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ABSTRACT

Raquel Zanatta Coutinho: The Transition to Low Fertility in Brazil
(Under the direction of S. Philiidorgan)

In Brazil,theTotal Fertility Rate went down from 4.26 children per women in 1980 to 1.91
in 2010.Internal disparities exist, however, regardless of the low vahidtsat the macro
level. For most sociedemographic groups, fertiji rates are now lower thahe desired
family size,suggesting that women are, on averégejng fewer children than they wish.
In this dissertation, Wise data from th8razilian Demographic and Health Survéym
1986 andl996 andfrom the Pesquisa Nenal de Demografia e Saudg2006 | analyze
these sourceotdecompose and analyze fertility rates using a frametatexplains
fertility rates at the aggregate levbhased orm measuremerdf the Desired Family Size
basedon six parametersunwanted fertility, replacements for child mortalitysex
preferences, tempo effect, involuntary infertjlapdcompeting preferenceBy outlining
and operationalizinthesecomponentsicross timethe first chapter illuminates the factors
that contribute to low fertility in Brazil, and descrildesw they vary by socidemographic
characteristics (race, religion, educatiarealth,geographic macroegion, and place of
residence) For example, | fid that unwanted pregnancidssproportionately affect the
fertility ratesfor women of low educatiomnd low income | also see thabvertime,
competing preferences are making women having fewer children than débreeskcond

chapter exploregariationsin gender preference for differesticicdemographic groups



using responses to questions abthé ideal number of children and their composition
available at the same databadgzesent evidencef a preference for balancalthough
indifferenceregading the compositiorhas also been g@ining momentum| also find
evidence of a secondatipughter preference that is small, but pervaditze.third chapter
investigagsfactors that compete witthildbearing In brief, Ifind thatwomen who work

have acollege degree and take longer to marry are facing more challenges when it comes
to having the number of children they desire. | also find that although women are
postponingheir fertility, they still hog to achieve ith sum, findings from this dissatton
elucidate macrdevel, structural elements that explain variability in fertility outconass]
considers theonjunctureghat lead a women to either have more or fewer children than

her desired target
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CONTEXTUALIZING THE BRAZILIAN FERTILITY TRANSITION

Until recently policymakers in developing countries were concerned about the
contribution of high fertility rates to rapid population growth and to poor urban and
socioeconomic conditions (Bongaarts, 2001). Today, low fertility is a widespread phenomenon.
Morethanhalb f t he wor |l dés popul ation |Iives in a co
level (Morgan, 2003; Morgan and Taylor, 2006). Brazil is now one of them (Potter,
Schmertmann, Cavenaghi, 2002; Carvalho and Brito, 2005; Potter et al. 2010). Totay Fertilit
Rates went down from 5.8 children per women in 1960 to 1.91 in 2010 (Brasil, Z810).
decline in fertility represesfa cultural change withouhg foreseeable returmstigatingthe
convergence of all social groups to smaller family sizes (Carvalho,1998)

Aside fromdistal factors such as economic development, modernization,
industrialization, urbanization, mass education, rural exodus, and irtpEaseipaton of
womenin the labor marketesearchers attribute the primary proximate determinant of the
decline in fertility toanincreasd usage of contraceptive methods, especially female sterilization
(Curtis and Diamond, 199Fotter, 1999; Potter, Schmertnrmaiand Cavenaghi 2002).

Sterilization kelped women restrict fertility at higher orders (Bongaarts, 1999) and caused a

rejuvenation in fertility rates, which would be evaore importantor women without high

1 Later, different requirements were put into practice to regulate sterilization, especially after research had shown how
unnecessary Sections were being used in order to obtain authorization and get the procedure and how in certain regions of
Brazil, steilizations were offered as an electoral good by politicians. For a complete review on sterilization in Brazil, see Caetano
and Potter (2004).



school education (Alves and Cavenaghi, 2008at, on top of the relative increase in the
participation of low order births for the fertility rates caused a negative tempo effect inflating the
Brazilian TFR (MirandeRibeiro, RiosNeto and Carvalho, 2013).

Researchers found that 75% of women engagadonjugalunion before age 24nd
75% of women who were sterilized did so before ageA\&% result, a significant percentage of
womengave birth toall their children by age 30 (MiraneRibeiro, RiosNeto and Carvalho,

2013), a very early start that seemed nothing like the profiles observed in Europe (Alves and
Cavenaghi, 2009). As Bonifacio (2011) points out, what makes Brazil unique is that it was
possble to achieve low fertility even with adolescent childbearingameiarlyage at marriage.

But a different phenomenon began to take placebittie controlpill gainedtraction as a
method of contraceptiomnd women no longer had to rely on irrevielesimethods to control
their fertility, allowing womento wait longer to start havingchildrenand to space tharths over
time. They were also no longer tied to the obligat@hawe a minimum number of children
before accessing contracept{Caetano ad Potter, 2004)

Surprisingly, around the year 2010, researchers started to notice changes to Brazilian
fertility rates First, a reduction in teenage fertility rates was observed (Silva and Surita, 2012).
Secondthetempo effect got closer to zero suggesting the stabilization of the mean age at
childbearing (Mirand&Ribeiro, RiosNeto and Carvalho, 2013). small postponement of
fertility for upper class and high educated womesalso recorded. The mean age at

childbearing changed from 28.7 to 30 beém the years 2000 and 2007 (@dvand Cavenaghi,



2009)? The percentag®f women having children by age B@sbeen consistently decreasing
eversince(RosereBixby, CastreMartin, MartinGarcia, 2009).

In Brazil, important differences persistgardless of the low value at the aggregate level.
Thetotal fertility rate in 2006 in Brazil reachdd8, below replacement level, and fell to 1.1 for
women with at least 12 years of education (Ministério da Saude,Zl0@8ewith 0 to 3 years
of education still had a TFR of 3.14 children but with downward trefithss polarized behavior
is also a reflection of the high levels of inequality, despite the recent improvements. Brazilian
HDI has shifted from 0.557 in 1985 to 0% 1995 and to 0.699 in 2005. The most recent is of
0.730 in 2012 (UNDP, 2013).

Variations by region, income level and race/ethnicity have also been repomteedrh
years. White women had a TFR of nearly half a child less than blacks (TFT=1.53tkes auinl
1.98 for blacks) in the year 2006. For the same year, womerapéhcapita income equal to
1/4 of theBrazilian minimum wagéad a TFR of 4.8 in 2006, while women wéper capita
income equal tthe minimum wagehad afertility ratebelow rephcemenstartingin the early
2000's (Berqué and Cavenaghi, 2006). Other variatgueh as regionalisparitiesare also
pronouncedFor example,nhabitants of the north region had a TFR of 2.28 while those of the
south had a TFR of 1.69. Even coniradl for socieeconomic status, research indicdtet

regionaldifferentials exist (Alves and Cavenaghi, 2Q0Eemost recentensus in the year

2 Alves and Cavenaghi utilized a more recent dataset (Census and PNAD) when compared to Bonifacio (2011 tho use
same data | am using, the BrazilRNDS.

3 Demographers even started to suggest that Brazilian fertility might follow three distinct profiles: €68mythan, with a late

start and very low levels (followed by women in the labor force who bdlorilge upper income group), an American profile
(earlier fertility and around replacement rate followed by women with low or medium education levels), and a French profile
(composed of women of high education with late start and 2 children) (Alves anda@hiye2009).



2010confirms tharegionaldifferences are still remarkable, although the gaps have been

narrowing (MirandeRibeiro and Garcia, 2012)

I mportance

That gaps between soeitemographic groups have been narrowing sugtfest at the
level of intention fertility might not be asariedamong social groups as outcomes are. It is
possible that the degree of preference implementation is what has now been keepingtwomen
different rates. While much descriptive analysis éveplored fertility variation, other than
unwanted fertility and tepo effect, little attention has been paid to what drives fertility
differentials in Brazil and the mechanisms of these social influences. Thus, it is still unclear
whether in Brazil gpunger cohorts seems to be having different aspirations and behaviors
regarding marriage, family and careeribthey arefacng obstacledo achiewng their desires.

By exploring fertility variation and its components across time in Brazil, this paper
illuminates the factors that contributelow fertility, how these facta combingo form the total
fertility rate throughout the years and how they vary by sdeimographic characteristics (race,
religion, education, geographic maaegion, and place of residenc&his series of papers
answer some questions that hassmained open in the recent literature exploring the same topic
(Bonifacio, 2011; Carvalho, 2014). Some of these questions pertain tedemagraphic
differencesin fertility (Paper 1), such as what makes less educated and rural voesremore

children- do they still have higher fertility ideals or are there other faatditsencing their

4 For more information on Brazil's fertility decline, see Carvalho and Brito (2005) and Alves and Correa (2003). For more
complete descriptive data on Brazil's fertility in the last decade, see MiRibdao and Garcia (2012) and Alves and
Cavenaghi (2009).



fertility rates? Other questions relate to the degree of preference implementation when women
are facd with mediatordetween her desired family size and her adtedbvior (Papers 2 and
3). The twofactorsthat will be explored in depth in this work agendempreferences (i.e. the
desired sex composition of your children) and competing preferences for moth@raoother
life choicesthatcompete wittchildbearng causing women to review her desired intentions
downwards, such as prolonged education, career and lack of partner

In the following paragraphs, | will briefly introduce the Theory of Conjunctural Action
and the Bongaarts Proximate Determinants dfilfgrwhich are respectively the theoretical and

methodological frameworksuse to explore the determinants of low fertility in Brazil.

Theoretical and Methodological Frameworks

The Theory of Conjuntural Action

Froma sociological perspective, the number of children a women will have during her
lifetime is shaped by societal influences, isutlso influenced bthe individuality of
biographies and the resourcespaaterials through which women could successfuloheeve
thar ideals. The Theory of Conjunctural Action (TCA) (Johnstanks et al. 2011) explains this
interplay. The mechanism through which the influences operate is defingteasasthe
expected ideas and behavior one learns by induction or difgas@ne overtime through
socialization and interaction. Characteristics such as religious affiliation or place of residency

provide women with different ideal family sizes and compositions.

5Morgan and Taylor (2006) also sees revising fertility upward as a possibility. One example | can think of is by joining a new
religious group or falling in love with a man who wishes more children than yourself.



In Brazil, the ideal number of children seems to be contingont structural influences
For example, women in rural areas have higher desired family sizes when compared to urban
women. In terms of gender preferences, schemas also help couples make reproductive decisions,
for example, in rural areas sons are more Uisle&n daughters, and so a couple might decide to
continue childbearing until a son is born.

But since fertility has been going down and differences in population subgroups
narrowing, there are reasons to believe that the desired family sizes and compaséirare
similaramong all segments of society, demonstrating either a weakening of societal norms or a
convergence of schemas toward low fertility targets or replacement level. Nonetheless, the
number of children ever born, or the total fertility rates, continue toffexeht among the
various segments, suggesting theterialsresources (e.gesourcef such as access and
implementation of contraceptive methods, could have been more important in defining fertility
than the social structures that govern this idediss &xplains, for example, how women with
higher income have much smaller unwanted pregnancy rates, although they might have desired
family sizes that are similartothéesse ducat ed counterparts?o.

But the differemcescannot battributedsolelyto a variationin materials or schemasghe
life course is embedded &social context which brings abocnjunctureghat might affect
existing plans and make, for example, women take different decisions than expected. While
unemployment might delay fertilitipr some, it might be just the right excuse to start having
c hi | dr en Denoograpbi¢ nodets sf famify change and variation have tended to assume
that social actors have enormous freedom in choosing the form of their families (Becker, 1981;
Bongaats, 2001 inJohnseHanks, 2011 p. 17)0. Thus, <circums

behavior and also need to be taken into account. Since fertility is-algagindent decision,



whatwomen imagineasan ideal number of childreendhow many children she endp having
can vary.t is their experiences prior, during and after each birth that will stagdmal number
of children ever borfMorgan and Taylor, 2006).

For instance, a qualitative studf/Brazilian women identified several situations in which
life di dndot go as pl aanrevdadarhpmaondieasbnie avpmer2 tbok briger | n
thanexpectedo get married, others ended up with unwanted pregnancies. In both cases, fertility
di dndt go as women had ant forcekamplethatdomerCar val ho
changed their minds aboatlie ideal number of children or ideal sex composition after having

thar first child or after getting married

The Bongaarts Proximate Determinants of Fertility

Many theoretical and methodological modeis available for researchers of low fertility
(Morgan and Taylor, 2006)n 2001, Bongaarftsiescribed a theoretical model that aimed at
explaining fertility rates at the aggregate level (TFR) as a result of the multiplication of six
parameters by the Desd Family Size (DFS)he first group of parameters is composed of
factors that enhances fertility related to desired family simezanted fertility(Fu), replacements
for child mortality(Fr), andsex preferencé~sp). The second group is composed aftdas that
decrease fertility related to desired family sizging age at childbearingtempo effect which
would be the number of children that a women would have had if they had not waited, 9r the F

involuntary infertility (which includes the inabtly to have a child and also an inability to find a

6 Bongaarts, J. (2001fertility and reproductive preferences in ptransitional societie®opulation and Development Review
27(Suppl), 260281




suitable partner, thei-andcompeting preferencdsr child (set to 1 when childbearing is
universal, the £). Thus,

TFR=DFS* (w*Fr*Fsp * (FT*F 1 * F¢)

If woman realizes her fertilitintention, TFR=DFS.

Different values for each parameter is what causes women that have the same fertility
ideals to end up with different fertility outcomes. By exploring fertility variation and the
different values for the above components across timedssible to understand what has been
driving fertility decline and how different soecttemographic characteristics (age, race, marital
status, religion, education, geographic ma&gion, and place of residence) behave in the
presence of the same factoUsing decompositions and proximate determinant models has been
proved to be a valuable tool to aide conceptualization, explore variations, revise theories and of
course, produce what Morgan and Tayl orcan(2006)
agree on regardless of their theoretical stand point.

By putting the TCA and the Bongaartso fram
family sizes are influenced by different schemas and thus it can be unique tdesocigraphic
characteristicdHowever, materials, conjunctures and other schemas will clash producing
bi ographies that are unique, yet part of a mu

possibilities towards motherhood.



CHAPTER 1: AN APPLICATION OF THE BONGAARTS PROXIMATE
DETERMINANTS OF FERTILITY FOR BRAZIL

INTRODUCTION

Until recently, policymakers in developing countries were concerned about the
contribution of high fertility rates to rapid population growth and to poor urban and socioeconomic
conditions (Bongaarts, 2001). Today, low fertility is a wide spread phenomktooa than half
of the worldbébs population |Iives i n a country
2003). Brazil is now one of them (Carvalho & Brito, 2005; Potter et al. 2010). The total Fertility
Rate (TFR) went down from 6.16 children peomen in 1940 to 1.9 in 2010 (BRASIL, 2012).
Some internal disparities exist, however, regardless of the low value at the aggregate level. For
example, in 2010, while fertility was 1.24 children per women for those with more than 12 years
of education, thse who had between 0 and 3 years of education had a TFR of 3.14 children. Other
variations by region, income level and race/ethnicity have also been reported recently. White
women had a TFR of nearly half a child less than Blacks (TFT=1.53 for White%.@®dor
Blacks) in the year 2006. For the same year, women with per capita income equal to 1/4 minimum
wage, had a TFR of 4.8 in 2006, while women with per capita income equal to minimum wage,
already had fertility below replacement in the early 2000'erdB and Cavenaghi, 2006).
Regional variations are also pronounced. Inhabitants of the North region had a TFR of 2.28 while
those of the South had a TRF of 1.69. Even controlling for ssmmaomic status, these regional

differentials remain (Alves and €anaghi, 2009) moreover the most recent Census, in the year



2010, confirms that these persist, although the gaps have been narrowing (Miitagida and
Garcia, 2012)

Determining the causes and consequences of the fertility transition and the fertility
decline below replacement has kept many generations of demographers busy (Mason, 1997).
Nevertheless, it is for a good reason. Scholars need to know variations in desired fertility but also
how often people are able to implement their fertility preferamecethe reasons why observed
fertility departs from desired family size. In contemporary developed countries it is common to
find that desired family size is higher than total fertility rates (Bongaarts, 2001). Besides, the
unwanted long term consequenoésertility below replacement, such as population aging and
decreasing rates of growth that turn negative with time, could be problematic in some countries.
European and some Asian countries, for example, start to feel the first signs of an unbalanced
ace structure. Lutz et al (2003) demonstrate that the effects so far have been small in Europe, but
each additional decade that fertility remains below replacement represents a decline from 25 to
40 million people (in the absence of immigration or changesrirent mortality rates).

Much of the decline might actually be an effect of postponement of fertility, as argued by
Bongaarts and Feeney (1998), the so called 0t
in fertility rates in the future, whemomen stop further postponement (Morgan, 2003). However,
some of these women might not have time (or t
others might decide to never have children at
e f f eCaldwell afd McDonald, 2006; Lesthaeghe and Willems, 1999). In fact, research shows

that changes do not seem to be only a timing effect, but a reduction in the number of births,

7 For more information on Brazil's fertility decline, see Carvalho and Brito (2005). For complete descriptive data on Brazil's
fertility in the last decade, see Miran&ibeiro and Garcia (2012) and Alves and Cavenaghi (2009).
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which can have severel owplfi@rattii lomskyl dtao u n threi éd
2012).
Different from trends observed in Europe, Brazilian fertility remains early {Reds et
al . 2005; Alves and Cavenaghi, 2009) . Il n fact
ef fect o might Iilaahifteo yduegeages atbighaniay have depressed the
observed TFR (MirandRibeiro et al. 2006). According to the authors, the mean age of
childbearing that was 29.5 in 1970 dropped to 26.5 in 1994. Part of this decline is due to a
decline in higher parity births as cha seen in Tabl&.1 (borrowed from Bonifacio, 2011). That
means the mean age at childbearing would be higher if women were continuing to have children
throughout her reproductive life.
More than half of all women in the Z5 age group were already metk in 2006
(BEMFAM, 1987 and 1997; Ministerio da Saude, 2008). The same data shows that 25% of the
women who got sterilized, did so before the age of 25, putting an end to their reproductive period
at ages before women in Europe were having their fiikt.chhe only signs of postponement in
Brazil are found among women of higher education |&(&nisterio da Saude, 2008).
The mean agef childbearing has increased modestly in the last decade (MiRibe#o
and Garcia, 2012). Drawing on Lesthaeguoé ®Willems (1999) and after observing
postponements for the second child, MirasfdBeiro and Garcia (2012) suggest that Brazil is
entering the second phase of the demographic transition, where after fertility levels decline for

all ages and parities, womatart postponing fertility. The authors also suggest that there is an

8 Among the more educated, the age decreased between the decades 1980 and 2000 and had a slight increase in the following
decade, reaching 28.2 in 2010.
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unexpl ored variation in fertility that shoul d
fertility.

Factors associated with fertility decline could be different for eaahtcy, and the speed
of the decline tied to each countryds interna
European transition makes studying low fertility in Brazil an opportunity to understand how
interactions and changes in social institusionand i n preferences shape I
this chapter explores fertility variation and its components across time in Brazil, shedding light
on the factors that contribute low fertility, how they vary by socialemographic characteristics
(race, religion, education, wealth, geographic maegion, and place of residence), and how
these factors combine to produce the total fertility rate and its variation across groups and time
period. My work uses the Demographic and Health Survey data fr86) 1996 and 2006 to
decompose Total Fertility Rates into parameters that represent factors that enhance or reduce
fertility in relation to the values of desired family size using the framework provided by
Bongaarts (2001). | will decompose the TFR fortepear separately, and also decompose the
TFR by sociedemographic characteristics. My work shows the usefulness of this method for

understanding low fertility and its variation

METHODOLOGICAL AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

The proximate determinants oftiéity are the biological and behavioral factors through
which soci al, economic and environment al var.i
determinants, affect fertility (Bongaarts and Potter, 1983, p.1). Geneéhalbg factorsssess
fertility in an environment where regulation is being deliberately practicedtht@dertility rates

depart from naturdertility. They were first described in a theoretical paper by Davis and Blake
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(1956) and further developed by Bongaarts (1978) who was #hédfintroduce measurements
to the proximate determinants.

In their application of the framework, Bongaarts and Potter (1983) conceptualized the
Total Fertility Rate as being a result of natural fertility, multiplied by four parameters that would
decreas it. The first parameter is age at first marriage, which identifies the onset of exposure to
the risk of socially sanctioned childbearing, which could also happen during cohabitation
depending on the countryhis rate is impacted by the mean age at ragesi existence of marital
dissolution, and proportion of the population who ever marries. The second parameter is
contraceptive use. The prevalence, type and effectiveness of the method will affect fertility
because some aneore effective thaothers, usally depending on the amount of human action
needed before the sexual®adthus, changes in the pattern of contraceptive behavior with age,
time, and cohort will likely have an impact. Rate of Induced abortion is the third parameter. Note
that abortion wi not only prevent birth, but will make women return to ovulation quicker, so
abortiors do not avert full birth at population level, butabirth. Duration of Postpartum
Infecundability is the fourth parameter, which is estimated based on the dafation
breastfeeding. Summing up, in a context of high fertility, the TFR is expected to be equal to the
natural fertility in the absence of any form of regulation, or in other words, in the absence of
those parameters. Note how it is possible that two pbponsawith the same TFR could have
different values for the parameters, which could help policy makers identify priorities and make

better informed decisions.

9 Condoms and spermicides, which requires action right before the penetration will have worse effectiveness when compared to
sterilization, which is a once in a life time event, or the pill, which needs to be taken daily but it is not necessatity line

sexual intercourse. Intended fertility may also have an impact because choice of contraceptive may depend on thevdesire to ha
future children and in the desired birth interval, if any.
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For contexts in which fertility is around or below replacement level, a new equation was
put together in Bongaarts (2001). The reason why low fertility needs a separate model is because
the main parameters of the Bongaarts and Potter (1983) proximate determinants are not as
defining of fertility in a context of universal contraceptive use, aborteess, and
disentangling of childbearing from marriage. So, when low fertility is a result of desire, factors
such as marital fertility, natural fertility, and length of breastfeeding or biological maximum are
crossed out from the vocabulary. This new apph and conceptual framework received the
name of the Proximate Determinants of Low Fertility (Bongaarts, 2001). It is calculated in the
same way as the one above, but its parameters are very different because they represent factors
that enhance or decismobserved fertility relative to fertility desires.

There are now six parameters of the Proximate Determifiainas are responsible for
fertility (TFR) being different from Desired Family Size (DFS) and for their variations over time.
They can be divid#into factors that enhance fertility relative to the desired family size and
factors that reduce fertility relatively to desired family size (Morgan and Hayford, 2009). The
first group of factors is composed of additional or surplus fertility dusveented fertility (Fu),
replacements for child mortalifphysiological replacement, volitional replacement, hoarding,
the Rr), andsex preferencéFsp). The second group is composedising age at childbearing
(tempo effect which would be the number ofldren that a women would have had if they had
not postponed, or therk; involuntary infertility (which includes the inability to have a child and
also an inability to find a suitable partner, thg &Bndcompeting preferencder child (set to 1
when childbearing is universal, the)FThus,

TFR = DFS * (o * Fr * Fsp) * (Fr* F1 * Fo)

10 For more information on what could affect each determinants and how they affect one another, see Bongaarts (2001).
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If woman achieves her fertility intention, TFR=DFS.

This new methodological model dialogues well with a theoretical framework presented
by theTheory of Conjuncture Action (Johnséfanks et al, 2011) which postulates that the
desired family size and the number of children a woman will have during her lifetime is shaped
by societal influences. The mechanisms through which these influences aperd¢dined as
schemasthe expected ideas and behavior one learns by induction or direct exposure overtime
through socialization and interaction. They are also shaped Inyategials which are the
resources that allow women to achieve their intentions.

But the differentials cannot be blamed solely on the differences in materials or schemas.
The life course is embedded in a social context which brings about conjunctures that might affect
existing plans and make, for example, women take different dectbi@ana priori expected.

Thus, in addition to schemas and intentions, circumstances may also shape behavior and as such
should also to be taken into account.

By putting the TCA and the Bongaartso fram
sizes arerifluenced by different schemas that value smaller family sizes and are unique 10 socio
demographic characteristics. Thus, these major influences, when happen in regularity, can be
conceptualized and measured at the aggregate level as the mean leveldifahcesponses in
order to understand what components of a society motivate behavior. Nevertheless, by
understanding and conceptualizing a series of conjunctures that women cannot anticipate when
reporting their Desired Family Size, the model is alsdulise explain variability among social
groups, or what Aconstrainso behavior, explai
on the fertility transition and explaining the mismatch between observed fertility and desired

family size (Dharmahgan et al. 2014).
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An article by Dharmalingam et al. (2014) applies the approach to Indian data. They used
three waves of DHS to calculate rates and reconstruct family histories, desired family size,
fertility preferences, contraceptive use and housed@itiomic conditions. In the case of India,
the authors looked for factors that could account for the differences in desired and observed
family size and the schemas that say that low fertility and small families are legit and desirable.
While desired ferlity has been decreasing over the years, unwanted fertility is still high and the
use of reversible contraceptive is still low. They also found decrease in son preference, indication
of transition from hoarding to replacement children mortality strat@gyich could be a sign of
mortality decline in general, and strong tempo effect (increase of age at childbirth). As a result,
largely cultural factors were blamed for the diversity in their TFR ranging from 4 to 1.8 births
per women.

In the case of Bralz the ideal number of children seems to be contingent on these
structural influences; for example, women in rural areas have higher desired family sizes
compared to urban women. But since overall fertility has been going down and differences in
population subgroups are narrowing, there are reasons to believe that the desired family sizes and
compositions are much more alike among all segments of society, demonstrating either a
weakening of societal norms or a convergence of schemas toward low fergjéistar
replacement level.

Some institutional changes that began to appear in the last decades could also have
played a role in how women and couples plan their family schedules. For example, religious

composition, such as increasing secularization hadi¢cline of the influence of the Vati¢an

11 The number of selfleclared Catholics in Brazil has declined precipitously in the pastéadiiry. According to the 2010
Census, the peentage dropped from 95% in 1940 to 64.6% in 2010 (Brasil, 2012). The reduction in Catholics is attributed to an
increase in the growth of Pentecostal churches, as well as an increase in the number of people without religious affiliation
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could explain the increase in use of contraceptives which could lead to a decrease in unwanted
fertility (Fu). The increasing participation of women in the labor market and increasing
participation of women as bheehold heads (37.4% of them were females in the year 2010)
(Itaborai, 2003; PNAD s/d) could have made motherhood more complicated, reflecting an
increase in the competing preference) (Rlong with that, the possible effects of the expansion

of the midde class and the relevant public policies such as cash transfers and increasing
opportunities of college admission by means of education quotas for more social disadvantage
youth (RiosNeto, 2005) deserve further investigation. Increasing education amdenoaht

support new schemas that could decrease ideal family sizes. Other changes might also improve
access to resources (fAimaterialso in the TCA f
acted upon, such as access to contraception.

