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We investigate the hypothesis that the propensity of a stepfamily couple to have a shared

child is inversely related to the responsibility for rearing pre-union children. We compare effects

of coresident pre-union children to those of nonresident, and effects of the woman’s children to

those of the man’s. Our investigation is based on data from Finland and Austria, societies with

different levels of public support for childrearing and different levels of gender equality. Shared

children and stepchildren reduce the risk of a birth to a couple, and in line with a common

finding in most stepfamily fertility studies, the reduction is larger for each shared child than for a

stepchild. We found larger effects of coresident pre-union children than of nonresident children,

and larger effects of a woman’s pre-union children than of a man’s. The differences were more

pronounced in Austria where public support for childrearing and gender equality is lower than in

Finland. Our study demonstrates that in addition to the number of pre-union children,

coresidence and parentage of pre-union children also need to be considered in future fertility

research.
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High rates of separation, divorce and repartnering have changed the family context of

childbearing. Increasing proportions of couples are making childbearing decisions in

stepfamilies, i.e., in unions where one or the other partner has children from a previous union.

Research on stepfamily fertility usually finds that stepchildren lower the chances of the couple

having children together, but that the effect of a stepchild is not as strong as that of a shared child

on the couple’s subsequent childbearing. One interpretation of these results is that shared births

have a unique value that overcomes the costs of rearing a larger number of children. Another is

that, on average, couples have less responsibility for rearing stepchildren than they do for shared

children, so that the cost-benefit calculation favors further childbearing.

In this paper, we investigate the childrearing responsibility hypothesis, which says that the

propensity of a stepfamily couple to have a shared child is inversely related to the responsibility

for rearing their pre-union children. We identify indicators of variation in childrearing

responsibility at the couple level and at the societal level. At the couple level, we compare

effects of coresident pre-union children to those of nonresident, and effects of the woman’s

children to those of man’s. We also compare two societies, Austria and Finland, with different

levels of public support for childrearing and different levels of gender equality.

Stepfamily Childbearing: Costs and Benefits

When stepfamily couples have a child together, they incur the costs of a larger total family

size (her + his + their children) than do couples without stepchildren and the same number of

shared children. If costs and benefits of stepchildren and shared children were identical, we

would expect childbearing in stepfamilies to follow a pattern of parity progression based on the

couple’s combined number of children. For example, we would expect couples with one

stepchild and no shared children, and couples with a shared child and no stepchildren to have the

same probability of having another child. Studies of stepfamily fertility demonstrate clearly,

however, that stepchildren are not equivalent to shared children in their effects on a couple’s

subsequent childbearing. In general, stepchildren reduce their parent’s birth risk less than do

shared children, particularly if they number two or more (Toulemon 1997; Vikat, Thomson and

Hoem 1999; Thomson et al. 2002). Griffith, Koo and Suchindran (1985) argued that the ‘extra’

childbearing in stepfamilies arises from unique values of a first or second shared child. A first

shared child symbolizes the partners’ commitment to their relationship and may confer the status

and role of parent to one of the partners. A second shared child provides a full sibling to the first.



3

Thus, in spite of the greater childrearing burden stepfamily couples may incur with each shared

birth, they may be strongly motivated to have at least one or two children together.

Thomson and her colleagues (2002) provided a direct test of this hypothesis by controlling

for a couple’s combined number of children in estimating effects of stepfamily configuration on

the couple’s birth risk. In Austria, Finland, France and West Germany, they found decreasing

birth risks with increasing combined parity, particularly after the couple had at least two

children, consistent with increasing costs of rearing larger numbers of children. They also found,

however, an increased birth risk for couples without shared children or with only one shared

child, compared to couples whose children were all shared, consistent with the added value of

shared births. A key assumption underlying inferences about child value, however, is that parents

incur the same costs for rearing a shared child as they do for rearing a stepchild. If childrearing

responsibilities are lower for stepchildren than for shared children, we would expect parity

progressions in terms of total parity (hers + his + their) to be higher in stepfamilies even if there

were no extra value of a prospective birth to be shared.

