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Abstract

Personal networks receive increasing recognition as structural determinants of fertility. However,
the network perspective also helps to explain personal motivations for having children. Using
theories of interpersonal exchange and of the value of children, it is argued thet children can sub-
stantively alter and improve their parents' social networks. Individuals perceive this potential
advantageous development as a structural benefit and consider this value in their reproductive
decisions. Data from Bulgaria, collected in 2002, support this argument. The intentions of fe-
males and malesto have a first or second child are positively influenced by at least one structural
value. Women's intentions are promoted by the prospect that a child will bring their parents and
relatives closer or will strengthen the bond with the partner. Mal€'s intentions are closdly associ-
ated with the expectation that a child will improve their security at old age.



1 Introduction

The assessment of fertility as an outcome of purposeful decision-making has become a widdy
used modd to analyze individual reproductive behavior. Oneinitial position of this modd is that
individuals decide and act on the basis of their perceptions of the current situation and their ex-
pectations of the future (Turchi 1975). These perceptions and expectations can be integrated into
micro-analytic theories of decision-making by representing them as subjective fertility-related
costs and benefits (Hollerbach 1983, Bulatao and Arnold 1977). Consequently, individuals de-
cide to have a first or another child when they assume that the benefits provided by the child
outweigh its expected costs to a maximum or satisficing extent (Fawcett 1978, Townes et al.
1977).

Various socio-economic and psychological approaches address particular costs and bene-
fits of having children and show their significance for reproductive intentions and behavior. The
Theory of the Value of Children, however, aims to consider all positive and negative incentives
that matter in fertility-related decision-making. Although the theory hasits roots in psychology, it
incorporates a broad variety of economic, social, and cultural dimensions. It therefore offers an
integrative view of the mativational determinants of fertility, considering baoth the personality of
the individual actor and the structures of the social environment (Nauck 2005, Hoffman and
Hoffman 1973). By focusing on values, i.e, the benefits individuals expect to receive from a
child, the theory makes a substantial contribution to the understanding of the processes of declin-
ing fertility and to explanations of why people in modern societies ill want to have children
(Hoffman 1987, Hoffman and Manis 1979, Arnold et al. 1975).

A central aspect of the values supplied by children is their relational foundation. Parents
receive joy, satisfaction, support, or old age security on the basis of the direct relationships with
their children. On a different dimension, children change their parents’ relationships with rda
tives or other members of the social environment, thus improving their parents social status or
simplifying their access to supportive resources. This relational character of child-induced bene-
fits specifies, on the one hand, the structural preconditions of the value of children. On the other
hand, it helps to understand individuals’ mativations for having children, which rest on the ex-
pectation that children alter their social networks in an advantageous way. Actors are aware of
children as possible direct or indirect sources of benefits and they may purposefully intend to be
provided with these benefits with the birth of a child.

The paper intends to specify the theoretical background of these child-related structural
evaluations. Starting from the dynamic association between network structure and individual ac-
tion, it is argued that social networks determine reproductive behavior but that fertility outcomes
lead to intended or unintended changes in individual social networks. As personal relationships
are expressions of interpersonal transfers and exchange, changes in social networks always in-

duce dlterations in the related exchange processes. These changes build the foundation both for



the provision of child-related benefits and for individuals' positive structural evaluations of hav-
ing children. Children become direct exchange partners of their parents and alter the status,
power, social recognition, or perception of their parents by simultaneously changing their par-
ents' exchange relationships with relatives, friends, or other members of the social environment.
In its empirical part, the paper intends to analyze the relevance of the structural value of
children to reproductive decision-making by testing its impact on fertility intentions of Bulgarian
citizens. To our knowledge, an explicit examination of individuals evaluations of children as a
means to improve their social environments was up to now only performed with data from the
U.S. (Schoen and Tufis 2003, Schoen et al. 1997). However, results from different social and cul-
tural settings are needed to learn more about the general importance of this kind of evaluation.
These considerations lead to the following structure of the paper. The subsequent theo-
retical section (Section 2) mainly discusses the structural value of children and presents at its end
some arguments about the significance of intentions in the process of reproductive decision-
making. This is followed by a brief description (Section 3) of the Bulgarian data, its sample, and
the variables used in the analyses. Section 4 presents, firdtly, the results of descriptive analyses
about the respondents’ fertility intentions and their child-related structural values and, secondly,
discusses the impacts of these values on the individual intention to have a first or second child.

Section 5 provides a concluding discussion.

2 Theoretical considerations
2.1 Thestructural value of children
The Theory of the Value of Children intends to understand fertility as an outcome of purposeful
decision-making by referring to parental needs being met by children (Hoffman and Hoffman
1973). Accordingly, individuals decide to have a child if the subjectively expected benefits pro-
vided by the child outweigh its expected costs (Bulatao and Arnold 1977). The theory places a
special emphasis on benefitsin order to explain why people purposefully intend to have children.
Hoffman and Hoffman (1973) developed a variety of values on the basis of psychological and
economic needs. According to them, individuals positively evaluate children because they give
adult status to and enhance the social identity of the parents, they expand the Sef of the mother
and father, they are a visible expression of the fulfillment of cultural moral orders, strengthen ties
within the family, givetheir parents the opportunity for change and new experiences, increasethe
power and influence of one or both of their parents, enlarge their parents' prestige and status, and
generate income for their parents’ households.

As subsequently will be shown, central aspects of child-related values rest on interper-
sonal relationships. Children may provide benefitsto their parents on the basis of their direct rela-
tionships with them. Maoreover, the new status of parenthood or of being a parent of a growing



family enables changes in the parents' relationships with family members or the wider social en-

vironment in an advantageous way.

211 Social networks, interpersonal exchange, and child-related benefits

Personal relationships and structures of social networks receive increasing recognition in studies
on reproduction. Research in this fidld perceives fertility-rdated intentions or behavior to be sig-
nificantly influenced by the social networks individuals are embedded in (Bernardi, von der
Lippe, and Kem 2005, Buhler and Fratczak 2005, Bihler and Philipov 2005, Bihler and Kohler
2004, Bernardi 2003, Casterline 2001, Kohler 2001, Kohler, Behrman, and Watkins 2001, M ont-
gomery and Cagterline 1996). However, the link between social networks and behavior is not an
exclusively deterministic one. Theories of structural action propose an association of mutual cau-
saity (Schweizer 1996, Leydesdorff 1991, Burt 1982). Social networks influence individual ac-
tion, but performing this activity causes intended or unintended alterations to these networks.

This dynamic link is observablein particular in the context of demographic events. From
a gructural point of view, marriage rests on socia networks which, for example, give two actors
the opportunity to meet or provide the material resources needed for marriage. However, being
married leads to significant changes in the networks of the marriage partners. It does not only add
a husband or wife to their personal networks, but also establishes relationships with the partner’s
family members and friends (van der Pod 1993, Hurlbert and Acock 1990, Fischer 1982). Per-
sonal relationships are a significant cause of migration (Pdloni et a. 2001, Haug 2000), but to
migrate entails both awaning and aloss of personal relationships at the former place of residence
and access to new social circles at the new place of living.

A similar situation appliesto fertility. Social networks influence reproduction, but having
a child also changes the personal relationships of the parents in various ways. There is the direct
implication of the child as a new and highly significant actor. Furthermore, a child aters the na-
ture of the tie between the mother and father, their rdationships with rdatives, friends, or
neighbors, or their status in the local community or society (Schoen & al. 1997, Hoffman and
Hoffman 1973). Moreover, as individuals build their social networks within their spheres of liv-
ing (Feld 1981), children change the social circles of their parents. Playgrounds, kindergartens, or
schools provide access to people whom they probably would not have met otherwise.

These changes are closdly associated with the provision of child-related benefits. As in-
dividuals intend to prafit form their activities, they start or maintain a relationship under the ex-
pectation of gaining utility from it (Coleman 1990). This implies that individuals are motivated to
spend resources on this relationship to secure access to the benefits provided by the rdationship
partner. As both partners pursue the same motivation, a process of mutual exchange emerges.
Thus, interpersonal relationships are congtituted and characterized by the reciprocal exchange of,

for example, information, goods, services, emotions, affection, or recognition (Emerson 1976,



Mitchdl 1973). Reciprocity means that the goods, services, emotions etc. that an individual re-
ceives from his or her network partners are of equal value compared to the goods, services, or
emoations he or she gave to one or more individuals in his or her personal network. Reciprocity
can be established in a direct or generalized manner, i.e., between two individuals or within a
group (Ekeh 1974). It can be set up immediately or it can be postponed to a later or even unspeci-
fied period (Diewald 1991).