In the following paragraphs, | will present the TFR, the DFS and the six parameters
contained in the Bongaarts (2001)06s Proxi mate
methods | will use to estimate them. After decomposing the parameters, one will be able to
understand how much of the decrease in TFR in Brazil is a change of preference possibly driven
by ideational changes surrounding the meaning of childbearing (reflected in smaller DFS) or an
inability of women to fulfill their reproductive expectations, polsdue to institutional changes

or a lack of institutional change to accommodate new necessities of life.

(Coutinho and Golger, 2014). In the same period, the proportion of Protestants increased from 3% to 22.2%, while those who
selfreported themselves as without religious affiliation increased from 1% to 8% of the total (Brasil, 2012).
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CONCEPTUALIZATION, DATA AND MEASUREMENTS 12

Total Fertility Rate (TFR)

To measure Total Fertility Rate (TFR), | calculated the fertility rates of the last 3 years
preceding theurveysi DHS and PND$ (1986, 1996, 2006). The number of children born in the
last 36 months is divided by the womgears lived of exposure age-498 by 5 year age group
interval. Because in 3 years women might have been part of two different age groups, by using
the technique of the Century Month Code, it is possible to take into account the contribution that
women gave to each age group; for exam@lomen age 21 at the time of the interview had
spent one year of her life at the age group comprised between 20 and 24 and two years in the
group comprisedof22 9 year s ol d, so s hehawungadhidi 4 wt € svowi t

different ages.

Desired Family Size (DFS)

Desired family size (DFS) is conceptualize
response given to the following questions, which are different for women who had and who had
not had any children yet (includes currentregnt ) : A1 Se pudesse voltar &
gue ndo tinha nenhum filho, e pudesse escolher o nimero de filhos para ter por toda a vida, que

n“mer o seria este?o0, which transl ates as ni f

not have any dldren and could choose the number of children you could have throughout your

12 Formulas were based on Dharmalingainal 2014.Throughout the Results section, | will use footnotes to present new ways to
calculate the parameters for future reference.
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whole | ife, what number would it be?0, and @S
gue teria em toda a sua vida, quanheewctt eri a?o
number of children to have throughout your wh
answer fAup to Godo were excluded from the sam
small fraction of the sample, they do not matter for théyaisasince they do not have any target

fertility. The desired number of children reported by all women will be averaged and the result

will stand as the Desired Family Size (DFS). In the absence of longitudinal data that could

capture preferences beforetonset of pregnancy, it is important to keep in mind that target

family size might be biased due to pastrationalization, or women who adjust their preferred

family size to the size of the family they have. However, if women were really rationahzing

responses, the DFS would equal the THRat is not the case.

Unwanted Fertility (F)

Many women report having more children than they wanted, especially in midtransitional
societies. In many developing, countries this is the main reason why observed fertility exceeds
desired family size. In postransional countries, as couples are inglgadite to implement their
fertility preferences, unwanted childbearing is less sizable (Bongaarts, 2001).

Barros and Wong (2012) analyzed women of different union types in Brazil and found
that the proportion that has ever used contraception is close to 100%. However, women in stable
relationships have lower probability of using contraception, and for thosexmHow educated
this proportion is even lower. Curtis (2012) evaluated Brazil’s contraceptive use and concluded
that despite the near universality of contraceptive use, 29.7% of births in the five years before the

2006 PNDS were reported as mistimedritea later) and 17.8% were reported as unwanted
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(Ministerio da Saude, 2008), confirming that this would be an important proximate determinant.
This pattern is commonly found in other low fertility countries, which is a sign of contraceptive
failure and inonsistent contraceptive use.

Lacerda et al. (2005) found evidence of unmet need for contraceptive in Brazil in the year
2002. They used the methodology developed by Westoff and Ochoa (1991) in which the group
who has unmet need for contraception is coragad sexually active women who were not
using contraception at the time of the interview, but had demonstrated desire to postpone or limit
their childbearing. That includes pregnant women or women with amenorrhea for which the last
pregnancy was unintend®r untimed.

The first thing to have in mind when calculating unwanted pregnancy is the fact that the
number might be underestimated becausxqgdostationalization of children, and the stigma
associated with reporting a child as unwanted (Dharmatingiaal. 2014). In the lack of
longitudinal data that would allow for the capturingegfpostationalization, the strategy used
will be to consider as unwanted any birth of a living child in the last 36 months where the
women responds that prior to gegipregnant she wished to have no more children. The
guestion posed to the respondents is: AQuando
guerendo engravidar naquele momento, queria es
whi ch tr attlseltirmetyeudecanse prédgAant with <name of child>, did you want to
become pregnant then, did you want to wait un
The ratio of unwanted children born in the last 3 years to all children born in tBeykeests is

added to 1 to be transformed into the first parameter F
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Replacement Effect of Child Mortality (k)

Parents fAbear children not for the rewards
the rewards expected to accrue fromsurviingi | dr eno ( Prest on, 1978,
child mortality usually take three strategies: physiological replaceieférs to the rapid return
to ovulation after death of child; volitional replacemiergfers to having an additional child giving
that one has died; and hoardihdpaving a high fertility due to the anticipation of a child loss).
Preston(1978) discusses whether improvements in life expectancy and lower infant mortality
contributed to the decrease in fertility given that the ineréasthe probability of survival
motivated parents to control fertility. One of the possible mechanisms to improve survival was
breastfeeding which delays return of ovulation, reduce environmental contamination, and increase
birth spacing (Knodel and vare &Valle, 1967).

Following Dharmalingam et al. (2014), the Total Replacement Effegt ¢F child
mortality on fertility is estimated by a technique proposed by Olsen (1980) and Trussell and Olsen
(1983). First, they selected women aged485years, whoaccording to them, have already

completed or are close to completing their fertility. Secondly, they selected the number of children
ever born,N;, and the number of children already deéhd Then, they estimatettie proportion
of dead children; =d, /N . After this, they regressefl, on P, and estimated the predicted

valuesE[di]. Later, they regressed on this predicted vaks.

The effect of the rate of replacement on fertility at the aggregate level is given by the
replacement rate multiplied by the corresponding Infant Mortality Rate (IMR). The IMR was

calculated by me using the same D&t®l PNDSJata for the years 1986996 and 2006, for the
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years preceding each survey, and applying the same filters as for the groups being studied. If the

replacement of fertility takes on a number of 10%, for example, the Indexdflo.

Sex Preference (k)

Parents may havepaeference for a family of a particular size, and also of a specific sex
composition. A commonly chosen family size is the one composed of two children, with one son
and one daughter. If the number is achieved but the composition is not, parents mang ¢ontin
have births, therefore leading to higher fertility (Bongaarts, 2001). Gender preferences are a
tricky phenomenon because they usually make fertility higher in order to go toward one’s
compositional goals. However, in contexts of low fertility, nohsnaill endlessly have more
births to realize a preferred gender composit
sex preference might encourage-selective abortion. Sex selective abortion could allow
woman to realize low fertility and @referred gender composition.

According to Dharmalingam et al (2014), in traditional patriarchal institutions (e.g., India),
sons are more valued than daughters for their greater economic utility asacoeiltural logic.

In Latin America, as emphasizdry Bongaarts (2001), this effect might be smaller, or even
favorable to females or togender balancesouza et al. 2011 found evidence that the probability
of having a third child is higher for women whose first two children are the same sex, aedescrib
by Angrist and Evans (1998 in Souza et al 20Eby.women who had two children of differen
sexes,the likelihood of having a third was 47.04% in 19@Mile thosewho hadtwo children of

the same sein the householddd a51.16% probability of having third child. In 2000, the

probabilities were 38.50% and 42.12%, respectively.
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In the Brazilian DHSand PNDS$women reortedthe exact number of daughters and
sons they would like to have in an ideal situation, the ideal sex composition of the household
Theywerea s k e d : AfQuantos destes filhos (as) voc° g
fossem mul heres, e quantos n&dhiompomangriod o he
children [desired number cited above] would you like to be male, how tode/female and
how manyofy ou woul d not care about the sex?0. Tech
of sex preferencénowever, becae desire does natways translate into accomplishmerasd
because there could be ex post rationalization, observed sex ratios at birth and parity progression
are better indicators of the impact of sex preference on fertility (Bongaarts, 2013). Sex ratios at
birth can tell whether women have been using anyadsex selection mechanissych as
selective abortion. Parity progression, or Sex Ratio at Last Birth (SRLB), shows if the
progression to the next birth depends on the sex composition of preceding births, a proxy for sex
selective stopping behavior. 8y are estimated by calculating the probability of having a second
child giving the sex of the first, and the probability of having a third child giving the sex of the
first two.

Although Bongaarts (2013) finds evidence of strong sex selection for niale pfr i ngo s i
Asia, this is not the case in Brazil, where the only kind of abortion practice that is allowed by law
is of those pregnancies due to rape or when t
sex ratio at birth is considered at noreatel, around 104 in 2010, so even if unsafe abortions are

being practiced, which they are, they are not motivated by the sex of the child. Sex preferences in
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Brazil can only be achieved through births of higher parity with the intention of household
compaition, reflecting in an increase of TFR when comparing with the'DFS
Dharmalingam et al (2014) operationalized this enhancing effect on fertility using the

foll owing procedure, which was based on est.i

m

fertil 1ty i f all sex preferences were to disappece

whether or not a respondent wants an additional child by parity and sex composition of existing

acPk

anr |
children'®. The measure is defined by the following relationship: whereC' is the

lowest® proportion of individuals among the different composition who do not want any more
children at each parityand sex compositiomndP; is the number of persons at each parity and
sex composition. The result of this division demonstrates the percentage of increase in TFR due

to sex preferences.

Tempo Effect (F)

Historically, in the beginningf the twenieth centurythe relative parcipation of
women age 40 and over childbearing was high since women contidte have children
throughout her life. Thus, it was not unusual to see 45 yeahaldng babies, but those babies

used to be of much higher parity. When birth controltiensified and fertility declines, women

13 Analysis indicate mixed balance preferences, followed by daughter preference in Brazil. This is the topic of my second
dissertation chapter.

141 used all children born alive, disregarding that some might have died and the mother could be trying to replace a certain
gender.

The wording is incorrect in the original article. |t says
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voluntarily stop childbearing because they have already fulfilled their reproductive goals
(Morgan, 1991). So, births of women age 45 and over goes from 10%Pto(Billari et al.

2007) in the United States. Laterhen women start to delay fertility, the rates of births at age 40
more than doubled between 1971 and 2000, becoming even more common to have a late first
birth (Billari et al. 2007).

Menken (1985) discusses the issue of delaying childbearing. Womebdmvelelaying
entrance into marriage, or waiting until they have achieved their personal goals before having a
child. However, some will have to change their intentions, voluntarily or in involuntarily because
of union disruption (Menken, 1985). As discedsbove, postponements of fertility (tempo
effect which would be the number of children that a women would have had if they had not
postponed) affect fertility rates negatively and the reason why this happens is because despite the
apparent simplicity ofhe TFR, it is subject to misinterpretation. The indicator is estimated with
data from a specific period, i.e., from women aged 15 to 49 in the same year. If there is a rising
age at childbearing, the estimates decrease the TFR because births of succlesdivare
spread over a longer time period, the tempo effect (Bongaarts, 2001).

The tempo (P effect on fertility is calculated with the Bongaarts and Feeney (1998)
method. The result is an adjusted TFR without postponement of fertility and donetyy pa

specific rates.

TFR =TFR /(1- m)
WhereTIZR is the adjusted TFR for birth ordierTFR is the observed TFR by birth

order, andm is the annualized rate of change in mean age at childbearing at betleeen the

beginning and end of the period.
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The total fertility rate is the sum of the fertility rates by birth order (see below).

TFR =§ TFR

The ratio betweenthe TFRRad t he TFRO6 wi | | provide a perc
effect of postponing fertility (by pushing the mean age at childbeavimtf)e observed TFR. For
the years 2006 and 1996, the rate of change in the mean age at childbearing were calculated
using the previous survey. | used the 1996 to calculate the rate of those of 2006, and 1986 to
calculate the rate of those of 1996. For the year of 1986, however, due to the absence of any prior
survey from which | could derive the annualized rate of changehtimge in the mean age at
childbearing was calculated using the same DHS (1986), but investigating births occurred

between 72 and 36 months before the survey.

Involuntary infertility (F)

Involuntary infecundity stands for the effect of the inability to have a child (physiological
or diseasenduced) and the effect of union disruption or the inability to find a suitable partner on
fertility. Dharmalingam et al (2014) estimates this paramiey looking at the percentage of
women in their last age group (49) who were childless (2%).

Ideally, one could separate both effects in two different parameters.

For the first parameter, one could easily evaluate whether a women is infertil@dpausi
variable available in the DH&d PNDSsurveys that inquired women about whether they did
not have any child because they were infertile. It is equally easy to track if a women is old
enough to be a mother, but have never been married or cohabjiezblém with the first

measure is that perceived sterility might be higher than actual and the exaggeration of infertility
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might be a myth one has to break. Menken (1985) explains how couples nowadays are not trying
long enough before they consider themsslinfertile. In fact, if they had tried for at least two
years, a large proportion of them would have got pregnant.

A problem with the second measure is that differently from India, marriage is not
universal in Brazil, childbearing is often namarital,and unmarried women are not expected to
bear children, so many of them might not even know whether they could in fact bear children
and their childlessness could be voluntary. Thus, this estimator might not fully represent the
involuntary childlessness Brazil and might not fully capture the so@conomic nuances that
could impact involuntary infertility.

So, I will estimate the involuntary infertility based on the proportion of women aged 40
49 (or 4044 in the case of 1986) who are or have been pushjonarried or cohabiting and who
have never had any child ever born. The proportion of women in the sample who fall into this
category will be used as a parameter in the equation to decrease the value of TFR.

Although biological infertility could be higer for some social groups as demonstrated by
Tavares et al. (2013) diseaseluced sterility would be small in more recent years, and would
only kick in after women achieved a certain age, by the time she had already had many children,
so the values fohe parameters should not be very different for all wofaémy differences
between social groups will be more a result of social sterility (for example, some social groups

might be more exposed to union disruption).

16 Tavares et al (2013) ayakd the female DisabilipAdjusted Life Years (DALY) and concluded that there are many conditions
(some of which are linked to childbearing) that could lead a women to have living or reproductive impairments. Some of these
conditions are unsafe abortiopsierperal infection, and high blood pressure. Those could directly impact fertility rates in case a
women acquired those conditions before setting an end to their reproductive life. Authors estimate that the incidence of
infections, for example, is as hi@s 7.2% (usually set to 5% as it is common to perfoigeddion in Brazil where antibiotics are
administered to patients as a prophylactic measure). Moreover, it is still difficult to measure the impact onAfetttititg. also

found that those disalities are worse for women who live in the most vulnerable regions of the state where the study was
conducted, which confirms that biological sterility has social causes, such as poverty, lack of health care, among others.
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Competing Preferences @

The articleby Dharmalingam et al (2014) estimate that because marriage is universal in
India, other life priorities should not influence fertility rates, so they set the value to the
parameter to be equal to 1. However, | have enough evidence to believe thaamBveaitien
are feeling pressured by their other responsibilities and foregoing maternity more often than in
the past. Following the suggestion of Dharmalingam (2014), a parameter Bongaarts (2001) called
Competing Preferences will be measured as a residtizd @quation TFRDSF that cannot be
explained by the other five parameters explained above:
TFR=DFS* F, * F.* F..* F, * F, * F. , Where unwanted fertility ()}, child replacement &,
and sex preferenced#y are above one, rising age at childbearing ¢an bebelow or above one,

and involuntary infertility (i, and competing preferences(Rre below one.

Given -IE;LFFézFU B e

| estimate the Hactor with the residuals of the estimate:

C FS—:Q VI o ol N <
In other words, how much of the difference between TFR and DFS cannot be explained by
the parameters estimated in the equation.
Thus, competing preferences are conjunctures that will interfere with a women ability to
have the children she desired and thiddtnegatively impact her maternity prospects. For example,

women who work and have to invest in their careers sometimes have to decrease their original

17 Exploring Competing Preferencewmre in depth is the topic of my third dissertation chapter.
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desired family sizes in order to climb the ladder at work. Other factors such as higher education
asprations and the pursuit of life goals are also examples of situations women not always
anticipate when planning their desired family
sound like women are happily choosing a new plan over the old ones thet always true.
Prolonged singlehood, inflexible work schedule, lack of affordable childcare are other situations
might make a women think twice before getting pregnant, representing conjunctures that will make
a women revise hédertility goals

Compeing Preferences seem to be an important factor shaping Brazilian fertility rates
because motherhood is not universal and there are many factors that could compete with it.
Several studies have documented the differences between mothers andthers inerms of
wage, type of occupation and labor force participation in Brazil. Paulo (2012) models the female
hourly wage comparing mothers and nanthers aged 22 to 34. Independeinéducation, non
mothers have much higher wage in the three periods angli/28d, 1988 and 2009), and the
difference is higher for women of high education which suggest that the penalties and cost of
opportunities is higher for these women. Junior (2008) found associations between occupation
and fertility. Women who worked in gdions of direction and managg, as well as women
with bachelor degresgn general, postpone fertility and tend to control fertility by parity much
more. Women with low skill occupatish end t o have a more Afl exi bl e
with worse pay and no benefits or formal contract of work. In those types of work, wages do not
improve with experience, so women can leave for maternity and return with apparently low
penalty to theicareers (England, 1991 in Junior 2008). Santiago also found that high educated
women have lower odds of having three children when compared to low educated, suggesting,

once again, that women might think about the costs of opportunities.
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Interestingly, ®uza et al. (2011) investigated the effect of having children on the female
labor participation by parity (1, 2, and 3) and found that children impact participation at every
order, but the negative effect of first and second child became weaker witlnidnine effect of
high birth order (3) increased. This demonstrates how women would have children regardless of

her labor participation. It is her career that will dictate her final parity.

Covariates

The TFR and the DFS, as well as the 6 parameteizedtiin the framework, were
explored according to soetemographic variable hereby called covariates. They come from the
two waves of the DHS (1986, 19p&nd the PND$2006) and are factors that shape fertility
intentions and outcomes:

a) Wealth Index: Cotinuous 5level variable ranging from 0 to 4, being 4 the Itlgast

category. See Appendix 1: Chaptefiol details.

b) Predicted final education level: 0 to 3ta¥; 8171 10;11; and 12 or more. Estimated
based on the probability that a women aged 15 tod4d finish her current
education level and enter the next levels of education until collegdfeadix 1:
Chapter Ior details.

c) Urbanicity or place of residence: 1=Urban, 2=Rural.

d) Geographic macroegion (North=1, Northeast =2, Southeast =3, Soutentral
West=5i except for 1986 for which Central West is added to North).

e) Religion (Catholic=1, Protestants=2, None=4).

f) Achieved Years of Educatiof:to 3; 4 to7; 8§ 10; 11; and 12 or mor&efers to the
years of education at the time of the intewi
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g) Race (White=1, Black and Brown=2). The DHS 1986 did not have a variable for race.

Data

| used data from thievo most recent waves of the Brazilian DHS of 198611996 and
the Pesquisa Nacional de Demografia e Sau@@@8. These databases are nationally
representative, crosgectional, and have the following sample sizes respectively: 5892, 12612
and 15575Although the PNDS is not a DHS, it contains many of the sguestions needed to
decompose the fertility ratelsfocus my analyzes on woméhs-49) and their children born in
the last 3 yeard’he DHSand the PNDSnograns have developed standard procedures,
methodologies, and manuals to guide the survey process and make countries and years
comparable. Sample proaeé for the DHSand the PNDSollowed specifications of thequal
probability of selection methd@®&PSEM) and th@robability proportion to siz¢PPS).

The DHS 1986 was coordinated by Sociedade Civil Hestar Familiar no Brasil
(BEMFAM), and was inserteith a research conducted by the Demographic Health Surveys
(Macro International Inc) and the Center for Disease Control (CDD, US). The DHS 1996 was
coordinated by BEMFAM with the help of the Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica
(IBGE), Macro Inernational Inc., Agéncia Norte Americana para o Desenvolvimento, UN
Population Fund and UNICEF. TiResquisa Nacional de Demografia e Saude (CEBRAP 2006),
wascoordinated by the Brazilian Center for Analysis and Planning, and the Brazilian Health
Ministry and was funded by UNESCO. Data were collected in the five Brazilian geographic
regions (four regions for 1986), in urban and rural areas, as well as urban slums. Original survey
databases have already been published and are availhtife/dtvsms.saudgov.br/bvs/pnds
and athttp://dhsprogram.com/data/availaftlatasets.cfm
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| applied weights (v005) to expand the sample sizen appropriate Missing data for

covariates was treated as random and deleted from the analyses.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

General model

A descriptive analysis of the sample can be found in ThbléAlthough there are different
sample sizes for the 3 DHS years and the sdermographic groups, | opted for including all
women in the analysis because of sample size and beréssiag values for the calculation of
one parameter does not compromise the analysis of the others.

The values for the Total Fertility Rate, the Desired Family Size and for the six parameters
for the Bongaarts Proximate Determinants of fertility for each year andderiographic groups
can be found in Tabl&.2. When the factor helps to increase féstjl parameters will take the
values higher than 1. When impacting negatively, they will take the value beldhelmost
powerful the parameters are, the further from 1 their values are going to be.

The box below (Box 1) presents the amount of variarpmed, the value of thesguare,
with the inclusion of each parameter Byrvey year. The unit of analysis is each socio
demographic group studiedhese were obtained by a stejse regression of the TFR with
forward selection of the remaining paraerstin the following ordeiDesired Family Sizé€DFS),
unwanted fertility(Fu), replacements for child mortalit§Fr), sex preferenc@-sp), Tempo effect

(Fr), involuntary infertility,andcompeting preferencéfc).
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Box 1: Explained variance with modelparameters, 1986, 1996 and 2006

TFR 1986 1996 2006

DFS 0.573 0.387 0.459
DFSx R 0.848 0.788 0.694
DFS X Fy X Fsp 0.882 0.794 0.727
DFS x kX FspX 0.883 0.852 0.740
DFS x kx Fspx B x R 0.891 0.858 0.740
DFS x kX FspXx B x R x F 0.907 0.867 0.741
DFS X i X FspX Fr X Bt X F XFc 1.000 1.000 1.000

As can be seen, a great deal of the variance can be explained by adding those parameters
to the model @squares are 0.91 for 1986, 0.87 for 1996 and 0.74 for 2006) sinjciest that the
Bongaarts model works well for Brazilian data. All parameters seem to contribute well for the
explanation of the TFR, howeverteaf family size preferences, unwanted fertility atfte most
predictive power to the model, followed by cortipg preference estimated as a residual. Note
how the importance of this residual grows over time, suggesting the necessity of studying it more
in depth and finding new ways to estimate it.

Parameters

The first thing to be observed with Taldl is the fat that there is a reversal between
fertility outcome and fertility intentions represented by desired family size, as predicted by
Bongaarts (2001) and as expected, since this is a characteristic of a society undergoing fertility
transition. Brazilian womestart the period having more children than they desire, and finalize the
transition having fewer children than they wishgbmeral womenin 1986wanted 2.79 and were
having 3.21 children, in 2006 they wanted 2.1 but were having 1.87.

Below, | will discuss the main findings for each parameter separately. Graphs will be
utilized to summarize eadf them to facilitate the interpretation and illustrate the findings,
shedding light on what might be behind the reversal between intentions and outcomes, and t

disparities that have existed or persisted within social groups.
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1 -Total fertility rates in Brazil

In Brazil, between the years 1986 and 2006, the TFR dropped from 3.21 children per
women to 2.49 in 1996 and to 1.87 in 2006 as can be seen inITable

By analyzing levels of TFR according to social groups, one can see that fertility is closely
tied to wealth: the largest the wealth group, the lower the fertility. However differences have been
narrowing. For example, women of the lowest wealth indexah&FR of 6.39 in 1986, but it was
down to 2.84 in 2006. The richer group started with a TFR of 2.05 in 1986, and in 2006 are close
to 1 child per women.

The decline in time happened for all social groups, with the exception of Middle School.
They dedhed from 2.33 to 1.85 followed by a small recuperation to 1.99.

It is clear that those with the higher fertility in the beginning of the period are the ones for
whom the rates have declined the most, showing a clear sign of convergence around replacement
level. In spite of that, fertility continues to be higher for those with low education, low wealth
index, those who live in rural areas, in the North and Northeast macro regions, and for Blacks.
Those without religious affiliation used to have the highfesility among religious groups (4.22
in 1986), but then converged to lower levels.

All four macro regions were above the replacement level in 1986 and slightly above in
1996. In 2006, three of them were below replacement, and only the Sa&fesabd North region
showed values slightly above replacement.

It is important to notice that although education and wealth are associated and many of the
fertility trends are the same, the relationship is not perfectly linear, which produces different
estimaes for both when analyzing the parameters. In fact, the Kendallls maeasure of
association is of 0.46 in 1986, 0.42 in 1996 and 0.37 (ASE<0.01), possibly reflecting the fact that
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education has become less selective over the years with the increasmitewel of education for
the Brazilian population. Because this is not a multivariate analysis, comparisons between two
social indicators (for example, comparing high educated with high wealth) should be done with
extreme caution because these might @onthe same group of people. So, | will only make
comparisons withithesegrougs.

In the following paragraphs, the presentation of the results of the other parameters will help

explain the differences in TFR among other social groups.

2 - Desiredfamily size

There is a clear tendentywarddecline regarding Desired Family Size (DS& can be
seen in Tabld.2. It is easy to conclude that the most important driver of the decline in TFR is
womends desire to have auedetlihedfrom®P. o 2|10, tnesmostAl t h
popular family size continued to be 2. The percentage who answered 3 children declined from 25%
in 1986 to 15% in 2006. The percentage who desired 1 increased from 10% in 1986 to 15% in
2006 percentages not shownThis finding is consistent with evidence from other countries that
shows that as TFR declines, DFS remains around replacement level (Bachrach, 2001; Morgan,
2001).

Desired family size declines steadily as education and wealth increase, and from year to
year. For example, in 1986 it varied from 3.13 for the lowest wealth index and 2.70 for the higher.
Put into a time perspective, DFS also seem to converge around replacement level: in 2006,
womends preference was f or index@nd3M foftehighierl i t y f

An interesting phenomenon seems to occur for women of the highest levels of education
(both predicted and achieved): while DSF decreases with education until High School (1.92 in
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2006), women who have proceeded to higheelkewf education (college or beyond) have the
desire for more children (above 2.10). These could be related to expected improvements in income
T highly educated women might know they could afford more children, so they want more
children. However, when orleoks at their fertility rates, these women are having fewer children
than the other groups.

A second hypothesis is that women who proceed to higher education levels have the desire
for more children because they are part of a selected group who seed tieyyeconomic value
and costs of children and could be motivated by other ideational reasoning surrounding
motherhood, such as personal fulfilment. In this case, the schemas of motherhood being fulfilling
could be more important than the schemas of lemi@mily sizes.

Another hypothesis does not explain why they would want more children, but explains
why they end up having fewer. College women might face conjunctures that compete with
childbearing, like career and prolonged education. The estin@te®rmpeting preferences (as
will be explained later in this chapter), strengthens this hypothesis. High educated women have
one of thenighestvalues for competing preferences, which impacts the fertility rates.