Shared children almost always live with both parents, but children from previous unions

may not. Coresident children should matter more for the couple’s further childbearing than do

nonresident children. Even if couples receive financial help from a child’s other parent, they

must organize their household to accommodate the child and certainly spend more time and

effort in caring for and supervising the child than if she/he lived elsewhere. Earlier studies have

produced mixed findings on couple’s fertility by stepchild coresidence. In Austria, coresident

pre-union children were found to reduce the propensity of a first shared birth in second unions,

while nonresident children had no impact (Buber & Prskawetz 2000). In France, a woman’s

coresident pre-union children reduced a couple’s childbearing while a man’s nonresident

children did not (Toulemon 1997). Conversely, no difference was found between the effects of

coresident and nonresident children in Sweden: neither of them reduced the propensity of a first

shared birth, and both reduced the propensity of a second shared birth (Vikat et al. 1999)1.

Because most children of separated or divorced parents live with their mothers, we would

expect women’s pre-union children to produce higher costs for a stepfamily couple than do

men’s children. In addition, gendered parenting may have its own unique effects on the costs of

childrearing and the prospect of future births. First, women incur greater physical costs of

                                                
1 In the Swedish data, the information on the partner’s children was limited to the fact

whether the partner had any children who joined the union with the respondent.
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pregnancy and birth; women who already are mothers may be less willing to undergo another

pregnancy than men with the same number of children. Second, nonresident mothers have more

contact with their children than do nonresident fathers (Seltzer & Bianchi 1988). Third, if the

couple’s union ends, the woman with children from that union as well as previous unions is more

likely to be rearing a larger number of children on her own, while the man has simply acquired

nonresident children from several unions. Indeed, there is some evidence from earlier research

that the man’s pre-union children have a smaller negative effect on a couple’s childbearing than

woman’s children do. Thomson (1997) found this for U.S. couples with two pre-union children

and Toulemon (1997) for France. In the U.S., Stewart, Manning, and Smock (2001) found that

men’s nonresident children do not explain their subsequent fertility, and Stewart (2002) found

that men’s pre-union children have a non-significant effect on a couple’s birth intentions while

women’s pre-union children do have an effect. However, there are also findings demonstrating

that man’s children have about the same fertility-reducing effect as the woman’s: Thomson

(1997) found this among couples with one pre-union child in the U.S., Buber & Prskawetz

(2000) in explaining first shared births in second unions in Austria, and Thomson and her

colleagues (2002) in testing the parental status value of the first shared birth in Austria, Finland,

France and West Germany. In Hungary during the state socialist system, pre-union children of a

man reduced the propensity of a first shared birth in second union even more than those of a

woman (Oláh 2001).

The difference in costs between coresident and nonresident children may be minimized

when parents are required to provide substantial levels of support for and therefore have high

levels of contact with their nonresident children and/or when the state provides high levels of

public support to families with children. Similarly, differences between childrearing

responsibilities related to women’s versus men’s children may also be reduced by societal-level

conditions, such as material and ideological support for gender equality. Results from earlier

country comparisons have not found support for these hypotheses. Thomson and colleagues

(2002) found that the extra values of shared children to signal union commitment (first shared

birth) and produce a full sibling (a second shared birth) did not appear stronger in countries with

higher social provisions for childrearing; neither did they find evidence for greater value of

maternal than of paternal status in any of the studied four countries (Austria, Finland, France,

and West Germany). Similarly, Henz (2002) did not find gender differences in the parental status

value in East Germany and West Germany. Both studies focused on certain values of shared

children. It is possible, however, that country differences exist in the relative effects of

coresident and nonresident children.
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Differences in responsibility for rearing children from previous unions should have a

stronger effect on the risk of a couple’s second and third shared birth than on the first. The first

shared child provides two types of value – expressing relationship commitment and perhaps

conferring parental status and role on one of the partners. The second shared birth provides only

the value of a full sibling; in stepfamilies, the existence of at least one half-sibling may be

sufficient. In addition, when the couple has coresident pre-union children, a second shared birth

produces a family size that may place high demands on the couple for housing, income and the

management of daily life. Several earlier studies have found that stepchildren have no or little

influence on a couple’s first shared birth (Griffith et al. 1985; Toulemon 1997; Vikat et al. 1999),

in this way supporting the hypothesis on the commitment value of the first shared child. In more

refined tests, Thomson and colleagues (2002) found support for the commitment value from four

European countries and Thomson & Li (2002) in the U.S. Results on the full-sibling value of a

second shared child have been less consistent.

