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Since the beginning of the 1990s, like in other countries of Central and Eastern Europe, rapid family transformations started in Lithuania: decrease of marriage rates, postponement and “ageing” of
marriage, spread of cohabitation, postponement of fertility, transition to very low fertility, increase of extra marital births, etc. They might lead to a conclusion that SDT, which had started in the North
and West European countries about four decades ago, followed by the South European countries some time later, has, since the 1990s, turned towards the Central and Eastern Europe. But some
age and socioeconomic differentials of matrimonial and childbearing behaviour reveal that the processes in the Central and Eastern Europe region are more complex, contradictory and some times
have a paradoxical nature.

The most different patterns of matrimonial and childbearing behaviour are demonstrated by the younger generations of Lithuania, which stepped

into the marriageable age during the early and run up stages of the transformations. Still, the Population Census 2001, GGS_ Lithuania 2006 and

data from other sources reveal paradoxical age and socio-economic differentials of the matrimonial and childbearing behaviour. The patterns of - . :
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disadvantaged groups of the society, which are marginalized and experience material and social deprivation (rural, with lowest education, etc.)
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CONCLUSIONS

It could be maintained that different socio-demographic groups experience the determining power of factors of the second demographic transition at varying degrees, which would seemingly be
confirmed by the growing sociodemographic differentiation of matrimonial and childbearing behaviour of the transformation period. However as the data of the 2001 Population Census,
GGS_ Lithuania 2006 and other surveys show the trends of matrimonial and childbearing behaviour of advanced and marginalized populations are even going in opposite directions. While among the
advanced populations (higher educated, urban population) the SDT changes are observed, the matrimonial and childbearing behaviour patterns of the population in social exclusion deviate from the
general trends of SDT. This enables us to make a symbolic distinction that divides the Lithuanian population into parallel existing populations with fairly different and contradictory patterns of
matrimonial and childbearing behaviour.
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