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Abstract

This thesis examines the impact of cultural andcstiral factors on fertility in Spain
during the first years of the 21st Century. lc@mposed of three empirical chapters.
The first examines the impact of cultural factors fertility outcomes. The second
examines the impact of structural and cultural decton fertility ideals. The third
examines the impact of housing conditions and ottegterial aspects on fertility in the
wake of the economic crisis. Broadly, our main fing$ are: (1) whether ideational
factors account for differences in the fertilitytoomes of native Spanish women and
women born abroad depends on the region of bigihthe effect on fertility outcomes
of ideational factors emphasized in the Second Reaphic Transition framework
depends on the respondent’s birthplace; (3) botturall and structural factors shape
fertility ideals; (4) in addition to other materiebnditions, housing tenure status, access
to mortgages, housing quality, and the type of dmglhave significant effects on
fertility.

ResUumen

Esta tesis investiga el impacto de los factoresurales y estructurales sobre la
natalidad en Espafia durante los primeros afios .0@{l.SEsta compuesta por tres

capitulos empiricos. El primero analiza el impag#olos factores culturales sobre la
natalidad. El segundo analiza el impacto de lowfas estructurales y culturales sobre
el numero ideal de hijos. El tercero investigangbacto de las condiciones de vivienda
y otros aspectos materiales sobre la natalidadedgsel empez6 la crisis econdmica en
Espafa. En términos generales, los principalesdgik son: (1) el punto hasta el cual
las diferencias entre la natalidad de las mujesgvas espafiolas y las que nacieron
fuera de Esparfia se deben a diferencias en lasdesib valores depende de la region
del mundo en la que naci6; (2) el efecto de losresl y actitudes tipicamente

enfatizados en el marco de la Segunda Transicionogeafica depende del lugar de

nacimiento de la entrevistada; (3) el niamero id#mlhijos de la entrevistada esta
condicionado por factores culturales y estructsra{d) ademas de otras condiciones
materiales, las condiciones de vivienda que masadtogienen sobre la natalidad son el
régimen de tenencia, el acceso a las hipotecaalithad y el tipo de vivienda.
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Preface

A glance at Spain’s current demographic composit@reals a society that is vastly
different than it was at the time of the dictatoarkcisco Franco’s death in 1975. After
the transition from despotism to democracy, Sparsshiety underwent important
political, economic, and social changes that wemmpanied by major demographic
changes including rapid fertility decline, poputatiaging and a strong shift from being
a country of emigration to being a major destimaountry for international migrants
(that is, until the economic crisis that began 00& reversed the trend). In 1975,
Spain’s Total Fertility Rate (TFR) was 2.8 childrpar woman, representing one of
Europe’s highest at the time. Thereatfter, itteld low of 1.15 in 1997, with a slow but
sustained recovery every year since, once agaihtn@teconomic crisis began in 2008
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2007; 2013).

That modest fertility “recovery” coincided tempdyalvith Spain’s transition towards
being a major migrant-destination country. Whiteli991 foreign nationals made up
only 0.91 percent of Spain’s total population, thisnber increased in subsequent years
such that by 1 January 2012, a total of about GlBom people (13.4% of the total
population) living in Spain were born in anotheuntyy, 2.45 million (5.3% of the total
population) of whom were EU citizens (Instituto Maw@l de Estadistica 2013).
Growth in Spain's foreign-national population acctad for 81.25% (701,023
individuals) of the country’s total population griswin 2007 (862,744 individuals)
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2008).

Spain’s modest fertility recovery also coincidedhwa period of economic prosperity
resulting from a boom in the country’s constructgector, which was strongly tied to
changes in the housing market. While it is knoodaly for its high levels of owner-
occupation, this was not always the case of theniSpahousing market. Housing
policies enacted after the Civil War reduced thee@atage of rental housing from over
forty percent in 1960 to 14.9% in 1991. Practicalll of this was transformed into
owner-occupation, which rose from 50.5% to 77.5%rduthe same period (Alberdi
and Levenfeld 1996). After 1991, owner-occupatiose to 82.2% in 2001 and dropped
slightly to 78.9% by 2011. Yet, despite this deelithe first decade of the 2000s saw a
considerable shift in the structure of owner-octigma as a third of households that had



achieved homeownership did so through mortgaggsesenting an 83.5% increase
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2013).

The temporal coincidence between rising immigraton rising fertility has often led
to claims of a causal link. As we explain in tlexinsection, research on the fertility of
Spain’s immigrant population has tended to focushair contribution to Spain’s TFR,
and has shown these claims to be exaggerated.othike major change that coincided
with Spain’s period of fertility recovery, changesthe housing sector, has received far
less treatment in the academic literature. Thesithaims to contribute to the existing
literature by examining each of these dynamics amewetail. First, taking a step away
from the focus on the degree to which Spain’s intemg population contributed to
increases in fertility, we examine whether theatié#hces that exist between native and
foreign-born women in Spain, in terms of fertilideals and outcomes, can be attributed
to ideational differences. Then, we examine thpaaoh of housing on fertility in the
wake of the Spanish housing crash. In this Prefaeebriefly introduce the Spanish
fertility context by describing previous findings @he structural and cultural factors
that have helped shape it. We proceed to outbneesof the ideas that have guided our
understanding of how culture and structural factarght impact fertility. Finally, we

describe how the analyses detailed in the subseghapters were carried out.

Previous Research on Fertility in Spain

Explanations of fertility tend to fall into two nraicategories (Vitali, Billari, Prskawetz

and Testa 2009). The first is a structural apgrot@t emphasizes socioeconomic
factors, including rising female education and latmarket participation, policy changes
and responses to actual and expected unemployarehgeneral economic conditions.
The second is a cultural approach, which centerthendea of a Second Demographic
Transition, emphasizing the role of ideational dastsuch as changing values and
attitudes and increased female autonomy and indepee as the main drivers of
fertility decline (see, e.g. Lesthaeghe 1983; VenKaéa 1987). Previous individual-

level research on fertility in Spain has somewlaabfed an analysis of the impact of
structural factors. Gonzalez and Jurado Guerr2@0§) show that couples prefer to
fulfill a number of material conditions before emtg parenthood, including secure

employment, sufficient income, time flexibility, @table partner, leaving the parental



home, and suitable housing. Scholars have alsdqubput that the process of leaving
the educational system and entering parenthoocredfffrom postponement during
Spain’s fertility decline, and that these processes strongly connected at the
individual level (Castro Martin 1992; Baizan 200Martin-Garcia and Baizan (2006)
elaborate on this, finding that the type of eduwrat woman chooses is as important in
determining fertility patterns as her level of edtion. Academic careers centering on
the care of individuals or those which emphasizerpersonal skills (in contrast to
those oriented towards business, professionalabmteal occupations) have a positive
influence on the timing of first births, regardlessthe educational level. This finding
supports what the authors refer to as the “antiicpaof future roles” hypothesis, in
contrast to the “human capital hypothesis”, whicledicts a negative effect of
educational attainment on first births. Both Baif2006) and De la Rica and Iza (2005)
find evidence confirming that employment instapiliteads to postponement of
childbearing and a reduction of fertility rates,ttwieffects being particularly strong

among couples in which both members were in atssuaf precarious employment.

While much of the research on fertility in Spairs Hacused on aspects emphasized in
so-called “structural” explanations of fertilityhis is not to say that there have not been
studies emphasizing the role of factors relatethéoideational sphere in Spain. At the
country level, Arpino and Tavares (2013) find thetent fertility trends in Spain are
indeed due to values changes, and that the TotdlitlyeRate increased in regions
where individualism with respect to relationshipsd andividual autonomy grew and
individualism with respect to children diminisheddsera in particular has examined
the effects of religiosity on fertility (2006a), agell as its effects on family size
preferences at the country level (Adsera 2006bl)e duthor argues that, as religious
institutions have lost a great deal of their infloe in society, the degree of church
attendance has become a stronger predictor ofyfamié norms and fertility behaviour.
While non-practicing Catholics behaved similarlytbmse with no affiliation, fertility
was higher among practicing Catholics, as well m®ray Protestants and Muslims.
Martin-Garcia (2008) points out that fertility ches are an endogenous part of female
welfare maximization behaviour: women who do nohiv@r do not intend) to become
mothers early may spend more time in education, vaochen with stronger fertility
intentions might accelerate their educational gare@d entry into motherhood. This

ideational emphasis is also present in her work \Bidizan, described above (Martin
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Garcia and Baizan 2006). However, while theseissudxamine factors that are
generally associated with specific value orientagjcdue to the data they used and the
period examined, they do not elaborate on the itspat specific perspectives on
specific norms, nor do they account for possibl&eddnces stemming from the
respondent’s country of birth, which takes on atreased importance starting in the
21% Century.

As mentioned earlier, Spain’s fertility recoveryiremded with rapid growth in Spain’s
previously rather small immigrant population. Cemgently, much of the research that
has been carried out on the fertility of Spain’snigrant population has focused on the
number of children born to immigrant women in Spaid whether this accounted for
Spain’s fertility recovery. Castro Martin and Ras&ixby (2011) find that the effect of
immigration on Spain’s TFR for the period 2004-2Q@&s, in fact, quite modest (0.08
children). This is due to the relatively small pootion of immigrant women (10.6%) in
the total population of women of reproductive ags, well as their slightly sub-
replacement fertility level (1.95 children, compér® Spanish women’s 1.26). This
finding confirms the findings of Goldstein, Sobotkad Jasilioniene (2009), who affirm
that the bulk of the increase in Spain’s TFR betw&898 and 2006 was due to an

increase in fertility among Spanish women, fron21d 1.3 children.

Much less attention has been given to what it ecigely that accounts for the higher
fertility of some groups of foreign-born women ipée relative to native women,;
difference is often simply understood as a giv€me notable exception is the study by
Bledsoe, Houle and Sow (2007), which examines dcadcumulation” among Gambian
immigrants in Catalonia and argues that the higtilifg of this group is likely to be the
result of the policies of exclusion applied to ingnaints by the Spanish government
(such as family reunification), which conflict witthe norms governing family
dynamics in Gambia. What is particularly illumimat about this study, beyond its
level of detail and transnational approach, is thatlearly shows how structural
elements of a given fertility context (in this casa country’'s) are ultimately

crystallizations of a specific cultural framework.

Another exception is Bueno Garcia and Vono de Vidte (2009) study on Latin

American women in Spain and the United States, hwifiads that, with slight
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differences depending on the specific country athbiLatin American women have
earlier fertility calendars and higher total fetyilthan natives in each of the destination
countries examined. Yet both of these studiesslsawmewhat open the degree to which
differences between women born in Spain and those in other regions of the world
are attributable to ideational differences, as aslwhat specific ideational differences
those may be.

Conceptual Framing in Fertility Research

Fertility has long provided people with a lens tigh which to observe and interpret
cultural difference. This is not unexpected, sittee number of children a person has
had is quantifiable and easily compared. Yet, @sn&di and Hutter (2007) highlight in
a call for an anthropological demography of Euragefjning the concept of culture is
difficult and unlikely to yield unanimous consentThis is true even within the
discipline of anthropology, where definitions rang®m the materialist “learnt
repertory of thoughts and actions exhibited by memlof social groups” (Harris 1979)
to the interpretive “historically transmitted patteof meanings embodied in symbols”
(Geertz 1966).

The range of definitions cited above also makesuoel a difficult concept to

operationalize. However, following Fricke’'s (1999sertion that “culturally sensitive
population studies require an assumption that geepbage their world in terms of
highly various and local systems of meaning, angilingness to explore existing

sources with an eye to relating those meaningemeographic outcomes”, Bernardi and
Hutter identify three ways in which anthropologicEmographers should incorporate
culture in demographic studies. These are: to nsake that standard demographic
variables such as education or age at marriagefarened by the cultural meaning that
these variables assume in a specific context famgple, the relatively higher age at
marriage characteristic of Mediterranean stateshet attentive to the symbolic systems
of reference present in the study population and thpen to the necessity of modifying
standard variables or introducing new contextuaiabdes into behavioral models; and
to interpret the complexity of individual motivatie that are beyond local patterns of
behavior (Bernardi and Hutter 2007). It is witlistim mind that the work in this thesis

incorporates theoretical frameworks from diversecgenplementary disciplines such as
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sociology, demography, social psychology, anthrogpland economics. What follows
is a brief description of some of the frameworkat thre most commonly employed in

these disciplines in their analyses of fertility.

A common starting point, especially in micro-leveipirical research on fertility
behavior, is the New Home Economics approach, #sed in Gary Becker'Jreatise
on the Family(1981). According to Becker (1981), every familyaximizes a utility
function of the number of childrem){ the amount invested in each child’s “quality”

(9); and the aggregate quantity of other go&js (

U =U(n,q,2)

The total cost of having and raising a child défevith respect to the parents’ time and
the division of work within the household, suchtttiee resulting budget constraint of a
family is:

pan + 72 = |

where | is full incomep, is the cost of children, ang is the cost oZ. Givenpy, 7,
andl, the optimal quantities of andZ are determined by the budget constraint and the

marginal utility condition:

Thus, the demand for children depends on the velgtiice of children and full income
such that increases in the relative price of chitdp, relative tor,) reduce the demand
for children and increase the demand for other cochties (if income is held constant).
The price of children here includes the woman’s evag potential wage (often
approximated by her human capital), the cost oingafor a child, and the cost of
fertility regulation (Becker 1981; Mayer and Riphat999).

Becker's model has accumulated a considerable anobwniticism over the years. In a

recent paper highlighting the strengths of the ®¥a&Children approach (which will
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be described in more detail later in this sectiddauck (2014) identifies several
shortcomings that are generally present in the N®me Economics approach. First,
while it is effective in explaining declining birttates, Becker's model does not explain
an individual's decision to have children. Secotis model is highly reductive and
depends on a number of simplifications. The moddbased on the household as an
actor, in such a way that it assumes that the raddituation and preferences are the
same for both potential mothers and potential fathevho have interchangeable
selection strategies that only produce utility ayaherate no costs for the respective
partner. Furthermore, the model understands prefeseto be constant, implying that
children have the same value for potential motlaers fathers regardless of context.
Preferences are, at best, introduced as exogeaotumsd. Finally, Nauck points out that
the model of children as consumer goods implies ¢hddren are only consumers (of
time, nurturing and material goods) and objectscofisumption in the household.
Insofar as the New Home Economics approach onlksvaith the immanent value of
children, Nauck argues, a theoretical argument issimy as to why reproductive
decisions (“generative decisions” in the authorsader terminology) cannot be linked
with the instrumental value of children or withystmatic variation of their immanent

and instrumental value.

While amending the issues related to Becker’s fisleeohousehold as a single actor is a
rather straightforward methodological concern, #ssumption that preferences are
constant has been the focus of complementary ernaliive approaches to the one
employed in New Home Economics. One of the mostmaom frameworks used to
interpret fertility decline is that of the Secon@rographic Transition, which | have
made reference to previously in this Preface. bmoad sense, although this framework
recognizes the importance of material conditiohsnges in opportunity structures, the
role of human capital and cost-benefit calculatidhat are present in economic
explanations of fertility, its proponents contematt “meaning-giving” or “ideational”
goals and their transmission contribute to the ifipaton of the content of what is
understood, in the economic approach, under thaketaerm “utility” (Lesthaege and
Surkyn 1988). Substantiating his emphasis on deational component of fertility,
Lesthaeghe (2010) writes that, following a firsafsition in which the average age at
marriage tended to decline, fertility was generalynfined to marriage, contraception

was primitive, imperfect and mainly practiced byded couples, and childlessness
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among married couples was low, the Second Demogrdpansition was characterized
by: more effective contraception; a sexual revolutthat successfully decoupled sex
from reproductive work and oriented it more towapdisasure; a gender revolution in
which women began to successfully exercise theiorewmy in the labor market, in
reproduction and in practically every sphere dof;lind an overarching shift towards a
rejection of authority and an overhaul of the nameastructure that greatly diminished
the influence of parents, educators, the army bhacehtire state apparatus. As a result
of these values changes, the main characteristierttity in the Second Demographic

Transition is postponement and “structural” sublaegment fertility.

Hakim (2003) also criticizes Becker’'s approach asldted demographic research on
fertility as being too “variable-centered”, withnabst no reference to the social
processes and the motivations of the women andbalkimd these statistical measures;
treating all variables, including time, as contingapunmarked by historical time, and
equivalent across countries; and generally dedigatbo little attention to women’s
intentions, values, and motivations, and to hoveehdiffer from those of men. Hakim’s
approach to fertility, Preference Theory, emphasipersonal values and decision
making at the micro-level; specifies particular iabceconomic, and institutional
contexts within which preferences become the piymdeterminant of women’s
choices; and understands women to be heterogeireausk and lifestyle preferences,
broadly classifiable into three groupBome-centeredadaptive and work-centered
(Hakim 2003). The author specifies that these ggsomostly apply to rich countries,

and that the distribution of women in these grougoses by country.

Bongaarts has also examined the role of prefereincdstermining fertility outcomes,
albeit with less emphasis on labor market relah@sthan Hakim. Instead, the author
identifies six factors linking reproductive prefeces and total fertility in post-
transitional societies: desired family size, unveanfertility, child mortality, gender
preference, rising age at childbearing, and invialgnfamily limitation and competing
preferences (Bongaarts 2001). What's striking altle factors Bongaarts identifies,
and especially pertinent to our consideration ffedences in fertility patterns between
native and foreign-born women in Spain, is thatratign can involve a very drastic
change in exposure to each of these preferencéss juxtaposition of contexts may

have important implications for establishing linketween fertility behavior and
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preferences, especially among people who were imooountries that are in different
phases of the Second Demographic Transition ané axmustomed to different desired
family sizes, less protection against unwantedlitgrthigher child mortality rates, a
lower age at first child birth, or different preéeices regarding gender roles than the

dominant perspectives in the receiving country.

It is also important to bear in mind that lumpingncepts of intentions, ideals, values,
attitudes and motivations together under the temneferences” might blur the
distinctions between various internal processes. this sense, it is worthwhile to
consider Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (20050his theory is based on the
assumption that human beings tend to behave imsibde manner, taking account of
available information and implicitly or explicitlgonsidering the implications of their
actions. A person’s intention to perform (or netfprm) an action, then, is the most
important immediate determinant of that action. cétding to the theory of planned
behavior, intentions are determined by three b&eitors, one of a personal nature,
another reflecting social influence and a thirctirey issues of control. The first is the
individual's attitude towards the behavior, whiclancbe a positive or negative
evaluation. The second is the subjective nornt,ithdhe person’s perception of social
pressure to perform or not perform the behaviorgurestion. Finally, the third
determinant of the individual's intentions is thense of self-efficacy or ability to
perform the behavior, referred to here as percebedthvioral control. To summarize,
what the theory of planned behavior states is pleaple intend to perform a behavior
(having a child, in this case), when they evaluafgositively, when they experience
social pressure to perform it, and when they belitvat they have the means and
opportunities to do so (Ajzen 2005). Yet Miller aRdsta (1993; 1994; 1995) point out
the theoretical and conceptual problems inheremoimsidering having a child to be a
behavioral outcome for which fertility intentiongeaa contiguous antecedent. In
contrast to the theory of planned behavior, thegppse two sequences: the trait-
desires-intentions sequence and the intention-h@hautcome sequence. The first is
characterized by a distinction between desiresiatghtions, where desires represent
what individuals want to do, but do not necessdeBd to action, and intentions are
“conscious commitments to act in a certain wayotry to achieve a certain goal at
some future time” that also incorporate the pemgidesires of significant others as

well as situational factors (Miller and Pasta 1998)ey identify three types of desire
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that are relevant to fertility: (1) the desire #@rchild or another child if the person
already has children; (2) the number of childresirgel; and (3) the desire for a child at
some particular time. These desires are the re$utidividual motivations, attitudes

and beliefs, as shown in Figure 1 below, and thélyence expectations, which in turn

influence intentions.

Figure 1. The Traits-Desires-Intentions Sequence.

Child | Child
/ number " number
Childbearing Child-timing Child-timing Child-timing Fertility
motivations attitudes and[ | desires ™ intentions | | behavior
beliefe
Childbearing | Childbearing
desires "] intentions

Source: Miller and Pasta 1995

The intentions-behavior-outcome sequence also wegoh key distinction, this time
between two types of behavior: contraceptive badrawhere the intent is to prevent
conception, and proceptive behavior, where theninte to achieve conception.
Conception thus depends on these types of behanaach individual’s fecundity and
on each individual's perception of their own feciiypdn addition to other factors. This
relationship is outlined in Figure 2.

Figure 2. The Intentions-Behavior-Outcome Sequence

Contraceptive
behavior
Child number, / \A
child-timing and Fecundity » Conception
childbearing
desires

.

Source: Miller and Pasta 1995

Proceptive
behavior
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Taken together, the theory of planned behavior #red Miller-Pasta approach to
modelling fertility decisions are quite effectiva butlining the sociopsychological
processes that explain individual-level fertilitgtferns. Yet, although they also suggest
the pathways through which social and cultural reoimfluence fertility outcomes,
more insight into these processes can be obtalmedgh the use of another theoretical
framework, namely the Value-of-Children approachisTapproach was developed by
Hoffman and Hoffmah (1973) in response to the shortcomings of the N{ome
Economics approach, and it provided the first systé&c explanation of variations in
fertility decisions to incorporate the role of aull factors. Its goal was to clarify the
contextual conditions under which reproductive siecis are related to children’s
instrumental and immanent value, and to do so witie framework of methodological
individualism (Nauck 2014). In this sense, as Napaclnts out, it is also intended as a
useful instrument for cross-cultural comparisonstloé factors influencing fertility
decisions, which should be explained in terms of tariations of the same

determinants.

In their initial study of the value children havar their parents, Hoffman and Hoffman
(1973) categorize their empirical results into nicegegories that include: (1) adult
status and social identity; (2) expansion of tHg 8es to a larger entity, “immortality”;
(3) morality: religion, altruism, common good; na@megarding sexuality, acting on
impulse, virtue; (4) primary group ties, affectiof) stimulation, novelty, fun; (6)
achievement, competence, creativity; (7) powetuarfce, ability to have an impact on
things; (8) social comparison, competition; (9) mmwic utility. In his study on sex
roles, value of children and fertility in Turkey,al§itcibasi (1982) demonstrates the
validity of these indicators when grouped into teaiegories: the economic-utilitarian
value of children, which refers to their contrilmrts to the family economy through
child labor, household help, additional income amglrance against life risks in old
age, and the psychological-emotional value of cbild which refers to the
strengthening of emotional group ties and expressiimulation through interaction
with the children. Yet recent revisions (Nauck 2pa&fithe value-of-children approach
seek to integrate it within a general theory ofialoproduction functions, positing

children as intermediate goods for their (potehfrents’ welfare production via the

! “The value of children refers to the functionsytiserve or the needs they fulfil for parents” (Hhoén
and Hoffman 1973:20)
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optimization of parental physical wellbeing andiabapproval. Ultimately, Coleman’s
general model of social explanation (1990) is tiamsed into the special case of the

explanation of fertility (Suckow 2008), as displdya Figure 3.

Figure 3. Basic model of the special action theowyf fertility

Socio-ecological context
- Opportunity structure

- Resources | .. >
- Frames of welfare
production

Fertility rates

Value of children
- Comfort & stimulation

- Affection > Flert““t)t/‘
- Status - Er’I (;n ions
- Social esteem - behavior

Source: Nauck 2014

Nauck goes on to explain that “cultural’ factorater into this model through the
available socially transmitted options (framesytimized behavior for the optimization
of in the social production function (habits), andtitutional settings” (2014). What is
less clear is how the impact of culture can be afpmralized in an empirical study.
Many of the frameworks described above seem toeathat the respondent’s views,
attitudes, motivations and so on should be incafear into studies of fertility patterns
either individually or categorized as indicafoi®n the other hand, Fernandez and Fogli
(2009) suggest that studies use the country ofsaryée Total Fertility Rate as a proxy
for culture, rather than the country or region n€estry, “since the latter suffers from
the disadvantage of not being explicit as to whgn&ty matter to be, for example, of

Mexican, as opposed to Swedish, ancestry.” The labee is that categorizing ancestry

2 In fact, for several years, the factors identifiedhe Second Demographic Transition theory and in
Preference theory have been incorporated intoetttiditiy and values surveys that are most commonly
used in fertility research. Unfortunately, questisagarding the value of children were not incoaped
into these same surveys, which was ostensibly lplessi
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in terms of TFR rather than physical geographywastthe effects of one’s country-of-
ancestry not only in the dimension of one’s expedara normative context for fertility
outcomes, but also the normative ideational anaciral contexts that produce those

outcomes.

Outline of the Thesis

The bulk of this thesis consists of three empiratepters that explore both cultural and
structural explanations of fertility in Spain. Tgeal of this thesis is to respond to three
broad research questions: (1) To what extent dfereinces in the number of children
of native and foreign-born women in Spain attrilmlgacultural differences? (2) What
ideational and material conditions influence thespeal ideal number of children of
women in Spain? (3) How have housing conditions atlkder material factors
influenced fertility in Spain during the years snthe housing crash? While the first
chapter is intended to contribute to the literatomecultural explanations of fertility, as
it focuses almost exclusively on the impact of wat factors on fertility outcomes, the
second explores the impact of both ideational aaterial factors on family size ideals.
Finally, the third focuses exclusively on the imipat material factors. In a general
sense, the findings presented in this thesis nigtfdhin a number of “black-boxes” on
the Spanish case, but have important methodologioal theoretical implications,
particularly for future research on the role of tatdl factors in shaping fertility
outcomes. | describe each of these chapters aid d¢bntributions in more detalil

below.

The first chapter is titledCultural Factors and Fertility Outcomes of Nativeca
Foreign-Born Women in SpainAs the title suggests, it examines the role wfucal
factors in explaining fertility outcomes for Spamiand foreign-born women living in
Spain through multivariate regression analysesiegdb a sample of women drawn
from the2006 Fertility and Values in 21st Century Spain\v@yr Special attention is
given to the degree to which the association beaiwte dependent variable (the
number of children) and the respondent’s placeinh lvaries as her background and
the ideational factors often emphasized in the S@&c®emographic Transition
framework are introduced into analyses. To ourwkedge, it is the first study to

examine the influence of specific ideational fastan fertility outcomes at the
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individual level, while including distinctions fdoreign-born women and examining
whether those factors interact with the respondepiice of birth. Thus, it is also the
first to examine the role of cultural differencethvrespect to the fertility outcomes of

native and foreign-born women in Spain.

