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Abstract

This research is written within the framework of teuropean Commission project
“Reproductive decision-making in a macro-micro pertive” (REPRO). It describes work
completed within REPRO Work Package 3 on microdlevedelling of social psychological
influences on reproductive decision making by indlmals, specifically, the formation of
intention to have a first or second child. The réparoduces the macro level context within
which the work was conducted and the theory of ganbehavior (TPB), the social
psychological model of human behaviour that guitttedwork, linking the TPB to other work
in demography on psychological influences on thienédion of intention to have a child.
After identifying parity and age as the contextoas which intention to have a child differ
most, structural equation modelling (SEM) was usegermit comparisons of both
differences in the relevance of individual attituali beliefs, normative referents and control
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factors in eight countries (Bulgaria, Russia, GegrGermany, France, Hungary, Italy and
Romania), and differences in the relative influeatattitudes, perceived norms and
perceived behavioural control on the intentionfeafales aged 25 to 34 year old to have their
first or second child in these countries. A comgamiof the relative influence of attitudes,
norms and perceived control among childless Budgaiemales under 25 and between 25 to
34 years old demonstrates how influences on fgrtliecision making differ by age.
Exploration of the potential of three macro levehtexts (wealth, employment stability and
family- and child-friendly policy) to explain diffences in intention to have a second child
showed that policy context provided a more sattefgcexplanation overall than national
wealth or employment stability, although employmstability provided an explanation of
differences in material control and none of thessexts adequately explained the observed
patterns of the country level differences in inflaes on intention to have a second child. The
formation of intention to have a child appearsiftedin quite complex ways across different
individual and national contexts. An implicatiomn fievelopment of policy to enable and
encourage Europeans to have more children is tli@igs may need to be more closely
targeted to the needs of individuals in quite dpemidividual contexts. This work has taken
some initial steps toward uncovering the complexXityt more needs to be done and the report
includes some considerations about directionsuturé research.

Keywords

fertility intentions, attitudes, perceived sociakms, perceived behavioral control, theory of
planned behavior, TPB, national context, policynparative studies, Gender and
Generations Programme, GGP, Gender and Gener&iousy, GGS
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Executive summary

This work addresses the “fertility gap” which esgisietween the number of children
Europeans state that they would like to have (@raye, about equal to the fertility
replacement rate) and the number of children tlotyadly have (below the replacement rate).
We investigated, from a social psychological poiwiew, how individuals form intentions

to have children. Our goal was to link individudigliefs about having children (micro level
evaluations) to external (macro level) conditiorsvailing in different countries. After
comparing individuals’ beliefs, and the effectdlugse beliefs on intentions to have a (first or
second) child in eight countries (Bulgaria, Rus€agrgia, Germany, France, Hungary, Italy
and Romani), we compared three possible macro éeyganations of differences:
employment (in)stability, housing costs, and famapd child-friendly policy. These macro-
level explanations have been highlighted in Eurap@éammission and European Parliament
documents, most recently in the European Parliasmg@08) resolution on the demographic

future of Europe.

We used household survey data collected withirGéeerations and Gender Programme
(GGP, www.unece.org/pau/ggp) to map beliefs andenices on fertility intentions
according to a framework provided by the theorplahned behavior (TPB, Ajzen, 1991).
Within this framework, the decision to have a (oother) child is framed as an intention, and
intention to have a child as a function of
e attitude to having a child (decision makers’ evétuss that having a child will have a
positive or negative impact for them),
» perceived social or normative influences to haven( to have) a child, and
» perceived control over factors associated with ingwa child (people’s perceptions
that they are able to have a child and to caréhatrchild).

These three influences on having a child can besuared, in turn, by asking people about
their beliefs about
« the impact of having a child (“behavioural beligfs”

« the extent to which others want them to have aldhilormative beliefs”), and

Vi
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» the extent to which both internal factors — sucbrs's own health — and external
factors — such as employment — impede or assikthvaiving and caring for a child
(“control beliefs”).

The Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) includestigus about such beliefs, and we
were able to include responses from 58,014 indalglaged between 18 and 49 in our

analyses. Sample sizes ranged from 5,477 in Gernoah®,454 in Italy.

| ntention to have a child

Intention to have a(nother) child during the néxee years varied by both the macro level
context and the micro level context in which theisi®n to have a child took place. The
individual’'s age and the number of children thepatly had (“parity”) are particularly
important contexts which accounted for more diffieebetween individuals than the country
in which they live. Country level differences inention were strongest for childless women
aged 25 and over, men with one child aged 25 t@dd 25 to 29 year olds (both males and
females) with two or more children. Intentions avé a(nother) child were highest among 25
to 29 year olds (22% of males and 23% of femaldkighage group said they definitely
wanted to have a child during the next three yeamd)30 to 34 year olds (19% of males and
15% of females). We therefore concentrated ouryaralon 25 to 34 year olds in order to
identify beliefs that distinguished individuals wimended to have another child from others.

Beliefs about having a child

We used structural equation modelling (SEM) to careghe beliefs underlying attitude,
perceived norm and perceived control. In additma set of normative beliefs, we identified
two sets of behavioural beliefs: beliefs aboutithpact of having a child on personal freedom
and beliefs about the impact of having a child erspnal satisfaction. We also distinguished
between three sets of control factors that migieicathe decision to have a child: material
factors such as finances and housing, factors e¢edavith child care and care leave, and
personal control factors including health and hgwarsuitable partner. Table ES1 lists the
beliefs associated with each of these aspectealehision to have a(nother) child.

vii
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Table ES1. Beliefs associated with the decisiomatee a child, classified according to the
theory of planned behavior framework
Attitude (Freedom)
If you were to have a/another child during thetrileree years, would it be better or worse for ...
the possibility to do what you want
your employment opportunities
your financial situation
Attitude (Satisfaction)
If you were to have a/another child during thetribree years, would it be better or worse for ...
the joy and satisfaction you get from life
the care and security you may get in old age
certainty in your life
Perceived norm
... to what extent to you agree or disagree thi¢ise statements
Most of your friends think that you should havenather child
Your parents think that you should have a/anothid c
Most of your relatives think that you should hayenather child
Material control
How much would the decision on whether to haeaather child during the next three years depend
on the following?
your financial situation
your work
your housing conditions
Control (childcare)
How much would the decision on whether to haamather child during the next three years depend
on the following?
availability of childcare
your opportunity to go on parental leave or caseée
Personal control
How much would the decision on whether to haamather child during the next three years depend
on the following?
your health
your having a suitable partner
your partner’'s/spouse’s health

Comparing 25 to 34 year olds across countries,bgemwed that (on average) females in all
countries except France and Italy expected to brsewvoff financially and in terms of their

work situation. Males also expected to be somewioase off in terms of freedom, but only

in financial terms — except for childless male8irigaria, Russia, Germany and Romania,
who also expected that having a child would hamwegative impact on their ability to do

what they want. With the exception of Germany (vehemales and men with one child were
ambivalent), respondents believed that having lal efwuld increase satisfaction and

certainty in their lives; childless respondentsimhto have stronger expectations than those
who already had a child. The strongest normatiessures for having a child were felt in

Italy (where childless respondents felt particylationg pressure from their parents to have a

viii
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child), while the weakest were felt in Germany (vehehildless males, and females with one
child) believed that their friends did not wantrth& have a(nother) child).

The relevance of control factors varied more magkadross countries and contexts, although
some patterns were observed. French respondefdgsediimost from those in other countries,
with few reporting that their decision to have datdepended on any of the control factors,
although childless females felt that their decigiepended “a little” on their financial
situation, work and housing conditions, and femali#k one child also felt their decision
depended “a little” on their work. Only in Hungaagd Bulgaria did women with one child
report that the decision to have a child dependextithan a little on their work, a situation
similar to that of childless women in Hungary aneh@any. Housing conditions were
considered relatively important by males in mostritdes, and important, but to a lesser
extent, by females in most countries. The availgtolf parental or care leave was rated as of
some importance only in Hungary (for all contexasyl among Bulgarian females, but did not
seem an important control factor in other countrfesimilar pattern was seen for access to

childcare.

SEM confirmed that different beliefs were relevéistlient”) to the formation of attitude,
perceived norm and perceived control among 25 tge24 old females in different countries.
Notably, dependency on work was not a salient dsggenaterial control for childless
females in France, housing conditions were noéesafor childless women in France and
Russia, and opportunity for parental leave wassabént in France and Romania. The
expected impact of having a child on joy and satigbn was not as important a component
of satisfaction as the expected impact on carddimge and certainty in life for childless

females in France, Germany, Romania and Georgia.

Different beliefs were salient for the decisiorhtve a second child. In contrast to its salience
for childless females, financial situation was salient for females with one child in Georgia,
but it was salient in Germany. Normative beliefsewereaker in all countries, and in
particular, parents were not salient referentgtferdecision to have a second child in France,
while friends were not salient referents in Italith the exception of France, and to a lesser
extent Romania, more control factors were salientdspondents with one child than for
childless respondents. Essentially, the decisidrate one’s second child is cognitively more

complex, involving more factors than the decisiomave one’s first child.
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Making the decision to have a child

Intention to have one’s first child was most stiigngfluenced by expected satisfaction in

five countries, although it had no significant ughce in Georgia or Italy. Perceived
normative influences had a significant effect wefcountries (not in Russia, France or
Hungary). Perceived control had no significant @fexcept in Russia where material control
was significant. These results are notable bechigseindicate that, although there are
country level differences in beliefs about the ictpaf having a child on financial situation

and work, and about the extent to which the decigidhave a child depends on financial
situation, work and housing conditions, these diifees have no effect on the actual decision
to have a child. What matters most to these 2%tpear old women is that having a child

will bring satisfaction, a sense of certainty argbase of security. To a lesser extent, in some
— but not all — countries, the decision to becorparant is also a response to perceived

norms, whether strongly felt as in Italy or weafdit as in Germany.

It is interesting to contrast influences on theisiea to have the first child among 25 to 34
year olds with the influences reported by youngemen. We compared the factors that
influenced the fertility decision making of womenthese two age groups in Bulgaria, and
found differences both in the salience of beliéfewd the impact of having a child on freedom
and in the relative influence of the TPB varialesintention to have a child. While
perceived norms had a significant effect for batbugs, beliefs about freedom were more
salient among the younger women and freedom haghdisant effect only for this group,

and control had an effect only for the older wonteor. Bulgarian women between 25 and 34,
earlier concerns about loss of freedom appear teffiaced by concerns about material
ability to have a child and the availability of lduare and support for rearing the child.

The effects of attitudes, perceived norm and peeckcontrol on intention to have one’s
second child differed from their effects on theidien to become a parent in almost all
countries. The exception was Hungary, where satisfawas the only influential factor in
both situations. In all other countries, more fastentered into the decision to have a second
child than the decision to have the first childifier confirmation that the decision to have a
second child is cognitively more complex. At thengatime, differences between countries

were more marked.
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Beliefs about impact on satisfaction had a sigaiftceffect on intention to have another child
for women aged 25 to 34 in all countries exceptrgiecand Romania, while beliefs about
impact on freedom had a significant effect onlyGi@orgia, Romania and France. Satisfaction
had strongest influence overall in Hungary. Peginorms did not have a significant
influence on intention to have a second child iarfée, Hungary and lItaly, although they did
have an influence for childless women in Italy. Maf the measured control factors affected
intention to have a second child in Georgia anddduy, but material control had a
significant effect on intention to have a seconilidaim Bulgaria and Russia, personal control
had a significant effect in Bulgaria, Germany arahfania, and control in terms of child care

had a significant effect only in Italy.

Influences on intention to have a second child weost similar in Germany and Romania
and there were few differences in the pattern tbfi@mces observed in Bulgaria, Hungary,
France and Italy. Germany and Romania were paatigusimilar in the strong influence of
both perceived norms and personal control whilesthelarity among Bulgaria, Hungary,
France and Italy was mostly associated with a virfflkence of perceived norms. Germany
and Romania can be characterised as countriestuthg normative influence on having a
second child while Bulgaria, France, Hungary aatyltan be characterised as countries with
weak normative influence for having a second cHilte strong influence exerted in Germany
is directed toward not having a second child whdéan females seem to be able to resist the

strong perceived norm to have a second child indbantry.

Macro level differencesand policy implications

To compare the ability of different macro level texis to explain the differences we
observed at the country level, we classified eacntry in terms of wealth (lower or higher),
employment stability (lower or higher) and levelpaflicy support for young children and

their parents (lower or higher). Among countriesvitiich we had information about the cost
of housing, the split was identical to wealth, sodid not separately analyse cost of housing.
Grouping by policy context provided a good explarabf the intentions to have a second
child of 25 to 34 year old females with one chilejardless of whether support was low or
high. It also highlighted more differences in ifhces on intention than grouping by either
wealth or employment stability. This suggests thatlanations based on differences in policy

Xi
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support provide a more complete picture of diffeemin the formation of intention to have a
child than explanations based on wealth and empoystability and, in turn, that policy
interventions are likely to make a difference famen in this age group. But, here, there is a
paradox. The differences highlighted by differenicegolicy context are not those that
respond to policy: for females aged 25 to 34 irhaigoolicy support contexts, expectations of
satisfaction have a much stronger influence ord#desion to have another child than they do
for women in lower policy support contexts, soamluences are more important, and
personal control is less important. No significdifterences between these two contexts were
observed in the effect of attitudes to freedom,emal control or perceived need for childcare
on the decision to have another child, yet thesdta factors that reflect policy makers’
concerns with work-life balance. It appears thaimea in countries with stronger policy
support are freed to think more about the socidlemotive issues that have the strongest

influence on the decision to have another child.

This is not to suggest that we should rely onlyddferences in policy context to explain
differences in formation of intention to have al@éhLooking at influences on intention from
different macro level contextual viewpoints is lé&o provide different insights, for
example, for 25-34 year old females with one cleltployment stability context provided a
better explanation of concerns about material cbttian policy context. None of the macro
level contexts that we examined explained the anitigs in formation of intention to have a
second child in Germany and Romania, or in Bulg&fance, Hungary and Italy. Is there a
macro level context that prompts individuals insgagountries to form intention to have their
second child in much the same way, or are the aiitids more readily explained in terms of

individual level context?

Overall, this work has shown that the formationndéntion to have a child differs in quite
complex ways across different individual and naslarontexts. Policies may need to be more
closely targeted to the needs of individuals irtejgpecific contexts, including age group as
well as parity and employment status, if they areffectively enable and encourage

Europeans to have more children.

Xii
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Introduction

As populations age and fertility levels remain liowmany countries, increasing attention is

being paid to policies and actions that might redilre social and financial burdens of the

ageing population. One strategy is to raise fertitites so that a larger pool of younger,

productive members of the population would be add to balance the increasing numbers

of older people in retirement. National and intéioraal policy makers tend to seek

explanations of low fertility and mechanisms focri@asing fertility at the economic and

policy level. For example, in a Green Paper, theogean Commission notes (Commission of

the European Communities, 2006, p. 5):

Europeans have a fertility rate which is insuffitiéo replace the population. Surveys
have revealed the gap which exists between the euailchildren Europeans would
like (2.3) and the number that they actually hav®&)( This means that, if appropriate
mechanisms existed to allow couples to have thebeuwf children they want, the

fertility rate could rise overall...

The low fertility rate is the result of obstaclesprivate choices: late access to
employment, job instability, expensive housing &k of incentives (family

benefits, parental leave, child care, equal pay).

Explanations for low fertility can also be foundtla¢ individual or micro level. The text of

the European Parliament’s (2008) resolution ordémaographic future of Europe suggests

links between the economic, social and policy eminent and individual responses such as

anxiety and decision making about parenthood:

[The European Parliament] ... 4. Stresses that theage birth rate in the European
Union, which at 1.5 is abnormally low, is not aleefion of women’s choice or of
European citizens’ actual aspirations for creaéirigmily, and may therefore also be
linked to the difficulty of reconciling work witheimily life (lack of child care
infrastructures, social and economic support forili@s, and jobs for women), the
anxiety-inducing social environment (unstable wsitkation, expensive housing) and

a fear of the future (late access to employmenydoing people and job insecurity)...
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[The European Parliament] ... 14. Recognises thatis.possible to influence birth
rate curves favourably through coordinated pubdilticges, by creating a family- and
child-friendly material and emotional environmer@gognises that, along the lines
advocated by the European Economic and Social Ctigerin its proposed European
pact for the family, those measures should be eguler the long term and should

provide the necessary framework of stability anstgution for parenthood decisions.

Indeed, while policies are enacted at the macrel |elrey take effect at the micro level:
individuals make use of policy instruments. Thiga®, written in the context of the REPRO
project, which specifically examines the macro-milenk in reproductive decision making
(http://www.oeaw.ac.at/vid/repro/), focuses on hodividuals make parenthood decisions.
We ask “How do individuals form their intentiontave a child?” and explore macro level
explanations of similarities and differences in #mswer to this question in different countries
which sit in different economic, social and polmyntexts.

The report is structured in five sections. Firse, mtroduce the theory of planned behavior,
the social psychological model of decision makimgt informed our research. We then
describe the data and method used in this work.ré&sdts of comparative modelling of
reproductive decision making are followed by a rmtdimitations of the work presented here
and directions for future research and a conclusioich reflects on potential policy

implications.