The relationship between DSF and urbdpiwas as expected. Inhabitants of urban areas
not only have fewer children than rural areas, they also wish smaller family sizes. These could be
explained by the fact that rural areas might have fewer obstacles to have a larger family, such as
more spaceless violence, cheaper costs of living, agricultural and familiar work, among others.
Paulo (2012) also had found that the motherhood penalty is more severe for mothers in cities. The
values for competing preferences in the case of this chapter, foplexame much lower for rural

areas.
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Region does not seem to be an important source of variation for desired family size, with
the exception of the CentéYest for more recent years, a largely agrarian region.

Some interesting fact is the difference iF regarding religion. People without religious
affiliation have lower values for desired family sizes at every year. It is possible that the Christian
doctrine fAgrow and multiplyo is really making
schenas of bigger family sizes.

Race does not seem to be an important source of disparities for ideal family size. Both
Whites and Blacks wish to have the same number of children in 1996 and 2006, so the differences
in TFR between the two groups have to comeifsome other parameter. Unfortunately, race was
not contemplated by the survey in 1986.

Once again, the most important findings is that the values for desired family sizes get closer
to the value of the TFR in the year 1996 and then depart from i¢ ipetér 2006. The difference
between the two in number of children can be observed in FigRrélhe main reproductive
concern of Brazilian women, which used to be how to be able to regulate their fertility to meet

their reproductive goals, have changetetng able to have all the children they have planned.

3 - Unwanted fertility

Although unwanted fertility has declined in every year for every social group, it is still very
high,in accordance with the findings from Curtis (2012). The value declined34% to 19% of
all children born in the last 3 years preceding the surveys. The different levels of unwanted fertility
seem to be behind the different TFR of the social groups, representing the different levels of

materials (resources) that each sadg@onographic groups have available.
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As expected and can be seen in Tdh?eand Figurel .38, this percentage is improving,
but is higher for women of low education level (predicted and achieved) and low wealth index,
also in agreement with what Barros andM™y (2012) had found. The lowest proportion of
unwanted pregnancy is in the South (better averages in terms of economic development) and much
lower for women of higher educational level and higher wealthy index. These numbers confirmed
what the literaturehas demonstrated, that education and wealth can facilitate access and
information about contraception. They are also important to show how sexual and reproductive
health should continue to be a priority for governments and policymakers.

No religiousdifferences were found in unwanted fertility, so the theory that secularization
has improved access to information and utilization of contraceptives cannot be supported. The
existing differences in TFR according to religion must come from some other parameter.

Bl acksd and Whiteso6 rates of unwamased ch
between the races have narrowed. This improvement, together with the improvements for low
wealth and low educated could be a result of the reproductive health policies that were
implemented in Brazil in the last decades such as free distributiomtriceptives, awareness
campaigns and even the high rates of sterilization (Caetano, 2004). Some of these policies were
specially design to target minorities and low income women in order to spread the knowledge that

the smaller families are more succesg§imaral and Potter, 2015).

18 Note how the values for unwanted fertility hereby analyzed and available at Table 2 are actually underestimated. As stated in
the Methods section, Dharmalingan et al (2014) utilizepéneentage of unwanted children as the Bongaarts Parameter because,
according to them, the percentage unwanted should be added to 1. Suppose that 30% of children were unwanted:
30/30+70=0.30 + 1=1.3

Thus, for Dharmalingan et al. (2014), if 30%tloé chidrenborn in the last 3 years are unwanted,Rbeparameter that should

be used to multiply DFS equals to 1.3.

However,if 30% of the children is unwanted, that means that the proportion of unwanted childrehechildren who were

wanted is actuallynuch bigger:

30/70=42.8,

So theDFS should béncreased by 42.8%, not 30%, and the Fu parameter should be of 1.428.

In addition, there are other measures of unwanted fertility that could have been used, such as Unwanted FertilityrBates. In o
to keep cmparability with Dharmalingan et al (2014), | utilized the same measurement.
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Regarding macro region, unwanted childbearing has decline is all of them, with the
exception of the North, where it has increased slightly from 1.16 to 1.21. As has happened with
some states in the analysis of Dharmalingan420tis common to observe a decline in unwanted
births for places that are more advanced in the transition, but it is even more common that in a first
moment, especially in the middle of the fertility transition, to observe an increase in unwanted
pregnaciesi since women need to feel the necessity of controlling fertility before actually
beginning to control. The higher TFR for rural could also be explained by the larger value for
unwanted fertility, an indication that they might lack access to comiiges.

These findings are of extreme importance for research because it shows Brazil still has a
long way to go in regards to sexual and reproductive health. This finding is also relevant because
as fertility is already low, further increases in econod@gelopment and education levels could
reduce unwanted fertility by increasing access to materials (resources) such as information and
access to contraceptives, and consequently, reduce fertility rates. Unless, of course, women of
higher education level arable to have the surplus children they plan. Policymakers should be
attentive to this findings, as this could be the hope for an aging country.

Although Unwanted Fertility seems to be picking up the effect of Sex Preferences
(because awomenmightbeor e | i kely to decl are a birth as
she wished), the two parameters are not associated. The values for the Pearson correlation among

them by year are: 0.17 (19860, 20 (1996) and 0.3{2006).

4 - Child replacement

The results for the effect of child mortality and replacement on fertility at the aggregate
level for the three years and the social groups can be found in Takded in Figurel 4. The
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value is in decline for all groups from 1.08 in 1986 to 1.03 in 2@M&ch means that mortality no
longer plays an important role in the number of children ever born by women. In fact, infant
mortality rates dropped from 69.18 per thousand in 1986, to 37.5 per thousand in 1996 to 24.9 per
thousand in 2006.

My findings this suggest that mortality and subsequent replacement do not explain much
variations in levels of TFR for thestirveyyears and most children are surviving. So the schemas
that regulate fertility behavior and norms in case of high mortality (i.e.: by haxing children)

will start to disappear from womends minds so

5 - Sex preferences

At the country level, desired sex composition of the offspring does not seenifaantly
impactthe fertility rates of women. The estimates areund 1.04 in Tabl&.2'°. However, the
parameter might help explain variations within social groups. The numbers should be observed
with caution due to the potential inflation effect caused by the small sample sizes certain
population groups for eagiarity and composition.

When they are analyzed separately, it is easy to perceive that the sex composition has

helped to keep fertility at different levels, at least for some groups of women. This is tlfier case

19 Note how the values for Sex Preference hereby estimated and available at Table 2 are overestimated. As stated in the methods
section, Dharmalingan et al (2014) estimated sefepgrce using the number of persons at each parity and sex composition. |

é. (Cii - Cij)Pij

(1' Cij )F’”

argue that the formula utilized should be as follof where Sy is the lowest proportion of individuals among

the different composition who do not want any more children at each parity | based on the sex compo&timm-,\dhighest
proportion of individuals among the different composition wloaot want any more children at each patrifjherefore,

Gi-G) is the proportion of children for each composition and parity that are only wanted due to unmet sex composition. If one

adds those children who only are desired due togkeamposition of their previous siblings for each par"ﬂy(,c'j -GIR , one

will observe that the total is the number of children that are wanted only because their parents did not achieve their desire
composition.This number, divided by thetal number of wanted children, will tell how much of the DFS is increased by sex
preferences.
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women without religious affiliation, for thNortheast region, for the lowest wealth group and for

5-8 years of education in 1986, even though the effect seems to be reduced in the most recent
years. In 1996, the effect of sex preferences seem to lower down, but women of the highest
predicted edudsn group pick up a large effect possibly due to small sample sizes at parity of 3
children and because fertility is very well controlled for this group, so whatever children are being
born in excess, it possibly has more chances of being due to sexstompthan unwanted

pregnancies. In 2006, the large values for low educated women are in evidence.

61 Tempo Effect

Tablel1.2 also brings the values for the parameters of Tempo. Due to its specificities, it is
worth mentioning that that tempo effectBnazil could help inflate or deflate the fertility rates as
can be seen in Figufie6. When tempo is below 1, women are postponing fertility, which means
the mean age of childbearing by birth order is increasing. When tempo is above 1, women are
having clildren earlier when compared to previous decades. In average, the Brazilian population
is anticipating their fertility, but it is important to notice that some groups of women, such as the
low educated who have always hadery low age athe time of hawg theirfirst child, are now
beginning to postponkeaving childrein or, to be more specific, they are moving their first child
from adolescence to early adulthood. This could be reflecting new schemas being presented to
them, such as the necessity of prajed education, or simply, the attempt of authortbevalke
more resources available for teenagers to prevent pregnancies.

It is also possible to see an inversion in the effects of education: in 1986 and 2006, increases
in education meant early fertiitbut in 2006, women of all levels of education started to postpone
having children.
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There are two explanations for this finding. The first is that women in Brazibntrast to
Europe, have their children early and start to limit their fertility inrtbarly adult years, instead
of postponing their fertilityWhile highly educated would stop, poor women would continue to
have children, giving the impression that fertility was early for high educdted other
explanation is that all women are stogptheir reproduction at lower parities and not necessarily
moving to the third or fourth child. Thégreswith the findings from Ministerio da Saude (2008),
and the relatively low mean age at childbearing for some groups means that futeatisifor

continuous decline.

7 - Infecundity and Involuntary Childlessness

Unable to estimate biological involuntary infertility, | estimate the proportion of women
who are or have been previously married and never had children ever bornl Zahew the
results for the three years. Notice that the valub@parametes seem to be stable over time and
without larger significant differences when all groups are compared (around 0.95). This is a
conservative estimate as it is assumeddhabharied women wanted to have children.

While the parameters stay around 0.95 for all groups and years, for the highly educated it
goes down to 0.83 in 1986 as can be seen in Figarshowing that this estimate is capturing the
effect of another parametieesides biological infertility. This is because biological sterility should
not be sensitive to any schema, resouocesnjunctureslt should be equal in all groups or maybe
higher for low educated and low wealth according to Tavares et al. (201&)ud that this
difference for highly educated is capturing the effect of social infertility (union interruption or
inability to find a suitable partner), or even competing preferences. This certainly helps explain
some of the differences in TFR for higldglucated compared to other groups.
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This fact alerts to a necessity of creating a different parameter to estimate involuntary
childlessness in future works, especially because | have observed a decrease in fertility rates and

it is possible that many aples who are married do not want any children.

8 - Competing preferences

So far, | have discussed six items in the equation proposed by Dharmalingam et al (2014)
to explain the unexpected differences between actual TFR and DFS also described bytdongaar
(2001) with the exception of competing preferences. These parameters have helped to elucidate
what the main sources of differences regarding TFR among social groups are, but some of the
difference remains unexplored.

The estimated values for the parameters can be found in Talil2 and observed in
Figurel.8. It is important to remember that because theafue depart from 1 on a negative basis
(the higher the competing preference, the more negative the number is), higher values of competing
preferences produce smallet ¥alues. Note how this value is more negative for higher wealth
index and high education. Recently, womendiacreased their rates of participation in the labor
market, and have also been more responsible for householdsdit@063; PNAD s/d). Findings
using data from the decades between 1990 and 2010 has found that children substantially decrease
a womenbés participation in the | abor mar ket (

The same authors also found that the effect of the birth dirttechild had astronger
effect on a motherds | abor market participati
effect for the birth of the second child in 1990, suggesting that families would make an adaptation
in order to foster an economy ecale. In 2000, however, the second child starts to have a
significant impact..
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Inhabitants of urban areas also have more competing preferences because having a child
implies higher costsand requires someone to stay home with th®ylma providechildcare. In
2006, however, the values become the same. It is also more negative for Whites and for members
of Protestant religions in 1996 and 1986, but because this is rasido@lBongaarts modehere
are other latent variables that could be plagimgle in the competing preferences for these groups.
Likewise, it is troublesome to comparalues for theesidual over time because the residual in
1986 could be picking on the effect of other variable that do not exist in 2006, for example.

No significant trend can be observieggeographic region.

While the exploration of Competing Preferences will be done in a future chapter, | finish
this analysis by plotting the residual of the equation hereby called Competing Preference against
common competingakctors: years of education. In the graph below (FigL8¥ the population
mean values for years of education for each sdemographic characteristic (i.e. Black, Catholic,
Rural) were plot against their correspondent value for Competing Preferenaegifable at table
1.2 for the threesurveyyears.

One can see how plotting the residua)) (Fith their correspondent population mean of
years of education produxa negative linear correlation. That means the higher the mean level of
education of a céain sociedemographic group, the lower thegvalue (the higher the competing
preference).

Figures1.10,1.11 andl.12 bring the Evalues plot against population means for the years
1986, 1996 and 2006 separately.

In Figures1.10, 1.11 and1.12, notice how the relationship between mean years of
education and competing preferences has become more flat in 2006. This factor either means that

education attainment has become less competitive with fertility over time (women of all levels of
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educatio are able to maintain their desired fertility rates), or that education attainment has become
less selective (more women are achieving higher levels of education). Future papers will illuminate

competing preferences and look for better ways to measunenaedstand its influence.

CONCLUSION

| analyzed fertility transition in Brazil using the low fertility model idealized by
Bongaarts (2001), modelled Bharmalingan et al (20140nder the lenses of the Theory of
Conjunctural Action (JohnseHanks et g12011).In summary, fertility in Brazil is declining
quickly and has been below replacement level sincérdtelecade ofear 2000. The desired
number of children is also declining, but less remarkably, and can be considered the main factor
behind thadecline of the TFR representing an overall schema for smaller family sizes.

In the period between 1986 and 2006, a qualitative change in fertility occurred in Brazil,
as women used to have more children than desired and then they have fewer. While DSF
deaeases with education until High School, women who have proceeded to higher levels of
education (college or beyond) have the desire for more children.

The relationship between fertility and Tempo is a complex one. At the same time it is
possible to observe postponements, especially for groups for which the fertility was very low, one
observes a stopping behavior at low parities that might be the rdsiediosithe negative tempo
effect. For the first group, schemas of small family sizes and schemas that cortrithge
importance of education and career might be causing women to put family plans after personal
goals. For the second group, women whoehtdeir first child ak very early age (such akiring
teenage yeaysnight face conjunctures that make them assertive regarding their fertility behavior
and stopping fertility early.
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Among the six factors proposed by Bongaarts (2001), unwantedyastistill the factor
that most contributeto a surplus number of children. Unwanted fertility, which reflects a lack of
access to materials and resources that allow aantmcontrol hereproductive behavior
continuesto be lower fotthe highly educéed andor women in the highest wealth graiprhis
suggests that education and wealth are the most important parameters for fertility across various
social groupsFurther increases in economic development and edudatiels could reduce
unwanted fertity, anddrop fertility rates even morélnless, of course, women of higher
education levalbecome able thave the children thegonsider to be ideal.

Competing preferences also seem to be an important factor behind women not achieving
thar desired number of children, especiallgmen of higler education. Literature suggests that
these trends are associated with socio demographic changes in Brazil, such as modernization,
urbanization, increase in schooling levels, increase in the propoftigniparental households,
increase in the participation of females in the labor force, among others, which could be another
sign that fertility could go even lower. Thus, policymakers should look at the necessities of
different groups to make sure reprotive goals are met. In this paper, competition was
measureas a residuadf the equationbut future work should explore this parameter further,
looking for better ways to measure it. Future work should also considedeepg/the
conjunctures, or theeasons why women revise their goalsnsidering whether it refers to the
pursuit of life goals (competition) or to systematic social constrains (constrains), such as lack of
affordable childcare or discrimination against mothers in the workplace. lighie of the TCA,
research should also add another parameter, one that allows women to revise her goals upwards,
such as the effect of a new relationship after a divorce, the use of reproductive technology that

increases chances of having twins, etc.
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Demographers could also use the Bongaartso
certain population parameter could affect fertility, for example, level of education. If the mean
level of education increase, how much less unwanted fertility can we exprettp of that, how
would the Competing Preferences decrease fertility even more? The existing TFR is not only a
change in preference in ideal family sizes, but an inability of women to fulfill their reproductive
expectations. Nevertheless, it is somehawelief to know that women continue to wish to
reproduce around replacement level and solving the issues of fertility in Brazil is just a matter of
reproductive rights and opportunities.

As a conclusion, this useful framework has been proven valuablanfierstanding
variation in transition and pestansition fertility. As reported by Dharmalingan et al (2014), the
Bongaarts Proximate Determinants of Fertility posits that fertility is driven by a series of
components and those different components cbelcesponsible for different fertility ratebhe
model seems to be working well given that the parameters together account for between 70 to 90%
of the observed variation in TFR across time. The results are also consistent with fertility trends
observedin the literature, helping to tell a story of overall fertility, but with some specific
differences according to socidémographic groups related to different levels of the specific

parameters being measured.
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TABLES

Table 11: Characteristics of theBrazilian DHS 1986and 1996 andPNDS 2006 samples
utilized in this chapter.

1986 1996 2006
n % cum % n % cum % n % cum %
0 906 15.38 15.38 1,356 10.8 10.8 1,159 7.44 7.44
1 976 16.56 31.94 2,883 22.97 33.77 1,972 12.66 20.1
Wealth 2 2,242 38.05 69.99 3,587 28.58 62.35 3,894 25 45,1
Index 3 935 15.87 85.86 2,317 18.46 80.81 5,743 36.87 81.98
4 833 14.14 100 2,409 19.19 100 2,807 18.02 100
Total 5,892 100 12,552 100 15,575 100
Oa3 1,787 30.33 30.33 3,052 24.21 24.21 2,076 13.34 13.34
Predict 4 1,963 33.32 63.65 4,473 35.48 59.68 4,237 27.23 40.57
final 5to 8 781 13.26 76.9 2,085 16.54 76.22 3,048 19.59 60.16
level of 9to 11 872 14.8 91.7 2,129 16.89 93.11 4,263 27.4 87.56
educatio 12 or
n more 489 8.3 100 869 6.89 100 1,935 12.44 100
Total 5,892 100 12,608 100 15,559 100
Urbanici Urban 4,514 76.61 76.61 10,254 81.3 81.3 11,062 71.02 71.02
ty Rural 1,378 23.39 100 2,358 18.7 100 4,513 28.98 100
Total 5,892 100 12,612 100 15,575 100
North 709 12.03 12.03 1,340 10.62 10.62 2,594 16.65 16.65
Northea
st 1,792 3041 42.45 4,772 37.84 48.46 3,166 20.33 36.98
Macro Southea
Region st 2,545 43.19 85.64 3,523 27.93 76.4 3,343 21.46 58.45
South 846 14.36 100 1,571 12.46 88.85 3,310 21.25 79.7
Center
West 1,406 11.15 100 3,162 20.3 100
Total 5,892 100 12,612 100 15,575 100
Catholic 4,768 80.92 80.92 9,808 77.77 77.77 10,201 65.58 65.58
Protesta
Religion nt 521 8.84 89.77 1,832 14.53 92.29 3,478 22.36 87.94
Other 190 3.22 92.99 380 3.01 95.31 730 4.69 92.63
None 413 7.01 100 592 4.69 100 1,146 7.37 100
Total 5,892 100 12,612 100 15,555 100
Oa3 1,803 30.6 30.6 3,094 24.54 24.54 2,094 13.46 13.46
4 2,063 35.01 65.61 4,605 36.52 61.06 4,443 28.56 42.01
Yearsof 5to 8 915 15.53 81.14 2,264 17.96 79.02 3,726 23.95 65.96
educatio 9to 11 740 12.56 93.7 1,899 15.06 94.08 3,722 23.92 89.88
n 12or
more 371 6.3 100 746 5.92 100 1,574 10.12 100
Total 5,892 100 12,608 100 15,559 100
White 4,890 38.82 38.82 5,987 38.8 38.8
Race Black 7,674 60.92 99.75 8,638 55.97 94.77
Other 32 0.25 100 807 5.23 100
Total 12,596 100 15,432 100
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Table 1.2: Values for the parameters of the Bongaarts Proximate Determinants of Fertility calculatefibr Brazil with the DHS 1986and 1996
and PNDS2006.

Wealth Index Predicted final education level Urbanicity Region Religion Years of Education achieved Race
TOTAY 12 0r 12 or )
0 1 2 3 4 O0to3 4 5t08 [9to 11 more Urban | Rural | North | N.East | S.East [ South |C.West| Cat. | Prot. | None | Oto3 4 5t08 [9to 11 more White | Black
TFR
198¢ 320 639 404 259 219 209 526 28] 233 194 164 272 471 31§ 471 260 263 319 29§ 424 530 279 223 190 164
1999 249 491 331 217 194 169 393 279 189 16§ 15§ 230 3371 254 303 227 232 224 256 219 289 393 269 180 169 154 223 3.0
2004 181 284 223 217 173 107 31§ 257 199 1290 107 183 203 234 189 174 174 217 184 200 194 311 23§ 173 174 154 161 204
DFS

198¢ 279 313 303 264 273 270 313 279 255 249 2501 270 309 29§ 283 269 294 283 28] 243 313 277 259 244 25§
1999 234 259 2371 224 237 234 264 231 219 221 220 2274 26] 23§ 230 227 240 2649 234 2410 199 262 230 219 227 229 233 233
2004 21 234 219 203 2074 21) 260 211 20§ 197 213 20§ 2394 22§ 212 207 21§ 229 213 211 1794 260 211 201 193 219 211 210

Unwanted fertility

193¢ 134 144 141 131 123 1194 144 130 129 127 114 137 139 140 143 130 122 135 12§ 134 144 129 129 127 114
1999 129 130 127 122 117 1194 133 121 127 114 11§ 123 124 119 129 129 117 11§ 123 129 124 133 121 1290 115 11§ 117 127
2004 119 1289 11§ 120 117 119 12§ 13q 115 110 113 124 119 121 120 120 109 104 119 122 123 12§ 130 11§ 112 11§ 117 122

Child Replacement

193¢ 1094 109 109 104 103 104 1094 10§ 104 109 104 10§ 104 103 109 10§ 102 109 103 104 109 104 104 100 1.0
199¢ 104 109 1094 103 104 104 10§ 103 103 104 1.0y 104 104 104 104 104 107 10§ 10§ 103 119 10§ 103 103 107 104 107 1.06
2004 104 104 107 107 104 10§ 104 107 104 104 104 104 10§ 104 10§ 104 107 104 103 101 10J 104 107 101 104 100 1027 103

49

Sex Preferences
1984 104 133 129 117 108 104 104 113 129 103 109 108 119 107 124 107 114. 10§ 111 129 104 114 1289 104 1.04. .
1999 10§ 112 104 104 1074 104 104 10§ 10§ 107 114 103 11 10§ 11§ 121 139 13§ 124 133 1171 119 12§ 12§ 118 143 130 114
2004 104 107 113 119 114 107 124 119 104 119 109 109 119 104 111 104 114 114 104 110 109 129 111 109 113 109 109 1.09
Tempo

193¢ 104 109 117 110 119 114 109 103 084 104 124 1079 104 1094 11§ 103 0095 104 119 113 109 104 084 114 131
1999 104 097 099 103 097 104 095 101 099 117 124 099 104 09§ 101 107 11§ 094 099 102 10§ 095 107 099 117 13§ 110 1.0
2009 109 099 104 09§ 103 114 104 100 099 094 084 109 104 109 10§ 107 100 104 10§ 103 099 10§ 099 095 097 084 10§ 105

Involuntary Infertility

198¢ 099 097 099 094 0974 099 097 097 095 084 084 095 094 099 094 094 097 0935 099 093 097 097 099 08§ 0.8
1999 099 097 097 099 097 094 097 097 097 099 089 099 094 099 099 097 099 099 097 094 094 097 097 097 093 091 09§ 097
2004 094 091 091 093 093 094 099 099 094 089 094 094 093 099 092 093 099 099 094 095 084 095 099 094 094 094 093 094

Competing preferences

1984 074 097 064 062 054 054 097 069 077 06§ 049 067 09f 066 0784 06§ 069 071 061 08§ 100 064 06§ 060 044
1999 084 131 109 079 070 064 109 094 069 054 049 089 081 094 087 063 054 054 074 053 089 093 079 054 057 034 05§ 0.8
2004 074 099 081 08) 067 03] 074 089 08§ 061 049 06§ 064 079 064 073 074 074 06§ 071 099 072 08] 077 083 074 059 0.7
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Figure 1.4: Parameter for Child Replacement Brazil (1986, 1996 and 2006)
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CHAPTER 2: SEX PREFERENCES IN BRAZIL

INTRODUCTION

On a global scale, when one thinks about sex preferences, the first thing that comes to mind
is the odd sex ratios that soomuntries are facing in recent decades due to the wide spread practice
of sex selectioff. Il n some countries in South Asia, the
close to 10%.

Around the world, preferences for having a child of a certain seshitoren with a
particular sex composition Ralways existed due to economic, religious, social and psychological
reasons. But because fertility rates were high, achieving common desired compositions was likely.
Further, in the absence of sex fsadection, sex ratios at birth remain at normal levels (around
1.05) even if couples have additional children to achieve a sex preference (Arnold, 1997; Gupta e
Bhat, 1997, Park and Cho 1995).

When total fertility rates (TFR) declined, mostly as a redudtgmaller desired family size

and higher contraception use, many women were unable to achieve their desired sex composition

20While in the neonatal period the mortality of boys are usually higher everywhere in the world, in countries with sorc@referen

and sex sel motritan,j tyhesugiprlss@&s tnboratabperipdsadd remain highdr duting and aftert he po
the first year of | ife. This shows that it is ndhe the biolog
mistreatment happerg any time, such as during breastfeeding, food allocation (quality and quantity), proper clothing, parental
surveillance, and access to health facilities iamdunization Guilmoto, 2012pg 24). Discrimination also reflects in smaller

school attendancert es f or girl s, who have to sacrifice their educati or
to use less contraceptives and have shorter birth intervals causing their daughters to have more siblings and bigger families

making resoures even scarcer (Brockmann, 1999).
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of children. In the most notorious example in the literature, Asian women feared being sonless and
experienced strong pressureseduce their number of daughters (Das Gupta et al 2002). Initially,
this pressure increased posital practices such as female discrimination, neglect and infanticide

so that mothers could concentrate efforts and resources on their male offspringnd@&ko,

1995; Bongaarts, 2013). Later, in some localities, technology became available to act before birth.
Prenatal sex selection through selective abortion became widely used, evidenced by high sex ratios
even for low birth orders (Park and Cho, 1996ngaarts PDR 2013).

In Latin America, the subject has not been studied in depth because it is believed to be
irrelevant. In Brazil, any form of disclosed child neglect or violence based on sex would be
condemned. Abortion is legally restricted to a fetuations, such as rape or risk of death for the
mother, otherwise, it brings penal sanctions for women and health care providers.

Although sex selection might not exist in Latin America, sex preferences, which are the
underlying sociological explanatiomif sex selection, remains unnoticed in the literature. Sex
preference, is however one of the factors responsible for keeping fertility rates closer to
replacement level. This is because in the absence of prenatal or postnatal practices, women who
are unsasfied with the sex composition diieir children may progress to future births. So, sex
preferences may increase fertility as women and couples pursue a desired sex composition.