In sum, earlier evidence for our specification of the childrearing responsibility hypothesis

is mixed. In some countries and some samples and with some specifications, differences are

found between effects of coresident and nonresident stepchildren, and between women’s and

men’s children. But results that do not support this hypothesis are reported in other countries

with different samples and model specifications. Since many earlier studies had revealed

differential effects of stepchildren by shared birth order, we consider all categories of children as

categorical variables and do separate analyses by couples’ number of shared children. This is a

new step compared to earlier studies on coresidence and parentage effects of stepchildren where

step-parity levels were distinguished at the level of no or any children of certain kind (Stewart et

al 2000, Stewart 2002), where only first shared births were analyzed (Buber & Prskawetz 2000),

or where the information on partner’s children was incomplete (Vikat et al. 1999). The other new

feature of our study is that we compare the differential effects of coresident and nonresident

stepchildren in countries with different policies relevant to stepfamily fertility.

Finland and Austria provide variability in social provisions for childcare and gender

equality, which enables us to test hypotheses about how these issues influence responsibility for

rearing coresident and nonresident, women’s or men’s children. Finland represents a social

democratic family policy model geared to a dual-earner family and characterized by generous

family allowances coupled with universal public child care services (Tyyskä 1995; Rønsen &

Sundström 1997; Forssén 1998; Rønsen 1998). For example, Finland has provided paid parental

leave at 70–80% of income for about one year from the birth of the child, and mothers or fathers
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can stay at home with job security for up to three years2 (Social Insurance Institution 2000). The

organization of childcare in Finland facilitates a more equal division of child-related household

work between men and women (Bittman 1999). In Austria, organizational structures, school

schedules, shopping hours, and child care services reflect a social and political belief in the full-

time homemaker (Schunter-Kleemann 1992; Buchmann & Charles 1995), and family-related

policies follow a female care model (Neyer 2003 forthcoming). There are considerable social

provisions for families with children in Austria, like paid parental leave with job security, but

benefits have been paid at a flat rate and are far lower than in Finland. In many ways, families

with children have less flexibility in organizing their lives in Austria. (See Appendices in Hoem,

Prskawetz, and Neyer 2001 for details.) Couples’ time use on household work is more heavily on

the woman’s side in Austria than in Finland, even when both partners work for pay (Buber 2002;

Statistics Finland 1994). Given these differences, we expect larger differences between the

effects of coresident and nonresident stepchildren and between women’s and men’s children in

Austria than in Finland.

������	��������

We use data from the Fertility and Family Surveys of Finland (Nikander 1998) and Austria

(Prinz et al. 1998). The FFS surveys obtained complete birth and union histories from the

respondent. A respondent’s pre-union children can therefore be identified by comparing union

start and end dates to children’s birth dates. The union histories also include information on the

number of children each partner had at the time of union formation and on the number of each

partner’s children who joined the couple at union formation. According to a recent cross-

European comparison of combined union and childbearing histories using FFS, Finland and

Austria are countries where women’s stepfamily experience is at about the same level as in most

other West European countries, with around 15% of women entering a second union by age 35

and about half of them having children before that second union (Prskawetz et al. 2002).

In our preliminary analyses we discovered that the proportion of men’s pre-union children

reported as residing with the couple was unusually high in Finland, much higher than what was

reported by women for their partners’ children. We believe that Finnish men have underreported

their nonresident children, particularly those with whom they have little contact (see also Rendall

                                                
2 Before 1982 the principles of determining the allowance were different, the period of

payment was shorter, and the average levels of benefits were about one third of that after 1982.
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et al. 1999). Because differences between the effects of men’s and women’s children are a key

focus in this study, we use the data that appear to be more reliable in identifying those children

for both countries, i.e., data from female respondents (Tables 1 and 2). We selected only

respondents who were likely to experience the cultural and structural contexts of those two

countries that we study, and used information on women who were born in Austria or Finland,

respectively.

We estimated hazard regression models of the risk of conception leading to a live birth,

where conception was assumed to occur nine months before birth. Children were assigned to a

union based on this conception date. We considered the respondent’s children born twelve or

fewer months before union formation as shared children, unless the child was conceived in a

previous union. Children’s coresidence was determined at the time of union formation;

information on home-leaving of stepchildren after union formation was not available in the data.