The social psychology of intention formation

Theories of how people make decisions are concesitccognitions, how people think
about the object of their decisions, the world agbthem, and the social and personal
consequences of decisions and actions. The makitgcgsions in their social context is of
particular interest to social psychologists whalgtthe relationship between individual
cognitions, decisions and actions. One of the nmpgbrtant modern theories in social
psychology is the theory of planned behavior (TRRen, 1991, 2005), a theory whose
elements have been of interest, over several dectmldemographers concerned with fertility

decision making. It is this theory that informs tiesearch described here.
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In the TPB framework, human behaviours are modelteckeflecting decisions, which are

characterised aatentions As we can see in Figure 1, intentions are fortheough cognitive

and emotive processes which lead to three kingsafiiation, which are commonly

described as

» attitudeto the behaviour (people’s internal evaluatioret fierforming the behaviour will
have a positive or negative outcome for them)

» perceived nornfperception of external social pressures for pariog the behaviour),

» perceivedbehaviouralcontrol (PBC, people’s perceptions that they are ableetdopm

the behaviour).

( ) Attitude

Background
factors:

values,
general
attitudes,
age, sex,
income,
education,
religion, etc.

Perceived .| Behaviour
norms

\ Actual
behavioural
contro

Figure 1. The theory of planned behaviour, aftexrefj(1991)

Of particular importance for our research, the TR&y also explain how macro level
conditions influence the evaluation system, intemnd behaviour. According to the model,
intention is aeadinesdo act, which may be transformed into actual b&hag when
conditions permit. PBC reflects (in part) a persogvaluation of whether those external

conditions will permit them to take action.

Other external factors, including psychologicaltées such as personality traits and values,
individual differences such as age, gender, cdlhaeakground, education, income and
religion, and informational factors such as pagtegience, knowledge and media exposure,
have all been shown to influence attitudes, peetenorm and perceived behavioural control
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(Ajzen, 2005). These factors include many of tiewsnstances that demographers have
shown to be associated with fertility intentionsl &rehaviour, and early research indeed
showed that they are likely to act as backgrountbfa. Attitudes and perceived norms have
been shown to explain a significant proportionha variance in fertility intentions and
mediate the effects of such background factorelagon, religiosity and age (Jaccard &
Davidson, 1975) and to predict fertility intentidmstter than generic psychological traits
(Werner, Middlestadt-Carter, & Crawford, 1975).

Defining intention

The key to accurate prediction of behaviour isrcead precise definition of the behaviour in
terms of thaargetandactionthat define the behaviour, thentextin which the behaviour
occurs and elements of thime within which the behaviour occurs. When we chamase an
intention to perform a behaviour as a decisiondibesion to be made also needs to be
defined in the same terms. Ajzen (2005) callstiines“principle of compatibility”. When
explaining intention to have a child, we immediatieice a problem in relation to the four
elements of a behaviour: “having a child” is notnsach an action (behaviour) as the outcome
of a set of behaviours. Nonetheless, within denqyyathere is a long history of research
directed toward explaining or predicting intenttorhave a child (Billari, Philipov, & Testa,
2009; Jaccard & Davidson, 1975).

As noted earlier, a number of variables normallyggd in fertility research, including
income, education, religion and parity, becomeéeaxal’ variables in social psychological
studies because they are external to the cogrstrueture associated with making a specific
decision (Ajzen, 2005). These variables often aefire context within which a decision is
made. A particularly important context for the potidn of childbearing intentions is parity,
or the number of children that the decision-makerantly has (Morgan, 1982; Yamaguchi &
Ferguson, 1995). Intention to have a first chilquglitatively different from the decision to
have subsequent children because the decisiornveoahfirst child marks a crucial transition
in one’s life course, the decision to become amacstitudes to having a child play a
different role in the decision to have one’s faistdistinct from a subsequent child (Billari, et
al., 2009; Philipov, Spéder, & Billari, 2006).
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Time is a variable of particular importance in ifégt decision making (Miller & Pasta, 1995;
Schoen, Astone, Kim, Nathanson, & Fields, 1999)réMaowerful predictions of fertility
intentions have been found when the timing of thleaviour has been specified (Philipov, et
al., 2006). In measuring fertility intentions, tilention to have a child within two years

(Jaccard & Davidson, 1975) or within three yeark&Y, et al., 2007) is commonly measured.

Better prediction of fertility intention has alsedn observed when the strength or level of
certainty of an intention is measured (Morgan, 13&izer, 2006; Thomson & Brandreth,
1997). The strength of fertility intentions as potors of fertility behaviour is greater when
intentions are held with greater certainty (Sch@tml., 1999). Certainty of intention has

been shown, in turn, to vary in at least two cots#eage and parity (Morgan, 1981).

Predicting intention

The principle of compatibility applies to the pretirs of intention as well as to the intention
itself. The attitudes, perceived norms and peroeptof control that will be the best

predictors of intention are those most compatilte the behaviour of interest.

Studies of the effect of attitudes that are conlybativith the fertility behaviour of interest
have demonstrated quite strong effects of attitathemtentions. Positive attitudes to
childlessness among people of childbearing agstewagly correlated with intentions to
remain childless (Koropeckyj-Cox & Pendell, 200Xi#titudes to having a child within two
years were associated with intention to have ac¢hithe same time period in Bulgaria
(Billari, et al., 2009).

Studying normative influences on childbearing israportant stream of fertility research.
The decision to have a child is often seen asdim glecision of two partners (Beckman,
Aizenberg, Forsythe, & Day, 1983; Miller, SeveryP&sta, 2004; Rosina & Testa, 2009;
Thomson, 1997) and questions about perceptiongrekanent on having a child have been
standard in fertility surveys for some decades @4or 1985), yet demographic researchers
working in the social psychological tradition hawat explicitly included partners among
normative referents in studies based on the TRBeorelated theory of reasoned action
(TRA: Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Parents and othenifg members have been shown to be

important normative referents. Mothers’ prefererfoesheir children’s timing of childbirth
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and family size affect their children’s childbeayipreferences (Axinn, Clarkberg, &
Thornton, 1994) and behaviour (Barber, 2000). P&wsath & Baumer, 2000) and social
networks (Buhler & Fratczak, 2007) have also bdeseosed to have a strong influence on
childbearing intentions. These influences may ki descriptive and injunctive. Recent
qualitative research has, for example, identifleat girls’ childbearing intentions are
influenced by their friends’ experiences as mottiBesnardi, Keim, & von der Lippe, 2007).

Despite the link it provides to the external coidis within which fertility decisions are
made, relatively little is known about the rolepafrceived control in formation of the
intention to have a child. Some clues to the paéemtfluence of control on fertility

intentions can be found in recent literature. Aa§&003) has observed that economic
resources are associated with childbearing amoangg/dmerican women, and research in
Singapore has confirmed the importance of finarmalstraints on decisions to have no more
children in the island state (Call, 2008), but Ineitof these studies has examined the
cognitions associated with perceptions of behawlocwntrol. In their study of intentions to
have a child in Bulgaria, Billari et al. (2009) faithat PBC had an effect on the decision to
have a second child, and Dommermuth et al. (20d08)study conducted within the REPRO
framework, found that PBC explained intentionsawdna child in Norway.

Method

This section outlines the data on which this stisdyased, and the methods used to study the

antecedents to intentions to have a child in defi€icountries in different contexts.

Data source: Gender and Generations Survey (GGS)

Data were drawn from the Generations and Gendee8-GS), an international panel
survey concerned with demographic and social deweémt and the factors that influence
them. The survey is administered to a sample of98ear-olds resident in each participating
country? Thus, a key feature of the data used in this sisitlye two-stage sampling design:

the data are responses from individuals who ageled by country.

! More information is available at http://www.unemey/pau/ggp/.
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We used data from eight of the countries that pigdted in the first wave of the GGS
administered between late 2003 and mid 2006: Biad&G, dated collected in 2004), Russia
(RU, 2004), Georgia (GE, 2006), Germany (DE, 2088nce (FR, 2005), Hungary (HU,
2004-2005), Italy (IT, 2003) and Romania (RO, 20@9)hough a standard questionnaire
exists for the GGS (Vikat, et al., 2005), it wa$ fadlowed strictly in all of these countries,
and while the GGP provides rules for harmonisatiorther harmonisation and cleaning of
the data files were required before a set of coatpardata was available for this study. We

discuss relevant issues in harmonisation as nagassthis section.

The file used for this study was a modified versibthe REPRO harmonised file (RHF)
prepared by the Population Activities Unit of theiteéd Nations Economic Commission for
Europe (UNECE PAU) The RHF contains responses from all responderttetfertility
section (Section 6) of the GGS Wave 1 questionr@dus additional identifying data and data
on respondents’ values and selected psychologiaabcteristics. For all countries except
Italy, the RHF contains data for only one membegaxth household. For Italy, the file
contains data gathered from all eligible members lobusehold. To render Italy more readily
compatible with other countries, we randomly seléaine respondent from each housefiold.
We further restricted the file by eliminating clgainvalid cases, i.e. cases in which fertility
questions should not have been aékedi adding variables to support the present aesiys

Characteristics of the sample used in this studysammarised in Table 1.

Selection of context-specific subsamples for analysis

As noted earlier, the factors that influence decisiabout common human behaviours differ
with the context within which individuals find thesglves. Contexts of particular importance

to reproductive decisions gparity (the number of children a person already has)aged

% The details of the harmonisation procedure aréabla athttp://www.oeaw.ac.at/vid/repro/harmonisation.htm.
® The following strategy was adopted. First, we @otied the family identification number from theiiridual
respondent ID. Next, we assigned to each observatrmumber generated randomly from a uniform dhigtion.
Finally, we selected for each family only the rasgent who was assigned the lowest random number.

* We excluded:

« Respondents physically unable to have a child;

« Male respondents with a cohabiting female partifieyé&ars old or older and male respondents with a
non-cohabiting female partner who, on the basipropensity matching to similar male respondents,
probably have a female partner 50 or older;

* Male respondents with a partner who is not phyisiadile to have a child.

® Details of additional work on the file are avalefrom the author and will be available from thEFRO
website during 2010.
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Table 1. Overview of individuals in the sanfple
All BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO

n 58,014 8,658 5,900 5,666 5,477 5,964 7,959 12,454 5,936
Sex
Male 524 46.8 456 53.1 514 499 520 585 582
Female 476 53.2 544 46.9 486 501 480 415 418
Age
n for Age 57,435 8,611 5,846 5,612 5,431 5,908 7,867 12,304 5,856
under 25 16.6 21.1 215 227 179 173 142 10.0 14.0
25-29 145 16.0 16.3 153 124 125 196 11.2 136
30-34 157 18.2 155 149 128 152 16.0 154 16.8
35-39 16.6 16.1 145 151 169 173 136 178 21.7
40-44 15.0 16.1 16.3 143 168 144 125 16.2 128
45-49 122 79 116 112 116 121 155 13.2 13.0
50 and over 95 47 43 66 115 112 85 162 82
Education
n for Education 57,020 8,651 4,914 5,666 5,476 5,964 7,959 12,454 5,936
No secondary 28.7 228 656 88 188 211 150 455 255
Secondary 53.3 56.7 34.1 615 574 46.2 67.0 432 626
Tertiary 180 205 03 29.7 237 327 180 113 11.9
Partnership status
n for Partnership status 57,965 8,658 5,900 5,666 5,477 5,915 7,959 12,454 5,936
Single 31.8 31.7 241 39.7 345 332 312 329 26.2
Non-Cohabiting partner 98 7.7 154 21 133 145 68 11.7 6.3
Cohabiting partner 92 92 114 128 99 169 119 28 5.0
Married 493 514 491 454 423 354 500 526 62.6
Parity
0 (childless) 40.6 37.0 328 384 46.1 433 389 480 347
1 child 25.6 288 39.2 188 232 189 233 225 323
2 or more children 33.8 342 279 427 30.7 378 37.8 295 33.0

Note.a. Proportion in each group. b. Category valid/dal males with partners (probably) younger tha@n 5

which reflects both the physical limitations on imgyva child for older women and men with
older partners and, for younger individuals, soarad life-style decisions about the age at
which one wants to have their first chiRlartnership statuss also an important aspect of the
fertility decision-making context: for people who dot currently have a partner, the decision
to have a child is likely to be more hypothetidadr for those who are married or cohabiting.
Although gender is not a context per se, the deci® have a child has different contextual
effects for females, who need to take time off fnwork and other activities to have a child,
and for whom the subsequent work-life balance iebed to be more difficult to achieve.

This effect is believed to be stronger for morehhjgeducated women, many of whom need
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to seek a balance between career and fa@#yderand level okeducationare therefore also
relevant elements of the context within which rejuctive decisions are made.

An operational consequence of differences in cdnsethat decision making in each relevant
context should be modelled separately in orderdstraccurately identify the relative
influence of different factors. To identify contexor which different models would be
informative, the variance in intention to have af®o) child which could be attributed to each
of the personal contexts identified above was egohusing the SPSS maximum likelihood
(ML) variance components proceddr#ariables representing personal context (parig, a
partnership status, educatipmere entered as random factors while countryevasred as a
fixed factor. It was not possible to reach an adihle solution when gender was included
among the contextual variables, so separate arsalyse run for males and females.
Interaction among all random factors was permitiethle 2 presents the proportion of
variance attributable to each context after allgfor interaction among contextahe
variance associated with parity and age was lagigd¢ive to that associated with partnership
status and education. Each possible combinatigeder, age group and parity was

therefore considered a separate context for thdyst

Table 2. Variance attributable to each corftext

Males Females
Variance ICC Variance ICC
proportion proportion
Parity .05 13 .07 .18
Age (group) .05 .13 .06 17
Partner status .01 .03 .01 .03
Education .01 .02 .01 .02
Error .32 .30

Note.Dependent variable is intention to have a childrduthe next three years. ICC = intraclass
correlation coefficient.
a. After allowing for variance explained by coundifferences and interactions among contexts.

® Our response variable, intention to have a(nottisil, was a three level ordinal variable randfirmgn

definitely yego definitely ng as defined in the next section. While the varafactors procedure is designed for
metric response variables, this variable had loswns&nd kurtosis, suggesting that ML results weeyito be
sufficiently robust for our purpose. The ML proceglis also suitable for unbalanced designs (i.eeresthere is
an unequal number of cases in cells representimip@tions of context, as in this case.)

" The levels of each variable are those includatiérdescriptive summary of respondents in Table 1.

8 Table 2 also includes the intraclass correlatiefficient (ICC) for each variance component, cited as the
ratio of the variance attributable to the randomialde to the same of its variance and the errdanae.
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Measurement

The GGS includes items that enable measurementasftions to have a(nother) child,
attitude to having a(nother) child during the niéxee years, perceived norm for having
a(nother) child during the next three years anth wome limitations, perceived control over
factors that might influence ability to have a(rexjhchild during the next three years and to
raise that child. The items are presented, alonig details of their availability, in Table 3. All
items were available for six of the countries iis ftudy, one attitude item was not available
for Hungary, and five items were unavailable fafjt Not all items were likely to be salient
for all respondents in all contexts. In particulahile both males and females were asked
questions about their own and their partner’s egmpknt, only questions about partner’'s
employment opportunities were expected to be sdi@males, while only questions about
one’s own employment were salient for females.déone respondents without a partner,
questions about one’s partner might be too hypmihlab answer accurately. Similarly,
guestions about one’s parents are only relevarthfise respondents who have and who
know their parents.

The dataset presented several challenges for cathyganalysis. The data had not been
gathered in the same way in all countries, anckdbfit decisions had been made in different
countries about weighting of cases, branching withe questionnaire and within the fertility
section, the acceptability of non-response, anatiging of missing values. Details of the
weighting schemes used were not avaifalthough clearly interpretable sample weights
were available for three countri®sComparison of weighted and unweighted within count
results for these countries showed no substantfalehces in descriptive statistics and the
results of factor analysis for selected subsanmgieswas decided to proceed without

weights*

° GGS allows countries to use different sample des{§imard & Franklin, 2005).

Y RU, DE, HU and IT provided probability of seleatitrom the population, although only five valueseve
used in RU. The basis of calculation of weightsRBr (M = 4935,SD= 1612) could not be determined. No
weights were available for BG, GE, RO.

1 Results of these and other analyses describedobueported in full in this paper are availablenfrthe
author.

10
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Table 3. Detail of items for TPB variables, withuotry availability and relevance by context

Variable Item no. Details Short name Available for Relevant for
Country Sex R with R with
partner parents
BG RUGEDE FR HU IT RO M F Y N Y N
Intention (a) Do you intend to have a/another cHildng the next three years? v v v v v v Vv v VvV v v v vV
Attitude (b) If you were to have a/another childidg the next three years, would it be
better or worse for
a627a the possibility to do what you want freedom v v v v v v v v v v v v vV
a627b your employment opportunities work v v v v v v v v x v v v v Vv
a627c your financial situation finances v v v v v v v v v v v v v Y
a627d your sexual life sexual life v v v v v v v v v v v v vV
a627e what people around you think of you image v v v v v v v v v v v v v Y
a627f the joy and satisfaction you get from life oy pand satisfaction v v v v v v v Vv v v v v v v
a627g the closeness between you and your paginass closeness with partner v v v v v v v v v v v 2 Vv Y
a627h your partner/spouse's employment opporasniti partner's employment v v v v v v v v voox v 2?2 v v
a627i the care and security you may get in old age care in old age v v v v v v x Vv v v v v v v
a627j certainty in your life certainty v v v v v x v v v v v v vV Y
a627k closeness between you and your parents nelssevith parents v v v v v v v v v v vV vV vV x
Perceived ... what other people might think aboutyeaving a/another child during t
norm (c) next three years... to what extent to you agredisaigree with these
statements
a629a Most of your friends think that you shouddrén a/another child friends v v v v v v v v v v v v v Vv
a629b Your parents think that you should haveafear child parents v v v v v v v v v v v v vV x
a629c Most of your relatives think that you shoéde a/another child  relatives v v v v v v x Vv v v v v v Y
Perceived How much would the decision on whether to haveattar child during the
control (d) next three years depend on the following?
a628a your financial situation financial situation v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
a628b your work work v v v v v v v v x v v v v Vv
a628c your housing conditions housing conditions v v v v v v v v v v v v vV
a628d your health health v v v v v v v v v v v v vV
a628e you having a suitable partner suitable partn v v v v v vV x Vv v v v v v Vv
a628f your partner/spouse's work partner's work v v v v v v v v v ox v ox v Y
a628g your partner/spouse's health partner'shhealt v v v v v vV x v v ox v o x v v
a628h availability of childcare childcare v v v v v v v v v v v v v Vv
a628i your opportunity to go on parental leaveare leave care leave v v v v v vV x Vv v v v v v Vv

Note.R = respondent.
a. ldefinitely yes2 probably yes3 probably ng 4 definitely noexcept HU: lyes,2 no. b. 1much better2 better, 3 neither better nor worsel worse 5 much worsec. 1strongly agree? agree 3
neither agree nor disagred disagree 5 strongly disagreed. 1not at all 2 a little, 3 quite a lot 4a great deal For all items, the GGS questionnaire also pravideot applicableoption.