In Brazil, the TFR was 1.8 in 2006 and according to estimates presentbdpiteCl, it
could be 5% lower in the absence of sex preferences. These results indicate that although women
are not selecting their first child based on sex, some might be continuing childbearing in order to
achieve a desired sex composition, a stratégy has long been described in international

literature.
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To my knowledgefor more than 20 years, only three articles (with a demographic focus)
touched on this topic in Brazil, and only the first focused on sex preferences (Arnold 1992; Souza,
Rios Netoand Queiroz 2011; Carvalho 2014). Based on parity progression rates-@eythn
interviews, these studies suggest that there is a national predilection for asexxeaimposition
in Brazil. As a matter of fact, the preference for the dyaddidyor girl-boy is so typical that
Brazilian demographers might have ignored the importance of that for fertility believing that only
a radical preference for a certain sex deserves to be taken into consideration. It is important to keep
in mind that even the desifer a balanced composition may substantially increase fertility. In the
context of low fertility this factor may prevent fertility rates from falling even more. Therefore,
this is a phenomenon that deserves to be further explored, particularly if psboosgical
perspective by stratifying the analyses by social groups.

Most cross sectional studies use parity progression rates to analyze sex preferences. While
these studies can show the impact of sex preferences on fertility, tharldHPND Sffer aunique
opportunity to understand sex preferences because the sunekyle questions about size and
composition of womends ideal family. 't s
preferences to understand how social structure has bepmglsex preferences and fertility
ideals. It is also important to understand which women are pursuing their compositional goals in
spite of the low fertility targets.

In this chapter, | will first describe some of the seminal studies regarding sexepoefer
and then | will formulate hypothesis for the Brazilian case. To avoid the ex post rationalization
apparent in the data, | will focus on women who have never had children but who intend to do so.
Comparative analysis will explore differences betweetiad groups (wealth, education, race,

region, urban/rural, religion, church attendance, marital status and work status).
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This chapter presents evidence that a balanced sex preferences exists among most
Brazilians; some evidence of a secondary daughégeqgnce is also found. The evidence comes
from responses to questions about ideal number of children and their composition available in the
Brazilian Demographic Health Survey of 1996
i ndi ffer enc e oeploreoenceth & destiliyedectimes; but Brazilian women, in their

majority, still look for balance.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Mechanisms and explanations for sex preferences

A woman or a couple may have desires for a certain sex composition for their offspring.
When desires are deliberately enacted, they become sex selection, which is a rational and adaptive
behavior to avoid children of the unwanted sex. These desires are linked to schemas that provide
women with economic, religious, social and psychologicaaes to have a son or a daughter
(Guilmoto, 2012; JohnseHanks et al. 2011 It happens because society ascribes different roles
and expectations to people based on their sex
roles and costs and benefifseach gender are different, people might have different motivations
to have one or another because sons and daughters are not substitutable (Pollard and Morgan 2002).
Preference may happen before or after birth and has historically been linked to enpefer
males given the predominance of patriarchal societies.

For example, the driver of son preference is the male role in the family and the lower value
of women in societyGuilmoto, 2012;Wood and Bean, Das Gupta et al 2002). In traditional

societies, men are considered to be more suitable for agradwlionk and can acquire better paid
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labor force positionsMen are necessary to perform religious ceremonies in some ethdic
religious traditions, and provide continuity of the family name in patrilineal households (Das
Gupta et al 2002, Park and Cho, 199=0rther sons are a primitivéorm of social security
responsible for supporting the parents in old age (Wood & Bean, 1977). Agltaweomen who

are born, raised and marry into these societies are embedded in these common norms about social
roles that will shape her preferences for offspring.

In the context of India, Dyson and Moore (1983) explain how female and gender
differences m treatments can lead to different mortality and sex ratios. In the case of India,
indicators of sex discrimination are higher in the northern states compared to the southern states,
which also have lower fertility, lower infant and child mortality, artddage at marriage. These
differentials are credited to regional sociocultural variation, or schemas, regarding family and
kinship structure. In the North, there is a dowry system, women behavior is closely monitored,
females leave their homes to joinhuanddés family, and there are \
husbands and wives. In the South, where women have much more freedom and social status, they
are allowed to inherit property, marry at later ages and have more freedom picking their husbands
and occpations. Besides that, the costs of the wedding are also shared between brides and grooms,
women can maintain contact with their kin, daughters can help their old parents, and religious

rituals are share&?.

21 The description of these two different realities elucidates the necessity of increasing female empowerment and autonomy to
promote gender equality (for complete review, Gaimoto, 2012. Although financial incentiveare interesting because they

can counterbalance the expected returns in investing iftstitesature considers that from all attempts to increase gender
equality, the most successful are the aiming at a change of attitudes. Examples of that arevedimeim¢p complete education,

to have a valuable income, to exercise political influence, and to have more freedom.

22 The Family Law of 1989 in South Korea, for example, established that women could be allowed to inherit property, contribute

to theirparen s househol d, and get custody of their kids (Chung and
to work and remain employed after marriage. In India, urbanization also changed women status because it reducedythe centralit
ofsonsintheirpar ent sdé | i ves. Industrialization also reduced the i mp
families based solely on their skills and qualifications. Female education and employment gave women greater abilibopto funct
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In places where family sizes are more flexiblgying at least one girl is useful for company
and household work. In a very psychological piece of work, Teichman, Rabinovitz and Rabinovitz
(1992) suggest that women prefiughters because they could be the caregiver for their parents
at old age, butlso because they can work out their own identity conflicts. In some societies,
however, a daughter is a potential bride with a large cost for parents. Besides having to pay the
dowry, they are not supposed t o thenoaftar marribge;t e t o
they are expected to leave the home of origin to open space for their dandaveiand are also
deprived from inheritance and expected to wor

In more developed societies where cteldare no longer a source of economic security or
care during old age, and where the state hav
preference for males is less tangible and important. A report (Arnold, 1997) and an article
(Bongaarts, 2013) brng st ati stics of the status of di sc
prestige seems to be better in Europe and in the Americas, where daughter preference is more
common, although it is rare and related to a preference for mixed composition (A9®Id page
3). Modernization fiunder mines religious commi:
status of women, thus eliminating the factors usually invoked to explain the son preference of
traditional societieso (Brockmann, 1999, p. 3

Ot her studies also find preference for wor
social role and status (Teichman; Rabinovitz and Rabinovitz, 1992). Hank and Kohler (2000)

found girl dés preference in the UwreeénmbeddeBinat es,

and contributdo their parental household (Das Gupta et al 2002). Even radio and television have their role in boosting female
autonomy and independence (Jensen and Oster, 2008).
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military combat. As described in the international literature, boys suffer more threats during their
lives, especially in a society that is exposed to wars and hostilities. In those localities, having girls
could be a way of preventing thess of children (Jacobsen, Moller and Engholm, 1999).

As can be seen, gender preferences are fdem
community norms shaping individual attitudes
more recent timg however, it is also common to find the rationality surrounding sex preferences
to be more socipsychological, such as the expansion of the self, a sense of affiliation and a feeling
of accomplishment.

Besides the large body of research covering reasonsex preference, there is also
growing evidence that a preference for balanc
(Poll ard and Morgan, 2002). The declining eff
the third birth is consistewith a convergence in the roles and gender norms of children and
parents. Daughters and sons are increasingly likely to be given the same educational and
professional opportunities and also to have access to the same types of activities. Their parents
alsopresent more similar rates of college attendance and more similar expectations.

Gender indifference would reflect a major shift in society toward not only gender neutral
legal and administrative regulations, but also attitudes that have convergedngggedder
neutral roles in work and family spheres (Bianchi, 2000 in Pollard and Morgan, 2002 p. 603).
According to the authors, the more rigid a gender system is, the more important the achievement
of specific gender compositions will béhereby represged by having the third birth. In societies,
such as France (Marleau and Maheu, 1998), the percentage that do not have a preference is high

because of the local context of greater gender equity.
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Empirical evidence and hypotheses

When schemas infoomwha i s more advantageous, but |
way to achieve sex preference is by continuing childbe&riAgound the world, evidence from
17 countries suggests that in most European countries a couple is more likely to have these child
if the first two are of the same sex (Hank and Kohler, 2000). In general, parents who have two
children of the same sex have 1.3 times more chance of continuing (Waller, 2010). In a study for
the American population, Wood & Bean (1977) calculate pgribgression rates and find that
Mexican Americans have a higher probability of progressing to higher birth orders than the Anglo
Americans, but they both prefer mixed families and the probability of progressing decreases if you
already have a sex mix. Adwer parities, however, both populations appear indifferent to the sex.
According to Hank and Kohler (2003), the proportion of people who wants a specific sex
composition increases as you have your first child, suggesting that people might be actirajly aim
at a balance.

Brazil seems to be following this pattern, but there are not many published articles on the
topic. Preferences for a mixed composition were visible when a study by Arnold (1992) was
published with 1986 Demographic and Health Survey (Di$a. He found that the percentage
of currently married, nofpregnant women aged -¥® in 1986 who wanted another child was
larger for the women whose children were of the same sex. While 23% of women who had a boy
girl wanted more children, 31% of the wemwho had either a gidirl or boy-boy wanted more

children. Data shows how in the case of having two sons, parents are more likely to have another

231n the absence of sex selection abortion and infanticide.
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child than when they have one of each sex (Ar
study for tle more recent Braziliatata.

Souza, RiosNeto and Queiroz (2011) found mixpdeference using national household
survey data (PNAD, Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios) from 1990 and 2000. While
47% of mothers with a mixed gender of two childresuld have a third birth, for those with either
two girls or two boys, the percentage having a third birth would go up to 51%. Although they have
this finding with more recent data, the focus of their research was not on sex preference, so no
further exploation and explanation were provided. Given that preferences are embedded in social
context, my first hypothesis is that, in general, as in Europe and in the United States, Brazilian
preference will be largely for mixed composition, but different socialggavill present different
sex preferences.

Carval hodos (2014) qualitative study of gen
upper class couples as they revised their reproductive goals and considered having one extra
children. She also describ#te opposite outcomecouples reporting a new composition as ideal
as they got used to the joys and challenges of having thepnederred composition. This work
demonstrates how | ifebdbs <conjunctures l ead to
Conjunctural Action suggests (Johnddanks et al., 2011). But, on average, she found that while
females tend to prefer daughters, men tend to prefer sons, which is in accordance with the
literature. Although there clearly is a lot of material to be exgalpthis variable was not fully
explored in Carval hods work given the focus o

Apart from these three studies, gender preferences has not been on the main research
agenda in Brazil. Since fertility rates were generally higher than desiraly f&ine in 1986, |

assume the majority of women were achieving their compositional goals by simply having a lot of
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children since (in 1986, TFR was of 3.2, DSF was 2.79). In 2006, TFR fell below desired family
size (1.87 vs. 2.1), women may still haveith#esired composition but due to lower fertility
intentions, they cannot or are afraid of enacting their preferences. So, | expect that with the decline
in fertility rates, women will be more realistic about possibilities of accomplishing a certairddesire
sex composition. Thus, fewer women in 2006 (compared to 1996) will demonstrate any preference
at all, or more women declaring to be indifferent to their offspring composition.

A number of factors may interfere with goals for a certain number of childreimportant
one is marital status. Teichman, Rabinovitz and Rabinovitz (1992) find that women, in general,
prefer daughters for company and complicity,
are preferred. Further, Bongaarts (2013) observedhkadesired sex ratio for single females is
105, while for married women is 123, as they are partially influenced by their husbands. Pollard
and Morgan (2002) suggest that couples desire at least one of each based on the fact that each sex
will have adi f er ent Antrait, strengt h, | ei sure actiywv
woman, there might be a desire to watch the child grow and interact with that child in those
particular activities that are gender driven. Because men and women getesatymore their
own sex, especially for a first child (Jacobsen, Moller and Engholm, 1999), it could be the
disagreement between the couple that could lead to higher birth orders because they will continue
childbearing in order to achieve a mixed compas and satisfy both (Marleau and Maheu, 1998).

While Beckman (1984 in Stein, Willen and Pavetic, 2014) says that each partner negotiate
on the basis of individual intentions, von Rosenstiel et al. (1986 in Stein, Willen and Pavetic, 2014)
argues that grtners have multiple influence upon one another. Power is more symmetrical as
women gain more education and increase their labor force participation, which also reflect on more

daughter preference among this gubup. Although male partners have greatdevance in
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deciding whether to continue childbearing, females have a veto power because they bear the
physical costs of pregnancy, birth and child raising (Stein, Willen and Pavetic, 2014).

Women who are single, separated, divorced or without any psintpevill be more likely
to prefer girls because they will lack the male factor in increasing a desire for a boy. Raising a boy
could also be considered harder without a masculine figure around, or it may be psychologically
complicated to have a young bthat resembles his father, a man with whom the matbesnot
have astrong relationship. Currently, in Brazil, the number of young boys put to adoption is 30%
higher than the number of girls according to the National Registry for Adoption (CNJ, 2015). |
one assunwethat single mothers are more likely fmut kids up for adoption, it is easier to
understand sex preferen@ssa driving factor for thidifferential.Younger poor unmarried women
might also prefer to have a daughter to keep them company.

In order to test the hypothesis that females tend to prefer daughters and this preference
might change only when a man comes into the scene, women who have not had sexual intercourse
and those unmarriedill show greater preference for daughters. Margedples on the other
hand, will prefer a mixed composition.

Place of residence may also be the source of different sex preferences because rural and
urban areas present different social divisions of labor based on gender over time. While rural men
were eyected to perform more arduous tasks, associated with the agricultural sector, rural women
were expected to raise children and compl emen:
(Paulilo, 1987). Thus, although sons have higher productivity, dexsghre necessary for the
household, which might have made families opt for bigger families with mixed compositions. In

urban areas, both children usually have the same social functions and are thus more substitutable.
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Due to the masculinization of theragyltural work, as has been described by Abramovay
and Camarano (1998), modernization and urbanization changed the possibilities presented to the
children and they started to migrate to the cities. Especially for the daughters, who had lower
remuneratiorcompared to man for the same rural work (Paulilo, 1987). While in agricultural and
manual labor physical strength was an asset, most current jobs do not require this feature, but
others such as patience and dexterity, in which females are not disadvavitegecbmpared to
males (Blau and Kahn, 2000). Thus, in more recent decades, urban areas witnessed an increase in
the labor market participation of females, while for men it was at most stable (Juhn and Potter,
2006; Wajman and RieNeto, 2000). This indetes that the labor market has been progressively
turned into a female locus, with a relative increase in female’s participation as workers and head
of households. Moreover, witlin increasan the service sectoryomengained access to many
better paid ypes of occupations (Juhn and Potter, 2006). | thus expect that in rural areas, the
preferences for mixed sex will be greater when compared to urbanlaredsan areas where the
service sector provides equal work opportunities for males and femaleswilidoe less gender
preferencémore indifference).

There are some regional historical,laadpeci fi
distribution among children in the maeregion of the South was call&inorato. It was a
patriarchal schma that consisted of the last son inheriting the parental property with the
responsibility of taking care of the parents at old age (Mello et al, 2003). The remaining sons
were expected to acquire agriculture skills and to live in other land bought tayrtie This
system was possible due to the great availability of land and geographic mobility, the social
pressure for young people to move away and become agricultural workers, the existence of a

Aagricul tural dowr yo (| afdaughters tomehe processie nt ), t h
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With time, modernization changed the role of the last children to stay in the land, and
other possibilities were presented to the children, such as emigration to cities, and for the
daughters, who began to receive the agrical dowry. Nevertheless, daughter are still excluded
from inheriting parental lanégndt hey dondét seem to participate i
work (Mello et al, 2003). |then hypothesize that due to the historical existence of the Minorato,
the preference for boys will be greater in the ma@gion South.

Religious affiliation may also matter (Marleau and Maheu, 1998; Pollard and Morgan,
2002). Patriarchal and conservative religious institutions such as Catholicism and Pentecostalism
(Gallagher,1996) provide couples with schemas of higher family sizes and lower contraceptive
prevalence. They also provide them with structural functionalist views on family in which
husbands and wives have a complementary role within the ideology of the sefdaets gphile
men are the breadwinrg2women are expected to do the domestic labor, take care of the kids, take
care of their social networks and of their husbands). Althowaghen are subordinate to men, their
roles are harmonizing and equally importafiis could be associated with a desire to have a
bal ance composition or even indifference, i f
hypothesize that women affiliated with Catholicism and Pentecostalism will show relative greater
preference for balanaghen compared to people without religious affiliation.

The frequency of attendance to religious services should also be taken into account as many
people only nominally identify their religious affiliation, in spec Catholics, as it is the
historicallydominant religion in Brazil. | hypothesize that the preference of those who more often
attend religious service will be even more salient, as in general these individuals hold more

conservative views over reproduction.
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Other important fact@rthat might nfluence sex preferences is race. In the case of Brazil,
black males aged 15 to 24 present very high homicide rates directly caused by their involvement
in drug trafficking, criminality, gang violence, police violence and racial profiling (Waiselfisz,
2013. For instance, their annual mortality rate (145.8 per one hundred thouwssstdyher han
that of white women as a whole (2.3) and surpasses the mortality rate of many countries under
warfare (Waiselfisz, 2013Y.here is a number of missing boys in Brazilian society that cannot
be ignored, especially among the poor and black. Part of the underlying cause of the problem is
lower socieeconomic levels and negative ideological and cultural representation of black and poor
individuals.

On top of poor males being moretims ofviolence, women are faring better than men
in regards to education completion and university graduation in general and among the
disadvantaged stratus (Wajnman and Feso, 2000; Whinter and Golgher, 2010).atimeans
that having a daughter, more than having a son, might be more advantageous in the near future,
when they will be then more effectively able to help support the household, in particular, among
the poor. Thus, | also hypothesize that Black womenvesmden of low socieeconomic status
will have a preference for girls, when compared to other groups in the population.

Moreover, preferences in general might be more salient for poor women, because from all
the possibilities that a middle class women hiavbfe, such as career, marriage, children, and
personal goals, having kids is many times the only thing a poor woman can have control over
(Berqu-, Garci a, Lima, 2012). So, their attac
be something thegannot give in. Waller (2010) also shows how there is a higher tendency for

lower-class couples to continue childbearing after having two children of the same sex.
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The last factor to be tested will be education. Hank and Kohler (2003) find that more
educatd women have access to other sources of income, so they do not need to rely on their sons
or husbands for economic support, which could increase their bargain power. The same reasoning
could be behind women who work and thus have their own money. Howewees, educated
women might have fewer preferences whatsoever because education tends to increase egalitarian
views over life so their daughters and sons will be highly educated and live in an environment of
much more gender equity than their low educatmahterparts (Lameirao, 2011), which is not
automatically true for all women who work. Finally, achieving a balanced mix composition might
di sturb the high educated wo me nféwsrchidreoinsteadi ¢ pr
of certain children a making them be more concerned aboutrtheberof children than the
gender As a result, | expect more educated people to have less gender preferences, but women

who work to have more daughter preference.

DATA, LIMITATIONS AND EX POST -RATIONALIZATION

Data comefrom the Brazilian DHS of 1996 arille PNDS oR006. These databases are
nationally representative, cressctional and focus on women in reproductive (4§e49) and
their birth historySample sizes were of 12,612 women in 1996 and 15,5786 Sample
procedure for the DH&nd the PNDSollowed specifications of thequal probability of

selection metho(EPSEM) and th@robability proportion to sizéPPS¥*. Information about the

24 More information about sapling procedure for the DHS can be found at
http://dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/AISM5/DHS_III_Sampling_Manual.pdf
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desired sex composition is present only in theegabasesThus, | could not use the database
from 1986 in this chapter, as | did in chapter 1.

The DHS 1996 was coordinated by BEMFAM with the help of the Instituto Brasileiro de
Geografia e Estatistica (IBGE), Macro International Inc., Agéncia Norte Americana para o
Desenvolvimento, UN Population Fund and UNICEF. PhNDS2006, Pesquisa Nacional de
Demografia e Sale (PNDS) (Minisério da Sade, 2008), wasoordinated by the Brazilian
Center for Analysis and Planning (Cebrap) and the Brazilian Health Ministry and funded by
UNESCO. Data were collected in the five Brazilian geographic regions amblan and rural
areas, as well as in urban slifs

The DHSand similar surveys such as the PNBY® ideal to perform analysis of sex
preference because the reproductive intentions data allow study of ideal family size and
composition, and are the only ratally representative database with these information. Giving
that theseBraziliansurveysare not longitudinal and that some subsample sizes are not large, some
limitations need to be addressed before proceeding with the analysis.

The first is that eypost rationalization, which is captured on retrospective surveys,
attenuates the effects of sex preferences because women review their preference after giving birth
(Wood & Bean, 1977, p. 130). Research also indicates that when parents fail to achiesedtie de
sex balance by the time they reach the number of children intended, they tend to revise their family

goals upward (Wood and Bean, 1977).will avoid this limitation byfocusing on a susample

25 Qriginal survey databases have already been published and are availdithp:/4ivsms.saude.gov.br/bvs/pndand
athttp://dhsprogram.com/data/availatnlatasets.cfm

26 Dissertation Paper 3 provides an analysis of ex post rationalization.
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of women without any children ever botwill also orly use information from those who wish at
least one child.

Tables2.1, 22, and23 suggest t hat womends desired
influenced by postationalization. When compared to the desires of women who did not have any
child born alivebut who wishes a certain parity, women who already had that parity tended to say
they prefer what they already have. The differences are all statistically different at the level of 5%
and this is consistent with a narrative of rationalization.

As can be sen in Table2.1, 71.4% women who had one boy said they wanted one boy
71.4% in 1996. Among women without children, the percentage who desire a single boy is only
of 29.5%. In the case of girls, 73.4% of women who had a single girl said that was theiu desir
composition. Among the women without children, this percentage is much lower, of only 41.4%
in 1996. Results for 2006 show the same strong pattern that is strongly suggestive of rationalization
T respondents claim to want what they have. A second aomesd also contribute: those who
strongly desire a girl, but have a first boy, go on to have a second birth. This process moves the
most dissatisfied respondents from Tahlke

Even for people who say that they are indifferent to the sex of their Ipasy,
rationalization seems to be occurring. Table shows how among the women without children
who only want one child, 29% in 1996 and 43.6% in 2006 said they were indifferent. When it
comes to women who started childbearing, the percentage who samdhesneutral about the
sex of the baby declines to 12.7% (had a boy) and 14.7% (had a girl) in 1996 and 31.7 (when
women had one boy) and 20.4 (when women had one girl) in 2006. This difference of 11 points in
2006 also indicates that there might exilsttant daughter preference as women tend tegujsst

toward neutrality more often when they have one boy than when they have one girl.
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When it comes to women who have two children and those who wish to have two but do
not have any yet, the suggestioh rationalization continues. Tablés2 shows the desd
composition for families of twofor women who have two children or womeho wish to have
two children.

Note in Table2.2 how 2.6% (1996) and 2.2% (2006) of the women who did not have any
childrensaid they preferred two girls. When it comes to the women who really had two girls,
47.8% (1996) and 49.1% (2006) said they really wanted this prefei&ihde. only 2.2% (1996)
and 1.5% (2006) of women who did not have any children but wished to hawhitdi@n say
that they wanted two boys, for those who really had two boys 52.4% (1996) and 37.8% (2006)
wanted that compositioAs for balance composition, a boy and a girl, 91.01% in 1996 and 83.3%
in 2006 who had this composition said this was what thayted. That is even higher than the
amount of balance wished by women who did not have children but wished to have a boy and a
girl (70.9% in 2006 and 79.8% in 1996). Again these data are highly suggestive of rationalization.

Lastly, Table2.3 shows thdlistribution of desired family sizes for a parity of three for
women who wish three children. The same trends can be observed. If we were to take the desired
composition of women without children as a reference of intention, preferences for three boys or
three girls would barely exist (less than 2.3% in all cases and years). But in 2006, 40% and 44%
of the ones who had two boys and two girls, respectively, said that was their desired fertility.

In sum, it is very risky to rely on the information about ttleal composition of women
who have already started childbearing because as the numbers suggestrationalization is
very common But the lack of women who admit having an unmet composition (these small
number can be seen on the Talfels 2.2 and2.3 in the proportion of women who admit not

having the sex they desired), could also be a sign of a behavior called continuation. It is possible
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that the women who have an unmet DFC are no longer in those tables because they have already
moved forward witttheir childbearing process in order to achieve their desired sex.

The hypothesis of continuation, unfortunately, cannot be testeccmigissectionaldata.
One would need longitudinal data in order to resolve this conurtdrAmother possible analysis
would be to use retrospective data to see if those who wanted a certain sex and had the opposite
were more likely to continue childbearing, but this analysis would still contain a great deal of post
rationalization. Thus, throughout this Chapter, | will lgpa intentions of women who have no
children.

For those who already have stared childbearinigetger indication of sex preferences
would be real behavidtess influenced by normative response hiagiichcanbe explored using
parity progression ras by compositionof previous childrenNevertheless, prenatal ideal sex
preferences might not be translated into practice once these women start childbearing and are
confronted with real sex ratios and the challenges of pursuing their initially desixed se
composition at the risk of increasing too much their family sizes.

Sincethe DHSand the PND®lso contain data on birth history (sex and parity of children),
| have also looked at whether the proportion of women who wishes an additional child dependent
on the sex composition of existing children (Tab222and A.3 in the Appendix@: Chapter 2
But desires to compose their households might not translate into behavior either. So, | have also
analyzed real sex preferences by analyzing parity progression based on sex and number of existing
children (Table R.4 and Table &5 in Appendix2: ChapteR). | will discuss these further in the

Appendix, where it will be possible to skew some of the preferences stated in this Chapter at

27 preliminary analysis show that in 2006, at the one child level, having a boy, regardless of the preference does naitimterfere

the likelihood of wishing to continue childbearing. Having a girl, on the other hand, when one wished a boy, doublesothe odd

wishing to continue, but the significance of the statistical test if low (p=0.096) Future work will stratify this anabisch
demographic groups and explore this association.bearing. this pap
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the intentions level are different from the trends found in Chaplédreluse of these three methods
enabled me to sdke degree to which women are sticking to their sex preferences.

A third Iimitation of this paper i s the ti
status may vary throughout her reproductive lifimfortunately, | cannot avoid this problem
totally, but this should not be a concern for women who never had any children since her
reproductive intentioin her ideal family size and compositions being captured at the same time
as her marital status: the time of the interview.

Other confounding aggts are caused by age and birth cohort effects: due to the declining
desired family size and declining fertility rates throughout time, older women and women in 1996
usually had more children than younger ones and women in 2006, so they would be ryaxe like
naturally achieve their preference. Besides, a childless 45 year old women in 1996 is probably not
childless for the same reasons as a 45 year old in 2006. Neither is a low educated women who is
childless at age 40, childless for the same reasoas4@syear old college educat@dThat is,
context matters and due to this fact, | perform the analyses separately by year, by desired parity
and with controls by age.

