group 1999
0-14 15-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Total
Total 28.7 25.3 22.3 13.0 10.7 100.0
Kazakhs 34.2 27.4 22.5 9.9 6.0 100.0
Russians 21.0 22.8 22.0 17.3 16.9 100.0
Ukrainians 14.6 17.8 22.3 20.8 24.5 100.0
Uzbeks 37.9 26.5 20.5 8.9 6.2 100.0
Uyghurs 32.3 26.2 23.3 10.7 7.5 100.0
Tatars 20.5 21.1 24.6 16.3 17.5 100.0
Germans 25.4 27.8 21.8 13.3 11.7 100.0
Others 25.8 22.8 23.4 14.8 13.2 100.0
Ethnic group 2007
0-14 15-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Total
Total 24.0 27.9 214 16.7 10.0 100.0
Kazakhs 27.9 29.4 22.4 14.0 6.3 100.0
Russians 15.6 25.8 19.7 22.1 16.8 100.0
Ukrainians 14.1 18.9 20.3 22.6 24.1 100.0
Uzbeks 33.8 27.8 20.7 11.9 5.8 100.0
Uyghurs 21.7 29.0 17.9 21.2 10.2 100.0
Tatars 16.0 24.3 21.0 21.4 17.3 100.0
Germans 26.4 27.7 23.3 14.8 7.8 100.0
Others 22.8 25.7 21.3 18.2 12.0 100.0

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§tes Agency of RK
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Kazakhstan has a fairly young age structure. Nbetss, the process of population ageing
accelerates and it has a distinctive ethnic charalitis uneven in different ethnic groups (Tap. 4
Kazakhs, Uzbeks and Uyghurs have younger age stejdhe age pyramid — progressive type. A
significant proportion of young age groups (0—-29jdason of the hope for further rejuvenation of
these ethnic groups. In the age structure of E@og¢hnic groups, older age groups stand out.

Fig. 3 — Distribution of population by age, Kazaklasmd Russians,
Kazakhstan, 2007, both sexes
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Their age structure is heavily influenced by thegnaion process that affected the main
reproductive part of the population. Their agedtrte is of a clearly regressive type. In 2007, the
proportion of age group of 0-14 years was one ef gmallest in the population structure of
Russians, Ukrainians and Tatars.

The disproportion in the age groups between Eumpmsad Asian ethnic groups is well
illustrated by the two largest ethnic groups in &ldistan — Kazakhs and Russians. As shown in the
comparison of their age composition, Kazakh andsRmspopulation are at different stages of
demographic development (Fig. 3). As already meeiih the age structure of Russians is
characterized by a significant number of older gatiens, while the situation among Kazakhs is
quite opposite.

Concerning the future ethnic composition of Kazaékhsopulation, one only has to look at
the proportion of the two main ethnic groups irfatiént age groups of the population (Fig. 4). As
one can see from the graph, the trends of formatidhe Kazakh and Russian populations are in
fact inverse: the share of Kazakhs decreases with elder age group, while the representation of
Russians increases.
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Fig. 4 — Proportion of Kazakhs and Russians in pdation by age,
Kazakhstan, 2007, both sexes
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The mean age increased in all major ethnic groupsgl the eight-year period (Tab. 5). If we
compare this figure within two major ethnic groujps2007, it was 28.5 for Kazakhs and 37.8 for
Russians, which is 9.3 years more than for Kazakpart from Russians, the highest rate is
observed among Ukrainians and Tatars. Ukrainidgaré also exceeds the rate of all major ethnic
groups (41.6 in 2007). The lowest mean age, askazdave Uzbeks (26.4 in 2007) and Uyghurs
(29.8 in 2007). The mean age of women in all etlyn@wups is higher than that of men. This is
explained by the fact that in the older age grahpsiumber of women is higher than that of men.

Tab. 5 — Mean age of population by ethnicity, Kahakan, 1999 and 2007

. Total Males Females
Ethnic group
1999 2007 1999 2007 1999 2007
Total 30.3 31.7 28.7 30.0 31.8 33.2
Kazakhs 26.3 28.5 255 27.6 27.1 294
Russians 35.9 37.8 33.3 34.8 38.1 40.3
Ukrainians 41.6 41.6 39.1 38.9 43.7 44.0
Uzbeks 25.1 26.4 24.7 26.0 25.5 26.8
Uyghurs 27.7 29.8 27.3 29.2 28.0 304
Tatars 36.3 37.9 33.2 34.6 38.9 40.6
Germans 31.3 33.0 29.6 31.4 32.8 34.7
Others 32.6 33.2 314 31.9 33.8 34.4

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§tas Agency of RK
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Fig. 5 — Proportion of women aged 15-49 in womerppiation
by ethnic groups, Kazakhstan, 1999 and 2007
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The number of births and values of crude birth eatelargely dependent on the proportion of
women in childbearing age in the whole populatibime higher proportion of women'’s childbearing
age can be a cause of higher birth rate. In Kazakhthis proportion varies by ethnic groups (Fig.
5). During the period from 1999 to 2007, the praojpor of women at childbearing age in the whole
female population slightly increased in all ethgioups with the exception of Ukrainians and
Germans. Except for ethnic Ukrainians, women dtlbkaring age constitute more than 50% of the
total female population of every ethnic group. Huoame we must take into account that for
European ethnic groups (Russians, Ukrainians)atteeage age of women was higher than that of
eastern ethnic groups (Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Uyghui}aproportion of women at childbearing age
is lowered by the higher number of older women agritve former and vice versa among the latter.

Thus, the analysis of ethno-demographic structdrth® population has shown that ethnic
composition of the population is rapidly changiny Kazakhstan. The eastern component —
Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Uyghurs and others — is growintipénethnic structure, while the proportion of
Europeans — Russians, Ukrainians, Germans andscthierfalling. The European group has also a
more active process of aging. One can say thatewhithe 1990s, migration process played the
crucial role in the development of these trendshé@se days it is largely determined by fertility.
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Chapter 6

Fertility and ethnicity

6.1 Basic trends in fertility developments in Kazakhstan between 1999
and 2006

The socio-economic crisis in the 1990s brought abosorsening of demographic indicators of the
population of Kazakhstan. Fertility rates also detated and after 1991 there was a continuous
decline in fertility. During the period of 1991-1%9the number of live births decreased from
353,174 to 217,578, that is by 135.596, and thebmuraof live births per 1,000 population fell from
215 to 14.6 (www.stat.kz). In 1999, the number whs lowest in the history of modern
Kazakhstan. The Agency of Statistics of the Repulof Kazakhstan states: "Welfare level
reduction of the large segment of the populatios become one of the main causes of fertility
decline in Kazakhstan in the 1990s. Particulamy1999 in Kazakhstan were born 18.8% fewer
children than in 1995. Birth levels in 1999 were tbwest ever since Second World War: 14 babies
per one thousand peoplewviw.stat.k). After 1999, the situation starts to straighter and the
number of births began to rise, and there were minctuations at the beginning of the studied
period. The highest growth occurred in 2003 and420ab. 6). So in 2003 the number of live
births increased by 20,755 or by 9.1% compared 2002, and in 2004 the number increased by
25,082 or by 10.1%. In 2005, the growth rate amtilifg rate had declined slightly compared with
the growth in 2005, which was only 2.2%. And in @Q8e growth rate again rose and 8.2% more
children were born compared with the previous yeageneral, in 2006, the number of live births
was 301,756, which constituted an increase of &d738.7% compared with 1999. As a result,
fertility approached the level of the early 1990s.

If we consider live births by order, we can obsesgme increase in fertility in all orders from
1999 to 2006. Compared with 1999 in 2006, the ptmn of first order rose by 34.1%, the second
order by 37.3%, the third order by 51.3%, fourtk @aigher orders by 43.3% (Tab. 6). As a result,
their share by 2006 underwent small changes compeith 1999. Thus we can see that the growth
dynamics of fertility in higher orders of birth véemore than in the first and second orders that is
reflected in their share in the fertility. The pootion of the first and second birth orders deadas
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slightly, while the share of the third, fourth ahigher orders rose. For example, the share of the
third birth order in 2006 was by 1.5% higher thari999.

Tab. 6 — Natality and fertility, Kazakhstan, 199926

1999 | 2000 | 2001| 2002| 2003 2004 2005 2006
Live births 217,578 222,054 221,487 227,171 247,94§3,028 278,977 301,756
Live births by
birth order
1 44.1 43.9 44.3 43.4 43.9 43.0 43.4 426
2 29.3 29.3 28.8 29.4 29.1 29.2 29.2 29.0
3 14.8 15.1 14.9 15.3 15.5 16.1 16.0 16.2
4+ 11.8 11.7 12.0 11.8 11.5 11.7 11.4 12.1
CBR (in %o) 14.6 14.9 14.9 15.3 16.6 18.2 18.4 19.7
GFR (in %o) 53.5 54.3 53.8 54.7 58.9 64.1 64.7 69.2
TFR 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 2 2.2 2.2 2.4
(';"h?ﬁ‘j’t‘)i";‘t%e at 26.5 26.7 26.9 27.1 27.3 27.5 27.7 27.9
Mean age at first 5 23.6 23.8 24 24.2 24.2 24.4 24.5
childbirth

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§tas Agency of RK

Fig. 6 — Fertility indicators, Kazakhstan, 1999-260
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As a reflection of the growth of absolute numbeliv# births, crude and general fertility rates
increased as well. During the period 1999-2006 ctinéle birth rate rose from 14.6 to 19.7 or by
more than 35.2% (Tab. 6). In this sphere, the draftcrude birth rate was due to an increase in
the proportion of women at childbearing age in @dpulations. The general fertility rate for
Kazakhstan, which is the number of live births tazKkhstan residents per 1,000 women of
childbearing age, was 69.2 in 2006. In 1999, it Was$. Like crude birth rates, general fertility
rates have been the highest over the past years.

Kazakhstan’s total fertility rates in that periottieased from 1.8 to 2.4. However, until 2004,
this indicator was below the replacement level .4f ¢ildren per one couple. Only from 2004 on,
total fertility rates have been above the replacerevel (Tab. 6 and Fig. 6).

In Kazakhstan, the mean age of mothers at chilulias increased by 1.4 years since 1999,
having risen from 26.5 to 27.9 years by 2006. Tleamage of mothers at first childbirth has also
risen, from 23.4 years in 1999 to 24.5 years by620@b. 6 and Fig. 6).