Observations were censored when a union dissolved and when the respondent reached age 45

after which childbearing is unlikely. We also censored at nine months before the interview, so

that all conceptions observed resulted in a live birth. Finally, we censored records at a multiple

birth, reasoning that two or more children born at the same time have a different meaning for

parents than the same number born at different times do.

The baseline time parameter for the birth risk is specified as a linear spline with nodes at

one, two, five and ten years. Observation usually begins at union formation, but if the woman

was pregnant at union formation we start after the birth of a shared child. The effects of three

control variables are also represented by linear splines: respondent’s and partner’s ages (nodes at

25, 30, 35 years for the woman’s age, an added node at 40 for her partner’s age), and calendar

time (nodes at 1970 and 1980). Each of these control variables is a time-varying covariate.

All of our models also include the number of shared children (0, 1, 2+; time-varying) with

alternative specifications of stepchildren. First, we estimate two baseline models, one in which

we include the total number of pre-union children (hers + his) (Model 1), the other in which we

limit the count to coresident pre-union children (Model 2a). Second, we test whether considering

nonresident children in the count is necessary to explain a couple’s birth risk. For this purpose

we fit a model that includes both the number of coresident pre-union children and the number of

nonresident pre-union children (Model 3a), in order to compare it to the model with only

coresident children. Third, we test whether information on the coresidence of pre-union children

is important when one knows the total number of children, by adding the number of coresident

children to the model with total pre-union children (Model 4a). Fourth, we consider differences
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in coresidence effects by the number of pre-union and number of shared children. We distinguish

effects of having one coresident child, one nonresident child, two coresident children, one pre-

union child of either category, and two nonresident children, separately for the risk of the

couple’s first and second shared birth. To test differences between the two countries, we used

pooled data.

In parallel, we apply the above-described analytic strategy to separate the effects of the

woman’s and the man’s pre-union children (Models 2b, 3b, and 4b). Although in most cases the

nonresident children are those of the man, there were a few nonresident children to women and

coresident children to men in both countries (Table 2). These numbers are too small for

estimating their separate effects on the birth risk, but the coresidence of a pre-union child is also

not entirely determined by the parent’s sex, and the effects of a woman’s total number of pre-

union children are apparently not identical to those of her coresident pre-union children.

Apart from Model 2a, each model considers information on the couple’s total parity

(hers + his + theirs) in the sense that all the different kinds of children a couple may have are

considered. We also explored an alternative specification of the models, including a variable

total parity and adding the number of a certain kind of children on top of that. Coefficients from

such models showed, for example, that at the same level of total parity, couples with more pre-

union children are more likely to have another child than couples whose all children are shared,

and that at the same level of total and pre-union parity, the number of nonresident children

increases the propensity of another birth. However, we chose to present the results in the way

described in the previous paragraph, that is, to specify the different kinds of children as

categories that add up to total parity.

All our statements about statistical significance and the p values presented are based on the

likelihood-ratio test of two nested models. The results are expressed as relative risks, which are

the exponentiated values of regression coefficients. We used aML software to estimate the

models (Lillard & Panis 2000).

There are indications that Austrians may have an incentive to report or actually start living

together quite some time after the birth of a first shared child, related to single mother benefits

that are considerably higher than those for mothers who live with a partner in Austria (Neyer

1991). So there may be a number of Austrian children who are shared by the couple and born

more than twelve months before the union (we considered children born twelve months before

the start of a union and not in a previous union as shared). We have no direct way of determining

whether the child was shared or not other than the timing of its birth in relation to the reported
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month of union formation. However, the fact that in 8% of first unions of Austrian women, she

had a coresident child born more than twelve months before the union, compared to only 2% in

Finland, is in line with the suggested union formation behavior. To check the robustness of our

results with respect to the definition of a pre-union child, we also ran the models for Austria

using the definition where all children born to the woman before her first union and living with

the couple at union formation were considered as shared children.