The second chapteCultural and Structural Explanations of Family Sideals,aims to
shed light on the impact of selected ideational amcioeconomic factors on personal
family size ideals. In it, generalized ordereditipgrtial proportional odds and logistic
regression analyses were applied to a sample ofemasnawn, once again, from the
2006 Fertility and Values in 21st Century Spainveyr The dependent variable was
the respondent’s personal ideal number of childneth explanatory variables included
the respondent’s age, family of origin, educatioeakl, country of birth, relationship
status, labor market relationship, housing situmatiand her attitudes regarding
childrearing and the economic organization of tbedehold. In it, the respondent’s
birthplace is grouped both in terms of its TFR antkerms of its geographical region, in
order to see whether the respondent’s countryrti bifected her family size ideals due
to exposure to a specific fertility context or wiet it might be more affected by more
geographically specific forms of cultural entraimthe The main contribution of this
study is the application of a generalized ordeogit/partial proportional odds model to
the study of fertility ideals, as it is able to mdi¢y the effects of explanatory variables
on specific categories of the dependent variabBoing so avoids some of the
assumptions involved in the models employed inroghgdies on fertility ideals and, we
feel, provides a more realistic interpretation bé teffects of those variables. The
assumptions avoided include the parallel odds aggsamin ordered logistic or ordered
probit regression, as well as the theoretical mwbwith comparing high and low
fertility ideals against the single category of theo-child norm, as is done in
multinomial logistic regression models. While atlstudies (Testa 2010; 2012) have
examined the determinants of personal family sieals through multivariate analysis,

to our knowledge, this is the first to do so whalaphasizing those of immigrants.

The third chapter explores the relationship betwsteactural factors and fertility in
Spain, with an emphasis on housing conditionsledBabies and the Bubble: Families
and Homes in the Wake of the Spanish Housing Criash at its heart an updated

application of Gonzalez and Jurado Guerrero’s (2066nimal set of conditions for
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having a baby”. However, it employs more detail@drmation on housing and is set
in the context of the years following the Spanistuding crash. Using data from the
2010 and 2011 waves of theuropean Union Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions(EU-SILC), a subsample of cohabiting couples walecded, and multiple
probit regression was used to analyze the relatipnbetween first and second or
higher-order births and a set of demographic, smcdnomic and specific housing
conditions. It is the first study to use detailatbrmation on the respondent’s tenure
status, including whether or not owner-occupatiams vaccessed through a mortgage
(this information was previously unavailable, atdefor Spain). It is also the first study
to examine the relationship between housing camuti and fertility in Spain
specifically. Finally, it is the first study to pbore the impacts of the economic crisis on
fertility in Spain at the individual level. Fingll the last chapter of this thesis
summarizes the main findings presented in the thnegirical chapters, reflects on their
broader implications for fertility research andmisito the questions our findings open

up for future analyses.

References

Adsera, A. (2006a). Marital Fertility and Religiom Spain.Population Studies60(2):
205-221.

Adsera, A. (2006b). Religion and Changes in Far8ike Norms in Developed
CountriesReview of Religious Researd7,(3):271-286

Ajzen, I. (2005)Attitudes, Personality and Behavidderkshire: Open UP.

Alberdi, B. and Levenfeld, G. (1996). “Spain”, Balchin, P. (Ed.Housing Policy in
Europe London: Routledge.

Arpino B. and Tavares L.P. (2013) Fertility anduesd in Italy and Spain: a look at

regional differences within the European cont@xpulation Reviens2(1).

Baizan, P. (2001). Transition to Adulthood in Sp&m Corijn, M. and Kilijzing, E.

(Eds), Transitions to Adulthood in EuropBordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers: 297-329.

Baizan, P. (2006). “El efecto del empleo, el paros/ contratos temporales en la baja
fecundidad espafiola de los afios 199Révista Espafiola de Investigaciones
Sociolégicas115: 223-253

Becker, G. (1981)Treatise on the FamilyCambridge: Harvard UP.

xXXxiii



Bernardi, L., Hutter, 1. (2007). The Anthropolodi€emography of Europe.
Demographic Researcii7: 541-566.

Bledsoe, C., Houle, R., Sow, P. (2007). High Fé&ytitbambians in Low Fertility Spain:
The Dynamics of Child Accumulation Across Transoadl Space.Demographic
Research16: 375-412.

Bongaarts, J. (2001). Fertility and Reproductiveféences in Post-Transitional
SocietiesPopulation and Development Revi&v,; 260-281.

Bueno, X. and Vono de Vilhena, D. (2009), "Paugsaductivas de las madres
latinoamericanas en Estados Unidos y Espafia @il siglo XXI".Didlogos
Latinoamericanos15: 94-113.

Castro Martin, T. (1992). Delayed childbearingantemporary Spain: trends and
differentials. European Journal of Populatioi: 217-246.

Castro Matrtin, T., Rosero-Bixby, L. (2011). Matetades y fronteras. La fecundidad de
las mujeres inmigrantes en EspaRavista Internacional de Sociolog&9: 105-

137.

Coleman, J.S. (1990roundations of Social Thear@ambridge: Harvard University
Press.

De la Rica, S., Iza, A. (2005). “Career planningpain: Do fixed-term contracts delay
marriage and parenthoodReéview of Economics of the HousehoBd 49-73.
Educational Attainment and of Educational Choicerinst, Second and Third
Births. PhD Thesis, Instituto Juan March de Madrid.

Fernandez, R, and Fogli, A. (2009). Culture: An Hroal Investigation of Beliefs,
Work, and Fertility. American Economic Journal: Ma&conomics, 1(1): 146-77.
Fricke, T. (1997). Culture theory and demographiocpss: towards a thicker
demography. In: Kertzer, D., Fricke, T., editorsntéopological Demography:

Towards a New Synthesis. Chicago: University ofc@go Press: 248-227.
Geertz, C. (1966). Religion as a Cultural Systemin: Banton, M., editor.
Anthropological Approaches to the Study of Religlamdon: Tavistock: 1-46.
Goldstein, J. R., Sobotka, T. and Jasilioniene(2809). “The End of ‘Lowest-Low’
Fertility?”. Population and Development Revje3%: 663—-699.

Gonzélez, M.J. & Jurado, T. (2006)s There a Minimal Set of Conditions Before
Having a Baby? The Experience of the 1955-1982 Fe@ahort in West Germany,
France, Italy and Spdinn Esping-Andersen, G. (EdFamily Formation and Family

Dilemmas in Contemporary Europiladrid: Fundacion BBVA

XXV



Hakim, C. (2003). A new approach to explainingiiégytpatterns: Preference theory.
Population and Development Revje28(3), 349-374.

Harris, M. (1979).Cultural Materialism: the Struggle for a Science @@llture New
York: Random House.

Hoffman, L.W. and Hoffman, M.L. (1973). The Valué Ghildren to Parents. In:
Fawcett, J.T. (ed.)Psychological perspectives on populatiddew York: Basic
Books: 19-76.

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE) (200vpvimiento Natural de la Poblacion.
Datos provisionales 2006lota de prensa 3 junio 2007.
http://www.ine.es/prensa/np460.pdf

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE) (2008yance del Padron Municipal a 1 de
enero 2008. Datos provisionaleblota de prensa 20 junio 2008.
http://www.ine.es/prensa/np503.pdf

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE) (201Ggnsos de Poblacion y Viviendas. Datos
detallados. Nota de prensa 12 diciembre 2013. http://www.irpressa/np824.pdf

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE) (2018pvimiento Natural de la Poblacion e
Indicadores Demogréficos Basicos. Datos provisiesahfio 2012Nota de prensa
18 junio 2013http://www.ine.es/prensa/np784.pdf

Kagitcibasi, C. (1982). Sex Roles, Values of Clatdrand Fertility. In: Kagitcibasi, C.
(ed.).Sex roles, family & community in Turkéloomington: Indiana University
Press: 151-180.

Lesthaeghe, R. (1983). A century of demographicautiiral change in Western

Europe: An exploration of underlying dimensioRepulation and Development
Review 9(3), 411-435.

Lesthaeghe, R., Surkyn, J. (1988). Cultural Dynamaied Economic Theories of
Fertility ChangePopulation and Development Revijels:1-45.

Lesthaeghe, R. (2010). The Unfolding Story of tked®d Demographic Transition.
Population and Development Revje86(2): 211-251.

Martin Garcia, T. (2008)Women’s Education and Fertility in Spain: The Imipaic

Martin-Garcia, T. and Baizan, P. (2006). The impaicthe type of education and

educational enrolment on first birthEuropean Sociological Revieg2(3).

Mayer, J., Riphahn, R.T. (1999). Fertility Assiatibn of Immigrants: Evidence from
Count Data Models. Discussion Paper no. 52, Bamstitute for the Study of Labor
(1ZA).

XXV



Miller, W., Pasta, D.J. (1993). Motivational andhnaotivational determinants of
child-number desire®opulation and Environment5: 113-138.

Miller, W., Pasta, D.J. (1994). The psychology bild timing: A measurement
instrument and a modelournal of Applied Social Psycholog4: 221-250.

Miller, W., Pasta, D.J. (1995). Behavioral intenso Which ones predict fertility
behavior in married couplegeurnal of Applied Social Psycholgg®b: 530-555.
Nauck, B. (2014). The Value of Children and the i8lo®roduction of Welfare.

Demographic ResearciB80:1793-1824.

Suckow, J. (2008¥-ertilitat in Israel und Palastina: Ein Erklarungsiirag der Value-
of-Children-ForschungWirzburg: Ergon Verlag.

Testa, M.R. (2010). Child-number and child-timimggintions in a micro-macro
European frameworlEuropean Demographic Research PapeY#nna Institute
of Demography, Austrian Academy of Sciences.

Testa, M.R. (2012). Family sizes in Europe: evigeinom the 2011 Eurobarometer
survey.European Demographic Research Pape¥Rnna Institute of
Demography, Austrian Academy of Sciences.

Van de Kaa, D. J. (1987). Europe’s second demogragnsition.Population Bulletin
42(1), 1-59.

Vitali, A., Billari, F, Prskawetz, A., & Testa, M.K2009) Preference Theory and Low
Fertility: A Comparative Perspectiv&uropean Journal of PopulatiQi25:413-438.

XXVi



Table of Contents

Abstract

Preface

1. Cultural Factors and Fertility Outcomes of Native and
Foreign-Born Women in Spain

1.1 Introduction

1.2 Data and Methods

1.2.1 Dependent variable and methods
1.2.2 Independent variables

1.3 Descriptive Results

1.4 Results of the multivariate analyses
1.5 Discussion

1.6 References

1.7 Appendix

2. Cultural and structural explanations of family size ideals:

Evidence from the Spanish case

2.1 Introduction

2.2 Theoretical Framework

2.3 Data and Methods

2.3.1 Dependent variables

2.3.2 Methods and independent variables
2.4 Descriptive Results

2.5 Results of the multivariate analyses
2.6 Discussion

2.7 References

2.8 Appendix

3. Babies and the Bubble: Families and Homes in ¢hwake of the

Spanish Housing Crash

3.1 Introduction

3.2 Fertility and Housing

3.3 Data and Methods

3.3.1 Dependent variables

3.3.2 Methods and independent variables
3.4 Descriptive Results

3.5 Results of Multivariate Analyses

3.6 Discussion

3.7 References

4. Concluding remarks

4.1 Summary of main findings

4.2 Weaknesses of the Study and Future Research
4.3 References

Page
vii
IX

19

24
30
33
35

35
37
41
43

44

48

54

66
70
74
77

77
79
83
86

86

88

90

98
103
107

107

115

110

XXVii



XXViii



1. Cultural Factors and Fertility Outcomes of Native and
Foreign-Born Women in Spain

1.1 Introduction

After two decades of sharp fertility decline, Spaitotal fertility rate began a modest
but sustained recovery after reaching a “lowest-lewvel of 1.15 children per woman

in 1998, which was only halted by the onset of @benomic crisis that began in 2008
(Kohler, Billari and Ortega 2002; Billari and Kohl004; Goldstein, Sobotka and
Jasilioniene 2009). During this period of recoye8pain also underwent an important
shift in its population structure, as it became ajan destination country for

international migrants. While in 1991, only tworgent of the Spanish population had
been born abroad, it rose to over five million dedpy 2011, constituting 11.2% of the

total population (Instituto Nacional de Estadis@€4 3).

Immigration has had a rejuvenating effect on Sgaageing population largely due to
the younger age composition of the immigrant papata(Ledn Salas 2005). It has
also contributed, albeit modestly, to Spain’s feytirecovery (Goldstein, Sobotka and
Jasilioniene 2009). On the one hand, the “feytdélendar” of many immigrant women
is considerably earlier than that of women bornSpain, which is not surprising
considering that fertility postponement is espégiptonounced there. On the other, the
fertility level of Spain’s immigrant population isigher, on average, than that of the
native-born population (Roig Vila and Castro Ma2i®07). Thus, while just over 3%
of births in Spain were to mothers with a foreigationality in 1996, they represented
over a fifth of births by 2008. Figure 1 below mesys the Total Fertility Rate for
women of Spanish and foreign nationality betweenydsars 2002 and 2012.



Figure 1. Total Fertility Rate of women in Spain bynationality.
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Source: Basic Demographic Indicators, 2002-20igtituto Nacional de Estadistica

Because Spain’s shift towards becoming a majorirdg&in country for international
migrants started relatively recently, previous aesk on the fertility behavior of
Spain’s immigrant population has often been hindlened conclusions have tended to
vary as new data has come out. What has beeremvrtitil now points to significant
differences between Spanish and foreign-born wordepending on the respondent’s
place of birth. Using a combination of census datd municipal registers, Devolder
and Trevifio point out that women with a nationalitpm the African or Asian
continents had a notably higher total fertilityerdhan Spanish women (Devolder and
Trevifio 2007). Yet, based on data from the 2004sGg, Roig Vila and Castro Martin
(2007) find that only North African women had siggantly higher odds of
experiencing a birth in the year prior to the cenghan Spanish women, after
controlling for age, marital status and number @fresident children. In contrast, in
their work focusing specifically on Latin Americamomen in Spain and the United
States, Bueno Garcia and Vono de Vilhena (2009 firat, with slight differences
depending on the specific country of birth, Latimérican women have earlier fertility
calendars and higher total fertility than nativeselach of the destination countries

examined.



To our knowledge, the most thorough analysis offéinglity of foreign-born women in
Spain was that carried out by Castro Martin andeRBe8ixby (2011) using the Instituto
Nacional de EstadisticaMational Immigrants’ Surveyn which they are not only able
to point to the influence of the respondent’s copmtf birth, but also to educational
level, labor market status and several aspectheofrtigration experience itself. They
find that migration has stimulatingeffect on fertility (that is, it increases thedlihood

of experiencing a birth after migration) on womehoamigrated from Africa as a result
of family reunification, while those who migratedrfeconomic reasons had lower
fertility during the period before and after migoat supporting thedisruption
hypothesis of migration’s effect on fertility. Theuthors also found evidence of
selectioneffects among migrant women, such that those weffiotheir countries of
origin tended to have a higher educational leval anlower level of fertility than
women in their host country. On the other handdence of downwarédaptationof
fertility behavior to local patterns was found fAfrican women, but not for women
from the other regions of birth. For all other gps, convergence with Spanish fertility
patterns was the result of either selection efféatsin the case of Latin American
women) or an already low level of fertility (as the case of women from Eastern

Europe) (Castro Martin and Rosero-Bixby 2011).

One might be tempted to attribute the higher fgytibf some groups of foreign-born
women in Spain to cultural differences. In demgpbia research, cultural approaches
to explaining fertility behavior often focus on thdéea of a Second Demographic
Transition, and emphasize the role of ideationatdid such as changing values and
attitudes and increased female autonomy and indepee as the main drivers of
fertility decline (Lesthaeghe 1983; Van de Kaa 1,98Tali, Billari, Prskawetz & Testa
2009). Much of the existing research on the infliee of ideational factors on fertility
uses Catherine Hakim’s Preference Theory as argjgint, as it emphasizes personal
values and decision-making at the micro-level; Bpscparticular social, economic,
and institutional contexts within which preferené®xome the primary determinant of
women'’s choices; and understands women to be lystieeous in work and lifestyle
preferences, broadly classifiable in three grouymsmne-centered, adaptive, and work-

centered (Hakim 2003). In a recent study, Arpimal &avares (2013) confirm the



influence of many of the ideational factors idaetif in Preference Theory and the
Second Demographic Transition framework on feytibutcomes. Their study finds
that recent fertility trends in the low-fertilityoantries of Italy and Spain are indeed due
to value changes, such that the Total FertilityeRatreased in regions where individual
autonomy and individualism with respect to relasioips grew and individualism with
respect to children diminished. Expanding on tHew#ngs, Arpino, Esping-Andersen
and Pessin (2013) find evidence supporting the tgsis of a U-shaped relationship
between gender-egalitarian values and fertility. cdsintries transition away from a
male-breadwinner family model, the diffusion of denegalitarian values is negatively
associated with fertility. However, as the procesivances and gender egalitarian
values become more dominant in a society, they hgwasitive impact. The study also
suggests that large differentials in gender egéalitavalues, by education or gender,

have a negative effect on fertility.

Yet none of the above studies have examined tHeeimée of ideational factors on
fertility outcomes while accounting for possibldfeliences between local- and foreign-
born respondents. In this chapter, we are paaibyulnterested in whether differences
exist between Spanish women and women born outsidgpain in terms of these
ideational factors. We are also interested inetktent to which differences observed in
the fertility outcomes of Spanish and foreign-b@omen are robust to analyses that
include the ideational factors often associatedh whe cultural explanations of fertility

common to the Second Demographic Transition théamg vice versa).

1.2 Data and Methods

We use data collected by the Instituto Nacional Hstadistca’s Centro de
Investigaciones Socioldgicas through @06 Fertility and Values in 21st Century
Spain Surve)(CIS 2639). It includes a sample of foreign-b@romen large enough
(n=745, or 7% of a total sample size of 9,737 womkages 15 and over) to allow for
an analysis of the fertility decisions specific lis group. The survey includes
questions covering information on household char&tics and demographics, family

of origin, partner histories, children and maternibther pregnancies, fertility



regulation, attitudes towards children and famibgucational and occupational
histories, and partner’s characteristics. Howewelight of the size of Spain’s foreign-
born population reported in the municipal registédne sample under-represents women

from some regions of origin, most notably the Astantinent.

Specifically, we focus on a sub-sample of womenbeh the ages of 15 and 49 who
had left the parental home at the time of the uiev. We also limited our analysis to
women who had not had children and those who oatlyliological children. This left
us with 3,669 total respondents, 13.4% of whom wbkogn outside of Spain.
Descriptive statistics for the final study poputatiare displayed in Table 1. It should
be pointed out that, given the late age at which sred women born in Spain tend to
leave the parental home, restricting the samplevdmen who have left the parental
home creates a selection bias with respect togaehthe native Spanish women in the
sample and, following Martin Garcia (2008), possibi favor of those who had
stronger desires to start a family. However, bseaaur emphasis is on finding
evidence of cultural difference in a given fenilitontext, our intention is to highlight
the degree to which ideational factors with resptxtfertility can account for
differences between native and foreign-born wonmeterms of fertility outcomes. In
order to do so, we control for the influence of thepondent’s current situation on her
ideational factors by setting the household conitexthich they take shape as equal as
possible with this data, considering that we alsovk that the meaning of leaving the
parental home and its status as a pre-conditiobégmning a union or having children
is culturally defined. Postponement of forming aaddpendent household is itself a
cultural trait that is characteristic of Spain, and feel that the differences between
people born there and those born abroad, in tefrtfeeanaterial and ideational factors
influencing this trait and linking it to fertilitpatterns, constitute a topic that deserves a

study of its own.



Table 1. Characteristics of the study sample, mearand distribution (n=3669)

Dependent variables

Number of children ever born

1.43 (+1.07)

Explanatory variables

Age group
<30 yrs
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
Place of birth
Spain
Latin America
African continent
Eastern Europe
Western or Northern Europe, North America
Mother’s number of children
Single, never cohabited
Educational level
Secondary
Primary or less
Tertiary or more
Enrolled in school
Age at first birth
Under 20
20-24
25-29
30-34
35 and over
Missing
Preferred organization of the household
Gender egalitarian or woman-led household
Adaptive, home-oriented
Exclusively home-oriented
Missing, doesn’'t know, doesn’t respond
Perspective on motherhood/labor market compatybilit
Children are an obstacle to women'’s professitived
Children are not an obstacle to women’s profesgitives
Missing
Perspective on marriage
Marriage is not antiquated institution
Marriage is an antiquated institution
Neither one nor the other
Missing
Perspective on single motherhood
Agree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Missing
Maximum personal ideal number of children

744 (20.28%)
702 (19.13%)
746 (20.33%)
734 (20.01%)
743 (20.25%)

3,165 (86.57%
277 (7.58%)
53 (1.45%)

91 (2.49%)

68 (1.B4

3.93 (+2.229%)

228 (6.21%)

1,983 (54.05%
433 (11.80%)
1,253 (34.15%
69 (1.88%)

301 (10.70%)
867 (30.82%)
896 (31.85%)
547 (19.45%)
138 (4.91%)
64 (2.28%)

2,768441%)
546 (14.88
284 (7.749

71 (1.94

2,311 (62.99%
1,248 (34.01%
110 (3.00%)

2,229 (606)5
964 (26.27
407 (11.09
69 (1.88%)

3069 (83.65%
341 (9.29%)
206 (5.61

53 (1.44%)

2.47 8.

O

0)
0)
%)

%)
0)

%6)



1.2.1 Dependent variable and methods

The dependent variable examined in this chapténasnumber of biological children
the respondent has ever had, as defined by her rieaheesponse to question 301,
“How many total live births have you had?” Because the number of biological
children is a count variable (i.e., 0, 1, 2,...)lwa& number of zero-counts greater than
expected for the Poisson distribution, and these zeunts frequently have a particular
status (as determined by the “inflation” variabl#sscribed below), this dependent
variable was analyzed using a zero-inflated Poissodel. Following Long and Freese
(2001), the zero-inflated Poisson model has twiésgaat are estimated simultaneously.
In the first, the log-odds ratio of not having athildren for an individual (i.e., A=1)

versus having any children (A=0) is modelled usingunconditional logit model:

¢; =Pr(A =1|z)=F(z))

wherey; is the probability of not having any children fadividual i. The z-variables
are our “inflation” variables, in this case thepesdent’s age, whether she was single
and had never cohabited with a partner at the tfthe survey, and whether she did

not want or did not know if she wanted children.

For those who are not in the zero group in the pest of the model, a basic Poisson
model is applied in the second. Thus the probghdita number of childrew;, given
the vector of covariateg (explanatory variables affecting),yis given by the Poisson

distribution:

e—,uiluiYi
¥'ov=o0,1,2.

In the above modely; (the conditional mean of the distribution) canvinétten as the

P(Y, =y, |X) =

following structural equation:

U :exp(a+ Xlilgli + XZiIBZi +...+ in:Bki)

% All survey material cited in this chapter? is thethor's own English translations of Spanish-langua
questions.



wherea is the constant anfl represents the deviation from the reference cayegb

covariatesX.

1.2.2 Independent variables

The first independent variable used in this studthésrespondent’age at the time of
the interview coded categorically as Under 30 (reference cay@g80 to 34, 35 to 39,
40 to 44 and 45 to 49. The second is a dichotormauable indicating whether the
respondent isingle and has never cohabitedVe also use a dichotomous variable
indicating whether the respondentasrolled in schoolat the time of the interview.
Also included are a numerical variable for thember of children the respondent’s
mother hadand the respondentage at first birth coded categorically as Under 20
years old (reference category), 20 to 24, 25 ta3R%o 34 and 35 and over. The latter
is only used in analyses that are limited to mather

The next explanatory variable is the respondesdiscational levelcoded as Primary or
less, Secondary, and Tertiary or above. While & dhse of secondary education in
Spain, it is common to separate between those vawe ltompleted the obligatory
secondary education (which tends to finish arougd &6) and those who studied
beyond that, no substantial differences were fobhetiveen these categories in their

relationship with the total number children, aneytivere grouped together.

Also included in the set of explanatory variablesswihe respondentjslace of birth
This variable has been coded by geographic groupth, 8pain as the reference
category. The non-Spanish regions of birth includgin America, the African
continent (which is 80% women from Morocco), EastBurope (70% women from
Romania), and Western Europe, Northern Europe orthNdmerica (a rather
heterogeneous group in terms of current fertilignts, it is the result of both a limited
sample size and their common interpretation as tévescountries). Unfortunately, the
Asian continent was left out of the analysis due having too few cases (for
Bangladeshn = 1; China,n = 3; India,n = 1). Our expectation is that the effect of this

variable will reflect the differences between thwerage Total Fertility Rate (TFR) in



each geographic region and Spain’s, such that galeen born in Africa has the
strongest positive effect on the number of childeative to Spain’s, while the effect is
similarly positive but of a lower magnitude for LmtAmerica, weaker still in terms of
magnitude but still positive in the case of Northemd Western Europe and North

America and negatively correlated in the case ofdfasEurope.

While the first set of explanatory variables refeéosthe respondent’s background
characteristics, the next refers to the ideatidaetiors which may affect the number of
children the respondent has. The definitions thlow describe the variables as they
were employed in multivariate analyses. Descriptesults present them with a slightly
higher level of detail, as in Table 2 in that setcti®he first of these variables is the
respondent’spreferred organization of the househpldoded categorically (Gender
egalitarian or woman-led model [ref.]; Adaptive,n@-centered; Exclusively home-
centered). This variable is based on survey itedbP&hich reads: “There are many
ways to distribute family tasks and responsibgiti¢ am going to give you some
examples. If money were not a problem, which of fibleowing options would you

choose for yourself?” In addition to “Doesn’t knbar “Doesn’t answer”, the options

include:

1. A family in which both couple members have a joQuieng a similar amount
of dedication and which divide child- and houseedaisks equally”

2. A family in which the woman has a job requiring swmat less dedication than
the man and dedicates somewhat more than him itogctar the house and the
children.