11
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Different decisions made at the country level alshigiibility to answer fertility questions
were more difficult to resolve. Although the to@GS Wave 1 sample for most countries was
around 10,000, the proportion of valid respondémte fertility section was more varied, as
was the proportion of missing values for the TRBni$, as detailed in Table 4. For example,
information about intention to have a(nother) chias available for only just over 70% of
respondents to fertility questions in Germany [8%%f respondents in Romania, and the
percentage of complete cases for the full set nékikes listed in Table 4 ranged from less
than one third in France and ltaly to 75% in Geardihe reason for each missing value was
available only for France where the vast majorityalues were codedio not knowather
thannot applicable even for variables that refer to parents andheastwhere a higher
proportion ofnot applicablemight have been expected. These sampling diffeseaculd not
be adjusted for by any statistical technique. Reeseadopted and their possible effects on

the results are discussed with individual analysdew.

Intention

Fertility intentions are measured in several waythe GGS. Different items ask about the
desire to have a(nother) child “now” (item a61lhjention to have a(nother) child “during the
next three years” (a622) and intention to have ‘@ngre) children at all” (a624). Pregnant
women and respondents with pregnant partners ar@sked these questions, while all
respondents who are able to have children and \alie &ver had sexual intercourse are asked
“how many children in total you intend to have” 286 or a630 if pregnant) and whether they
intend to adopt or foster a child during the néxee years (a623, or a631 if pregnant). Items
to measure attitude, perceived norm and perceioatta were all designed to be compatible
with item a622, intention to have a(nother) childidg the next three years, which we

therefore used to measure intention in this study.

Some operational limitations were encountered iasugng intention to have a child for this
comparative study. While the GGS specified a feuel response scale for intention to have a
child during the next three yeadefinitely yesprobably yesprobably ng definitely ng, this
scale was not used in all countries. Hungarianaiedents were asked if they wanted
a(nother) child, and if so when. In harmonisatitkese data were collapsed to a three level
response scalges(capturing respondents who answered yes and mowddime frame of

three years or lesg)robably not(respondents who provided a time frame of mora theee

12
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Table 4. Study sample as proportion of GGS Wavanipse, and overview of missing
responses to key TPB items

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO Total

nin GGS 12,85811,261 10,000 10,017 10,079 13,540 31,874 11,986111,615
Valid n (a) 8,658 5,900 5,666 5,477 5,964 7,959 12,454 5,936 58,014
of GGS Wave 1 sample 67.3 52.4 56.7 547 59.2 588 39.1 495 520

Responses to TPB items as proportion of validr REPRO
a622 Intention to have

a(nother) child 95 95 93 71 84 80 80 98 86
a627_a freedom 89 93 91 76 77 64 40 95 74
a627_b work 83 86 91 76 75 64 40 88 72
a627_c finances .89 93 91 77 77 65 40 95 74
a627_d sex life 87 90 91 67 74 61 40 93 71
a627_e image 87 91 91 70 67 63 40 92 71

a627_fjoy and satisfaction 89 92 91 74 77 63 40 95 73
a627_g closeness with

partner 79 86 84 56 55 61 40 85 65
a627_h partner’s work 74 82 84 58 53 61 40 79 63
a627_i care in old age 88 91 91 71 68 61 (b) 94 63
a627_j certainty 89 92 91 73 74 (b) 40 94 64
a627_k closeness with
parents 83 82 82 73 69 63 40 81 68
a628_a finances 87 92 92 77 59 66 40 94 72
a628_b work 81 85 92 77 57 55 40 87 68
a628_c housing 87 92 92 77 59 66 40 94 72
a628_d health 87 92 92 91 59 66 40 94 73
a628_e having a partner 79. 88 92 75 56 65 (b) 86 60
a628_f partner’s work 77 80 92 64 58 55 40 78 65
a628_g partner’s health 81 83 92 64 59 59 (b) 85 58
a628_h childcare 87 91 92 76 59 66 40 92 71
a628_i parental leave 78 81 92 73 56 65 (b) 80 59
a629 a friends 86 88 92 71 55 62 36 93 69
a629 b parents 82 80 82 71 53 61 35 83 65
a629 c other relatives 86 88 92 71 56 63 (b) 93 61
Complete cases for valiu
for all available items 4,019 2,847 4,230 2,030 1,868 2,801 3,992 3,167 24,954
as % of valich 46.4 483 747 371 313 352 321 534 430

Note.a. Sample in REPRO harmonised file as modifiedHi study by removing invalid cases - see foarbt
for details. b. Item not available in this country.

but not more than four years) and (respondents who did not want a(nother) childladra
whose time frame was greater than four years)rande, relatively few responses were
codedprobably yesr probably ng but a high proportion of responses were coded as
uncertain In order to retain as many countries as pos$isleomparative analysis, it was
decided to re-code intentions to three levelged— all respondents who answefinitely
yesto the original GGS item, plus those in Hungatgmiled to have a child during the next
three years, Bncertain— all respondents who respongedbably yesprobably ng

uncertain or that they wanted to have a child within foeays, and 8o — all other

13
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respondents. The correlation between the thredaamdevel intention variables was .96,
indicating that little information was lost.

Intention was modelled as a latent variable widlingle reflective indicator, the three level
indicator of intention to have a child during thexhthree years. In order to identify the latent
variable, the reliabilit}? of this indicator was initially set to .2 in abbitexts, but permitted to

vary during model iterations.

Attitude

An attitude is a disposition — positive or negatifaourable or unfavourable — toward an
object. The object may be a physical object, an,idebehaviour as in the TPB, or an outcome
or event as in the case of having a child. Theadigjpn toward having a child measured in
the fertility section of the GGS is the extent thieth individuals expect their personal
situation will be better or worse if they have afrar) child. Eleven items (listed in Table 3)
measured from Infuch bettérto 5 (nuch worsegare used to estimate the anticipated effect
of having a(nother) child on such outcomes as fib&sibility to do what you want”. In terms
of the TPB, these items can be characterised a&fdabout the outcomes of having a child,
or behavioural beliefsThe principle of compatibility is respected i imtroduction to the
items, “If you were to have a/another child durthg next three years, would it be better or
worse for ...", but the outcomes addressed intdrasg are not themselves time bounded. So,
while the impact of having a child on the possibito do what you want might be felt
immediately, the impact of having a child on “theeand security you may get in old age”
requires anticipation of a period far in advancéhefnext three years. In previous studies that
used the TPB and GGS data to explain childbeantantions, the behavioural belief items
formed two factors, one characterised as represghbgliefs about the costs or personal
losses associated with having a child and the o#ikcting beliefs about the benefits

(Billari, et al., 2009; Dommermuth, et al., 2009).

Perceived norm

Perceived norm is an individual’s perception of $beial pressure “to perform (or not

perform)” a given behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 20p0130). In the GGS, such normative

12 Reliability in this sense can be understood asmeonality in common factor analysis.
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beliefs are measured by three items that ask gponelent to rate the extent to which they
agree that different groups of people think theyusth have a(nother) child. All items are
measured on a 5 point scale ranging fromtdofgly agreejo 5 strongly disagree)The

three referent groups are friends, parents antlveta Spouse or partner is not mentioned
specifically, and the GGS does not provide a véi#tiat specifically asks about perceived
pressure from a spouse or partner for having @ chiting the next three yedrsThere is a
possibility that some respondents may have intezgréhe reference to relatives as including

their parents or their partner or both.

Different referents were used in Italy. No refeem@as made to relatives, and two questions
were asked about parents: one for mother and arfatfeer. The score for parents in the RHF
is the mean for mother and father, or the valuerfother or father if a response was provided

only for one parent.

In all countries except Italy, the bivariate coatedns between the three items were high, and
in almost all cases above .80. In Italy, the twailable scores were correlated .66. The
similarity among these items is consistent witthbain and Ajzen’s (2010) observation that
perceived norm measured with reference to peopteackhupy a similar role may be very

similar.

Perceived control

Perceived behavioural control is a person’s evalnaif their ability to enact a behaviour. In
terms of factors associated with having a child¢cg@eed control might be characterised as an
individual's evaluation that it is possible to fiacdbalance between family and work life, that
it will be possible to provide space in the fanhilyme or move to a home that has enough
space for a child, that the individual is ableuport a child financially, that they can cope
with the demands of a child, and so on. The GGS doginclude items that address these
beliefs directly. Nine items in the fertility seati of the questionnaire (a628 a to a628 i, as
outlined in Table 3) ask to what extent the resjgotid decision to have another child during

the next three years “depends on” factors sucheaisfinancial situation, work, housing

¥ The GGS does include questions about recent @isamgnt on having a child and whether the partner or
spouse would like to have a child now. A numbetests were conducted to examine the potentiahiduding
one of these variables in a measure of perceived far this study, but none of the available valeésthad
sufficient common variance with the three compatibéms.
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conditions, health, having a suitable partner aradlability of child care. These items are
measured on a four point scalenbt(at all), 2 (@ little), 3 (quite a lo}, 4 (a great degl. The
factors are all external to the individtfai.e., they are not skills or other personal céljiis
(such as child raising skills), but factors inflged by external events — such as meeting the
right person, staying in good health, or the ecaonaituation — or other people or bodies —
including employers and governments. Thus, the @@8ides a set of control factors
suitable for understanding perceived control dfilfgr decisions which may be influenced by
external events, actions and policies, but theuatan of whether having a(nother) child
depends omach of these factors is not itself a measureeafgived control. For example,
when respondents say that having a child doeseqpsrdl at all on their financial situation,
this might be because they have strong contro),that the ability to manage financially is an
important element of their decision to have a chitd they are confident they are able to
manage the costs of having a child, or becausadiabcontrol is not salient to their decision
because they have either made up their mind aaddial situation is no longer (if it ever
was) a relevant factor in making the decision;l@dther hand, even if the decision to have a
child depends a great deal on financial situatieknow that financial situation is an
important or salient factor, but have no informatabout whether the respondent feels that
they are able to manage the costs of having a ($tildng perceived control) or that they are

unable to manage the relevant costs (weak percemetdol).

The GGS provides five items from the health and-veing section of the questionnaire
(tems a719_ato a719_d) which ask “How much cdmlooyou feel you will have over the
following areas of your life in the next three y&&r These items, which refer to four of the
control factors raised in the fertility sectiomn@incial situation, work, housing conditions, and
health) and “your family life”, are measured on Hagne four point scale as the control
factors. Billari et al. (2009) combined the fourtiigy control factor and level of control

items to obtain a representation of perceived cbauring the next three years. This
approach combines a general sense of control hwlniportance of the control factor, but it
still does not capture the concept of perceivedrobfor having a(nother) child; for example,
even if people feel they have little control oveeit financial situation, they may be confident
that they can cope with the costs of having a(npttiald. Nonetheless, perceived control as

14 Admittedly, some actions taken by an individuatjhtiimprove their control (e.g., eating a healtigt dould
improve health), but even in the presence of satibres, the primary locus of control associatedhlitese
items is external to the individual.
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measured in this way predicted Bulgarians’ intemgito have a second child — but not their
intentions to have their first child (Billari, ekt,a2009). Taking a different approach,
Dommermuth et al. (2009) used the larger set ofrobfactor items without combining them
with general level of control. Control was obsertedhave an effect on intentions, but the
effect was no longer observable once self-repdréstmal financial situation and housing
conditions were taken into account, suggesting ttespite the conceptual shortcomings of
this approach, the control factors used alone latidpture at least some of a person’s sense
of control. We thus decided to use only the iterosfthe fertility section of the
questionnaire, without the general perceived comms. Although this provided a larger set
of control factors from which to draw, its imperfeepresentation of perceived control also
limited our ability to identify effects of perceidédehavioural control on intention to have a
child.

Measurement models

Measurement models for attitude, perceived normpandeived control were developed in

the two step process recommended for complex @tdalgat will be subject to structural
equation modelling (Garvin, 1998-2009). In thetfstep, common factor analysis was used to
confirm that it would be possible to reproducefing factor structure identified by Billari et

al. (2009) for Bulgaria and Dommermuth et al. (20@® Norway in all of the countries in the
REPRO data set and in each of the contexts ofeisiteAll models were principal axis
factoring (PAF) with oblique rotation (oblimin witthelta = 0). In order to maximise the
amount of information included in the analysis,rwée deletion was used to estimate the

correlation matrix from which solutions were drawn.

We first permitted all factors with eigenvalue gexahan 1.0 to emerge and observed the
patterns of loadings of each item in each contexd¢everal contexts, it was necessary to
remove one perceived norm item because of collitydaefore a solution could be reached.
At least the four factors identified in earlier diies using GGS data were identified in all
contexts, but in all countries except Bulgaria &aty at least five factors were needed to
produce a satisfactory solution. The five factdugson consistently distinguished between
two aspects of perceived control. Six or severofagblutions were also identified in some
contexts; while some of these solutions weaklyli@zated variables to the four or five
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strongest factors in the solution, in others, edtperceived control factor emerged. The initial
PAF solutions for childless 25 to 34 year old feesadre provided as an example in Table 5.

Two attitude factors were identified in all contexthe first of these corresponded to the
costs factor identified in earlier research, bus wamed here Freedom to remove the sense of
directionality in the woratost The second attitude factor, similar to the beadéctor
identified in earlier research, was labelled Satgbn; items that loaded consistently on this
factor represented joy and satisfaction in lifefaiaty in life (item not available for
Hungary), closeness with partner and closenesspaithnts. Iltems developed to measure
perceived norm loaded strongly together in all ¢nes. While only one PBC factor was
identified in Bulgaria and Italy, at least two faxg were clearly identified in all other
countries. The first of these factors, which cawesity reflected financial situation, work and
housing conditions (three of the four items useBillari et al.’s, 2009, single PBC construct)
was labelled Material Control. The second contactdr was labelled Personal Control; it
included items about one’s own and one’s partriegalth and the need to have a suitable
partner. Two items, designed to measure perceioetta associated with availability of
childcare and parental or care leave, loaded weaitltyMaterial Control in some contexts,
alone in others, or (rarely) with Personal ContB#cause of the policy relevance of child
support, we retained a separate Control (Childate®s) and evaluated it in subsequent

modelling.

The second step in preparing measurement modelsamalsicted using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), as implemented in the AMOS struadtequation modelling (SEM) software
(Arbuckle, 2008). Separate measurement models prepared for each country within each
context for which subsequent structural modelliraswonducted. Initially, all items were
modelled for all countries according to the sixtéas and factor loadings that emerged from
the initial common factor analysis: Attitude (Freed, Attitude (Satisfaction), Perceived
Norm, Material Control, Control (Childcare), andré®ved ControlThis measurement

model is shown in Figure 2, which illustrates conmnebaracteristics of a CFA model for
SEM. Each of the variables derived from the PFéhigracterised as a latent variable (ellipse)
which represents a concept which is assumed tbiexise population. A set of observed
variables (boxes) is defined aflectingeach concept, as can be seen by the arrows which
lead from each latent variable to each set of tyreonnected observed variables. The extent

to which each observed variable reflects the canegpesented by the latent variable is a
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Table 5a. Classical factor analysis, comparisonitél solution for all items, childless femalegeal 25-34, all R and BG, RU, GE, DE

Factor 1

2

1

1

Russia

2 3

5 1 2

Georgia

3

5

6

1

Germany
2 3 4 5 6

a627_a possibility do what you want

a627_b employment opportunities
a627_c financial situation
a627_d sexual life

a627_e image

a627_f joy and satisfaction
a627_g closeness with partner
a627_i care in old age

a627_j certainty

a627_k closeness with parents
a628_a depends on: financial
situation

a628_b depends on
a628_c depends on
a628_d depends on
a628_e depends on
suitable partner

: work

: housing
- health

- having a

a628_g depends on:

469
.637
.612
718
.804
.590

.666
.663

.945

.542
734
.718
732
.835
.676

425
.683
512
.633
744
.565

.563
.534

911

-.699
-.684
-.660

445

.843

909
410

partner’s/spouse’s health
a628_h depends on: childcare .518
a628_i depends on: care leave 463
a629_a most friends think r should

have a/another child

a629_b parents think r should have
a/another child

a629_c most relatives think r should

have a/another child

.933

-.810 912

=797 -.799 -.780

-.810 -.874

-.968 -.979 -.988 .888

.645
.685

.906

.483

.606
.556
.503
.505

434

.759
.831

.822
451

.689

-.724
-.669

.715

773

914

Note.This solution includes only respondents with na@rtban four missing values. Sample size for eacimity can be seen in Table 16.
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Table 5b. Comparison of principal axis factor solutfor all items, childless females aged 25-34, AR, IT, RO

France Hungary Italy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3

Romania

2

3 4 5

a627_a possibility do what you want -.530 .400 -.572
a627_b employment opportunities (a) .803 -.669
a627_c financial situation -.796 489 -.566
a627_d sexual life .501 -.549
a627_e image

a627_f joy and satisfaction .589 .707 .651
a627_g closeness with partner 572 574 .685
a627_i care in old age 464 -.419 @
a627_j certainty .699 @ .730
a627_k closeness with parents AT78 .868 .602

a628_a depends on: financial situation .
-.528

a628_b depends on: work
a628_c depends on: housing
a628_d depends on: health .669 .650

a628_e depends on:

partner

a628_g depends on:

health
a628_h depends on

having a suitable
partner’'s/spouse’s

: childcare

.559

.964

.584

.817

-.839

(@)
(@)

=741
.841 712

a628_i depends on: care leave
a629_a most friends think r should hé
a/another child

a629_b parents think r should have
a/another child

a629 c most relatives think r should

have a/another child = 28 @

-.635 )

544 147

.628
577
787
.818
.555

.674
.662

.840
.488

-.832
-.752
-.438

-.908
-.807

-.957

Note.This solution includes only respondents with na@rtban four missing values, except in Italy whesemore than three missing values were permittathpfe size for each country can

be seen in Table 16.
a. Variable not available.
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weight or regression coefficient on each arrow gratwn). There is measurement error
associated with using each observed variable eBextion of each concept (circles labelled
el to e23), so the variance in each observed Varisipartitioned into that which reflects the
concept and error variance (1 — the squared stdiseédrregression coefficient). In our model,
all but one of the latent variables were permittedovary, in accordance with the TPB; the
exception is Control (Childcare) which, for parsmgpwas set to covary only with the other

two control variables.