�����

In line with results from several earlier studies, our analysis of Finland and Austria

demonstrates that children born before a union have a large effect on fertility in that union, but

this effect on fertility is smaller than the effect of shared children (Table 3). In Model 1 in

Table 3 this difference appears from the comparison of relative risks by the number of shared

children with those by the number of pre-union children. We tested the difference between the

effects of those two categories of children in a separate model fitted to the couples with total

parity one or more, and obtained p<.01 for both countries (not presented). Model 1 in Table 3

also shows that the reduction in birth risk by pre-union children was somewhat larger in Austria

than in Finland, though not significantly when tested in the pooled data set.

When we consider only coresident pre-union children, we see their strong effect on

childbearing in a union (Model 2a in Table 4). The reduction of fertility in a union related to

coresident pre-union children is larger in Austria than in Finland (p=.02 for the country

difference). In both countries, however, it is necessary to consider also the nonresident pre-union

children in the pre-union parity count, because both coresident and nonresident children have a

significant effect when simultaneously included in a model (Model 3a in Table 4).

The relative risks estimated by Model 3a show that coresident pre-union children reduce

fertility somewhat more than nonresident children do. To test whether the difference in the

coefficients is significant, we fit Model 4a that includes both the total number of pre-union

children and their coresidence, and compare it with Model 1 that does not include information

about coresidence. In Finland, there was only a weak indication that a coresident pre-union child

has a larger effect on fertility than a nonresident child does (p=.19, Table 4). In Austria, on the

contrary, coresident pre-union children reduced fertility in a union far more than the nonresident

children did (p=.02). Comparison of these models indicates that, overall, coresidence with pre-

union children matters more in explaining childbearing in Austria than in Finland, and the

difference between countries in this respect is statistically significant (p=.02).



10

Since we expected to find the effects of pre-union children to vary by shared birth order we

ran separate models for couples without shared children (to analyze the risk of a first shared

birth) and for couples with one shared child (to analyze the risk of a second shared birth).

Overall, the risk of first shared birth was lower when the couple had pre-union children. The

differences in the effects on first shared birth by stepchild coresidence were not significant in

Finland (Figure 1a, Table 6). The same applies for Austrian couples who had one pre-union

child. Among Austrian couples with two pre-union children, however, the differences in the risk

of first shared birth by coresidence with pre-union children were quite substantial. Two

coresident pre-union children reduced the risk of the first shared birth to less than a half of the

level of couples who did not have pre-union children, while two nonresident children did not

reduce the risk of first shared birth almost at all.

The reduction in the risk of second shared birth associated with pre-union children was

considerably larger than the corresponding reduction in the risk of first shared birth. In both

countries, couples with coresident pre-union children had lower second birth risks than couples

with the same number of nonresident pre-union children (Figure 1b, Table 6). In Finland, the

differences by coresidence of pre-union children were smaller and not statistically significant,

while in Austria, the risk of second shared birth in couples with coresident pre-union children

was less than half of that in couples with the same number of nonresident pre-union children. In

all, the parity-specific childbearing risks reveal that Austrian couples experience a substantial

drop in fertility after they reach a two-child family (total of shared children and coresident pre-

union children). Note the low risk of first shared birth of couples with two coresident pre-union

children and the low risk of second shared birth of couples with at least one coresident pre-union

child (Figure 1).

By distinguishing the woman’s and man’s pre-union children instead of coresident and

nonresident children the picture remained essentially the same: Both woman’s and man’s pre-

union children have an effect on fertility in a union (Model 3b in Table 5). As hypothesized, the

woman’s pre-union children reduced a couple’s fertility more than the man's pre-union children

did. In Finland, the woman’s pre-union parity count (0, 1, 2+) improved the model that included

total pre-union parity at p=.06. In Austria, the fertility-reducing effect of the woman’s children

was considerably larger than in Finland: Fertility in a union was lower by 26% if one of the pre-

union children was the woman’s, and was lower by 46% if at least two pre-union children were

the woman’s, net of the total number of pre-union children (distinguishing woman’s children in

total pre-union parity improved the model fit at p<.01) (Model 4b in Table 5).
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The patterns of effects for specific configurations of woman’s and man’s pre-union

children, and their variation by shared parity progression were close to the patterns described for

coresident and nonresident children. The effects of woman’s pre-union children resembled those

of coresident children and the effects of man’s children resembled those of nonresident children,

which could be expected in view of the overlap in those classifications (Table 6).