Fig. 7 — Age-specific fertility rates, Kazakhstaselected years
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Analysis of fertility by a single year of age in ¥&khstan gives an additional insight into

changes in fertility over the past years. Figurehdws the age-specific fertility rates for women

since 1999. As we can see, women'’s fertility rabeseased between 1999 and 2006. The fertility
for this period not only rose, but there were athanges by age. Compared with 1999, fertility
decreased in young age groups in 2003 and 2006piDpertion of women between the ages of 15
and 22 at birth in 2006 fell by 8.2% compared wi#99, but in older age groups it markedly

increased. While in 1999 the highest indicatorsuoetl among women aged 22 (143 births per
1,000 women aged 22 years), they were at the agd @f64 per 1,000) in 2003, and at the age of
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24 (166 per 1,000) in 2006. There was an obvioifstelward higher fertility at women’s older age,
which influenced the growth of the above-mentionmezhn age of childbearing.

Fig. 8 — Fertility by age, Kazakhstan, selected ageups, 1999-2006
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Figure 8 clearly shows to what age groups the asmen fertility can be attributed. Between
the years 1999 and 2006, fertility rates for worn&nll age groups increased, except the age group
15-19. The highest growth occurred in older ageiggoThe highest fertility rates appeared in the
age group 20-24. In 1999, the indicator amounteti3® live births per 1,000 women in the age
group 20-24, while in 2006 it was 144 per 1,000iciwliepresented an increase of 7.9%. However,
the proportion of children born in this age grougswalling every year (37.1% in 1999 and 30.6%
in 2006). By analyzing this trend, we can say tbday the proportion of live births is higher ireth
age group 25-29, whose fertility rate increased®y%. Therefore, there is an obvious intensity of
births in higher age groups.

In general, we can observe the following trendtitility in Kazakhstan from 1999 to 2006:

« An annual increase of fertility. Increase of ifdyt appeared in all the birth orders. In 2006,
38.9% more children were born than in 1999;

» A significantly increased TFR that was slightbose the replacement level;

» The country saw an increase in CBR and GFR;

» Decreased fertility of the women at youngeskdtigaring, and each year there was a shift of
fertility towards women of middle and older chilébimg age. The result was an increase in
mean age at childbirth.
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These listed trends and changes in fertility comeérall ethnic groups in Kazakhstan.
However, their dynamics in each ethnic group deyedodifferently as you can see a noticeable
difference between them. There is a huge differérateeen ethnic groups according to the level of
fertility. Taking into consideration the fertility Kazakhstan as well as other demographic changes
with a pronounced ethnic differentiation, it woub@ appropriate to consider the difference in
fertility between the major ethnic groups as theginty determine the nature of fertility in
Kazakhstan. A consideration of trends and leveltedflity in each major ethnic group and their
comparison allows us to understand what contribstivere made by each ethnic group, which are
mainly responsible for the rise in fertility and attdetermined the difference between them.

6.2 Fertility differentiation by ethnicity

In order to carry out a major analysis of fertility ethnicity, we selected four major ethnic grqups
according to the latest statistical data. Theykaeakhs, Russians, Ukrainians and Uzbeks. They
were not chosen by chance. As we know, these etimiops together make up 90.5% of the
population and mostly they determine (primarily Kldzs and Russians, to a lesser extent
Ukrainians and Uzbeks) the demographic patternsaaikhstan. Due to their small number, the
remaining three ethnic groups (Uigurs, Tatars, Gesl which are considered separately in the
Demographic Yearbooks, do not change the overatup. In addition, it must be noted that
behavior and demographic characteristics of somthefe three ethnic groups are respectively
similar to one of the four major ethnic groups. Emample, fertility rates of Uyghurs are close to
those of Kazakhs, the indicators of Tatars are éetwhose of Ukrainians and Russians. More than
100 ethnic groups in the Demographic Yearbook acended as ,the other ethnic groups.” Their
total share is 5% of the population of Kazakhsiespite the fact that they constitute a significant
part, individually their number is less than onecpeatage of the population. In this group, theee ar
the following ethnic groups — Azeris, Turks, Kurgscharacterized by their high fertility, but also
Belarusians and Poles, whose fertility is low.héit fertility were considered together, we would
not be interested in the results, since we will kimbw their identity and we will be unable to
differentiate.

In general, the chosen four major ethnic groupsessmt the fertility rates of all ethnic groups
in Kazakhstan. Kazakhs and Uzbeks were evidendheotbirth rate of the so-called ,Eastern”
segment of the population, and fertility charastios of Russians and Ukrainians of the
~European” part of the population. The similaritfyethnic, cultural and religious roots, as well as
demographic characteristics of different subgroweong Europeans is bigger than their
differences. Therefore, through an analysis andpesison of trends of fertility in these major
ethnic groups, we can determine to some extentliagacteristics of fertility in other minority
ethnic groups.
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Let us examine the fertility dynamics in four maghnic groups between 1999 and 2006. As
it is shown in Table 7 in the mentioned period, tb&l number of live births increased among
Kazakhs, Russians and Uzbeks. The number of litlashin 2006 rose compared with 1999: that of
Kazakhs to 69,352, of Russians to 5,902 and of kizbe 2,739. Ukrainians have fluctuations in
the number of births during this period and in 2088y had 255 more new born children than in
1999. However, if compared with 2003, the numbectofdren slightly increased. We can observe
that an annual growth of live births’ number inather ethnic groups also began in 2002 and 2003.

Tab. 7 — Natality in Kazakhstan, selected ethniogps, 1999-2006

1999 2000 2001 2002 2004 2004 2005 2006
Total
Live births 217,578 222,054 221,487 227,171 247,946 273,028 ,9278 301,756
Crude birth rates (in %o) 14.6 14.9 14.9 15.3 16.6 8.21 18.4 19.7
ASABR (direct) 14.6 14.9 14.9 15.3 16.6 18.2 184 9.71
Kazakhs
Live births 142,363 147,697 148,503 152,450 167,146 186,254 ,4492 211,715
Crude birth rates (in %o) 17.8 18.2 18.1 18.3 19.7 1.62 21.8 23.5
ASABR (direct) 16.5 17.0 17.0 17.2 18.7 20.5 209 2.62
Russians
Live births 39,215 38,651 37,892 38,850 41,843 43,0 43,874 45,117
Crude birth rates (in %o) 8.8 8.9 8.9 9.3 10.2 10.9 11.0 11.4
ASABR (direct) 9.7 9.7 9.6 10.0 10.9 11.5 11.6 11.9
Ukrainians
Live births 5,156 4,895 4,709 4,594 4,838 4,910 58,7 4,901
Crude birth rates (in %o) 9.6 9.4 9.4 9.4 10.2 10.6 10.5 11.0
ASABR (direct) 13.0 13.0 13.1 13.2 14.3 14.9 147 5.41
Uzbeks
Live births 9,534 9,006 9,218 9,282 10,238 11,4751,539 12,273
Crude birth rates (in %o) 25.5 23.6 23.7 23.4 252 7.72 27.2 28.2
ASABR (direct) 25.1 23.5 23.7 235 25.5 28.1 27.8 9.12

Notes: ASABR=Age-sex adjusted birth rate. The ¢aticuin of the age-sex adjusted birth rate usingtpbpulation of
Kazakhstan (both sexes) and number of women paguiatreproductive ages of Kazakhstan by age chezbserved
year.

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§tas Agency of RK.

The increase in live births’ number had a positffect on the growth of crude birth rate (Tab.
7). As a result, Kazakhs’ crude birth rate for Htedied period increased from 17.8 to 23.5 live
births per 1,000 population. This means that tlesvgr rate was higher than in other ethnic groups.
One of the lowest crude birth rates, together Wlkrainians, was recorded among Russians. In
2006, their rate was 11.4 live births per 1,000ytaion, which is twice less than that of Kazakhs.
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Ukrainians’ crude birth rate in 2006 was only 11v@ births per 1,000 population. However,
compared with 1999, we can observe a slight ineredhis shows that during this period
Ukrainians’ fertility rose slightly and a decreasfethe live births’ number is a result of declining
population and particularly of women of childbegrege. The best indicator of crude birth rate has
traditionally remained among Uzbeks (28.2 live Hsrtper 1000 population in 2006). But the
dynamics of growth was small.

While the age and sex structure of the populatioedch year in all ethnic groups was the
same as in the total population, the crude birtbsraf these ethnic groups would have looked a bit
different. With the same population age and sexctire as the country's population of Kazakhs in
2006 the crude birth rate would be just 22.6 liths per 1,000 population. With the current
number of population in 2006 fertility intensity wid be 203,445 live births, which is 8,270 fewer
than the number of live births recorded in reaiity2006. More differences are observed at the
beginning of the studied period. In similar casésRassians and Ukrainians, crude birth rates
would be significantly higher than in reality, esfaly among Ukrainians. Thus in 2006
Ukrainians’ crude birth rate would be 15.4 livethd# per 1,000 population, while the number of
births would be 6,856, which is 39.9% more thathimreal population. In this context, a relatively
smaller difference appeared among Uzbeks. Takiegsdime age and sex structure as in the
population of Uzbeks in 2006, the crude birth natauld be 29.1 live births per 1,000 population,
which would increase the number of children onh\3%il. You may also notice that in 1999 and
2000 age-sex adjusted birth rate was slightly lotlian the actual crude birth rate, and in 2001 it
was almost identical.