As reciprocal exchange is a universal dement of interpersonal relationships, it is also
present in family networks and the ties between the parents and their children (Schulz 1996,
Ishii-Kuntz and Seccombe 1989, Nye 1979, Edwards 1969). Consequently, individuals decide to
have a child, i.e, to give birth to a new network member and to establish a tie with him or her
when they assume to profit from this relationship as well as from the child-induced changes in
their rdationships to other network members. These considerations lead to the following two
conclusions. Firgt, child-induced changes in the parents’ networks cause the provision of child-
related benefits as these alter existing exchange processes or establish new ones. Second, thereis
a complementary association between exchange theory and the Theory of the Value of Children.
Exchange theory proposes thet individuals decide to have a child when they expect that the out-
come of this decision dters their exchange rdationships in a beneficiary way. The Theory of the
Value of Children specifies the benefits that the individuals can gain dueto particular alterations.

Parents profit from their children as direct exchange partners. The centra aspects of the
intrinsic and material values of children rest onthe idea of direct exchange. In rearing, educating,
or feeding a child, parents spend substantial amounts of time, money, energy, and mental re-
sources in the expectation to receive love, affection, fun, satisfaction, support at old age, or mate-
rial transfers from their children. Some of the intrinsic values, like fun, satisfaction, or aspects of
sdf-enrichment and development, are primarily generated by the parents themsdves. However,
they would not arise without a rdationship of interaction and exchange with the child. Moreover,
dueto the very close and highly emaotional character of the tie between the parents and their chil-
dren, parents are involved in exchange processes they would not experience in other reation-
ships. One aspect is the postponement of reciprocity. Intergenerational transfers are characterized
by long-term imbalances between the value of resources and efforts spent by the parents and the
value of goods and services provided by the child. However, parents can benefit from this situa-
tion. They receive joy and satisfaction from observing how their transfers support their child in
growing and flourishing (Becker 1993) and they create an insurance value, as the child feds
obliged to establish reciprocity in the long run by supporting its parents in the cases of illness or
accidents or by taking care of them when they are old (Nauck 2005).

The birth of a child also induces changes in parents exchange processes with family
members. There are, on the one hand, the intergenerational relationships between the child's par-

ents and its grandparents. The grandparents can become motivated to establish a closer relation-



ship with their grandchild and its parents and to support the growing family. In addition, parents
can benefit from ther rdationships with other family members and kin. Due to their ascribed
nature, these rdationships enable the generation of stable systems of interpersonal exchange,
characterized by norms of reciprocity and the commitment of mutual assistance (Gouldner 1960).
Therefore, family members feel obliged to support the growing family and the parents do not
have to repay the members immediately for the assistance they received.

Finally, children are beneficial by changing the position and the roles of the parents in
the local community. In traditional societies, the situation of parenthood or of being a mother or
father of a large family changes the recognition and evaluation of the parents by the social envi-
ronment. The new status may provide parents with power in the family or local community or
with asocial or economic advantage dueto an increase in the prestige of the mother and/or father
(Hoffman and Hoffman 1973). In many cases, children are one of the parents’ scarce opportuni-
tiesto invest in their own economic well-being or to increase their power and influence. Parents
and their families also gain advantages through their children’s marriages as these strengthen the
parental status as well and create new opportunities for interpersonal exchange with the members
of the family-in-law or with members of the local community (Levi-Strauss 1993). It is question-
able, however, to what extent these considerations apply to modern societies. Here, the advanta
geous status of parenthood is very much legally defined, as it gives parents and their children
access to transfer payments, social insurance services, or tax advantages.

According to the arguments presented above, important aspects of the provision of child-
related benefits rest on alterations in parents’ personal networks and exchange relationships that
are induced by the birth of a child. This circumstance can be summarized under the term ‘struc-
tural value of children tothar parents. In referring to these structural attributes, the concept illus-
trates that parents' access to child-rdated advantages is not automatically given. Benefits that are
directly provided by the child, but also the satisfaction of intrinsic values, depend among other
things on the quality of the tie between the child and its parents. Child-induced benefits from the
family or the social environment rest on network structures that create opportunities for parental
status enhancement, the generation of prestige, growing influence, or increasing access to sup-
portive resources. These opportunities are often the expressions of social or cultural evaluations

of parenthood and family size as well as of gender-specific role models.

212 Thepurposeful utilization of the structural value of children

The structural value of children is not a new concept in the literature on fertility, although it was
not addressed directly up to now. As previously argued, the great variety of values that are cov-
ered by the Theory of the Value of Children also considers benefits that emerge from structural
changes in the parents’ social rdationships, like an increase of power or prestige. A more recent

approach discusses the structural value of children more explicitly within the context of the ac-



cumulations of the parents social capita (Astone et al. 1999, Schoen e al. 1997). Following a
network perspective, this approach perceives social capita as emerging from the goods and ser-
vices an individual has access to through his or her personal rdationships (Bourdieu 1983, Flap
2002, Lin 2001, Coleman 1990). This includes the parents redationships with their children.
Children contribute to their parents’ social capital as they provide goods and services directly or
as the child-induced changes of the parents’ social networks give indirect access to resources lo-
cated with other network members.

As social capital is located in interpersonal relationships and as it is accumulated by
processes of reciprocal exchange (Buhler and Philipov 2005, Astone et al. 1999, Coleman 1990,
Bourdieu 1983), the theory of children as social capital rests on similar structural mechanisms as
the structural value of children. The theory specifies, therefore, one part of the great variety of
benefits that are provided by children. However, in focusing on the capital character of children,
it addresses the situation that parents purposefully utilize their children as a means to alter the
structures of their social networks in order to improve their access to resources. Consequently
and more generally spoken, individuals can be aware of the structural value of children and the
expectation of advantageous changes in their personal relationships and exchange processes can
be a substantive argument in favor of having a child.

This conclusion hdlps to understand particular subjective evaluations as they are ex-
pressed by individuals when they are asked about the costs and benefits of a child. These evalua-
tions are not associated with a concrete intrinsic or material profit, but with a general prospect of
an improving social environment. Afro-American adolescents who live in precarious social cir-
cumstances report repeatedly about the expectation that having a child will stabilize their living
situations and motivate members of their social networks to provide support (Geronimus 2003,
Schoen and Tufis 2003, Friedman, Hechter, and Kanazawa 1994, McCue et al. 1991). Schoen &
al. (1997) show that the perception of children as a meansto improve one's personal relationships
in various ways had a strong impact on the fertility motivations of American adults in the 1980s.
Of course, individuals are hardly likely to evaluate the abstract changes in their social networks.
They more probably consider the expected but unspecified benefits due to these changes. Thus,
the structural value of children works to some extent as a summarizing evaluation. Individuals
assume that their personal situation improves in general dueto the child-induced changes in their
personal relationships, but they can not specify these expected advantages in detail.

The subsequent empirical analyses will address the structural value of children in this
context. They explore the extent to which individuals associate the birth of a child with a possible
improvement of their social environments and the degree to which these evaluations have an im-
pact on their intended fertility. To our knowledge, the significance of structural evaluations is up
to now primarily documented with data from the U.S. However, results from different social and

cultural settings are needed to learn more about the general importance of this kind of evaluation.



The analyses focus on Bulgaria. This country has been chosen because of the availability of ap-
propriate quantitative data and due to the fact that Bulgaria has a long tradition of active help and
support between individuals and households, as do other Central and Eastern European countries
(Sik 1995). This tradition matters for fertility-rdated decisions in Bulgaria as individuals em-
beddedness in supportive personal relationships shows a positive impact on their willingness to
have afirst or asecond child (Bihler and Philipov 2005, Philipov, Spéder, and Billari 2005). It is,
therefore, of interest to see, whether social networks work only as a structural determinant of fer-
tility intentions in Bulgaria or whether expected child-induced changes in these networks are an

important motivation for reproduction as well.

2.2 Fertility intentions

The empirical analyses will investigate the significance of the structural value of children to indi-
vidual fertility intentions. The focus on intended fertility except observed fertility is supported by
two general arguments. Firgtly, similar to values in general (Hitlin and Piliavin 2000, Schwartz
1994, Feather 1995), child-reated evaluations stimulate behavior in a cognitive and motivational
way, but they do not determine behavior directly. This motivational character identifies the posi-
tion of values in the process of reproductive decision-making and behavior (Miller 1994, 1986,
Miller and Pasta 1996, 1993). This process starts with fertility-related motivations that shape par-
ticular desires, which are again translated into reproductive intentions. Intentions mark the stage
at which individuals decide about a reproductive goal and about the means to reach it. These de-
cisions are transferred to proceptive or contraceptive activities that finally lead in dependence of
situational forces to desired or undesired outcomes. Because motivations and desires influence
fertility-rdated activities only indirectly via intentions, the process can analytically be summa-
rized in two parts: an intentional one that covers the developments of the internal states of moati-
vations, desires, and intentions, and a behavioral one that draws attention to the instrumental ac-
tivities to realize an intended reproductive goal. Subjective evaluations of children form, besides
biological and cultural dispositions as well as individual traits, a central aspect of the intentional
part of this process (Miller 1995, Miller and Pasta 1993).