Our alternative specification of pre-union children in Austria, allocating all children born

before the first union as shared with the first partner, altered the results minimally. Because this

specification did not alter the number of children belonging to the man and, except for a handful

of cases did not alter the number of nonresident children, effects of such children on the birth

risk did not change. However, the differences between effects of women's and men's children or

between effects of coresident and nonresident children were a little larger than in the original

specification. Thus, the possibility that Austrian women delay cohabitation with the father of

their first child would strengthen our inference that country differences in childrearing costs are

reflected in different patterns of stepfamily childbearing.

Summary

The main results of the analysis can be summarized as follows:

•  It is necessary to consider the nonresident pre-union children and children of the male partner

in the pre-union parity count, because both coresident and nonresident children as well as

both woman’s and man’s have a significant effect on the couple’s childbearing risk.

•  Coresident pre-union children or woman’s pre-union children have a larger effect on fertility

in a union than nonresident or man’s pre-union children, and shared children have a larger

effect on subsequent childbearing than do pre-union children.

•  In Austria, the reduction in a couple’s fertility associated with pre-union children is larger

than in Finland, in particular among couples who already have a shared child.

•  The differences between the effects of coresident and nonresident children, and between the

woman’s and the man’s children, are larger in Austria than in Finland.

������	

Overall, shared and stepchildren reduce the risk of a subsequent birth to couples. In line

with the common finding to most stepfamily fertility studies, the reduction is larger with each
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shared child than with a stepchild, which we interpret as mainly resulting from a lower average

cost of rearing a stepchild compared to rearing a shared child. We found, as hypothesized, larger

effects of coresident pre-union children than of nonresident children, and larger effects of

woman’s pre-union children than of man’s. The differences were most pronounced in Austria

where public supports for childrearing and gender equality are lower than in Finland.

The lack of or small difference between the effects of coresident and nonresident children

in Finland is in line with those reported previously for Sweden (Vikat et al. 1999), consistent

with the cultural and policy similarities of those two countries. The considerable difference we

found in effects of coresident and nonresident pre-union children in Austria is in accordance with

an earlier analysis of first births in second unions in this country (Buber & Prskawetz 2000). In

our study, we could reveal additional features in our parity-specific analysis, namely, that the

contrast between the effects of coresident and nonresident children is even larger for second

shared births, and that Austrian couples who have two children in the household, whether shared

or not, have markedly lower birth risk than couples with a smaller number of children in the

household.

It is plausible that this difference between Finland and Austria may be related to the

different childcare and school arrangements in those countries, as well as to the wider range of

options that Finnish women have for combining childbearing and gainful employment. Since the

responsibility for arranging the everyday lives of children assumes more time use from the

family side in Austria, there may be more grounds to limit the number of children currently

living in the household there than in Finland where public childcare and schools are organized

for the needs of a family where both parents are working outside the home.

The fact that the division of childrearing responsibilities between mothers and fathers is

more on the mothers’ side in Austria than in Finland may also explain the result that the contrast

between the fertility-reducing effects of woman’s and man’s pre-union children is larger in

Austria than in Finland. The main difference between the two countries lay in the fact that

Austrian women seemed to adhere to a lifetime number of two children. After achieving this

parity, childbearing risks plummeted regardless of how many of the two were shared with the

current partner and how many pre-union children the man had.

Jaakkola & Säntti (2000) reported that in a Finnish stepfamily, quite some contact between

members of the “old” and “new” family is maintained in Finland, though it gradually diminishes

depending on whether the new couple marries and has shared children. Of the children who have

lived in mother’s new family less than five years, 44% see their biological father at least once a
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month, while 25% do not meet their father at all. After more than ten years in a new family, the

share of those who do not meet the father increased to 45%. More than half of the stepparents

participate substantially in bearing the costs related to the upbringing of the partner’s children.

At the same time it has been found in Austria that the contact of fathers with their children after

separation or divorce are strongly reduced (Wilk 1999), although the financial support from the

biological father to the child who lives with the mother may be large (Mottl 1996). It may be the

case that women in Finland feel that they share the responsibilities for bringing up a pre-union

child to some extent with the father of that child, while Austrian women may have a larger share

of everyday responsibilities on their side and this may reduce their wish for another child.