3. A family in which the man has a job requiring sorheivess dedication than the
woman and dedicates somewhat more than her togctomnthe house and the
children.

4. A family in which only the man has a job and thenvam cares for the house and
the children.

5. A family in which only the woman has a job and then cares for the house and
the children.

6. None of these



For the purposes of this chapter, option 2 wasgcaized as “Adaptive, home-centered”
while option 4 was categorized as “Exclusively horeetered”. All other responses,
including missing responses, were coded into tfereace category for our multivariate
analyses. The reason for including all attitudewor of non-traditional male roles in
one category is that options 3 and 5 together aotpunted for about 2% of the sample.
Following Hakim (2003), we expect that a home-cextegperspective will be positively
associated with the number of biological childneith a stronger magnitude in the case
of the exclusively home-centered category. The stedeational factor included was
the respondent’sperspective on the compatibility of children with veoman’s
professional life This variable is based on her response to suteay P614, which
asks: “In your opinion, is having a child an obktam a woman’s professional life?”
The possible answers were, yes, no, doesn’'t knoswesn’'t answer (we also included
the missing values in this final category). In owltivariate analyses, this variable was
coded dichotomously, where 1 equals no and allrotegponses, including missing
responses, were coded into the reference cate@olilyjs our expectation that the effect
of not viewing children as an obstacle to a womam'sfessional life will have a
significant positive association with the numbebmflogical children. However, it must
be pointed out that this phrasing includes two efsperhich might make conclusions
difficult to draw. On the one hand, it depends bte trespondent’s perception of
women’s professional possibilities, which are catly determined and shaped by the
conditions of the labour markets she has been expts On the other, it depends
heavily on the respondent’s preferences regardiagvork-family life balance. We also
examine the influence of the respondemiarspective on marriagebased on her
agreement on a scale of 1 to 5 with the stateniatriage is an antiquated institution”,
where 1 is Strong Agreement and 5 is Strong Disageat. This variable was coded
dichotomously, with 0 as the reference category Amépresenting the respondent’s
disagreement with the statement. We expact tretalse it is a perspective that is
often associated with the Second Demographic Twansidisagreement with the view
that marriage is an antiquated institution willdagnificantly, positively associated with
the number of biological children. From the samedpg of questions, we also included
the respondent’s perspective on single motherh@odled dichotomously with 0 as the

reference category and 1 representing the resptadisagreement with the statement,
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“If a woman wishes to have a child on her own, a@oes not wish to have a stable
relationship with a man, she should be able toadb $sofar as it would reflect a more
traditional view, contrary to what becomes normatin the preferences related to the
Second Demographic Transition, we expect disagreemih this statement to be
positively associated with the number of biologichildren. The final ideational
variable included in this study is the respondentaximum ideal number of children
defined as her response to item 611, “What is dealinumber of children for you,
personally?® The question was left open to the respondent, resgonses were
recorded as either whole numbers or a range. Hbi®,response has been coded
numerically, using the maximum number reportedhgyrespondent when her response
was a range. Naturally, we expect this variabld&opositively associated with the

number of biological children.

1.3 Descriptive Results

In this section, we display the results of our dgswe analyses, and reserve
interpretation for the Discussion section. Tabldisplays the distribution of selected
personal characteristics and ideational factorenofassociated with the Second
Demographic Transition and Preference Theory accgritirthe respondent’s place of
birth. Those with the highest average number dingjb in the respondent’s family of
origin were the African continent, followed by LatAmerica and Spain. The same
pattern exists with respect to the average maxirpamsonal ideal number of children
for each region of birth. It is interesting to edhat, for each group, this value is
considerably lower than the average mother's numikerchildren, reflecting a
generalized generational change. With respedt@éad¢spondent’s perspectives on the
economic organization of the household by gendesed born in the African continent
stand out quite dramatically from respondents hiortihe other countries. Less than 3
out of 10 respondents born in this region prefeaegender egalitarian or woman-led
household, and nearly 68% preferred a male breashwvimodel. This preference was

lowest amongst women born in Western or Northernogeiror North America,

* Author’s own translation of Spanish-language goest
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followed by those born in Spain. Women born inilhkgdmerica and Eastern Europe
held roughly similar views in terms of this variabl

A stark division exists with respect to the perspes regarding the labor market
compatibility of motherhood. On the one hand, eegfents born in Spain, Western and
Northern Europe or North America leaned heavily talsaviewing children as an
obstacle to women’s professional lives. On theottand, the majority of women born
in Eastern Europe expressed the view that they dramobstacle, while opinions were
almost evenly split in the case of respondents lorbatin America. In the case of
respondents who were born on the African continaithough a majority viewed
children as an obstacle to women’s professionaslithis view was considerably less
prevalent than in the case of the Western countridgdere were also differences
between birth regions in terms of the distributadperspectives towards marriage. The
view that marriage is an antiquated institution Waghest among Spanish women,
followed by Latin American women, women from Weastar Northern Europe and
North America, and finally Eastern Europe, which fatually the same proportion of
respondents with this view. In contrast, the vidaat marriage is not an antiquated

institution was clearly most prevalent among Africamen.

Respondents born on the African continent alsodstamt in terms of their views

towards single motherhood. The majority of womenhis group (56.60%) expressed
disagreement with the idea that women who wantetialee a child on their own,

without a stable male partner, should be able tsaloln all other groups, the majority
of respondents expressed agreement with the staterhi®@wever, while the percentage
of women who agreed with the statement was 65.98Eastern Europe and 74.01% in
Latin America, disagreement with single motherhaas higher in Latin America than

in Eastern Europe, where there were a higher pegefavomen who felt ambivalent
about it (16.48%).

Table 2 also shows that non-married motherhood washnmore prevalent among

women born in Latin America than in the other gmughe second highest proportion

of unmarried mothers was among women born in Eadtemope. Nearly 85% of
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mothers born in Eastern Europe became mothers bafi@e&5, and this was the case
for 67.96% of mothers born in Latin America and1%P6 of those born on the African
continent. In contrast, just over 38% of mothepssnbin Spain, Western and Northern
Europe or North America had their first child befthe age of 25. There was a clear
difference between women born in Spain and those inathe other regions in terms of
the proportion of respondents who entered mothefhodheir thirties. Over a quarter

of Spanish women in the sample had their firstcchtlan age of 30 or higher.

13



Table 2. Distribution of personal characteristics ly region of birth. Women in Spain ages 18 to 49 whioave left the parental home.

W. or N. Europe N.
Spain Latin America | African continent | Eastern Europe America
Full study sample
Educational level
Primary or less 350 (11.06%) 44 (15.88%) 24 (45.28%) 10(10.99%) 4.831%)
Secondary 1,697 (53.62% 165 (59.57%) 24 (45.28%) 51 (56.04%) 36 (52.94%)
Tertiary or higher 1,118 (35.32% 68 (24.55%) 5 (9.43%) 30 (32.971%) (4965%)
Preferred organization of the household
Gender egalitarian or woman-led household 2,38336E5) 191 (68.95% 15 (28.30%) 60 (65.93P0) 54 (Y%)
Adaptive, home-oriented 450 (14.22%b) 53 (19.13%) (33896%) 18 (19.78% 6 (8.82%)
Exclusively home-oriented 228 (7.20%) 24 (8.66%) (3B 96%) 8 (8.79% 6 (8.82%)
Missing 102 (3.22%) 9 (3.25% 2 (3.77%) 5 (5.49%) 2 (2.94%)
Perspective on motherhood/labor market
compatibility
Children are an obstacle to women'’s professional
lives 2,053 (64.87% 136 (49.10%) 30 (56.60%) 40 (43.96%) 45 (66.18%)
Children are not an obstacle to women’s
professional lives 1,022 (32.39% 128 (46.21%) 23 (43.40%) 47 (51.65%) 21 (30.88%)
Missing 90 (2.84%) 13 (4.69% 0 (0.00%) 4 (4.40%) 2 (2.94%)
Perspective on marriage
Marriage is not antiquated institution 1,898 (59497 181 (65.34% 41 (77.36%) 59 (64.84%) 42 (61.76%)
Marriage is an antiquated institution 853 (26.95%) 62 (22.38%) 9 (16.98% 19 (20.88%0) 15 (22.06%)
Neither one nor the other 361 (11.41%) 23 (8.30%) (1.89%) 10 (10.99% 11 (16.18%)
Missing 53 (1.67%) 11 (3.97% 2 (3.77%) 3 (3.30%) 0 (0.00%)
Perspective on single motherhood
Agree 2,717 (85.85% 205 (74.01%) 19 (35.85%0) 60 (65.93%) 60 (88.24%)
Disagree 231 (7.30%) 54 (19.49%) 30 (56.60%) 11 (12.09%) 7.85%)
Neither agree nor disagree 178 (5.62%) 11 (3.977%) (3.27%) 15 (16.48% 3 (4.41%)
Missing 39 (1.23%) 7 (2.53% 2 (3.77%) 5 (5.49%) 0 (0.00%)
Mother’'s number of children 3.82 (x2.11) 5.13 (x2.84 6.60 (£2.72) 3.24 (+1.64) 2.85 (£1.67)
Maximum personal ideal number of children 2.46 (£.92) 2.56 (.88 3.08 (x1.55) 2.26 (x.12) 02(x.92)
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Current number of children

0 714 (22.56%) 70 (25.36%) 11 (20.75%) 32 (35.16%) (35129%)
1 853 (26.95%) 73 (26.45%) 13 (24.53%) 29 (31.871%) (35429%)
2 1,225 (38.70% 72 26.09%) 14 (26.42%) 19 (20.88%) 7 (26.00%)
3 297 (9.38%) 43 (15.58%) 8 (15.09%) 9 (9.89%0) 31%%
4+ 76 (2.40%) 18 (6.52% 7 (13.21%) 2 (2.20%) 0 (0.D0%
Only mothers W. or N. Europe N.
Spain Latin America | African continent | Eastern Europe America
Partner status
Non-married 178 (7.27%) 55 (26.70%) 3 (7.14%) 9 (15.25P%) 536%)
Married 2,035 (83.10% 123 (59.71%) 33 (78.57%) 45 (76.27%) 29 (65.91%)
Widowed 35 (1.43%) 2 (0.97% 2 (4.76%) 1 (1.69%) 0 (0.00%)
Divorced/Separated 201 (8.21%) 26 (12.62%) 4 (9.52%) 4 (6.78P0) 1073%)
Age at first birth
Under 20 212 (8.65%) 62 (30.10%) 6 (14.29%) 15 (25.42%) .09%)
20-24 720 (29.38%) 78 (37.86%) 18 (42.86%0) 35 (59.32%) (2B855%)
25-29 823 (33.58%) 42 (20.39%) 7 (16.67%) 4 (6.78%) 1BY21%)
30-34 509 (20.77%) 16 (7.77%) 7 (16.67%) 5 (8.47%0) 664%0)
35 and over 133 (5.43%) 3 (1.46% 1 (2.38%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (2.271%)
Missing 54 (2.20%) 5 (2.43% 3 (7.14%) 0 (0.00%0) 2 (4.55%)
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Figure 2 below shows the mean number of childrereéeh age group, according to the
respondent’s region of birth. Women from Latin Ama and Africa consistently
maintain a higher average number of children thpan&h women across age groups,
while women from Western or Northern Europe and Na@mnerica most consistently
have a lower number of children. Yet, while thegimtain a higher level of fertility at
each age group, at the general level, the Latinrio@e group has a fertility rate that is
quite similar to Spanish women, since roughly 400the women in this group were
under 30 years of age, and the case is similanancase of women from the African
continent. The differences between regions are rposhounced among women
between the ages of 45 and 49, as well as thoseebetthe ages of 35 and 39. The
Eastern European group appears to have a somewhet featility history than the rest
of the groups, as the average number of childréwdsn the ages of 30 and 34 is
highest amongst them, yet one of the lower onewd®t the ages of 35 and 39.
However, the relatively small number of women ofaaty in this group (10 out of 91
cases) might explain why they seem to have the eratic mean number of children
by age. In Figure 3, we see that for women borrSrain and Latin America, the
average number of current children decreases aagiat first birth increases. For the
rest of the birth regions, results must be intagatevith caution due to the relatively
small sample size. A similar descending patteristexamong women born in Eastern
Europe, although the average number of childreh@ssame among respondents who
entered motherhood under age 20 and those whoedntestherhood between ages 20
and 24. Among respondents born on the African oentiand those born in Northern or
Western Europe and North America, the average nurabehildren among women
who entered motherhood between ages 25 and 29wir Ithan those who entered
motherhood between ages 30 and 34. In the casespbmdents born in the African
continent, this may be because the age composifiathose who entered motherhood
between ages 25 and 29 is younger (71.4% are @&j¢han that of those who entered
motherhood between ages 30 and 34 (42.9% are @)eradd there might be some
“catching up” in the case of the former group. e tase of those born in Northern or
Western Europe and North America, the fact that éheio entered motherhood
between ages 30 and 34 had the second highesgaveuaber of children might also
be due to the small sample size, the considerairdgeneity of the group in terms of
the fertility patterns in the birth countries itaampasses, or “catching up” to desired

fertility.
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Figure 2. Average number of children by age grouprd region of birth. Women in
Spain, ages 18-49 who have left the parental home.
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Figure 3. Average number of children by age at firs birth and region of birth.

Women in Spain, ages 18-49 who have not left the ngatal home.
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Figure 4 displays respondents’ average number itdren according to their preferred
economic organization of the household (women fdromv this information was
missing have been excluded from the following feg)r While exclusively home-
oriented respondents had the highest average nushbaildren among women born in
Spain, Latin America and Eastern Europe (very shghitlthe case of the latter), this
was not the case for those born in Western or aontlcurope and North America, as
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well as those born in Africa. In these two groujpiswas adaptive, home-centered
women who had the highest average number of child/so, the difference between
gender egalitarian and adaptive, home-centered wamas quite small among Spanish
and Latin American women, and quite pronounced a@mBastern European and

African women.

Figure 4. Average number of children by preferred eonomic organization of the
household and region of birth. Women in Spain, aged8-49 who have left the

parental home.
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Figures 5 displays the average number of childoeom@ing to the respondent’s answer
to the question of whether or not having childreaswan obstacle to a woman’s
professional life. The relationship between thispmnse and the number of children
seems to vary somewhat depending on the regiontbf d~or all groups except women
born in Latin America, those who said that childvegre not an obstacle to a woman'’s

professional life had, on average, more childremtthose who said that they are.
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Figure 5. Average number of children by perspectivetowards labor market
compatibility of childrearing and region of birth. Women in Spain, ages 18-49 who

have left the parental homé.
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Figure 6 below displays the average number of oirildy the respondent’s country of
birth and her perspective regarding marriage asstitution. In the case of women
from the African continent, only one woman expresge view that she neither agreed
nor disagreed with the statement that marriageniargiquated institution. It should
also be pointed out that only 9 of the 53 respotslborn in that region expressed the
view that it is an antiquated institution. Nond#€ss, while among Spanish women the
average number of children is highest for women wlbonot view marriage as an
antiquated institution, this is not the case in tither countries of birth. Among
respondents born on the African continent or in ¥fesor Northern Europe and North
America, the average number of children was higleeabng those who viewed
marriage as an antiquated institution, while in.@&merica it was highest among those
who held neither view. Among Eastern European wonikare was almost no
difference between categories. Finally, for bo#tih. American and Spanish women,
the number of children was lowest among women wieved marriage as an

antiquated institution.

® Figures 6 and 7 depict response to survey iterd P&1 your opinion, is having a child an obstatdea
woman'’s professional life?” The possible answegseyyes, no, doesn’'t know or doesn’t answer. Only
the first two responses are shown in the figures.
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Figure 6. Average number of children by perspectiveon marriage and region of
birth. Women in Spain, ages 18-49 who have left thgarental home.
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Results displayed in Figure 7 include the respdNsither agrees nor disagrees” in the
category “Does not disagree” because of the camglgt small number of cases in
which the former view was expressed (with the ekoapof women born in Eastern
Europe and Spaif) For women born in Spain and the African continéertility was
highest among women who expressed disagreementthatistatement that a woman
should be able to have a child on her own if slterf@stable male partner. In contrast,
the average number of children was slightly higfaerthose who did not disagree
among Eastern European women, while results arenhpuggiuivalent among women

born in Latin America and Western or Northern Egrapd North America.

® See Table 2
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Figure 7. Average number of children by perspectiveon single motherhood and
region of birth. Women in Spain, ages 18-49 who haueft the parental home.
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1.4 Results of the multivariate analyses

Results of our multivariate analyses are displape@lables 3 and 4. Table 3 displays
the results of our zero-inflated Poisson modelsiaaldides the full study sample, while
Table 4 shows those of our Poisson models, whicle Wwaited to the sample of women
with children. Each table includes eight modelsergtthe first model only includes the
respondent’s age and country of birth and the skdatroduces the respondent’s
background, which includes her age, educationatllethe number of children her
mother had, whether she was single and had nevebied and whether she was
studying at the time of the interview. In Tablele respondent’s background variables
also include her age at first birth. In Modelsh8ugh 7, we introduce our ideational
variables one at a time, and in Model 8 we incltitam simultaneously. Each table
displays the main effects of the variables we aostrimterested in for this study, as our

control variables and the variables in our inflatmodel had the expected effects.
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Table 3. Estimates of zero-inflated
Spain ages 18 to 49.

Characteristics (D) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8
Intercept 490  F**- 496 *rr- 484 498  rrx. 508 R AT74 WK 785 *rr. 775
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.07) (.07)
Region of birth (ref: Spain)
Latin America %245  *** 186 ¥+ 176 %185 ¥+ 173 %183 ¥+ 189 176
(.06) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Africa *** 400 ** 196 .145 *196 139 *192 .092 .019
(.10) (:10) (.10) (.10) (-10) (.10) (:11) (:12)
Eastern Europe .011 .040 .029 .039 .024 .037 .060 .041
(.10) (-10) (.10) (.10) (-10) (.10) (.09) (.09)
N., W. Europe, N. America **. 211 -.129 -.132 -.129 *-131 -.130 -.090 -.095
(.09) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08)
Educational level (ref: Secondary)
Primary or less *% 190 %184 ¥+ 100 ** 191 ¥+ 186  *** 163  *** 157
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Tertiary *K. 193 187 **-192 190 ***. 194 210 ***- 205
(.03) (.03 (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Adaptive, home-centered .043 .024
(.03) (.03)
Home-oriented ek 157 w127
(.04) (.04)
Children are not an obstacle to women’s professibres .004 -.005
(.02) (.02)
Disagrees with single motherhood *rx 152 **078
(.04) (.04)
Marriage is an antiquated institution **. 077 **..053
(.03) (.03)
Maximum personal ideal number of children *** 133 ***129
(.01) (.01)
Observations 3553 3541 3541 3541 3541 3541 3541 3541
Zero observations 817 815 815 815 815 815 815 815

*p<.1 * p<.05 ** p<.01

Poisson regrass on number of children. Beta coefficients (RobusStandard Error). Women in
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Table 4. Estimates of Poisson regression on numbef children. Beta coefficients (Robust Standard Eror). Mothers in Spain ages 18 to
49.

Characteristics (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (8) (9

Intercept % 282  ***388 ¥+ 379 K38 W 3IJ77 412 w167 186
(.03) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.05)
Region of birth (ref: Spain)

Latin America *** 202 *075 *.072 *.075 .064 *070  **.068 *.059
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.03) (.03)
Africa *** 305 ** 190 ** 167 **190 *147 ** 188 .103 .069
(.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08)
Eastern Europe .059 -.049 -.051 -.048 -.057 -.049 -.016 -.020
(.06) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
N., W. Europe, N. America 162 ¥ 178 . 179 W 177 v 181 M 177 170 - 173

(.10) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.06)
Educational level (ref: Secondary)

Primary or less *¥* 102 %100 ***102 ***103 ***098 *** (086 ***.083
(.03) (.02) (.03) (.02) (.03) (.02) (.02)
Tertiary %066 ***.070 ***.066 ***.068 ***.065 *032  **.036
(.02) (.027) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Adaptive, home-centered -.007 -.019
(.02) (.02)
Home-oriented ** 102 *** 079
(.03) (.03)
Children are not an obstacle to women’s professibres -.003 -.010
(.02) (.02)
Disagrees with single motherhood *** 108 ** 055
(.03) (.03)
Marriage is an antiquated institution ***. 064 **..044
(.02) (.02)
Maximum personal ideal number of children *** 098  ***.095
(.01) (.01)

Observations 2802 2792 2792 2792 2792 2792 2726 2726

*p<.1 * p<.05 ** p<.01
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In Table 3, Model 1 displays the association of thependent variable with the
respondent’s country of birth when we are only oghhg for the respondent’s age.
There are strong, statistically significant assoaiest between having been born in Latin
America, Africa and Northern or Western Europe ortNé&merica, relative to having

been born in Spain. In the case of Latin Ameriaad African women, the association
is positive and of a particularly high magnitude the latter group. In the case of
women born in Northern or Western Europe and NortheAca, the association is
negative and significant at the 95% level. When w&oduce the respondent’s
background variables in Model 2, we see that tilse@ation with having been born in
Western or Northern Europe and North America is omgyér statistically significant,

while the magnitude and statistical significancehaking been born in Africa both

decrease (in fact, the magnitude of this associatiecreases by nearly half). In
contrast, having been born in Latin America remaiagistically significant at the 99%

level, and the decrease in the magnitude of thec&sson is less dramatic than in the

case of respondents born in the African continent.

With respect to our ideational variables, prefeeefar an exclusively home-centered
role for women in the household was found to hawgaificant, positive association
with the respondent’s number of children. Intradgcthis factor into analysis further
decreased both the magnitude and statistical gignide of the association with having
been born in the African continent, rendering itn#sagnificant. Introducing the
respondent’s preferred organization of the houskelhtdo decreases the magnitude of
the association with having been born in Latin Aiseemodestly, but not its statistical
significance. On the other hand, as can be seeMadel 4, the respondent’s
perspective regarding the labor market costs ofnigaghildren was not significantly
associated with the number of children she had, didr it affect the statistical
association between her birth country and the digr@nvariable in the case of
respondents born in Latin America and Africa. Om thther hand, the negative
association with having been born in Western ortiNon Europe and North America
does become significant at the 90% level. Howewethis case, it should be pointed
out that this association borders on statisticatificance across all of our models.

Model 5 shows a significant, positive associati@een the respondent’s number of

children and her perspective towards single mothwmih The effect of its inclusion on
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the association between the dependent variabléhendegion of birth is similar to that
of her preferred economic organization of the hbakg although it is also somewhat
stronger. The magnitude and significance of the@ason with having been born in
Africa both decrease, while the magnitude of thahwhaving been born in Latin
America falls moderately and the statistical sigaice of the relationship is
unaffected. However, the negative association Wwaking been born in Western or

Northern Europe and North America becomes signifiaathe 90% level.

In Model 6, we see that there is a significant, atisg@ association with viewing
marriage as an antiquated institution, althoughntiagnitude of the association is more
modest than in the case of our other ideationabfac We also see that introducing this
variable has almost no effect on the magnitude stadistical significance of the
association with the respondent’s region of birtMeanwhile, Model 7 shows that the
respondent’s maximum personal ideal number of oiiidhas a strongly significant,
positive association with the dependent varialteluding this variable in our analysis
also renders the association with the respondeai®n of birth non-significant for all
regions except Latin America. For this group, #ssociation remains positive and
significant at the 99% level, and the magnitude aes the same as in the Model 2,
which does not include ideational factors (in fabe magnitude is slightly higher). It
should also be pointed out that including this atale increased the magnitude of

significant, negative association with having aiaey studies or higher.

Finally, in Model 8 we introduce all of our ideatal factors. After doing so, we see
that the respondent’'s maximum ideal number of childpreferred organization of the
household and perspective towards single motherhodain significantly and

positively associated with the number of childrée $iad at the time of the interview.
We also see that the association with having been im the African continent is no
longer statistically significant and its magnitudevery drastically reduced. In contrast,
the association with having been born in Latin Aicgeremains statistically significant
at the 99% level and its magnitude remains quitseclto what it was prior to the

inclusion of ideational variables in our model.
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In Table 4 we restrict our analyses to respondehts lmad at least one biological child
at the time of the interview. Model 1 only exansnie association between the
respondent’s region of birth and the number ofdekih she has controlling only for age.
In Model 2, we introduce the same background facésrin Table 3, with the addition
of the respondent’s age at first birth. In cortttasresults in Table 3, Table 4 shows
that when we include the respondent’s age at lirsh, the magnitude of the positive
association with having been born in Latin Americgs well as its statistical
significance, is greatly diminished. The magnituafethe positive association with
having been born in Africa also decreases, as itatatistical significance, albeit less
drastically than in the case of Latin America. @ other hand, the negative
association between the dependent variable andndpaveen born in Western or
Northern Europe and North America becomes more fsgggnt and its magnitude
increases. Furthermore, this association remain® moless constant across models.
Also notable in Model 2 is that, when we include tespondent’s age at first birth, the
relationship between the respondent’s educati@wal land the number of children she
has changes direction: while in Table 3, havingraatg education was significantly
and negatively associated with the dependent Jatiallhen we account for the effects
of a delayed entry into motherhood, the associaienomes positive and strongly

significant.

In Models 3 through 7, we see that the associati@bseen the dependent variable and
the ideational factors selected are roughly theesas in Table 3. However, the
magnitude of the positive associations with an @steely home-centered preference
and expressing disagreement with single mothertarednotably lower than in the
previous table. On the other hand, the negatiseaation with viewing marriage as an
antiquated institution maintains a similar magngudout increases in statistical
significance. Furthermore, the association betwbhenmespondent’s number of children
and having been born in Latin America is no longgtistically significant when we
include the respondent’s view on single motherhoadd the magnitude of the
association also falls. When we include the redpatis ideal number of children, the
negative association between the dependent varaalehaving been born in Africa is
no longer statistically significant and the magdéufalls noticeably. This is not the
case for having been born in Latin America or Westa Northern Europe and North
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America, for which the statistical significancetbé associations are maintained and the
decrease in the magnitude of the associations desto Finally, we also notice a
decrease in the statistical significance of hawntertiary education, as well as the
magnitude of the association when we include thepaedent’s ideal number of

children.