Secondly, the separation between fertility-related decision making and instrumental be-
havior helps to understand the observed levels of fertility as expressions of intentions and of situ-
ational forces, which hinder, slow down, or promote the pursuance of an intended reproductive
goal (Bongaarts 2001, 1990, Morgan 2003, Quesnd-Vallée and Morgan 2003, Schoen & al.
1999). Consequently, knowledge about the determinants of intended fertility will help to improve
the understanding of observed fertility and the significance of intervening situational forcesin the

process.



3 Dataand variables
3.1 Data
The empirical analyses use data from the first wave of the Bulgarian pand survey “The Impact of
Social Capital and Coping Strategies on Reproductive and Marital Behavior”, which is carried
out under the responsibility of the Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research and the Bul-
garian Academy of Sciences. The first wavetook place in summer 2002 and the second was real-
ized in autumn 2005. As the study focuses on the events of leaving the parental home, marriage,
and fertility, the survey's population is restricted to the age cohorts in which these events nor-
mally take place in Bulgaria. Thus, female respondents are aged between 18 and 34. Male re-
spondents are in the same age range if they are unmarried and do not live together with a partner.
The age range of married or cohabiting males is 18 to 66. This is because the corresponding
spouse or partner was automeatically interviewed with each married or cohabiting female respon-
dent. The sample was realized in collaboration with the Bulgarian National Statistical Office. Of
the 10,009 individuals that were successfully interviewed, 5,765 were married or cohabiting and
4,244 weresingle, divorced, or widowed at thetime of the interview.

A sub-population of the respondents will subsequently be considered. Ethnic Turks and
Roma form a substantive part of the Bulgarian population. Turkish and Roma respondents thus
represent 9.7% and 7.1% of the realized sample, respectively. Explorative analyses have shown
that fertility behavior and its determinants differ significantly between the respondents with a
Turkish, Roma, and Bulgarian ethnic background. It also turned out that the differences can not
be covered in full in multivariate analyses by variables that control for ethnicity. Analyses sepa-
rated by ethnic groups would solve this problem, but they would reach beyond the scope of this
paper. Therefore, 8,093 respondents of Bulgarian ethnicity are considered. This population is ad-
ditionally limited to all 5,802 female and male respondents who have a partnership at the time of
the interview, either by being married, living in cohabitation, or by having an intimate friend for
at least three months. Intentions reflect the reality of individuals. Consequently, it is meaningful
to consider only respondents for whom fertility is atopic and who might start concrete considera-
tions about the pros and cons of having a child. This situation is broadly covered by the fact that a
respondent has a partnership. Of course, interviewees without a partnership can eval uate the costs
and benefits of a child, but they would give these evaluations on a much more hypothetical basis
as do respondents with a partner. Finally, all of the respondents who know for sure to be infertile
or who were pregnant or whose partner was pregnant at the time of the interview are not taken
into account. Therefore, the subsequent analyses start with a population of 2,697 female respon-
dents and 2,604 male respondents.

10



3.2 Fertility intentions
Individuals formulate fertility-rlated intentions on the basis of their desires and under the con-
sideration of environmental and situational circumstances. Consequently, intentions may change
when the determining circumstances are changing. This does not mean that individuals com-
pletely alter their motivations and desires, but that they make new decisions and formulate new
or modified intentions. Thus, information about long-term fertility intentions, i.e, whether an
individual ever intends to have a firgt or another child, provides a genera estimate for future
guantum-related fertility, but its accuracy to predict individual reproductive behavior is limited.
Fertility intentions that are related to a short time horizon, and that are subsequently used as de-
pend variables, promise to reflect reproductive decisions in a more reiable way (Billari and
Philipov 2005).

In the questionnaire, these short-term intentions were covered by the question of whether
a respondent “intends to have a first or another child within the next two years’. Respondents
could choose between the answer categories “definitdy yes’, “probably yes’, “probably not”,
and “ definitdy not” (see Table 1 for descriptions of the variables used in the analyses). Dueto the
ordinal character of this variable, the subsequent multivariate analyses are performed by ordinal

logit regressions.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

3.3 Qubjectively expected costs and benefits of children

The costs and benefits of children were addressed againgt the background of the theory of Pur-
poseful Behavior in order to measure the respondents’ attitudes of having a first or another child
(see Billari and Philipov 2005). The related questions mentioned a variety of basic child-related
costs and benefits, but they neither systematically covered all dimensions of positive and nega-
tive incentives asthey are embraced by the Theory of the Value of Children nor werethey explic-
itly developed in order to test the structural value of children. However, some questions provide
information about structural child-related eval uations.

The attitudes were measured by confronting the respondents with a hypothetical situa
tion: “If you would have a child during the next two years, irrespective of whether you really
wish to have achild or nat, to what extent do you agree that thiswould ...?" Then theinterviewer
read out a statement that mentioned a particular child-related cost or benefit and the respondent
was asked to evaluate this statement by expressing his or her degree of agreement or disagree-
ment (see Appendix A for a documentation of the statements used in the questionnaire). Three
statements cover aspects of the structural value of children: an expected increase in closeness
with the partner, growing closeness with parents and relatives, and greater security at old age.

Thefirst two statements focus on the structural value of children directly by mentioning possible
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improvements of relationships. It is assumed that the respondents do not perceive a closer rela-
tionship asavaluein itsdf, but as a summarizing evaluation of the expected benefits provided by
the closer relationship. The value of old age security addresses the child as a direct source of re-
sources, which is an expression of the direct exchange relationship between the parents and the
child.

The analyses will highlight the results for these three statements. However, to evaluate
their importance to fertility intentions, other values and a variety of costs need to be considered
aswdl. The additional values include the prospect of greater joy and satisfaction in daily life and
the continuation of a part of the respondent into the future The statements about costs address
economic difficulties arising from the birth of a child, negative consequences for a respondent’s
working career and/or higher education, more worries and preoccupations in the course of daily
life, and reduced time for personal interests or contacts to friends. The latter statement considers
the possibility that children can also deteriorate individuals' social networks. In spending sub-
stantive amounts of time and energy in rearing and brining up a child, individuals are less ableto
maintain their personal relationships to other netwark partners, like friends. This may reduce the
heterogeneity of resources available in the parents’ social networks as friends are closdy associ-
ated with the provision of information, emotional support, or sociability. Finally, the female re-
spondents were additionally asked how much a child would increase their physical burden dueto
its birth, care, or breastfeeding.

The respondents’ evaluations of child-reated costs and benefits are measured on an or-
dinal scale, which is considered in the subsequent descriptive analyses. However, due to the
skewed distributions of respondents’ agreements or disagreements to a variety of statements (see
Table 1), the evaluations enter the multivariate analyses only by one dummy variable. This vari-
able covers all respondents that completely or rather agreed to a particular statement. The refer-
ence category consists of all respondents who “ neither agreed nor disagreed”, “rather disagreed”,
or “completely disagreed”.

3.4 Control variables

Primarily for purpases of control, the multivariate analyses consider some basic characteristics of
the respondents and their households. The age of the female respondents is represented by two
dummy variables, denoting ages 18 to 25 or 26 to 30. Women aged between 31 and 34 build the
reference category. The age of the male respondents is represented by the same dummy variables

! The analyses do not consider the statements that address an increase or decrease of uncertainty due to
the birth of a child (see Appendix A). According to Friedman, Hechter, and Kanazawa (1995), the re-
duction of uncertainty is one general immanent value that individuals intend to fulfill. However, these
genera values cannot be approached directly (Lindenberg 1990, Esser 1996). Individuals have to trans-
late them into context-specific goals and evaluations. Consequently, the presence of general values can
be measured by context-specific statements, but not by statements that address them directly and in an
abstract manner.

