IHigher party: childiearing In pest-Seviet
RuUSSIa




Socletal-level Stress and Anomie

PSyclhelegical reseurces used torcope with
Situation o anemie:

Sukjective well=heing

Engagementininiermaliactivities




The Russian Context

lransition perod of the 1990s

“aber Market Crisis

s GDP per capita declined
a Preportien of families living under the peverty:line increased

LeSS| of seclal safety net

a Value ofi matennity benefits and pensions declined
a Health care sysiem deteriorated

IHigh' levels ofi stress

n Increases in mortality: and morbidity
m |Increases In alcoholism and accidents




Eertility in Russia

TFR declined from 1.89 in 1991 to 1.17 in 1999

Relative to\WWestern Eurepe very: liitie
POSiPeREMERL of first BIAS; entrance Inte
mothereed stillyeungland neary universal

Viajerity of venylow fertility Is due (o pestpenement
(er eliminatien) ol seconadland Righer-panty bIas




Childbearing intentions and fertility
PERaVIor

Standard
N [Deviation

[Desires another child 1273 0.42
missing 162

IHad another baky oVer 1435 0.25
NExt Seven years (Women
Withiat least one child)

Data from the Russians Lengitudinal Moeniterng Survey.




RuUssian Longitudinall Vieniterng
Suney.

Baseline round starts; in 1994

1485 maried anad menstruating Woemen, 15-44;
Withr ene chnad

Jirack Dirth eltcomes off Women: oVer next seven
Vears

Househoeld roster links Wwomen to hushands




Engaged in additienal activities; el pay,

“Tell me, please; in'the last 30 days didiyoulengage in
seme other kind of Werk fier WhICh yeu goet paid? Mayine
VOUI SEWEdI SOMEoNnE a dress, gave SOmeone a rdein a
car, assisted Semeone With apartment or car repairs,
purchased and delivered 1eod, ook care o a SIck
PErsen, or did semetning else that your got paidifer?:

Standard
Viean Deviation

Woeman 0.07 0.25
Hushand 0.13 0.34




Subjective well-peing

‘Do youl think Inithe: next
12" months you and youl Distribution of subjective well-being
Ty willHive better thian
ieday er Worse?”

N W W

T

o What extent are you
satisfied with yeurlife In
general at the present

tiime?”

5
0
5
20
5
0
5
0

negative positive




Control variables: Education

\Wemaniand her hushand's education highly conelaied
Compesite measure:

1. lLess than secendary

2. LLess tham secondany withiadditionalitech. scheol
3. Completed secondary.

4, Completed secondary withiadditienal tech. school
5. Completed specialized school

6. Completed college or university.

Viean Std. Dev.
\Weman’sieducation 4541 1.30
Husband’s education 4,22 1,35




Controel variables: Employment and
ncome

N Standard

Deviation

Woeman employed : 0.39

Hushand employed : 0,48

\Woman’s Income last month : 2.29

Hushand’s income last month ] 4,73

Househoeld Tncome . 11.63




Logistic regression edds ratios of the influence of
engagement in; extra activities: on Woemanrs desire for
addiienal children

Model 1  Model2  Model'3

\Woeman 3.39*** IG5
(0.30) (0.30)
Husband 0,73
(0.26)
Elther 1.50*
(0320))

Woman's educationr  1.18% 1.18* 1.16*
(0.07) (0:07) (0:.07)

* p<.05; ** p<.01; **p<.001 (one-tailed tests), standard errors in parentheses

Contrels include: Woeman employed, Husband employed, Wife’s income,
Hushand’s income, Househoeld inceme, Husband missing, Tetall births,
Woeman's age




LLogistic regression; edds raties ofi the: influence of
subjective well-being on Wweman's desire fior
additienalichilaren

Viodel 4 Model'5  Model 6

\Woman 1.41**
(0.11)

Husbhand 1.30*
(0.11)

Both w52%%
(0.13)

Woeman's education 1.13 1.15 1.13
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

* p<.05; ** p<.01; **p<.001 (one-tailed tests), standard errors in parentheses

Controls/include: Woman's education, Weman empleyed, Husband
employed, Wife’s income, Husband’s income, Household income, Hushand
missing, Total births, \Weman's age




Cox regression hazard raties of the influence of
engagingl in extra activities en Weman's fertility.
PERAVIOK

Modell  Model 2 Model 3

\Woeman 1.70
(0.40)

Husband

EIther 2.06**
(0.27)

* p<.05; ** p<.01; **p<.001 (one-tailed tests), standard errors in parentheses

Controls/include: Woman's education, Weman empleyed, Husband
employed, Wife’s income, Husband’s income, Household income, Hushand
missing, Total births, Woeman'’s age, No. of months frem last birth




Cox regression hazard ratios; of the Infllence. of
sukjective well-hbeing enwoenanrs fertility behavior

Model 4  Model 5 Model 6

\Woeman 1 55
(0.15)

Husband

EIther 1.35
(0.18)

* p<.05; ** p<.01; **p<.001 (one-tailed tests), standard errors in parentheses

Controls/include: Woman's education, Weman empleyed, Husband
employed, Wife’s income, Husband’s income, Household income, Hushand
missing, Total births, Woeman'’s age, No. of months frem last birth




Conclusions

Study/ feCUSES 0n postponement of secend and nigher-
parity’ childbeanngl— the mMajor cause: of Very low iertility,
I RUssia

Analyzes beth intentions and Behavier

Elnds that, contrany/ termany: studies, education pesitively,
Influences fertility desires




Conclusions

Psychological resourcesiare more infilential than
conventional measures of economic Uncertainty.

Gender differences In effects

Context offanomie and Stress IS impoerant to
Understanding effects

Vaintainingl 2 positve outioek and participating Infexiia
ACliVities are associated with wanting te take en
additional chidbeanng respensibilities.




Mean age at first birth and TER

TFR MAFB

1991 1.75 22.6
1992 1.56 22.6
1993 1.36 22.6
1994 1.39 22.5

1995 1.34 22.7
1996 1.28 22.9
1997 1.23 23.0
1998 1.25
1999 1.17
2000 1.21
2001 1.25