Finally, in Model 8 we see that after including allour ideational factors, all of these
are statistically significant at least at the 95éwel, except for the respondent’s
perspective on whether or not children are an clest® women’s professional lives,
which was not statistically significant. While thssociation with having been born in
Latin America remains statistically significantthe 90% level, the magnitude of the
positive association is considerably lower. Meailmyhboth the magnitude and
statistical significance of the positive associatletween the respondent’s number of
children and having been born in Africa decreasastirally, while the negative
association with having been born in Western ortiNon Europe and North America is

virtually the same as it was prior to introducidgational factors into our model.

1.5 Discussion

This study finds statistically significant asso@at between the total number of
children respondents had at the time of the intevvand many of the ideational factors
emphasized in Preference Theory and the Second Daptog Transition. Moreover,
our evidence suggests that ideational factors dmuat for a good deal of the
differences between the total fertility of womemniban Spain and those born outside of
Spain, although this cannot necessarily be exterd@ally to women from all of the
regions of birth examined in this study. The strgragitive association between having
been born in Africa and the respondent’'s numbeahdtiren was reduced dramatically,
in terms of its magnitude, and rendered non-sigaifi when we included ideational
factors into our models. On the other hand, th&tpe association with having been
born in Latin America remained highly significanéspite the inclusion of ideational
factors in our analysis of the full sample. Thisasation diminished in terms of its
magnitude and statistical significance once werictstl our analysis to mothers and
accounted for the earlier fertility calendar ofinaAmerican mothers relative to Spanish

mothers. Nonetheless, the positive associatiom wits region of birth remained
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significant at the 90% level once all ideationaitéas were included. Finally, though in
our analysis of the full study sample, the negatisgociation between having been born
in Northern or Western Europe and North Americallzaed between being modestly
or non-significant when controlling for the respentls background and ideational
factors, the negative association was found to doesistently strong and significant
once we restricted our analysis to mothers, desipgenclusion of her background and

ideational factors.

Our findings complement those of Castro Martin &usero-Bixby (2011) in several
ways. First, we confirm that the higher fertilioy Latin American mothers is largely
due to an earlier fertility calendar. Our studynfans their finding that respondents
from the African continent tended to have moredreih than Spanish women, and adds
the finding that much of this is attributable tdéfeliences in ideational factors. We also
find that an earlier fertility calendar does not@ant for all of the difference between
Latin American and Spanish mothers in terms of thember of children, and
unobserved characteristics related to that regfdnirth remain statistically significant
at the 90% level upon including ideational and lgaoknd factors. The ideational
factor that most affected the association betwhesrégion of birth and fertility was the
respondent’s perspective towards single motherhodéinally, we find that the
ideational factors examined do not account forloleer number of children of mothers

from Western or Northern Europe and North Amerietgtive to Spanish mothers.

As mentioned in the previous section, after lingtiour analyses to mothers and
including the respondent’s age at first birth, warfd that the relationship between the
respondent’s educational level and the number abbical children she has changed
direction: when our analyses included women with amdldren, having a tertiary

education was significantly and negatively assedatith the dependent variable, yet
when we accounted for the effects of a delayedyento motherhood, the association
became positive and strongly significant. This ssggéhat the lower fertility of highly

educated women reflected in the first model isrdsailt of two factors: on the one hand,
the possible selection effects of highly educateden into simply not wanting to have
children and on the other, the effects of fertifilystponement. It seems quite likely to
us that, once we control for these effects (byriestg our sample and controlling for

age at first birth), what we are seeing is the affef the higher social class of
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respondents with a higher education, who would oy have a higher earnings
potential (at both the individual and householdelewince marital homogamy would
also play a role here), but also the higher contveér fertility outcomes that

accompanies that status. In any case, interprataif these results must take into
account that these effects are not representatiedl bighly educated women, but are
limited to those highly educated women in our sampho had children, especially

given that the data is cross-sectional.

Results of multivariate analyses indicated thelyikeresence of interactions between
the ideational factors examined and the responsi@faice of birth. Following Clifford
Geertz’s definition of culture as “a system of intesl conceptions expressed in
symbolic form, by means of which [people] commutecgerpetuate and develop their
knowledge about and attitudes towards life” (1978)js quite possible that the
ideational factors examined in Fertility and Valu&sirveys can carry different
meanings within them for people from different gegahical, linguistic and, indeed,
cultural contexts (Geertz 1983). Thus, while our samplédign born women was
small, we did carry out multivariate analyses inickhinteractions were tested. Our
results, the most interesting of which are displiaye the appendix to this chapter in
Table Al, support this claim. When we include atenaction with the respondent’s
perspective on whether or not children are an clest® women’s professional lives,
we see that the associations between the dependealble and each of the regions of
birth become significant at the 95% level or high&fet, while there is no significant
association between the respondent’'s number ofirelnil and this ideational factor
alone, there is a significant negative associdietmveen the view that children are not a
professional obstacle for mothers from Latin Amariand a significant positive
association for mothers from Eastern Europe. Whemualade an interaction between
the respondent’s birth country and her perspedttivards lone motherhood in Model 2,
we see that, although disagreement with single embtiod is significantly and
positively associated with the respondent’s nundfeshildren on its own, this view is
significantly and negatively associated with thependent’s number of children when
the respondent was born in Latin America or Norther Western Europe or North

Americd.

" In statistical terms, it can be said that, whiledtional factors such as the respondent’s viegarding
the economic organization of the household andiageras an institution are mediators in the
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The different effects these ideational factors hd&pending on the place of birth may
reveal important differences in their meaning amel mormative injunctions they carry
within them. For instance, in the case of the oegent’'s perspective towards single
motherhood (which, because of the way the questigrhrased, can also invoke her
perspective towards childbearing in any contexit tisanot heteronormative), the
positive association it has at a general level iigflect the higher fertility of
traditional couples that appears to be common iairSpr among women from the
African continent. Meanwhile, the negative asstomiamong women from Latin
America could reflect a fertility-depressing normaat barrier against single
motherhood, which in our sample was more prevalerihis community (16.36% of
unmarried mothers born in Latin America had newrabited with a partner, compared
to 6.18% among unmarried mothers born in Spain).sirilar explanation of the
meaning of this variable might account for the sasffect among respondents from
Northern or Western Europe and North America, algfinosingle motherhood was less

prevalent in this group than in the former.

On the other hand, the view that children are moblastacle to women’s professional
lives may act on respondent’s fertility outcomessaveral ways. On the one hand, it
may imply that women with this view who work in thebor market are more likely to
have more children than those who work in the labarket and do not have this view.
On the other, it may imply that women who have thesv adjust their ideal fertility
downwards as a result of their preferences reggntheir professional lives, and do not
view their achievement of this ideal number of dreh as an impediment to their
professional lives. Finally, it may also be meedhby the respondent’s view of her
professional possibilities, which are likely to benditioned by the level of women’s
participation in the labor market of her host coyrdr other social contexts she has
been in, or by her exposure to social norms reggrdiomen and work in all of those
contexts. These considerations are particularbveeit in light of the pattern amongst
Latin American women displayed in Figure 4 whenegontrast to women born in other
regions, respondents who expressed the view thanhdnahildren is an obstacle to

relationship between the region of birth and thember of biological children, the region of birthaas a
moderator between the number of children the redgats have and their views towards single
motherhood or whether or not children are an olestacwomen'’s professional lives.
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women’s labor market participation had more chiddthan those who expressed the
opposite view. This result is particularly interegt considering that labour market
participation was highest for the Latin Americaop in the sample (67.97%, while it
was 57.73% for women born in Spain; 55.32% for ¢hbsrn in Eastern Europe;
42.86% for those born in Northern and Western Eeir@pNorth America; and 39.13%
for those born in the African continent). On theedrand, it may simply reflect a high
desire for children, despite working conditionstthee unfavourable for child rearing.
Yet it is also possible that, here, participationthe labour market (and even in the
migration process itself) could be the result ofihg more children to support, even
more so when we consider the higher proportion,regweomen born in Latin America,
of single mothers or mothers who were not livinghwtheir partners at the time of the
survey as a result of migration. In these casesin Lamerican mothers might see
themselves obligated to take jobs of poor quaktative to their perceived earnings
potential, would push them to consider having ¢kitdan obstacle to their career. Also,
low income and poor quality jobs make work anddreiring less compatible, due to
longer and more inflexible working hours and highetative costs of childcare,
particularly in the case of lone mothers. Yet, agéhe relationship also depends on
what the respondent perceives as her possibiliteshe professional world, and
qualitative research on this issue would be pderby helpful in clarifying some of

these issues.

To our knowledge, this is the first study to exantine influence of specific ideational
factors on fertility outcomes while including disttions for foreign-born women. It is
also the first to examine the role of cultural eiffnce with respect to the fertility
outcomes of native and foreign-born women in Spaiowever, the study also has
several shortcomings. The first is that it is dymgescriptive in nature, insofar as it is
cross-sectional and examines the respondent’s gurgps at a specific moment in
time, at a specific moment in her fertility historfhus, her perspective can be as much
a product of the number of children she has givieh ko as it can be a determinant of
that outcome. Nor can we test for evidence of tideal change as a result of
adaptation, labor market changes, or changes tngyahip.

Moreover, the sample of foreign-born women is sraatl not representative of the full

population of foreign-born women in Spain. Furthere, the regional groups used do
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mask potentially important differences. For ins@nwhile it is true that many Latin
American countries, such as Bolivia, have high TBatility Rates, this is not the case
in countries such as Chile or Cuba, which havebarsplacement TFR (Rosero Bixby,
Castro Martin and Martin-Garcia 2009). There are alensiderable differences
between Northern Africa and Africa south of the &ahin terms of TFR. Thus, there
is considerable heterogeneity by countries thathinige more evident if the sample
were better (as in Castro Martin and Rosero-Bix0%13. Finally, we do not include
the partner’s characteristics, due to the relagigehall amount of information we had
on them and, especially, because we could not atdoutheir country of birth, which

would be an important dimension to consider in &aynework that accounted for the
effects of “bargained” fertility on the fertilityudcomes of foreign-born women relative

to native women (Brodmann, Esping-Andersen and GO€IV; Martin Garcia 2009).

The abovementioned shortcomings point in interestiingctions for further research.
On the one hand, it would be quite helpful for stggdof a more longitudinal nature to
examine respondents’ perspectives on childbearvgy dime since, as mentioned
before, we are not certain of the extent to whibh évents (emancipation from the
parental home, labor market changes, changes atiaie$hips) can influence these
perspectives. Also, the absence of informatiotherespondent’s perspective towards
abortion seems unfortunate in a survey on fertdityl values, since this variable may
go a long way towards explaining unwanted births tbe prevalence of lone
motherhood among some groups. Finally, we arecpéatly interested in the degree to
which qualitative research might provide highly uatble insight regarding the
minimum set of conditions people perceive as nexgss order to become parents or
have another child. The persistence of countryedbfices once the ideational factors
examined in this study were introduced into our eieduggests to us that these may
vary considerably by different regions of birthn deneral, qualitative research on the
meaning (more than the value) of children or clelaling for mothers might strengthen
many of the ideas present in the literature ondfeeice Theory and theories of the

Second Demographic Transition.
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1.7 Appendix

Table Al. Estimates of Poisson regression on numbef children. Beta coefficients.

Mothers in Spain ages 18 to 49.

Characteristics (1) (2)
Intercept **x 382 **x 379
(.04) (.04)
Region of birth (ref: Spain)
Latin America *rx 134 **.092
(.05) (.04)
Africa **194 126
(.09) (.11)
Eastern Europe **..140 -.042
(.06) (.06)
N., W. Europe, N. America **-.181 **-.150
(.08) (.06)
Children are not an obstacle to women’s professibres .006
(.02)
Disagrees with single motherhood **x 133
(.03)
Latin America x Children are not an obstacle to wois *-.140
professional lives (.07)
Africa x Children are not an obstacle to womenafessional -.011
lives (.15)
E. Europe x Children are not an obstacle to women’s * 176
professional lives (.10)
N., W. Europe, N. America x Children are not an abl& to .008
women'’s professional lives (:11)
Latin America x Disagrees with single motherhood *-.157
(.09)
Africa x Disagrees with single motherhood .020
(.15)
E. Europe x Disagrees with single motherhood -.106
(.14)
N., W. Europe, N. America x Disagrees with singleimeohood *x%. 288
(.08)
Observations 2792 2792

* p<1 ** p<05 *k%k p<01
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2. Cultural and structural explanations of family size ideals:
Evidence from the Spanish case

2.1 Introduction

Low fertility is a Europe-wide phenomenon with imfaort policy implications
(Demeny 2003; Castles 2003; Commission of the Ewamp€ommunities 2005;
McDonald 2002; Stark and Kohler 2002). As a rege$earch into the root causes of
fertility decline has grown in importance, spawnmgvide-ranging body of literature.
Explanations generally fall into two main categarieBhe first of these, described by
Vitali et al (2009) as thsetructural approach, provides explanations based on economic
factors such as rising female education and labarket participation, policy changes
and responses to actual and expected unemploynagilt, to general economic
conditions. Thecultural approach, on the other hand, centers on the ilaaSecond
Demographic Transition, emphasizing the role of tideal factors such as changing
values and attitudes and increased female autoreomdyindependence as the main
drivers of fertility decline (see, e.g. Lesthaed®83; Van de Kaa 1987).

Although a number of studies aiming to incorpofad¢h approaches have been carried
out, these often do not account for the role oéifgm-born people residing in European
states (Lesthaeghe and Surkyn 1988; Stark and Kad@®2). Yet an analysis of family
size ideals that includes the experiences of fjesteration immigrants may help make
the impact of cultural factors more visible wheheyt exist, with the ultimate goal of

improving existing knowledge on fertility behavior.

In this sense, Spain is an interesting case studgmographic change, as its experience
of fertility decline and its transition towards bgia migration destination country has
been particularly dramatic. In 1975, Spain’s tdéatility rate (TFR) was 2.8 children
per woman, representing one of the highest fertibtes in Europe at the time. Since
then, this rate has fallen to a level of 1.39 alifdper woman in 2006, hitting a low of
1.15 in 1997, with a slow recovery in the followingars (Instituto Nacional de
Estadistica 2007). With respect to migration, wimlet991 immigrants made up only
0.91 percent of Spain’s total population, this nembcreased in subsequent years such
that, according to the INE’s data from the 1 Jan2&§8 municipal registers, nearly 6

million people (13.0% of the total population) g in Spain were born in another
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country, 2.45 million (5.3% of the total populatjosf whom were EU citizens. There
is a remarkable degree of diversity in terms ofntou of birth (20 countries with
strongly varying degrees of first-linguistic affipiwith Spanish have populations of
over 57,000), and growth in Spain’s foreign-natigmapulation accounted for 81.25%
(701,023 individuals) of the country’s total popida growth in 2007 (862,744

individuals) (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2008

Much of the research on the Spanish case of lotilitigthas tended to focus on the
effects of religiosity, women’s education, delayathildbearing, labor market
precariousness, and employment status on the nataber of children a woman has
had (Adsera 2004; Gonzalez and Jurado Guerrero, Z#& Rica and Iza 2005; Castro
Martin 1992; Baizan 2006). This focus makes semddle declining fertility has
coincided with decreases in the number of childdesired throughout Europe, this
decline has not been as rapid as the decline fifitferates, indicating the likely
existence of factors external to an individual wonrg#luencing the number of children
she actually has (Bongaarts 2001; Goldstein, Lotz eesta 2003).

Yet the question of what influences one’s pers@easpective on fertility remains, and
the relevance of culture to fertility behavior bews especially meaningful in the
murky waters of the discussions of cultural diffeve that accompanied Spain’s
transition to being a major migration destinatiooimtry. That these discussions exist is
not surprising, since increases in Spain’s TFR a¢det temporally with the transition
towards being a major destination country for inéional migrants. But analyzing the
role of cultural difference through the lens of aeloral outcomes is a tricky
proposition, given that it involves making inferescabout internal processes such as
personal desire and ideal formation. For thisorathis paper takes a step back from
focusing explicitly on fertility behavior to exan@rthe role of various demographic and
cultural factors in shaping individual family sizgeals. In so doing, this chapter is
intended to make its contribution in light of Bemtia and Hutter's call for an

anthropological demography of Europe (Bernardi anttétl 2007).
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2.2 Theoretical Framework

Fertility intentions and fertility preferences ad#ferent yet inter-related concepts.
While fertility preferences refer to the desirednher of children over the life course,
fertility intentions are expectations statementgarding an individual plan to have
children (Engelhardt 2004). The relationship betwpssferences and intentions and
their effect on behavior is explained in Ajzen'sdhy of planned behavior (TPB),
which assumes that human beings tend to behaves@émsible manner, taking account
of available information and implicitly or expligitconsidering the implications of their
actions. A person’s intention to perform (or netfprm) an action, then, is the most
important immediate determinant of that action @§2005). According to the TPB,
intentions are determined by three basic factore of a personal nature, another
reflecting social influence and a third treatingues of control. The first is the
individual's attitude toward the behavior, whichncde a positive or negative
evaluation. The second is the subjective norm,ithdhe person’s perception of social
pressure to perform or not perform the behaviorgurestion. Finally, the third
determinant of the individual's intentions is thense of self-efficacy or ability to
perform the behavior, termed perceived behaviooatrol. To summarize, what the
theory of planned behavior states is that, in eegarsense, people intend to perform a
behavior (having one or more children, in the pnestudy), when they evaluate it
positively, when they experience social pressurpetidorm it, and when they believe

that they have the means and opportunities to déjgen 2005).

Figure 1. Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior.

Attitude
towards
behavior

Behavior

Source: Ajzen, 2005.
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As Testa (2012) explains, “personal ideal familyesieflects childbearing preferences
at the individual level but in absence of any passiobstacle, that is, under ideal
conditions”. A person’s ideal number of childretihen, is a reflection of the

respondent’s personal attitudes towards childbgaramd it is a space in which the
influence of culture on the individual can be pararly visible (we will elaborate on

this below§. This is consistent with the idea that “what pedmbpe for—and even how
they hope—is a consequence of cultural entrainnfeed Miyazaki 2004)”, and that
“there is no use in thinking about intentions, goat choices without considering the
social processes through which the categories w@hiion and choice are formed”
(Johnson-Hanks 2007). But how can a demographitystvhich generally relies on

guantitative, variable-centered analysis, incorfeoréhe consequences of cultural

entrainment in a meaningful way?

Fertility studies have an advantage in this regexshfar as ideals that are expressed in
quantitative terms are formed within a behaviormahtext that is also quantifiable to
some extent. All countries have a TFR, a value #ipgiroximates majority behavior
and a context within which ideals are formed iroandry. Using this value in fertility
studies that aim to incorporate an analysis ofifpréorn populations and the dynamics
within them could shed much-needed light on the aflcultural factors. In their study
of the work and fertility behavior of second-gertiena U.S. women, Fernandez and
Fogli conclude that (2009), “the use of a quantitavariable as a proxy for culture is
superior to using the woman’s country of ancesfryagroxy variable, since the latter
suffers from the disadvantage of not being exphsitto why it may matter to be, for
example, of Mexican, as opposed to Swedish, aryceésime of the aims of this chapter
is to compare whether grouping foreign-born mothegsording to the TFR of their
countries of origin is more useful in explainingfeliences between native Spanish and
foreign-born mothers than grouping according to there traditional geopolitical

categories commonly used in studies on migration.

Much of the existing research on ideational factéals under the category of

Preference Theory, an approach to examining fgrbighavior first proposed by Hakim

8 It should be pointed out, however, that the peabigteal number of children may still involve, ailbe
unconsciously, individual constraints and achiefegtlity. Thus it may not be as perfectly “ideat
normative as it may seem.
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as an alternative to Becker's New Home Economicsagmh (Hakim 2003; Becker
1981). In Hakim’s view, the NHE approach was toarfable-centered”, with little
reference to the social processes and the mothatd the women and men behind
these statistical measures. She also criticizesagiproach for treating all variables,
including time, as continuous, unmarked by histdrtame, equivalent across countries
and generally dedicating too little attention to mnaem’s intentions, values, and
motivations, and to how these differ from thosem&n. In contrast, Preference Theory
emphasizes personal values and decision-makirtgeanicro-level; specifies particular
social, economic, and institutional contexts withirhich preferences become the
primary determinant of women’s choices; and undeds women to be heterogeneous
in work and lifestyle preferences, broadly clagdife into three groups: home-centered,
adaptive, and work-centered (Hakim 2003). The @utpecifies that these groups
mostly apply to rich countries, and that the dmttion of women in these groups varies

by country.

As mentioned earlier, while research on ideal farsize and fertility preferences has
tended to focus on their relationship with fenilliehavior (Chesnais 2000; Bongaarts
2001; Quesnel-Vallée and Morgan 2003; Hagewen andgdh 2005), a number of
relationships have been found between demograpiuic caltural factors and ideal
family sizes that are relevant to discussions obqaal ideal formation. In a cross-
national study, Goldstein, Lutz and Testa (2003) fwvidence of a generational lag in
ideal formation. As TFRs decrease, the averagel ithaily size of younger
generations (ages 20-34) begins to fall, even bedplacement levels, as in the cases of
Austria, East Germany and West Germany (1.7, 1.6lahdrespectively). However, in
a study on the stability of family size intentiomsiong young adults, Liefbroer (2009)
finds that these are not stable over time but amelly adjusted downward, while
some do not change or are even adjusted upwardsfbraer argues that these age
patterns tend to result from changes in the pgradrcational and occupational careers

of young adults, as well as the timing of the figytcareer itself.

Yet, although Germany and Austria are both charaet#® by large educational
differences in realized fertility and childlessnessong university-educated women,
Heiland et al. (2005) detected no negative assonidietween education and family

size preferences in Germany, with highly educatednen generally desiring two or
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more children. On the other hand, Fahey’s (200@)ysis of 2001 Eurobarometer data
suggests that education has a weak effect on fdealy size in Europe: in countries
where education is negatively associated with cetepl fertility, highly educated
women are simply less able to achieve their intdrfdmily size, in part due to delayed
childbearing. Finally, Spéder and Kapitany (2065jart that educational differences in
the mean family size intentions of Austrian womegedh 26 to 30 practically
disappeared in 2001.

Fewer are the studies which have attempted totastehe determinants of family size
ideals including foreign-born populations residimg European states. One notable
exception is a study by Penn and Lambert on papuaktin Britain, France and
Germany (2002). Through multiple regression modéhe authors found large
differences between ethnic groups in Britain, witldian and Pakistani respondents
expressing preferences for larger families thantidri respondents, and smaller
differences in France and Germany, where the dnldof foreign-born people
expressed desires for smaller families (especiRdistuguese respondents in France and
Turkish respondents in Germany). This study alsedoeligion to have a significant
effect on family size ideals, as both Christian dhaklim respondents preferred larger
families than those expressing no religious affdia (Penn and Lambert 2002).
However, the study groups first- and second-geimgratnmigrants together as “ethnic
groups” by country-of-origin and arguably suffersrh the deficiencies of using the
birth country of the first-generation and the pa&serirth country for the second,
making it easy to conflate the effects of the ntigraexperience itself with those of
being a native with migrant parents and the retstip between that and and

individuals’ attitudes and values.

In a thoughtful paper on the construction and useamcepts guiding research on
reproductive decisions, Philipov and Bernardi (20discuss many of the problems in
the development of a useful concept of an idealbmmof children or ideal family size.
Based on a review of the literature, they deschibes early formulations tended to
reflect subjective interpretations of societal nsramd social desirability, as well as to
assume a very specific family structure. We thimkse problems can be sidestepped to
a certain extent by centering the questionnairen’gewording explicitly on the

respondent’s personal ideal number of children,s timiaking it a self-referential
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measure, but problems of interpretation remainhd&®s most importantly, citing Judith
Blake (1966), Philipov and Bernardi highlight cactiihg interpretations of what “ideal”
means. Depending on whether the respondent’s iteaber of children reflects the
number of children they would like to have undezalliving conditions, or whether it
reflects the number of children the respondent sie& most appropriate under current
living conditions, the measure could be telling wary different things. Nonetheless,
in both scenarios it is living conditions that assumed to shape the response, whether
these are present ones, hypothetical ones or hgfidhones based to some extent on
present ones. Bernardi and Hutter finally arguat tthe concept should not be
abandoned but refined, and it is in light of tinattone of the main goals of this paper is
to describe the impact of the conditions under Wwitlte respondent’s personal ideal
number of children is expressed. In this way, wpehto contribute to this refinement

to the extent possible.

The main question this chapter examines is whetherréspondent’s birth country
influences her personal family size ideals andhtoextent that they can be measured
through a questionnaire, what additional factorsoant for those differences, if they
exist. If it is true that cultural differences aaat for the differences between women
born in Spain and women born outside of Spain,vamdinderstand culture to manifest
itself in the realm of attitudes, conceptions, neramd values, the significance of the
respondent’s birthplace should decrease as idedti@niables are introduced. On the
other hand, if it is true that structural factocgs@unt for the differences between women
born in Spain and women born outside of Spain, thennfluence of the respondent’s
place of birth should decrease as structural veesalfthat is, those which reflect
material and labor market conditions) are introdluicAs mentioned earlier, cultural and
structural explanations are not mutually exclusiegplanations; they can be
complimentary. Nor are all of the variables usedhis chapter “purely” structural or

“purely” cultural (as will be elaborated in the dission).