Other factors associated with preferences can be found in the literature and are not
addressed here such as occupation, full time employment, number of parental siblings, birth cohort,
age at first birth, as well as interaction effects. Moreover, as much as | would like to guarantee that
ideals of children compositions are stable or th#tlity intentions are real, | recognize they are a
dynamic sequential decision making process that should be modelled as such to really capture the
effect of conjunctures. Unfortunatelthe DHS and the PNDS areot longitudinal and dos not

allow one testudy change over time in actual living conditions, personal goals, and the interactions

28 Next chapter will shed light on factors that make a woman revise her fertility preferences.
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that might happen before conception, or even during pregnancy and after birth, as suggested by

Stein, Willen and Pavetic (2014).

VARIABLES, METHODS AND RESULTS

In order to investigate ideal sex preferences, a variable hereby called Desired Family
Composition (DFC) was formulated using the wo
first question asked women about her ideal family gize:f y ou ¢ ecedad numtbeoob s e t h
children to have throughout vy dranslatiomhaoelmie | i f e,
Women who answer Aup to Godo were excluded an
they will not significantly affect the results. | aldropped the women who did not want any
child but might have reported an ideal composition by mistake of the interviewer.

The second question asked women abodte al sex composition for
many of the desired number of children, askethe previous question would you like to be
male, how many would you like to be female &mdhow many youwlo you notcare about the
s e xtranslétions are mine The answers for both questions were grouped so as to form
combinations of ideal number asdx of desired children. Ov80 combinations were found for
thesurveys, as Box 1 shows.

For those who wanted one child, there are
one girl (Agd) or one and t he s dwochidoen shera ot ma
are six possibilities: bb (two boys), bg (a boy and a girl), gg (two girls), xx (two and the sex
doesndét matter), xb (one boy and other whose
sex doesnb6t mat t erWyerelessrtite@tbal i6 1996 andjtheevarietypoh r i t i e s
compositions were also smaller.
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Box 1: Desired family compositions (DFC) that were found in the DHS 1996 anlde PNDS
2006, all women, Brazil.

Family size
1 2 3 4 Other
b bg bgg  bggg  bbggg

bb bbg bbgg bbbgg

gg bbb bbbg  bgggg

XX 099 bbbb bbgggg

gx XXX 0999 bbbbg

bx gogx XXXX bgxxxx
gXX bgxx bbbggg
bbx XXX bbbbgg
bxx bgxx bbbbggg
bgx bbbbgggg

Note: b- boy, g- girl, x - indifferent

X Q

Sex composition

Three analytical strategies were employed to investigate sex preferences at the intention
level, for women who have not had children but intend to do so. In the following section, | will
specify the analysis, the methods and | will presemtéisults for each of them separately.

For every analyses, | selected explanatory variables that are used as a controls and also to
address the proposed hypotheses. These are mogtime n 6 sdensgraphicocharacteristics
available at the surveyThe sé&cted covariates utilized are as followsférence categories are

underlined) Marital status Married or in Uniow1, Separated or Divorced=2, Single and Never

married=3); virginity status (no=0, yes=1); place of residence (O=urban, rural=1),-ragcro
(North=1, Northeast=%Southeast3, South,=4, CentaVest=5), religious affiliation

(Catholic=1, Protestant=2, Other#80-Religior=4), church attendance (no=1, yes=1), race
(White=1, Black=2, Brown=3), wealth index (5 levels 0 to 4, being 4 the highesthieved

education (5 levels, ranging 0 to 4, being 4 the highest),labor market participation (no=0, yes=1).

Because the influence of this variables might change from year to year, | ran each regression

29 Refer to the Appendig: Chapter 1 for explanations on the construction of the Wealth Index.
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separately bgurveyyear. Some covariates, likeealth index and education, were treated as

continuous in the regressions.

Descriptive analysis

Descriptive analyzes of DFC show the relative distribution of the most preferred
compositions according &elected covariates by year. A complgitdribution can be found in
Appendix 2: Chapter &here it can be seen ththat the most preferred sex composition in
Brazil is the dyad bowgirl for almost every social category (47.39 in 1996 and 40.89% in 2006).
But the percentage of women who regbris preference has declined in almost every social
group. The second most preferred composition continue to be of 2 children indifferent to sex,
which grew from 9.1 to 14.3% in ten years and is the second most prevalent in most social
categories. One caiso see that the third, fourth and fifth most preferred compositions in 2006
are to have one indifferent to sex, one daughter, or not have children at all: preferences for zero
children slightly increased from 6 ta3%6. In Appendix 2: Chapter, ne caralso see that it is
also much more common to find compositions of four children in 1996, as well as more diversity
in compositions.

In Table2.4, the two most preferred compositions of each sdeimographic group, are
analyzed separately: balance andfiiedénce. With a few exceptions, the proportion of women
who mention balancebg (one boy, one girl) as preferred composition has declined between
1996 to 2006, while the proportion of women who are indifferent to their composxion

(indifference) haveen increasing.
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| then performedc2 tests to check whether these differences in proportions are significantly

different from one year to another. The p values can be found in the last column d? Zabta
example, Catholics ih996 prefer to have a balance 48% of the times in 1996, but that changes

to 40% in 2006. They are also indifferent for 9% of the population in 1996 changing to 15% in
2006, and those differences are statistically significant with a p<0.000. On the oitiefona

people without religious affiliation, those percentages are not statistically different: while 43%
want to have a balance in 1996 and 9% are indifferent, 39% wants to have a balance in 1996 and

6% are indifferent in 2006 which are not statisticlgl different (p<0.561).

Desired Sex Ratios

Secondly, sex ratios of the Desired Family Composition were calculated for each socio
demographic group for each separate year and also for each separate groups: women without
children and women with children. For each social group, the total numbelireddesns were
divided by the total numbers of desired daugh
Women who reported Aindifferento were not cou
certain sex, for example, by saying that she desires threeethiluing 1 female and 2
indifferent. In this case, she would contribute with 1 female for the whole, and nothing else. The
sex ratios reported can be seen in TaB&.

The assumption fordble2.5 is that in the absence of preferences, most valuet® el

equal to 1 (same number of sons and daughters) or 1.05 (naturally occurring sex ratios). The

30 Although sex ratios are usually reported by 100 fem#hesnumbers on Table 5 are still ratios. This is the number of sons for
each one female.
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second assumption is that in the absences of preferences, values would have to be the same
across sockalemographic groups and across time.

Two things ca be noticed with &ble2.5.

First, analyzing the two groups of women portrayed in the Table (women without children
and women with children), the ratios show how in Brazil, in general, a slightly but pervasive,

daughter preference is consistently more gextghan son pference. Notice how most ratios

are below 0, sometimes reaching values as low as 0.89. | perfo@‘n%wsts of the same groups
over time (for example, comparing the ratio for Black women without children in 1996 with the
ratio of Black women without children in 2006) and the tests did not point that the proportions
are different from one year to another. For example, the ratio for women without children who
go to work in 1996 is 0.99 and that is not statistically diffefiemm the ratio of women without
children who go to work in 2006: 0.95. Likewise, the ratio for women with children who go to
work in 1996 is 0.98 and that is not statistically different from the ratio of women with children
who go to work in 2006: 0.9%0, whatever has happened to the DFC in the 10 years period, it
has not affected the desired sex ratios which have not changed significantly from one year to
another for any of the variables (p values not shown).

Second, notice how some exception alsotedsoss the two groups of women without
any apparent tendency: Region South, Protestants and High School graduates present a slighter
son preference in several moments that can also be interpreted as a search for balance when

compared to their counterpsuother regions, other religious groups and other levels of

education). In order to tests the significance of these ratios within groups, | perfﬂﬁmms

oftheingr oup di fferences, which canfibggoupseen i n

differenc2s 0 on Tabl e
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The results show that none of the ratios are statistically different within group (for
example, by education level) when looking at the women without children in both years. But
when it comes to women who have started childbearing, importanbup diffeences are
found in the year 2006: look in Tal?& how rural areas compared to urban have more son
preference (desired sex ratio faralarea in 2006 is 1.03 compared to 0.96 of urban).
Differences are also found for Education Level, where a cleareifEe between High school
graduates (whose desired sex ratio is 1.07) compared to college educated (ratio is of 0.83)
emerges. Apparently, education increases son preference, but at the college level, the sign

reverses: daughters are preferred.

Multinomial Logit Regressions

Thirdly, in order to investigate the specific hypothesis of this Chapter, further analysis was
performed. Using multinomial logistic regression modelslagd regressions, | investigated what
would explain the different preferercby social groups controlling for important covariates and
by parity. In order to do that, | built, for all women without children and for each desired family
size, a variable that represents the combinations of ideal composition. These categories, when
grouped, became the dependent variables in the models.

The multinomial variables created using sex preferences are:

=

Balance- preference for balance

1 Indifferent- no gender preference

=

Daughter preferencepreference for girls

=a

Son preferencepreferencdor boys
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The sample distributions into these four categories can be seen in Z.68H@s1996 and
2.7 for 2006. Notice how | classify the sample into different desired family sizes, because | have
reasons to believe that a women who wishes to haveooelghild is different from one who
wishes three children even if their sex preference is the same, and that difference is not
necessarily correlated with her sex preferences. Also, because the objective for this analysis is to
study sex preference and md¢al family size.

In Tables2.6 and2.7, women who want only one child as desired family size do not
possess the category fAbalanced for her desire
multinomial logit only has three options: indifferent, twygirl. The categories x, g, b have 4%,

5.7%, and 4.1% of the sample in 1996 and 7.7%, 6.2%, and 3.7% in 2006, respectively.

Also, notice in Table®.6 and2.7 how bgg and bbg were considered a preference for
balance, instead of a preference for male fenshle as some could argue. For family size of 3
children, also notice how the categories for pure daughter and son preference (ggg, gxx, bbb, bxx)
have very small sample sizes (24 cases in 1996 and 19 in 2006). So, instead of running a
Multinomial Logit, for parity three, | will ignore daughter and son preference and run a Logit
Regressiomf Balance compared to Indiffereriée

Also notice in both Tablea6and27 how fAother sizesodo represert
making it difficult to discern whethehere is a preference for mixed or a more indifferent
person. Thus, nanalysis was conducted separately for women who wish more than 3 children.

It is also important to notice that although pure daughter or son preference (gg, ggg, bb, bbb) is

only a small part of the sample, compositions that contains more girls than boys, but are still mixed,

31| have run the analysis using multiple options of categories and references and the results do not alter significanthys So, f
chapter, the most parsimoniom®del was chosen.
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such as ggb, are a big part of the sample. So, thayg @ helping keep the sex ratios low on
Table2.5 (because it is contributing with more girls at the denominator of the sex ratio) at the same
time that it increases the preference for balance at the multinomial logits because this is where they
were clasified in Table2.6 and2.7.

On Tables2.8 through2.11, | use multivariate analysis to observe how ideal sex
preferences behave in the presence of multiple selected covariates. Multivariate models also allow
to capture variance that cannot be captwét univariate regressiofHosmer & Lemeshow,

2000) In order to control the fact that older womearaunder a high fertility schedule most of

thar reproductive Wes,and due to the fact that poor and low educated women without children
might be a selded group, age was kept as a control. It has been suggested that the
representativeness of the sample would be affected once | selected only women without children,
thus | should try to limit my sample to women age25, who are very close to the begimgiof

her reproductive life. A problem with that approach is that by selecting youngmwicam losing
important variability in education levels and marital status that only hapgien in life. Apart

from that, | am losing the power of comparing my hesaf this Chapter with my results from
Chapter 1, where all women were used. | am also not solving the problem of bias because among
the poor, age dhe time of thdirst childd s lsimuch lower than 25. Thus, | opted to include

all ages, as long a® child was ever born, and keep the appropriate control fofage.

The models can be seen in Tabk (all desired family sizes), Tali?9 (women who want
to have one child), Tab®210 (women who want two children) and TaBl&1 (women who want

threechildren). The results are described in relative risks (RRR), which are a comparison between

32| did, however, perform the regressions just for young women. The results are basically the same given the fact tHas 75% of t
women without children are below 25 years old. While the mean age of the sample is 30.8 in 2006 ark926,fanthe
women without children, this number falls to 22.8 in 2006 and 21.9 in 1996.
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the response category and its reference category. Stata releases the risks, but it is calculated by
dividing the cumulative incidence in exposed group by the tatiaa incidence in the unexposed
group. The reference categorynslifferenceunless otherwise specified at the additional columns
to the right.
Below, I will analyze the findings in light of my hypothesis. | will first discuss Tal8e
which is theMultinomial Logit of all desired family sizes, and then | will discuss the results for
the subsequently subsamples in Tab®(one child), Tabl.10 (two children), and Tab211

(three children, logit regression).

Marital Status

Analysis of Table2.8 show how, in general, married women seem to have higher risks of
being indifferent because, consistently, other marital status such as singles and divorced show
increased risks of preferring balance or any gender over indifference. Take, for examgfde, sin
women in 1996. They have higher risks (3.18 and 2.7 times more risks) than married women of
preferring daughters and sons compared to indifference, respectively. They alaé8fvieigher
risk of preferring balance over indifference compared to ageri The same thing happens for
divorced/separated women, whodha 1996 more than twice theate of married women of
preferring balance over indifferen@nd 3.72 and 4.85 times the risks of preferring daughters and
sons. In 2006, singles contirdi® prefer more balance over indifference compared to married and

the gender preference continue to be salient for divorced/separated.
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For women who only want one child, as can be seen on 2&hlmarital status becorse
less important. Singles have higheksig2.15 times the risks of married) of preferring a girl over
indifference when compared to married.

In Table2.10, for women who wish two children, the coefficients for marital status mimic

those of Table 8 going in the same direction. For women whoevane n bi gger f ami |

however, the relationship reverses as can be seen in Z.abléor women who want 3 children:

now, singles and divorced/separated have fewer odds of wishing a balance compared to married

women. When | consider a bgg a girlference and bbg a boy preference instead of balance, the

singlebds preference for daughters becomes evi

Age

Womends age consistently contributes to
women, in general, have more preferendastice in Table2.8 that with each additional year of

age the relative atefor balance compared to indifference would be expected to decrease by a

factor of 0.91 in 2006 and 0.97 in 1996 given the other variables in the model are held constant.

More generally, if a women increases her age, they are expected to fall into Indifference instead
of Balance.
Same tendency is found for women who wants only child (TaBlg o children (Table

2.10), but not for three children (Tal2el1).
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Virginity

Analyzing all family sizes in Tabl&.8, virginity used to be associated with more
indifference in 1996 (the relative risks fairgins relative to notvirgins would be expected to
decrease by a factor 048 and 0.60 of preferring daughters or sons over indifference). For women
who only want one child, the same trend is observed on Pahldut in 2006, virgins start to
demonstrate more daughter preference. In the same table, the coefficient shéftdhéorisks of
nonvirgins of being in the daughter preference

in Table2.8, the coefficient changes to 1.53 in 2006.

Place of residence

In 1996, coefficients for place of residence are-sigmificant, which means both rural and
urban areas behave the same way in relation to sex preferences when controlled by other
covariates.

In 2006, however, in both TabR8 and Table.9, inhabitants of rural areas have lower
risks of having a gender preference veoatver when compared to indifference and urban areas.
Take, for example, Tabl2.8: for ruralrelative to urban, the relative risks for daughter and son
preference would be expected to decrease by half (0.57 for daughter and 0.50 for sons) compared
to therisks of urban areas given the other variables in the model are held constant.

When analyzed together with the Desired Sex Ratios of the Z&hlthis means that the
sex ratio above 1 that is reported for rural women is probably associated with loiifegant,

not with a balance.
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Geographic Region

One of the greatest surprises of this Chapter is the great importance of geographic region
for the findings. Although only the South region was contemplated in the hypothesis, regions North
and Northeastansistently appear as having a gender preference when compared to the Southeast,
a fact that deserves further exploration in future papers.

In Table2.8, North and Northeast tend to have more preference for balance than having a
preference for indifferecwhen compared the SutheasRegion The chancef the North and
Northeast bimg in the Balance category 60% and 70% higher than the chasakthe Southeast
being in that category in 2006. In 1996, the coefficients are even stronger: the ris&kdNoirth
reach 3.65 times the risks of the Southeast and the Northeast has 1.68 times more risk. Both regions
also have higher risks of prefererfoe girls over indifference, especially in 1996. In that year,
changing the reference categorystns(as can be seen in the last column of T&b#), also
reinforced the Northeast strong preference for daughters: they have 47% higher risks of preferring
daughters over sons than the Southeast. The region @agtralso shifts from a behavior of
being nore indifferent (lower chances of having a gender preference whatsoever in 1996) to having
a preference for Balance in 2006.

For women who wants to have one child on Téh®e the coefficients follow the same
trend as the Tabl2.8, but the Center West) 1996, appear to have more daughter preference
relative to son preference (4.28) compared to the Southeast. This preference loses strength in 2006.
In 1996, northeast have 71% more risks than the Southeast of choosing girls compared to boys.

For womernwho want to have two children, as can be seen in Table the only novelty

i's the SoutWebsst 6asn d tGeomtgersonds preference. Not
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have only 28% and 19%, respectively, the risks of women in the Southeast ofrgyefaughters
over sons in 1996. Those coefficients are not consistent over time, but seem more associated with
the patterns in Tabl2.8, than for other desired family sizes.

These regional preferences can be related to the patterns found in the dakls(itable
2.5) for 2006. For all women, the South have much higher sex ratio (more balance or male
preference) than the Southeast. The Northeast have much lower sex ratio (more daughter

preference) than the Cendéfest.

Religion and frequency of rgious service

Religion is much less influential in sex preferences than | previously thdBgtause no
clear statistically significant tendency 1is ¢
detail.

When it comes to church attendance, howethare is more indication that attendance
increases indifference (Tak8, 2.9 and2.10). For family sizes of one child, however, as can be
seenonTabl29, when compared to people who dondt go

risk than norchurchgoers of preferring one girl over one boy in 1996.

Race

When looking at all desired family sizes (Takibs, 2.9, 2.10 and2.11) Blacks compared
to Whites, in 2006, demonstrate a strong preference for balance or for each of the sexes

individually whencompared to indifference. That means whites are more indifferent, in general.
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Take Table?2.8, for example. Blacks not only have 30% higher risks than White in being
in the Balance category (other than indifference), but they also have 71% and 82% klgher ri
than whites of being in the category Daughter or Sons.

It seems that for the cases of Blagkmen, gender preferences are extremely salient for

their reproductive goals, especially toward balance.

Income, Education and Work

Wealth level, education achievement and work did not seem to matter as much as |
previously thought. But in the rare occasions whamais significant, it was in the direction of
increasing indifference, which was expected.

In Table2.8, for each additical year of educatiorthe relative risk for daughter or son
preference compared to indifference, respectively, would be expected to decrease by a factor of
0.82 and 0.88 in 2006 and 0.84 and 0.87 in 1996. Wealth level behaves the same way, but with
much less significance. Only for women who want three children, wealth slightly increases odds
of preferring balance over indifference (as can be seen on Zafle

Also as expected, in 2006, women who work have more daughter preference when
considered all famty sizes in Table2.8 (36% higher risks of preferring daughter over sons

compared to women who dondot wor k).
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DISCUSSION

Several conclusions can be drawn from the empirical results above. The first is that the
dominant Brazilian preferences are for a balanced composition, which is in accordance with the
findings from Souza, Riebleto and Queiroz (2011).

The second conclugiois that fewer women in 2006 than in 1996 demonstrates a clear
gender preference or even a balance preference, with increasing preference toward indifference,
in accordance with the findings from Pollard and Morgan (2002). This finding suggests that in
Brazil, women has been increasingly more likely to base their fertility preferences on size other
than quality of their offspring, possibly driven by the decline of fertility. Brazilian women are
aware that sticking to a favorite composition might meanwikgnd up with more children than
they planned.

The decline in the search for balance might also mean that in Brazilian society, gender
divisions might be getting less rigid and daughters and sons have the same value and fulfill their
mo t h e r s Gonsdhe pame wag. tAs Pollard and Morgan (2&0&e ,when benefits of each
gender are different, people might have different motivations to have one or another because sons
and daughters are not substitutable.

Another sign that women are more likelyalue size over quality is the fact that a large
number (and bigger in 2006 compared to 1996) makes changes to their reported desired family
composition based on the children they alread:
of intentions migh be contaminated by their current parity and composition is one of the most
important of this paper and raises awareness for the necessity of considerrajipoalization
in every work on fertility intentions. This finding is in accordance with whatv@lho (2014)
found, that Brazilian couples might change their minds about what is ideal after they start
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childbearing. In her qualitative study, she could not see the dimension of this factor, but with my
analysis, one can have an idea of the amounos#frptionalization. Likewise, the same analysis

also alertais tothe fact that women who are unhappy with the composition of their offspring might
not even be considered in the analysis above: it is possible that those have moved toward their
fertility goals by continuing childbearing in order to achieve them.

| also need to mention that future work should shed light on other factors that might play a
role in intentions that were not analyzed in
preference, siblings relationship, low selteem, parenting style, etc. Future work should also
investigate whether not having a desired composition influences decisions regarding contraceptive
use, sterilization, and remarriage in case of divorce.

As for the specific hypothesis testing the influence of schemas on fertility intentions and
compositions, several hypothesis were confirmed, but also rejected:

Being single being separated or divorced are consistently associated with a daughter
preference or witlbalance. Married, on the other hand, contrarily to what | expected, seem to be
more indifferent regarding the sex than looking for a balance. The virginity hypothesis is also
partially held. Virgins seem to be more indifferent in 1996, but changes taghtda preference
in the recent years.

The hypothesis related to the geographic region is confirmed. The South has consistently
more son preference than the Southeast while the North and especially the Northeast, have
daughter preference. Future work should investigate the reasons for thisterandaughter
preference in the North and Northeast regions. Reasons could be related to higher levels of female
migration to urban areas in the decades prior to fuatreyyears possibly caused by the expansion

of the demand for domestic labor. Thisgaanigration alterethesex ratio in both urban and rural
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areas and was responsible for a process name
(Camar ano, 1997) . So, a preference for daug
empowerment in thisew environment or her attempt to respond to the societal forces that drove
them away from the rural areas. It could also be related to the fact that in those areas where the
major proportion of work available consists of strenuous manual work, young wavemetter
educational outcomes than their male counterparts. Although the interaction between geographic
region, place of residency and education level has not been explored here, this certainly deserves
future study.

Nevertheless, women who live in allareas are more indifferent when compared to urban,
who prefer balance, which is not consistent with the hypothesis. However, when looking at the
desired sex ratios, urban areas have lower ratios (more daughter preference) while rural areas have
a sex réo of around 1. The difference seem small but is statistically significant. It is also possible
thatthis social grougrural) do not see a difference between a balance and an indifference.

Contrarily to what | expected, Blacks do not have very high tiejeof males. But the
opposite: this social group tend to have very strong preferences for both gemdeasance. That
means that although the literature gives reasons to believe black boys are rejected by society, they
are not being rejected insidetbeir own household. Future work should try to explore how gender
roles in Brazil might vary by race how rigid this gender system is since according to Pollard and
Morgan (2002), the more rigid a gender system, the more important the achievementfiof speci
gender compositions.

| did not find that the patriarchal religious affiliations are an important predictor of child
preference, but future studies should look into religious traditions that were not considered in this

paper, such as the ones withidén heritage that respect matriarchal authority.
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Last but not least, as predicted, education level and wealth increases indifference while
work increases daughter preference. It seems that for the lower class and lower educated,
preferences are in fagtore salient.

In conclusion, this chapter presents evidence that a balanced sex preferences exists among
most Brazilians; evidences of secondary daughter preference are also found and deserve further
consideration in future studies. Evidence also showsth igender i ndi fference
pronounced as fertility declines, but Brazilian women, in their majority, still look for balance and

that search is responsible for the effects of gender preferences on fertility.
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TABLES

Table 2.1: Actual composition by ideal composition for women who only want one child,
Brazil, 2006 and 1996

1996 2006
Ideal composition Boy Girl ENo children Boy Girl No children
Boy 152 261 171 247 27 176
71.36 11.93i 29.53 59.81 6.8 21.15
Girl 34 160§ 240 35 289 290
15.96 73.39: 41.45 8.47 72.8 34.86
One neutral 27 32! 168 131 81 363
12.68 14.68: 29.01 31.72 20.4 43.63
Total 213 218! 579 413 397 829
100 100: 100 100 100 100

Note 1: For 2006, Pearson chi2(2) = 387.3934 (p<0.000) for women with children. Ignoring neutral, Pearson chi2(1) = 375.0451 (P
=0.000). Adding boys to girls and comparing with neutral, results in Pearson chi2(1) = 13.4147 (p = 0.000). For 1996, Pearson
chi2(2) =171.4149 (p<0.000) for women with children. Ignoring neutral, Pearson chi2(1) =171.0261 (P=0.000). Putting them
together to compare with neutral, comes out non significant Pearson chi2(1) = 0.3658 (P=0.545). Comparing no children
between years, Pearson p<0.000.

Note 2: Percentages shown below sample size.
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Table 2.2: Actual composition by ideal composition for women who want two children,
Brazil, 2006 and 1996.

1996 2006
Ideal composition Two boys Boy & Girl Two girls {no children| Two boys Boy & Girl Two girls {no children
Boy & Girl 161 597 94 2,001 201 995 129 1,927
52.44 91.01 34.31 79.82 37.78 83.33 27.8 70.87
Two boys 102 5 3 56 213 6 3 42
33.22 0.76 1.09 2.23 40.04 0.5 0.65 154
Two girls 3 6 131 64 3 9 228 61
0.98 0.91 47.81 2.55 0.56 0.75 49.14 2.24
Two neutral 41 48 46 385 115 184 104 672
13.36 7.32 16.79 15.36 21.62 15.41 22.41 24.71
Total 307 656 274 2,506 532 1,194 464 2,702
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Note 1: In 2006, Pearson chi2(6) = 1600 (p<0.000) for women with children. In 1996, Pearson chi2(6) = 810.3734 (p<0.000) for women with children, (p<0.000).
Comparing no children between years, Pearson p<0.000.

Note 2: Percentages shown below sample size.
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Table 2.3: Actual composition by ideal composition for women who want three children,
Brazil, 2006 and 1996.

Actual composition

1996 2006

Ideal composition three boys Two b.oys' One t.)oy’ Three girls ino children|three boys Two bpys, One !?oy, Three girls ino children

one girl two girls one girl two girls :
One boy, two girls 4 31 192 31 223 7 20 234 31 174
3.81 10.44 72.18 37.35 37.99 5.38 5.05 66.48 28.44 31.18
Two boys, one girl 39 211 14 1 187 41 251 14 4 125
37.14 71.04 5.26 1.2 31.86 31.54 63.38 3.98 3.67 22.4
three boys 47 3 5 0 13 52 6 1 0 0
44.76 1.01 1.88 0 221 40 1.52 0.28 0 0
Three girls 3 4 4 37 9 2 5 1 48; 8
2.86 1.35 15 44.58 1.53 1.54 1.26 0.28 44.045 1.43
Three neutral 12 48 51 14 146 28 114 102 26; 229
11.43 16.16 19.17 16.87 24.87 21.54 28.79 28.98 23.85; 41.04
Total 105 297 266 83 578 130 396 352 1095 411
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100; 100

Note 1: In 2006, Pearson chi2(12) = 1100 (p<0.000) for women with children. In 1996, Pearson chi2(12) = 841.8934 (P<0.000). Women without children who wanted to have 3 children also said
that they wanted one girl, two neutral (0.17%), one boy, two neutral (0.17%) and one boy, one girl, one neutral (1.19%). Comparing no children between years, Pearson p<0.000.