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
2 %
[a827_a | [a627.n | [aB27_c| |aB27.d | [a827 e | | aB27.f | [aB27 g | [ a627.i | [ 827 ] 2

MaterialCtrl

Cantrol{Care)

| 2628 _a |aazab||a628c [aB26 h | [ aB28i | | aB28_d | | af26 e | | 3526 g |

o 8 6 o b b 6 o

Figure 2. Common SEM measurement model for fenades 25 to 34

While this model preserves the three dimensiortk@fTPB, it differs from the TPB in
separately modelling two variables, instead of emeepresent attitudes and three variables,
instead of one, to represent PBC. With SEM, itasgible to model second order factors,
which in this case would represent Attitude asglsilatent variable reflected by Freedom
and Satisfaction, and PBC as a single latent viaria@hected by Material Control, Control
(Childcare), and Personal Control. It was also ipesso represent the data in this way and
the qualities of the measurement models did nérdsubstantially from those of the model

used in this study. We chose, however, to work withsix factor model because, when the
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attitude variables and the control variables wetkapsed, the differential effects of the
underlying first order factors on intentions werdden!®

After dealing with missing valu&% measurement models were estimated twice for two
contexts: childless females aged 25 to 34 and fsralthe same age group with one child.
The first time they were measured using Bayesiad Ske method recommended by
Arbuckle (2008) for modelling of categorical varied They were then measured using the
standard non-Bayesian method and the results cempahe results were very similar,
except in the case of a small number of variabliés vgh kurtosis, which as explained
below, were removed from the final measurement risdolecause they had weak loadings in
all, or almost all, contexts. We therefore usedrtbe-Bayesian method, considered robust
when kurtosis is not high, for subsequent modellirfgs enabled us to obtain a more

complete set of indicators of measurement modditgua

Measurement model quality in SEM is normally juddpgch set of rules of thumb
(summarised by Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Beith 2006). For factor loadings, the
value of the standardised regression coefficieakmected to be above .5, although values
above .7 (thus with error variance of .5 or less)@eferred to ensure discriminant validity.

In all cases, the loadings must be statisticatipificant (we useg < .05 for all tests unless

'3 An alternative approach, focusing on preservimgwilence or direction of attitude to having adhitould
have been to create a single attitude variable edosction went from positive to negative, rattiem the two
uni-directional (costs and benefits) variables usee. Using IRT, we were able to define a singfieude to
having a child variable from the GGS items. Thigatale drew on ten of the eleven items in the GG& a
distinguished clearly between respondents in diffecountries and across different contexts. Wdsngle
attitude variable has the advantages of being stamgiwith theory, drawing on almost all items, @naviding a
strong distinction between countries and contextgs the disadvantage that the relative impodarfche
individual attitudinal beliefs, country by countaypd context by context, is not as readily conveaeth SEM.
16 As Table 3 shows, there were many missing valMB&s] in the data set. Up to nine items may havenbee
missed by an individual respondent because theyresf to circumstances that were not relevanteo th
individual: work, partner or parents. Crosstabulatf available data for employment status andneaship
status indicated, however, that there was no sogmif difference between the proportion of missiegponses
for respondents with and without work and with awithout partner (this check was not possible femis
referring to parents because information aboungj\parents was available only when a parent wasralrar of
the household). With the goal of preserving as mtamgs and cases as possible, particularly for RRre/the
proportion respondents who responded to all items law, we prepared several imputation files (UAMOS
Bayesian imputation, http://amosdevelopment.corageS were excluded from each imputation on thes lodisi
the proportion of MV among items to measure eadhethree dimensions of the TPB and total numb&f\és
across the whole set of TPB items. Cases that tiapletely missing responses for any TPB dimensierew
automatically omitted. There was insufficient véida when cases with more than 20% MV were includége
final analysis file therefore included all caseshwio more than 20% MV (four items) across the wtiidé, with
the exception of IT where a smaller subset of iteras available and no more than three missing resgsowere
permitted. In all contexts for which structural netlthg was subsequently conducted, the resultimgpda size
remained above the minimum 100 considered necefmasiable estimation (Garvin, 1998-2009), buséveral
cases below the minimum 200 recommended in thenabsaf a strong measurement model.
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otherwise noted). Two composite measures of fael@bly are commonly used: overall
variance extractedrom each latent variable, measured as
>Rk

wheref is the standardised loading (or standardised ssgne coefficient) of each item that
reflects the latent variable akds the number of items reflecting the variable,
andconstruct reliability measured as

(EB)H((EB)* + £3)7)
whereq is the item error variance.
It is also common to report Cronbach’s alpha. Rofakumb for these measures are:
variance extracted should be .5 or above, and maristliability and Cronbach’s alpha
should be above .6 (and preferably above .7). Asdalitional test of discriminant validity,
we compared the variance explained for each |atmdble with its covariance with all other
latent variables; if the variance explained is loW®n any covariance, discriminant validity
is poor (Fornell & Larker, 1981).

A number of goodness of fit (GOF) measures is alsnlable, and it is common to report
several of them. Here, based on the summary dfttte of the art provided by Hair et al.
(2006) we report: chi-squdrethe ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedomn; (€&
Comparative Fit Index) which compares the fit @ flited model against that of the null
model and is relatively insensitive to model comfie the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA); and the upper bound of tB&3onfidence interval of RMSEA.
Rules of thumb for these indicators for models viigtween 12 and 30 observed variables (as
in this case) are:

» for N < 250: chi-square/DF < 2 is an indicator obd fit, CFI> .95, RMSEA < .08.

e for N > 250: chi-square/df < 4; CEIl.92, RMSEA < .07.

We decided to use a common measurement model foowaitries to the extent that observed
variables were modelled in all countries as reifihgcthe same latent variable. We did,
however, allow the regression weights for each eskvariable to vary across countries.
This approach provided some confidence that eacbept included in the model had a

similar meaning in all contexts, but permitted camgon of the relative importance of items

" Chi-square, while traditionally reported, is nonsidered a satisfactory indicator both becaudeds not take
model complexity into account and because it isljiko be significant in samples of 200 or more, $ize we
dealt with in almost all contexts included in thtady.
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across contexts. This allowed us to preserve allatent variables shown in Figure 2, but
carried with it the cost that, in some contextsdaisiled with the results), only a single

indicator was available for one or two latent vhlés.

We also examined the modification indexes for eackel. None of the regression
coefficients had modification indexes above 10&0@] we concluded that there was no
empirical justification to review the decision teparate attitudes and PBC into two and three

constructs respectively.

To determine the final measurement model, some filmations to the model shown in Figure
2 were necessary in each context. A number of ithatshad been developed to measure
attitudinal beliefs loaded weaklfs & .5) in all, or almost all, contexts. These walso items
which had loaded weakly or inconsistently acro$edint factors in the preliminary PAF.

They were omitted from the comparative measuremmerels.

Macro level contexts

In the introduction to this paper, we drew attemtio several macro level explanations of the
(micro level) fertility gap: the difficulty of reawmiling work and family life, employment
stability, housing affordability, and implied inlksafor family- and child-friendly policy, lack
of such policy. In order to explore the extent fwah differences in these macro level
contexts might explain differences in fertility dgon making in different countries, we

classified countries into different groups accogdio their macro level context.

Countries were assigned to macro context groupghebasis of values or scores on the set of
indicators shown in Table 6. In addition to empl@nnstability, housing affordability and
policy support, countries were assigned to contextwealth (as measured by PPP GDP) and
the extent to which social and cultural valuesparstmaterialist, i.e. more focused on self-
actualisation than on satisfaction of material negjuents such as sufficient income and
housing to survive (Inglehart, 1977). In all caghs,division was dichotomous. Countries
were classified as eithywer or higherusing the criteria that appear in Table 7.
Classification by wealth, postmaterialism and hogsiffordability led to the same

classification in the countries for which data wawailable, so we proceeded with the more
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generic context of wealth rather than either hagsiffiordability or postmaterialism. We
therefore used the following three contexts in gsial

(a) wealth,

(b) employment stability,

(c) family- and child-friendly policy support.

Analytical techniques

Uncovering country level differences in attitudes, norms and control

To identify differences in attitudes, perceivedmerand perceived control, we first inspected
the distributions of each observed item in selectedextsRegression weights from the
SEM measurement models allowed comparison of taéve importance of each attitudinal

belief, normative referent and control factor ickeaountry.

Modelling of social psychological influences on fertility decisions

Differences in social psychological influences otention to have a(nother) child were
identified using structural modelling. The standAMOS SEM procedure was used. The
base structural model used for comparative anaigs#sown in Figure 3. Each of the
variables in the model is a latent variable meabuseng a subset of the observed items
shown in Figure 2. The dependent variable is limanmeasured as discussed earlier. All
other constructs are modelled as exogenous, indeperariables which explain Intention.
The two attitude constructs (Freedom and Satisfagpippear in the top left of the figure, the
single perceived norm construct (Norms) is cerdfe &nd the three PBC constructs (Material
Control, Control (Childcare) and Personal Contew§ lower left. The error term leading to
Intention permits estimation of error variance (#mas the variance in intention to have

a(nother) child explained by the exogenous vargble
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Table 6. Data used to classify countries by maevellcontext

Context Indicator Scale Level Country

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
EconomyWealth Per Capita PPP GDP (a) $10,%18,432 $4,176 $33,022$33,077$21,040$32,319$11,079
Society Housing affordability % households repaytireavy financial Population 59 n.a n.a 21 26 32 56 40

burden due to housing costs (b)
Households below 60% 76 n.a n.a 32 45 51 72 51
of median income

Employment stability Unemployment rate (c) 89 6.1 13.3 8.6 8.0 7.4 6.1 6.4
Postmaterialism Inglehart’s index (d) Materialist 55,8 553 408 21.3 254 505 181 47.9
Mixed 419 428 538 609 570 471 625 47.0
Postmaterialist 24 19 54 177 176 24 193 5.1
Policy  Availability of family Public spending on family benefits in 1.1 n.a n.a 3 3.8 3.1 1.3 1.4
and child friendly cash, services and tax measures, % !
policies (2005) (e)

Note.n.a. = not available.

a. IMF World Economic Outlook Database (October7)0attp://www.imf.org/external/ns/cs.aspx?id=28Ek SILC 2007. c. World Development IndicatorsQ2@xcept Bulgaria (2006),
http://econ.worldbank.org/. c. World Value Survey:Bulgaria (2006), France (2006), Georgia (20@@3rmany (2006), Italy (2005), Romania (2005), Rars§ederation (2006) Hungary
(1999), http://mww.worldvaluessurvey.org/. e. Unfisitred preliminary analysis conducted within REPR®2, 2009.

Table 7. Allocation of countries to macro level s

Macro level Indicator Country
context Bulgaria Russia Georgia Germany France Hungary Italy Rdmnan
Economy  Wealth (GDP) . . B (€)
Society Housing affordability (a) [ —— (e) (e)
Employment stability (b) [ —
Postmaterialism (c) . B B
Policy Family and child policy support (d) g0 (e) (e)

Note. Red diagonal = lower; blue star = higher; whitexeludec

a. Lower where more than 50% of households witlrime below 60% of the median reported burdensomsitgueosts. b. Higher where
unemployment rate was below 7%. c. Countries wpeseentage postmaterialist score was above 15%classified higher. d. Higher where
percentage of public spending on family benefits 8% or above. e. Excluded from classificationegithecause data not available, or because not
clearly classifiable as lower or higher.
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Freedom
e

Intention

Figure 3. Structural model of social psychologicfluences on intention to have a child

In some countries or contexts, it was necessargrmve one or more correlations in order to
achieve a solutioff In rare cases, it was necessary to remove a heeiable which had a

poor measurement model. These cases are descrithetth@results where they arise.

The quality of a structural equation model is eatdd in terms of the quality of its
measurement model, the statistical significanadefstructural coefficients (the coefficients
that measure the strength of the specified relships between factors), and GOF. For
structural models, we used the same indicatorsQif @s described earlier for evaluation of

the fit of the measurement models.

AMOS critical ratios of the difference between paf parameters were used to compare the
relative influence of each latent variable on itiamin each pair of countries; values above
1.96 are considered statistically significant (Ackle, 2008). From this analysis, we were

'8 This requirement particularly arises if the caatign is 0, resulting in a covariance of 0 whickyants a
solution being reached.
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able to identify groups of countries where theuafices of attitudes, perceived norms and
perceived control were similar, as well as to dgiish between countries on the basis of

differences in the relative influence of each facto

Exploration of macro level explanations

In the final set of analyses, we explored possidero level explanations of differences in
intentions to have a child. Structural models wesed to compare the relative influence of
each latent variable on intention across diffelemtls of the three macro level contexts
defined above. We describe this analysis as explyrhecause countries are aggregated into
macro level, but it would be preferable to conduttree-level analysis in which countries

constitute a level between individual respondentsraacro level condition.

If the structural model built in one or other oé#ie contexts is better able to explain
differences in influences on intention to have idghve can — at least tentatively — conclude
that that context provides a better explanatiodiféérences in social psychological
influences on fertility intentions than one or mofeéhe others. The variance explained in
each context, along with the standard indices aisueement and structural model quality

and GOF all contributed to comparing the potemtiatro level explanations.

Results

Intentions

Intentions to have a(nother) child are summarisednales and females by country and by
parity within country in Table 8. A number of cheteristics of the sample can be read from
this table. The percentage of males and femaless/gquite markedly from one country to
another, as does the distribution of respondentsoyy. These differences are not strictly
related to population proportions. All results repd here should be considered with this

limitation in mind.

28



Comparative psychological influences on fertility

Table 8. Intention to have a(nother) child by coymind parity, males and females

Males Females
Total Yes Uncertain No Total Yes Uncertain No
Parity n % n % n % n % n % n %
Bulgaria
All 3,804 258 6.8 1526 40.1 2020 53.1 4,406 279 6.3 1460 33.1 2667 60.5
0 childless 1,727 185 10.7 986 57.1 556 32.2 1,261 167 13.2 732 58.0 362 28.7
1 one child 957 69 7.2 390 40.8 498 52.0 1,388 108 7.8 503 36.2 777 56.0
2 >one child 1,120 4 0.4 150 134 966 86.3 1,757 4 0.2 225 12.8 1528 87.0
Russia
All 2,534 206 8.1 1026 40.5 1302 514 3,069 224 7.3 1126 36.7 1719 56.0
0 childless 1,055 129 12.2 516 489 410 38.9 754 127 16.8 400 53.1 227 30.1
1 one child 820 64 7.8 331 404 425 51.8 1,367 88 6.4 546 39.9 733 53.6
2 > one child 659 13 2.0 179 27.2 467 70.9 948 9 09 180 19.0 759 80.1
Georgia
All 2,732 346 12.7 1174 43.0 1212 444 2,544 258 10.1 975 38.3 1311 51.5
0 childless 1,181 188 159 719 609 274 23.2 876 112 12.8 537 61.3 227 259
1 one child 446 116 26.0 179 40.1 151 339 470 107 22.8 171 36.4 192 40.9
2 > one child 1,105 42 3.8 276 250 787 71.2 1,198 39 3.3 267 223 892 745
Germany
All 1,647 113 6.9 433 26.3 1101 66.8 2,253 190 8.4 512 22.7 1551 68.8
0 childless 817 70 8.6 296 36.2 451 55.2 742 98 13.2 266 358 378 50.9
1 one child 353 37 105 84 238 232 657 612 74 121 140 229 398 65.0
2 > one child 477 6 1.3 53 11.1 418 87.6 899 18 2.0 106 118 775 86.2
France
All 2,245 278 12.4 571 25.4 1396 62.2 2,752 380 13.8 639 23.2 1733 63.0
0 childless 991 152 15.3 407 41.1 432 436 1,091 213 195 415 38.0 463 424
1 one child 361 73 20.2 77 21.3 211 584 540 106 19.6 115 21.3 319 59.1
2 > one child 893 53 5.9 87 9.7 753 843 1,121 61 54 109 9.7 951 848
Hungary
All 3,451 780 22.6 959 27.8 1712 49.6 3,178 787 24.8 687 21.6 1704 53.6
0 childless 1,669 472 28.3 737 442 460 27.6 1,099 472 429 467 425 160 14.6
1 one child 611 193 31.6 125 20.5 293 48.0 755 221 29.3 148 19.6 386 51.1
2 > one child 1,171 115 9.8 97 8.3 959 81.9 1,324 94 7.1 72 5.4 1158 87.5
Italy
All 4965 366 7.4 2512 50.6 2087 42.0 4990 365 7.3 2206 44.2 2419 485
0 childless 2,884 248 8.6 1672 58.0 964 334 2,191 230 10.5 1211 55.3 750 34.2
1 one child 818 92 11.2 431 527 295 36.1 1,170 112 9.6 540 46.2 518 44.3
2 > one child 1,263 26 2.1 409 324 828 65.6 1,629 23 1.4 455 27.9 1151 70.7
Romania
All 3,364 277 8.2 989 29.4 2098 62.4 2,435 208 8.5 635 26.1 1592 654
0 childless 1,372 171 125 601 43.8 600 43.7 631 124 19.7 286 453 221 35.0
1 one child 993 94 95 283 285 616 62.0 874 81 9.3 249 285 544 62.2
2 > one child 999 12 1.2 105 105 882 88.3 930 3 03 100 10.8 827 88.9

Note % is row percentage for each gender.
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Intentions varied by age group within parity fockaountry, but the overall pattern was the
same: intention to have a child within the nexeéhyears was very low for individuals aged
40 and over, and low for individuals aged undea@d over 35 (particularly for males under
24 and females over 35). This pattern is highlighteTable 9, which summarises intention

by age group across all countries and paritiespéneentage of males who intended to have
a(nother) child in the next three years was ab®% @nly among those aged between 25 and
39 (it was just 10.9% among those aged 35 to 3@) tlae percentage of females who
intended to have a(nother) child in the next ttyegrs was above 10% only among those

aged up to 35.