As we have seen, in all ethnic groups crude baths in 2006 grew compared with 1999. The
change in crude birth rate according to the yearshe explained by differences in age-specific
fertility rates relative to the age-sex structunéshe two years. Through standardization, we found
that if age-specific fertility rate would have bedifferent, and the structure of the population the
same for 1999 and 2006, the crude birth rate isgh@ars for ethnic groups would be somewhat
different (ASPSCBR). Also defined what would berade birth rate in these years if the population
structure was different, and age-specific fertitaye remains the same (ASRSCBR). As a result, we
can observe that in all ethnic groups’ the growtttrade birth rate between 1999 and 2006 was
mainly influenced by changes in age-specific figytitates (Tab. 8). Thus the effect of rate on the
growth of crude birth rate among Kazakhs constitu®®.2%, 59.3% among Russians, 94.8%
among Ukrainians and 86.7% among Uzbeks. Therhaamfluence of age structure of women of
childbearing age in the population, the so-callechgositional effect amounted to 4.8% among
Kazakhs, 40.7% among Russians, 5.2% among Ukrairdad 13.3% among Uzbeks. This shows
that within each ethnic group, the change in croidéh rates was mainly due to a real increase in
fertility and the change in the proportion of wonedrchildbearing age in the population had little
effect. Only among Russians, there was a major étnpigpopulation structure compared with other
ethnic groups.
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Tab. 8 — Standardization and decomposition of cruuleh rates change between 1999 and 2006 years,
Kazakhstan, selected ethnic groups

) . Value (in %o) Crude birth rate Difference explained

Ethnic group/Indicator ; -
2006 1999 difference factors | Aps. (in %) Rel. (%)

Kazakhs
ASPSCBR 23.4 17.9 Rate effect: 55 95.2
ASRSCBR 20.8 20.5 Compositional effect: 0.3 4.8
Crude birth rate 235 17.8 Total effect: 5.7 100.0
Russians
ASPSCBR 10.8 9.3 Rate effect: 15 59.3
ASRSCBR 10.6 9.6 Compositional effect: 1.0 40.7
Crude birth rate 114 8.8 Total effect: 2.6 100.0
Ukrainians
ASPSCBR 11.1 9.7 Rate effect: 14 94.8
ASRSCBR 10.4 10.3 Compositional effect: 0.1 5.2
Crude birth rate 11.0 9.6 Total effect: 15 100.0
Uzbeks
ASPSCBR 28.1 25.7 Rate effect: 2.3 86.7
ASRSCBR 27.1 26.7 Compositional effect: 0.4 13.3
Crude birth rate 28.2 25.5 Total effect: 2.7 100.0

Notes: ASPSCBR = Age-sex-population-standardizedecbirth rates
ASRSCBR = Age-specific-rate-standardized crudd bates
Source: Author's calculations based on data ofiStas Agency of RK

Tab. 9 — Standardization and decomposition of cruaeh rates difference between Russians and Kazskh
Kazakhstan, 1999 and 2006

, Value (in %o) Crude birth rate Difference explained
Year/Indicator - - -
Kazakhs | Russians| difference factors Abs.(in %4) Rel. (%)
1999
ASPSCBR 16.4 9.6 Rate effect: 6.8 76.4
ASRSCBR 14.1 12.0 Compositional effect: 2.1 23.6
Crude birth rate 17.8 8.8 Total effect: 8.9 100.0
2006
ASPSCBR 22.6 11.9 Rate effect: 10.7 88.0
ASRSCBR 18.0 16.5 Compositional effect: 1.4 12.0
Crude birth rate 23.5 11.4 Total effect: 12.1 100.0

Notes: ASPSCBR = Age-sex-population-standardizedecbirth rates
ASRSCBR = Age-specific-rate-standardized crudé bates
Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§tas Agency of RK

With the calculations used to determine the faotbenging the crude birth rate between 1999
and 2006, we can determine the difference in chidk rates between the two large (Tab. 9) and
two small (Tab. 10) ethnic groups. As we can seEaible 8, if Kazakhs’ and Russians’ population



Anas Abuov: Ethnic differentiation of fertility Kazakhstan 48

structure would be the same, adjusted crude bétih from 1999, Kazakhs would have 16.4 live
births per 1,000 population, while Russians 9.6 lrths per 1,000 population, i.e. the difference
in crude birth rates among them due to the effecate was equal to 6.8 or 76.4%. The influence of
population structure on the difference in crudé¢hbiates was only 2.1 or 23.6%.

In 2006, with an increase in crude birth ratesathbethnic groups, there was a slight rise in
overall difference between them, which amounteti2d. The impact of age-specific fertility rates
on the difference between crude birth rates amoagakhs and Russians increased as compared
with 1999. The rate effect amounted to 10.7 or ®&8.@vhich is slightly more than in 1999.
Accordingly, the effect of age-sex structure of plation (compositional effect) on the difference in
crude birth rates decreased between the two egfnoigps, which amounted to only 1.4 or 12.0%. If
we imagine that in 2006 age-specific fertility matdf both ethnic groups would be the same and age
distribution of women of reproductive ages woulddifferent, as it really is, then Kazakhs’ crude
birth rate would be 18.0 live births per 1,000 dagian, while Russians’ would be 16.5 live births
per 1,000 population. In this case, for example,rthmber of live births among Russians would be
65,553, which is 20,436 more than the actual number

Thus, we can say that the influence of populativncture of the two ethnic groups on
difference in crude birth rates between KazakhsRuskians remains minimal, compared with the
effect of age-specific fertility rates.

Tab. 10 — Standardization and decomposition of ceuairth rates between Ukrainians and Uzbeks,
Kazakhstan, 1999 and 2006

, Value (in %o) Crude birth rate Difference explained
Year/Indicator — - -
Uzbeks | Ukrainiang difference factors Abs.(in %0) Rel. (%)
1999
ASPSCBR 22.2 11.5 Rate effect: 10.8 67.3
ASRSCBR 19.4 14.2 Compositional effect: 5.2 32.7
Crude birth rate 25.5 9.6 Total effect: 16.0 100.0
2006
ASPSCBR 24.7 13.1 Rate effect: 11.6 67.4
ASRSCBR 21.7 16.1 Compositional effect: 5.6 32.6
Crude birth rate 28.2 11.0 Total effect: 17.2 100.0

Notes: ASPSCBR = Age-sex-population-standardizedecbirth rates
ASRSCBR = Age-specific-rate-standardized crudé bates
Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§taes Agency of RK

When it comes to the difference in crude birth satetween Uzbeks and Ukrainians, we can
see the same situation as between Kazakhs andaRsisgist numbers and proportion of reasons for
differences are somewhat different (Tab. 10). We chserve that the influence of population
structure on difference in crude birth rates igtkeIstronger than between Kazakhs and Russians. |
is not surprising if we bear in mind that Ukrairsahave the lowest number of women of
childbearing age in female population compared witier ethnic groups (see Fig. 5 in Chapter 5).
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Thus in 1999, the compositional effect was 5.2 27%. But the influence of difference in age-
specific fertility rates was larger as it amounted. 0.8 or 67.3%.

In 2006, we could not see any noticeable changekfferences in crude birth rates between
Uzbeks and Ukrainians. The factors influencingetighces in crude birth rates in relative terms
remained as in 1999, but the numbers slightly cednghe rate effect was 11.6 and compositional
effect 5.6.

In general, by comparing Kazakhs with Russians@roeks with Ukrainians we can see big
differences of crude birth rates, which were form@inly on the level of age-specific fertility rate
in these ethnic groups. This proves a high birte eanong Kazakhs and Uzbeks as compared with
Russians and Ukrainians.

Fig. 9 — Fertility by ethnic groups, Kazakhstan, 99-2006, selected
ethnic groups
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It should be noted that at present there is ageaith on fertility in all four ethnic groups,
independent from the positive influence of age citme. In Figure 9, we can see a bigger
differentiation between total fertility rates. Inetperiod under observation, the highest totailifgrt
rate was observed for Uzbeks (3.4 in 2006). Therskplace was assumed by Kazakhs, but the
growth of their total fertility rate was more intwwe than in any other ethnic group. In 1999, the
rate was 2.1, but by 2006, it rose to 2.7. The wimdicators are for Russians (1.4 in 2006) and
Ukrainians (1.8 in 2006). Their total fertility eatvas well below the replacement level and almost
twice lower than that of Kazakhs.

Therefore, as mentioned earlier, fertility incre@sebserved in all 4 ethnic groups during this
period, but it showed different growth dynamics.eThse of the number of live births in
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Kazakhstan, including four ethnic groups under wheration, is officially explained by economic
stability, increased living standards and configeimcfuture. However, researchers working in this
area argue that economic success coinciding with gfowth of fertility may be misleading.
Positive dynamics of fertility is primarily due thanges in age and sex structure of these ethnic
groups. In these years, they joined the age ofiaggrrand childbearing women, born in the 1980s,
also saw a rise in the numbers of births, causeatidpresence of a favorable age structure. Atso, a
this moment, a large quantity of people is at yoagg, which results in a significantly increased
fertility (Alekseenko 2006). On the other handalieady mentioned, there was a growth of TFR in
all ethnic groups, which was independent from thsitive influence of age structure. Therefore,
we can assume that the improvement in socio-ecansittiation coincided with favorable changes
in the age-sex structure of ethnic groups.

The improved welfare of the population stronglyliehced ethnic groups depending on their
reproductive attitudes and behavior; and changethéndemographic structure of ethnic groups
were not same. Accordingly, the dynamics of groarh indicators of fertility among ethnic groups
displayed significant differences.

Fig. 10 — Distribution of fertility by age, Kazaklten, 1999, selected
ethnic groups
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A better understanding of fertility differences ween ethnic groups in the country within
these ethnic groups will be provided by data otiligrby age of mother.

Figures 10 and 11 show how many different age-fipdettility rates were in ethnic groups in
1999 and 2006. In 1999, the highest fertility radesurred among Uzbeks. Age-specific fertility
rates of Uzbek women aged 19 to 36 are higherttiase of other ethnic groups. Particularly high
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fertility rates of Uzbeks are observed betweenatpes of 20 and 24. Age-specific fertility rates of
Kazakhs are distinguished by high rates in middid @der age groups from others. In the youngest
age groups of Kazakhs, there were inferior indicsatdout for all other three ethnic groups,
especially for Ukrainians, the indicators were ttighest among younger age groups. Russians
recorded the worst age-specific fertility rates. dxg Russians and Ukrainians high fertility rates
are concentrated in younger age groups. Comparegd 1909, fertility rates increased among all
ethnic groups by 2006. This applied for almosagk groups, except for the most junior and senior.
A high growth rate was recorded among Kazakhs, &kedaincrease in individual age groups can
be seen among Uzbeks. The graphs show signifitactufition among Ukrainians and Uzbeks.
This is due to the fact that their number is re&dti small. Therefore, sharp drops could be
observed for some age groups.

Fig. 11 — Distribution of fertility by age, Kazaklen, 2006 selected
ethnic groups
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In Table 11 and in Figure 12, we can see the daritdn of age groups to the total fertility rate
from 1999 to 2006. There is a noteworthy fact thrttl 2002 there was a falling fertility rate ineth
younger age groups up to the age of 24 in all etgnbups. This was mainly due to the lower
fertility rate in the youngest age group 15-19.cBir2002, fertility in younger age groups is
gradually increasing. If we compare it with 1999,2006 the fertility rate in the age group up to 24
only slightly increased among Kazakhs, while tHeeothree ethnic groups did not reach again their
fertility level from 1999. As a result, the progort of this age group in total fertility rate has
declined substantially. Compared with 1999, by 26@6 proportion of the age group under 24 in
the total fertility rate of Kazakhs fell down by69%, of Russians by 10.6%, of Ukrainians by
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11.0%, and of Uzbeks by 6.4%. Nevertheless, higtilifig rate remains among all ethnics in this

group (Tab. 11).