Although our empirical results supported the hypotheses about contextual effects, there may also

be other reasons why the step-parity effects differ between Finland and Austria, in addition to the

differentials in family policy and gender relations. For a more detailed analysis of the mechanism

of how these contextual differences operate through experiences on the couple level, we would

need to address individual-level information on both partners’ employment and other

characteristics.

We also found support for the hypothesis that pre-union children’s coresidence and

parentage configuration made more difference for second shared births to the couple than to the

first. This was apparent in particular in Austria, but the patterns of the effects in Finland were

also consistent with this hypothesis, though not backed up with statistical significance. We see

two factors that simultaneously contribute to this finding. As earlier research has demonstrated,

the first shared child is a signal of the couple’s commitment to the relationship and pre-union

children have less influence on it. At the same time, issues of coresidence become more

important in higher-order total (her + his + their) parity progressions as they determine the

family size the couple would have to cope with when considering their further childbearing. The

fact that the latter effect was more apparent in Austria is consistent with the hypothesis of

relatively higher costs of children there compared to Finland.

Our analyses provided further evidence that in addition to a couple’s total parity, the

parentage and coresidence with their children has an effect on their childbearing. In particular,

our study demonstrated that these effects vary between different social policy contexts. We used

coresidence and gender of the parent as a measure of a couple’s responsibility for that pre-union

child, and these measures apparently capture important dimensions of responsibility, however,

more detailed measures are needed to disentangle the association with childbearing decisions of

various social, economic, and psychological aspects of relationship with stepchildren. Complex
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union and childbearing careers are on a rise, and our study demonstrates the importance of

considering this in future fertility research.
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Table 1 Samples, Fertility and Family Surveys of Finland and Austria
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Table 2 Number of union/ birth-interval spells by the number of shared and pre-union

children at the start of a spell
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Note: The union/ birth-interval spells are time periods when the couple is characterized by a particular distinct
combination of the time-varying covariates, here by the number of shared and pre-union children. The spells
of couples without shared children start at union formation, however, if the woman was pregnant with the
first shared child at union formation the spell starts at the birth of that child. All other spells start at the birth
of a shared child. Coresidence with pre-union children was defined at the start of each union.
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Table 3 Full parameters (relative risks or spline gradients) of Model 1 and their

significance level
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Notes: The effect of a duration from previous birth or union formation, woman’s and man’s age, and calendar year
are all defined by means of linear splines. The parameters of the linear splines show gradient between one
node and the next instead of referring to a single reference category.
Relative risks are given in boldface when they are significantly different from the reference category (p<.05).
In the case of linear splines, boldface is used when the gradient between two nodes is significantly different
from zero.
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Table 4 Relative birth risks in a union by the number and residence of pre-union children,

and likelihood ratio tests
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Notes: In addition to the variables in the table, all models include the following control variables: duration from
union formation or birth (baseline time parameter), respondent’s and partner’s ages, calendar time, and the
number of couple’s shared children.
The reference category is indicated by a risk of 1.0 in italics.
Relative risks are given in boldface when they are significantly different from the risk of the reference
category (p<.05).
In Model 4, the highest category of coresident/ woman’s children is two or more.
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Table 5 Relative birth risks in a union by the number and parentage of pre-union children,

and likelihood ratio tests
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Notes: See Table 4.
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Table 6 Relative risks of first and second shared births by number, coresidence, and

parentage of pre-union children, and the relevant significance tests. Data

presented in Figures 1 and 2.
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Note: In addition to the variables in the table, all models include the following control variables: duration from
union formation or from birth (baseline time parameter), respondent’s and partner’s ages, calendar time.
Models were run separately for couples without shared children (risk of a first shared birth) and for couples
with one shared child (risk of a second shared birth).
Tests for the country differences were estimated using pooled data. The models in these tests included the
same control variables as the single-country models, and additionally a dummy variable for country and its
interaction with the total number of pre-union children.
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Figure 1 Relative risks of first and second shared births of a couple by the number and

residence of pre-union children, Finland and Austria, data from the female

respondents to FFS
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b) Risk of second shared birth
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Note: The graphs are drawn from the data in Table 6.