2.3 Data and Methods

This paper uses a subsample from the data colldxyethe Instituto Nacional de
Estadistca’s Centro de Investigaciones Sociologitats 2006 Fertility and Values in
21st Century Spain SurvéglS 2639), which includes a sample of foreignFfbaomen

large enough (n=745, or 7% of a total sample siz8,©37 women) to allow for an
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analysis of their fertility decisions. The queshaire includes questions covering
information on household characteristics and deaygcs, family of origin, partner
relationship histories, children and maternity, estipregnancies, fertility regulation,
attitudes towards children and the family, educsatioand occupational histories, and
partner characteristics. It must be pointed ootydver, that in light of the size of
Spain’s foreign-born population reported in therafoentioned municipal registers, it is
unlikely that the sample represents the entiretyoofign-born women in Spain (for
example, there are almost no women from the Asa@mtient in the sample). The
sample population used in this chapter includes &oimetween the ages of 18 and 49

who have left the parental home. Descriptive stias for the final study population are

displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. Characteristics of the study sample, mearand distribution (n=3829)

Dependent variables

Personal Ideal Number of Children
1

2 1,801 (47.0%
3 1,328 (34.7%
4+ 304 (7.9%)

Does not want children or does not know
Range response

222 (5.8%)

183 (4.¢
587 (15.3%)

)%)

Explanatory variables

Background

Age
18-24 267 (7.2%)
25-29 359 (9.7%)
30-34 702 (19.0%)
35-39 746 (20.2%)
40-44 734 (19.8%)
45-49 893 (24.1%)

Region of birth
Spain 3,314 (86.9%
Latin America 284 (7.5%)
Africa 54 (1.4%)
Eastern Europe 92 (2.4%)
Northern or Western Europe, North America 68 (1.8%

Region of birth (by TFR)
Spain
Low (<1.8)
Near replacement (1.8-2.4)
Above replacement (2.5-2.79)
High (>=2.8)

3,314 (86.9%
144 (3.8%)
80 (2.1%)
131 (3.4%)

145 (3.8%)
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Highest educational level completed
Primary or less
Secondary
Tertiary or above
Number of siblings
Current situation
Has had a child
Yes
No
Relationship status
Non-married
Married
Age when she leaves parental home
Labor market relationship
Not in the labor market
Stable job
Temporary job
Self-employed
Unemployed
Housing situation
Non-owner
Owner
Ideational factors
Preferred organization of household
Gender egalitarian or woman-led model
Male breadwinner model
Perspectives on parental responsibilities
It is the parents’ duty to do everything they éantheir children
Parents have their own lives and they shouldeasked to
sacrifice their wellbeing for their children
Neither the first nor the second
Perspective on professional compatibility with dhéin
Having children is an obstacle to a woman’s msi@nal life
Yes
No

473 (12.5%)
2,026 (53.6%
1,280 (33.9%

2.95 (+2.2)

2,966 (77.5%
830 (22.5%)

1,138 (29.8)
2,687 (70.3)
22.1 (+4.9)

1,202 (31.4%
1,504 (39.3)
561 (14.7%)

172 (4.5%)
388 (10.1%)

1,033 (27.2%
2,767 (72.8%
2,959 (7).
865 (22.6%)
3,150 (84.69
2661%)

309 (8.3%)

2,491 (65.5%
1,315 (34.6%

2.3.1 Dependent variables

The main dependent variable analyzed in this chaptdre personal ideal number of
children defined as the woman’s response to questld, “What is the ideal number of
children for you, personally?” The question was left open to the respondent, and
responses were recorded as either whole numbessrange. In this chapter, this
response has been coded as a categorical variabl®re child, 2 = two children, 3 =
three children and 4 = four or more children), gsine maximum number reported by

the respondent when her response was a range. afoirex the differences between

° Author’s own translation of Spanish-language goest
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respondents who gave a whole number response aseé twho offered a range, a
second, binary dependent variable was created (Whale number [reference]; 1 =
range or uncertain whether they want to have adxhilFinally, this chapter also

examines the differences between those responddrmtsvanted to have children and
those who did not or were uncertain as to whethey tid at the time of the survey (0
= Personal ideal number of children greater thao pef.]; 1 = Ideal of no children or

does not know whether she wants children).

2.3.2 Methods and independent variables

The maximum personal ideal number of children ofséhoespondents who wanted
children was analyzed through a generalized ordévgi/partial proportional odds
model using the gologit2 command in Stata, which treats our main dependiable

as ordinal (Williams 2006). This particular type ofodel was chosen over a
multinomial logit model because the multinomial itotyeats dependent variables as
nominal. Thus, the odds of expressing a persomall idumber of children of 4 would
be compared against the two-child norm, rather tharodds of wanting three children
or less. Similarly, having a personal ideal numdaiechildren of one would only be
compared against the two-child norm alone, rathan thaving a personal ideal number
of children of two or more. On the other handatmeent of the dependent variable
through an ordered logit model would not adequatefiect the nature of the formation
of a personal ideal family size because of the gnriignal odds assumption, which
assumes that the coefficients that describe tlaioakhip between the lowest versus all
higher categories of the response variable arestiime as those that describe the
relationship between the next lowest category dhtigher categories, and so on (R
Data Analysis Examples 2014). In a generalizedreditgit/partial proportional odds
model, this assumption is relaxed for some vargbliéer testing for the parallel lines
assumption, allowing the effects of explanatoryatales to vary with the point at which
the categories of the dependent variable are dichiaed (Williams 2006). Though the
default setting of gologit’s autofit command sdts alpha for Wald tests of the parallel
lines assumption at .05, after comparing constcharel unconstrained models for each
of the explanatory variables used, the alpha waatsthe .2 level, in order not to lose

relevant information from key variables whose efeavere observed to vary

10 Available athttp://www3.nd.edu/~rwilliam/gologit2
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importantly between cut-off points. While this disato a less parsimonious model, it
allows us to analyze certain variables more closelollowing Williams (2006),
ultimately, the model takes the form:

_expla; + X1 AL+ X2, 2,))
P >D)  l+exp@, + X1 fL+ X2, 32,))

, =1, 2, 3 (or M-1)

where M is the number of categories of the ordaegendent variable. In the case of
our study, M=4 such that our generalized ordergg lImodel becomes equivalent to a
series of three binary logistic regressions wheategories of the dependent variable are
combined, e.g. for j=1 a maximum personal ideal b@mof children of one is
contrasted with categories 2, 3 and 4 (i.e. a paisideal number of children of two or
more), for j=2 a maximum personal ideal numberholdecen of two or one is contrasted
with a maximum personal ideal number of childrenttuiee or more, and for j=3 a
maximum personal ideal number of children of thtee or one is contrasted with a
maximum personal ideal number of children of foummre. In the above model, X1
represents a vector of covariates for whiicks constrained (due to a non-significant
Wald test indicating conformity with the paralledlds assumption) while X2 represents
those covariates for whicp is not constrained (due to Wald test results imtitg a
violation of the parallel odds assumption). The agnmg dependent variables used in
this chapter, such as not wanting children (orkmmwing whether she wants children)

and range responses, were examined using stepmgsaditional logistic regression.

The first set of explanatory variables used in ttiipter reflects the respondent’s
background characteristics, and the first of thesdhe respondent’'sage coded
categorically. The second is a binary categorieaiable formotherhoodHas never
had a child [ref.]; Has had at least one live Birtfhe third independent variable used
in this chapter is the respondenpisce of birth** This variable has been coded in two
different ways: geographically and according to téeility context in the country of
birth. In both cases, Spain is the reference cayegGeographically, the non-Spanish

regions of birth include Latin America, the Africaontinent (which is 80% women

1 Multivariate analyses including the influence afianmy variable indicating the respondent had a
Spanish nationality were also carried out and teslitl not vary substantially from those displayethe
next sections.
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from Morocco), Eastern Europe (70% women from Romardaad Western Europe,
Northern Europe or North America (a somewhat hetmegus group in terms of
fertility patterns, it is largely the result of anited sample size, but also to their
common interpretation as “Western” cultures). émnis of fertility context, the non-
Spanish categories include Low Fertility (where ¢toentry TFR is below 1.80), Near-
Replacement Fertility (where the country TFR is tge¢ghan 1.79 and less than 2.40),
Above Replacement Fertility (where the country TERyieater than 2.50 and less than
2.81) and High Fertility (where the country TFR reater than or equal to 2.81). The
country TFRs used for this variable come from Unhdions estimates for 2005. This
year was chosen because at the time of the interthe women in the sample were
within the age-range used to calculate that TFR iaedincided with the year of the
interview. The fourth explanatory variable is tksgondent’sighest educational level
completed distinguishing between Primary or less, Secondang Tertiary or above.
While in the case of secondary education in Spgaiis, common to separate between
those who have completed the obligatory seconddugagion (which tends to finish
around age 16) and those who studied beyond tleasubstantial differences were
found between these categories in their relatigns¥ith the personal ideal number
children, and they were thus grouped together. fiftreindependent variable is the
number of siblingshe respondent had in her family of origin, codederically.

The next set of explanatory variables reflects #spondent’s current situation, which
includes whether the respondentnmarried (Non-married [ref.], married). Another
independent variable used in this group is the aedent’'sage when she left the
parental homgcoded numerically. The next independent variabline respondent’s
current relationship with the labor markéiot in the labor market [ref.]; Stable job,
Temporary job, Self-employed, Unemployed). The radpat’s housing situations
coded dichotomously, separating between non-owferseference category which
includes women who are renting and those who aréotiher” arrangements) and
owners (which includes partially paid and fully ggadwnership). We examine this
relationship especially in light of the delayed beliold emancipation and the
propensity to favor homeownership over renting tldwaracterizes “familistic”
European countries such as Spain and Italy, asaselhe important role of access to
housing in the transition to adulthood or economutonomy and its relationship with

delayed childbearing (Dalla Zuanna 2001).
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The final set of explanatory variables includes el factors which may affect the
respondent’s personal ideal number of children. flilsé of these is the respondent’s
preferred organization of the householtbded dichotomously (Gender egalitarian or
woman-led model [ref.]; Male breadwinner model). isThariable is based on survey
item P615, which reads: “There are many ways toridige family tasks and
responsibilities. | am going to give you some exksplf money were not a problem,
which of the following options would you choose fgourself?” In addition to

“Doesn’t know” or “Doesn’t answer”, the options lande:

1. A family in which both couple members have a joQuieng a similar amount
of dedication and which divide child- and houseedaisks equally”

2. A family in which the woman has a job requiring swmat less dedication than
the man and dedicates somewhat more than him itegctar the house and the
children.

3. A family in which the man has a job requiring sorheivess dedication than the
woman and dedicates somewhat more than her togcainthe house and the
children.

4. A family in which only the man has a job and thenvam cares for the house and
the children.

5. A family in which only the woman has a job and then cares for the house and
the children.

6. None of these

For the purposes of this chapter, options 2 and etewgrouped together in the
dichotomous variable described above. While it canainly be argued that these two
options are not the same (since option two involbeswoman’s participation in the
labor market), differences in the distribution dfet study’s dependent variables
according to those options were negligible (althowslightly fewer women who

responded with option 4 gave a range responseetsuhvey item on personal ideal

number of children).

The set of ideational variables also includes tlepardent’s perspective on parental

responsibilities. This variable is based on hemango survey item P613, which reads:
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“Which of the following phrases best describes ypaint of view regarding the
responsibilities of mothers and fathers towardddoén?” In addition to “Doesn’t

know” and “Doesn’t answer”, the options include:

1. ltis the parents’ duty to do everything they cantheir children
2. Parents have their own lives and they should noadleed to sacrifice their
wellbeing for their children

3. Neither the first nor the second

Finally, this set of variables also includes thepandent’s opinion regarding the
compatibility of children with a woman’s professariife. This variable is based on
her response to survey item P614, which asks: Oar ypinion, is having a child an
obstacle to a woman'’s professional life?” The gdssanswers were, Yes, No, Doesn’t

know and Doesn’t answer.

2.4 Descriptive Results

Before examining the results of multivariate ansly# is useful to orient ourselves
with the characteristics of the study sample bysatering our descriptive results. In all
cases where reference is made to the respondemsenal ideal number of children, it
should be remembered that we are referring to retthe respondent’s whole number
response to the question of how many children shed ideal for her, personally, or
the maximum value of her range if she in fact reggmbthis number as such.

The figures below display the distribution of thependent’'s maximum personal ideal
number of children according to their place of hoirt While Figure 2 groups the
countries of birth of the foreign-born women in aample according to the country
TFR, Figure 3 groups them geographically. In Figeireve can see that just over half
of the women born in the High Fertility group ofucdries have a personal ideal number
of children that is greater than the two-child npand that nearly half of those born in
the Above replacement and Near replacement groapssdwvell. On the other hand,
70% of the women born in the Low fertility counsizant two or fewer children, as it
is the group for whom the two-child norm is strosigend in which the one-child ideal
is also strong (60.5% and 9.3% respectively). Téia considerably different scenario
than in Spain, where just over 45% of the sampfeessed personal ideals of three or
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more children, yet fewer than 6% expressed onetddials. Meanwhile, both the
Near- and Above replacement fertility groups havagher proportion of respondents
who expressed one-child ideals than Spain (9.9%86% respectively).

Figure 2. Personal ideal number of children by birh-country TFR. Women ages

18 to 49, who want children and are not in the pamtal home.
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Figure 3. Personal ideal number of children by regin of birth. Women ages 18 to

49, who want children and are not in the parental bme.
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In Figure 3 we see that over 60% of the respondeata in the African continent

expressed a personal ideal number of childrenrektbr more, while 28.6% did in the
Western or Northern European and North Americangiand just over 30% did in the
Eastern European group. Also striking is that 14d@%espondents in the Western or
Northern European and North American group express®ne-child personal ideal
(although the differences between regions of bindty be exaggerated by relatively

small sample sizes).

Taken together, Figures 2 and 3 beg the questiarhat the relationship is between the
respondent’s geographical region of birth and thentry’'s TFR. Beyond that, they
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also beg the question of to what extent the respotsl personal ideal number of
children is reflective of the TFR in her birth coynt Figure 4 details the distribution of
the distance between the respondent’s persondlndezber of children and the TFR in
her country of birth. For the latter, a value ofepresents no difference between the
respondent’s ideal number of children and her biahntry’s TFR, while a positive
value reflects a higher personal ideal number dfidn than the country’s TFR and a
negative value reflects a lower personal ideal remdd children than the country’s
TFR. We can see that while respondents born in EuoogNorth America tended to
express a personal ideal number of children thathigher than the country TFR, those
born in Latin America or Africa had distributionkat encircled O, that is, that on
average there was relatively less difference batwbe respondent’s personal ideal
number of children and her birth country’s TFR. Hwer, it must be pointed out that
for Latin America, the median was negative, reftegthat over half of the population
expressed a personal ideal number of children bélembirth country’s TFR. This is
important to bear in mind because this differenaa be the result of two specific
phenomena: the direction of fertility rates in tyeographic regions displayed and the
possible selection effects of migration in termgeofility (in other words, the degree to
which individuals in our sample tend to be mordess representative of the TFR in
their geographic region of birth, based on thissilécation).

Figure 4. Distribution of personal ideal number ofchildren-TFR in country of

birth, by region of birth, women ages 18 to 49 whbave left parental home.
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Variation with respect to the personal ideal numdlep existed within the regions of
birth, depending on the respondent’s backgroundacheristics. Figures 5 and 6 display
the average personal ideal number of childrenHerdifferent country of birth groups,
by age cohort and highest educational level coragletThe relationship between the
respondent’s age cohort and personal ideal numbehitdren varies considerably
depending on her region of birth. We also see #éinabng the women in the sample
who were born in Spain, Latin America and Afridagge with a primary education have
the highest averages of any educational level.cdntrast, these are highest among
women with tertiary studies or higher among thosenbin the other European
countries. For these groups, however, the regattsvomen with only a primary
education should be regarded very skeptically,esthe number of cases is extremely
low (2 cases, or 3.2% of the sample). Latin Amergcghe only region of birth which
shows a negative educational gradient in the paisdaal number of children. Finally,
while the ideal number of children among Spanisimen with a primary education is
the highest of any educational group born in thgtan, it is striking how little variation

there is across educational categories.

Figure 5. Average personal ideal number of childne by region of birth and age
cohort. Women ages 18 to 49, not in parental home.
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Figure 6. Average personal ideal number of childrenby region of birth and

educational level. Women ages 18 to 49, not in part@al home.
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Figures 7 and 8 reflect the relationship betwegmeets of the respondent’s current
situation and personal ideal number of childrecpatding to her region of birth. While
Figure 7 shows the respondent’s personal ideal eurob children by labor market
relationship and region of birth, Figure 8 displaysn terms of the respondent’s
housing situation. We can see that, while amongh&ro born in Spain the average
personal ideal number of children is lowest amomgnen who were involved in paid
work at the time of the survey and highest amornigeseployed women, followed by
unemployed women and women who were not in therlatarket, the relationship is
different for all groups of immigrant women. Amowngmen from Eastern Europe and
Latin America, the personal ideal number of chitdie lowest among unemployed
women (dramatically in the case of unemployed Emastenropean women). For
African women, it was lowest among those who hadpigrary jobs. In contrast, the
respondent’s personal ideal number of children lwglsest among stably employed and
unemployed women for the group of Western and MNorthEuropean or North
American women. Also, while among women born itiL&merica the personal ideal
number of children was highest for self-employednga, among women from Eastern
Europe, it was highest for those who had stable eynpént. In the case of women
born in Africa, it was highest for those who wer m the labor market at the time of
the survey. Figure 8 reflects the respondent’ssimgu situation at the time of the
survey, according to her region of birth. Here, se® that for all groups except for

women born in the Western and Northern European athNAmerican countries,
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homeowners had a lower average ideal number alrelmithan people who did not own

their home at the time of the survey.

Figure 7. Average personal ideal number of childne by region of birth and

current activity. Women ages 18 to 49, not in pargal home.
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Figure 8. Average personal ideal number of childne by region of birth and
housing situation. Women ages 18 to 49, not in par&al home.
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Finally, with respect to the relationship betweba tespondent’s preferred distribution
of work in the household by gender, Figure 9 pressehe average personal ideal

number of children for each region of birth. Fdr groups except those born in
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Western or Northern Europe or North America, womero preferred a household
where the woman centered more of her activity amgdor the home and the children
than the man had a higher average personal ideabewof children than those who

preferred a more gender egalitarian or woman-ledeho

Figure 9. Average personal ideal number of childne by region of birth and
preferred distribution of household tasks. Women ags 18 to 49, not in parental

home.
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2.5 Results of the multivariate analyses

Before delving into the results of our generalizmdered logit models, let us first
examine the types of answers given in responsheaatiestionnaire item on personal
family size ideals. As mentioned earlier, roughlff6 of respondents answered the
survey item on the ideal number of children by jalong a range. In his analysis of the
Austrian Microcensus Sobotka (2009) frames the dichotomy between &peand
range responses in terms of certainty and uncéytailiVe adopt this distinction and
analyze this type of response through a stepwigistlo regression, with the cut-off
point for inclusion in the model set at the .2 leaed controlling for age, educational
level, country of birth, current situation and itlenal factors. Each of the models uses
the same explanatory variables, except that theoreent’'s place of birth, which was
coded as Spain/outside of Spain in Model 1, asgémgraphical region of birth in
Model 2, and according to the country’s TFR in 2@951odel 3. Results are shown in
Table 2.

54



Table 2. Estimates of stepwise logistic regressi@m range response to survey item
on personal ideal number of children. Women in Spai, ages 18 to 49.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust
Characteristics Ratio SE Ratio SE Ratio SE
Personal ideal 2.07** .19 2.07** | .19 2.05** | 19
number of children
Number of siblings | 0.93** .03 0.93** .03 0.93* .03
in family of origin
Born outside of 0.63** 13
Spain
Born in Latin 0.66* .16
America
Primary education 0.70 A5 0.70 16 0.70 16
Age 18-24 1.34 1.33 0.28
Homeowner 1.28* .18
N 3366 3368 3366
Pseudo R 0779 .0765 .0759
* p<l *% p<05 * k%
p<.01

Based on the results in the table above, we caiths¢en all models, range responses
become considerably more likely as the respondget'sonal ideal number of children
increases. We also see that having had siblirdysces the likelihood of the respondent
giving a range response to the survey item on #regmal ideal number of children.
The relationship between having been born outsid&pdin depended on how the
country of birth was coded. According to Modelrdnge responses were less likely
among women born outside of Spain, and Model 3 shibat having been born in Latin
America was also negatively related with range @asps and statistically significant.
Finally, Model 2 shows that homeownership was $icgmt at the .1 level, suggesting
that uncertainty regarding the ideal number ofdreih increases with homeownership.
This can be interpreted as either positive or negafor child-birth, since a range
response could mean that respondents do not knathehthey want a(nother) child
that they had wanted to have before the time ofintexrview, whether they are more
open to the idea of having one or another childrdfaving become an owner, whether

they are simply not sure how many they want or wbiethey just have a flexible range.
We now move on to our first analyses of the actmaimber expressed by the

respondent, specifically the number zero. Whikréhwere very few cases of women

between the ages of 18 and 49 who reported thgtditenot want children or had a
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personal ideal number of children of zero (4.0%haf study sample), there were even
fewer who were uncertain whether they wanted cérdor not (1.1%). Thus, to
analyze these decisions, we grouped these twohegéh get the dependent variable
displayed in Table 1. This response was also examiheugh stepwise logistic

regression with a cutoff point at the .2 level, aasults are displayed in the table below.

Table 3. Estimates of stepwise logistic regressiam personal ideal of no children
or not knowing if she wants children. Women in Spai ages 18 to 49, not in
parental home.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust

Characteristics Ratio SE Ratio SE Ratio SE
Has had a child 0.01***| <.01 0.01***| <.01 0.01** @81
Age 18-24 0.03*** | .01 0.04*** | .01 0.04*** | 01
Age 25-29 0.02*** | .01 0.02*** | .01 0.02*** | 01
Age 30-34 0.08*** | .03 0.09*** | .03 0.09*** | .03
Age 35-39 0.26*** | .09 0.25*** | .09 0.25*** | .09
Age 40-44 0.85 .35 0.86 .32 0.87 .32
Age 45-49 1 1 1
Married 0.59** 13 0.61** 14 0.62** .15
Number of siblings 0.92 .06
Born in country with 1.89 .55
low fertility
Bornin W., N. 4.69** 2.9
Europe or N.
America
Born in Africa 0.12 .16
N 3386 3388 3386
Pseudo R .3970 .3968 4041
* See possible responseg
in Table 1
* p<1 *% p<05 * k%
p<.01

According to the results in Table 3, among womeSpain who have left the parental
home, all age groups are less likely to expressra ¢hild ideal than women ages 45 to
49. This suggests the possibility that the zertdcideal is largely the result of
downward adjustment over time. With respect to ¢bentry of birth, while women
from Africa were 88% less likely than Spanish wonteneport a zero child ideal, the
relationship was very slightly not statisticallgsificant at the 90% level (p=.108). On
the other hand, women from Western or Northern Eeigopd North America were 4.69
times more likely than Spanish women to do so dheaespondent’s age, background,
current situation and ideational factors were culgd for. Table 4 below displays the
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reasons selected by respondents who did not waldret The most cited single
reason is age, thus supporting the idea that tfteecteld ideal is a result of downward
adjustment. However many of the categories rafigahe difficulties associated with

childrearing are also highly represented.

Table 4. Reasons for not wanting children. Womemi Spain, ages 18 to 49, not in
parental home, who did not want/did not know if they wanted children?

Reason for not wanting children ' choice 29 choice Total
Children are expensive, especially when

they grow up 16 (9.0%) 12 (6.7%) 28 (15.7%)
Children make it more difficult for a

woman to work 12 (6.7%) 16 (9.0%) 28 (15.7%)
It takes time away from other things that

are important in life 4(2.3%) 11 (6.2%) 15 (8.4%)
Pregnancy, childbirth and caring for

children are all hard on women 15 (8.4%) 11 (6.2%) 26 (14.6%)
Raising a child involves a lot of problems

and worries 20 (11.2%) 25 (14.0%) 45 (25.2%)
My house is not adequate for a larger

family 1 (0.6%) 3 (1.7%) 4 (2.2%)
Personal uncertainty 14 (7.9%) 14 (7.9%) 28 (15.7%)
| am not confident about the future 16 (9.0%) 10 (5.6%) 26 (14.6%)
| have the children | want 4(2.3%) 1 (0.6%) 5 (2.8%)
Age 38 (21.4%) 17 (9.6%) 55 (30.9%)
Health reasons 13 (7.3%) 15 (8.4%) 28 (15.7%)
Does not know 10 (5.6%) 22 (12.4%) 32 (18.0%)
Does not respond 15 (8.4%) 21 (11.8%) 36 (20.2%)
N (%) 178 (100%) 178 (100%) --

Table 5 and Table 6 display the results of our gdizerh ordered logit/partial

proportional odds models. In each case, women reported zero child ideals and
were certain that they wanted no children werewded from the analysis. While the
first groups women born outside of Spain accordinthe TFR in their country of birth,

the second groups them along the more commonly gsedraphical groups. Each
table displays the results of four models. Modeleflects the general relationship
between having been born outside of Spain onceaadevhether or not the respondent
has already had a child have been controlled felodel 2 applies the background
variables listed in Table 1, which include the rexpent's educational level and the
number of siblings in the family of origin. Mod8&l adds the respondent’s current

situation and Model 4 adds ideational factors.