The increase in fertility rate in the age groupsZ®%and 30-34 was more intensive for Kazakhs
than for the other ethnic groups. By 2006, theilfigrtrate of the 25-29 age group of Kazakhs
increased by 0.25 compared with 1999, and of tlee giggup 30-34 by 0.22. Accordingly, their
proportion in the total fertility rates increase®ignificantly, the fertility rate of the age gro@®

and older of Kazakhs increased: in 1999, the figrtiite of this age group was 0.23 and by 2006 it
reached 0.41. As a result, its share in the tetailify rate increased to 3.9% and the indicator f
Kazakhs showed the highest fertility rate of thie group between all ethnic groups. As far as the
rest of the age groups are concerned, the leagdnsiitraditionally remained with Uzbeks, whose
fertility rates were 1.45 for the age group undér@ars, 1.03 for the age group 25-29 and 0.60 for
the age group 30-34 in 2006.
Tab. 11 — Fertility by age groups, Kazakhstan, 198806, selected ethnic groups

Age group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Kazakhs Sum of ASFRs (per one female)

-24 0.883 0.874 0.843 0.817 0.853 0.891 0.875 0.908
25-29 0.584 0.614 0.616 0.634 0.699 0.766 0.777 310.8
30-34 0.362 0.389 0.399 0.419 0.453 0.517 0.526 790.5
35+ 0.225 0.238 0.247 0.265 0.296 0.343 0.361 0.408
TFR 2.054 2.116 2.105 2.135 2.302 2.517 2.539 2.726
Kazakhs Sum of ASFRs (1999=100)

-24 100.0 99.0 95.5 92.5 96.6 100.9 99.1 102.8
25-29 100.0 105.2 105.5 108.5 119.8 131.2 133.0 .3142
30-34 100.0 107.6 110.4 116.0 125.3 142.9 1455 .1160
35+ 100.0 105.6 109.4 117.6 131.5 152.1 160.3 180.9
TFR 100.0 103.0 102.5 103.9 112.1 122.5 123.6 132.7
Russians Sum of ASFRs (per one female)

-24 0.665 0.637 0.612 0.605 0.641 0.646 0.617 0.624
25-29 0.301 0.315 0.320 0.340 0.361 0.381 0.390 930.3
30-34 0.150 0.158 0.164 0.184 0.204 0.224 0.231 410.2
35+ 0.065 0.070 0.073 0.079 0.093 0.109 0.111 0.121
TFR 1.181 1.180 1.170 1.208 1.298 1.361 1.349 1.380
Russians Sum of ASFRs (1999=100)

-24 100.0 95.7 92.0 91.0 96.3 97.0 92.7 93.8
25-29 100.0 104.9 106.4 113.2 120.0 126.8 129.8 .7130
30-34 100.0 105.4 109.9 122.7 136.2 149.9 1545  .3161
35+ 100.0 107.2 112.3 120.8 142.1 167.6 170.7 185.9
TFR 100.0 99.9 99.0 102.3 109.9 115.2 114.3 116.8

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofi§taes Agency of RK
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Tab. 11 (continued) — Fertility by age groups, Késtan, 1999-2006, selected ethnic groups

Age group 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Ukrainians Sum of ASFRs (per one female)

-24 0.899 0.874 0.846 0.811 0.815 0.840 0.793 0.796
25-29 0.410 0.419 0.433 0.458 0.493 0.499 0.502 2405
30-34 0.205 0.210 0.225 0.228 0.275 0.287 0.289 19.3
35+ 0.092 0.093 0.088 0.101 0.126 0.136 0.142 0.157
TFR 1.607 1.595 1.592 1.598 1.710 1.762 1.727 1.796
Ukrainians Sum of ASFRs (1999=100)

-24 100.0 97.2 94.1 90.2 90.7 93.4 88.2 88.5
25-29 100.0 102.1 105.6 111.6 120.2 121.7 122.4 8127
30-34 100.0 102.5 109.5 111.1 134.1 140.0 1411 5155
35+ 100.0 100.3 95.4 109.8 136.9 147.2 153.9 169.9
TFR 100.0 99.3 99.1 99.4 106.4 109.7 107.4 111.7
Uzbeks Sum of ASFRs (per one female)

-24 1514 1.365 1.336 1.301 1.393 1.501 1.437 1.447
25-29 0.873 0.842 0.822 0.838 0.921 0.999 0.964 261.0
30-34 0.505 0.452 0.514 0.494 0.525 0.584 0.572 040.6
35+ 0.214 0.240 0.247 0.248 0.264 0.302 0.346 0.355
TFR 3.105 2.900 2.919 2.881 3.102 3.386 3.318 3.432
Uzbeks Sum of ASFRs (1999=100)

-24 100.0 90.2 88.3 85.9 92.0 99.1 94.9 95.6
25-29 100.0 96.5 94.2 96.0 105.6 114.5 110.5 117.6
30-34 100.0 89.6 101.8 98.0 103.9 115.7 113.3 119.7
35+ 100.0 1125 115.5 116.1 123.5 141.3 161.9 166.3
TFR 100.0 93.4 94.0 92.8 99.9 109.0 106.9 110.5

Source: Author's calculations based on data ofiStas Agency of RK

However, in the case of the growth of age-spedditility rate for all age groups, it was
uneven among Uzbeks and it was accompanied bylmeét some individual years. As a result,
despite high levels of fertility rates, growth dymias of age-specific fertility rates for Uzbeks was
slow (except for age-specific fertility rate und&t years), even slower than among Russians and
Ukrainians. Although there is a significant groviththe middle and older age groups, age-specific
fertility rates of Russians and Ukrainians in thegge groups are much smaller than those of
Kazakhs and Uzbeks.

In general, all ethnic groups have the followingndency: older age groups show more
intensive increase in fertility rates. As a restlig total fertility rate was generally increasihge to
the increasing fertility rate of women older thab years, which shows us the shift of fertility
toward the mature age groups among all four ettprgaps.
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Fig. 12 — Total fertility and its age structure mthnic groups, Kazakhstan,
selected ethnic groups and years
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Fig. 13 — Mean age at childbirth, Kazakhstan, 192906, selected
ethnic groups
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All these changes in women’s age groups influetlbednean age at childbirth. Between 1999
and 2006, the mean age at childbirth increasedtaniialy in all ethnic groups (Fig. 13). The
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higher mean age at childbirth has stayed for Kazedimen. In 2006, the mean age was 28.3 and it
rose by 4.6% since 1999. For Uzbeks, who havedbersl highest rate, it grew by 3.4%. The mean
age at childbirth among Russians and Ukrainiamdni®st identical and lower than that of Kazakhs

and Uzbeks. However, their mean age growth wassite during the period under observation.

During this time, the mean age at childbirth of &ass grew by 5.7%, while that of Ukrainians by

5.5%. This trend shows that in the nearest futilne Jevel of mean age at childbirth can approach
very closely the levels of Kazakhs and Uzbeks.

As we can see, the growth of fertility that occdreanong the ethnic groups in the last period
went hand in hand with a substantial transformatibthe age profiles of fertility. As a result, the
contribution of the younger age groups to fertilitps decreased; there was a shift toward
childbearing in more mature age and to a higherageeage at childbearing, which is well seen in
all ethnic groups. These changes are in line wetiegal trends in many other countries.

A reduction of fertility of younger women at chilelring age is due to the fact that young people
today are marrying later than in the past. Theg atart later the process of childbearing. Thia is
normal phenomenon, because the decrease in feitiliyounger age group shows that nowadays
women spend more time on their education and mgjlthieir position in society, having assumed a
more responsible and serious approach to mothertrtmalever, the fertility rate of this age group
among Russian and Ukrainian women remains higlaer that of Kazakh and Uzbek women. This
difference is mainly due to cultural factors.

There is a dynamic growth of age-specific fertiliages among all four ethnic groups in middle
and older age groups and this shift towards fartilh older age occurs among the women who
already have one or two children and still wangjitee birth, but were often reluctant to implement
their reproductive intentions on account of somasoes (financial, educational, career etc...).
During the period from 1999 to 2006, favorable dtiads (sustained economic growth, increased
family income, the possibility of solving the houngi problem through mortgage lending, health
improvements, etc.) for the implementation of reloiative attitudes of these women were created,
which led to an increase in fertility of these ageups. However, as we know, there was an
increase in fertility not only for the second, thaind higher birth orders, but also in the firsttbi
order, which grew substantially in Kazakhstan. Tinend cannot be explained only by delayed
births. This factor also cannot be excluded espigdiar Russians and Ukrainians with their focus
on small family size. To make clearer this situatigtatistical data of birth by order must be
analyzed.

6.3 ETHNIC DIFFERENTIATION OF FERTILITY BY BIRTH ORDER

The distribution of live births by order is onethe main components for in-depth study of fertility
and a critical assessment of its characteristiash ss increasing the probability of the familyr Fo
better understanding of the observed changes fifitferwe need to know in which order of birth
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current changes in fertility are occurring. In awase, it allows a comprehensive analysis and it
reveals ethnic differences in fertility in the cémyn It is important to note that the influenceasfy
factors on fertility varies considerably dependamgthe birth order of a child. Ethnic feature has
little effect on the appearance of the first chiifferentiation of ethnic groups is particularly
evident when studying the second, third and higiiréh orders.

Tab. 12 — Live births by birth order, Kazakhstarf99-2006, selected ethnic groups

Birth order 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 6200

Kazakhs

1 56,241 58,519 59,714 59,941 66,904 73,108 76,6383,157

2 41,837 43,170 42,150 44,176 48,126 53,093 54,9059,676

3 24,152 25,292 25,133 26,575 29,296 33,895 34,8438,379

4+ 20,133 20,716 21,506 21,758 22,820 26,158 26,06480,503
Russians

1 23,725 23,173 22,688 22,793 24,625 25,679 25,4225,924

2 11,180 11,308 11,255 12,094 12,786 13,800 13,8414,437

3 2,717 2,715 2,663 2,717 3,062 3,289 3,282 3,441

4+ 1,593 1,455 1,286 1,246 1,370 1,275 1,322 1,315

Ukrainians

1 2,644 2,542 2,405 2,367 2,454 2,529 2,444 2,600

2 1,712 1,601 1,623 1,530 1,624 1,665 1,625 1,597

3 485 482 447 461 506 485 469 470

4+ 315 270 234 236 254 231 218 234
Uzbeks

1 2,994 2,781 2,938 2,959 3,467 3,829 3,975 4,036

2 2,700 2,513 2,474 2,419 2,663 3,008 2,980 3,341

3 2,148 2,063 2,094 2,107 2,157 2,569 2,423 2,611

4+ 1,692 1,649 1,712 1,797 1,951 2,069 2,161 2,285

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK

During the period from 1999 to 2006, significanawbes in the number of live births in each
birth order were recorded among all ethnic groupab( 12). Certainly, it is not advisable to
compare and determine the differences of fertdityong ethnic groups when considering the total
number of live births by birth order. However, itaygnbe useful to compare its dynamics and
intensity of changes. We see that the trend imtimber of live births by birth order among ethnic
groups is clearly differentiated. Kazakhs' and Ua&bdavorable growth touched all priorities of
fertility, for the total number of live births wadscreasing in all orders of birthsvery year. The
growth was particularly high among Kazakhs. Comgasith 1999, by 2006 the number of live
births in the first and second orders increasedlimpst 50%, and in the third and higher birth order
the growth was above 50 %, which shows that thevidref fertility in higher birth orders was
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more intensive than that of lower birth orders. &ksbwere growing less intensively, but retained
their high level of fertility in all birth ordersWe can also see that while Uzbeks had a slight
decrease in the number of live births in 2001, tldad among Kazakhs and Russians was observed
a year later, in 2002.