12



plus a third one, which gives information about whether the respondent is aged between 31 and
35. All males that are 36 to 66 years old build the reference category. A metric variable repre-
sents the number of siblings that a respondent has. Two dummy variables provide information
whether the respondent has gained atertiary education and whether he or she intendsto start edu-
cation within the next two years. Thefact that the respondent received an income from labor dur-
ing the last three months before the interview is represented in the same way. A further dummy
variable reports about the respondent’s degree of sdlf-evaluated rdigiousness, i.e, whether he or
she calls himsdf or hersdlf ‘ardigious person’. Two variables characterize a respondent’s house-
hold: the logarithm of its equivalence income, expressed by the household members' per capita
income weighted by the age structure of the household,? and a dummy variable that controls for

differences in fertility intentions between urban and rural arees.

4  Empirical results

The empirical results are presented in two steps. Firdt, distributions of fertility intentions and ex-
pected costs and benefits are discussed in order to receive an impression of the respondents gen-
eral willingness to have a first or another child within the next two years and to assess the rde-
vance of the structural value of children in comparison to alternative values and opposing costs.
The results are presented separately by gender, kind of partnership, and parity. Separation by the
kind of partnership is made owing to the assumption that the respondents with an intimate friend
face different living situations than respondents who live together with a partner, either married
or in cohabitation. As most of the respondents with an intimete friend are childless, the analyses

consider only this group. ®

4.1 Fertility intentions

Before the breakdown of Socialism in 1989, fertility in Bulgaria was characterized by amost
universal parenthood, high rates of two-child families, and a stable fertility rate around replace-
ment level (Shkolnikov et al. 2004). These characteristics changed significantly during the transi-
tion period. The Total Fertility Rate declined from 1.90 in 1989 to 1.09 in 1997 and increased
dightly toalevel of 1.29 in 2004 (Max Planck Ingtitute for Demographic Research 2006). Two-

child families became less present and the overall decline of fertility was very much caused by a

2 Information about a household’ s income is covered by an ordinally scaled variable with the following
categories: "up to 100 Leva', '101 to 200 Leva', '201 to 300 Leva', '301 to 400 Leva', '401 to 600
Leva', '601 to 800 Leva', '801to 1,000 Leva', and '1,001 Leva or more'. To calculate the equivalence
income, the value of the center of each income interval is taken. As to the highest income category, a
value of 1,200 Leva is set. The household size is weighted according to the modified OECD scale
(Dennis and Guio 2004). The first adult is weighted with the factor 1.0. Every additional household
member who is older than 13 years receives a weight of 0.5. If he or she is aged 13 or younger, a
weight of 0.3 is set.

¥ Among the femal e respondents with an intimate friend, 49 individuals have one child, seven have two
children, and one person has three or more children. The group of male respondents with an intimate
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significant reduction of second order births (Philipov and Kohler 2001, Spiclauer 2005). How-
ever, the aspect of almost universal parenthood remained, i.e, living in a partnership, either mar-
ried or in cohabitation, is directly associated with having at least one child.

The intentions of female and male respondents to have a first or another child within the
next two years reflect to some extend these developments (see Tables 2a and 2b). Around two
thirds of the childless female (66.5%) and male (67.1%) respondents who are married or cohabit-
ing definitely or probably want to have a firgt child within the next two years. However, this in-
tention significantly declines with parity. Only around one third of the female and male respon-
dents with one child (35.6% and 39.5% respectively) aspiresto have a second child within atwo-
year period and there is only a minority among the respondents with two or more children that
intends to have an additional child.

Becoming a mother or father is not a serious perspective for most of the respondents
with an intimate friend. Among the female and male respondents, 65.0% and 75.7% probably or
definitdy do not want to pursue this aim within the next two years. Consequently, reproductive
planning is closdly associated with a stable partnership and a socially accepted way of living to-

gether, ether inamarriage or cohabitation.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The results in the Tables 2a and 2b have consequences for the subsequent multivariate analyses.
As the overall number of married or cohabiting respondents with three or more children is too
small and as the distributions of female and male respondents with two children are too skewed,
the estimates will concentrate on the groups of married or cohabiting respondents who are child-

less or who have one child and on the group of childless respondents with an intimate friend.

4.2 The perceived benefits of children

Figures 1 and 2 report the digtributions of the respondents’ agreements and disagreements to the
statements addressing the different benefits and costs of having children. The results are pre-
sented for the same groups of respondentsasin Table 2.

Thefirg part of Figure 1 documents the replies to the statements that cover aspects of the
structural value of children. Consistent with results from other studies (Bulatao 1981, Fawcett
1988), married or cohabiting interviewees especially associate the birth of a first child with the
expectation of greater closeness with the partner. Among the childless female and male respon-
dents, 76.4% and 84.9% completely or rather agree with the rdated statement in the question-
naire (see Appendix B.1 for percentages and case humbers). The share of positive evaluations

decreases with parity, but more than 40% of the male and female respondents with three or more

friend includes only one person with one child.
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children still associate the birth of ancther child with an improvement in their relationships with
their partners. Many respondents also express the prospect that afirst child would bring their par-
ents and rdatives closer (66.4% and 71.7% of the childless female and male respondents). A
similar result holds for security at old age. Of the childless female and childless male respon-
dents, 53.7% and 63.2% completely or rather agree with this statement. However, as the share of
agreement is continuously declining with parity, the results do not support insights from other
countries where the expectation of old age security is primarily associated with children of high
parity (Bulatao 1981).

Altogether, the distributions of male and female respondents in the first part of Figure 1
show that married or cohabiting males tend to suppose more often than do females an improve-
ment in their social environments due to the birth of a child. This holds especially for the expec-

tations that are associated with a second or third child.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

Although many respondents link the birth of a child to improvements in the social environment, a
much higher share expects to profit in the form of greater joy and satisfaction in daily life and/or
the continuation of one's part into the future Among the childless female and male respondents,
91.5% and 93.2% completedly or rather agree with the statement that a first child increases joy
and satisfaction. This positive evaluation is consistently declining with parity, but it remainsto be
an important prospect. Especially female respondents express the prospect that a child would
continue a part of them into the future Depending on the number of children they already have,
80% to 90% completely or rather agree with this statement.

The evaluations by the respondents with an intimate friend of having a first child are
similar to the replies of married or cohabiting interviewees. However, there are some exceptions.
The male respondents with an intimate friend expect significantly less often greater old age secu-
rity or more joy and satisfaction in their life. The female respondents with an intimate friend per-
ceive significantly more often the benefit, that a first child would continue a part of them into the

future.

4.3 Theperceived costs of children

Figure 2 reports the distributions of agreements and disagreements related to the statements that
address the different expected costs of children. Mot of the married or cohabiting female and
male respondents completely or rather agreethat a first or another child would increase their eco-
nomic difficulties. Especially women link this cost with the number of children they already
have. Of the female respondents, 75.3% of those who are childless but 90.5% of those who have
three or more children completely or rather agree with the rdated statement (see Appendix B.2
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for percentages and case numbers). Moreover, the high share of women who definitely suppase
rising economic difficulties is remarkable. The considerations that a first or ancther child in-
creases the respondent’s worries and preoccupations in their daily life show asimilar pattern. The
majority of female and male respondents shares this perception and especially women assume a
growth in this cost with rising parity.

The digtributions of the respondents’ evaluations that a first or another child will reduce
the time available for personal interests and contacts with friends document some gender-specific
patterns. Around the same share of childless women (69.9%) and men (65.6%) completely or
rather agrees with the rdated statement. With increasing parity, however, the share of agreeing
women rises dlightly, whereas the share of agreeing males declines. Thus, especially women ex-

pect to face a potential devaluation of their networks due to the birth a child.

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Gender-specific opportunity costs can also be observed in the context of decreasing chances in
the employment career and/or in tertiary education. Independent of parity, female respondents
much more often completely or rather agree with the related statement than do mal e respondents.
For example, 47.5% of the childless female respondents assume a narrowing in their career op-
portunities due to the birth of afirst child, but only 16.2% of the childless male respondents do
s0. However, another high portion of women does not perceive this kind of cost. Among the fe-
male respondents who are childless or who have one child, 44.8% and 38.7% completey or
rather disagree with the statement. These results may reflect different biographical perspectives.
A share of women experiences the birth of afirst or second child as a competitive situation be-
tween the family and their occupational intentions. Other women, however, tend to be more fam-
ily-oriented and do not suppose an increase in their opportunity costs. Finally, Figure 2 shows
that more women expect the more physical burdens due to the birth of ancther child, child care,
or breast feeding, the more children they already have.

In general, male respondents’ expectations are less often associated with an increase in
child-related costs (see Beckman 1987 for a similar result). This does not only hold for an ex-
pected narrowing in working career and/or higher education, but also for daily life worries and
preoccupations, or lesstime for personal interests and contacts with friends.