12 Absolute values and percentages. Final columna{Jdoes not add up to 100%.
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The rationale behind grouping foreign-born womespain according to both the TFR
in their country of birth and by that country’s geaphical location follows Fernandez
and Fogli's claim that using a quantitative vareabk a proxy for culture is superior to
using country of ancestry because it reflects evesit property of that country (2009).
However, the number of children people tend to hawe country at a given moment is
not the only aspect of that country that is reléven our consideration of why a
woman’s non-Spanish country of birth may or may affect her fertility ideals in
Spain. A geographical categorization of countrpioth can often tell us considerably
more about the relationship between Spain andrdgabn, such as the physical distance
traveled by migrants to Spain, the economic situmatiinguistic affinity, the ease with
which people from each region can establish arnif§pain without being discriminated
against, the variety of cultural norms and prastipeesent in those regions that are
seemingly not related to fertility, how any comhtioa of these factors or others
contributes to the selection of people from thosentries who move to Spain and so
on. In short, while grouping according to counifff¥fR may let us know more
specifically how the fertility context in the couptof origin affects the personal ideal
number of children of women from those countrieSpain, regional categories allow
us to account for other aspects of cultural entnaimt beyond the normative fertility
context, as well as economic or geopolitical chirastics.
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Table 5. Estimates of ordered logistic regressiomadeal number of children.
Women in Spain, ages 18 to 49.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust
Characteristic Ratio SE Ratio SE Ratio SE Ratio SE
18-24 yrs old 1.27 .40 1.23 .40 1.56 .54 1.47 51
0.8%’ 15 0.99 17 0.89 17 0.8%’ 17
0.33**¢ 13 0.40%**¢ .15 0.30***¢ 13 0.32*++¢ 14
25-29 0.98 .28 0.93 .26 0.99 .30 0.95 .29
1.07 17 1.18 .19 1.16 .19 1.09 .18
0.26*+¢ 09 0.30** 10 0.26* 09 0.25** 09
30-34 1.06 12 1.09 .13 1.11 .13 1.08 .13
35-39 1.00 A1 0.99 A1 1.02 12 0.99 12
40-44 0.83 .09 0.83 .10 0.82* .10 0.80* .09
45-49 1 1 1
Has had a child | 1.57*** A7 1.68*** .18 1.59*** .19 1.59** .19
Country of birth
Spain 1 1 1 1
TFR<1.8 0.58*** A2 0.61** A2 0.54*** A1 0.55*** A1
1.8-2.4 0.45%* .20 0.43% .19 0.42% .19 0.38% A7
1.09 .30 1.08 .29 1.06 .28 1.08 .30
1.34 .66 1.39 71 1.16 .56 1.26 .61
2.5-2.8 0.64 .26 0.67 .28 1.05 .26 1.04 .25
1.13 24 0.9¢ 21
2.18**¢ 63 1.70¥ .52
TFR>2.8 0.96 44 1.08 43 1.30 .28 1.28 .28
1.44% .30 1.28 27
3.01¥*¢ 87 2.337 24
Number of
siblings 0.9¢ .04 0.9¢ .04 0.98 .04
1.07**° 02 1.06**° 02 1.06**" 02
1.13**¢ 03 1.12%*¢ 03 1.13**¢ 03
Secondary
Education 1 1 1
Primary or lower 0.68 A7 0.7C .18 0.75 .33
1.18 14 1.10 14 117 14
1.56**¢ .29 1.44% .27 1.44% .28
Tertiary or
above 1.0 .18 1.48*** 13 1.47%* 13
1.46*> 13
1.47%¢ .24
Age when she
leaves parental
home 0.98*** .01 0.98** .01
Married 1.47% .30 1.40 .30
1.14 12 1.17 13
0.86 .16 0.88 .16
Not in labor
market 1 1
Working 0.96 .09 0.99 .09
Temporary
contract 0.59* 14 0.61** 14
0.94 12 0.96’ 13
1.10 .24 1.106 .24
Self employed 0.72 31 0.74 .33
1.59 .33 1.63** 35
217+ 64 2,33+ 70
Unemployed 0.93 .26 0.97 27
1.24 17 1.23 17
0.78 .20 0.77F .20

59




Homeowner 1.7 .23 1.17 .24
0.88 .09 0.87 .09
0.54**¢ 10 0.54* 10

Male

breadwinner

preference 1.0G° 22
1.10 A1
1.72%*¢ 27

It is the parents’

duty to do

everything they

can for their

children 1

Parents have

their own lives

and they should

not be asked to

sacrifice their

wellbeing for

their children 0.59% .16
1.3¢0 22
1.37 .38

Neither the first

nor the second 0.97 13

Having children

is an obstacle to

awoman’s

professional life 1

Having children

is not an

obstacle to a

woman’s

professional life 1.22 .23
0.85% .07
0.74% 12

N 3516 3456 3308 3308

Pseudo R .0150 .0238 .0319 .0366

* p<.1 ** p<.05 *** p<.01

Dependent variable: (1) ideal number of childreh;i§2) ideal number of children is a maximum of2);
ideal number of children is a maximum of 3; (4)abdeumber of children of more than three. For
variables that violate the proportional odds asgiongoefficient is : (a) For ideal number of cédd of
more than 1; (b) For ideal number of children afr3nore compared to less than 3; (c) For ideal rarmk
of children of more than 3 compared to any lesa theee
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Table 6. Estimates of general ordered logistic regssion on ideal number of

children. Women in Spain, ages 18 to 49.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust Odds Robust
Characteristic Rato SE Ratio SE Ratio SE Ratio SE
18-24 yrs old 1.27 .39 1.18 .38 1.64 .58 1.54 .55
0.8%’ 15 0.94 17 0.84 17 0.83 17
0.37**¢ 14 0.43**¢ A7 0.30***¢ 13 0.32*++¢ 14
25-29 0.95 .26 0.91 .26 1.02 31 0.98 .30
1.07 17 1.18 .19 1.09 .18 1.08 .18
0.27*+¢ 09 0.31** 11 0.25* 09 0.25* 10
30-34 1.06 12 1.08 .13 1.11 .13 1.08 .13
35-39 1.00 A1 0.98 A1 1.01 12 0.99 12
40-44 0.83* .10 0.82** .10 0.81* .10 0.79* .10
45-49 1 1 1 1
Has had a child | 1.57*** A7 1.68*** .19 1.60*** .19 1.60*** .19
Region of birth
Spain 1 1 1 1
Latin America | 1.22 .19 1.10 A7 1.02 .16 1.04 A7
Africa 0.50 .29 0.58 .35 0.52 .33 0.538 .32
1.89%® .65 1.58 55 1.92% 72 1.91% 74
6.31*+*¢ 22 4.94%+ 1 84 5.36** 218 417 173
Eastern
Europe 0.62** .15 0.64* .16 0.55** 13 0.56** .13
W., N.
Europe, N.
America 0.43** .18 0.43*# .18 0.41%# A7 0.40*# A7
0.48+° 15 0.49** 15 0.47** 16 0.49** 16
1.33 .73 1.54 .86 1.48 .80 1.66 .94
Number of
siblings 0.9¢ .04 1.00" .05 0.99" .05
1.07**° 02 1.05%*" 02 1.06**" 02
1.14**°¢ 03 1.12%*¢ 03 1.12**¢ 03
Secondary
Education 1 1 1
Primary or lower 0.69 A7 0.80 .20 0.78 .19
1.16 14 1.08 14 1.10 14
1.56** 29 1.38¥ .26 1.37¢ .26
Tertiary or
above 1.00 .18 1.49*** 13 1.48*** 13
147+ 13
1.48%% .24
Age when she
leaves parental
home 0.98*** .01 0.98*** .01
Married 1.48* .31 1.£1 .30
1.13 12 1.15 13
0.89 17 0.88 17
Not in labor
market 1 1
Stable job 0.99 .09 1.01 .10
Temporary work 0.61*** 14 0.62**% 14
0.96’ 13 0.97 13
1.19 .26 1.18 .25
Self-employed 0.74 .32 0.76 .33
1.67° 34 1.65% 35
2.32%*¢ g9 2.45%+C¢ 73
Unemployed 0.93 .26 0.97 .28
1.28 .18 1.24 18
0.83 21 0.8T° 21
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Homeowner 1.7%6 .23 1.18 .24
0.86 .09 0.88 .09
0.57** 10 0.56** 11

Male

breadwinner

preference 1.03 .23
1.09 A1
1.55%**¢ 25

It is the parents’

duty to do

everything they

can for their

children 1

Parents have

their own lives

and they should

not be asked to

sacrifice their

wellbeing for

their children 0.59% A7
1.29 21
1.35 .38

Neither the first

nor the second 0.96 .13

Having children

is an obstacle to

awoman’s

professional life 1

Having children

is not an

obstacle to a

woman’s

professional life 1.18 22
0.86% .07
0.76% 12

N 3514 3454 3306 3306

Pseudo R .0172 .0262 .0362 .0399

*p<.1 * p<.05 *** p<.01

Dependent variable: (1) ideal number of childreh;i§2) ideal number of children is a maximum of2);
ideal number of children is a maximum of 3; (4)abdeumber of children of more than three. For

variables that violate the proportional odds asgiongoefficient is : (a) For ideal number of cmédd of
more than 1; (b) For ideal number of children afr3nore compared to less than 3; (c) For ideal rarmk
of children of more than 3 compared to any lesa theee
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With respect to age, in both Table 5 and Table 6ardpnts between the ages of 18 and
29 were less likely to report a personal ideal nendf children of four or more than
women between the ages of 45 and 49. Howevek tliere no significant differences
between these groups with respect to the othegoaés of the dependent variable. On
the other hand, there was a significant differebeéwveen the reference group and
women ages 40 to 44 in terms of the likelihood a¥ihg a personal ideal number of
children of four or more in Models 3 and 4 (the miagde, that is, that they were 17-
20% less likely than women between the ages oindi548 to have a high ideal number

of children, is more or less constant across mydels

In Table 5, we see that Model 1 shows significafeéat$ for the respondent’s region of
birth according to the number of children per wonmarthat country. Country TFR
affects the respondent’s personal ideal numberhdfiren in the expected direction,
though not necessarily according to the logic psegoby Fernandez and Fogli.
Women born in the two higher fertility countrieganore likely than Spanish women to
express a higher personal ideal number of childveimje women from the lower
fertility countries are less likely to have a perabideal number of children of two
children or more than Spanish women. The reasay tisat this does not necessarily
agree with Fernandez and Fogli's logic is that ¢bentries in the near-replacement
fertility group have a higher country TFR than Spand, while the statistical
significance of having been born in these groupevi®r than the lowest fertility group,
the magnitude of the effect is considerably greateoss all models. This could very
well be the result of selective migration from teauntries. Yet when we introduce
the respondent’s background characteristics, wehstdhe TFR in the country of birth
maintains its effects, but loses statistical sigaiice and magnitude. The negative
effect of the TFR in the respondent’s country aftbwas maintained across models for
the lower fertility countries, but the positive &tt of the high fertility countries was no
longer statistically significant once we controlla the respondent’s situation at the

time of the interview.

The number of siblings was positively related whk tikelihood of wanting more than
two children and increased in magnitude with thealdhumber of children, an effect
that is maintained in the subsequent models. Atsintained across models is the

effect of the respondent’s educational level. Womgh a primary education or lower
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were 1.56 times more likely than women with a seleoy education to have a personal
ideal number of children of four or more, while wemwith a university education
were 1.46 times more likely to want three and lid®es more likely to want four or
more. Once the respondent’s current activity wadrolled for, in both Models 3 and 4
this effect did not violate the proportional oddssamption, such that its effect and
magnitude were maintained across categories ohtlependent variable.

The age at which the respondent left the parentalkehwas also found to be significant,
and was negatively associated with the dependeiatbla such that the later she left her
parents’ home, the less likely she was to have gheni personal ideal number of
children. Also, married women were more likelyrthon-married women to want two
or more children, but not three or more. With exto the labor market, both Model 3
and Model 4 show that, compared to women who wetamthe labor market at the
time of the interview, having a temporary contrdgstvered the chances of the
respondent expressing a personal ideal numberlofeh of two or more by 41% in the
former and 39% in the case of the latter. Mearmayltself-employed women were 2.17
times more likely than women who were not in theolamarket to express a personal
ideal number of children of four or more, and omtEational factors were controlled for
as shown in Model 4, they were also 1.63 times rlikety than women who were not
in the labor market to have a personal ideal nurobehildren of 3 or more. Finally,
we also see that homeowners were 46% less likely titon-home owners to have an
ideal of four or more children.

With respect to ideational factors, the statisticattrongest effect was that of
respondents’ preferred organization of househokksta Those who expressed a
preference for a gendered division of tasks morén@ with the male breadwinner
model (where the man focuses more on work in therlanarket while the woman
focuses more on childrearing and domestic work)ewler2 times more likely to want
four or more children than women who preferred aergender-egalitarian or woman-
led organization of tasks. Meanwhile, women whoewhasked about parental
responsibilities responded that “parents have tbein lives and they should not be
asked to sacrifice their wellbeing for their chddi were 41% less likely to express a
personal ideal number of children of two or moranttwomen who responded that it

was the parents’ duty to sacrifice for their cheldr Finally, those who responded that
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having children is not an obstacle to a woman’sgasional life were less likely to have
a personal ideal number of children that was altledwo-child norm.

The results displayed in Table 6 are largely idehtwaéhose displayed in Table 5, with
one key difference: the effect of the respondemgon of birth is maintained across all
of our models. While there were no significantfelénces between women born in
Spain and Latin America with respect to the persateal number of children, there
were significant differences between Spanish woarahthose from the other regions.
Across models, respondents born in Eastern Europe 8&% less likely to report a
higher personal ideal number of children than Sgfamiomen across all categories of
the dependent variable. Meanwhile, women borrheWestern and Northern Europe
or North America were consistently between 50% 606 less likely than Spanish
women to report a personal ideal number of childngier than one or higher than the
two child norm. However, they were not signifidgress likely to express a personal
ideal number of children of four or more and itimsportant to point out that the
direction of the effect of having been born in thagion changes, and that this is

maintained across models.

Something similar happens in the case of women boAfrica: while the effect is not
statistically significant, African women were beeme50% and 42% less likely than
Spanish women to report a personal ideal familg shat was higher than one (this is
also the case for women with a primary educatiolower, and it is consistent in both
Tables 5 and 6 and across models). However, orceutioff point for our generalized
ordered logit/partial proportional odds model irdd the two-child norm in the
reference category, African women were significantiore likely than Spanish women
to select a higher personal ideal number of childri should be pointed out, however,
that although the effects of having been born incafare consistently significant for
higher categories of the dependent variable, thastostandard error is rather high and
the magnitude varies as different variables an@dhiced. So while in the more basic
Model 1, respondents born in the African continarg 6.31 times more likely than
Spanish women to report a high personal family sieal than Spanish women, this
falls to 4.94 times more likely when background releteristics are factored in,
increases once again to 5.36 when the respondewmtrent activity is included, and

finally drops to 4.17 once ideational factors asatoolled for.
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2.6 Discussion

This study finds that, for women in Spain who haftl fee parental home and were
between the ages of 18 and 49 during the periaiudfy and wanted children, there are
significant differences between women born in Sgaid women born abroad in terms
of their maximum personal ideal number of childreaven after controlling for
differences in their backgrounds and ideationaidi@c These differences were found to
depend on the region of birth and the fertility ot in the country of birth. Women
born in countries with near-replacement or lowiligytwere less likely than Spanish
women to have a personal ideal number of childmreatgr than one child or the two-
child norm. Women born in higher fertility coursi were found to express a higher
personal ideal number of children, but these diffiees were no longer significant once
the respondent’s background, current situation idedtional factors were controlled
for. Differences between the fertility ideals dadtiwe and foreign-born women were
more significant by geographical region. Womertha Eastern European group and
the Western and Northern European or North Amergranp were nearly half as likely
as Spanish women to have a personal ideal numbehilafren below the two-child
norm. On the other hand, women born in the Africantinent were nearly twice as
likely as Spanish women to have an ideal numbehoéiren of three or more and over
four times as likely to have one of four or moreThese differences remained
statistically significant after controlling for thespondent’s background characteristics,
current situation and ideational factors. Howeweshould be taken into account that
we did not account for the respondent’s age at atimmn, which would allow us to
account for the effects of socialization or adaptatprocesses among women who
migrated at earlier ages. The absence of thishlaria also relevant because we use
the TFR in the country of birth around the year 2080 this may mean very little to
women whose fertility preferences were socializadhier birth country’s fertility

context decades ago.

With respect to the respondent’s situation at thme tof the survey, relevant findings
include the negative effect of homeownership otilifgrideals of four or more and the
negative effect of temporary contracts on thosewsd or more. Homeownership
reduced the likelihood of high fertility ideals 8% relative to non-owners. It is

important to note here that home-ownership is galyerelated with a higher social
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class or income level, hence this might be capgusiome of these effects. Meanwhile
temporary contracts reduced the likelihood of hgven personal ideal number of
children of two or more by 39% compared to womer wilere not in the labor market
at the time of the survey. Self-employed womenenks6 times as likely as women
who were not in the labor market to have a maxinpemsonal ideal number of children
of 3 or more, and over twice as likely to have ohéour or more. Finally, the age at
which the respondent left the parental home was falsnd to significantly reduce the

respondent’s personal ideal number of children exreased.

In terms of the ideational factors analyzed in tktady, preference for a “male
breadwinner” division of household work was sigrafitly and positively related to the
likelihood of having a personal ideal number oflaten of four or more. On the other
hand, respondents who expressed that parents shoulte expected to sacrifice their
wellbeing for their children were 41% less likebyhiave a personal ideal family size of
two or more. Finally, respondents who expressathhving children is not an obstacle
for women’s professional lives were 14% less likabyreport an ideal number of
children over two than women who said that they anel 24% less likely to report one

of four or more.

With respect to a personal ideal of no childremot knowing whether she wants to
have a child, this study finds evidence supporthng interpretation that the zero-child
ideal is the result of downward adjustment overetimAlso, married women were
between 38% and 41% less likely to report a zeila ¢tieal than single women. In
terms of the respondent’s place of birth, respotsddorn in Western or Northern
Europe and North America were 4.69 times as likslythese born in Spain to report
either a personal ideal number of children of zarthat they did not know whether or
not they wanted to have a child, after controlliiog the respondent’s background,

current situation and ideational factors.

The main strength of this study is that, throughapplication of a generalized ordered
logit/partial proportional odds model, | was abteidentify the effects of explanatory
variables on specific categories of the dependantble, thus avoiding some of the
assumptions involved in the models employed inrostiedies and perhaps providing a

more realistic interpretation of the effects ofsaaxplanatory variables. It is also the
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first study to examine the influence of both mateand ideational factors on the
personal ideal number of children in Spain, as waslbeing the first to account for the
differences between native and foreign-born wonmeteims of the dependent variable.
Yet the study also has many weaknesses. Theditsiat it is a cross-sectional study,
examining a specific moment in time. Aside frone tmethodological problems of
causality and identification associated with tHar (nstance, whether being a mother
causes the respondent to have higher fertility Isdea whether women with higher
fertility ideals more likely to be mothers, and@o), the period under examination is at
the peak of the housing bubble in Spain and betbes economic crisis not only
shattered household economies, the housing and nadxdets, and quite likely peoples’
attitudes, but provoked another migration transiiio Spain, pushing it back to being a
net-emigration country. The nostalgia at seeingampie where only 10% of the

women are unemployed is a strange sensation indeed.

Perhaps one of the most important limitations te $tudy is that variables representing
the respondent’s attitudes are included at the same as the respondent’s
socioeconomic background, current fertility andeothhaterial factors such as housing,
when in reality these are not fully independentook another or attitudes. Current
attitudes often serve to justify behavior “afteetlact’, and are thus consequently
affected by these processes. While Pearson’s atimeltests did not show high levels
of correlation between our covariates, it remamgartant to bear this limitation in
mind when interpreting results; it is not our irtten to make causal arguments based

on the analyses presented, but to point to thecedBgms revealed by our analyses.

Another weakness of the study is that, while tHeat$ of the region of birth variable
are statistically significant, coding along thosse$ obscures important details. As
mentioned earlier, the vast majority of the Africgwoup was born in Morocco and a
similar majority of the Eastern European group wasn®aan. Several groups of
women were under-sampled, including women from digre on the Asian continent
and Africa south of the Sahara. And in Latin Aroarthere are a variety of fertility
contexts, with country TFRs ranging from 1.63 t6.4Thus, these findings should be
interpreted with considerable caution. It is ldygencorrect to interpret the
relationships in the study’s models as “the effaftbeing born in Africa”, or worse,

“the effects of African culture”. They should bearpreted as what they are: the largely
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unobserved relationship between having been boaménof the countries in that group
and being a woman between the ages of 18 and g i Spain in 2005, and not in
her parents’ home. This unobserved relationshigdcbe mitigated by a number of
factors including aspects of the migration expergeitself, her economic situation in
the country of birth, the quality of her social andtural entrainment there, aspects of
her reception in Spain not included in the explanatariables examined, ideational
factors that were not observed in this study othim questionnaire, linguistic abilities,
the historical and geopolitical relationship betwdwer birth country and Spain, being
part of a trans-national family or a host of otfestors. Factors that could have been
examined, such as the time since foreign-born redgas came to Spain, were not
included in this study because the high numberigkimg values (13.49%) would have

resulted in a considerably smaller and more unwisiimple.

Other weaknesses of the study include a lack afrinétion about the respondent’s
wages or expenses, particularly housing expensem the effect of housing revealed
by our model. It also takes the higher numbertolideen when respondents answered
with a range, such that the actual ideal familye sizay be over-estimated to a certain
degree. However, the difference between people s#dythat the ideal number of
children for them personally is two or three cheldrand not two children is the desire,
however weak it is, for a third child. Thus, itae important desire to consider when
examining the conditions under which people shaeé ideals towards reproduction.
Also, sensitivity analyses were carried out in vhadternate codings of range responses
took either the mean or the lower value of the wasp provided. Results of these
analyses were not substantially different than éhpgesented in this paper, with the
exception that the association with the respondentuntry of birth was slightly
stronger in the results presented here. Finallg, study examines respondents without
taking the partner’s characteristics into accowat,it assumes that the respondent’s
personal ideal number of children is truly persoamatl independent of her partner’s

ideal number of children.

While studies have examined the determinants @ioredents’ personal ideal number of
children through multivariate analysis, most noyaiol the work of Maria Rita Testa
(2010; 2012), to our knowledge, ours is the fistdo so focusing on differences

between native and foreign-born women, and the tirglo so through the application
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of a generalized ordered logit/partial proportiondlds model. In both of the cited
studies, while a gologit2 model was employed, thepprtional odds assumption was
ultimately maintained. Yet many of our study’sdings regarding the effects of age,
ideational factors and country of birth show eviterof their effects on specific
categories of the dependent variable. If the promaal odds assumption were to have
been maintained for these variables, these sigmifiassociations would not have been

visible.

In broad terms, this study supports the view thidtucal and structural explanations of
fertility need not compete, but can be combined tomplementary fashion. We have
shown that both ideational factors and materialdd@mns such as the respondent’s
relationship to the labor and housing markets erite her personal ideals regarding
reproduction. Yet neither the material conditions the ideational factors studied
accounted for all of the differences between worbem in Spain and those born

outside of Spain, and much remains to be determirfaatther research is needed to
investigate the role of the migration experienselftto ascertain what factors shape
fertility ideals in the country of birth, which osshape them in the destination country,
and whether anything happens “along the way”, tisatbetween departure and
stabilized settlement. This study’s findings (arid shortcomings) suggest that
examining the specifics of the respondent’s pastmer history, labor market history,

economic conditions, social networks and housingditmns could shed considerable
light on the formation of fertility ideals.
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2.8 Appendix

Al. Predicted probabilities of personal ideal numbeof children, by region of birth

and age cohort.
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A3. Predicted probabilities of personal ideal numbeof children, by region of birth

and labor market relationship.
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A4. Predicted probabilities of personal ideal numbeof children, by region of birth

and housing situation.
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A5. Predicted probabilities of personal ideal numbeof children, by region of birth
and preferred economic organization of the househd!
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3. Babies and the Bubble: Families and Homes in the Wake
of the Spanish Housing Crash

3.1 Introduction
After reaching its nadir in 1997, Spain’s lowest¢ltertility (Kohler, Billari and Ortega

2002; Billari and Kohler 2004; Goldstein, Sobotkadalasilioniene 2009) began to
recover. That same year, Spain began a majortekifirds becoming one of the main
destination countries for international migrantgothe course of the following decade
(Coleman 2006). The roles of educational, partngrahd labor market histories in the
Spanish case of low fertility have been well-docated (Adsera 2004; Gonzalez and
Jurado Guerrero 2006; De la Rica and lza 2005;r@€adartin 1992; Baizan 2006;
Martin-Garcia and Baizan 2006; Baizan, Aasve andlarBi 2003), and the
interrelationship between Spain’s fertility recoyend migration has been studied in
some depth as well (Castro Martin and Rosero-BB®39). Yet another fundamentally
important dynamic that has shaped Spain over 8tewa decades is often overlooked
in analyses of Spanish fertility, and in particutdrthe fertility recovery experienced
after 1997.

While the early nineties were characterized by ssiom, around the mid-nineties the
Spanish economy began to take off, propelled bystrength of its housing market and
the construction sector around it. From that pamtil 2007, housing prices increased
by a factor of three with annual increases reachipgo 15% (Garcia Herrero and
Fernandez de Lis 2008). Spain’s fertility recovgrgw and peaked with the housing
market, reaching a TFR of 1.44 children per wom¥at this trend ended abruptly with
the housing crash, and has fallen since thendoel bf 1.32 in 2012 (Instituto Nacional
de Estadistica 2013). Considering the central p&yed by housing in family
formation and family dynamics, an examination ef rielationship with fertility at the
micro-level may provide significant insights intoet structural determinants of fertility
behavior, particularly in the context of an “exta@rishock” such as the housing crisis
that currently affects Spain.

Although the Spansih housing market is charactérinelay by high levels of owner-

occupation, this was not always the case. The hgusilicies enacted after the Civil
War reduced the percentage of rental housing freen forty percent in 1960 to 14.9%
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in 1991. Practically all of this was transformetbi owner-occupation, which rose from
50.5% to 77.5% during the same period (Alberdi Aadenfeld 1996). After 1991,
owner-occupation rose to 82.2% in 2001 but fellimythe next decade to 78.9% in
2011. Despite this decline, the first decade ef2000s saw a considerable shift in the
structure of owner-occupation, with a third of helslds that had achieved
homeownership through access to mortgages, repiegam 83.5% increase (Instituto
Nacional de Estadistica 2013).