Table 9. Intention to have a(nother) child, by gogsup

Males Females

Total Yes Uncertain No Total Yes Uncertain No
Age group n % n % n % n % n % n %
under 25 4,264 336 7.9 2,047 48.0 1,881 44.1 4,595 612 13.3 2,272 494 1,71137.2
25-29 3,663 773 21.7 1,99856.1 792 222 4,169 937 225 2,034 48.8 1,198 28.7
30-34 3,869 732 189 1,884 48.7 1,253 324 4,624 712 154 1,789 38.7 2,123 45.9
35-39 4,186 458 10.9 1,594 38.1 2,134 51.0 4917 315 6.4 1,307 26.6 3,29567.0
40-44 3,806 202 5.3 959 25.2 2,645 69.5 4,507 103 2.3 623 13.8 3,78183.9
45-50 3,252 104 3.2 535165 2,613 804 2,815 12 04 215 7.6 2,58891.9
50 and over 1,430 14 1.0 109 7.6 1,307 914 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 24,370 2,619 10.7 9,126 37.412,625 51.8 25,627 2,691 10.5 8,240 32.214,69657.3

Note % is row percentage for each gender.

To confirm that there were country-level differesae intention, we estimated intraclass
correlations for the effect of country (level 2) e intentions of individuals (level 1) in
different contexts. ICCs of 0.05 and above arentepldn Table 10. There was no evidence of
a strong country level effect for under 25 yearsatdany context and no strong difference for
respondents with two or more children, except animgp 29 year olds. On the other hand,
country level differences were identified for clhésls females aged 25-49, childless males 40-
49, females aged 35-44 with one child, and males 2%-44 with one child. In subsequent
analyses, we therefore concentrated on 25 to 3dojés, respondents in an age group which
has relatively high variation in intention to haa@other) child and for which country level
differences are likely to be observed. The childipggaintentions of individuals in these

groups are summarised by country in Table 11.
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Table 10. Intra-class correlation ICC for countydl (level 2) on individuals (level 1) in
different contexts

Group N ICC
Parity O (childless)
Females, 25-29 1901 .07
Females, 30-34 1118 .09
Females, 35-39 765 .05
Females, 40-45 635 .07
Females, 45-49 515 .08
Males, 40-44 916 .07
Males, 45-49 718 .08
Parity 1 (one child)
Females, 35-39 1364 .08
Females, 40-44 1375 .05
Males, 25-29 671 .06
Males, 30-34 1054 .07
Males, 35-39 1028 .08
Males, 40-44 895 .06
Parity 2 (two or more children)
Females, 25-29 948 .06
Males, 25-29 356 .06

Note: ICC is reported here only for contexts whieig .05 or above.

Differences in attitude, perceived norm and perceived control

An initial idea of the variation across countriesd®e obtained from the descriptive statistics
reported in Table 12 to Table 15. These tables samsmthe number of responses and the
median response to each item for 25 to 34 yearinldach country: Table 12 for childless
males, Table 13 for males with one child, Tablddr4hildless females, and Table 15 for
females with one chil$ Glancing across the tables, we can see that respary item by

item, country by country and across the contextimele@ by gender and parity.

With few exceptions, males aged 25 to 34 beliehad they would be worse off financially
and that having a child would have a negative effecheir partner's employment
opportunities. Childless males in Bulgaria, RusGarmany and Romania also tended to
expect that having a child would limit their alylio do what they want. Both groups of males
were neutral about the effect of having a childlo#ir own employment opportunities and
their sexual life, and those with one child wereatre in all countries about the effect on their

relationship with their parents. With the exceptodimales with one child in Germany, males

9 A more detailed summary, with graphical repredéota, was presented to the REPRO Consortium Mgetin
in May 2009 and is available from the author.
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Table 11. Intention to have a(nother) child, 234oyear old males and females, by country

and parity
Males Females
Total Yes Uncertain No Total Yes Uncertain No

Parity n % n % n % n % n % n %
Bulgaria

Totaf 916 137 15.0 623 68.0 156 17.0 1,004 167 16.6 563 56.1 27427.3

0 childless 594 94 15.8 408 68.7 92 155 386 91 23.6 251 65.0 4411.4

1 one child 322 43 134 215 66.8 64 19.9 618 76 12.3 312 50.5 23037.2
Russia

Totaf 598 108 18.1 369 61.7 121 20.2 704 11316.1 410 58.2 18125.7

0 childless 289 65 225 172 595 52 18.0 164 52 31.7 94 57.3 1811.0

1 one child 309 43 139 197 63.8 69 223 540 61 11.3 316 58.5 16330.2
Georgia

Totaf 526 155 295 325 61.8 46 8.7 427 93 21.8 267 625 67 15.7

0 childless 378 96 25.4 249 659 33 8.7 247 43 17.4 175 70.9 2911.7

1 one child 148 59 399 76 514 13 8.8 180 50 27.8 92 51.1 3821.1
Germany

Totaf 325 55 16.9 153 47.1 117 36.0 430 106 24.7 192 44.7 13230.7

0 childless 242 37 15.3 118 48.8 87 36.0 227 50220 117 515 60 26.4

1 one child 83 18 21.7 35 422 30 36.1 203 56 27.6 75 36.9 72355
France

Totaf 454 137 30.2 229 504 88 194 501 191 38.1 234 46.7 7615.2

0 childless 349 94 26.9 183 524 72 20.6 330 12036.4 169 51.2 4112.4

1 one child 105 43 41.0 46 43.8 16 15.2 171 71415 65 38.0 3520.5
Hungary

Totaf 1,073 463 43.2 428 39.9 182 17.0 941 47150.1 301 32.0 16918.0

0 childless 809333 41.2 357 44.1 119 147 550 31256.7 200 36.4 38 6.9

1 one child 264130 49.2 71 269 63 23.9 391 159 40.7 101 25.8 13133.5

Italy

Totaf 1,443 194 134 944 65.4 305 21.1 1,267 227179 866 68.4 17413.7

0 childless 1,231150 12.2 801 65.1 280 22.7 889 15016.9 615 69.2 12413.9

1 one child 212 44 20.8 143 675 25 11.8 378 77204 251 66.4 5013.2
Romania

Totaf 708 162 22.9 407 57.5 139 19.6 560 134239 283 50.5 14325.5

0 childless 426104 24.4 258 60.6 64 15.0 226 75 33.2 125 55.3 26115

1 one child 282 58 20.6 149 528 75 26.6 334 59 17.7 158 47.3 11735.0

All countries

Totaf 6,0431411 23.3 3478 57.6 1154 19.1 5,834 1502 25.7 3116 53.4 121620.8

0 childless 4,318973 22.5 2546 59.0 799 18.5 3,019 89329.6 1746 57.8 38012.6

1 one child 1,725438 25.4 932 54.0 355 20.6 2,815 609 21.6 1370 48.7 83629.7

Note.% is row percentage for each gender.

a. Total of 25-34 year olds with parity 0 or 1.
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Table 12. Median response to attitude, perceivethramd control factor items, childless males age@42
Bulgaria Russia Georgia  Germany France Hungary vy Ital Romania
n median n median n median n median n median n median n median n median

Attitude
a627_a Do what | want 5814 282 4 371 3 269 4 357 3 350 3 229 3 419 4
a627_b employment opportunities 5533 2v7 3 371 3 276 3 355 3 356 3 230 3 410 3
a627_c financial situation 578 4 281 4 371 3 277 4 361 4 359 4 230 4 421 4
a627_d sexual life 576 3 278 3 371 3 233 3 33 3 33% 3 229 3 416 3
a627_e what people around you think of you 572 280 2 371 2 246 3 334 3 350 3 230 3 398 2
a627_fjoy and satisfaction 5802 281 2 371 2 259 2 365 2 354 2 230 2 416 2
a627_g closeness between you and your partner  4@9 259 2 327 2 182 3 200 2 343 2 230 2 363 2
a627_h partner's employment opportunities 449 246 4 317 3 193 4 196 3 343 4 230 3 353 4
a627_i care and security in old age 5742 275 2 371 2 240 3 319 3 334 2 (@) 413 2
a627_j certainty in your life 580 2 281 2 371 2 256 3 359 2 @) 229 2 415 2
a627_k closeness between you and your parents 585 268 2 359 2 264 3 337 3 350 2 229 3 392 2

Perceived norm
a629_a friends 568 3 269 3 372 2 241 4 183 3 335 3 220 2 406 3
a629 b parents 569 2 265 2 360 2 254 3 189 3 343 3 221 1 403 2
a629 _c other relatives 542 270 3 372 2 233 3 18 3 341 3 (@) 409 3

Control factors
a628_a financial situation 5833 284 3 372 3 274 2 200 2 358 2 230 2 420 3
a628_b work 560 3 272 2 372 3 268 2 199 2 340 2 229 2 411 3
a628_c housing conditions 5822 283 3 372 2 275 2 201 2 358 3 230 2 418 3
a628_d health 580 2 282 1 372 1 370 1 200 1 359 1 230 2 415 2
a628 e suitable partner 554 272 2 372 3 269 2 193 1 354 4 (@) 365 3
a628_f partner’'s work 488 2 227 2 372 1 260 2 200 2 340 2 227 2 346 3
a628 g partner’s health 5013 230 2 372 2 259 2 202 1 348 25 (@) 355 3
a628_h availability of childcare 5753 274 2 372 2 267 2 199 1 355 1 230 2 406 3
a628_i parental care/leave 4372 208 1 372 1 253 2 194 1 35 2 (a) 350 3

Note a. Question not asked in this country.
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Table 13. Median response to attitude, perceivethramd control factor items, males aged 25-34 wité child

Bulgaria Russia Georgia  Germany France Hungary vy Ital Romania
n median n median n median n median n median n median n median n median

Attitude
a627_a Do what | want 3173 313 3 145 3 90 3 103 3 244 3 196 3 279 3
a627_b employment opportunities 2913 306 3 145 3 919 3 103 3 241 3 19% 3 274 3
a627_c financial situation 316 4 312 4 145 4 91 4 102 3 244 4 196 3 279 4
a627_d sexual life 315 3 307 3 145 3 84 3 102 3 228 3 196 3 279 3
a627_e what people around you think of you 3184 308 3 145 3 85 3 90 3 236 3 196 3 273 3
a627_fjoy and satisfaction 3182 313 2 145 2 90 3 103 2 243 2 196 2 280 2
a627_g closeness between you and your partner 325 308 3 145 2 88 3 98 3 238 3 195 2 277 3
a627_h partner's employment opportunities 303 286 4 144 3 88 4 94 3 233 4 196 3 249 4
a627_i care and security in old age 31 308 2 145 2 86 3 92 3 223 2 (@) 277 2
a627_j certainty in your life 317 2 310 2 145 2 86 3 102 2 (a) 196 3 276 3
a627_k closeness between you and your parents 366 301 3 138 3 89 3 102 3 236 3 194 3 261 3

Perceived norm
a629_a friends 304 3 292 3 146 2 83 3 97 3 226 3 181 2 273 3
a629 b parents 3032 295 3 139 2 83 3 95 3 231 3 189 2 267 3
a629_c other relatives 3003 296 3 146 2 77 3 9% 3 235 3 (@) 276 3

Control factors
a628 a financial situation 316 3 313 3 146 3 91 2 99 1 248 2 196 3 278 3
a628_b work 306 3 305 2 146 2 91 2 99 1 236 1 196 2 276 3
a628_c housing conditions 3142 311 3 146 2 91 1 99 1 250 2 196 2 275 3
a628_d health 315 2 313 1 146 1 100 1 98 1 248 1 19 2 273 2
a628 e suitable partner 2732 292 1 146 1 88 1 94 1 248 2 (@) 271 3
a628 f partner’s work 300 2 280 1 146 1 86 2 9% 1 225 2 194 2 236 3
a628 g partner’s health 3113 308 1 146 1 89 1 98 1 249 2 (@) 272 3
a628_h availability of childcare 316 3 311 2 146 2 20 1 99 1 249 1 194 2 274 3
a628_i parental care/leave 2492 247 1 146 1 90 1 96 1 248 2 (a) 242 3

Note a. Question not asked in this country.
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Table 14. Median response to attitude, perceivethramd control factor items, childless females aZfe®4

Bulgaria Russia Georgia  Germany France Hungary vy Ital Romania
n median n median n median n median n median n median n median n median

Attitude
a627_a do what | want 3784 163 4 248 3 265 4 354 3 528 3 219 3 224 4
a627_b employment opportunities 3634 158 4 248 3 267 4 349 3 532 4 219 3 216 4
a627_c financial situation 377 4 165 4 248 3 268 4 348 3 539 4 219 3 225 3
a627_d sexual life 372 3 153 3 248 3 213 3 342 3 458 3 218 3 221 3
a627_e what people around you think of you 372 164 3 248 2 231 3 320 3 521 3 218 3 216 3
a627_fjoy and satisfaction 3792 164 2 248 2 244 2 352 2 534 2 219 2 226 2
a627_g closeness between you and your partner 3@ 148 2 213 2 146 3 215 3 476 2 219 2 200 2
a627_i care and security in old age 3732 163 2 248 2 238 3 306 3 497 2 (a) 225 2
a627_j certainty in your life 380 2 165 2 248 2 248 3 346 2 (@) 219 2 224 2
a627_k closeness between you and your parents 389 155 2 240 2 261 3 339 3 529 3 219 2 218 2

Perceived norm
a629_a friends 367 3 160 2 248 2 247t 3 207 3 502 3 207 2 219 3
a629 b parents 365 2 152 2 240 2 259 3 207 2 510 2 212 1 217 2
a629_c other relatives 3612 159 2 248 2 249 3 206 3 518 2 (@ 219 3

Control factors
a628 a financial situation 376 3 166 2 248 1 271 2 220 2 541 2 219 2 224 3
a628_b work 356 2 155 2 248 1 272 3 219 2 489 2 219 2 219 3
a628_c housing conditions 3742 166 2 248 1 273 2 222 2 542 2 219 2 224 3
a628_d health 375 2 166 2 248 1 264 1 215 1 535 1 219 2 220 2
a628_e suitable partner 3573 160 2 248 4 259 3 214 1 533 4 €) 206 3
a628 g partner’s health 336 3 150 2 248 2 163 1 220 1 422 2 (@) 198 3
a628 h availability of childcare 376 3 162 2 248 2 261 2 221 1 534 1 218 2 220 3
a628 i parental care/leave 3673 161 1 248 1 256 2 209 1 527 2 (a) 216 3

Note a. Question not asked in this country.
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Table 15. Median response to attitude, perceivethramd control factor items, females aged 25-34 wite child

Bulgaria Russia Georgia  Germany France Hungary vy Ital Romania
n median n median n median n median n median n median n median n median

Attitude
a627_a do what | want 614 4 545 4 180 3 231 4 177 3 372 3 316 3 328 4
a627_b employment opportunities 5004 508 4 180 4 230 4 173 3 378 4 316 3 307 4
a627_c financial situation 612 4 547 4 180 4 229 4 176 3 380 4 316 3 330 4
a627_d sexual life 507 3 533 3 180 3 203 3 171 3 362 3 315 3 323 3
a627_e what people around you think of you 598 534 3 180 3 209 3 155 3 362 3 314 3 305 3
a627_fjoy and satisfaction 6082 544 2 180 2 219 3 178 2 369 2 315 2 327 2
a627_g closeness between you and your partner 5@ 515 3 176 2 177 3 143 3 35 3 316 2 320 3
a627_i care and security in old age 5942 536 2 180 2 209 3 156 3 345 3 (a) 329 2
a627_j certainty in your life 606 3 542 2 180 2 219 3 174 2 (@) 316 3 326 2
a627_k closeness between you and your parents 587 520 3 179 3 215 3 165 3 366 3 315 3 319 3

Perceived norm
a629_a friends 503 3 522 3 180 2 199 4 140 3 360 3 284 2 323 3
a629 b parents 5013 509 3 179 2 203 3 137 3 360 3 29% 2 320 3
a629_c other relatives 586 3 524 3 180 2 201 4 135 3 363 3 (@ 324 3

Control factors
a628 a financial situation 6103 548 3 180 3 223 2 145 1 384 2 315 3 329 3
a628_b work 579 3 503 2 180 2 225 2 140 2 304 2 314 2 302 3
a628_c housing conditions 6092 546 3 180 2 227 2 146 1 380 2 315 2 323 3
a628_d health 605 2 540 2 180 1 223 1 145 1 381 1 315 2 324 2
a628_e suitable partner 5302 522 1 180 1 223 1 134 1 379 3 €) 319 3
a628 g partner’s health 5842 497 1 180 1 181 1 146 1 345 1 (@) 313 3
a628 h availability of childcare 6103 540 2 180 2 225 2 143 1 380 1 314 2 325 3
a628 i parental care/leave 6033 529 1 180 1 222 2 140 1 378 1 (a) 290 3

Note a. Question not asked in this country.
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tended to be positive about the impact of haviebikll on satisfaction, and childless males
were a little more positive about the outcomes thase who already had one child.