Childless respondents with an intimate friend assume more often increasing costs due to
the birth of afirst child than do childless married or cohabiting respondents. This holds especially
for male respondents, but for female respondents as well within the context of decreasing time

for personal interests and decreasing chances in the working career and/or higher education.
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4.4 Multivariate Analyses

According to the results of the descriptive analyses, a large number of respondents expects that
the birth of afirst or second child improves their socia environments. However, do these pros-
pects promote the respondents’ intentions to have a child within the next two years? The subse-
guent multivariate analyses, reported in Tables 3 and 4, aim to provide an answer to this question.
Table 3 lists the estimates for married or cohabiting female and male respondents. Table 4 pre-
sents the results for the respondents with an intimate friend. *

Although high shares of childless female and male respondents associate the birth of a
first child with the expectation of increasing closeness with the partner or with their parents and
relatives, only the latter evaluation supports their intentions to have this child within a two years
period. Especially women associate a first child with the opportunity to improve their relation-
ships with their family members and to bind their parents and relatives closer to their own fami-
lies. Males' intentions tend to profit from this perception as well, although the influence is not
significant. However, their willingness is significantly increasing when they evaluate a first child
as a means to improve their security at old age All other child-related benefits show non-
significant effects for female and male respondents.

Among the expected costs, rising economic difficulties is a serious argument for female
respondents not to have a first child soon. This does not imply that these women intend to stay
childless. Given that most marriages and cohabitations in Bulgaria are associated with the birth of
at least one child, this negative effect addresses intentions of postponement. However, thisis not
the case for male respondents. Although a high share of them associates the birth of afirst child
with growing economic difficulties, this evaluation does not have any influence on ther inten-
tions. Possible negative impacts on working carears and/or higher education are significant fac-
tors both for female and male respondents to have a firgt child in three years or later. Thus, re-
spondents who perceive a challenging constellation between parenthood and their educational or
occupational situation want to give priority to their occupational career and intend to have their
first child at a suitable moment. Finally, women's evaluation that a first child will increase their
physical burden shows an unexpected result. Female respondents who assume this kind of cost
are significantly more often willing to give birth to a first child within the next two years than
women who do not anticipate this load. Thus, the intention for afirst child is closdly associated
with women's perceptions about the physical consequences of this decision and their willingness
to take them.

According to the respondents’ intentions to have a second child, the variables that repre-

sent aspects of the structural value of children document again gender-specific effects. Contrary

* Subsequently, only the effects of the subjectively expected benefits and costs of children are inter-
preted. The characteristics of the respondent and his or her household are only used for purposes of
control. See Philipov et al. (2005) for a discussion of the influences of socio-economic characteristics
on therespondents' fertility intentions.
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to childless respondents, the expectation that a second child will bring the partner closer is now a
serious argument for female respondents to have this child within the next two years. However,
the prospect of improving reationships with parents and relatives does not have any influence.
For male respondents, a possible increase of security at old age due to a second child tends to be
a reason to have this child, although this effect is not significant. The results also show that the
intention for a second child is significantly promoted by the expectation that a growing family
will increase joy and satisfaction. This applies both to female and male respondents.

Looking at the effects of the expected costs, the estimates show that the prospect of a
worsening economic situation due to a second child is a serious argument to postpone the birth of
this child or to stop childbearing. These results support insights from other studies that document
the high sensitivity between the respondents’ intentions to have a second child and their objective
economic situations (Buhler 2005, Biihler and Philipov 2005, Philipov, Spéder, and Billari 2005).
Especially for male respondents, potential child-rdated opportunity costs in their private and oc-
cupational sphere reduce their willingness to have a second child soon. The negative effects of
the expectations of decreasing time for personal interests and contacts with friends and decreas-
ing career opportunities document this conclusion. Contrary to the results for childless female
respondents, women who assume that a second child increases their physical burdens are now
significantly more often intending not to have this child within the next two years than women
who do not assume to have this load. This result possibly reflects experiences made from giving
first childbirth but it probably also addresses women's planning to have a second child when the

first child becomes older and taking care of it becomes less work intensive,

TABLE 3ABOUT HERE

The results for the group of childless respondents with a serious intimate friend report a different
pattern of influential benefits and costs (see Table 4). For both female and male respondents, the
expectation that afirst child will bring the partner closer significantly promotesther intentionsto
have this child within the next two years. Thus, individuals who do not live together in a legally
defined or socially accepted institution of marriage or cohabitation evaluate the binding force of a
first child much more seriously as married aor cohabiting respondents. This different living situa-
tion is additionally reflected by the fact that, contrary to the results in Table 3, increasing close-
ness with parents and relatives does not show an impact for female respondents and tends to have
a negative influence for male respondents. However, similar to theresults for married or cohabit-
ing males, the intentions of male respondents are significantly promoted by the prospect of in-
creasing joy and satisfaction in their life, but they are significantly reduced by the evaluation that

the first child will continue a part of them into the future.
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The high sensitivity of female respondents according to an expected growth of economic
difficulties due to a first child applies also to the group of childless female respondents with an
intimate friend. Women who perceive this kind of cost intend to postpone this child. Moreover,
the expectation of increasing worries and preoccupations promote postponement as well. For
male respondents, none of the assumed costs shows any influence on their intended fertility. Fi-
nally, the intentions of women with an intimate friend to have a first child within the next two
years are promoted by their expectations of increasing physical burdens.

5 Concluding discussion
The purpose of the previous explanations was to discuss the structural value of children under a
theoretical and empirical perspective. The theoretical section introduced the concept by arguing
that substantive aspects of the value of children rest on interpersonal relationships between the
parents and their children as well as between the parents and their relatives or other members of
their social networks. Parents are provided with child-rdlated benefits on the basis of changing
processes of interpersonal exchange that characterize these reationships. Children are direct ex-
change partners of their parents and supply them with a variety of intrinsic and material benefits.
Moreover, in reacting to the hirth of a first or another child, relatives or other members of the
social environment cause changes in the parents’ status, prestige, power, or social recognition;
these give them access to resources and advantages they did not have before. Therefore, children
have a structural value to their parents as ther birth induces direct and indirect changes in the
parents’ social networks, which build the basis for the provision of child-rdated benefits.

However, does this structural view offer any progress for research on fertility? At least
three answers can be provided. First, by addressing the structural preconditions of the value of
children, the concept emphasizes that child-rdated benefits are not automatically given. The di-
rect provision of benefits through the child depends, among other things, on the quality and char-
acter of the reationship between the child and its parents, on the values and goals the parents
pursue by having a child, as these determine the resources that the parents are willing to spend on
the child, as wdl as on general role moddls of parents and children. Mareover, the parents’ in-
crease in status, power, or access to resources due to the birth of a child rests on opportunities
offered by the social environment. These opportunities reflect cultural or social evaluations of
parenthood or ideas of an appropriate family size Thus, the structural value of children enables
the identification of genera meanings and implications of fertility by the characteristics of the
parents’ relationships with their children and the reactions of the larger family or the local com-
munity on parenthood.

Second, the concept links the value of children with other theoretical approaches. The
perception of the relationships between the parents and their children as processes of reciprocal
exchange brings together child-related values with theories of intergenerational transfers. The
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aspect of postponed reciprocity highlights the mechanism behind the way in which parents are
able to ensure the provision of long-term or future advantages. Moreover, as exchange relation-
ships are characterized by exchanges of heterogeneous material and non-material goods, the con-
cept covers dtruigtic as well as instrumental mativations of the parents to transfer resources to
their children. There are also overlaps with network-based theories of social capital. As these
theories perceive the accumulation of individual social capital as an outcome of interpersonal
exchange processes, they address the same structural mechanisms as does the structural value of
children. Thus, the direct or indirect material benefits of children can form a substantive part of
the parents’ social capital. Social capital can be built up purposefully and parents can perceive
children as a means for its accumulation. This leads to the genera conclusion that parents can
intend to have a first or ancther child in order to improve their social networks by deliberately
forming the structural conditions for the provision of child-related benefits.

Third, by following the conclusion above, the concept of the structural value of children
helps to understand the empirical phenomenon that individuals evaluate the birth of a child in
terms of its potential to change their social environments in an advantageous way. Of course,
individuals hardly evaluate the abstract changes in their social netwaorks. They have more proba-
bly the expected outcome of these changes in mind. In this case, however, structural evaluations
work as summarizing assessments, i.e, individuals suppose to profit from the birth of a child
without being able to address these benefits in detail.