The high share of owner-occupation is not the oaligularity of the Spanish housing
market. Hoekstra and Vakili-Zad (2011) describeSpanish Paradox”, wherein the
traditional logic of supply and demand failed, dmmdising prices rose strongly despite a
very high proportion of vacant dwellings (generdigtween 13% and 17%, largely
independent of the size of the municipality). Thhars argue that this elevated share
of vacant dwellings is the result of four majorttas: (1) investment in property in a
homeowning culture; (2) strong rural to urban miigmg (3) an important role for the
family in supporting access to housing, a resulthaf country’s welfare regime and
reflected in the importance of intergenerationahsfers and the low share of publicly
subsidized housing; and (4) a history of strictt reggulation and tenant protection.
However, the authors themselves admit that, thdaaged on the available data, their
argument is exploratory and even speculative. dddéhey concede that in the years
since the housing bubble burst in 2008, housingeprhave fallen at a steady rate, and

the oversupply of dwellings is contributing to that

Considerable changes have also occurred with regpdice structure of households in
Spain as a result of major demographic changedon€and Cruz Molés (2008) find
that, while in 1990 increased age and educatiorreased the likelihood of
homeownership, by 2000 they were also associatdd laiger dwellings. They also
found that both in 1990 and in 2000, higher incamas associated with a preference for
owning larger dwellings. Yet the impact of housprices differed during that period
such that, while in 1990 a rise in housing pri@sshouseholds to reduce their dwelling
size, the lower interest rates that characterizé@02ed to a situation where higher
prices increased the tendency to purchase morensixgedwellings, treating them as an

investment that would prove profitable during tloaising bubble.
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Most of the demographic trends present in 2001ligtetsday, although the scale has
changed in some cases. According to the most remamsus data, single-person
households now constitute 23.2% of households, loichw 40.8% are occupied by
people over the age of 65. Meanwhile, the pergentaf households composed of
couples with no children increased from 17.3% i®R2@ 21% in 2011. While the
percentage of one-child couples increased from%5m 2001 to 16.3%, that of two-
child couples fell from 17.7% to 15.5% and thredechouples fell from 12.4% in 1991
to 6% in 2001 and 3.2% in 2011. The total poputatbsingle mothers rose by 44.8%
over the last decade, such that they constituté ©btotal households, while that of
single fathers rose 59.7%, representing 1.8% ofSalanish households. Another
important demographic change that has taken placegl recent decades which is
relevant to Spain’s housing market and its feytiliate is the rapid growth in the
country’s immigrant population. While in 1991, gniwo percent of the Spanish
population had been born abroad, this proportige o over five million people by
2011, representing 11.2% of the total populati@ughly half of whom are renting
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2013). On theeothand, while immigration
contributed modestly to the fertility recovery Spaxperienced between 1998 and
2006, Goldstein, Sobotka and Jasilioniene (2009 lehown that the bulk (84%) of
that recovery was the result of a rise in the ligrtrates of Spanish women and a slow-
down in fertility postponement. Considering thhistcoincides temporally with the
housing bubble and an increase in access to owtoepation via mortgages, it is
possible that this increase may be attributableh@anges in the housing market and
lending practices. To our knowledge (and largelg do the type of data that was
previously available), this is the first study twaenine whether a relationship exists
between the way respondents accessed owner-ocmupati Spain and fertility

outcomes.

3.2 Fertility and Housing

The link between housing and fertility in Europeanrdoies may seem intuitively clear
but it is often difficult to demonstrate empirigall As a result, housing conditions are
often omitted from analyses in favor of aspectshsas the labor market, partnership
histories, educational attainment or ideationatdesc (Lesthaeghe 1983; Van de Kaa
1987; Vitali et al 2009; Bongaarts 2001; Dorbri208; Mulder and Billari 2010). Yet

housing remains a key structural factor involvedertility behavior, and unanswered
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guestions regarding its impact constitute a magnmonent that is often relegated to
the background in the dialogue between cultural stnactural explanations of fertility.

This is usually due to the cross-sectional naturtn@fsurvey data often used to analyze
fertility, to the short periods of observation irmny of the available panel studies, or to
a lack of retrospective data on housing in eitifethese. Also, because changes in
housing and fertility are often simultaneous arnédrilated (Enstrom Ost 2012; Baizan
2006), it is difficult to disentangle a causal telaship between events in either of these

trajectories.

Yet in recent years, researchers are finding waysdorporate a greater level of detail
regarding housing into their analyses. In paricuMulder has examined the links
between homes and family dynamics, revealing thee relationships at the micro
level. These are the connection between leavingp#tental home and housing, the
connection between first parenthood and housing] #re connection between
separation (including divorce) and housing. Speadify in regards to parenthood,
Mulder describes an increasing tendency to sedgtreduality housing before forming
a family (Mulder 2013). In West Germany, Mulderdawagner (1998) describe an
elevated likelihood of moving into homeownershipuard the birth of the second child.
Yet in Sweden, among people born between 1920 a®@0,1the timing of
homeownership shifted from coming after the firsthbto coming before it (Mulder
and Feijten 2002). Clark (2012) finds that in tiyefive randomly sampled
metropolitan areas in the United States, age stthirth tends to be higher in expensive
housing markets, but also points out that thesd tercontain a higher proportion of
women with advanced degrees, suggesting that éimde seen as a selection effect of
this concentration. In this way, Clark suggestst thigh-cost housing markets may
create a threshold for fertility behavior, but dagthor could not find evidence of lower
completed fertility in these areas. In contragiéh and Tamura (2009) find evidence
of a negative association between completed tgraind higher housing costs that does
not seem to be the result of selective mobility kératogether, the conclusion seems to
be that access to housing plays a key role in thetlpostponement of parenthood and in
completed fertility.

The relationship between the type of housing inleabiity couples and their fertility has

also been examined. Using highly detailed longitadregister data from Finland,
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Kulu and Vikat (2007) find that fertility is highe@mong couples in single-family
houses and lowest in apartments, that there isawdvfertility after couples have
changed dwellings and that the risk of third birthreases several years after moving
into a house. Through joint modeling and multi-leseent history analysis, Kulu and
Steele (2013) find that the birth of a child sigrahtly raised the likelihood of moving
to a new house, that the likelihood of moving teirggle-family house increased with
the number of children in the family, and thattfiaed third birth rates increased after a
couple moved to a new house. More specificallgytidentify three patterns of timing:
(1) a couple moves to a new house, and conceptioar® after moving to the new
house; (2) the woman became pregnant and the coupled to a new house where the
child was born; and (3) a child was born and then douple moved to a new house.
They also find that the likelihood of each patterri@s somewhat depending on

whether they occur in urban or rural settings.

In a more general sense, Mulder identifies fourercinnected concepts for
understanding the connections between family fammand housing, and a fifth that is
common to all, which would be the social norms staicture them. The first is space,
insofar as larger households need more and ther@megarded as meeting this need is
highly shaped by social norms. The second is gualibich explains the preference
described in the literature for single-family hosisend, to a certain degree, for
homeownership. The third is safety and securitycesiprotection against eviction is
perceived to be associated with homeownership diadth the housing crisis has
dismantled this idea to some extent). Recent reBean Italy has revealed security
with housing to have a positive effect on fertilitytentions (Vignoli et al 2013).
Finally, flexibility plays a role, particularly ithe role of young couples. Because they
are in the process of building their housing, latmarket and partnership careers, young
people require a certain reduction in the costeaated with moving (Mulder 2013).

At the macro level, Mulder and Billari (2010) idéptfour home-ownership regimes
based on levels of home-ownership and access tégages. These four regimes
coincide somewhat with Esping-Andersen’s welfaremegtypology (1999). The first
is the Career Homeownership Regime, which is charaed by a relatively low level
of homeownership and easy access to mortgagestinRes considered an acceptable

alternative to owning and homeownership is notfite# housing tenure after leaving
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the parental home. Countries with this type ofimeginclude Denmark, Germany,
Sweden, the UK and the United States, and range low to relatively high fertility.
The second is the Elite Homeownership Regime, wha similarly low levels of
homeownership as the Career Homeownership Regiotdess access to mortgages.
Renting is also normatively acceptable and homeoste is largely restricted to the
more prosperous. Countries in this regime inclédestria, Belgium, France and
Portugal, most of which are low fertility countribat do not fall to “lowest-low” levels.
The third group of countries constitutes the Easy elmwnership Regime, which
combines a high level of homeownership, which kel to be normative, and a wide
availability of mortgages. Countries in this grdaplude Norway, Iceland and Ireland,
which also have Europe’s highest Total Fertility Rate Finally, the Difficult
Homeownership regime is characterized by low actessortgages and high levels of
homeownership, which in turn is strongly normativeAccess to homeownership
depends on personal savings, intergenerationasfaemnor inheritance, and the rental
sector is not a suitable alternative to prospedtweilies. Countries in this regime are
particularly unfriendly to leaving the parental hemnd family formation, and include

the “lowest-low” fertility countries Italy, Spaimd Greece (Aasve et al 2002).

Using ltaly as an example, and in harmony with Eg#\ndersen’s characterization of
these countries as “familistic”, Dalla Zuana expfathat this organization of couples
and society encourages late departure from thentsréome directly because: (1)
economic conditions are more favorable there thaanaliving alone, with friends or

with a partner; (2) the affective bonds betweereptr and children and children and
their siblings are very strong; and indirectly besm (3) familism contributes to the
shortage of housing for rent that is accessiblgotmg people and (4) it is an important
component of the welfare system, which is basegrivate transfers to and from older
people rather than the availability of unemploymeenefits for all (Dalla Zuanna

2001).

This chapter examines the relationship between hgumnd fertility at the micro level
in one of the countries in this group, namely Spainorder to ascertain whether and
how factors related to the housing situation itgeffuence fertility outcomes when
considered alongside socioeconomic factors. Bwgldhis, we hope to outline the

structural factors at work after the Spanish hayisimash, so that these may be

82



considered more thoroughly in the dialogue betwedtural and structural explanations
of fertility. The approach taken in this chaptesimilar to that employed by Gonzélez
and Jurado-Guerrero (2006) when they define a ‘mmhiset of conditions for having a
baby”. Using data from the European Community Hboke Panel for France, West
Germany, Italy and Spain, they show that a numbeaioocioeconomic conditions must
be fulfilled in order to have a first child, whichclude secure employment, sufficient
income, time flexibility, a stable partner, leavirtge parental home and suitable
housing, all of which are affected by national itosional contexts. In addition to

examining whether the impact of these factors difteday than when that study was
conducted (it made reference to the years 1994)20@lalso exploit the more detailed
data offered by the European Union Statistics oorme and Living Conditions, which

includes information on mortgages, housing cond#iand social exclusion, in order to

expand on this model.

3.3 Data and Methods

This chapter uses a subsample of the longitudint ftax Spain from the European
Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions ¢(BWC), an annual survey
providing micro data on social indicators such @some, poverty, social exclusion,
labor market relationships, household structurepusimg and living conditions.
However, although the dataset is rich in detailgarding these aspects of the
respondent, there is one crucial variable missiramfthe longitudinal data: the
respondent’s nationality or country of birth. ight of the weight of Spain’s immigrant
population, and considering that this data is idéghfor use in analyses of poverty and
social exclusion, this lack of information hindeamsalysis to a considerable degree.
Nevertheless, broad trends can be identified udiigydataset. Because each of the
dependent variables analyzed was dichotomous (srided below), and given the
censoring inherent in the limited period of obséorg we examined the association of
these with respondent characteristics through prelgression, clustering observations
around the individual respondents in order to antdar multiple years of observation.

Following Gonzéalez and Jurado-Guerrero (2006) ptiobit model takes the form:

Pr(y =1| X) = ®(X"f)
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whereP is the probabilityy is a conception leading to first birth or one legdto a
second or higher order birtlh is the cumulative distribution function of the redard
normal distributionX is a vector of explanatory variables affecting veors propensity
to experience y, anflis a vector of parameter estimates. This sameuiariapplies for
models with clustered standard errors, as this ddanonly represents the relationship
between the probability and the explanatory vaesbl

Observations were drawn from the datasets for 20002011 which, due to the EU-
SILC’s rotational panel design, include informatigoing back to 2007 for some cases.
These sets were chosen because they includedirctiest between respondents who
accessed owner-occupation through mortgages asé thbo accessed homeownership
without them. The study sample is limited to worbetween ages 18 and 44 who have
left the parental home and were either marriedobiabiting with a stable partner at the
time of the interview. This restriction was dore aorder to control for both the
partnership and housing context in which fertildgals were formed, assuming that the
ideals one has when they are part of a stabldae&itip and have to assume the costs
of an independent household are likely to be mesdistic than the ones formed as a
dependent member of the parents’ household and uHhen are single. The final
sample consists of 3,775 women and 8,989 persars-ydam 2007 to 2011.
Descriptive statistics for the study sample areldiged in Table 1.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the study sample, mearend distribution. Women ages

18 to 44. (n=3,775; Person-years=38,989)

Dependent variables

Fertility
First birth during period of observation

Second or higher order birth during period of otaaton

185 (14)8
260 (5.7%

%

Explanatory variables

Age group

<30 years

30-34

35-39

40-44

Educational level

Low

Medium

High

In(Disposable household income)
Relationship status

Consensual union on a legal basis
Consensual union without a legal basis
Labor market status

Not in labor market

Stable employment

Temporary employment
Self-employed

Unemployed

Partner’s labor market status
Stable employment

Temporary employment
Self-employed

Unemployed

Not in labor market

Number of children living in the household
No children

1 child

2 children

3 or more children

Tenure status

Owner, no mortgage

Owner, with mortgage

Renting at market rate

Renting at reduced rate

Degree of urbanization

Densely populated

Intermediate

Thinly populated

955 (10.6%)
2,007 (22.3%
2,842 (31.6%
3,185 (35.4%

3,354 (37.4%
2,178 (24.3%
3,432 (38.3%

10.13(+.70)

7,868 (87.
1,121 (1p.

1,982 (22.1%
4,211 (46.9%
1,160 (12.9%

485 (5.4%)
1,151 (12.8%

5,722 (63.7%
1,046 (11.6%
940 (10.5%)
1,027 (11.4%
251 (2.8%)

1,822 (20.3%
2,754 (30.6%
3,602 (40.1%

811 (9.0%)

2,077 (22.4%
5,692 (63.3%
1,076 (12.0%

210 (2.3%)

4,301 (47.9%
2,066 (23.0%
2,622 (29.2%

59%)
5%
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Type of dwelling

Apartment in a building with 10 or more dwellings
Detached house

Semi-detached or terraced house

Apartment in a building with less than 10 dwellings
Housing quality

Presence of leaks, humidity or other structurabglec
Time since signing housing contract

332 (48.2%)
1,038 (11.6%
1,766 (19.7%
1,851 (20.6%

1,653 (18.4%

<3 years 1,101 (12.3%
3-5 years 2,040 (22.8%
6-9 years 2,489 (27.8%
10+ years 3,328 (37.2%
Year

2007 794 (8.8%)
2008 1,477 (16.4%
2009 2,143 (23.8%
2010 2,725 (30.3%
2011 1,850 (20.6%

3.3.1 Dependent variable

The dependent variables examined in this chapeefirat andsecondor higher order
births that occurred during the period of observation.acle of these is coded
dichotomously such that 0 represents women witbhildren in the case of the first and
women with children in the case of the secondthicase of the first, 1 represents a
first birth and, in the case of the second, a bafttany order higher than one (models

that used the second also controlled for the nurmbprevious children).

3.3.2 Methods and independent variables

The first explanatory variable used in this stucdhswhe respondentage cohortor the
age cohort at the time of first birih the case of second and third or higher ordehndi
Both were coded into four categories: under 30ta384 (reference category), 35 to 39
and 40 to 44. The fact that we restricted the sangpwomen who had left the parental
home and were cohabiting with their partners actofor the relatively low proportion
of women in their twenties when we consider thes lage at leaving home that
characterizes Spain and other Southern Europeamiregsi The second explanatory
variable examined is the responderttighest educational level completembded into
three categories, Low, Medium and High, where Lewamposed of women with some
secondary education or less (reference categorggdilvh includes respondents who
have completed secondary studies and/or post-sappratudies, and High includes

women with university degrees or higher. Anothearacteristic examined was whether
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the respondent’selationship with her partnehad a legal basis, that is, whether it was
their legal spouse or registered partner (refereategory), or not.

We also examine the natural log of tiisposable household incoragailable during
the year prior to the interview (such that in 20t income reference period is 2010,
and so on), as well as the respondentsvity status during the year prior to the
interview differentiating between women who were not in lddgor market (reference
category), women who had stable employment (thataigpermanent or indefinite
contract), women who had temporary employment, -emiployed women and
unemployed women. Despite the considerably highenber of women in stable
employment at the time of the interview, we havesgm not being in the labor market
as the reference category because doing so captueedffects of different types of
employment relationships with more robust resuli$ie partner’s activity during the
year prior to the interviewwas also incorporated into our model, and usesséme
categories as the respondent’s activity status,elewin this case, given the small
percentage of cases where the partner was notitabior market, stable employment
was used as the reference category. When exansecwnd or higher order births, the
number of children living in the respondent’'s hdudd during the previous yeavas
included. This was coded categorically as no ceildreference category), one child,
two children or three or more children. In eachitise cases, the logic behind using
the situation from the previous year is to accdonttheir impact around the time of

conception.

With respect to the respondent’s housing situatiba,explanatory variables included
thetenure status during the previous yedrhis variable was coded as owner without a
mortgage (reference category), owner with a moggagnant renting at market price,
and tenant renting at a reduced rate (responderite were living in free
accommodation were not included in our sample).e Hext explanatory variable
related to the respondent’s housing situation & dbgree of urbanizatignwhich
maintains the EU-SILC categorization of densely ylaged (reference category),
intermediate and thinly populated. A densely pafmd area is defined as a contiguous
set of local areas, each of which has a density 5@ inhabitants per square kilometer,
and the population is over 50,000 inhabitants. idtermediate area is defined as a

contiguous area having a population over 50,00@bitAnts and a density over 100
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inhabitants per square kilometer, while a thinlpplated area is defined as pertaining

to neither of the previous two.

The next explanatory variable referring to the ocegjent’s housing situation is tiygpe

of dwelling she lived in the previous year. Here the EU-Sktafegorization is also
maintained, and it distinguishes between an apattnmea building with 10 or more
dwellings (reference category), a detached housepa-detached or terraced house and
an apartment in a building with less than 10 dwghi As displayed in Table 1, nearly
half of all respondents lived in apartments in éinigs with 10 or more dwellings. We
also included théime since signing the housing contraotaccount for the amount of
time the respondent had been in the home. This ceded into four groups that
included less than three years, three to five yas&d4o nine years and ten or more years
(reference category). To represent the quality ttegé respondent’s housing, a
dichotomous variable capturing tipeesence of leaks, humidity and other structural
decaywas included. Finally, to capture any of the polsscontextual effects of the
economic crisis, we included an explanatory vadatar theyear of the interview
which goes from 2008 to 2011, with 2008 as theregfee category. Although the
dataset included observations from 2007, these uléneately omitted due to the use of

lagged explanatory variables to account for thiégots around the time of conception.

3.4 Descriptive Results

Before examining the results of multivariate anslyset us first examine the study
sample in terms of their completed fertility andubimg by considering our descriptive
results. In contrast to the multivariate analygls, descriptive analyses present the
“current” situation of respondents at the time lod interview and not their conditions
around the time of conception.  Figure 1 displdnes distribution of the respondent’s
tenure status according to her age group. We eartlgat while tenure status varies
considerably with age, owner-occupation is the chami situation for women between
the ages of 18 and 44 who were living with theirtipers at the time of the interview.
One of the key differences between age groupsselzetiveen the 35 to 39 and the 40 to
44 groups: while the percentage of women who wenéing at market or reduced rates
is roughly similar, a considerably larger propantiof women between the ages of 35

and 39 at the time of study accessed owner-ocarp#trough mortgages. This makes
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sense when we consider that this group was aropath’S average age at leaving the
parental home when mortgages began to proliferatihe country. Meanwhile, the
propensity to rent at market rate varies considgnatih age, while renting at a reduced

rate is quite rare amongst all age groups.

Figure 1. Current tenure status of the respondent  age group. Women ages 18 to

44 who are living with their partners in Spain andpaying for housing.
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Figure 2 displays the number of children livingtive respondent’s household by her
current tenure status. Childlessness and one fanidies are most common in homes
that are rented at the market rate, followed bgé¢hthat were accessed via mortgages.
On the other hand, childlessness and one-child lizsnare least common among
owner-occupied homes without a mortgage. In gaig tould be due to the more
elevated age composition of this category, butdifferences between this group and
the others are considerable nonetheless. Thréefemilies are most common among
homes that are rented at a reduced rate (a tetattes shat shows remarkable balance
between categories of completed fertility), follavby homes that are rented at the
market rate and owner-occupied homes with no mgeigahich have virtually equal

proportions of higher fertility households.
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Figure 2. Number of children living in the respondat’s household by tenure

status. Women ages 18 to 44 who are living with thigoartners in Spain and

paying for housing.
\ \ \
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Renting at reduced rate B m No children
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Figure 3 shows the number of children in the redpatis household in terms of the

type of housing she inhabits. Two main groupstdrishese terms: while households

with two or more children are most common amongisietached or terraced housing

and apartments in buildings with less than ten timgd, childless and one-child

families are most common among detached housesjpadments with ten or more

dwellings. Among this second group, however, fagilwith three or more children in

the household are slightly more common in detattwees than in apartments.
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Figure 3. Number of children living in the respondat’s household by type of
housing. Women ages 18 to 44 who are living with ¢fir partners in Spain and

paying for housing.
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Figure 4 displays the number of children in theooeslent’s household by the degree of
urbanization in which it is situated. While chéds and one-child families constitute
the majority in densely populated areas, two-chid three-or-more-child households
are the majority in thinly populated areas and éhgups are split in areas with an
intermediate population density. However, whil®@ehild families are more common
in intermediate areas than in densely populatedsarthree-child families are more
common in densely populated areas and thinly pogdilareas. Finally, in terms of
fertility, Figure 5 indicates a clear associatiagtvieen the time spent in the home and
the number of children in the household, as oneldv@xpect. What stands out,
however, is the relatively constant proportion amflies with three or more children
across categories. One might suspect that tlilsasto the age composition and, more
importantly, the relatively short duration of si@enerally less than a decade during the
period of observation) and higher fertility of Spaiimmigrant population. However,

the data does not allow for us to examine this amendetail, unfortunately.
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Figure 4. Number of children living in the respondat’s household by degree of
urbanization. Women ages 18 to 44 who are living Wi their partners in Spain and
paying for housing.
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Figure 5. Number of children living in the respondat’s household by time since
signing lease or mortgage. Women ages 18 to 44 wdre living with their partners

in Spain and paying for housing.
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3.5 Results of Multivariate Analyses

The first dependent variable examined through waidiate analyses was whether the
respondent entered motherhood during the periodoldervation. The second

dependent variable examined in this chapter washehe¢he respondent experienced a
second or higher order birth during the period b$eyvation. In this case, the set of

explanatory variables also included controls fa thspondent’s age at first birth and
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the number of children she had during the previgear of observation. All of the
independent variables employed refer to the year po that of the interview with the
respondent, in order to account for their influencethe time of conception (which is
why the year 2007 is not included in the set ofl@xatory variables displayed, as the

use of lagged variables implies that their wer@bsgervations from that year).

Results in Table 2 show that respondents who hadplsted secondary or post-
secondary, non-university studies were most likielyenter motherhood during the
period of observation and a significant, positivesaiation was found between the
respondent’s disposable income and entering matberh In both models, self-
employed women were less likely to become motharsd the period of observation
than women who were not in the labor market attitine of interview. Surprisingly,
with respect to the respondent’s activity stattisyas found that respondents whose
partners were unemployed or not in the labor magketind the time of conception
were more likely to enter motherhood than those whoe employed with an indefinite

or fixed-term contract.
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Characteristics B Robust SE
Age group

<30 years -.131 .18
30-34 [ref.]

35-39 -.193 14
40-44 -.816 *** .23
Log disposable household income .366 15

Educational level

Low [ref.]

Medium 413 ** .20

High 224 19
Relationship status

Married [ref.]

Cohabiting - 707 *** .30
Labor market status

Not in labor market [ref.]

Stable employment -.096 .30
Temporary employment .046 34
Self-employed -.831* 43
Unemployed 122 .32
Partner’s labor market status

Stable employment [ref.]

Temporary employment .061 A7
Self-employed .016 .28
Unemployed or not in labor market 374 22

Tenure status

Owner, no mortgage [ref.]

Owner, mortgage -.529** .23

Renting at market rate -1.035* 31

Renting at reduced rate -.579 A7
Degree of urbanization

Densely populated [ref.]

Intermediate .148 15
Thinly populated 181 A7
Type of dwelling

Apartment in building with 10 or more dwellings 1

Detached house .005 .23
Semi-detached or terraced house .304 A7

Apartment in building with less than 10 dwellings-.024 A7
Humidity, leaks, etc. -.399** .16

Time since signing housing contract

<3 years 784 *** 24
3-5 years 257 21
6-9 years 549 *** 21
10+ years [ref.]

Table 2. Estimates of probit regression on concein leading to first birth between
2008 and 2011. Beta coefficients. Women ages 18 living with partner.
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Year

2008 [ref.]

2009 -.149 22
2010 133 21
2011 110 21
Constant -4.703 *** 1.57
Observations 982

Groups 597

* p<.1** p<.05*** p<.01
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Table 3. Estimates of probit regression on concejain leading to second or higher
order birth. Beta coefficients. Women ages 18 to 44ving with partner.

Characteristic B Robust SE
Age at first birth

<25 years -.152 A2
25-29 146 .10
30-34 [ref.]

35-39 -.262 .16
40-44 -.443 45
Number of (previous) children - 702> .09
Log disposable household income .070 .07
Educational level

Low [ref.]

Medium 203 * A1

High 317 .10
Relationship status

Married [ref.]

Cohabiting -.005 147
Labor market status

Not in labor market [ref.]

Stable employment -.130 A1
Temporary employment -.348* A5

Self-employed 135 A7
Unemployed .089 14
Partner’s labor market status

Stable employment [ref.]

Temporary employment .084 13
Self-employed -.080 14
Unemployed or not in labor market -.053 14
Tenure status

Owner, no mortgage [ref.]

Owner, mortgage .205* A2

Renting at market rate 247 .18
Renting at reduced rate 9Q72** .28
Degree of urbanization

Densely populated [ref.]

Intermediate .044 .10
Thinly populated .033 10
Type of dwelling

Apartment in building with 10 or more dwellings  flije

Detached house .028 13
Semi-detached or terraced house -.040 A1
Apartment in building with less than 10 dwellings .150 A1
Humidity, leaks, etc. .041 .103
Time since signing housing contract

<3 years .200 .16
3-5 years 219 ** A1

6-9 years .208 .10
10+ years [ref.]
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Year

2008 [ref.]

2009 .032 15
2010 157 14
2011 -.078 14
Constant -1.876 ** .75
Observations 3983

Groups 2168

* p<.l ** p<.05 *** p<.01

In terms of the respondent’s housing situationpoeglents who had accessed owner-
occupation through mortgages were significantl\s lisely to enter motherhood than

those who had accessed owner-occupation and digawvetmortgages at the time of the
interview, even after controlling for selectionesffs, age and the amount of time since
signing the housing contract. However, the negatelationship between renting at a
market rate and entering motherhood was strongeragnitude than that of accessing

owner-occupation through a mortgage.