Note 2: Percentages shown below sample size.
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Table 2.4: Decline is the proportion of women who report bg (balance) as ideal composition
and increase in the proportion who report xx (indifference) as ideal, all women without
children, Brazil, 1996 and 2006 (CONTINUE)

Women without children p values for X2
n %
bg vs. xx
1996 2006 1996 2006
Total bg 2,001 1,927 47 41 0.000
XX 385 672 9 14
Others 1,836 2,114 43 45
Total 4,222 4,713 100 100
White bg 773 734 47 39 0.000
XX 175 336 11 18
Others 696 802 42 43
Total 1,644 1,872 100 100
Black bg 1,220 1,037 48 42 0.000
XX 210 284 8 11
Others 1,134 1,169 44 47
Total 2,564 2,490 100 100
Wealth (0) bg 154 91 45 37 0.000
XX 18 32 5 13
Others 168 120 49 49
Total 340 243 100 100
Wealth (1) bg 441 230 51 45 0.001
XX 52 54 6 11
Others 378 229 43 45
Total 871 513 100 100
Wealth (2) bg 580 448 46 41 0.000
XX 115 174 9 16
Others 558 464 45 43
Total 1,253 1,086 100 100
Wealth (3) bg 386 679 46 41 0.048
XX 100 230 12 14
Others 347 767 42 46
Total 833 1,676 100 100
Wealth (4) bg 428 479 47 40 0.000
XX 98 182 11 15
Others 376 534 42 45
Total 902 1,195 100 100
Urban bg 1,707 1,453 48 40 0.000
XX 333 484 9 13
Others 1,509 1,670 43 46
Total 3,549 3,607 100 100
Rural bg 294 474 44 43 0.000
XX 52 188 8 17
Others 327 444 49 40
Total 673 1,106 100 100
Catholic bg 1,560 1,454 48 40 0.000
XX 306 535 9 15
Others 1,405 1,627 43 45
Total 3,271 3,616 100 100
Protestant bg 293 375 49 44 0.002
XX 44 103 7 12
Others 255 365 43 43
Total 592 843 100 100
Non-religious bg 98 43 43 39 0.561
XX 21 7 9 6
Others 111 59 48 54
Total 230 109 100 100
North bg 247 311 54 43 0.000
XX 12 89 3 12
Others 201 315 44 44
Total 460 715 100 100
Northeast bg 815 443 49 42 0.000
XX 123 114 7 11
Others 742 496 44 47
Total 1,680 1,053 100 100
Southeast bg 548 375 45 36 0.000
XX 129 179 11 17
Others 533 498 44 47
Total 1,210 1,052 100 100
South bg 216 381 45 39 0.002
XX 60 181 13 19
Others 201 413 42 42
Total 477 975 100 100
Center-West bg 175 417 44 45 0.116
XX 61 109 15 12
Others 159 392 40 43
Total 395 918 100 100
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Table 2.4: Decline is the proportion of women who report bg (balance) as ideal composition
and increase in the proportion who report xx (indifference) as ideal, all women without
children, Brazil, 1996 and 2006 (FINAL).

Women without children p values for X?
n % bg/xx
1996 2006 1996 2006 over time
Cohabitation bg 86 262 51 42 0.005
XX 12 91 7 15
Others 69 264 41 43
Total 167 617 100 100
Married bg 153 204 37 40 0.451
XX 69 106 17 21
Others 195 201 47 39
Total 417 511 100 100
Separated/Divorced bg 41 67 40 36 0.173
XX 5 17 5 9
Others 57 104 55 55
Total 103 188 100 100
Single bg 1,721 1,393 49 41 0.000
XX 299 458 8 13
Others 1,515 1,545 43 45
Total 3,535 3,396 100 100
Don't go to church bg 381 297 46 38 0.000
XX 66 103 8 13
Others 382 385 46 49
Total 829 785 100 100
Goes to church bg 1,521 1,630 48 41 0.000
XX 298 569 9 14
Others 1,343 1,729 42 44
Total 3,162 3,928 100 100
Virgin (no) bg 684 1,220 44 41 0.000
XX 154 442 10 15
Others 726 1,285 46 44
Total 1,564 2,947 100 100
Virgin (yes) bg 1,317 707 50 40 0.000
XX 231 230 9 13
Others 1,110 829 42 47
Total 2,658 1,766 100 100
Work (no) bg 1,091 1,098 50 42 0.000
XX 185 359 8 14
Others 922 1,175 42 45
Total 2,198 2,632 100 100
Work (yes) bg 910 829 45 40 0.000
XX 200 313 10 15
Others 914 939 45 45
Total 2,024 2,081 100 100

Note: The P values for the Pearson correlations have the purpose of showing how the decrease in
balance and the increase in indifference are statistically important, with a few exceptions.
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Table 25: Total Desired SexRatios for women without children and for women with
children, Brazil, 1996 and 2006.

Women without children Women with children
1996 2006 1996 2006
DSR DSR DSR DSR
TOTAL 0.98 p value of 0.94 p value of 0.98 p value of 0.98 p value of
in-group in-group in-group in-group
differences differences differences differences
Race
White| 0.99 0.95 0.99 0.99
Blacks and Brown| 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.96
Religion
Catholic| 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.98
Protestant| 1.01 0.96 0.99 1.03
Non Religious| 0.97 0.96 1.01 0.91
Urbanicity
Urban| 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.96 0.019
Rurall 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.03
Region
North| 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.96 s 4) 0,052
Northeast| 0.97 0.89 0.96 0.93 El"vz 4§ P
Southeast| 0.99 0.96 0.98 0.96 (2 vs 4) 0.006
South{ 1.05 0.94 1.00 106 (2vs5)0.034
Center-West| 1.00 0.95 1.02 1.02
Education Level
None 0.99 0.89 0.99 0.95 (1vs 4)0.016
Elementary 0.97 0.93 0.98 0.99  (2vs4)0.064
Some high school or middle 1.01 0.94 0.97 0.97 (3vs4) 0.037
High School Graduates 1.00 0.97 0.99 1.07 (250089
(4 vs 5) 0.005
College 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.89
Wealth Index (percentile)
0] 0.98 0.85 0.98 1.01
1| 0.98 0.93 0.99 0.94
2| 1.00 0.98 0.96 0.99
3| 0.97 0.93 1.01 0.98
4[ 0.98 0.96 0.97 1.01
Church attendance
No[ 0.96 0.91 0.98 0.94
Yes| 0.99 0.95 0.98 0.99
Virginity Status
No[ 0.98 0.96
Yes| 0.99 0.93
Work Status
No[ 0.98 0.96 1.00 0.99
Yes| 0.99 0.92 0.97 0.98
Marital Status
Married| 0.99 0.94 0.98 0.99
Separated/Divorced| 0.96 0.90 0.98 0.93
Single[ 0.99 0.95 0.97 1.01
Age
15-19| 0.97 0.95 0.96 0.97
20-29( 1.00 0.94 0.97 0.97
30-39| 0.96 0.99 0.97 1.00
40-49( 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.97

Note: | performed Pearson Chi2 tests. Pairwise comparisons of categories within social-groups (i.e. White, Black) that are significant are
shown in parenthesis, followed by their p value. | also compared if the proportions in 2006 are statiscally different than in 1996. None of the
tests were significant, which means that the proportion of daughter and sons (the desired sexratio) doesn't change from one year to another
(notshown).
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Table 2.6: Desired composition sample distributions by desired parity, women without
children, Brazil, 1996(n=3935)

Categories in the

multinomial logits n % n % n % n %
One child Two children Three children More than three children
bg 2,001 47 bgg 223 53 Same amount and some indifferent 1 0.0
Balance bbg 187 4.4 bgxx 1 0.0
bgx 7 0.2 bbgg 151 3.6
same amount, no indifferent 23 0.5
Indiference x 168 4.0 XX 385 9 XXX 146 35 XXXX 16 0.4
Indifferent more than others 14 0.3
Daughter g 240 5.7 [o]s] 64 2 [o[s[¢] 9 0.2 women more than men or indifferent 23 0.5
gxXX 1 0.0 bggg 7 0.2
9999 2 0.1
XXX 1 0.0
Son b 171 4.1 bb 56 1 bbb 13 0.3 men more than women and indifferent 15 0.4
bx 1 0 bxx 1 0.0 bbbg 2 0.1
bbbb 6 0.1
Total 579 2,507 587 262

Note: 251 (5.95%) does not want children, 22 (0.52%) doesn't know and 14 (0.33) had non-numeric responses.
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Table 2.7: Desired composition sample distributions by desired parity, women without

children, Brazil, 2006(n=4263)

Categories in the

multinomial logits n % n % n % n %
One child Two children Three children More than three children
bg 1,927 40.9 bgg 179 3.8 Same amount and some indifferent 1 0.0
Balance bbg 127 27 bgxx 1 0.0
bgx 7 0.2 bbgg 75 16
same amount, no indifferent 6 0.1
X 365 7.7 xx 672 14.3 XXX 229 4.9 XXXX 31 0.7
. Indifferent more than others 14 0.3
Indiference
g 290 6.2 gg 61 13 ggg9 8 0.2 women more than men or indifferent 16 0.3
Daughter () 1 0.0 XX 2 0.0 bggg 1 0.0
b 176 3.7 bb 42 09 bbb 7 0.2 men more than women and indifferent 14 0.3
Son bx 2 0.0 bxx 2 0.0 bbbg 7 0.2
Total 831 2,705 561 166

Note: 342 (7.26%) does not want children and 100 (2.12%) doesn't know.

101



102

Table 2.8: Multinomial logistic regression of desired composition, women without childrerBrazil, 1996 and2006.

2006 1996
Balance Daughter Sons Daughter Balance Daughter Sons Daughter
(indifference) (indifference) (indifference) (sons) (indifference) (indifference) (indifference) (sons)
RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR
Region (Southeast)
North 1.60 il 0.86 1.08 0.80 3.65** 3.23 % 2.02* 1.60
Northeast 1.71 ok 141 + 1.19 1.18 1.68** 1.52* 1.04 147+
South 1.14 0.88 0.92 0.96 0.88 0.53* 0.72 0.74
Center-West 1.67 ok 1.00 0.94 1.06 0.76+ 0.50* 0.42** 1.21
Religion (Non-Religious)
Catholic 0.74 0.86 1.24 0.69 1.12 1.87 0.90 2.08
Protestant 1.01 1.44 1.92 0.75 1.45 2.22 151 1.46
Race MWhite)
Black 1.30 o 1.71 ok 1.82 ok 0.93 0.93 1.20 1.01 1.19
Rural 0.93 0.57 i 0.51 o 1.12 0.83 0.75 0.80 0.94
Years of Education * 1.01 0.82 ** 0.88 + 0.94 0.94 0.84* 0.87+ 0.98
Wealth Index * 1.00 1.00 1.03 0.97 0.92+ 0.95 0.87+ 1.08
Attends church 1.02 0.52 bl 0.64 * 0.83 1.00 0.82 0.71+ 1.15
Work 0.94 1.17 0.87 1.36 1.02 1.00 1.06 0.94
Marital Status
Separated/Divorced 1.30 2.41 *k 2.88 *k 0.84 2.62* 3.72* 4.85* 0.77
Single 1.18 + 1.06 1.33 0.80 1.68** 3.18*+* 2.70** 1.18
Age 0.91 i 1.01 0.97 1.04 0.97*+* 1.00 0.99 1.00
Virgin 0.90 1.28 0.84 1.53 0.88 0.48*** 0.60** 0.81
_cons 2.22 * 0.86 0.42 2.05 6.07 *** 0.31+ 0.76 0.40

Note: reference category in parenthesis.
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Table 2.9: Multinomial logistic regression of desired composition, women without children who want one chil&razil, 1996 and
2006.

2006 1996
One daughter One Daughter One daughter One Daughter
(x) One son (x) (one son) (x) One son (x) (one son)
RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR
Region (Southeast)
North 0.99 1.27 1.01 3.28 ok 2.16 + 1.52
Northeast 1.44 1.17 1.19 2.35 ** 1.38 1.71
South 0.79 0.93 1.33 0.63 0.48 + 1.30
Center-West 1.00 0.79 1.02 0.90 0.21 * 4.28
Religion (Non-Religious)
Catholic 1.30 2.00 0.77 1.74 0.85 2.05
Protestant 2.06 2.50 0.53 1.60 1.09 1.46
Race (White)
Black 1.42 + 1.92 bl 1.52 1.56 + 1.12 1.39
Rural 0.57 * 0.46 ok 0.96 0.95 0.98 0.97
Years of Education ! 0.94 1.05 1.01 0.88 0.90 0.97
Wealth Index * 0.98 0.96 0.83 1.00 0.93 1.08
Attends church 0.70 + 0.83 0.75 1.28 0.78 1.65
Work 1.22 0.82 1.30 1.12 1.04 1.08
Marital Status
Separated/Divorced 1.37 1.84 1.07 1.83 3.46 0.53
Single 0.79 0.94 0.75 2.15 * 1.83 1.17
Age 0.87 * 0.83 o 1.01 0.88 0.88 1.00
Virgin 1.60 * 0.89 1.06 0.58 + 0.69 0.84
_cons 2.31 1.27 2.62 0.57 2.29 0.25

Note: reference category in parenthesis. X=one child, indifferent to sex.
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Table 2.10: Multinomial logistic regression of desired compaosition, women without children who want two childrerBrazil, 1996
and 2006.

2006 1996
Balance Two Two sons Two Balance Two Two sons Two
daughters daughters daughters daughters
009 xx) 00 (Two sons) 009 (xx) ) (Two sons)
RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR RRR
Region (Southeast)
North 1.49 * 1.04 0.62 1.67 4.55 i 1.28 0.00 10.00
Northeast 1.73 ok 1.40 1.31 1.07 1.48 * 0.99 1.08 0.91
South 1.10 1.43 0.70 2.04 0.95 0.39 1.39 0.28 +
Center-West 1.74 i 1.41 1.01 1.40 0.67 * 0.26 * 1.34 0.19 *
Religion (Non-Religious)
Catholic 0.39 * 0.26 0.99 0.00 1.15 0.97 0.84 1.16
Protestant 0.52 0.36 0.99 0.00 1.70 1.51 1.50 1.00
Race (White)
Black 1.45 bl 1.95 * 1.26 1.55 0.92 1.02 1.24 0.83
Rural 0.90 0.63 0.52 1.22 0.92 0.89 1.26 0.70
Years of Education * 0.95 0.88 0.97 0.91 0.86 * 0.90 0.86 1.04
Wealth Index ! 1.05 0.88 1.28 0.68 0.90 + 0.96 0.87 1.11
Attends church 0.99 0.64 0.56 1.14 0.87 0.46 * 0.60 0.76
Work 0.93 1.57 1.01 1.56 0.93 0.93 1.35 0.68
Marital Status
Separated/Divorced 1.53 6.23 el 2.87 2.17 3.40 * 11.09 * 6.31 1.76
Single 1.23 + 1.77 1.11 1.60 2.04 faisied 6.49 ** 6.63 ** 0.98
Age 0.95 0.94 0.96 0.97 0.90 * 1.04 1.01 1.03
Virgin 0.90 0.99 0.98 1.01 0.80 0.71 0.69 1.03
_cons 5.37 xx 0.55 0.00 10 7.73 faisied 0.11 0.05 * 2.14

Note: reference category in parenthesis. xx=two children, indifferent to sex.



Table 2.11: Logistic regression of desired composition, women without children who want
three children, Brazil, 1996 and 2006.

2006 1996
Balance Balance
(Indifference) (Indifference)
OR OR
Region (Southeast)
North 0.57 + 0.28 b
Northeast 0.59 + 0.60 ok
South 0.98 1.14
Center-West 0.65 1.33 +
Religion (Non-Religious)
Catholic + 1.28 0.88
Protestant 0.99 0.68
Race (White)
Black 0.87 1.07
0.36
Rural + 1.29 1.22
Years of Education ! * 1.15 1.08
Wealth Index ! 1.14 1.09 *
Attends church 1.09 0.99
Work 1.03 0.99
Marital Status
Separated/Divorced 0.47 0.37 *
Single 0.53 * 0.59 *
Age 1.01 Hhx 1.03 Hhx
Virgin 1.42 1.14
_cons 0.26 0.17 i

Note: reference category in parenthesis.
For the logit regressions of women who want three children, ggg, gxx, |
bxx weren't considered.
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CHAPTER 3: SHEDDING LIGHT ON COMPETING PREFERENCES

INTRODUCTION

The number of children a wamn will have during her lifetimas shaped by societal
influences such as her cultural and ethnic background, her place of residency and her socio
economic statusThese factorshape not only what is on her mind about ideal family size, but also
her opportunitiegor achieving those gs. For instance, chapter 1 has shown how aandiving
in an urban area is not only more likely to report smaller family sizes as ideal, but is also less likely
to have unwanted children.

In the path to motherhoodnanticipateaircumstancesuch as at having found a suitable
partner orattending shool might turn a woran who dreamed about having two children into a
childless one. On thetherhand other situations such @m unwanted pregnancy might cause a
woman tobear a childn spite of hemplans®. As a resultsome women endp with fewer than
desired while others end up with more children than were planned.

Due to the persistent gender roles for women in Latin American (LA) countries, often those

unmarried and without children aseen as abnormal. Nevertheless, childlessness is not a new

33 Unwanted pregnancies accounted for 30% of births in Brazil in 2006. Curtis (2012) suggests that fertility intentions vary
throughout the life time and respondciccumstances. Although 45% of births in Brazil were unwanted or mistimed, 80% of
women were using contraception, a pattern which is consistent with an ambivalence about using contraception and waiting
another child.
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phenomenon in the world (Morgan, 1991), and even less in Brazil where thdigaopza titia,

which |literary means Ato become an aunt o, h a
without children. Little is known about the trends, distribution and motivatiortifias in the

Brazilian population although everyone has one in the family. No one knows, for example, if have
thetitias been married, they would be much more likely to have $aongy size.

Based on the assumption that the desire for children is universal, for the women who have
married, childlessness has been attributed to involuntary infecundity. Nowadays, given that it has
become more common, married women without childrenas o met i mes -maded ra, as
iliving the Second De fMaovigen m gabt; teese wonzen msight hasen ( S|
fertility ideals that are higher, but due to circumstances of life that compete with motherhood, they
are unable to realize it.

Although high educational attainment is the most influential factor predicting
childlessnesspostponementand low fertility among women in LAthe inability to have the
children one planned is not consistent with the SDT. It is possible that many worherereitor
few children are facing situations that constrain or compete with motherhood r@gasdless of
marital statusHaving fewer children, orane at all does not automatically allow the inclusion of

t hese wo menmmatienr iaa Ifiipdnttits of vatuastard gprefergntest is important

34 Having a child disturbs autonompéthe framework of the SDT understand postponement of childbearing and smaller family

size as part of an ideational change in which emphasis is given to individuaadiglition and autonomy, recognition,

expressive work, educational values, the régeadf institutional control, the rise of values associated with the satisfaction of

indivi dualrd@®ro mieghlsrd, and gender equal ity (BlarirLiefgroer,and Lest ha
Philipov, 2006 Lesthaeghe, 2014).

351t is notpart of the second demographic transition to wish kids and not have them (Lesthaeghe, 2014). The SDT is a complex
framework but it does not postulate that women wish a replacement family size (around 2 children) but cannot accomplish them
due to life conjactures. It is part of the STD to wish and achieve smaller families or even zero but they do so voluntarily, not
because of constrains.
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to understanthe desired fertility of womewith no or few childremnd unveithe possible factors
competing with motherhooahd making her revise her goals.

In 2001, Bongaart€described a theoreticanodel aimed at explaining fertility rates at the
aggregate level (TFRas a result of the multiplication of six parameters by the Desired Family
Size (DFS).The first group of parameters is composed of factors that increase fertility related to
desiredfamily size: unwanted fertility (Fu), replacements for child mortalityFr), and sex
preference€Fsp). The second group is composed of factors that decrease fertility related to desired
family size:rising age at childbearingtempo effect which would be the number of children that
a women would have had if they had not waited, or #f)drivoluntary infertility (which includes
the inability to have a child and also an inability to find a suitable partner,)ifenBcompeing
preferencesor child (set to 1 when childbearing is universal, toge Fhus, following this author:

TFR = DFS * (b * Fr* Fsp) * (F1 * Fi * Fc)

Notice that if woman realizes her fertility intention, TFR=DFS.

With the exception of the last parameit@t others have been proved to be well measured
and reliablé’. The Competing Preferences paramete}, (fowever, wagalculated indirectly in
t he Bongaartsdé6 Framework, by first estimating
residual fran what could not be explained of the TERy the equation above assuming that all

factors have been measured correctly. In the first chapter of this dissertation, | estimated the values

36 Bongaarts, J. (2001). Fertility and reproductive preferences irtjamsitional societies. Population and Developmen
Review, 27(Suppl), 26@81

37 DharmalingamA. Rajan,S. Morgan,S.P.(2014). The Determinant®f Low Fertility in India. DemographyAugust
2014,Volume51,Issued, pp 1451-1475

38In the case study of Dharmalingan et al (2014), childbearing was nearly universal, so the Competing Preference parameter was
set to 1. The authors suggested, however, that new reliable ways to measure Competing Preference had to become available to b
usedin countries where motherhood has competition.
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of Fc to range between 0.34 ant?,Jand | found that they vary by social groups consistently with
what the literature has pointed as having more barriers to fertility, for example, high education
level or living in more urban areas.

But suchan important factoras the E deserves to be tier explored because it is
responsible for substantially lowering the TFR, net of the influence of Desired Family Size.

As explained in Chapter 1, tAdeory of Conjuncture Action (Johnsétanks et al, 2011)
postulates that the desired family size dmelnumber of children a woman will have during her
lifetime is shaped by societal influences or resources named respectively, schemas or materials.
They interact with a womaan owso naagnebnsc yd itsot ipnrcotd uvce
behavior, deas, meanings, inclinations, and aspiratiaugh athe dream of becoming a mother
or the dream of being a successful professional. People form life goals and follow long term plans
accordingly to their identity. However, work from Gerson (2011) shibnas it is possible that
women have a family, career or a mix of the two profiles, following different schemas.

A life6 sourse is embedded in a social context which brings about conjunctures that might
affect existing plans and make, for example, woml® d#ferent decisions thampriori expected
or make her priorities cHaaksédtalR01l1).hrhismisbecausedtlse i d e
TCA also allows the life course to be dynamic, abisgrlthe impact that conjunctures and new
experiences will maken the individual. While long term goalscan bepredictive people
constantly reassess their goadakng choicesthat aredistinct from their long term intentions

By using this framework to intpret competing preferences, | am arguing that desired

family sizes are influenced by different schemas that value smaller family sizes and are unique to

39 A Fc of 1 means that no competing preference can be detected as a residual. Estimation errors on the part of the other factors
caused Eto be higher than 1 in few cases.
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sociodemographic characteristics. These major influences, when happen in regularity, can be
conceptuaked and measured at the aggregate level in order to understargbaibbtomponents
motivate behaviorBy understanding and conceptualizing a series of conjunctures that women
cannot anticipate when reporting their ideal family size, the mexakirs variability among
social groupsby explainingwh a t Aconstrainso ,lawdifeerentiasrThis f er t i
shedslight on the fertility transition and explarhe mismatch between observed fertility and
desired family size (Dharmalingan et &012).

The TCA and the Bongaarts frameworksaré s o usef ul becauane a wc
fit more than one schema or life goal that are apparently contradistaly, asbeing career
oriented and an excellent mother. While some women are able to makeremijts to fit both,
some have to make choices about what to pursue first or what dream to give up on. How exactly
women decide by different schemas when faced with life conjunctures might tell what schemas
seem more salient or strong and which schemdswilef i ne t he rel ationshi
DFS and her CEB.

Given its dynamic naturéertility intentions have only been explored in literature thus far
using longitudinal data, which allows visualization of fertisiygcommodationsl'he expectations
and revisions of fertility intentions are then better analyzed at individual level data. Unfortunately,
no such data is available for Brazil. Besides, the focus of this analysis is on the Bongaarts
framework, which was written as a decorspion procedure for fertility at the aggregate level. At

the aggregate level, the investigation of ith@alance between DFS and CEB has been explored
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in the literaturein relation to the percentage of women in a certain population who are missing
their target fertility*.

Because of the variety of profiles and social groups in Braml jmportant to understand
the motivations surroundg fertility outcomes and the complexities of growing old as a woiman.
will make use of different methods of analysisshed light on factors that compete with fertility
usingtwo consecutive Demographic and Health Survey data from Brazil (DHS ar886996
and one Pesquisa Nacional de Demografia e Saude (RROE. | analyze the impact of career
attainment, extendestucation and lack of partnersHipn fertility, ideal family size, and fertility
postponemerdnd foregol also analyze socidemographic groups who were more likely to have
a deficit in fertility (fewer children than they believe is ideal) and who areerfikely to revise
their goals at the midnd of their reproductive life. Finally, | propose a different and robust way
to estimate Competing Preference Scores at the aggregate level that fits the original Bongaarts
equation. At the limitations sectiohfinalize with a brief discussion about the stable nature of the

DFS component.

What competes with motherhood?

Literature shows that prolonged education, career and work, and extended singlehood can

compete with motherhood, although the desire for personal goal achievemexistowsith a

desire for children. The reasons are many, but basically, because thé giurugoals put into

401n the past, it was more commdto find women having more children than wished because rates of unwanted pregnancies
were high. Women have, however, increasingly having fewer children than they wished.

41According to the parameters, fAlackuonfapaprktmeent wloiul yyo biendee
Preferencedo. But because it needs to be accountedecidedr and be
to include fAlack of partnero as a competing preference facto
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practice by women with preferences other than
at childbearing and delaying childbearing may reduce the quantum. More importantly, those
competing factors also may cause women to eeiisir goals, translating into a fertility foregone.

On top of that, those women usually have smaller desired family sizes to start with. In the

paragraphs below, | will discussegevariables further.

Education

Countless studiesave explored educatians | mp o rfertibtiynanceits meachanisms
(Brand and Davis, 2011). Kreider (2009) finds that countries facing declining fertility have
increasing trends in womendés educational att
Bixby, CastreMartin, and MartirGarcia (2009), the higher odds of being childless are found
among those with college degree and working women (for more recent cohorts). Differently,
Cohen, Kravdal and Keilman (2011) tested for reverse causalityoandthat having a child at
an early age caused very detriment al effects

Three main explanations associating education with fertility stand out. First, as a source of
social norms, education provides women with ideal famikyssi®econd, it increases the resources
women have to stick to their plan and implement their preference. And three, it provides women
with life course roadmaps that make education compete with childbearing, thus society reserves
the place for education i to marriage. More details are found in the paragraphs below.