The empirical part studied the structural value of children under this perspective. It ex-
plored the expectations of Bulgarian females and males that children will improve their social
environments and analyzed the implications of these prospects on their intentions to have a child
within atwo years period. Similar to results from the U.S. (Schoen and Tufis 2003, Schoen et al.
1997) estimates from multivariate analyses show that structural evaluations are significant moti-
vations for having a first or second child. However, their influence varies with parity, gender, and
marital status. Among the respondents who are married or live in cohabitation, women's inten-
tions to have a first child are significantly promoted by the expectation of getting their parents
and rdatives closer. Moreover, their motivation for a second child within a two years period
benefits from the prospect of a closer rdationship with the partner. For male respondents, the per-
spective that a child will improve their security at old age is a significant argument to have a first
child and it also tends to support their willingness for a second child. The intentions of female
and male respondents with an intimate friend are significantly promoted by the expectation that
this child will bring the partner closer. The intentions of male respondents with an intimate friend
are additionally supported by an assumed increase of old age security.

The results give some hints that the significance of structural evaluations depends,
among other things, on the respondents’ living situations. Since most Bulgarian females and
males get ther firgt child at the beginning of their marriage or cohabitation, they do not have the
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need to utilize a child as a means to improve or strengthen the relationship with the partner. This
does not apply to individuals with an intimate friend. Their relationships are not ingtitutionalized
and, therefore, they are less secure also in its evaluation by the social environment. This may
lead to the perception that afirst child is an investment in the relationship as it has a high poten-
tial to strengthen the bond between the partners. Married or cohabiting couples, however, are
more likely to have the need to receive material and non-material support from their rdatives, to
establish their family, and to integrate it in the wider context of kin and relatives. The significant
sensitivity of male respondentsthat afirst child will increasetheir security at old agerefersto the
fact that intergenerational transfers tend to have the character of long-term exchange processesin
Bulgaria. Many parents expect to receive support from their children when they are old and many
children fed obliged to balance the costs and efforts their parents have spent for them during
their childhood. This perception is especially present among the male respondents and it pro-
motes their intentions for afirst child in asignificant way.

Both the theoretical argumentation and the empirical analyses have to face shartcomings.
One central idea of the structural value of children is that individuals do not perceive an im-
provement in their social environment as a value in itsdf, but as an expression of individual
child-related benefits that become available due to the child-induced changes in their social net-
works. However, these benefits stand on a weak theoretical ground. Most of them are inductively
generated from empirical research and do not rest on deductive derivations from theory (Nauck
2005, Friedman, Hechter, and Kanazawa 1994). Up to now, this criticism has not been consid-
ered intensively in research on fertility. One way to solve this difficulty isthe derivation of child-
related benefits from the general immanent values all people struggle to fulfill (Nauck 2005,
Friedman, Hechter, and Kanazawa 1994, Lindenberg 1990, 1991). In this case, the evaluations of
children and the rdated benefits are expressions of these general values, which individuals intend
to accomplish in the living-sphere of their families.

The empirical analyses face the prablem that the instruments used to measure the struc-
tural value of children and their impacts on fertility intentions have an ad hoc character. Although
the utilization of child-related attitudes to measure child-rdated values is methodologically
meaningful, the statements that address the structural value of children did not emerge from sys-
tematic theoretical considerations. Mareover, the statements do not directly address children asa
means to improve the respondents’ social environments. Thus, an improved empirical examina-
tion of the structural value of children needs a more theory-driven measurement. This would par-
ticularly enable a direct and critical examination of the two central hypothesis of the concept:
individuals evaluate children as a means to improve their social networks and structural evalua-

tions reflect the expected provision of particular but unspecified benefits.
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Tablel

Variablesused in the analyses and their descriptive Satigtics

Kind of partnership

Marriage or cohabitation Intimate
Friend
Perity Perity
0 1 0
Variable Description Femae Mde Femde Made Femde Made
Dependent variable:
Fertility Intention to have afirst or ancther childduring 292 288 214 224 211 191
intention the next two years: 1 = definitely not, 2 = proba- (1.062) (1.033) (0.994) (0.941) (0.987) (0.919)
bly not, 3 = probably yes, 4 = definitely yes
Per ceived
benefits A first or another child would ...
Closenesswith ... increasethedosenessbetweenrespondent 079 084 062 072 072 0.82
partner and his’her partner: (0.405) (0.364) (0.486) (0.447) (0.447) (0.384)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Closenesswith ... increase dosenessbetweenrespondentand 070 071 054 062 061 0.72
parentsand rela-  hig’her parents and relatives: (0.461) (0.454) (0.499) (0.486) (0.488) (0.449)
tives 1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Old age security ... increase respondent’ ssecurity that et oldage 052 062 045 050 045 054
thereis someone to care for hinvher: (0.501) (0.486) (0.498) (0.500) (0.498) (0.499)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Joy and satisfac- ... increasejoy and setisfactioninrespondent's 091 094 089 087 091 089
tion life: (0.283) (0.230) (0.309) (0.335) (0.286) (0.318)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Continuation into ... meansthat apart of therespondentiscontin- 052 091 087 088 094 091
the future ued into the future: (0.501) (0.288) (0.333) (0.322) (0.244) (0.283)
1 = rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Perceived costs A first or ancther child would ...
Economic ... increase respondent’ seconomic difficulties: 0.77 071 079 078 .78 .82
difficulties 1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree  (0.419) (0.454) (0.410) (0.416) 0.417) 0.383)
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Worriesand ... increaseworriesand preoccupationsinthe 0.72 067 080 068 .80 77
preoccupations  course of respondent’ sdaily life: (0.449) (0.473) (0.399) (0.468) 0.400) 0.420)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Lesstimeat ... decrease time for respondent’ s personal 069 065 074 060 .78 73
disposa interests, for contacts with friends: (0.465) (0.478) (0.439) (0.490) 0.417) 0.447)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Less career ... decrease respondent’ s chances in his’her 047 015 049 010 57 31
perspectives working career and/or higher education: (0.500) (0.354) (0.500) (0.304) 0.495) 0.462)
1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree
Physica burden ... increasethe physica burden for therespon-  0.49 - 055 - 55 -
dent because of the pregnancy, care for the baby, (0.501) (0.498) 0.498)

or breastfeeding (asked only to female respon-
dents)

1 =rather/completely agree, 0 = neither agree
nor disagree, rather/completely disagree

continued on the next page
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Table 1 (continued)

Respondent’s characteristics:

Age Age a time of interview
18to 25 1=yes, 0=no 049 028 031 011 068 064
(0.501) (0.449) (0.464) (0.314) (0.467) (0.479)
26t030 1=yes, 0=no 038 042 042 035 024 030
(0.487) (0.495) (0.493) (0.477) (0.425) (0.458)
31to35 1=vyes, 0=no; reference category for female 013 024 027 035 008
respondents (0.335) (0.427) (0.443) (0.478) (0.276) 0.06
36 t0 66 reference category for male respondents - 004 - 015 - (0232
(0.185) (0.357)
Cohabitation Respondent livesin cohabitation: 1=yes,0=no 0.50  0.47 - - - -
(0.501) (0.500)
Siblings Number of siblings the respondent has 099 109 110 103 09 09
(0.692) (0.798) (0.806) (0.650) (0.513) (0.571)
Tertiary Respondent has completed tertiary education: 050 025 033 018 033 0.3
education 1=yes, 0=no (0.501) (0.436) (0.469) (0.385) (0.472) (0.338)
Intention to start  Respondent intentsto start education withinthe 0.15  0.11 - - 025 020
education next two years: 1 =yes, 0=no (0.362) (0.309) (0.431) (0.398)
Income from Respondent generated income fromemployment 0.70 083 053 088 062 0.67
labor or self-employment during the last three months: (0.460) (0.378) (0.500) (0.331) (0.485) (0.471)
1=yes 0=no
Religiousness  Respondent perceives himself/herself asa 059 043 061 043 066 042
religious person: 1 = yes, 0=no (0.492) (0.470) (0.487) (0.495) (0.473) (0.495)
Household's char acterigtics:
Equivalence Logarithm of equivdenceincome of thehouse- 287 2838 269 271 280 282
income (log) hold (0.736) (0.821) (0.654) (0.672) (0.585) (0.680)
Countryside Household islocated inthe countryside: 1=yes, 086 083 085 084 090 0.87
0=no (0.346) (0.374) (0.362) (0.371) (0.301) (0.336)
N 195 198 96 914 457 456

Reported are means and standard deviations (in parentheses).
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Table2
Intentionsto have afirst or another child within the next two years of male and femal e respondents
by kind of relationship and parity
a) Female respondents
Kind of partnership

Intimate Marriage or cohabitation
friend
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 3or more