Tab. 13 — Proportion of live births by birth ordeKazakhstan, 1999-2006, selected ethnic groups

Birth order 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Kazakhs
1 39.5 39.6 40.2 39.3 40.0 39.3 39.8 39.3
2 29.4 29.2 28.4 29.0 28.8 28.5 28.5 28.2
3 17.0 17.1 16.9 17.4 17.5 18.2 18.1 18.1
4+ 14.1 14.0 14.5 14.3 13.7 14.0 135 14.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .aLoo
Russians
1 60.5 60.0 59.9 58.7 58.9 58.3 57.9 57.5
2 28.5 29.3 29.7 311 30.6 31.3 31.6 32.0
3 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.5 7.6
4+ 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.2 3.3 2.9 3.0 2.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .aL00
Ukrainians
1 51.3 51.9 51.1 51.5 50.7 51.5 51.4 53.1
2 33.2 32.7 34.5 33.3 33.6 33.9 34.2 32.6
3 9.4 9.8 9.5 10.0 10.5 9.9 9.9 9.6
4+ 6.1 55 5.0 5.1 5.3 4.7 4.6 4.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .aLoo
Uzbeks
1 314 30.9 31.9 31.9 33.9 33.4 34.4 32.9
2 28.3 27.9 26.8 26.1 26.0 26.2 25.8 27.2
3 22.5 22.9 22.7 22.7 21.1 22.4 21.0 21.3
4+ 17.7 18.3 18.6 19.4 19.1 18.0 18.7 18.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .aLoo

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK

Among Russians, there was also an increase irotakrtumber of births and not only in the
first births, but also among children of the secand third birth orders. In these birth orders, the
growth dynamic is higher than that of Uzbeks. Tikiaot surprising, if we pay attention to the fact
that the potential women of childbearing age ofdfars population have more often second or third
children compared with Uzbeks. For Russians, thebar of children born in the fourth and
subsequent order is characterized by small fluctostduring the period and it decreased by 16%
between 1999 and 2006.
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There are no changes in fertility rates of alllbistders among Ukrainians from 1999 to 2006.
The number of live births remained at almost thmesdevel with small fluctuations in individual
years. As above mentioned, the reason is a deciedbe number of Ukrainians, mainly due to
migration, including women of childbearing age. Hwer, if we look at the levels of fertility,
including by birth order, a small increase candens

If we compare the proportion of children in eachtbiorder in all ethnic groups there were
small changes (Tab. 13). Among Russians, we cagrabsn increase, though very small, in recent
years, a contribution of the second and third birtb the total fertility rate, reducing the
contribution of the delayed first-born childrentf@ugh during this period their numbers increased
as well). However, at the same time, the proportidrthe fourth and subsequent birth orders
decreased. Despite a significant growth in previgears, the proportion of first-borns also
decreased among Kazakhs and Uzbeks in 2005 and PB&6roportion of third, fourth and higher
order births increased among Kazakhs, and of tlwensk and third among Uzbeks. Among
Ukrainians, only the share of first-order births lggown.

A huge proportion of births among Russians and ldkaas is constituted by live births of the
first and second orders. In 2006, the proportiohofdren from the first birth made up 57.5% of
the total number of live births among Russiang, dighe second birth order 32.0% and of the third
order 7.6%. Among Ukrainians, the share of firstrbchildren was 53.1%, second-born 32.6%, and
third-born 9.6%. The contribution of multiparous men had long been negligible: the share of
fourth and higher birth orders was less than 3%lldbirths in the Russian population, and 4.8% in
the Ukrainian population. In general, the quantifybirths of such high order does not play any
major role in shaping the overall level of fertilin these ethnic groups. The proportion of chitdre
of Kazakhs and Uzbeks in individual birth ordersdistributed more evenly. For example, the
percentage of fourth and higher orders of childmas 14.4% and 18.6% for Kazakhs and Uzbeks
in 2006, respectively, representing a tangible priopn of all births and being much higher than
Russian and Ukrainian births of these orders.

Marked changes in the number of live births by orlganged their contribution to the total
fertility rate. The growth of total fertility ratbetween 1999 and 2006 was an affair of all birth
orders in ethnic groups (except the fourth and dniddirth orders among Russians and Ukrainians.
We can observe frequent fluctuations in the dynarafd¢hese birth orders between 1999 and 2006).
Kazakhs’ total fertility rate by first and secondders significantly increased by 2006, compared
with 1999. The growth in the first birth order was.8%, while that of the second birth order
28.2%. Fertility rate has increased not only in fingt and second birth orders, but in the third,
fourth and subsequent orders, too. In these bidlere growth was more dynamic compared with
the first and second birth orders, which increaked share in the total fertility rate. As a rdsttie
structure of fertility by birth order has improvadd total fertility rate among Kazakhs increased by
32.7%. The main increase in total fertility ratealhbirth orders among Kazakhs occurred in 2003,
2004 and 2006 (Tab. 14).
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If Kazakhs in particular from 2002 until 2006 sawvannual growth in total fertility rate in all
birth orders, Uzbeks had a stable growth performamaly in the fourth and subsequent birth
orders, in which the fertility rate increased by as compared with 1999 (Tab 14). Fertility
rates in the rest of orders fell down prior to 2088 a result, total fertility rate for Uzbeks i0@3
reached the 1999 level (Fig. 14, Tab. 14).

After 2003, Uzbeks' total fertility rates in indddal birth orders saw a continued fluctuation in
its dynamics, particularly in 2005 when the towttifity rate in the second and third birth orders
slightly decreased compared with 2004. As a resatpared with 1999 in 2006, the total fertility
rate in all three birth orders was relatively sm#ig. 14, Tab. 14). Despite this, Uzbeks' total

fertility rate in all birth orders is the highestrapared with other ethnic groups.

Tab. 14 — Total fertility rate by birth order, Kakastan, 1999-2006, selected ethnic groups

Birth order 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Kazakhs TFR by birth of order
1 0.791 0.816 0.821 0.810 0.884 0.937 0.949 0.995
2 0.602 0.617 0.598 0.620 0.666 0.722 0.730 0.772
3 0.355 0.370 0.366 0.384 0.419 0.480 0.486 0.527
4+ 0.306 0.312 0.320 0.321 0.334 0.379 0.373 0.432
TFR 2.055 2.116 2.106 2.135 2.302 2.517 2.539 2.726
Kazakhs TFR by birth of order (1999=100)
1 100.0 103.1 103.8 102.4 111.7 118.4 120.0 125.8
2 100.0 102.5 99.3 103.0 110.6 119.9 121.2 128.2
3 100.0 104.3 103.0 108.0 118.0 135.0 136.9 148.3
4+ 100.0 101.9 104.7 105.0 109.1 123.9 122.1 141.1
TFR 100.0 103.0 102.5 103.9 112.1 1225 123.6 132.7
Russians TFR by birth of order
1 0.691 0.683 0.675 0.681 0.732 0.756 0.746 0.757
2 0.352 0.361 0.363 0.392 0.415 0.446 0.445 0.460
3 0.087 0.089 0.089 0.092 0.104 0.113 0.112 0.117
4+ 0.051 0.047 0.043 0.043 0.047 0.045 0.047 0.046
TFR 1.181 1.180 1.170 1.208 1.298 1.361 1.350 1.380
Russians TFR by birth of order (1999=100)
1 100.0 98.8 97.6 98.4 105.8 109.4 107.8 109.4
2 100.0 102.4 102.9 111.4 117.8 126.7 126.4 130.6
3 100.0 102.8 102.8 106.0 120.1 129.4 128.4 134.1
4+ 100.0 92.8 85.6 84.8 93.9 89.4 92.7 91.6
TFR 100.0 99.9 99.0 102.3 109.9 115.2 114.2 116.8

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK
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Tab. 14 (continued) — Total fertility rate by birtbrder, Kazakhstan, 1999-2006, selected ethnic gu

Birth order 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Ukrainians TFR by birth of order
1 0.867 0.868 0.844 0.850 0.886 0.914 0.883 0.942
2 0.520 0.511 0.539 0.527 0.575 0.604 0.602 0.599
3 0.137 0.143 0.140 0.149 0.169 0.169 0.168 0.172
4+ 0.083 0.075 0.069 0.073 0.080 0.075 0.074 0.082
TFR 1.606 1.597 1.591 1.598 1.710 1.762 1.726 1.796
Ukrainians TFR by birth of order (1999=100)
1 100.0 100.1 97.4 98.0 102.2 105.5 101.9 108.6
2 100.0 98.2 103.8 101.3 110.7 116.2 115.8 115.3
3 100.0 104.7 102.2 108.8 123.5 123.6 122.8 126.2
4+ 100.0 90.2 82.2 88.1 95.9 90.0 88.4 98.7
TFR 100.0 99.4 99.1 99.5 106.4 109.7 107.5 111.8
Uzbeks TFR by birth of order
1 0.933 0.854 0.883 0.860 0.984 1.039 1.043 1.017
2 0.863 0.793 0.771 0.739 0.793 0.870 0.835 0.905
3 0.715 0.681 0.682 0.676 0.681 0.801 0.742 0.782
4+ 0.594 0.572 0.583 0.605 0.644 0.676 0.698 0.728
TFR 3.105 2.900 2.919 2.881 3.102 3.386 3.318 3.432
Uzbeks TFR by birth of order (1999=100)
1 100.0 91.5 94.6 92.1 105.4 111.3 111.7 109.0
2 100.0 91.9 89.3 85.7 91.9 100.8 96.8 104.9
3 100.0 95.3 95.4 94.6 95.3 112.1 103.8 109.4
4+ 100.0 96.4 98.2 101.9 108.4 113.8 117.6 122.6
TFR 100.0 93.4 94.0 92.8 99.9 109.0 106.9 110.5

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK

Russians and Ukrainians observed the same tresgijteleéhe fact that Ukrainians’ level of
total fertility rate was slightly higher. In theséhnic groups, total fertility rate is mainly prded
by the first and second birth orders (Fig. 14). Example, in 2006 the overall proportion of first
and second birth orders in the total fertility ratas 88.4% for Russians and 86.4% for Ukrainians.
A more realistic growth of fertility rate in therst, second and third birth orders for Russians and
Ukrainians started as it did for Kazakhs in 2002KT14). However, like among Uzbeks, total
fertility rate in these birth orders was charaatedi by a slight decline in individual years. In
general, the total fertility rate in these birttders improved by 2006 compared with 1999, with a
more intensive growth in the second and third bartters. Nevertheless, the share of the third order
as well as fourth and higher orders in the totdilfiy rate in both ethnic groups remains low
compared with other ethnic groups. In the thirdyrflo and subsequent orders, Kazakhs and Uzbeks
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are characterized by relatively large figures amelrtrates are several times higher than those of
Russians and Ukrainians.