First, education attainment models ideal family size because it provide literacy skills,
information and cognitive changes that broade
reproductivepotential reducing her fatalistic approach to life and increasing her trust in science
and technology. Information gained at school or throughout mass media also changes attitudes by
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exposing women to nontraditional life styles and making her questiatifianal beliefs and
values held by their family of origin, their religious affiliation, and other social structure (Martin
and Juarez, 199%{eaton, Forste, Otterstrom, 2002).

Secondl vy, education foster a womengbess achi
socioeconomic advantage which increases her access to contraceptive means and reduces her
reliance on the existence of public family planning programs, decreasing her proportion of
unwanted births. Around the world, the difference between wantediramdnted is bigger for
women with poor education (Bongaarts 2003). Brazil is not different, and 20 years ago, a gap in
contraceptive use was responsible for different TFR among social groups. Unwanted fertility reach
30% of pregnancies although desired ifgnsized was much more similar among groups
denouncing a very low level of preference implementation, especially among the low educated
(Ibisomi et al. 2005; Bongaarts 1993; Martin and Juarez, 1995).

Testa and Toulemon (2006) call preference implementati i pl anni ng capaci't
find that highly educated have better odds to stick to their 5 year reproductiveditagrsauthors
have also found that development and positive changes inesommmic conditions increases
implementation and decressunwanted fertility (Potter, Schmertmann and Cavenaghi, 2002).

Lastly, education competes with motherhood because it increases social and economic
mobility, Araising the opportunity costs of «cl
wageearnng activities, which are likely to compete with domestic and childrearing
responsibilitieso (Martin and Juarez, 1995; H
perspective, education attainment is reserved to the first decades of lifeegevhal pursue
higher levels of education and for which the levels of return of education are higher, are

encouraged to postpone marriage and family formation, which affects the quantum and tempo of
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fertility (Kohler and Ortega, 2011). Althouglklécationaimprovements in Latin American at the
primary and secondary level affected fertility in the past, the differences are now more pronounced
among women with or without college educatidgtogereBixby, CastreMartin, and Martin

Garcia, 200%

Education alsgrovides women with alternative plans to marriage and a family life that
ultimately may not include children, for example, leading a career oriented life that may be equally
satisfying. Roser®ixby, CastreMartin, and MartirGarcia (2009) discussehrole of tertiary
education in the retreat of childbearing in Latin America. They find that an increasing proportion
of women are childless by age 50.

Women with different levels of education show not only very different levels of fertility
but also diffeent timing.Women withonly one child ever born at the end of their reproductive
life tended to be the last ones to become a mother, last ones to marry and to have the longest
intervals between marriage and first child. It is important to notice that wbiang their first
child at older age also have fewer odds of having high parity births due to an agé dfisct
simply more difficult to get pregnant at older ages, so there is a decline in fertility caused by
women who cannot catch up on childbegr{Bonifacio, 2011; Ortega and Kohler, 200R)is
unknown whether this behavior has been increasing over time.

Although fertility in Brazil has a young pattern, with mean age at childbearing around 26.5
in 2007 (Alves and Cavenaghi, 2009), the diff¢éisda by education and income are important to
be considered. For women with lower income and low education the mean age at childbearing is
25.6, while for the upper income with high education the same number is 30. A teenage with fewer
than eight years ddtudy is twice more likely to have a child than an adolescent with at least a

secondary education level (Gupta and Leite, 1999). In the work ofNRitus and Guimaraes
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(2013), women with tertiary education present lower fertility level and older mearatage
childbearing. Bonifacio (2011) also finds that the proportion of highly educated becoming a
mother was already smaller in 1996 for the highly educated compared to the low educated.
Moreover, while only 30% of the highly educated progressed for®hgirth, 70% of the low

educated did so.

In Brazil, access to higher education is largely determined by social origin and race, thus
in order to analyze thpotential effects of education on fertility, it is necessarydotrol for
income or other SESnd also for race, because education is selective and might have different
gain for different women. AThe observed dispa
strata, thus, may be partly a reflection of this polarized social structure (Martnand 2 z, 19 95)
Alves and Cavenaghi (2009) finds that for the more educated women, income does not matter, but
for the less educated, income does. Interestingly, Brand and Davis (2011) find evidence that the
effect of college attainment in decreasing fiytis stronger for initially disadvantage women than
for those whose biography were predictable to attend college showing that low educated have
higher gains from college completion.

In conclusion, among the competing preferences for motherhood, edwstatiois out as
one of the most important. | do not expect primary education to be much relevant nowadays, as it
is close to universal in Brazil, but higher levels of education, such as having a college or BA
education, might affect at a great extent fytilevels and fertility plans. More remarkably,
women who attend college or graduate courses tend to postpone childbearing and further focus on
work/career, also influencing fertility. Next subsection discuss the role of work and career on

fertility.
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Work/Career

The influences of career and work for fertility rates are less straight forward than those of
education. In fact, Martin and Juarez (1995) found that the impact of education is often reduced
when economic controls are applied. That means th@substantial difference between women
according to their income or work status regardless of her education. On top of that, both educated
and low educated women tend to work in Brazil and women of low SES have historically worked
(Leme e Wajnman, 2000Work status are also historically contingent on race, with 50% more
chance of a Black women being a worker than a White (ltaborai, 2013).

Brewster and Rindfuss (2000) shows how the relationship between work and fertility can
be either positive or negate depending on the context and on
work and family. Her ability to combine, on the other hand, is subjected to the family policies
available, her necessity for income, and the salience of her career for her Identity.

The imprtance of family policies to determine fertility rates in Brazil has not been studied
extensively. Most research so far has been concemitedpublic policies for fertility control
(Wong and Perpetuo, 2006). Although mothers are grante@l mdnths of pid maternity leave
and free childcare are available only in selected cities, middle class have been outsourcing their
infant care to nannies, family members, or private daycare, while their poorer counterparts have
been primarily counting on family andfe nd s net wor k, especially g
conciliate work and family (Marteleto and Noonan, 1998).

A womends necessity of i ncome also correl:
fertility. That is because women might work for differeeéasons. Poor and low educated many
times work to improve their economic conditions and get out of poverty. These women are the

ones most likely to have higher fertility rates and higher unwanted fertility, promoting a vicious
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cycle of poverty and fertily. Richer and highly educated, on the other hand, have higher odds of
keeping their wages for themselves (Martin and Juarez, 1995).

Work and carearare also associated with childlessness. Smock and Greenland (2010)
show howvoluntarily childless women lva higher incom& a higher percentage in managerial
and professional occupations, and most extensive past work experience in comparison to the
temporarily and involuntarily childless. The authors also show that childlessness is much more
common among wonmewith high human capital, managerial positions, highly compensated and
time-intensive careers reaching 50% in some subgroups (Crittenden, 2001 in Smock and
Greenland, 2010Because of that, evaluating occupation dynamics might give better insights in
howf ertil ity is being negatively affected by w
depreciationd coming from a time away of the
have children. Because the skills of highly educated are ygiifiitult to obtain and are easily
lost if not practiced compared, for example to a domestic worker or a secretary, the first may be
more tempted not to leave the labor market when having children or not to be absent from it for
too long. They also mighte more likely to not have children at all, focusing on their career.

Data for Brazil shows that the type of occupation could definitely interfere with her
reproductive behavior. Dias Junior (2010) finds that the mean number of children ever born for
admnistrative workers is two children. Manual workers have at least 1 more child if they are urban
and domestic workers, or 2 more children in case of rural workers.

In an analysis considering separate effects for each new parity, SouzayeRwoand
Queire (2011) find that the children, in general, reduce the probability of labor market

participation of women, especially children of high parity, such as the third.
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Working outsidéhehomereducedy12%a wo ma n 6 swishihgdorhave chitdifen
even ontrolling for important sock@lemographic variables (Itaborai, 2013). It is not clear whether
this influence comes from a feeling of competition with motherhood or simple because working
outside the home has similar effects as education, of exposing wouhiéferent ideas and smaller
family sizes.

Lastly, harsh economic conditions has been linked to delayed marriage and childbearing
(Morgan, 1991). As for unemployment, it might have different effects on fertility according to the
literature. Temporaryy n e mpl oy men't mi ght reduce womeno6s o0f
affecting longterm income so it makes it a good time for childbearing. On the other hand,
permanent unemploymerttecreases future income and increases uncertainty, impacting the
marriage narket and consequently, fertility (Becker 1972; Becker 1981, Adsera 2005, Leone and
Hinde, 2007).

Adsera and Menedez (2011) also find tiestility rates are reduced when urban and more
educated women face economic uncertaibtg.important to say thidoth income and work status
are time varying variables, so it is difficult to investigate the reverse causality that could possibly
exist. For example, women might be unemployed because they got pregnant, or they might have
got pregnant because they wareemployedlt is also impossible to know whether a women had
a child because she is working in a blue collar job or she is working a blue collar job because she
need to support a child she had.

Apart from that, women might work from home, making it mohnallenging to observe
the impacts of career on motherhood, increasing the possibility of combining the demand of labor

market participation and child bearing.
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The pursuit of a higher level of education associated with career/work demands are two
factorsthat may have an impact on fertility levels and plans. Another one that may be linked to
these factors is the womendés acknowl edgment

the next topic addressed.

Lack of partner

The kck ofa partner andate marriagereduce fertilityby limiting the opportunities and
the amount of time women have to behildren

Data from the 906s reveal that by age 50,
(Heaton, Forste, Otterstrom, 200Because childhood is not tied to marriage in Brazil, this does
not mean they do not have any children or they do not want any childreted data is available
on the percentage of women who arrives in mature life single and without children in Brazil.
Bonifacio (2011) suggests the main reasons are involuntary, such as infertility or involuntary
celibacy.

Another complicating factor of studying the influences of marriage on childbearing is that
among 25 to 29 years old, 50% were in cohabitation in 20d@has number has been increasing
(Esteve et al. 2012; Cow®ussai et al. 2015). That is wimythe case of Brazil, one has to use data
on sexual activity rather than marriage to indicate exposure to pregnancy (Stover, 1998). Some
unions follow the birthof a child or immediately precedes it. In some cases, the interval between
the marriage and the first child is 0.7 years, proving that it has become more common to get

marriage pregnant (Alves and Cavenaghi, 2009). Brazilian cohabitants also have drigjgegr f
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and is associated with more social disadvantaged people who cannot pay for the costs of marriage,
and persons with African and Native Indian heritage (Merrick, 1886greBixby 1996).

More recently, cohabitation has been used by more educatietecparts (Castro Martin
2002; Esteve, Lesthaeghe, and Lofszy, 2012) which made authors suggest that this could be a
sign of the Second Demographic Transition in Brazil (Verona et al, 2885 astreMartin
(2002) points,the high prevalence of coh#ddion could be a sign of modernity or tradition,
depending on the social group (Cadttartin 2002).

In addition, Brazilian unions have become more dissolvable (Leone and Hinde, 2007). If
divorce and separation reach females before the onset or thef ehddbearing, these could
decrease their cohort fertility because they would not have a partner with whom have children.
Leone and Hinde (2001), however, indicate that union instability has a positive effect on the overall
level of fertility because woan might have more children with the new partner or because women
with more unions have more exposition to sex and more liberal behavior which also make them

more prone to having children.

Late transitions

The traditional path into adulthood in Latin Anica was composed sfarting to have sex
during teen years, enter a union a year later and have a child a year later, but Latin America women
with higher levels of education are less likely to follow this rule. "Normative patterns or cultural
expectatios about the appropriate timing of life events and transition contains and shape the life

course of individuals. Within the life course framework, age expectations mark appropriate times
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for major life events and transitions such as initiating sexual ggctgetting married and having
childreno (Hogan 1981, Elder 1985 in Heaton,
The delay in transitions probably reflects societal changes (Smock and Greenland, 2010,
579).Inl t aly and Portwugal , wherieorgnoionagconditonsita s d ot
| eave their parentsd house and establish the
prolonging young adulthood anceldying childbearing until they achieve higher educational
degree, establish themselves in the labharket and increase economic security. They also wait
until they find a suitable husband, marry the
life before having children (Billari, Liefbroer, and Philipov 2006).
According to Blossfeldand Huinink(9 9 1) being dependent on one
has negative effects on fertilityin fact, in the United State86% of young adults aged 18 to 31
l'ive in their parentsd home, a numbimgrolldgdh at 1 s
enroliment, delayed marriage and declining employment could be the reasons (Fry, 2013).
In Brazil, research has pointed to the existence of the same phenoihenpassible that
men and women age 30 are not ready to leave their parental home and db&iblsin. But as
seen earlier, for thibw educated counterparts, continuing to live in the parental household does
not seem to prevent the transition to parenthood because they can establish their parental home as

their own.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODS

Women having fewer children than they want are a source of concern due to the direct

demographic consequences of low fertility, such as population aging, and also because the degree
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to which they are able to implement their preferences characténzegxual and reproductive
rights of women.

Extensive literature has covered the conjunctures of life leading to unwanted fertility
(Bongaarts, 1997; Adetunji, 1998; Hakkert, 2001; Chackiel, 2004). Alternatively, some women
planned to be mothers, but tbenjunctures of life made them childless or with fewer children
compared to their ideal family size. Because reasons to postpone or to forego fertility might be
different, women with fewer children than desired or women with zero children form a
heterogeneus group who deserve to be studied and explored in order to understand their
motivations and the level of competition that impacted their motherhood plans.

What competing factors seem to be more i mp
to her idal family size? For which reasoase women having fewer children than they wish over
the years? Do | have evidence to suggest that some women are foregoing fertility while others are
just hoping to delay? How different are the two groups? How well deesetidual of the
Bongaartsd equation calculated at Chapter 1 r
revise their fertility goals or simply having fewer children than they wish?

Unfortunately, longitudinal data on fertility intentions and outes is not always
available, as in the case of Brazil. On top of that, as already mentioned, the Bongaarts equation
decomposes fertility rates into parameters that uses aggregate level data to model fertility
parameters that drive disparities between vidhdesired and what is achieved. So, | will use the
Brazilian Demographic Health Surveys of 1986, 1996 and 2006, the most recent at the time of this
research, to answer the four specific objectives of this chapter:

1 - Evaluate the impact of career attagmh extended education and lack of parwrer

actual and desired fertility.
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2 - Understand the characteristics of women who have fewer children than they wish and
who have more children than they wish. Understand what explains a women intentions of
postpaement or foregoing of their fertility.

3 - Evaluate the applicability of the Competing Preference factor estimated at the Chapter
1 as a residual of the Bongaarts equation.

471 Evaluatehow well the parameter of Competing Preferencg (Epresent dertility
depletion/revision downwards.

In the following paragraphs, while introducing the four objectives of this chapter, | will
also present the methodology | chose to address them and their iRatdtsleaning, variable
recoding, and data analysiem done using Stata 12. The specific statistical commands and filters

utilized will be detailed further individually.

First objective

First, a the individual level) am interested in evaluating the impact of career attainment,
extended education andck of partneron actual and desired fertility. In order to do that, |
Performed Poisson regressions of number of Children Ever Born (CEB) and Desired Family Size
(DSF) to clarify which of those covariates are associated with lower values for bothyfertilit
measures at the individual level. The categories for those variables of iarerdsarital status
(Cohabiting =0, Married =1, Separated or Divorced=2, Single and Never married=3); Years of

education continuous), labor market participation (no=0, Ye8A level (no=0, yes=1).

Covariates will be used to control for the fact that sa@mographic groups are more

likely to have or wish fewer children over timglace of residence (O=urban, rural=1), macro

123



region (North=1, Northeast=25outheast3, South=4, CenteiWest=5), religious affiliation
(Catholic=1, Protestant=2, Other=Blo-Religior=4), church attendance (no=1, yes=1), race

(White=1, Black=2, Brown=3), and wealth index (5 levels 0 to 4, being 4 the hitthest)

For CEB, as usual in demographisearch, only women age 40 and plus were considered,

as they are close to the end of their reproductive life. Age is kept as a control in the DFS regression.

The dependent variable are both count data at the individual level represented by a
distribution d nonrnegative integers that resemble a Poisson distribution. The logarithm of the
expected value of both independent variables (DFS and of the CEB) conditioned on the exogenous
variable is linked to a linear function on their predictor variables, whielthe characteristics

investigated in this study:

log(E[Y|X]) =a + b X

where: @ is a parameterp is a vector of parameters an is a matrix with the explanatory

variables.

The coefficients and p values for the Poisson Regression of the CEB can be found on Table
3.1, while the Poisson Regression of the DFS can be found onJablehe results displayed are
showed in Incidence Rate Ratios. It is obtained by exponentiategPtisson regression

coefficient.

42 Refer to the Appndix1: Chapter 1 for explanations on the construction of the Wealth Index and the Predicted Level of
Education.
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Poisson Regression of Children ever Born

After controlling for important covariates such as race, religion, church attendance,
urbanicity and geographic region, the coefficients on Talllshow that the number ohildren
born i s dependent on oneod6s wealth index, | eve
predicted by the literature review. Notice how for each additional wealth level, the risks of
having a child decreases. In 1986, for example, the R®RB8 means that each additional
wealth level decreases the risks of having an extra child by 11289). The proportions are
consistent acrossurveyyears.

Having a BA decreases fertility much more in 1986 than 1996 and much more in 1996
than 2006. Ntice that having a BA in 1986 decreases the risks of having a chilglbyRRI is
0.62) and in 2006, by 19% (RRI is 0.81).

Women who work behave the same way, but the relative risks are shgtrity
consistent over time: 0.88.95and 0.95

By far, themost important predictor of fertility is marital status. Being married,
cohabiting or being separated/divorced are associated with much higher risks of having
additional children than being single, varying from 25.86 times the risks of singles in tloé case
married in 1986 to 4.56 in the case of cohabitants in 2006. One can also notice that throughout
time, marital status has been losing importance, as can be seen in the decline of magnitude in
those risks.

In sum, consistently, at the multivariate lewebmen who work, have a Bachelor degree,
and have higher socieconomic status (measured using Wealth) have fewer children. Singles

also have fewer children than married, cohabitants and separated/divorced and marital status.
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Poisson Regression of Desiréamily Size

When it comes to desired family sizes, which is not supposed to be contingent on
competing preferences, the roles of wealth, work and education are unaltered as can be seen in
Table3.2, although their effects are very small yet significant.

Notice, for example, that each additional wealth level contributes for a decrease in DFS
by 1.5% (in 1996, RRI is 09 to 3% (in 2006, RRI is 0.97).

Women who work follow the same tendency, but the only significant coefficient is in
2006 when working gie's women a 4% decreased risk of wishing additional child as can be seen
in Table3.2.

BA, however, changes from being associated with smaller desired family sizes in 1986
and 1996 (coefficients are smaller than 1 on T8g to be related to larger faysizes in
2006 (larger than 1), but this last is not statistically significant. So, this basically means that BA
no longer matters for DFS in 2006 probably because of the expansion of the tertiary education,
suggesting that the deterrence effect of imgjch BA is diminishing.

Since this regression was performed for women of all ages, the coefficients of age also
indicates that the older a women, the higher her DFS. In fact, each additional year of age
contributes for an increase in 1% of her risks ofilgemore children.

Another important thing to notice on Talde is that both married and cohabiting have

higher DFS than singles (higher DFS represented as a higher risk), but not separated/divorced.
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That means that if divorce is not selective of woweh smaller family sizes, it could
contribute for a decline in DFS. With this database, however, it is difficult to evaluate the
causality and selectivity of that.
It is also important to notice from Tabl84 and3.2 together that women who cohabited
or were separated/divorced desired less children that their married counterparts, but had similar
CEBs ¢hanges in reference category not shpwimese results indicated that being
separated/divorced is not a competing preference for fertility. Alterangeflerence category it is
also possible to see that even controlling for all covariates, all marital status wish fewer children
than married women. Again, it is impossible to suggest a causality here implying that women
change their minds once they getrnead because this is a cross sectional database.
I n order to see whether having had a chil d
childo in my controls (not shown) and the big

desire for bigger familgizes, as expected for a population with higher levels of rationalization.

Second objective

The second objective is twofold. First, | want to understand what the characteristics of
women who have fewer children than they wish are compared to womemawéonore
children than they wishMultinomial regression of fertility statiisSecond, | want to understand
who the women who are revising their fertility goals are, trying to understand the association
with postponing or foregoing motherhood for womer 89 and plus@dds of wishing to stop

or continue for women who have fewer children than desired family size

127



Multinomial logit regression of fertility status

Using womends response to their CEB and DF
3 category variable called Fertility Status. Using the following calculation, | determined which
category a women age 30 and plus belong:

1 - If her DFS=CEB, women were categorized as Neutral because they currently have the
same number of children as theiead*.

2 - If her DFS<CEB, women were categorized as Surplus because they already had more
children than she was desired.

3 - If her DFS>CEB, women were categorized as Deficit, because women had fewer
children than she considered ideal.

Thus, the three tagory variable of Fertility Status stands as follows (O=neutral, 1=surplus,
2=deficit). Iperformed a multinomial logit regression of Fertility Status beckluggnomial logit
are used to model discrete variables with more than two possible outcomesagset of
independent variableFhe coefficients for the Multinomial logit regressions, showed in Log Odds
and having Surplus (1) as the reference category, can be seen in.Bable 3

The independent variables are the same applied in ObjectMafital status (Cohabiting
=0, Married =1, Separated or Divorced=2, Single and Never married=3); Years of education
continuous), labor market participation (no=0, yes=1), BA level (no=0, yes=1). The controls are

also the same.

43t is impossible to know whether they could be jagtonalizing.
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For this analysis, women who did ri@tve a DFS were classified as neutral and those who
were pregnant were dropped.

Who are the women who have fewer children than they wished at age 30? Who are the
ones who havenore children than desired?

As can be seen on Tal8e, controlling for allcovariates, the women who have higher
chances of having a Deficit fertility compared to a Surplus are the women of higher Wealth
Level, those who work, those with a bachelor degree and the singles. Notice i3.3afde
example, that the odds of beimgthe Deficit category (having Surplus as a reference) tend to be
more positive the wealthier the women is and in case or has a BA degree. In 2006, women with
college education have more 1.41 log odds of being in the deficit group as compared to the
surplws. Exponentiating the coefficient would result in 4 times higher chances of being in that
group. I n the same year, each additional weal
the Deficit group by 23% (Exp 0.215). Because this is a multinongél those variables also
present higher chances of being in the neutral category when compared to Surplus, but these
coefficients won6t be commented.

In 2006, those who work have higher chances of being neutral, but not higher chances of
being in the Detit group. In fact, in both 1986 and 1996, women who work have higher chances
of being in the surplusddg odds are0.02 and-0.03, respectively), but these numbers are non
significant.

The strength of marital status compared to the other variablessdenecreasing over
time, which suggest that either childbearing has become equal across marital status or that
singlemotherhood has become more acceptable and people are no longer getting married after

an unwanted pregnancy. Take the odds of marrieglpever time, for example: on Tal3e,
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their log odds vary from3.68 in 1986, t62.70 in 1996, anel.86 in 2006Since this is an
analysis of fertility deficit, it is also possible that both groups are either having fewer children or

wishing more.

Odds of wishing to stop or continue for women who have fewer children than desired family size

As a second step for this Objective 2, | selected only the women for whom their number of

children ever born (CEB) is smaller than her desired family size (foF®jpmen age 30 and plus.

Within this group of women with deficit fertility, | look at what percentage of women answered

Ainod and Ayeso to the following question: Awo
(Translations are mine6d . Wo ma&ms wdyese dafile women who are pos
their fertility and they werentoded wemén (wko

foregoing fertility; in other words, these women have revised their fertility intentions downwards,

possibly dug¢o competing preferences, and they were coded as 1 (one).

DFS>TFRA would you like to have an additional child/any child?
Yes (0) she is postponing.

No (1), she is foregoing.

A logistic regression on selected covariates clarifies the factors atgsbwiith answering
no (0) compared to answeringes (1).The coefficients in this case are the log odds that a person
with a certain characteristic will have marked the option or f or e g o i(lHogmeo ne 6 s

& Lemeshow, 2000). Thus, a positiveetficient means that this social group has higher odds of
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wishing to stop fertility by not having more children. This is the group making a downward
revision of their fertility intentions. A negative coefficient means the social group is more likely
to dehy fertility (by saying that wish to have children at a later time).

Although competition depletes fertility rates related to ideal family size, postponing
fertility might temporarily decrease period fertility rates or even cause a tempo effect that
ultimately leads to a quantum effect. The coefficients can be seen in3léble

The independent variables are the same applied in ObjectiMadtal status (Cohabiting
=0, Married =1, Separated or Divorced=2, Single and Never married=3); Years of education
continuous), labor market participation (no=0, yes=1), BA level (no=0, yes=1). The controls are
also the same. In 1986, women who were not married or cohabiting did not get asked the question

about intention for additional births.

For thetwo years, womemwho were pregnant, sterilized or infecund at the time of the
interview or who said they didndét know their
analysis. The coefficients for the Logit Regression, in log odds, can be found or3#lable

Within the women who have fewer than desired, who are the ones who are postponing
their fertility (with an additional child later) and who are the ones who are revising (do not want
more children)?

Notice, on Tabl&.4, that positive and significant coefiients are associated with
foregoing fertility, while negative and significant are associated with fertility postponement.

Additional wealth levels are associated with increasing odds of revising fertility. That
means, when richer people are facing a ddctility, they are more likely to say that they do

not want more children (revise their fertility downwards), but only in 1986 that coefficient is
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significant (log odds are 0.34 which translates into a 40% increase in the odds of revising fertility
conmpared to postpone).

In that same year, women who are working or who have Bachelor degrees are more likely
to say that their deficit is temporary (or that they are postponing their fertility). This is because
their odds of being in the foregoing group igatve €0.35 for Work in 1986 which translates
into being 70% the odds dfthatsane pategory ardl&lford o n 0 t
BA in 1986, which translates into 44% the odds of people without BA in being in that category).

The results are osistent ovesurveyyears, but work is only significant in 1986.

As expected, singles have much higher odds of just being delaying fertility.

In thisbivariate models, | did not control for the number of children ever had, but they all
have fewer than whed. It is possible, though, that the married women are much more likely to
stop because they already haeenechildren, while the single might have none. In both cases,
they could have fewer than wished.

The results presented in this subsection sudgbastvealthier, the more educated
individuals, those who work and the singles had a greater propensity to belong to the group with
deficit fertility. It also shows that, with the exception of the wealthy, they suggest their fertility is

a matter of postptement.

Third objective

After understanding the determinants of the number of CEB and DFS, and of the
differences between both variables, | intend to relate the findings of this chapter with those of
chapter 1. More specifically, | will relate the Competing Preference factoragetl at the Chapter
1 as a residual of the Bongaarts equation with the deficit in fertility examined here. It is important
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to mention that under the Bongaarts (2001) assumption, the residual can only be accounted for

Competing Preferences if all factorg aneasured perfectly, something | know is unattainable.