Definitely yes 10.7 36.1 101 10 24
Probably yes 222 324 255 27 24
Probably not 320 16.2 315 16.4 71
Definitely not 35.0 153 329 79.9 88.1
Totd 9.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 540 216 1,095 603 42

b) Male respondents

Kind of partnership

Intimate Marriage or cohabitation
friend
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 3or more

Definitdy yes 6.1 338 9.7 11 -
Probably yes 181 333 298 44 17
Probably not 35.7 183 b1 26.6 237
Definitely not 40.0 146 254 67.9 74.6
Totd 9.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 557 219 1,020 616 59
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Table3:

Determinants of intentionsto have afirst or asecond child within the next two years:
respondents who are married or livein cohabitation by parity and gender (ordinal logit regression)

Perity
0 1
Females Males Females Males
Cosf. Sion. Coef. Sion. Coef. Sion. Coef. Sion.
(€3) (€3) (€3) (€3)
Per ceived benefits
Closeness with partner 0441 0342 0061 0.886 0.449 0.005 0.053 0.756
0.463) (0.422) (0.162) (0.172)
Closenesswithparentsand  1.002  .011 0431 0231 0.147 0344 0.136 0.376
relaives (0.393) (0.360) (0.155) (0.154)
Old age security -0.303 .296 0.742 0.017 0.060 0.636 0.192 0.140
(0.290) (0.312) (0.127) (0.130)
Joy and satisfaction 0598  .286 0.445 0.324 0.705 0.001 0.652 0.001
(0.5912) (0.606) (0.2112) (0.205)
Continuation intothefuture  0.249  .625 -0.507 0291 0.232 0.237 0.306 0.145
(0.509) (0.479) (0.196) (0.210)
Per ceived costs
Economic difficulties 0846  0.038 0034  .917 0.781  0.000 0.662 0.000
0.407) 0.326) 0.156) 0.156)
Worriesand preoccupations  0.093  0.805 0.216 513 0157 0.367 0.033 0.825
0.378) 0.331) 0.174) 0.149)
Lesstime at disposal .023 0.949 .205 .556 .216 0.162 0.273 0.058
0.359) 0.348) 0.155) 0.144)
Less career perspectives 0611 0.046 0.785 .058 0115 0371 0.217 0.160
0.306) 0.414) 0.129) 0.155)
Physica burden 713 0.026 -- -- 0380 0.005 -- --
0.321) 0.134)
Respondent’s char acteristics
Age
18t025 0523  .237 1.046 0102 0.120 0481 0.245 0.304
(0.442) (0.639) (0.172) (0.238)
261030 1151 010 1119 0075 0221 0139 0.530 0.003
(0.444) (0.629) (0.149) (0.177)
31to35 -- -- 0.226 0.733 -- - 0419 0.018
(0.662) (0.177)
Cohabitation® 0121  .683 -0.346 0.219 -- -- -- --
(0.297) (0.281)
Siblings -0.090 .655 -0.273 0.129 -0.007 0928 0.101 0.281
(0.202) (0.180) (0.077) (0.094)
Tertiary education 0280  .401 -0.113 0.743 0.268 0154 0.173 0.300
(0.333) (0.346) (0.139) (0.167)
Intention to tart education®  -0.467  .217 -0.277 0.572 -- -- -- --
(0.378) (0.490)
Income from labor 0463  .156 0.679 0103 0.128 0.306 -0.100 0.619
(0.326) (0.417) (0.126) (0.202)
Religiousness 0254  .365 0.047 0.868 0.1% 0112 0234 0.059
(0.280) (0.2812) (0.122) (0.124)
Househald’s characteristics
Equivaenceincome (log) 0459 .039 -0.372 0.079 0.096 0336 0.262 0.013
(0.222) (0.212) (0.100) (0.106)
Countryside 0321 439 0.731 0.083 -0.185 0.283 -0.054 0.760
(0.415) (0.421) (0.172) (0.177)
Cut points
1 1541 1.093 .069 .328
0.968) 1138) 0.430) 0.404)
2 0438 .081 A79 .939
0.963) 1132) 0.433) 0.410)
3 106 755 185 .868
0.967) 1137) 0.441) 0.424)
LL —235.104 —241.918 —1246.235 —1143.828
X2 (df) 39.88 (20) 36.19 (20) 128.25 (18) 93.25(18)
N 195 198 996 914

2only considered for childless respondents
Unstandardized coefficients (standard errors) and significance levels are reported
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Table4:
Determinants of intentionsto have afirst child within the next two years: childless respondents who have a seriousintimate
friend for at least three months by gender (ordinal logit regression)

Femdes Mdes
Coef.  Sign. Codf. Sion.
(€3] (€3]
Per ceived benefits
Closeness with partner 437 0.068 0617 0.034
0.239) (0.291)
Closenesswith parentsand  -0.055 .791 -0.310 0.206
relatives (0.208) (0.245)
Old age security -0.003 .985 0512 0.009
(0.185) (0.196)
Joy and satisfaction 0.059 .872 0.930 0.004
(0.367) (0.322)
Continuation intothe future  0.096  .815 -0.781 0.016
(0.411) (0.324)
Perceived costs
Economic difficulties 0613 0.008 0.018 .942
0.231) 0.252)
Worriesand preoccupations 0575 0.024  .024 .920
0.255) 0.241)
Lesstime at disposa 0266 0.281 .205 .556
0.247) 0.348)
Less career perspectives .027 0887 .079 728
0.193) 0.226)
Physica burden 450 0.031 - -
0.209)
Respondent’s char acteristics
Age
18to 25 -1.203 0.001 -1513 0.000
(0.353) (0.397)
26t030 -0.814 0.022 -0.650 0.106
(0.356) (0.402)
31to35 - - - -
Siblings 0057 0741 -0.091 0.568
(0.173) (0.159)
Tertiary education 0294 0161 -0.331 0.242
(0.210) (0.283)
Intention to start education  -0.266 0.191 -0.334 0.156
(0.203) (0.236)
Income from labor 0228 0262 0202 0327
(0.203) (0.206)
Religiousness 0.162 0387 -0.020 00913
(0.187) (0.184)

Household’s char acterigtics
Equivalence income (log) -0.381 0.016 -0.493 0.001

(0.158) (0.143)
Countryside -0391 0171 -0.296 0.282
(0.285) (0.275)
Cut points
1 3.307 2632
0.825) 0.790)
2 1.851 0.912
0.815) 0.780)
3 0.147 782
0.812 0.784)
LL —566.784 —515.585
X2 (df) 60.58 (19) 83.63 (18)
N 457 456

Unstandardized coefficients (standard errors) and significance levels are reported



Fgurel:
Expected benefits of having a child by respondent’ s gender, kind of partnership, and parity
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Figure 1 (continued):

Incr ease of Joy and Satisfaction
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Fgure2:
Expected costs of having a child by respondent’s gender, kind of partnership, and parity

Incr ease of Economic Diffuculties
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Figure 2 (continued):

Decr ease of Chances in Working Car eer and/or Higher Education
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Appendix A: Instrument used to measurethe expected benefits and costs of children

| am now going to ask you something about having children.

Interviewer, neither of the possible answers should be assessed as positive or negative.

If you would have a child during thenext two | Comp. | Rether | Neither | Rether | Comp.
years, irrespective of whether you reglly wish dlrsée d'r':e agg‘rle agee | agree
to have a child or nat, to what extent do you o o

dis
agreethat this would: aglree
A | increase your economic difficulties 1 2 3 4 5
B | decrease your chances in your working career | 1 2 3 4 5
and/or higher education
C|increase your security that at old age because| 1 2 3 4 5
thereis someone who caresfor you
D | increase uncertainty in your life 1 2 3 4 5

E| Thisresponseisfor females only!

increase the physical burden for you because| 1 2 3 4 5
of the pregnancy, the care for the baby, or

breastfeeding

F | increase joy and satisfaction in your life 1 2 3 4 5

G|increase worries and preoccupations in the| 1 2 3 4 5
course of your daily life

H | decrease time for your personal interests, for| 4 2 3 4 5
contacts with friends

I | increase certainty in your life 1 2 3 4 5

J|increase the closeness between you and your | 1 2 3 4 5
partner

K | increase the closeness between you and your | 1 2 3 4 5
parents and relatives

L | mean that a part of you is continued into the| 4 2 3 4 5
future




Appendix B.1: Expected benefits of having children by kind of partnership, parity,
and gender

Increase of closeness between the respondent and hisgher partner

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completey 35.8 415 40.7 458 27.2 33.7 16.8 17.6 214 179

agree
Rather agree 37.5 40.3 357 39.0 34.5 387 2.1 38.8 214 304

Neither agree  16.1 135 143 10.0 238 193 319 256 28.6 35.7

nor disagree

Rather 6.2 33 39 36 8.4 6.1 15.0 143 26.2 10.7
disagree

Completely 44 13 5.4 16 6.1 22 72 38 24 5.4
disagree

Totd 1000 999 1000 1000. 1000 1000 1000 1001 1000  100.1
N 614 600 258 251 1103 1,020 608 614 42 56
X2 (df=4) 19.640 8.480 38533 19.641 5.089

(0.001) (0.075) (0.000) (0.001) (0.279)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x?=3.857, sign=0.425; males: X*=2.753, sign=0.602.