Fig. 14 — Total fertility and its structure by bilt of order, Kazakhstan,
selected ethnic groups and years
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Fig. 15 — Parity progression ratios in a fictiveaftle) population, Kazakhstan,
1999-2006, selected ethnic groups and years
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A somewhat different perspective on the changderiility by birth order is provided by the
trend of the parity progression ratio (i.e. proligbbf birth of another child). This indicator may
best document the change in the reproductive nafdbke population in the selected ethnic groups.
As we have seen, the probability of next birth dehfor children of all birth orders in all ethnic
groups between 1999 and 2006. The change was aao@edmot only by growth, but also falls in
some years (Fig. 15, Tab. 15). Compared with 1889probability of transition from childlessness
to a first-order birth increased in all ethnic goeliby 2006. Among Kazakhs, it increased by 25.8%
and the probability of the first birth was 99.5%.the other selected ethnic groups it increased by
some 10%. It increased from 68.5% to 75.4% for Rmss from 86.2% to 94.2% for Ukrainians,
and from 93.2% to almost 100% for Uzbeks (in a gealeration, the probability of the first birth
can not be above 100%, but an analysis of a fictigeneration can meet such large numbers,
when we face high total fertility rates by the fiicsder. Therefore here we need to consider that in

2006 Uzbeks’ probability of the first birth was alst 100% and the proportion of childless women
was close to zero).

Fig. 16 — Proportion of childless women, Kazakhstd999-2006, selected
ethnic groups
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As a result of the growing probability of first ahibirth, the proportion of childless women
decreased (Fig. 16). We can see that in all etimaigps, a sharp decline began in 2003. In 2006, the
highest proportion of childless women remained agnBussians (about 25%), despite a small
reduction. Among Ukrainians, the intensity of theduiction was insignificant compared with
Kazakhs. As a result, in recent years their proporof childless women was relatively higher
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(5.8% versus 0.5% of Kazakhs in 2006). As far abdllg are concerned, their proportion of
childless women was almost equal to zero since.2004

If the probability of first-order birth intensivelgrew among Kazakhs, the probability of
second-order births to one-parity women saw a mapi growth among Russians and Ukrainians
(Tab. 15). Thus, compared with 1999 in 2006, tlabability of second order birth among Russians
increased by 19.3%, while Ukrainians’ highest leseturred in 2005. In general, the probability of
a second order birth among Kazakhs and Uzbeksaadarge extent subject to fluctuations (more
than among Russians and Ukrainians) and there demles after growths during the investigated
period. As a result, in 2006 compared with 1998, ghobability of a second child among Kazakhs
was slightly higher, while that of Uzbeks decreagedy. 15). However, both ethnic groups
maintained relatively high values in this ordebath.

Tab. 15 — Changes of parity progression ratios ifictive (table) population between 1999 and 2006,
Kazakhstan, selected ethnic groups

Probability 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 20p4 20050062

Kazakhs Parity progression ratio (1999=100)

Probability of having 1st child 100.0 103.1 103.8024 111.7 1184 120.0 125.8
Probability of having 2nd child 100.0 99.4 957 ®0 99.0 101.3 101.1 102.0
Probability of having 3rd child 100.0 101.8 103.7041© 106.7 1126 113.0 115.7
Probability of having 4th child 100.0 102.8 11150519 99.6 97.8 97.0 104.7
Russians Parity progression ratio (1999=100)

Probability of having 1st child 100.0 98.8 976 4€8.1058 109.4 107.8 109.4
Probability of having 2nd child 100.0 103.6 1055131m 111.3 1158 117.2 1193
Probability of having 3rd child 100.0 100.4 99.9 .®5 102.0 102.1 101.6 102.7
Probability of having 4th child 100.0 89.1 87.4 B3. 8l.1 71.3 80.7 75.3
Ukrainians Parity progression ratio (1999=100)

Probability of having 1st child 100.0 100.1 97.4 .®8 102.2 1055 101.9 108.6
Probability of having 2nd child 100.0 98.1 106.6 31® 108.3 110.2 113.7 106.2
Probability of having 3rd child 100.0 106.6 985 7 1115 106.4 106.0 109.5
Probability of having 4th child 100.0 90.5 86.9 B3. 86.9 78.3 77.1 84.3
Uzbeks Parity progression ratio (1999=100)

Probability of having 1st child 100.0 91.5 946 ©2.1054 111.3 111.7 109.0
Probability of having 2nd child 100.0 1004 944 .®3 87.2 906 86.6 96.3
Probability of having 3rd child 100.0 103.7 106.8105 103.7 111.2 107.2 104.2
Probability of having 4th child 100.0 104.6 111.6141 1209 103.0 116.2 118.7

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK

While the difference in the probability of birth tife first and second children between ethnic
groups was not big, the probability of third-orderths to two-parity women and probability of
fourth-order births to three-parity women betweba tOriental" and "European” ethnic groups
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displayed a huge difference (Fig. 15). In 2006, ghebability of a third child among Russians was
25.3% and among Ukrainians 28.8%, while among Kagand Uzbeks it was 68.2% and 86.4%,
respectively. It should be noted that in the pefiadn 2001 to 2005, Uzbeks’ probability of third
order birth was slightly higher than the secondeotirth. Compared with 1999, the probability of
three children in all ethnic groups was slightlgher in 2006, especially among Kazakhs who
recorded a more dynamic growth.

The difference in the probability of fourth birtihder among Russians and Ukrainians is that it
was higher than the probability of third birth ordiiring the studied period. But even these ethnic
groups were characterized by a decline in the piihaof fourth birth order. We can see an
opposite trend among Kazakhs and Uzbeks. Compaitbd1®99, the probability of fourth birth
order increased by 2006, but its rate remained dalvan the probability of third birth order.
Moreover, the probability of fourth birth orderrisuch higher among Kazakhs and Uzbeks than that
of Russians and Ukrainians. In general, the prdibalif next birth order among Kazakhs and
Uzbeks was higher in all birth orders than thatRefssians and Ukrainians, especially that of
Uzbeks.

The increased contribution of the fertility of hirbrders to the total fertility rate of ethnic
groups is connected with an apparent increaseildbitth intensity among the middle and older
age groups, which are responsible for the mainritmtion in each successive birth. Nevertheless,
in all birth orders, the contribution of fertilitgf age groups and their level was also signifigantl
differentiated by ethnic groups. This can be welrswhen we compare age-specific fertility rates
by each birth orders between the selected ethoigpg:

The graphs 17 and 18 illustrate the age of fertbi first birth order in all four ethnic groups
for 1999 and 2006. In 1999, the highest fertiliger in the youngest age group (15-19) appeared
among Ukrainians, whose fertility rate of the fibstth order in this age group was 0.048 (per one
woman). This was 48.1% more than among Kazakhs evfertility rate in this age group was the
lowest (Fig. 17). In this age group, fertility ratg first birth order among Ukrainians was slightly
higher than that of Russians and Uzbeks. In thik loirder, the highest fertility rate appears ie th
20-24 age group in all ethnic groups. In 1999, Khzaoomen of this age group accounted for
53.5% of all births in the first birth order, whitbe figures for Russian, Ukrainian and Uzbek
women were 50.6%, 48.8% and 59.7%, respectivelyngaoed with other ethnic groups, the
highest fertility rate by first order in the agegp 20-24 was recorded among Uzbeks, and fertility
rates of Kazakhs and Ukrainians were almost theesaime lowest level was among Russians. The
level of fertility rate by first order for the aggoup 25-29 differs sharply from the previous ages.
Especially among Uzbeks, the level of fertilityeratas lower compared with other ethnic groups.
In the age groups 30-34 and 35-39, there was htlgligigher fertility rate by first order among
Kazakhs and Uzbeks than among Russians and Ukmai(fég. 17).
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Fig. 17 —Age-specific fertility rate by first birtlorder, Kazakhstan, 1999,
selected ethnic groups
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Fig. 18 —Age-specific fertility rate by first birtlorder, Kazakhstan, 2006,
selected ethnic groups
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Compared with 1999, age-specific fertility ratesflsgt order of birth increased almost in all

four ethnic groups, except for the youngest ageméig. 18), by 2006. In the younger age group,
fertility rate among Kazakhs decreased by 16.7%ragnRussians by 10.6%, among Ukrainians by
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17.3%, among Uzbeks by 21.9%. Despite this, a medh the contribution of this age group to
first-order fertility remains significantly high apticularly among Russians and Ukrainians in 2006.
Among Russians it was 20.4% and among Ukrainiar®20but among Kazakhs their contribution
was only 10%. Uzbeks'’s level of fertility rate imig age group in the first birth order is smalteart
that of Russians and Ukrainians, but remains hitirear Kazakhs'.

The highest fertility rate in this birth order reimain the age group 20-24 in all ethnic groups.
Compared with 1999, the fertility rate in this ageup particularly increased among Kazakhs
(21.9%) and Uzbeks (15.1%) by 2006, whereas amasgiBns (2.6%) and Ukrainians (8.1%) the
growth rates were less intensive. In spite of ttmwvth in all ethnic groups, there was a decrease in
the proportion of this age group in the first bidttder. There was a large increase in fertility riat
the age groups 25-29, 30-34 and even in the agp ¢5-39. For example, in 2006 the fertility
rate by first birth order in the age group 25-28réased among Kazakhs by 62.1%, among
Russians by 48.7%, among Ukrainians by 56.8%, anuaigeks by 41.6%, being higher than in
1999. Uzbeks’ level of fertility rate in the firstder in this age group was even smaller thandhat
Russians and Ukrainians. A high level in this ageug compared with other ethnic groups, as
shown among Kazakhs in 1999. In 2006, the proporiowomen aged 30-34 with the first order
of birth was also significant; due to the high ifayt rate rise in this birth order. Only Uzbeks’
growth was 12.8%. In general, all these trends lreareased the proportion of these age groups in
the first birth order. In some ethnic groups in theer age groups fertility rate also rose markedly
but their share in the first birth order is insiigant.