There was little difference in the attitudes ofldleiss females (Table 14) and females with
one child (Table 15). In all countries except Feaaad Italy, both groups were more inclined
to answer (with one or two exceptions) that theyiMde worse off in terms of being able to
do what they want, their employment opportunitees] their financial situation. Women in
France and Italy were neutral on these factoraieme childless women in Georgia. Both
childless females and females with one child exguetd better off in terms of satisfaction,
with the exception of women in Germany who weretra@about this. Where there were

differences in satisfaction, childless women tenidelde more optimistic.

In most countries, the perceived norm for havirodpiédd was, for all four groups, either
neutral or in favour. The exception was Germanyenelchildless males and females who
already had one child perceived that their friedidsnot want them to have a(nother) child
and females with one child also believed that iatother than parents did not want them to
have another child. Overall, the strongest percen@mative pressures for having a child
were felt in Italy (where childless respondents falrticularly strong pressure from their
parents to have a child) followed by Georgia, tBeitgaria, while the weakest were felt in
Germany. Perceived social influences for havinigsa ¢hild were neutral in France and
Hungary, except for the perceived positive influepn€ parents and relatives in Hungary and
of parents in France. In Russia and Romania, perdenfluence on having a second child
was neutral, although some pressure for havingsdirst child was reported among parents

and relatives in Romania and from parents in Russia

The relevance of control factors varied more magkadross countries and contexts, although
some patterns can be observed. Only in the casenafles reporting on their own work
situation did French respondents with one chilebreany influence of the control factors on
their decision to have a child. Childless respotglanFrance were a little more inclined to
say that having a child depended on their finarsstaktion, work and housing conditions,

and among men, on their partner’s work, but ircafies the median was still 2 (depeads
little). Only in Hungary and Bulgaria did women with oméd report that the decision to

have a child depended more than a little on thenkwa situation similar to that of childless

women in Hungary and Germany. The availability afgmtal or care leave was rated as of
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some importance only in Hungary (for all contexasyl among Bulgarian females, but did not
seem an important control factor in other countrfesimilar pattern can be seen for access to
childcare, although the median was higher in motentries. In Hungary and Italy, both
childless males and childless females reportedhidnang a child would depend to some
extent on their having a suitable partner, othexwesponses varied, and having a suitable
partner was not at all important for respondents alneady had one child in four of the seven
countries where this question was asked. Housinditions were considered relatively
important by males in most countries, and important to a lesser extent, by females in most

countries.

Fertility decision making by childless females, by country

We compared attitudes, norms and control, and tk&itive influence on intention to have
a(nother) child across countries for 25 to 34 y#difemales. Having observed that our
results differ in some ways from those obtainedBhari et al. (2009) working with similar
data from 18 to 34 year old Bulgarians, we thenmamad childless females aged 18 to 24
with those aged 25 to 34.

Measurement models: Differences in relevance of behavioural, normative

and control beliefs

To produce satisfactory measurement models, vasahith reliability below .5 in all
countries were removed from the analysis. Variabiéis reliability of .5 or more in at least
two countries were retained because the differemclesdings of these variables provide an
indication of country level differences in the fation of attitude, perceived norm and
perceived control. The resulting measurement mddeksach country are presented in Table
16. Fit was satisfactory in all countries althoulgh upper bound of RMSEA at .08 was
higher than the criterion for good fit in GE, ITARO.

For no country was the measurement model entieglgfactory. It was particularly poor for
France, Hungary and Italy where only Perceived sofand, in Hungary, Control
(Childcare)) met all criteria for good measuremdihie reasons for poor measurement of
different latent variables varied from country tuatry, suggesting that different issues are

important for childless individuals in each courdis/they make the decision to have their first
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Table 16. Measurement models, childless femaled 2§34, by country

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
B R R B R B R R B R B R R
n 369 157 247 192 199 513 218 219

Attitude (Freedom)

a627_a Do what | want .64 41 71 50 77 .60 .67 44 . .60 .36 .48 .23 .57 .32 .76 .57

a627_b employment opportunities .57 .32 .75 .56 .8674 .68 46 .61 .37 .61 .37 .67 A4 .81 .66

a627_c financial situation .69 A7 .72 51 .75 .57 .55 .30 .65 43 .70 .49 .64 41 52 .27
Cronbach's alpha .66 .76 .83 .66 .65 .60 .66 72
Construct reliability .67 77 .84 .67 .65 .63 .66 75.
Variance extracted 40 .52 .63 40 .39 .36 .39 .50
Attitude (Satisfaction)

a627_f joy and satisfaction 71 .50 .68 .46 .53 .28 .58 .33 .59 .35 .84 71 70 .49 56 .32

a627_i care in old age .65 42 .60 .36 .88 .78 .72.51 A2 .01 .30 .09 na .86 .74

a627_j certainty in your life .86 74 .85 72 .88 78. .74 .54 .90 .81 na 66 44 .83 .69
Cronbach's alpha .78 74 .78 .69 49 .40 .63 .79
Construct reliability .79 .76 .82 72 .59 .52 .64 80.
Variance extracted .55 .51 .61 46 .39 .40 A7 .58
Norms

a629_a friends .83 .68 .85 .73 .93 .86 .75 .56 .7658 .82 .67 .73 .54 .81 .66

a629 b parents .83 .69 .89 .80 .94 .87 .81 .65 .8268 .88 77 .78 .60 .84 .70

a629 c relatives .92 .84 92 .85 .96 .92 .90 82 1 .9.83 .89 .79 na 94 .88
Cronbach's alpha .89 .92 .96 .86 .87 .89 .72 .90
Construct reliability .89 .92 .96 .86 .87 .90 .61 90.
Variance extracted 74 .79 .88 .68 .70 .74 .57 .75
Material control

a628_a financial situation .83 .69 79 .62 .88 .78 .78 .61 .69 A7 .79 .63 73 .53 .82 .68

a628_b work 77 .59 .78 .60 .89 .80 .74 .55 43 .19 .60 .36 71 .50 72 .52

a628_c housing conditions 74 .54 57 .33 .89 .78 61 . .37 .50 .25 .65 43 .65 43 .68 .46
Cronbach's alpha .83 .76 .92 .75 .54 .72 .74 .78
Construct reliability .82 .76 .92 .75 .56 .73 .74 79.
Variance extracted .61 .52 .79 .51 .30 A7 .48 .55
Personal control

a628_d health .75 .57 .58 .34 .40 .16 .70 .50 .6441 .66 A4 .88 a7 74 54

a628_e having a suitable partner A4 .20 .71 50 8 .4.23 .56 31 A48 .23 .61 .37 na 65 .42

a628_g partner’'s/spouse’s health .76 .58 74 55 5 8.71 .75 .56 91 .83 77 .59 na .82 .67
Cronbach's alpha .67 71 .53 .69 .68 .72 na 77
Construct reliability .70 .72 .61 71 .73 72 .88 78.
Variance extracted .45 46 .37 .45 .49 A7 77 .54
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Table 16 continued

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
R R B R R R R R R
Control (Childcare)
a628_h availability of childcare .85 .73 91 .83 7.8 .76 .74 .55 77 .59 .68 .46 .64 .85 72
a628_i opportunity parental leave .72 .52 .81 65 68 . .47 .66 A4 48 .23 .78 .61 na .58 .34
Cronbach's alpha .76 .85 .74 .66 .52 .68 na .66
Construct reliability 77 .85 .76 .66 .57 .69 .64 68 .
Variance extracted .63 74 .61 .49 A1 .53 A1 .53
Covariances
Freedom Satisfaction .08 12 ** .04 ns 2k .07 * Q7 *x* .02 ns .02ns
Freedom Norms 1o+ 14 ** (@) .06ns I il 14 xxx .07 ** 15w
Freedom Material control .100 .11.09 .16+ .25 *** 11 ns .09 .05* 13**
Freedom Personal control 09 .0lns (a) (€) (€) .04* (a) .06ns
Satisfaction Norms ki 20w B Rl .29 ** A7 * .33 %% .19 ** .09 **
Satisfaction Material control .05 .05ns .Ons .05ns 23* 14 .08 * .05*
Satisfaction Personal control 09 @ @) .04ns .02ns (@ .0lns (@)
Norms Material control A 16* .0lns .0ms €)) 23%r* .08 * 13*
Norms Personal control .04 .0dns €) ()] .02ns .11ns .0Ins .02ns
Material control Personal control i RS ) i 37 ** 27 *** I i .29 ** AT R AQ F*
Control (care)  Material control ;2 .35 *x* 51 xxx A8 *xx .35 *x* .25 *xx .39 *xx 43
Control (care)  Personal control 728 .39 *x* .59 *xx .28 *xx .29 *x* .23 *xx 4] wrx 4B E*
Fit indexes
Chi-square CMIN) 246.87 154.57 239.71 189.07 148.34 226.27 81.44 198.81
df 107 108 111 109 109 93 45 108
Chi-square/df 2.31 1.43 2.16 1.74 1.36 2.43 1.81 84 1.
CFlI .94 .96 .95 .92 .95 .94 .94 .94
RMSEA .06 .05 .07 .06 .04 .05 .06 .06
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .05 .03 .06 .05 .02 .04 4 .0 .05
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .07 .07 .08 .08 .06 .06 .08 .08

Note na = not available.

°lt was not possible to reach an admissible solutiban this relationship was included in the model.

*p <.05.**p<.01. **p<.001. ns = not significant.
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child. For example, “ability to do what you wantéddha low loading on Freedom in Hungary
and Russia and care in old age had a particulanhldading in France and Hungary. In
France, dependency on employment had a low loamhingaterial Control, suggesting that in

France employment is not a salient control faatdhe decision to have one’s first child.

There was variation across countries in the redatiyoortance of joy and satisfaction, as
indicated by its loading on Satisfaction which w@s (below .6) in Georgia, Germany,
France and Romania. Housing conditions did not ssdi@nt control factors in Russia and
France, based on their low loading on Material @dnhaving a suitable partner was a weak
reflection of Personal Control in all countries egtHungary and Russia; and opportunity for

parental leave was a weak reflection of Controlilifeare) in France and Romania.

Separation of control into three factors as theyeweeasured here was not entirely
satisfactory. In most countries where measuremieon® or more control factors was weak,
the covariance between that factor and anotheradactor was higher than the variance
explained in the weak factor. Modification indexid not indicate that an item with a low
loading on one factor (thus contributing to its leariance explained) would have a higher
loading on another factor, so there was no empieiziaence that observed variables had
been incorrectly assigned to latent variables. éddéen each case, removal of the low loading
item would remove the apparent lack of discrimimaimong the control variables. Thus, we

decided to retain the three control variablesiacstiral modelling.

Structural models: Differences in the effect of attitude, perceived norm

and perceived control on intention to have a child

A comparative structural model for the influencetiftudes, perceived norms and perceived
control appears in Table 17. Fit indexes for thagel are provided in Table 18; they show
that overall fit for comparison of the relativeludgnces on fertility intentions is good. The
model explained a satisfactory proportion of vace&m all countries, although less in
Hungary and ltaly (.42 and .44, respectively) thrathe other countries. Satisfaction had a
significant influence on intention to have thetfickild in all countries except Georgia.
Perceived norm had a significant influence on theision to have a first child in five
countries, but not in Russia, France or Hungarnt@bhad no significant effect except in

Russia where Material Control was significant.

41



Comparative psychological influences on fertility

Table 17. Structural models, childless females &84, by country

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
B b B b B b B b B b B b B b B b
n 369 157 247 192 199 513 218 219
Coefficients
Attitude (Freedom) .01 .Olns -11 -.0hs .18 .0%s .19 .18ns  -.01 -.01ns .18 22s 14 Ads .16 Ads
Attitude (Satisfaction) .24 .18 .52 A0 13 11ns 32 .33 .63 A2 B4 .38 ** .23 .15ns .29 RSN i
Norms .50 A9 17 .07ns .78 2T 41 A6** 02 -.01ns .05 .Ohs A7 .25 49 22k
Material control .23 .10ns 44 2% .02 .01ns 16 .1lns .46 .3bs -04 -02s -16 -0nhs .19 .10s
Personal control -17  -.081s .08 .04s .23 .0%s -21 -.15ns .03 .0ds .03 .0hs .05 .O2s -16 -0nhs
Control (Childcare) .26 .11ns -11  -.0®ms -09 -03s -.05 -.04ns -32 -1hs .08 .0ms .24 1hs .22 1hs
Correlations
Freedom Satisfaction .30 .36 14 .48 .29 .37 A1 .10
Freedom Material control .23 17 .23 .34 14 .19 .23 .26
Freedom Norms .23 .27 (a) 14 40 51 .24 .36
Satisfaction Norms .40 .40 .35 45 .29 .40 .63 24
Satisfaction Material control 12 12 .06 .13 17 .29 21 .16
Norms Material control .15 .19 .02 .06 .28 .20 .18 A7
Material controlPersonal control .63 51 .35 A7 42 .40 71 .67
Material controlControl (care) .60 48 .55 .82 .76 .48 .70 .60
Control (care) Personal control .69 .61 57 .53 .56 40 .62 .55
Variance explained .56 .59 .85 .59 .56 42 44 .62

Note.a. Model could not be estimated when this relatigm was included.
* p<.05. *p<.01. *** p<.001. ns = not significant.
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Table 18. Fit indexes for country comparison, desd females aged 25 to 34

Index Value

Chi-square CMIN) 1620.33
df 872
Chi-square/df 1.86
CFI .94
RMSEA .02
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .02
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .02

The results for Georgia may not be comparable thitise for the other countries. In Georgia,
Perceived Norm alone explained a very high percentd the variance in intention, but there
was very little variance in both variables andphssible effect of factors other than

perceived norm may be masked by this.

Comparison by age group, Bulgaria

Is there a difference in the cognitive structurdentying fertility intentions among childless
women at different ages? Table 19 and Table 20 aoeppespectively, the salience of
indicator variables (measurement models) and tleetadf attitudes, perceived norms and
perceived control on fertility intentions for Bulgan females aged under 25 and between 25
and 34.

From Table 19 we see that the measurement modedsmastly satisfactory for both age
groups, but measurement of Freedom was weak fto 38 year olds.

Table 20 shows that the influences on intentiofeckfd for the two age groups. While
perceived norms had the strongest effect for baths, freedom had a significant influence
only for the younger women, and control had anctibaly for the older women. For women
between 25 and 34, earlier concerns about losgefldbm appear to be replaced by concerns
about material ability to have a child and the Elity of childcare and support for rearing
the child.
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Table 19. Measurement model comparison for chitdiemales aged under 25 and 25 to 34
years, Bulgaria
Factor, index of measurement quality

under 25 25-34

Indicator variable B R B R
n 630 369

Attitude (Freedom)

a627_a do what | want .76 .58 .64 41

a627_b employment opportunities 75 .56 57 .32

a627_c financial situation .76 .57 .68 .47
Cronbach’s alpha .80 .66
Construct reliability .80 .66
Variance extracted .57 .40
Attitude (Satisfaction)

a627_fjoy and satisfaction 72 B2 .71 .50

a627_j certainty in your life .64 41 .65 .42

a627_k closeness between you and your parents .83 .86 .73
Cronbach’s alpha .79 .78
Construct reliability .81 .79
Variance extracted .59 .55
Norms

a629 a friends .86 .74 .83 .68

a629 b parents 95 91 .83 .69

a629 c relatives 95 91 92 .84
Cronbach’s alpha .94 .89
Construct reliability .95 .89
Variance extracted .85 .73
Material control

a628_a financial situation 79 .62 .83 .69

a628_ b work 75 .56 77 .59

a628_c housing conditions .81 .65 .74 55
Cronbach’s alpha .83 .83
Construct reliability .82 .82
Variance extracted .61 .61
Personal control

a628_d health .81 .65 .81 .65

a628_g partner’s/spouse’s health .69 .48 .73 0.53
Cronbach’s alpha .73 .67
Construct reliability .54 .56
Variance extracted .56 .59
Control (Childcare)

a628_h availability of childcare .87 .75 84 71

a628_i opportunity parental/care leave .76 .58 .733
Cronbach’s alpha .80 .76
Construct reliability .80 a7
Variance extracted .67 .62
Fit indexes

Chi-square CMIN) 268.60 207.60

df 94 95

Chi-square/df 2.86 2.19

CFlI .97 .95

RMSEA .05 .06

RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .05 .05

RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .06 .07

Note Variance extracted < covariance for all pairsafistructs.
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Table 20. Structural model comparison for childlieseales aged under 25 and 25 to 34
years, Bulgaria

under 25 25-34
B b B b CR
n 630 369
Variables
Attitude (Freedom) .33 0.26* .00 0.00ns -2.3%
Attitude (Satisfaction) .20 0.12* .25 0.18* 0.78ns
Norms .50 0.17* .50 0.19%** 0.50 ns
Material Control -08 -0.0ds .29 0.12 2.06*
Personal Control .16 0.08 -27 -0.13s -2.25
Control (Childcare) .03 0.01s .29 0.12 1.43ns
Correlations
Freedom Satisfaction .37 .27
Freedom Norms .34 .22
Freedom Material Control .15 .20
Satisfaction Norms .37 .39
Norms Material Control .09 A1
Norms Personal Control .00 .05
Material Control Personal Control .64 .64
Material Control Control (Care) .57 .61
Control (Care) Personal Control .65 .66
Variance explained 0.63
Fit indexes
Chi-square 515.32
df 210.0
Chi-square/df 2.45
CFI .96
RMSEA .04
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .03
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .04

Note CR= AMOS critical ratio of the difference, mappedtheZ distribution for estimation qf;
ns = not significant.
*p<.05. *p<.0l.*** p<.001.