Increase of closeness between the respondent and hisher parentsand relatives

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completey 294 338 A4 343 224 241 118 14.0 7.1 10.5

agree
Rather agree 325 378 32.0 375 30.1 374 239 331 191 193

Neither agree  22.3 197 20.1 199 273 245 34.9 312 310 38.6

nor disagree

Rather 95 6.5 7.0 6.4 122 9.2 194 153 310 19.3
disagree

Completely 6.4 22 6.6 20 81 49 10.0 6.4 119 123
disagree

Tota 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0
N 613 600 259 251 1,101 1,022 608 613 42 57
X° (df=4) 21222 7.314 23.248 19.538 2.063

(0.000) (0.120) (0.000) (0.001) (0.724)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x?=3.248, sign=0.517; males: X*=0.052, sign=1.000.
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Increasein respondent’sassurancethat at old age ther eis someone who caresfor him/her

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Pearity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completey 20.6 215 27.0 26.5 184 175 130 113 119 175

agree
Rather agree  25.1 339 26.6 36.8 272 325 24.7 30.3 214 2238

Neither agree 25.8 225 2.1 237 25.7 285 282 324 35.7 333

nor disagree

Reather 14.0 124 12.7 75 15.2 141 191 19.0 191 15.8
disagree

Completely 145 9.6 135 55 13.6 15 15.0 6.9 119 105
disagree

Tota 100.0 99.9 99.9 1000 1001 1001  100.0 99.9 100.0 99.9
N 613 613 259 253 1,101 1,032 607 620 42 57
X° (df=4) 16.245 16.894 26.228 24311 0.759

(0.003) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.944)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x?=6.363, sign=0.174; males: X*=9.891, sign=0.042.

Grater joy and satisfaction in respondent’slife

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completely 58.7 49.8 66.0 63.0 55.6 47.3 370 293 35.7 211

agree
Rather agree 314 385 255 30.3 332 394 39.8 42.7 28,6 36.8

Neither agree 6.3 8.3 35 32 78 9.3 141 192 214 263
nor disagree

Rather 18 17 2.7 16 18 19 6.9 6.8 95 105
disagree

Completely 18 17 23 20 16 22 21 20 48 5.3
disagree

Totd 1000 1000 1000 1001 1000 1001 999 1000 1000 1000
N 615 602 259 251 1103 1,021 608 614 42 57
X2 (df=4) 10.525 2,061 14.837 10.824 2,677

(0.032) (0.725) (0.005) (0.029) (0613)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x’=7.474, sign=0.113; males: x*=15.961, sign=0.003.
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A part of theregpondent iscontinued into the future

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3
Fende Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde
Completely 62.3 57.2 61.6 62.2 56.6 50.4 43.0 413 55.0 39.3
agree
Rather agree 30.6 33.0 252 283 30.6 375 36.7 354 35.0 304
Neither agree 3.3 6.7 7.0 6.4 83 94 132 189 75 232
nor disagree
Reather 16 17 2.7 04 25 14 43 29 25 54
disagree
Completely 23 15 35 28 21 14 238 15 -- 18
disagree
Tota 100.1 1001 1000 1001 1001  100.1 1000 1000  100.0 99.9
N 615 601 258 251 1,103 1,022 605 613 40 56
X° (df=4) 9.945 5.066 16.703 10.629 6.042
(0.042) (0.281) (0.002) (0.031) (0.196)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: X%=9.734, sign=0.045; males: x*=5.735, sign=0.220.



Appendix B.2: Expected costs of having children by kind of partnership, parity, and gender

Increase of economic difficulties

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completely 39.3 38.2 45.6 332 445 39.5 55.3 50.2 714 52.6

agree
Rather agree 39.1 43.6 2.7 383 34.5 384 331 343 191 26.3

Neither agree 85 7.3 8.1 130 9.4 10.7 5.6 71 48 105

nor disagree

Rather 7.8 6.2 10.0 115 7.4 6.6 33 55 24 5.3

disagree

Completely 54 4.7 6.6 40 41 48 28 29 24 53

disagree

Tota 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.0

N 614 615 259 253 1,103 1,032 608 621 42 57

X2 (df=4) 3544 12,598 7.338 6.040 3.948
(0.471) (0.013) (0.119) (0.196) (0.413)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x°=7.695, sign=0.103; males: x*=15.650, sign=0.004.

Greater worriesand preoccupationsin daily life

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Perity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completely 38.2 332 375 22.7 371 264 425 323 40.5 333

agree
Rather agree 43.3 422 359 45.0 433 415 417 46.1 452 404

Neither agree 10.0 12.6 116 14.7 79 17.3 9.6 130 7.1 193

nor disagree

Reather 51 8.8 85 14.7 7.2 105 40 6.0 48 53
disagree

Completely 34 32 6.6 28 45 43 23 26 24 18
disagree

Tota 1000 1000  100.1 99.9 1000 1000 1001 1000 1000 1001
N 612 602 259 251 1,103 1,021 607 614 42 57
X° (df=4) 10.319 20.923 64.351 15.945 3.061

(0.035) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.548)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x*=10.513, sign=0.033; males: x*=13.423, sign=0.009.
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Lesstimefor personal interestsand contactswith friends

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Parity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Made Femde Made

Completely 330 30.9 324 212 34.0 205 371 24.7 310 193

agree
Rather agree 45.2 411 375 44.4 40.3 395 414 431 47.6 316

Neither agree 111 150 12.7 16.8 104 20.7 120 19.2 14.3 22.8

nor disagree

Rather 6.3 100 127 14.0 9.6 139 6.1 96 48 193
disagree

Completely 44 30 46 36 5.6 55 35 34 24 7.0
disagree

Totd 1000 1000 999  1000. 999 1001 1001 1000 1001 1000
N 615 601 259 250 1103 1,022 607 615 42 57
X2 (df=4) 11.732 9.368 79.994 30.108 8.811

(0.019) (0.053) (0.000) (0.000) (0.066)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: Xx?=12.103, sign=0.017; males: X*=9.566, Sign=0.048.

Fewer opportunitiesin working career and/or higher education

Kind of partnership

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Parity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3

Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mae Female_ Mde

Completely 251 125 220 75 229 81 288 9.7 310 193

agree
Rather agree 32.7 181 255 8.7 2.1 132 24.8 16.8 476 316

Neither agree 111 16.1 1.7 158 123 17.3 132 189 14.3 22.8

nor disagree

Rather 182 283 228 35.6 216 314 204 300 48 193
disagree

Completely 129 24.9 220 324 171 30.0 1238 24.6 24 7.0
disagree

Totd 1000 999 1000 1000. 1000 1000 1000 1000 1001 1000
N 614 614 259 253 1102 1032 608 619 42 57
X2 (df=4) 94.427 9.368 79.994 30.108 8.811

(0.000) (0.053) (0.000) (0.000) (0.066)

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x?=17.564, sign=0.002; males; x*=21.179, sign=0.000.



Increase of the physical bur den because of pregnancy, carefor the baby, or breastfeeding

Kind of relationship

Intimate friend Marriage or cohabitation
Parity Perity
0 0 1 2 >3
Fende Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde Femde Mde

Completely 24.7 -- 24 -- 238 -- 346 -- 439 --
agree
Rether agree 31.2 - 278 - 318 - 34.9 - 317 -
Neither agree 130 - 89 - 10.6 - 9.9 - 7.3 -
nor disagree
Reather 155 -- 17.0 -- 17.2 -- 12.2 -- 7.3 --
disagree
Completely 15.6 -- 239 -- 16.6 -- 84 -- 9.8 --
disagree
Tota 100.0 -- 100.0 -- 100.0 -- 100.0 -- 100.0 --
N 615 -- 259 -- 1,097 -- 605 -- 41 --
X (di=4) - - - - -

Significance between childless respondents with an intimate friend and married or cohabiting childless respondents:
females: x*=11.015, sign=0.026.
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