Fig. 19—Age-specific fertility rate by second birtrder, Kazakhstan, 1999,
selected ethnic groups
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Fig. 20 —Age-specific fertility rates by secondthitorder, Kazakhstan, 2006,
selected ethnic groups
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In the second birth order (Fig. 19 and 20), faytiliate in the age group 20-24 attracts
attention. The upward trend in second birth oreetility is not reflected positively in the age gm
of women 20-24. Fertility rate of second birth eardewomen of this age group has declined in all
ethnic groups. Thus, compared with 1999 in 2006,dbntribution of the age group 20-24 in the
second birth order fertility among Kazakhs decrddsem 41.5% to 30.4%, among Russians from
30.5% to 21.5%, among Ukrainians from 35.1% to @%.among Uzbeks from 62.2% to 55.1%
(Fig. 19 and 20). Despite this, in all ethnic grsupheir share in the second birth order is
significant, especially among Uzbeks whose feytildte by second order considerably exceeds the
fertility rate of other ethnic groups.

While in the younger age groups (15-19 and 20#24e was an evident drop in fertility
rate by second order, in the middle and older ages one can see some growth. Thus, as a result
of growth in the age group 24-29 the level of figytrate by second order was higher than in the
age group 20-24 among Kazakhs in 2006. Its leval &lao higher than that of Uzbeks whose
fertility rate by second order in this age groupsuess dynamic. A growth of fertility rate in thgea
group 25-29 was also observed among Russians amdinidks, but as the increase was
insignificant, its share in the second birth ord@ss reduced by 2006. However, in the age groups
30-34 and 35-39, the growth of fertility rate by@sd order was more intense than among
Kazakhs and Uzbeks. In 2006, the level of fertitaye by second order in these age groups among
Russians and Ukrainians approached that of Kazaktioutpaced fertility rate of Uzbeks. Among
Uzbeks of these age groups, the growth dynamidsrtlity rate by second order was low, which
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explains their low level in 2006, compared withatlethnic groups. We can also see some growth
in the older age group 40—44, particularly amongdrfans and Ukrainians, but their share, as in the
first birth order, remains low.

Fig. 21 —Age-specific fertility rate by third birtbbrder, Kazakhstan, 1999,
selected ethnic groups
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Fig. 22 —Age-specific fertility rate by third birtiorder, Kazakhstan, 2006,
selected ethnic groups
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Age-specific fertility rates of ethnic groups inirthbirth order are characterized by a huge
margin (Fig. 21 and 22). The decline of fertility younger age groups continued, as it did in the
second birth order, but more rapidly. Thus, comgaveeh 1999, fertility rate by third order in the
age group 20-24 decreased among Kazakhs by 26.A4%nga Russians by 19.8%, among
Ukrainians by 41.9% and among Uzbeks by 26.3% W62Mespite the recession, the level of
fertility rate in the 20—24 age group in that ordébirth of Uzbeks also remains relatively high.

In all ethnic groups, there was an increased itgrtid the third birth order among women aged 25
years and older. It was sufficient to offset thelithing rate in the age group 20-24. Therefore, in
20086, the fertility rate in the third birth ordemang Kazakhs in the age group 25-29 increased by
32.3%, in the age group 30-34 by 71.1% and in geegroup 35-39 by 138.1%, compared with
1999. One can see the same trend among Russianthebgrowth was smaller. Moreover, their
fertility rate by third order is very low comparedth Uzbeks and Kazakhs. The third birth order
among Ukrainians has, like among Russians, lovilifgntates in all relevant age groups, although
slightly higher than among Russians. The dynamidertility rates in certain age groups was not
high either. It was much lower than fertility ratesKazakhs and Uzbeks, especially in middle age
groups.

Notwithstanding the fact that the growth was lederisive than in other ethnic groups, like in
1999, a high fertility rate by third birth order ihe age groups 25-29 and 30-34 was maintained
among Uzbeks by 2006. In this year, Uzbek fertitiiye by second order in the age group 25-29
was double that of Kazakhs. A more dynamic growfthiedtility rate in the third birth order of
Uzbeks occurred in the age group 35-39, as inthHie groups. As compared with 1999, the
fertility rate in the third birth order for the ageoup 35—-39 increased by 126.4% by 2006.

In the fourth and higher birth orders, we can de# tifferentiation of age-specific fertility
rates between ethnic groups further increased 28ignd 24). Fertility rates of Uzbeks were higher
in almost all ages than those of other ethnic gsoBarticularly striking is their domination in the
major age groups 25-29, 30-34 and 35-39, whicHl ietlanic groups provide the main share of
births in fourth and higher birth orders. In 20@&re was a sufficiently high growth in all thege a
groups among Uzbeks compared with 1999, but theeklgbowth was slightly smaller than that of
Kazakhs. According to this, the big difference besw fertility rates slightly narrowed. This was
particularly true of the age group 30-34, where dkhzfertility rate by fourth and higher birth
orders increased by 43.9%, whereas that of Uzbeks lmy 13.5%. Increased fertility rate was
higher among Uzbeks than among Kazakhs only img¢jeegroup 40-44.

The level of age-specific fertility rates by fourind higher birth orders among Russians was
the lowest of all the studied ethnic groups. Coragawith 1999, Russians recorded only a slight
increase in the age groups 35—-39 and 40-44, awithén age groups there was a falling fertility rate
by 2006. Although Ukrainians have fertility rateg tourth and higher birth orders higher than
Russians in all relevant age groups, its level iegnlw. A slighter increase in fertility rate cha
seen only in the age group 35-39.
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Fig. 23 — Age-specific fertility rate by fourth andigher birth order,
Kazakhstan, 1999, selected ethnic groups
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Fig. 24 — Age-specific fertility rate by fourth andigher birth order,
Kazakhstan, 2006, selected ethnic groups,
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In fourth and higher birth orders the differencéwsen "Oriental" (Kazakhs and Uzbeks) and
"European” (Russians and Ukrainians) populatiomskeasimply denoted enormous. For example,
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if the 1999 age-specific fertility rates by foughd higher birth orders for Kazakh women in middle
and older age groups exceeded the Russian onegrfsig times, it was about eight or nine times
higher by 2006.

Thus, in all birth orders of all ethnic groups ttwntribution of "young" mothers to the value of
the final birth rate decreased, while the contidutof older age groups increased and there is a
shift in the birth rate in these age groups. Thesd has led to an increase in the average age of
mothers in all birth orders. However, as notedhim ¢xamination of age-specific fertility rates for
all birth orders, mean age at childbirth rose depenon the intensity of the birth rate in each age
group in all ethnic groups. Therefore, the differem between ethnic groups can be traced not only
in the values of mean age at childbirth in eacthlwrder, but also in its dynamic growth.

Tab. 16 — Mean age at the childbirth by births orgd&azakhstan, 1999 and 2006, selected ethnic gsoup

Kazakhs Russians Ukrainians Uzbeks
Mean age
1999 | 2006| 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006
Mean age:
at childbirth 271 283 251 265 252 26.6 26.3 .227
at the first childbirth 239 248 228 239 22.7 .83 228 235
at the second childbirth 26,5 27.7 27.1 28.7 26.78.52 24.7 254
at the third childbirth 296 312 305 319 303 .31 278 28.9
at the fourth and higher order 336 340 333 341 333 339 320 326
childbirth

Source:Author's calculations based on data of Statistigercy of RK

If we examine and compare the mean age at chitdbart each birth order, the highest birth
rate in the first order appears among Kazakhs. &\vhieir mean age at first childbirth was 23.9
years in 1999, it increased by 4.6% by 2006, rescBi.8. Among Russians and Ukrainians there
was an almost same trend and the growth rate vgasidéntical. Mean age at first childbirth for
Uzbek women in 1999 was the same as Russian anainigar figures. However, Uzbeks’ rate
became the lowest (23.5) between these ethnic gridigh. 16) by 2006.

Uzbeks have the lowest mean age at childbirth antbagconsidered ethnic groups, that is
observed not only in the first birth order, butcala the other orders. In 2006, their mean age of
mother at birth of her second child was 25.4, afthied 28.9, and of her fourth and following 32.6
years. These figures are slightly higher than thkies recorded in 1999, but the dynamics of
growth was higher compared with other ethnic grodpselative dynamic increase in mean age at
childbirth of the second birth was recorded amongdans and Ukrainians. In 2006, the level of
this indicator among Russians has increased byydafs and among Ukrainians by 1.9 years
compared with 1999, which strengthened their hagbs in that birth order. Among Kazakhs, mean
age of mother for the second birth also signifiaimicreased, but a more marked rise appeared for
the third birth. Thus, in 2006 the mean age adthirildbirth of Kazakhs has increased by 1.6 years
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or by 5.3% compared with 1999. However, the reddyivhigh rate of mean age of mother in the
birth orders still remains among Russians and Wiaas.

An increase in maternal age is also observed fer fturth and following birth orders.
However, this increase was less pronounced thasetlb the previous birth orders and growth
dynamics of fertility rate of this birth order wasactically identical for all ethnic groups.

In conclusion of this section of research, it canshid that a detailed analysis of fertility of
ethnic groups by birth order showed significant ndes, which influenced all the birth orders
during the studied period. The analysis also reediffering features of fertility among ethnic
groups. As a result, major fertility appears in fingt and second order of birth, and the propartio
of higher birth orders is insignificant among Rassi and Ukrainians, while among Kazakhs and
Uzbeks, third and higher birth orders constitusggaificant proportion of all births. As a resuft o
this, we can observe that differences in the fgrtihte among these ethnic groups in the first and
second birth orders are small, but in the highghlirders fertility rates of Kazakhs and Uzbeles ar
several times higher than those of Russians anditl&ns. In general, the higher the birth order,
the greater was the difference. Significant diffees occur not only between "Oriental" and
"European” ethnic groups, but also within them. &ample, fertility rate of Uzbeks is higher in all
birth orders than that of Kazakhs, and Ukrainiatilfiy rate is higher than that of Russians. | bav
to stress that in 1999 fertility rate of Ukrainiansfirst birth order was slightly higher than thaft
Kazakhs.

A significant differentiation between ethnic groupsall birth orders can also be seen in the
dynamics of fertility. The highest growth intensdppeared among Kazakhs compared with other
ethnic groups.