Fertility decision making by females with one child

Measurement models: Differences in relevance of behavioural,

normative, and control beliefs

The best common measurement model for females2igeal 34 with one child appears in
Table 21. Fit was weak in Germany, Italy and Romakieasurement model quality was
similar to that for childless females, althoughhwiinprovement in measurement of Freedom

in Bulgaria and of control in most countries.
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Table 21. Measurement models, females aged 254Bdone child, by country

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
B R R R B R B R B R B R B R
n 570 513 180 179 131 362 295 316

Attitudes (Freedom)

a627_a Do what | want .75 .57 .76 .57 .79 .62 54 29 . .78 .61 42 .18 .53 .29 .81 .65

a627_b employment opportunities .67 44 .66 43 .83.69 .73 .53 .51 .26 .67 .45 .74 .55 72 .52

a627_c financial situation .76 .57 .78 .60 .59 .35 .74 .55 .52 .27 .75 .57 .62 .39 .57 .32
Cronbach's alpha 77 77 77 71 .62 .64 71 .66
Construct reliability 77 77 .79 71 .64 .65 .67 74 .
Variance extracted .53 .54 .55 46 .38 .40 41 .50
Attitudes (Satisfaction)

a627_f joy and satisfaction 77 .59 74 .55 .61 .38 .48 .23 A7 .22 72 .52 72 .51 .66 44

a627_i care in old age .69 .48 .57 .32 .86 .73 .71 .50 21 .04 .40 .16 na .78 .60

a627_j certainty in your life .83 68 .79 .62 .94 88. .80 .63 .93 .87 na .66 44 .81 .65
Cronbach's alpha .80 74 .83 .65 .56 .45 .64 .79
Construct reliability .81 .75 .85 71 .58 .49 .56 79.
Variance extracted .58 .50 .66 46 .38 .34 A7 .56
Norms

a629_a friends .83 .68 .83 .68 .93 .86 .70 .49 .74 54 .70 .49 .54 .30 .88 .78

a629 b parents .90 .80 .85 71 .93 .86 .82 .67 .57.32 .76 .58 .81 .65 .83 .69

a629 c relatives .95 .90 .96 .92 .92 .84 .91 82 5 .9 .89 .95 .90 na .95 .89
Cronbach's alpha .84 .92 91 .95 .84 .78 .61 91
Construct reliability .92 .91 .95 .85 .80 .85 A7 92.
Variance extracted .80 77 .86 .66 .59 .66 .32 .79
Material control

a628_a financial situation .69 48 77 .60 .78 .60 .72 .52 72 .52 74 .54 a7 .60 .80 .63

a628_b work .81 .66 71 .50 .70 .50 a7 .59 .68 .47 .59 .35 .67 .45 .70 .49

a628_c housing conditions .70 .49 .58 .34 .79 .62 55 .30 .39 .15 .56 31 .59 .35 .60 .36
Cronbach's alpha .73 .78 74 .81 .62 .65 .73 .74
Construct reliability .78 .73 .80 72 .63 .66 .72 74 .
Variance extracted .54 .48 .57 A7 .38 .40 A7 49
Personal control

a628_d health .80 .64 .61 37 .62 .38 .64 41 46 21 .62 .38 .82 .67 .80 .64

a628_e having a suitable partner .67 A4 .63 40 4 .7 54 .52 .27 42 .18 .64 41 na .56 49

a628_g partner’'s/spouse’s health .86 74 .81 65 2 .9 .85 .95 .90 @ .82 .68 na .86 .63
Cronbach's alpha .81 71 .79 71 45 .73 na 77
Construct reliability .82 .73 .81 .76 .33 .74 .82 74 .
Variance extracted .61 A7 .59 .53 .19 .49 .67 49
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Table 21 continued

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
R R B R B R B R R R R
Control (Childcare)
a628_h availability of childcare .93 77 2.8 .67 .89 .80 .74 .55 72 .52 .75 .70 .49
a628_i opportunity parental leave .78 .70 49 63 . .39 .68 A7 .59 .35 .78 .61 na .53 .28
Cronbach's alpha .84 .70 .67 .76 .61 .72 na .54
Construct reliability .85 .70 .69 77 .62 72 75 55.
Variance extracted 74 .54 .53 .63 45 .56 .57 .39
Covariances
Freedom Satisfaction I8 .18 *** .03 ns .07* .07 ns .06 .03 ns I
Freedom Norms 22 22 *x* 14 ** 19 xx* .13 ns .09+ .02ns 15
Freedom Material control B i .20 *** 13+ 15 Fxx 19 ** el .08 *** 21 *x*
Freedom Personal control .09 .0Ins .Os na na .04 na .02ns
Satisfaction Norms .32* 21 *x* 13+ A7 .03 ns 29 .18 *** .20 ***
Satisfaction Material control .08 .08 ** b .04ns na 2% na 10%*
Norms Material control .06s 16 b 19* .08ns 19 na 15%*
Norms Personal control .03 .09 .15* na na na na .Ods
Material control  Personal control H5 .25 *** 40 xx* .18 ** .06 ns 2 2kr* 48 *** 40 ***
Control (care) Material control A6 .35 *x* 51 xxx .35 *x* .25 *** .20 *** .39 *** .36 ***
Control (care) Personal control 73 .34 *x* 51 xxx 37 *x* 10+ 29 .38 *** .50 ***
Fit indexes
Chi-square CMIN) 239.94 296.00 169.76 214.36 118.67 164.68 117.79 300.47
df 108 108 110 110 96 94 49 107
Chi-square/df 2.22 2.74 1.54 1.95 1.24 1.75 2.40 812.
CFI .97 .94 .96 .90 .93 .95 91 91
RMSEA .05 .06 .06 .07 .04 .05 .07 .08
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .04 .05 .04 .06 .00 .03 5.0 .07
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .05 .07 .07 .09 .07 .06 .09 .09

Note na = not available.

%It was not possible to reach an admissible soliftiofrrance when this variable was included inrtielel."It was not possible to reach an admissible soliftioiGeorgia when this

relationship was included in the model.

*p <.05. **p<.01. **p<.001. ns = not significant.
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There were some notable differences in loading&feedom within countries: in contrast to
their loadings for childless females, financialiation had a low loading in Georgia, ability to
do what | want had a low loading and financial &iton had a satisfactory loading in
Germany, and the structure of loadings was qufterént in France where only ability to do

what | want had a loading above .6.

The measurement model for Perceived Norms wadaabsy in all countries except Italy,
but reliabilities and variance extracted were lowmeall cases. Notably, parents had a low
loading in France and friends were not salientregfes for the decision to have a second child

in Italy.

Measurement of Personal Control was stronger foafes with one child in all countries
except Romania where having a suitable partneaHaa loading and France where the
measurement model was completely unsatisfactorasMement of Control (Childcare) was
much stronger in almost all countries, mostly dua stronger loading for opportunity for
parental leave, suggesting that this control faistonore important for females who already
have one child. The exception was again Romaniarevthe measurement model was not
satisfactory. Stronger measurement of Personalr@aneant that the potential problems
with discriminant validity encountered in the magl&dr childless females were seen only in

Bulgaria and Romania for females with one child.

Structural models: Differences in the influence of attitude, perceived
norm and perceived control on intention to have a child

A comparative structural model for the relativduehce in different countries of attitudes,
perceived norms and perceived control, as measutéé measurement models shown in

Table 21, appear in Table 22. Variance explainebayve .5 in all countrié% Fit indexes for
this model (Table 23) show that overall fit is good

? The high variance explained in France (.78) magieeto low variance in the small sample with ineplut
values.
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Table 22. Structural models, females aged 25-3 ane child, by country

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
B b B b B b B b B b B b B b B b
n 570 513 180 179 131 362 295 316
Coefficients
Attitude (Freedom) .05 0.0¢6 .05 0.08s .22 0.18* .01 0.02ns .45 0.40* .13 0.38ns .05 0.0ms .40 0.37*
Attitude (Satisfaction) .44 0.32* .42 0.30** .13 0.15ns .27 0.47* 48  0.49%** 64 0.78* 67 0.43* .07 0.0&s
Norms 31 0.14** .43 0.16*+* 57 0.34*** 56 0.27*** .19 0.0s .12 0.06s .03 0.0ns .47 0.25*
Material control 31 0.2%* 24 0.12* -.07 -0.04ns .05 0.04ns -.15 -0.13ns -.13 -0.12ns -24 -0.12ns .16 0.1hs
Personal control -22  -0.11 .09 0.05ns .08 0.05ns -.19 -0.13* (@) .10 0.0hs -.36 -0.15ns -.28 -0.15*
Control (Childcare) -06 -00% -.17 -0.09s -.13 -0.08ns .28 0.24ns .34 0.32ns .08 0.08s .61 028 .17 0.12ns
Correlations
Freedom Satisfaction A4 A7 .10 .40 17 .27 .16 0 .3
Freedom Norms .33 27 .24 .30 13 .15 .10 21
Freedom Material control .21 .32 .23 44 .38 .63 8 .2 .40
Satisfaction Norms 46 .34 31 .37 .08 .34 51 41
Material control Personal control .67 44 A7 .25 na .18 .68 .54
Material control Control (care) .63 .62 .64 .53 .56 .33 .69 .68
Control (care) Personal control 73 .62 .56 .39 na .38 .58 .73
Variance explained .50 .57 .52 .61 .78 .57 .66 6 .6

Note a. It was not possible to reach an admissabigisnolfor France when Perceived Control was inallitethe model.

*p<.05.*p< .01 ** p< .001.
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Table 23. Fit indexes for country comparison, fesaalged 25 to 34 with one child

Index Value

Chi-square CMIN) 1839.45
df 858
Chi-square/df 2.14
CFI .94
RMSEA .021
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .020
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .023

Echoing Billari et al.’s (2009) observations in Batia, the effects of attitudes, perceived
norms and perceived control on intention to hawesecond child differed from those for
the decision to have a first child in almost alliotrsies. The exception was Hungary, where
Satisfaction was the only influential factor forthgarities. In all other countries, more
factors entered into the decision to have a sechitd than the first, indicating that the
decision to have a second child is cognitively mmmplex than the decision to have one’s

first child. At the same time, differences betweenntries were more marked.

Beliefs about satisfaction had a significant eff@ctntention to have another child for
women aged 25 to 34 in all countries except GeagdRomania, while beliefs about the
effect of having a second child on Freedom hadjaifstant effect only in Georgia, Romania
and France. Perceived norms did not have a signifinfluence on intention to have a
second child in France, Hungary and lItaly, althotigdy did have an influence for childless
women in Italy. None of the measured control faxtdfected intention to have a second
child in Georgia and Hungary, a situation likelg@to apply in Franéé Material control had
a significant effect on intention to have a secohitt in Bulgaria and Russia, personal
control had a significant effect in Bulgaria, Gempand Romania, and control in terms of
child care had a significant effect only in Italyhe coefficient for Control (Childcare) was
similar in Germany and France to the coefficientahy, but both countries had smaller
samples and greater variation (this can be seemtie lower standardised coefficients in
those countries); child care may have a signifiedf@ct in these countries if the source of the

variation (possibly, employment situation) is reradv

Statistically significant differences between coig# in the influence of the six exogenous

factors on intention are highlighted in Table 2hefle were no significant differences

%L The effect of Personal Control could not be estimdor France, but given that the measurement hisde
weak, it would appear that the concept of PersGoalrol may not be relevant in this country.
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Table 24. Statistically significant country diffaees in influence of attitudes, perceived normserdeived control on intention to have
another child, females aged 25 to 34

BG RU GE DE FR HU IT RO
BG A:Free =-2.3 A:Free =-2.6
-- A:Sat=-2.1 A:Sat=2.3
PN =-3.2 PN =-25 PN =-2.3
PC=-2.2 MC =2.2 PC=-2.6
RU A:Free =-2.3
- A:Sat =-2.2 A:Sat=2.0
PN =-3.0 PN=2.2 PN =-2.0
PC=22 PC=22 PC=21 PC=23
GE
-- A:Sat =-2.7
PN =3.2 PN =3.0 PN =3.5 PN=4.2 PN=3.4
MC =-2.2 PC=2.0 MC =-2.0 PC=21
DE
PN=25 PN=29 PN =3.6 PN=2.8
PC=-22 PC=-2.0 PC=-2.6
FR AFree=23 AlFree=2.3
- A:Sat = 2.3
PN =-3.5 PN =-2.9 PN =-2.8
HU
ASat=2.1 A:Sat=2.2 A:Sat=2.7 -- A:Sat=3.1
PN=-2.2 PN =-4.2 PN =-3.6 PN =-3.5
PC=26 PC=26 PC=23 PC=26
IT
-- A:Sat=2.5
PN =-3.4 PN =-2.8 PN =-2.7
PC=-21 MC =2.0 PC=-23
RO AFree = 2.6
A:Sat =-2.3 A:Sat=-2.0 A:Sat=-2.3 A:Sat =-3.1 A:Sat =-2.5 --
PN=23 PN =2.0 PN =2.8 PN =35 PN=27
PC=-23 PC=-21 PC=-2.6

Note. Reported values are the AMOS Critical Ratiodifferences between unstandardised coefficighfee = Attitude (Freedom); A:Sat = Attitude
(Satisfaction); PN = Perceived Norm; MC = MatefTaintrol; PC = Personal Control. A negative coeéiitifor PC indicates a stronger effect while, for

all other variables, a negative coefficient indésah weaker effect. Matrix is mirrored for easeahparison by row.
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between Germany and Romania, Italy and Bulgamdy &nd France, or France and Hungary.
With the exception of France which differed frorh@t countries only in the influence of
attitudes and perceived norms, all countries déffiefrom at least one other country in some
aspect of each component of the TPB. Most diffezsr{t4 points of difference with other
countries) were observed for Romania while rel&itew differences (6) were observed for
Germany and France.

No particular pattern of similarities and differeisdn the influences of attitudes on intention
to have a second child emerges from inspectiohetdble. There were relatively few
differences in the influence of Freedom, althoughias stronger in France than in Bulgaria
and Hungary and weaker in Bulgaria than in FramceRomania. Satisfaction had strongest
influence overall in Hungary, and the differenceswsanificantly different from that in
Bulgaria, Russia, Georgia and Romania. The infleefcSatisfaction was very weak in
Romania, where it was significantly lower than iald@aria, Russia, France, Hungary and

Italy.

Two sets of countries — Germany and Romania anddsial, France, Hungary and Italy — can
be distinguished in terms of the relative influent@erceived norms. In Germany and
Romania (two countries between which no differencasfluence were found), perceived
norms had a stronger influence than in Bulgarianée, Hungary and Italy (between which
there are very few differences). Germany and Roanean be characterised as countries with
strong normative influence on having a second chifide Bulgaria, France, Hungary and

Italy can be characterised as countries with weatknative influence for having a second
child. The descriptive statistics in Table 15 shbat the strong influence exerted in Germany
is directed toward not having a second child whdéan females seem to be able to resist the

strong perceived norm to have a second child indbantry.

The only significant difference in the influenceroéterial control was that it was stronger in
Bulgaria than in Georgia and Italy and weaker im@& than in Italy. No statistically
significant differences in the influence of childre were observed, although this may be due
to high variation in the countries (Germany, Fraand Italy) where the coefficient for

Control (Childcare) was highest. The influence efgeived control was weakest in Russia
and Hungary; in both countries, it was significgntleaker than in Bulgaria, Germany, Italy

and Romania. On the other hand, the influence fgpeed control was relatively strong in
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Germany and Romania where it was significantlyrgjey than in Russia, Hungary and
Georgia. Germany and Romania thus differ from seauntries not only in having more

influential norms, but also in the stronger inflaerof personal control.

Overall, Germany and Romania formed the set of teswhich was most different from the
others. Bulgaria, France, Hungary and ltaly appe&orm a weaker set which differed
primarily in terms of the relatively weak effectmérms. None of the macro level contexts

defined in Table 7 explains either of these sets.

Exploration of macro level differences

Does division of respondents into any one of thermével contexts provide a better
explanation of differences than any other? We fosk at the measurement models (Table 25

for childless females and Table 26 for those witk ohild)??