With respect to the type of housing inhabited by tespondent, a significant positive
association was found between respondents who Viarg in semi-detached or
terraced houses around the time of conception, aocedpto respondents who were
living in apartments in buildings with ten or madevellings. A significant negative
association was found between entering motherhaddiang in low-quality housing,
as defined in terms of the structural decay affecthe property. Finally, respondents
were more likely to enter motherhood during thetftwo years after entering a new
home as well as during the period between six and wgears after entering a new
home. No significant association was found betwtwsn year of the interview and

entering motherhood during the period of observatio

The results displayed in Table 3 show a signifigamsitive association between the
respondent’s highest educational level completead]l experiencing a second or higher
order birth during the period of observation. Wehihe correlation was positive and
significant at the 10% level for the medium edumadi level, an even stronger positive
association in terms of both magnitude and stasiktsignificance was found for a

higher educational level, relative to having a lewel of education.
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With respect to the respondent’s labor market stae@mporary employment was found
to significantly decrease the likelihood of condeptieading to a second or higher order
birth during the period of observation, while ngrsficant association was found for the
partner’'s activity status. On the other hand, ltesshow that both renting at a reduced
rate and accessing owner-occupation through a agetgncreased the probability of

experiencing a second or higher order birth duthreyperiod of observation, with the

relationship being especially strong in the casthefformer. Finally, second or higher
order births were more likely during the periodvibetn three and five years after
moving into a new home in Model 1, and betweenelaned nine years after controlling

for selection effects in Model 2.

3.6 Discussion

In a broad sense, in this chapter we have analizedelationship between structural
factors and fertility outcomes in the context oé tBpanish economic crisis, with an
emphasis on the housing conditions of women betileeages of 18 and 44 who were
cohabiting with their partners and paying for theausing. Results show that housing
conditions are especially relevant in the transitio motherhood, thus supporting part
of Gonzalez and Jurado-Guerrero’s proposedimal set of conditions for having a
baby (2006). Because the data available to them attithe of their study only
distinguished between owners and renters, and smctcus was centered on housing,
we were able to expand on their findings to somtergx We found that respondents
who had accessed owner-occupation through mortgages less likely to enter
motherhood during the period of study than those Wwad entered owner-occupation
without them. We also found that renting at therketirate had a strong negative
association with entering motherhood.

With respect to the type of dwelling, we found a destly significant, positive
association between entering motherhood and livmg semi-detached or terraced
house at the time of conception, somewhat in linth Wulu and Vikat's findings
regarding single-family houses (2007). Mulder§X2) assertion that couples tend to
enter parenthood when they have found housing itdlda quality was also supported
by our findings, which showed that respondents were living in housing with

humidity, leaks or other forms of structural decagre less likely to experience a
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conception leading to a first birth. Surprisinghgwever, the degree of urbanization
was not found to significantly influence the likediod of a birth during the period of
observation. Although simple probit regression eed a significant, positive
correlation between first births and intermediatgbpulated cities and no correlation
between the degree of urbanization and secondjbehiorder births, this effect became
less so as our other covariates were incorporatedthe model. This suggests that, for
our sample, any effect of urbanization may simpdyalttributable to the characteristics
of the housing in less densely populated areasyahdther properties of the area itself,
in addition to a compositional effect of other widual characteristics. Finally, the
interrelationship of entering a household and éemgemparenthood (Baizan 2006;
Enstrom Ost 2012) was also supported by our firgjiag couples were most likely to
experience a conception leading to first birth dgrthe first two years after signing
their housing contract. Interestingly, they welsodikely to experience a first birth

between six and nine years after the move.

On the other hand, somewhat in contrast (thouglcowtrary) to Gonzalez and Jurado-
Guerrero’sminimal set of conditions for having a balmnce we controlled for income

(which was strongly and positively related with eXpncing a conception leading to
first birth), with respect to entering motherhotlte respondent’s activity status at the
time of conception was only statistically signiftafor self-employed women, who

were less likely to do so during the period of alaagon, relative to those who were not
in the labor market. Also, the partner’s actistatus was only statistically significant
(and, surprisingly, positive) in the case of the#® were unemployed or not in the

labor market, a counterintuitive result that wel wddress below.

Our results also showed a positive association démtwthe respondent’s educational
level and the likelihood of a second or higher orldeth, even after controlling for
selection effects. The respondent’s labor martatis was also significant, insofar as
women who were in temporary employment were sigaiftly less likely to experience
a conception leading to a second or higher ord#&hn.biNo significant correlation was
found, however, with the partner’s activity status.

In terms of the respondent’s tenure status, resgpusdwho had accessed owner

occupation through mortgages were significantly entikely than those who had
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accessed owner occupation with no mortgage to expmxr a second or higher-order
birth during the period of observation, although #tatistical significance of this effect
was somewhat modest. On the other hand, a strosigve correlation was found for
respondents who were renting at a reduced ratenallfi a significant positive
relationship was found for respondents who had Iteerg in their home for three to
five and six to nine years, possibly supporting Kahd Vikat's (2007) and Kulu and
Steele’s (2013) findings that the likelihood ofrérd birth increases several years after

moving into a new home.

Both the strengths and the weaknesses of the &sabaried out in this chapter are
related to the level of detail in the EU-SILC damad to its timeliness. To our
knowledge, this is the first empirical analysis égamine the association between
mortgages and fertility outcomes at the micro-lameEpain. Moreover, few datasets
include the amount of information on housing cheeastics that the EU-SILC data
does, and we were thus able to highlight the ingmme of factors such as housing

quality in the decision to have a child in Spain.

Unfortunately, the weaknesses of the study are marhe first is the relatively small
number of cases of first and second or higher obilths observed during the also
relatively short (in terms of panel studies) perddabservation. In fact, it can certainly
be argued that grouping higher order births wittose births results in a combination
of two qualitatively different categories, and veeognize that treating them separately
is desirable. We could have increased the numbebservations by including more
waves in the analysis; however we were especialigreésted in examining owner-
occupation via mortgages, for which there was anfgrmation in the more recent
waves. This small number of observations couldlyntipat some of the more modest
statistical associations revealed through multataranalyses may be spurious, since the
number of explanatory variables employed in our el®dvas considerable. Thus, we
ask that our results be treated more as pointindirections for further investigation

than as affirmations of causal relationships.

Another weakness of the analyses carried out is tiiapter is the absence of
information on the respondent’s country of birth rationality, or any information

which would allow us to identify subjects who ag&til/to Spain via an international
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migration. Considering the higher fertility of semesidents from other regions of the
world and their higher likelihood of renting, thisould have been an especially
interesting dimension to include in our analysédso absent from our analysis is the
influence of ideational factors, since informatioregarding the respondent’s

perspectives towards fertility behavior is not ud#d in the EU-SILC survey. The

relatively modest influence of the explanatory &hkes used in our models for second
or higher order births, taken with the fact thagttwere selected with the intention of
reflecting structural factors, suggest that idewtldfactors may play a key role in the

transition to second or higher-order births.

Many of our results confirm and compliment the angats and findings of previous
studies, some of which we have already mentiorigelyond those, with respect to the
influence of the labor market, our results appeacdnfirm the negative influence of
temporary employment on the likelihood of a secontigher-order birth demonstrated
by Baizan (2006). On the other hand, the positelationship between having an
unemployed partner and entering first birth is mueeplexing and counter to any of the
literature examining the relationship between thbol market and fertility. We
examined this relationship in other ways, for exknlyy pairing partners’ labor market
relationships or examining the respondent and laemer’s labor market status two
years before birth, to account for their influerare the decision to have a conception
leading to first birth. In the case of the formiéwe association with unemployment was
still positive and significant at the 10% level whihe woman was working, and in the
latter, a positive relationship was found for resgents whose partners had temporary
contracts and a negative relationship was foundHose in self-employment (results
available upon request). We also examined thecagsm with and without including
our variable for disposable household income, ahdewncome did appear to account
for a large portion of the statistical significamafethe association, it did not change the
direction of the association (as it did when ussilgple, and not multiple, regression).
This leads us to consider two possible explanatidribe results presented above. The
first is that the relationship is simply spuriousedto a small number of cases and a
large number of explanatory variables. The sec@ndhat, considering that the
economic crisis has mostly destroyed temporary wiarkvhich people in their twenties

and thirties (that is, people around the age atlparenthood is generally entered) are
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over-represented, it may be that unemployment t#feenen who had just entered
fatherhood somewhat disproportionately.

Both Mulder’'s (2013) argument regarding the need ddequate space and quality
housing prior entering parenthood and Kulu and ¥skandings (2007) regarding the
type of housing were modestly supported by our ltesshowing that conception
leading to first birth is less likely when the reggdent lives in housing with structural
decay and those showing that living in semi-detddareterraced houses was positively
associated with entering parenthood, respectivdly.the case of Kulu and Vikat's
findings, we should point out that the very richtad®t they use allowed them to
examine this relationship with a degree of spetyfithat ours could not guarantee.
Also, their findings were with respect to housest, semi-detached or terraced houses,
but it is possible that these are roughly simitaterms of their symbolic and spatial
meaning in Spain, as relates to family formatiod &amily dynamics. In this sense, it
is especially important to consider that housingawts fertility on both the material (or
economic) level and the cultural level since, as ba derived from the theoretical
exposition in Section 3.2, notions of space (swhvhat is sufficient for a family) and
whether or not it is normatively appropriate for amdependent household to be
established before having a child, are culturayedmined. Finally, both the negative
effect of renting at the market rate on first bértéind the positive effect of accessing
owner-occupation via mortgages for second or highéder births provide micro-level
support for Mulder and Billari’'s arguments regagltheir typology of housing regimes
and, in particular, their arguments regarding thiéfiddlt Homeownership regime
(2010).

The main objective of this chapter was to expl@eesal of the possible ways housing
may have affected or may presently affect fertiinythe fall out from the Spanish
housing crisis. We have found that during thequkof study, housing affected fertility
in Spain through tenure status, housing quality amatestly through the type of
housing. Yet further research is needed to conbrnelaborate on the relationships
suggested by our results, especially the influesicenortgages on second or higher
order births, the relationship between couples’otalnarket status and entering
parenthood in the years since the housing crastheorelationship between the type of

dwelling inhabited by the respondent and familyrfation. Research into the influence

102



of housing costs at the micro level and housinggsrias the macro level might also
shed light on the dynamics present during the litgriiecovery that coincided with

Spain’s housing bubble. Finally, it would alsoibteresting to examine the effects of
ideational factors on all of these processes, dsasethe degree to which these vary
depending on migrant status and factors relatedetanigration experience, particularly
when we consider the impact of social norms (wlaioh culturally and geographically

specific) on what housing conditions are idealdioifdbearing and childrearing.
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4. Concluding remarks

This thesis has focused on fertility dynamics imi@auring the first years of this new
century. Our specific aim has been to give speaitdntion to two of the features
distinguishing 2% Century Spain from the country it was during thevipus century,
namely the country’s substantial immigrant popolatand its housing market in the
wake of the housing crash. In so doing, we havwgisbto provide insights that go
beyond the Spanish case by contributing to our kedge of the way in which cultural
dynamics can affect individual fertility, proposimgw additions to the researcher’'s
toolkit for empirically investigating cultural arideational phenomena, and suggesting
interesting questions for future research not oaty the links between cultural
phenomena and fertility dynamics, but also on teey/\inks between what tend to be

considered cultural and structural factors.

The empirical chapters of this thesis contributeexesting knowledge by highlighting
different aspects of the interplay between cultumat structural factors affecting
fertility. To summarize, while the first detailéde way in which specific ideational
factors were related to fertility outcomes, it alighlighted the importance of cultural
entrainment by demonstrating that the influencieleétional factors varied significantly
depending on the respondent’s country of birth.e $acond empirical chapter focused
on the way both ideational (cultural) and matefsiructural) factors shaped the
respondent’s ideal number of children. Finallye third chapter outlines the way in
which Spain’s current structural conditions afféettility by focusing exclusively on
the way in which material factors influenced tHeelihood of births in the period since
the housing crash. We describe our findings inexdmtail in the following section, and
conclude by pointing to some of the questions beglge our findings, and their

implications for future research.

4.1 Summary of main findings

In Chapter 1, we find that the impact of the regjmnt’s place of birth varies depending
on the region and whether the respondent’s backgraand ideational factors are
included in the analysis. While the higher numiechildren among mothers from the
African continent seems to be attributable to iewt differences between them and

Spanish women, this was less the case for the thiglnmaber of children among Latin
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American mothers, for whom an earlier fertility @adlar was especially relevant. The
lower number of children among mothers from Nomher Western Europe and North
America could not be attributed to ideational fasfaand instead seem to be due to
unobserved factors related to the region of birfiinally, the association of ideational
factors such as the respondent’s view on the psmfieal compatibility of motherhood
and her perspective on single motherhood were fawntbe negative or positive,
depending on the respondent’s place of birth. Agnioatin American women, the view
that children are not an obstacle to a woman’'s gzmibnal life was negatively
associated with the number of children. In conirdss association was positive among
women from Eastern Europe. Meanwhile, while disagrent with single motherhood
was positively associated with the number of cekitdshe had at the general level, the
association between this view and fertility wasatag in the case of women born in

Latin America and Northern or Western Europe andiiNAmerica.

In Chapter 2, we find that the significance of tagpondent’s birthplace in shaping her
personal ideal number of children depended on venathwas grouped in terms of its
TFR or in terms of its geographical region. Wonfiemm low-fertility countries were
less likely to have a higher personal ideal nundfezhildren than Spanish women, but
the relationship between that and having been mohigher fertility countries became
insignificant as the respondent’s background, eursttuation and ideational factors
were added. When we grouped the respondent’s ptdcdirth according to
geographical regions, we found that women in theugrfrom Northern or Western
Europe and North America and the group from Easkrrope were less likely than
Spanish women to have a personal ideal numberilfreh above the two-child norm,
while women born on the African continent were mbkely to have higher fertility
ideals. Women from Northern or Western Europe l[docth America were also nearly
five times as likely as Spanish women to expressdaal of no children. Structural
aspects including the respondent’s labor marketasdn and housing situation also
influenced her ideal number of children. Comparedvomen who were not in the
labor market at the time of the survey, havingrapgerary contract at the time of the
interview reduced the likelihood of expressing aspeal ideal number of children of
two or more by 39%. Self-employed women were ine$ as likely as women who
were not in the labor market to have a maximuma@mekideal number of children of 3

or more, and over twice as likely to have one aof for more. Homeownership reduced
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the likelihood of high fertility ideals by 43% reéiae to non-owners. Also, the age at
which the respondent left the parental home wasidoto significantly reduce the

respondent’s personal ideal number of children exreased.

Cultural aspects, such as the respondent’s viewb@gendered division of household
work, were also found to have an important impacBreference for a “male

breadwinner” division of household work was sigrafitly and positively related to the
likelihood of having a personal ideal number ofldten of four or more. On the other
hand, a preference for individual autonomy withpext to children reduced the
likelihood of having a personal ideal family sizétwo or more by 41%. Finally,

respondents who did not view children as an obstaxlwomen’s professional lives
were 14% less likely to report an ideal humber lafdcen over two than women who

said that they are, and 24% less likely to repoe of four or more.

In Chapter 3, our results show that during the querof study, in addition to the
socioeconomic and demographic characteristicseottiuples, housing affected fertility
in Spain through tenure status, housing quality amatestly through the type of
housing. Housing conditions are especially relevarthe transition to motherhood,
thus supporting part of Gonzalez and Jurado-Gueseproposedminimal set of
conditions for having a bab{006). Because the data available to them atirtie of
their study only distinguished between owners agmters, and since our focus was
centered more on housing, we were able to expanthean findings to some extent.
Respondents who had accessed owner-occupatiorgthroartgages were less likely to
enter motherhood during the period of study thamséhwho had entered owner-
occupation without them. We also found that repta the market rate had a strong
negative association with entering motherhood. pRedents who had accessed owner
occupation through mortgages were significantly entikely than those who had
accessed owner-occupation with no mortgage to expsr a second or higher-order
birth during the period of observation, and a sjrpositive correlation was found for
respondents who were renting at a reduced ratenallfsi a significant positive
relationship was found for respondents who had Iteerg in their home for three to
five and six to nine years, possibly supporting Kahd Vikat's (2007) and Kulu and
Steele’s (2013) findings that the likelihood ofrérd birth increases several years after

moving into a new home.
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Results also show a modestly significant, positagsociation between entering
motherhood and living in a semi-detached or tedduause at the time of conception,
somewhat in line with Kulu and Vikat's findings erging single-family houses (2007).
Our findings also showed that respondents who Weirgg in housing with humidity,
leaks or other forms of structural decay were ldssgy to experience a conception
leading to a first birth, supporting Mulder’s (2Q1&ssertion that couples tend to enter
parenthood when they have found housing of suitagielity. Finally, the
interrelationship of entering a household and émgeparenthood (Baizan, Aasve and
Billari 2003; Enstrom Ost 2012) was also suppotigdour findings, as couples were
most likely to experience a conception leadingitst birth during the first two years
after signing their housing contract. Interestynghey were also likely to experience a

first birth between six and nine years after theveno

With respect to labor market factors, the respotislamctivity status at the time of
conception was only statistically significant falfsemployed women, who were less
likely to enter motherhood during the period of etvsition, relative to those who were
not in the labor market. The respondent’s laborketastatus also influenced the
likelihood of a second or higher order birth, asnvem who were in temporary
employment were significantly less likely to exgece one during the observed period
than women who were not in the labor market. Qasuilts also showed a positive
association between the respondent’s educationall &d the likelihood of a second or
higher order birth.

4.2 Weaknesses of the Study and Future Research

As in most empirical studies, the analyses carmmed in this thesis have their
limitations. These are more specifically laid autthe individual empirical chapters,
but we will repeat some of the more common oneg.héfhe main limitation is the
cross-sectional nature of the analyses. In the o&the first two chapters, we examine
both ideational and material variables at a spegifoment in time, when in reality
these are dynamic and likely to interact in compegllways. Fertility and Values
Surveys often incorporate a retrospective elemént, do not include ideational

variables at different points in time (which woudd extremely difficult to do reliably),
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and longitudinal surveys do not often incorporaieational variables regarding fertility
or family dynamics into questionnaires. Also, whil is true that Chapter 3 does use
longitudinal data from th&uropean Union Statistics on Income and Living Gomals,
the period examined is actually quite short, withmaximum of three years of

observation per case.

Another weakness is that, when we examine differeretween native and immigrant
respondents, we do not include the age at whichratign occurred or the time since
migration, largely as a result of the high inciden¢l13.49% of foreign-born
respondents) of missing information and non-respdos the date of migration in the
data used. The non-inclusion of this informationour analyses prevents us from
controlling for the degree to which socializatiomda adaptation influence the
preferences of women who were born outside of Sphior do we include, in our first
two empirical chapters, the partner’s charactesstilue to the relatively small amount
of information we had on them and, especially, heeanve could not account for their
country of birth, which would be an important dirsem to consider in any framework
that accounted for the effects of “bargained” feytiBrodmann, Esping-Andersen and
Guell 2007). Also, in Chapter 3, the longitudidaka from the EU-SILC did not allow
us to distinguish between immigrant and Spanisitheein terms of their place of birth

nor of their citizenship.

Finally, most of the research presented in thiglystfinds compelling associations
between the explanatory variables and the dependeiables, but is unable to establish
causality. In the case of ideational factors, tkipractically impossible to establish
with a cross-sectional and quantitative approaglien when we use longitudinal data,
considering the important role of intentions andaitional factors in fertility behavior,

as well as the degree of simultaneity between Hwmldetransitions and family

formation (and, again, the degree to which thegenaitigated by ideational factors),

this is extremely difficult to establish.

Nonetheless, we believe the research presented tbebe compelling for several
reasons. First, by addressing the degree to wdiférences in the fertility of native
and foreign-born women in Spain are attributablecwttural differences, examining

impacts of cultural and structural factors on faytiideals and the role of housing
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conditions in determining fertility in Spain, wevafilled in a number of gaps in the
literature on the Spanish case of fertility. Setotihe application of a generalized
ordered logit/partial proportional odds model te #tudy of fertility ideals constitutes a
valuable addition to the demographer’s toolkit @mtifity research, as it allows us to
examine the impact of explanatory variables on maditransitions which have

gualitative implications. As fertility researchétsow, a person who wants one child
only wants one more child than a person who wapotghildren, but that one child

carries with it the difference between parenthood aon-parenthood. The difference
between having an ideal of two children and prafgrone is also one child, but that
carries with it adherence or not to a very resilsocial norm. Thus, the proportional
odds assumption is likely to be inappropriate fludges of fertility ideals and, as we
have shown, models that avoid or relax this assiamgatilow us to examine how these

are shaped more precisely.

Finally, the research presented in this thesisthaeretical implications that can be
tested in future research and suggests ways toowrapempirical analyses of fertility,
especially through the use of surveys. In our yithwe overarching theoretical question
begged by our findings is the extent to which thestually is a line between what we
call structural and cultural explanations of féitil The Second Demographic Transition
framework itself proposes that ideational changhiclv is itself linked to material
change (for instance, in the quality of contraaapti eventually leads to structural
change (Lesthaeghe 2010). Sub-replacement feislian excellent example of this, as
Lesthaeghe points out, and in some cases it has ledeto the development of sub-
replacement family size ideals after becoming autdtiral” component of the fertility
context (Sobotka 2009). Yet what we usually undeid as structural explanations of
fertility is deeply related to culture. Ultimatelynany of the frameworks researchers
use for grouping structural contexts, such as Espindersen’s (1999) typology of
welfare regimes or Mulder and Billari’'s (2010) typgy of housing regimes, are based
on the cultural practices common to those regiddalla Zuanna pointed this out years
ago in his “familistic” interpretation of Italy’lvest-low fertility (2001). It is our view
that an analysis of the way these structures impiaet behavior of foreign-born
populations can often bring out their cultural diteen, and that our findings point in
this direction. For instance, Gonzalez and Jur@&ierrero’s (2006) model of a

“minimum set of conditions for having a child” ietnendously useful in explaining
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fertility behavior in Spain. But the fact that tdeection of the associations between
fertility and the ideational factors often emphasian fertility studies depends on the
respondent’s country of birth suggests that wha considers a minimal (or an ideal)
set of conditions for childbearing is very likely be culturally determined. As a result,
one might expect the impact of material conditibtmyary considerably depending on
the country of birth one is referring to and, as @ndings suggest, these impacts

probably become more different the further awaynfieurope that country is.

The studies presented in this thesis suggest gissilplity, but it is our view that further
research is needed in a variety of areas in oaleiraw the more precise conclusions
about the interplay between cultural and structfmators necessary to articulate an
adequate, integrated theoretical framework. Qatal# research in particular could
prove especially fruitful in establishing more rgblinks between ideational factors and
fertility ideals or behavior, and in accounting fble variation in those links between
women from different regions of birth. Simply asffi an appropriate sample of
respondents from a variety of places of birth what feel are the minimum conditions
that they would need to fulfill, in a variety of mains (housing, income, labor market,
partnership, educational attainment, etc.), ineortb have a first child and/or an
additional child would not only generate useful Wihexdge on the specific topic of
cultural difference, but also allow the questiomesi used in fertility research to
improve the precision with which dimensions of iféyt and family-related preferences
are examined. Another possibility, given its impotttheoretical contributions and its
applicability in cross-cultural studies, would ke ihcorporate the Value-of-Children
approach into questionnaires, instead of simphljimglon those preferences emphasized
in the Second Demographic Transition or Prefereflseory. An optimal research
approach would be a mixed-methods design in whiciigtive methods allow us to go
beyond the application of a short list of beliefglandicators and examine the meaning

of fertility patterns and that which underlies them

Beyond the qualitative research suggested aboseareh is also needed to investigate
the role of the migration experience itself in ghgpfertility ideals, i.e. to ascertain
what factors shape fertility ideals in the courndfybirth, which ones shape them in the
destination country, and whether anything happegny the way”, that is, between

departure and stabilized settlement.  Further, @xam the specifics of the
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respondent’s partnership history (particularly hey include various types of mixed
immigrant-native or immigrant-immigrant couplesgabbr market history, economic
conditions, social networks and housing conditiomsld shed considerable light on the
formation of fertility ideals as well as on fertyli patterns. Integrating a life-course
perspective into fertility studies with represematsamples of foreign-born residents,
such that they include rich contextual informatiam their life conditions (including
partnership, employment, migration, housing andilitgr histories) at different stages
(prior to and after arrival) greatly improves ounokvledge regarding the possible
differences between the fertility patterns obserfieechative and foreign-born groups. If
these studies were to adopt a panel form and ieclofbrmation on views regarding
fertility, not only using the attitudes associatéith the Second Demographic Transition
but also the views associated with the Value ofldzéin approach, researchers could
examine the role of cultural factors, how they shégatility patterns and how they are
shaped by material conditions, in considerably nu@til. They would also be able to
examine whether there is evidence of integratioassimilation to prevailing cultural
practices in the destination country. There ase akpects of the migration experience
that suggest very interesting questions regardiegrifluence of cultural and structural
factors on fertility and were not mentioned in tliesis. These include the role of

remittances, documentation status or reasons foratimg.

Finally, with respect to housing, considering tbaly the two most recent waves of the
EU-SILC data contained appropriately detailed infation, we feel that further

research is needed to confirm or elaborate ondlagionships suggested by our results,
especially the influence of mortgages on seconkligiter order births, the relationship
between couples’ labor market status and enterargrnphood in the years since the
housing crash, or the relationship between the typalwelling inhabited by the

respondent and family formation. Research intoitifisence of housing costs at the
individual level and housing prices at the neighioad, regional and country levels
might also shed light on the degree to which changehe housing market account for
some of the fertility recovery that coincided wipain’s housing bubble. It would also
be interesting to examine the effects of ideatidaators on household transitions, as
well as the degree to which the relationship betwkeusing and fertility changes

depending on respondents’ migrant status, regiobiwfi and factors related to the

migration experience itself.
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