The analysis of fertility rates by women’s age gr@showed that fertility in each birth order
shifts to more mature age groups in all ethnic gsolt also revealed significant differences in the
dynamics of fertility.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

Summarizing the results of the study, the followirgclusions can be drawn:

The analysis of fertility shows that in the perfooim 1999 to 2006 there was a high differentiation
in ethnic groups, particularly if so-called Oridraamd European populations are compared. Despite
a less dynamic growth in fertility rates comparether ethnicities, Uzbeks they have the highest
fertility rate in the studied period. The high fit rate among Uzbeks is observed in all orddrs o
birth. The highest growth of fertility rate is olbged among Kazakhs who had a total fertility rate o
2.0 in 1999, which was below replacement level,ibgtew up to 2.7 by 2006. Kazakhs are also
characterized by the highest fertility after UzbheBRsth Kazakhs and Uzbeks are characterized by
having third, fourth and higher birth order as gnfficant share of all births. Both Russians and
Ukrainians have a high growth in fertility rate. Mever, their levels of fertility rates remain lower
than replacement level. The main share of birtbfud@es first and second birth orders, and higher
order births remain insignificant.

Nevertheless, all ethnic groups have some simdarinh fertility rate trends:

» Real growth of births;

» An obvious growth in births that started in 2@0®1 2003;

 Births among young women have declined;

» There is a shift in births toward a group of oldemen of fertile age;

 Increase in mean age at childbirth.

On the one hand, ethnic groups of Kazakhstan haweda range of cultural, behavioral,
religious and other peculiarities that influenceithreproductive behavior and reflect different
phases of demographic transition among the grdDpsthe other hand, the inevitable interaction
between the ethnic groups which formed the basisetbhic processes may make further
adjustments to the overall demographic patternsanooth out the difference in fertility. But right
now, taking into account that in the period undadsg the differentiation in fertility between etlni
groups remains high, we can state that in the fgare, ethnic diversity of fertility will be
preserved. But it can be assumed that ethnic dift@tion in fertility will be reduced among ethnic
groups within the "Eastern” and "European" ethridenponents. This assumption seems more
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realistic at present, given that the constituemtspaf ethnic groups have more similar demographic
characteristics, including fertility.

As written previously in the main part of the studgcording to some scientists the positive
dynamics of fertility in the country was mainly abtioned by favorable changes in age-sex
structure of population. But the analysis of féstjlincluding birth order, revealed that at presen
there has been a real growth in birth rate in thlhie groups, independent of the influence of age
structure. So when talking about the growth ofilfgrtunder the favorable influence of age
structure, we can mention basically just an in@easthe absolute number of birth. Moreover,
changes in age-sex structure of ethnic groups hatéeen the same. We believe that the real
growth rate of fertility among ethnic groups in ttwuntry as a whole was influenced by the socio-
economic transformation in the country. Economabity and increased standard of living that
stimulated the birth rate led to the growth of t@&ninions and implementation of postponed births.

The assumption that due the rise of the welfarthefpopulation, women started to have the
postponed births more frequently and a major grawtiertility was due to the postponed births is,
in our opinion, partly true. We believe that posted births became one of the factors influencing
the growth of fertility. The shift of fertility talder age groups and the dynamics of changes in
fertility by age groups confirm this belief. This also confirmed when studying fertility by birth
order. In all ethnic groups, a more dynamic growtis observed in the second and third order of
birth, where we assume that postponed births asaureetain share. However, as we know the first
order of birth increased in all ethnic groups im@0compared with 1999. Here the apparent
increase in marital unions and the share of ext&tal births have played the central role.

In conclusion, we can say that given the fact atakhstan in the long run will remain a
multiethnic state, the issues of ethnic differdidia in fertility will be of major importance. lIts
study in modern Kazakhstan is a key element indthaeslopment of socio-demographic policies to
promote fertility, to identify hypotheses about th@spects of fertility, and consequently, in the
preparation of population projections, which are thase for prediction of socio-economic
development of the country.

A significant change in ethnic composition of ttepplation of Kazakhstan will probably also
take place in the medium and long term perspedtive,to a decrease in "European” and growth in
"Eastern” parts of the population (mostly UzbekstKs, Azerbaijanis, Uyghurs), which may cause
a change in the socio-cultural profile of Kazakh&tgpopulation. This also adds urgency to the
problem of studying ethnic differentiation in demayhic processes, particularly fertility.
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Appendices

Appendix 1:

Live births by age of mother and birth order in Kazakhstan, selected
ethnic groups, 1999 and 2006

Live births by age of mother and birth order, Kazatan, 1999 and 2006

Total 1 order 2 order 3 order 4+ order

Age 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006
Total 217,578 301,75¢ 95,932 128,683 63,761 87,5482,305 48,867 25,580 36,660
15-19 23,129 21,478 21,059 19,862 1,918 1,600 34 21 3 1
20-24 83,396 102,940 50,158 67,354 26,414  29)563%,840 5,286 816 750
25-29 58,514 86,970 16,992 28,401 22,849 33/0782,76B 17,668 5,936 7,817
30-34 33,145 55,44y 5,205 9,308 9,302 16,657 $9,2015,878 9,503 13,597
35-39 15,937 28,066 2,051 3,056 2,830 5,695 3,8683,307 7,305 11,002
40 - 44 3,200 6,532 436 653 424 L4 566 1,647 1,833,319

45+ 257 323 30 5( 23 30 30 61 184 174

Source: data of Statistics Agency of RK.
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Live births by age of mother and birth order, Kazak 1999 and 2006

Total 1 order 2 order 3 order 4+ order
1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006

Age

Total 142,363 211,715 | 56,241 83157 | 41,837 59,676 | 24,152 38379 | 20,133 30,503

15-19 10,892 11,022 9,822 10,249 1,000 68 13 6 2 0
20-24 52,778 69,267 30,109 44,541 17,852 20)520 ,12%4 3,687 569 532
25-29 40,150 62,390 10,945 19,0p1 14,875 23)156 ,7830 13,942 4,546 6,199
30-34 24,144 41,162 3,604 6,451 5981 10,10 271,0712,672 7,518 11,325
35-39 11,925 22,259 1,483 2,2Y8 1,824 3,837 2,7926,692 5,919 9,446
40 - 44 2,278 5,358 255 507 290 6p7 352 1,834 1,4262,858
45+ 196 257 23 4( 15 28 15 46 153 143

Source: data of Statistics Agency of RK.

Live births by age of mother and birth order, Ruass, 1999 and 2006

Total 1 order 2 order 3 order 4+ order

Age 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006
Total 39,215 45117 | 23,725 25924 | 11,180 14,437 2,717 3441 1,593 1,315
15-19 7,108 5779 6,614 5,424 452 353 14 7 1 0
20-24 16,321 16,506 12,089 12,58 3,709 3,p10 446 362 72 50
25-29 9,408 12,53 3,784 5721 4,449 5,525 864 5199 319 282
30-34 4,050 7,184 860 1,717 1,917 3,181 755 1237 541 461
35-39 1,849 2,592 294 418 584 1,129 510 581 460 62 3
40 - 44 451 499 83 68 66 137 120 151 184 150

45+ 28 23 1 3 3 2 8 3 16 10

Source: data of Statistics Agency of RK.
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Live births by age of mother and birth order, Ukirdans, 1999 and 2006

Total 1 order 2 order 3 order 4+ order

Age 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 2006
Total 5,156 4,901 2,644 2,600 1,712 1,597 485 470 315 234
15-19 781 597 725 557 54 38 2 2 0 0
20-24 1,884 1,669 1,243 1,2%2 547 370 72 39 12 7
25-29 1,373 1,264 465 524 715 572 142 135 50 38
30-34 722 893 136 204 314 434 162 177 118 78
35-39 296 399 36 58 73 158 87 D8 103 90
40 - 44 94 72 38 1 7 24 18 18 31 20

45+ 6 3 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 1

Source: data of Statistics Agency of RK.
Live births by age of mother and birth order, Uztsekl 999 and 2006
Total 1 order 2 order 3 order 4+ order

Age 1999 2006 1999 2006 1999 200p 1999 2006 1999 2006
Total 9,534 12,273 2,994 4,036 2,700 3,341 2,148 2,611 1,692 2,285
15-19 751 754 692 68p 59 14 0 0 0 0
20-24 4,159 5,152 1,774 2,556 1,731 2,004 593 546 63 48
25-29 2,622 3,421 359 564 678 903 1,027 1,p40 555 714
30-34 1,443 1,908 119 148 175 269 432 594 718 896
35-39 482 86(Q 43 72 50 79 85 209 304 500
40 - 44 72 170 6 14 6 11 11 21 49 122

45+ 5 8 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 5

Source: data of Statistics Agency of RK.
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Appendix 2: The statement about registration of birth, Kazakhstan

Tyy Tipkey TYpalasl apsI3
3anBJeHHE 0 PETHCTPALHE POEICHHA

BanaHeIH Teri

PaMAIHA pebeHEa

BanaHBIH aThI

Hwz peberxa

BanaHbIH axkeciHiH aTh

OruecTBo pebeHEa

Tyran xyHi

Jata poEgeHnt

Tyran xepi

MecTo pomaerns

Heme Gana Tyge:: bipey, eris, ymey

CEONEKO pOJHICCE JETel: oJHH, JBOHHA, TPOHHR

Kana Tyran fasaHbl KocKanga memecinin faxace

FoTopsH no cueTy pedeHOK POMHICH ¥ MATEPH. BEIKYAT HOBODORAIEHHOTD
OKECI T¥PAILI Mo/MIMET MENIECI T¥PAILI MOIIMET

CBEJEHHA O OTIE CBEJEHHA O MATEPH

Teri
P amMIIHA
At
Hun
OKeCciHIH ATHI
OrgecTBO
TyfaH yaKBITE
Bpewus posgeHns
HKacwm Kacm

TOJITEL TOAAE]
Eoapact RenoasBmocs BospacT acnoasEIocs
ZeT aer
¥aTer
HammonanssH0CTE
TypakKThI MeKeHi
MecTo OOCTOAEHOTD HATENLCTE
Kim Goanin, Kafiga icreiigi
I'me 1 KeM paboTaer
Obpasoparne
Hexeni Tipkey Typansl Kyamik, Kait AXAMK bexivmiven Gepinren
HKazy momepi “ » 200 =
CEHOETENECTED O 3AETOYEHHN Opaka, kaseM otgenon 3ATC epgano
Jammcs Ne i ) 200 r
ToeaxysaTThIE MNe
Ne macmopTa YO/ IHUHOCTH
Orinyminig Teri, aTel, 3KeCiHIH ATH], MEKeH- AL 3KIHE KOJIBI
PAMEIHA, AMA, OTUECTEO, ATPEC H ODOJNHCE SAAEATEIT