GOF was good for all contexts except lower weatith lmwer employment stability for
childless females, while it was good only for thgher wealth and higher policy support
macro contexts for females with one child. In tiigeo contexts, it was satisfactory on two of
the three fit indexes. While construct reliabiktys satisfactory for all latent variables in all
contexts, variance extracted was not always sat@fa It was low for Freedom in all
contexts except lower wealth (for both paritiesyvas low for Satisfaction in all higher level
contexts for both parities, and particularly low females with one child in higher wealth and
higher policy support contexts. The very low staddzged regression coefficient for care and
security in old age in the higher wealth and higtaicy support contexts suggest that is not
a salient attitudinal belief in those contexts. i&ny, Material Control and Control
(Childcare) had low construct reliabilities for kcéss women in the higher wealth and higher
policy contexts, and Personal Control had low acoastvalidity in all lower level contexts
among childless women. The pattern was differentviamen with one child, where Material
Control had low construct validity in all contexascept lower wealth and lower policy
support. Relatively high covariance between PeldBoatrol and Control (Childcare) for
childless women in lower wealth contexts and fondées with one child in contexts other
than higher wealth and higher policy support sutgggt personal control and childcare are

not cognitively distinct constructs in all macrodé¢ contexts.

2 Cronbach’s alpha has been omitted from thesegatilis similar to construct reliability in all ses.
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Table 25. Measurement model, macro level compasigamchildless 25 to 34 year old
females

Wealth Employment Policy
Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher
B R B R B R B R B R B R
n 992 609 1,520 594 806 904
Attitude (Freedom)
a627_a do what | want .73 .53 .63 .40 .65 .43 6846 . .64 41 58 .34
a627_b employment opportunities76 .58 .67 .45 .68 .47 .76 .58 .68 .46 63 .39
a627_c financial situation .68 .47 .64 41 .71 .50.60 .36 63 .39 .67 .45
Construct reliability 77 .69 72 72 .68 .66
Variance extracted .52 42 A7 A7 42 .40
Attitude (Satisfaction)
a627_f joy and satisfaction .63 .40 72 .52 .64  .41.59 .35 .62 .39 .74 54
a627_i care and security in old ag§4 .55 .36 .13 57 .32 77 .59 .76 .58 .38 .15
a627_j certainty in your life 85 .72 .76 .58 .8980. .80 .63 .78 .61 .77 .60
Construct reliability .79 .66 .75 .76 77 .68
Variance extracted .55 41 51 .52 .53 43
Norms
a629_a friends .85 71 .81 .66 .81 .66 .83 .69 .840 .80 .64
a629_b parents 86 .74 .84 .70 .85 .73 .86 74 .8/ 85 .72
a629_c relatives 93 .86 .88 .78 91 .83 92 851 .983 90 .81
Construct reliability 91 .88 .89 .90 .90 .89
Variance extracted a7 71 74 .76 .75 72
Material Control
a628_a financial situation .86 .73 .75 .56 .83 .69.74 .54 73 54 .80 .64
a628_b work 81 66 .64 .41 .68 .46 64 41 .71 5057 .32
a628_c housing conditions .74 .55 .55 .30 .68 4679 . .62 .81 .65 59 .34
Construct reliability .84 .69 77 77 .79 .69
Variance extracted .65 43 .53 .53 .56 43

Control (Childcare)
a628_h availability of childcare .87 .75 .70 50 4.7.55 .88 77 .81 .66 .63 .40

a628 i care leave 74 54 .65 .42 .75 .56 71 51 70 .48 75 .56
Construct reliability .78 .63 71 .78 .73 .64
Variance extracted .65 .46 .55 .64 .57 .48
Personal Control

a628_d health .68 .46 .74 55 .65 .42 71 .50 756 . .68 .46

a628_e having a suitable partner .53 .28 59 358 .534 .69 A8 .53 .28 .63 .40
a628_g partner’s/spouse’s health .76 .58 .82 661 .866 .81 .66 .79 .63 .80 .64

Construct reliability .70 .76 .73 .78 .74 .75

Variance extracted 44 .52 A7 .55 .49 .50

Covariances
Freedom Satisfaction .07 .15 .09 .04~ .04 13
Freedom Norms 14 .19 .16 A1 12 .15
Freedom Material Control .12 A1 .15 A2 .10 17
Satisfaction Norms .15 .35 .26 13 13 .36
Satisfaction Material Control .05 .10 .08 .05 .05 13
Norms Material Control .10 .18 .18 .16 12 21
Material ControlControl (Care) 44 .33 .37 A7 44 .30
Material Control Personal Control .51 43 41 .45 44 .29
Control (Care) Personal Control .57 .33 A4 51* .45 .24

Fit indexes
Chi-square CMIN) 477.50 294.75 567.49 287.79 41350 14.21
df 110.00 109.00 109.00 109.00 107.00 109.00
Chi-square/df 4.34 2.70 5.21 2.64 3.86 3.80
CFI .95 .93 .95 .95 .93 .93
RMSEA .06 .05 .05 .05 .06 .06
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .06 .06 .06 .06 .07 .06

Note.Non-significant and non-admissible covariancesoanéted from this table.
All covariances are significant pt< .001 except p < .05.
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Table 26. Measurement model, macro level compasifom25 to 34 year old females with

one child
Wealth Employment Policy
Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher
B R B R B R B R B R B R
n 1579 605 1,422 1,124 1,181 672
Attitude (Freedom)
a627_a do what | want 77 .59 57 3265 43 71 .50 .73 B3 .52 .27
a627_b employment opportunities .69 .47 .73 539 .48 .67 .45 .68 .47 .68 .47
a627_c financial situation .71 .50 .67 4574 55 71 b1 69 .48 .73 .54
Construct reliability .76 .70 74 74 .74 .69
Variance extracted .52 43 .48 .49 .49 43
Attitude (Satisfaction)
a627_f joy and satisfaction 72 .52 .81 .6566 .44 73 .53 .74 55 .75 .56
a627_i care and security in old age .69 .48 29 .0%1 .38 .66 .43 .73 53 .32 .10
a627_j certainty in your life .83 .69 60 .36.85 .72 69 .48 .73 54 62 .39
Construct reliability .79 .60 .75 73 .78 .60
Variance extracted .56 .36 .51 .48 .54 .35
Norms
a629_a friends .85 .72 75 57.77 59 84 71 .83 .69 .72 .51
a629 b parents 87 .76 .76 .58.81 .66 .84 .71 87 .76 .74 55
a629 c relatives 95 90 .85 .72.94 87 .95 .90 94 .89 .93 .87
Construct reliability .92 .83 .88 91 91 .84
Variance extracted .79 .62 71 77 .78 .65
Material Control
a628_a financial situation .74 55 .79 6274 54 79 .62 .73 54 76 .57
a628_b work .76 .58 .71 51.71 50 .70 .49 .75 .56 .66 .44
a628_c housing conditions .64 .40 .53 .2863 40 .58 .34 .66 .44 52 .27
Construct reliability .76 .72 .74 .73 .76 .69
Variance extracted 51 A7 .48 48 51 43
Control (Childcare)
a628_h availability of childcare .84 .70 .83 6984 .71 .76 .58 84 71 73 .54
a628_i opportunity parental/care leaver4 .54 .68 .46 .76 57 .70 .49 .72 51 .75 .57
Construct reliability .76 .73 .78 .70 .76 71
Variance extracted .62 .57 .64 .53 .61 .55
Personal Control
a628_d health .75 .56 .76 58.71 51 .73 .53 .79 .63 .62 .38
a628_e having a suitable partner .67 .45 57 3%4 41 67 .45 .64 .40 .62 .38
a628_g partner’s/spouse’s health .87 .76 .89 788 .78 86 .74 86 .73 .89 .79
Construct reliability .81 .79 .79 .80 .81 .76
Variance extracted .59 .57 .57 .57 .59 .52
Covariances
Freedom Satisfaction .15 A1 A1 .14 .15 .10
Freedom Norms 21 .16 A7 .19 .20 .15
Freedom Material Control .16 .14 .16 .19 13 .19
Satisfaction Norms .25 .39 .27 .26 .30 .32
Satisfaction Material Control .06 .06* .05 .09 .06 .14
Norms Material Control A1 .06* .10 .16 .07 .21
Material Control Control (Care) 42 42 42 .38 43 .25
Material Control Personal Control .39 .37 .38 .37 .46 .23
Control (Care) Personal Control .64 .39 .58 .53 .60 31
Fit indexes
Chi-square CMIN) 531.41 295.07 475.00 551.21 508.33 280.20
df 107 110 108 109 108 109
Chi-square/df 4.97 2.68 4.40 5.06 471 2.57
CFlI .96 .92 .96 .93 .95 .94
RMSEA .05 .05 .05 .06 .06 .05
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound 0.05 .05 .04 .06 .05 .04
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound 0.05 .06 .05 .07 .06 .06

Note.Non-significant and non-admissible covariancesoanéted from this table.
All covariances are significant pt< .001 except p < .05.
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Turning to the structural models (Table 27 and €&1d), the models that distinguish by
wealth and policy had good GOF on all measuredewhe employment model met the fit
criteria on two of the three indexes, for both pasi For females with one child, variance
explained was high (.58 to .60) for all contextsegpt lower employment and lower wealth,
where it was a little lower (.45 and .51, respeatiy. A similar pattern was observed for
childless females, although in most cases the megiaxplained was lower. Only for the
policy split was the variance explained for botbugs in both parities roughly equal. For
both parities, all contextual splits identified ifgcant differences in the effect of perceived
norms on intentions. Grouping by wealth and potiogptext also highlighted differences in
the effect of satisfaction on intentions for chalss women, while grouping by employment
and policy context highlighted this difference amgavmwomen with one child. Grouping by
employment stability highlighted a difference i tffect of material control (which includes
employment as a control factor) on intention amaoimigdless women, but not those with one
child. Grouping by policy context highlighted afdifence in the effect of personal control for

women with one child but not for childless women.

While none of these contextual splits producedrapietely satisfactory model for 25 to 34
year old females with one child, grouping by poloontext highlighted more differences than
grouping by the other macro level contexts whilthatsame time explaining an equally high
proportion of variance for each group. This suggésit explanations based on differences in
policy support provide a more complete pictureiffedences in the formation of intention to
have a child than explanations based on wealtlrearmoyment stability, and in turn that
policy interventions are likely to make a differerfor women in this age group. But, here,
there is a paradox. The differences highlightediffgrences in policy context are not those
that respond to policy: for females aged 25 tor3the higher policy support context,
expectations of satisfaction have a much strongkrence on the decision to have another
child than for women in the lower policy supporhtext, social influences are more
important for them, and personal control is lesgartant. No significant differences between
these two contexts were observed in the effecttibfides to freedom, material control or
perceived need for childcare on the decision teelemother child, yet these are the factors
that reflect policy makers’ concerns with work-lfalance. It appears that women in
countries with stronger policy support are freethiok more about the social and emotive

issues that have the strongest influence on thisidedo have another child.
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Table 27. Structural model, macro level comparidonshildless 25 to 34 year old females

Wealth Employment Policy
Lower Higher Comparisdn Lower Higher Comparisén Lower Higher Comparisdn
B b B b B b B b B b B b
n 992 609 1,520 594 806 904
Coefficients
Attitude (Freedom) .05 0.0xs 14 0.13s -1.1e1s .07 0.0és .08 0.0@¢s 0.0ns .11 0.0%s .10 0.10s 0.14s
Attitude (Satisfaction) .25 0.20%** 52 0.37** -2.14* 42 037+ 29 0.26%** -1.37ns 24 0.2¥* .64 0.50%** 3.46%**
Norms 51 0.20%* 27  0.10"** 3.34*x* 21 0.08** 42  0.17** 2.96** 52 0.21%* 12 0.04 -5.70***
Material control .08 0.04s -.02 -0.01ns 0.36s -.07 -0.04s .26 0.13 2.33* .07 0.03ns -.01 0.00s -0.5(ns
Control (Childcare) .07 0.0xs .16 0.1hs -0.53s 26  0.14** 10 0.051s -1.6hs 29  0.13* .09 0.07ns -0.8s
Personal control .04 0.0xs -.10 -0.06ns 1.1%s -.02 -0.0bhs -.13 -0.0@s -0.841s -11 -0.05ns -.12 -0.08 -0.24ns
Correlations
Freedom Satisfaction .24 46 .34 A7 .20 46
Freedom Norms .23 .28 .23 .23 .28 .23
Freedom Material control .20 .27 .30 .30 .25 .45
Satisfaction Norms .36 .45 43 .33 .32 42
Satisfaction Material control .13 21 .20 .5 .15 27
Norms Material control 12 .18 A7 21 .15 .19
Material controPersonal control .53 .51 .49 .50 .66 .29
Material controlControl (care) .58 .81 .58 .61 .63 .58
Control (care) Personal control .69 .64 .58 .62 .63 45
Fit indexes
Chi-square 851.75 975.26 886.87
df 242 240 239
Chi-square/df 3.52 4.06 3.71
CFI .94 .94 .93
RMSEA .04 .04 .04
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .04 .04 .04
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .04 .04 .04
Variance explained A7 .59 .36 .50 .56 .56

Note.a. Critical ratio for difference between highedadower levelsp based on thg distribution.
*p<.05.*p<.0l. ** p<.001.
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Table 28. Structural model, macro level comparidon25 to 34 year old females with one child

Wealth Employment Policy
Lower Higher Comparisén  Lower Higher Comparisén  Lower Higher Comparisdn
B b B b B b B b B b B b
n 1,579 605 1,422 1,124 1,181 672
Coefficients
Attitude (Freedom) .18 0.74* .12 0.15ns 0.0%s 16 0.26** .18 0.15* -0.59ns 14 0.13 .13 0.24ns 0.6"hs
Attitude (Satisfaction) 30 0.2 46  0.36*** 1.52ns 40 043 32 0.25*** -2.80 ** 35  0.27*** 55  0.63** 3.42%**
Norms .39 0.18* .23  0.11** -2.14* 22 0.11%** .38 0.17** 2.05* 34 0.16** .19  0.10** -2.03*
Material control 15 0.1¢¢ .35  0.23%* 1.70ns 16 0.12F .17 0.10* -0.35ns 31 0.2 .12 0.11ns -1.1Ins
Control (Childcare) -04 -0.0%5 -.03 -0.02s 0.0s .00 0.00s .02 0.0bs 0.1%s -01 -0.0hs -.09 -0.08s -1.13s
Personal control -.05 -0.03 -17 -0.106 -1.37ns -.05 -0.03s -11 -0.0®ms -0.5Ins -.27 -0.14* 00 0.00ns 2.88*
Correlations
Freedom Satisfaction 44 .38 41 47 47 44
Freedom Norms .32 31 .26 .33 .35 .28
Freedom Material control .34 .39 .40 45 .33 .61
Satisfaction Norms 42 .50 42 44 .48 .38
Satisfaction Material control .15 A1 14 21 .15 .29
Norms Material control 13 .06 .10 .19 .10 .19
Material control Personal control .53 51 .49 .50 .66 .29
Material controlControl (care) .60 .61 .55 .60 .63 .40
Control (care) Personal control 72 .54 .60 72 .69 .40
Fit indexes
Chi-square 911.63 1161.12 864.67
df 239 239 239
Chi-square/df 3.81 4.86 3.62
CFI .96 .94 .95
RMSEA .04 .04 .04
RMSEA 90% CI lower bound .03 .04 .04
RMSEA 90% CI upper bound .04 .04 .04
Variance explained 51 .60 .45 .58 .58 .60

Note.a. Critical ratio for difference between higheddower levelsp based on th& distribution.
*p <.05.*p<.01. ** p<.001.
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This is not to suggest that we should rely onlyddferences in policy context to explain
differences in formation of intention to have al@dhLooking at influences on intention from
different macro level contextual viewpoints is lik&o provide different insights, for

example, for 25-34 year old females with one cheltployment stability context provides a
better explanation than policy context of concexbbsut material control. None of the macro
level contexts that we have examined here explaimedimilarities in formation of intention
to have a second child in Germany and Romaniay Bulgaria, France, Hungary and lItaly. Is
there a macro level context that prompts individualthese countries to form intention to
have their second child in much the same way, ®tler similarities more readily explained

in terms of individual level context?

Limitations and directions for further research

The work described here can be tested and extendsyeral ways. If possible, further tests
of the potential effect on the results of differemén sampling and survey administration
should be done. We have relied primarily on modglbf females with one child aged
between 25 and 34; modelling would usefully be edéesl to other contexts. The
measurement models are not strong in all counsigggesting that the GGS items may not
reflect the most salient behavioural, normativel enntrol beliefs in each country. All latent
variables measured with one or two items, and tiads®se construct reliability is below .7 or
variance extracted is below .5 represent opporasib improve measurement, potentially by
identifying more salient items for the context loé respondent. Greater variety in
measurement of perceived norms should captureatiieept more fully and provide more
variation. More accurate representation of PBC watilengthen tests of the influence of
perceived control and, by implication, actual cohtm intention to have a child. It would be
useful to confirm the results of structural compans using latent variables estimated with
IRT which should provide more reliable, and potalhtimore comparable, measurement

scales.

Although the TPB models attitudes, perceived noams PBC as fully mediating external
variables, it would be useful to extend the mogetésented here to include background
variables, particularly those that have been ifiedtas having an influence on intention in
other demographic research, in order both to kesetfect of those variables on intention to

have a child relative to the components of the T&l to test if they have any effect over
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and above the effects of the TPB components. Catalidgariables include education,
partnership status, general attitudes and opirabosit issues such as the role of women,
personal values and psychological attributes. Madability of data from more countries
would enable measurement of country level effeatsraore robust modelling and estimation

of macro context effects.

Conclusion

This work has shown that the formation of intentiorave a child appears to differ in quite
complex ways across different individual and naslarontexts. Policies may need to be more
closely targeted to the needs of individuals irtejgpecific contexts, including age group as
well as parity and employment status, if they areffectively enable and encourage

Europeans to have more children.
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