My third objective is to evaluate the applicability of the Competing Preference factor
estimated at the Chapter 1 as a residual of the Bongaarts equation. How well does that represent

wo me n 6 dintergiong?s e

As seen in the last pages of Chapter 1, plotting the coefficients for Competing
Preferences (@ calculated as a residual against the population mean values of level of education
produces a consistent straight line showing that educatfoghty associated with Competing
Preference. The finding is consistent across years. Would that still hold true for other indicators
of Competing Preferences? arder to test that, | plot the Competing Preference factor estimated
at the Chapter 1 agairsbpulation values of mean age at first union and proportion of women in
the labor force to investigate if those factors are indeed associated with higher values of
competing preferences. | do it separately by esacheyyear, using the same soalemograpic
groups of Chapter 1. The rationale driving this analysis is tipaojple are making decisions and
revising their fertility based on concrete situations such as not finding a mate or having to work,
populations with higher age at first union and majaportions of women in the labor force are
expected to have more competition (or lower values ¢pthan those population with low age
at marriage and low proportion of women in the labor force (remembering that lower values for
this parameter meansghier levels of competing preferences). That is, | expect a negative slope.

The crude values for the population means can be found on A2tiléen the Appendix3:
Chapter 3The plots can be visualized in Figu$ through3.6. It is important to keemi mind
that the k is a multiplicative model, which makes values depart from 1. Thus, the stronger the

Competing Preferences, the more it negatively departs from 1.
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As a result, plotting the residualcffwith their correspondent population mean value of
mean age at marriage (Figur®& through3.3) and proportion of women in the labor force
(Figures3.4, 3.5 and3.6) also produce a negative linear correlation. The respectively coefficient
of determination (R are 06207for 1986, 0.5468 for 1996 and 0.3621 for 2006 in regards to
mean age at marriage and@?2for 1986, 0.4959 for 1996 and 0.4316 for 2006 for proportion
of women working.

Contrarily to education (Figurels10,1.11 and1.12 in Chapter 1), the relationshipa s n 6 t
become flatter over the years, neither has it become stronger, but they seem to be more correlated
in 1996, with higher values of°‘R

Although these statistics are not very high, they certainly show how those socio
demographic indicators have sewalue in explaining the variability incFBesides, | did not try
to improve the model fit but it could be that the relationship between the variables are not linear,
but follow other relationships, such as exponential or logarithmic.

In conclusion, the sociedemographic indications of competing preferences seem to be
working well, and it is possible to say thtte higher the proportion of women in the labor force
and the higher the mean age at first union of a certain-seamgraphic group, the l@vtheir
Fc value (the higher the competing preference).

This finding suggests that the residual of the Bongaarts equation does reflect competing
preference (it would be a perfect measure if all other factors could have been measured perfectly),
but theresidual likely contains other unexplained variance in regards to fertility. It is necessary,
however, that this residual, if it is to be called Competing Preference, represents a revision of

fertility intention downwards.
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Fourth objective

In the analys above, | learned thatHks correlated with social indicators of competition,
but how well does the parameter of Competing Preferengedpresent a fertility depletion? In
order to check this fact, | decided to plot the residug) égainst anothemeasure of fertility
depletion: the number of children who were not born in calculated by the difference between the
womends CEB and their desired family size.

demographic group in easlirveyyear.

Using People without religious affiliation in 2006 as example, the calculation was as

follows:

First, I tabul ated the difference between

women shared the same number of missing or surplus children:

DFS-CEB | Frequency (DFS-CEB)* frequency
-11 1 -11
-7 1 -7
-5 1 -5
-4 3 -12
-3 12 -36
-2 24 -48
-1 18 -18
0 82 0
1 54 54
2 62 124
3 17 51
4 4 16
5 1 5
Total 280
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As can be seen above, 82 women are Neutral, orCES=0.

Then, | multiply the difference by the frequency in each row to see how many children, in
each line were born in excess or were not born at all. Then, at the last column, summing the
negative numbers will result in the total number of children who wene iboexcess (Surplus:

137) while summing the positive numbers will result in the total number of children who were not
born (Deficit: 250). Tabl&.5 brings the total count of children who were born in excess (Surplus),
who were not born (Deficit) and boatcording to their mother's CEB (Neutral), for each socio

demographic characteristic asdrveyanalyzed on Chapter 1.

With these numbers of Tab®5 at hand, | calculated a new parameter of competing
preference, called Adjusted Deficit, which is theportion of the CEB given the number of

children who were not born: CEB/CEB+Deficit.

In the case of nereligious in 2006, the CEB was of 445. So, the Adjusted Deficit was of:
445/445+250=0.64. Tabld.6 brings the Adjusted Deficit for each of the sed@mographic

groups andurveyyear.

Likewise, | also produced a new parameter (Adjusted Surplus) to account for the children
who were born in excess. In the same example, 448/3451.44. The only difference in this case
is, obviously, the mathematicabs. Here | need the Adjusted Surplus to reflect the CEB born in
relations to what the CEB would be in the absences of surplus. The estimation of Adjusted Surplus

can be seen on Talie/ for each of the socidemographic variables asdrveyyear.

On Talle 3.6 | also present the estimates of the original valuedasia residual of Chapter

1 and also the result of the multiplication of the Competing Preferences, Involuntary Infertility and
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Tempo (k*F*F1) estimated at Chapter 1. These three fact@sesponsible for depleting the

TFER in relation to the DFS.

To be consistent, | also present the estimatesyafafeulated at Chapter 1 and also the
coefficients of Unwanted Fertility, Sex Preference and Replacement Rate altoggthes (Fr)

on Table3.7. These three factors are responsible for increasing fertility in relations to DFS.

The Pearson correlations and tiadues of the Coefficient of Determination?jRetween
the coefficients in the columns can be seen on the bottom of Babksd3.7. Correlations higher

than 0.6 will be considered strori®?: higher than 0.5 will be considered a good fit.

To illustrate the relationships, the same coefficients were plotted against one arfwther.
corresponding plots of the relationships can be obsenvEdjures3.7 through3.18 as indicated
on the bottom row of the Tabl8% and3.7.

In sum, expect that my new measure of Adjusted Deficit will be positively correlated both
with the k- as a residual of the Bongaarts in Chapter 1 and with the multiplicatian*&fi¥. |
also expect that the new measure of Adjusted Surplus will be positively correlated aitt the

Fc*Fi*Frof Chapter 1.

Adjusted Deficit

At Table3.6, Adjusted Décit Fertility is found to be positively correlated with the
estimates of &F*Fr of Chapter 1. The Pearson correlations of both columns at the bottom of
table shows how the correlations is slightly lower in 2@D8%) compared to 1996 (0.75) and
1986 (0.79). The estimates of Adjusted Deficit Fertility are also correlated with the estimates of

Fcbut at a lower rate (0.44 in 2006, 0.78 in 1996 and 0.73 in 1986), except for 1996. Notice how
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the curves for 2006 (Figur@s/ and3.8) tend to be much flattéhan the other years, especially
on Figure3.7.

There are two explanations for the values of the correlation not to sum in 100%. The first
explanation is that the factors of the Bongaarts equation might not have been measured perfectly
on Chapter 1 duetmeasurement errors or simply due to the limitations of the techniques, which
disturbs the residual. On Chapter 1, those limitations have been extensively discussed.

The second is that even if it was possible of perfectly measurement all the factdrs state
on Bongaarts (2001), there would still be a lot of unexplained factors surrounding what is
considered Competing Preferences. As has been suggested in Chapter 1 and as | cannot highlight
enough, other techniques should be created and utilized in omguléon bigger portions of
what is driving women to revise their fertility goals. Nevertheless, the correlations are clear and
in the directions expected. The fact that the relationships have becomes more flat over the years
probably means that in 2006 themore things playing a role in regards to competition than in

previous years.

Adjusted Surplus

The correlations for Adjusted Surplus fertility available on T&bleare also positive and
strong as can also be seen in the FigBrE3 through3.18. The Pearson correlations of both
columns at the bottom of table shows the correlations to be 0.73, 0.89 and 0.94, for 1986, 1996
and 2006, respectively when correlating Adjusted Surplus with\hen correlating Adjusted
Surplus with B*FssFr, correlations a slightly smaller for 1996 and 2006, of 0.74 for 1986,
0.64 for 1996, and 0.85 for 200Bhe fact that the correlations are smaller for the aggregated

measureKu*Fsp*Frywhen one would expect the oppositbesause although this factors have
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been estimzd directly, they might still contain errors or technique limitations (and | have
reasons to believe that the sex preference measurements might be cadéjngytisultiplying
a very robust indicator (such ag)My others that contain measurement erajrlimited
techniques, such as thepFone is adding error and disturbing the correlations, just like
competing preferences in the previous example. | have no doubts that unwanted fes}ilgya(F
very good indicator of surplus fertility, especiadliter seeing them correlated at the level of 94%
in 1986 as can be seen on Takleand observed on FiguBel7. Unwanted fertility alone
explain 88% of the variation in Surplus fertility.

Nevertheless;omparing the correlations on Tal3& with Table3.6, the Adjusted
Surplus, in general, have higher correlations than Adjusted Deficit. This serves to strengthen the
point stated in the previous paragraphs that when one is not correlating residual (as the case of
unwanted fertility, sex preferences aeglacement for mortality which are all estimated
directly) the measurement errors are much smaller and this produces more reliable estimates.
This fact urges for the necessity of creating an indicatoe thét is reliable and that can be

estimated direty.

44 0n Chapter 1, the coefficients of Sex Preferences are shown to be highly sensitive to small sample sizes in certain sex
compositions, disturbing the overall estimate of this factor when it comes to more sensitive analysis.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this chapter indicates that at age 30, womeranghgingle, work, have a
Bachelor degree, and have higher semonomic status (measured using Wealth) have fewer
children than their counterparts: the marreehabiting or separated/divorced, the women without
a bachel or degree, t he women vwebooomid straté. Theseo r k a
finding are in accordance with the literature as previously explored (Kreider, 2009; {8od&yp
CastreMartin, and MartinGarcia, 2009; Martin and Juarez, 1995; Heaton, Forste, Otterstrom,
2002; Smock and Greenland, 2010; Dias Junior, 2011, Itaborai, 2013; Souzdefioand
Queiroz, 2011).

At the intention level, these women also wish fewer children, espegallyger women.

College degree, however, changes from being associated with smaller desired family sizes in 1986
and 1996 and loses its effects in 2006. This could be related to the less selectivity of education
over time.

Even though it is no longer sigiwént in 2006, the difference between what highly
educated desire and what they end up having represent a negative number, meaning that they have
a deficit fertility. This finding suggests that schemas that prioritize college education might not be
easy tocombine with schemas for marriage.

Deficit fertility is also found for women
Nevertheless, being single is the most important predictor of having fewer than desired at age 30.
The signs of the relationshipsuiod above are consistent. The only difference found in the
associations is for women who work, who move from having surplus children in 1986 and 1996

(more than they wish) to being neutral in 2006. This possible means that women who worked in
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1986 and 199@ere already wishing to have fewer even thought they could not completely achieve
it (which inflates the proportions of surplus).

Within the group with deficit fertility, when asked if they have the desire for an additional
child, both people with Bachal degree, singles and people who work mention they are willing to
do so. So, with the exception of the wealthy (who revise their fertility down saying that they do
not wish to have more), low fertility is, at least theoretically, a matter of postponeinent.
impossible to know, however, if these women who are already 30 years old, will be able to catch
up on the fertility they are missing.

My analysis also showed that being single is highly associated with having fewer children,
but this was more imptant in the past, where women might have been more likely to get married
following an unwanted pregnancy, remaining single only the ones who did not get pregnant.
Nowadays, singleness after age 30 have become more alike compared to marriage when it comes
to childbearing behavior (odds of CEB are more alike), which is probably caused by a decline in
stigma surrounding single motherhood decline in marital fertility In terms of intentions,
however, singles do not differ much from other marital status (énaergh they do have smaller
intentions).

At the aggregate levdl,also find that the Competing Preference factors calculated as a
residual from Chapter 1 {Fis highly associated with education, age at marriage and proportion
of women in the labor forcé&hat 5, the higher the proportion of women in the labor force, the
mean years of education and the higher the mean age at first union of a certaileswgoaphic
group, the lower their fvalue (the higher the competing preference). This findingsthay with
the regressions in objectives 1 and 2 are enough evidence to suggest that competing preferences

are indeed correlated with factors that set women into two different paths: maternity and career.
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In sum, these findings are consistent with clatheg schemas of low fertility are more
present for highly educated, women who work, and of higher wealth, but #esystavith a desire
for motherhood as those are exactly the same groups that present a deficit fertility. However, when
itcomestodecid&ehet her to revise oned6s goal, the fir
who work) do not see the necessity of revising their plans downwards, but they hope they can
make accommodations to fulfill first their human capital investments and then theiaso
mothers. But these women are already 30 and have fewer years ahead ofuitlerdeclining
chances of conceiving.

Given that postponement is being driven by women with BA and who work, policies such
as affordable childcare and paid maternity leavectv have been successfully implemented in
some European countries could make a difference for the fertility recuperation in Brazil. It is
important to learn what is necessary, in terms of public policy and institutional arrangements, to
allow them have th children they wish because it might be easier to help a women have the
children she is missing than fostering policies to increase incentives for childbearing in women
who do not want to havenychildren.

Further the higher the wealth, the more oddsamen have of rasing her fertility down
This suggests thaevising fertility is not a matter of not having enough morkhat is possible,
unless the costs associated with having children grows in different magnitude than the wealth of
the women. Resech for the United States has shown how the costs of raising children gets more
expensive the richer the parents are. This happens because wealthy parents might have the desire
to spend on their children whateeertaitnttyak eSC
2015). So, the costs of children escalate. If this is also true for Brazil, this could explain why

wealthy women revise their fertility down: it could be their strategy of maximizing their
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investments. Future studies should investigla¢éelevels of wellbeing of women and if they are
somehow disturbed for having to revise their fertility downwards.

As Alves and Cavenaghi (2009) find that income does not seem to affect fertility for highly
educated, but do so for low educated, futurekvetiould also look more attentively to interactions,
such as this effect of low soeexonomic status when interacted with college education, and also
interacted with work and marital status.

It is also important to notice that Competing Preference migihibe the best way to call a
factor that embraces bot h tisuchmassareerhaadtcollege p e n d
educatonn and things that might reflect womends | a
with whom she would like to have chiklr with. Although childbearing happens outside of
marriage for many Brazilian women, those are usually of low se@dmomic strata and at very
early ages. When women are more empowered and are able to make choices that expands their life
opportunities, sth as the college attainment, both marriage and childbearing are postponed. So,
remaining single while marriage is a conditgine qua notfor childbearing cannot be simply be
defined as a choice, but as constraint. The new parameter, if any, should be named Competing
Preferences and Constraints. Future studies should explore how differendesmcigraphically
are the groups who have defitartility due to the pursuit of life opportunities and those who have
it because simply did not find a suitable partitenould also be interesting to see the differences
in wellbeing for both groups.

Although this analysis suggests that the residdathe Bongaarts equation reflects
competing preference (it would be a perfect measure if all other factors could have been measured
perfectly), the residual might contain other unexplained variance in regards to fertility. In that case,

after observing hig correlations in the previous analysis and that thie FRdeed a good approach
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to estimating deficit fertility but not a perfect one, | conclude that there are room for improvements
in the empirical estimation of competing preferences. Current working lwone on a new and

robust way to calculate this factor directly using simple aggregate population level data that could
produce estimates of Competing Preference score that fits the original Bongaarts equation and that
represents a revision of fertylitntention downwards.

The objective of this oigoing work is not to fully explain the residual of the equation,
given that there wild/| al ways be unexplained :
minimize the residual by addressing intottbguation some of the factors that are proved to be
associated with competing preferences, estimating the counterfactuals. For example, what would
the fertility deficit be if all never married women were to get married controlling for all socio
demograpli c haracteristics? What if all women wit|
fertility as the ones without again controlling for other observable variabl@sZanalysis needs
to be done separately for each sed@mographic group (as the Bongaadsation was at Chapter
1) and for eaclsurveyyear (because different years will have different variables that matter for
Competition and Constraintsyhe strategy here is similar to a population standardization, but
using Propensity Score Matching (PBAustin, 2011, Caliendo and Kopeinig, 2005he PSM
has been used with DHS data in other studigmg and Heise2005; Babalola and Vonrasek,
2005).

Back to the results of this chapter, the main limitation of this study is the fact that most of
its analysis are constructed based on the report women give, at the time of the interview, of
values for their DFS at the moment they did not have any children, sometimes referring to
decades ago. But | have showed here and also at Chapter 2, that womempviggliheir goals

when faced with competition, with unwanted pregnancies or when faced with unexpected sex
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ratios. So, when the variables utilized in the Bongaarts equation are calculated, although they are
asking women fAback atavdéechilmeér evhen womemni ar a
that might have already suffered transformation throughout the time.

In that case, the competing preference parameter might be biased because what a women
may have had reported in the far past might have beenrtoglever than what she is reporting
at the time of the interview. Unfortunately, Did8d PNDSare not the state of the art database
to evaluate changes in desired fertility because they aresgosen, so they do not capture
these changes as they happHowever, in the case of Brazil, this is the most appropriate
database for this kind of study that was available at the time of this research and it is extremely
rich in regards to fertility information.

In order to further explore this limitation, irable3.8 | reconstruct reports of DFS using
three differensurveyy e ar s, capturing samples of the same
Although they are not the same people given thati#it@s crosssectional, women who were
40-49 in 2006, were 339 in 1996 and 2@9 in 1986 assuming that mortality and international
migration are not biasing my results. So, | am capturing a sample of a true population group.

Notice in Table3.8 how the valas for the DFS according to age varies a lot over time,
decreasing with the year and being always smaller for the younger women. For example, in
2006, women age 2P9 have a DFS of 1.9 while women age3®0have a DFS of 2.15 and
women age 4@9 have a DF®f 2.46. Looking acrosgearsfor the same age group, women age
20-29 in 1986 had a DFS of 2.60 in 1986, 2.09 in 1996 and 1.90 in 2006.

It is impossible to knowhowever whether these are effects of age, period or cohort.
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However, the values for the cohorts on Taéh&do not seem to follow a big trend. They
all decline in 1996 compared to 1986, and then return to higher values in 2006, when they reach
40-49 year old. Thus, variations may be caused by small sample $ereniiks.

| observed two increasing trends, for Protestants (2.41, 2.43 and 2.50 for 1986, 1996 and
2006 respectively) and region North (2.56 in 1986, 2.62 in 1996 and 2.77 in 2006), and two
decreasing tendencies, for Education 2 and 4, which refer wié/8thool (2.62 for 198, 2.42
for 1996 and 2.39 for 2006) and High School (2.43 for 1986, 2.30 for 1996 and 2.10 for 2006).

In sum, the overall result indicate that women do revise their DFS, but not very much. So,
in the end of the day, | am stuck wahmeasure of competing preference) {Rat evaluated the
revisions of a womenodos ideal family size of a
It is possible that some of these of women on Tal@enight have revised their DFS because
they hal children. Others, revised down due to Competing Preference. In the end, they might
cancel one another out.

So, in my last analysis of the paper, | will do a humble attempvestigate whether
womenodos preferences f or Drg%orthea pasty. Stratifymghbg d over
selected socidemographic characteristics, women agedg@n 2006 are the same women
aged 3639 in 1996 and 2@9 in 1986. Using birth calendar data (age of mother at each birth), |
also know where in time her chiklr were born. So, for example, | am able to track samples of
cohorts of women who had zero children in 1986 when they wet® 2but who had one in
1996 when they were 389 and then had 2 in 2006, when they werdg0l am also able to see
their reporiof DFS at each of these moments and list down the reported DFS for each cohort of
women who had each combination of parity at each year: 0, 1, 2 or 3 or more children in 1986, 0,

1, 2 or 3 or more children in 1996, 0, 1, 2 or 3 or more children in 2@0M€o talculated
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measures of dispersion for DFS (mean, standard deviation, coefficient of variation) to understand
if controlling for the timing of each parity, women at the aggregate level and as a cohort revised
their intention.

On Table3.9, the report®f DFS and the measures of dispersion can be seen for each of
those combinations as theyresent different lines on thaltle.

For example, | know that the group of women who had 0 children in 2006 also had O in
1996 and had 0 in 1986. Their mean DE&aroup changed from 2.49 when they wer@2M
1986 to 1.79 when they were-39 in 1996 to 1.80 when they were-49 in 2006.

A group of women who started with 1 children in 1986, and moved to having 2 children
in 1996 and finished with 3 in 2006, nexd from having a mean DFS of 2.32 in 1986 to 2.32 in
1996 to 2.82 in 2006 as a group.

It is important to notice that given that the ones with zero are a larger pool of women, one
cannot say that the DFS declined and then increased, but it certaingseati@ter women had
the first children.

The DFS and the measures of dispersion on Ta8leonsistently increases for every
group at every 10 years. For instance, for women who had O children in all years, the coefficient
of variation moves from 0.52 1986 to 0.63 in 1996 and 0.95 in 2006. The higher the
coefficient of variation, the more diversity within sample.

The fact that the DFS changes and gets more diverse either means that women adapted
their DFS to their current composition or that women wieoe selected of low fertility
continued with zero as the other ones moved forward. It is interesting to see, however, that even

when a women has zero children at ag&l@0she still mentions close to 2 (1.80) as a DFS.
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Table3.9 also shows that the majgualitative change is between the first two DHS (1986
and 1996), with not a lot of movement happening after women turned 40.

I n sum, womenod6s reports has become more di
the first child birth beingagreattui ng point in defining their mo

This finding results suggest that the DFS, by the time are reported by women in the
interview, have already been revised. However, it does not invalidate the Bongaarts parameters,
but emphasizes that the competingfprence parameter is estimated with limitations and can only
be estimated properly when new measures of DFS make themselves available, and after all other
factors are measured perfectly.

Back to the results of this chapter,Br®zil is already 10 yeamsder than its lasPNDS
survey it will be interesting to see if these patterns of Competmefgfencea continued and even
gained more momentum as public policies that fostered education achievement and college
enrollment among Blacks and people with Eecioeconomic status were implemented in the last
decade.

Last but not least, although competing preferences depletes fertility related to DFS, no
other parameter in the Bongaarts equation (2001) exist to represent revisions upwards. For
example, it$ possible that renarriage, love, peer pressure or even new social trends can cause a
women to revise her goals upward.

Future studies should investigate other t
frequent and in what circumstances womeassges their fertility goals? In what measure and for
which women an important job offer make women revise their goals? Likewise, for what women
and how promising a loving partner would need to be in order for a 30 year old single woman

revise their goals upwds or anticipate their fertility? How far do women go in order to accomplish
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their dreams? Are the gains of motherhood compensating the losses in terms of professional
achievements and personal l'ife? |1 n oheiroer wor d
identity and how does it change to accommodate conflicting schehsaBfazil heads to lowest

low, will one see the participation of Competing Preferences and Constraints increase? What will

be the new competing preferences and constrains imetirefuture?
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Figure 3.2: Fc by mean age at first union, Brazil, 1996
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Figure 3.3: Fc by Mean age at first union, Brazil, 2006
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Figure 3.5: Fc by proportion of women working, Brazil, 1996
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TABLES

Table 3.1: Bivariate and Multivariate Poisson regressions of Children Ever Born, women
age 40 and plusBrazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006.

Incidence Rate Ratios

1986 1996 2006

Models: Bivariate Multivariate Bivariate Multivariate Bivariate Multivariate

Wealth Index (continuous) 0.80*** 0.89*** 0.80*** 0.88*** 0.81*** 0.88***
Work 0.81*** 0.88*** 0.88*** 0.95** 0.83*** 0.95***
BA level 0.41%* 0.62*+* 0.52*+** 0.73*** 0.58*** 0.81***
Marital status (ref:Single) Cohabiting 32.69%** 24.58** 11.36*** 9.38*** 5.22%%* 4.56***
Married 31.54%** 25.87*+* 10%+* 9.28*** 4.65%+* 4.49%+*

Separated/Divorced 26.51%** 23.15%** 9.84*** 8.69*** 4.56%** 4.29%**

Constant for multivariate model 0.19*** 0.46*** 0.77**
Observations 647 647 2,547 2,529 3,743 3,726

Note: All multivariate models controlled by Race (except 1986), Region, Urbanicity, Religion and Church attendance (except 1986).
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 3.2: Bivariate and Multivariate Poissonregressionof Desired Family Size, all women,
Brazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006.

Incidence Rate Ratios

1986 1996 2006
Bivariate Multivariate | Bivariate Multivariate | Bivariate Multivariate
Wealth Index (continuous) 0.96*** 0.98*** 0.98** 0.99** 0.97%** 0.97***
Work 0.98 1.00 101 0.98 0.99 0.96%**
BA level 0.86*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.98 0.96** 1.03
Marital status (ref:single)
Cohabiting [1.15*** 1.02 1.13*%** 1.00 1.19%** 1.03*
Married [1.23*** 1.08*** 1.30%** 1.10%** 1.35%** e il
Separated/Divorced [1.05 0.93** 1.10%** 0.94x** 1.16*** 0.97
Age 1.0 %x** 1.01%** 1.01%x** 1.0 %x** 1.0 x** 1.01x**
Constant for multivariate model 1.75%** 1.29%** 1.13**
Observations 5,818 5,818 12,492 12,399 15,348 15,287

Note: All multivariate models controlled by Race (except 1986), Region, Urbanicity, Religion and Church attendance (except 1986).
*** pn<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 3.3: Multinomial logit of Fertility Status, all women aged 30 and plus,Brazil, 1986,

1996 and 2006. Reference category is Surplus.

2006 1996 1986
Neutral Deficit Neutral Deficit Neutral Deficit
Wealth Index (continuous) 0.29%** 0.24*** 0.27*** 0.25%** 0.35%** 0.22%**
Work 0.10* 0.10 -0.02 0.08 -0.03 0.21*
BA level 1.02%** 1.4 0.86*** 0.99*** 0.52%** 1.07%*=
Marital status (ref:single)
Cohabiting| -1.03*** -2.26%** -1.56%** -2.57%** -2.10%** -3.70%**
Married -0.49** -1.86%** -1.05%** -2.70%** -1.84%** -3.68***
Separated/Divorced | -1.08*** -2.39%** -1.38*** -2.83%** -1.85%** -3.69%**
Constant for multivariate model 0.33 0.66* 0.13 1.17%** 0.92 2.47%**
Observations 7,991 7,991 6,004 6,004 2,341 2,341

Note: All multivariate models controlled by Race (except 1986), Region, Urbanicity, Religion and Church attendance (except 1986).

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Results are in log odds

Table 3.4: Logit regressions of Not wishing to have more children (reference=1) compared

to people who wish to have it leer (0), women who have CEB<DFSBrazil, women age 30
and plus, 1986, 1996 and 2006.

1986 1996 2006
Models:| Bivariate Multivariate| Bivariate Multivariate| Bivariate Multivariate

Wealth Index (continuous) 1.20** 0.34*** 1.10 0.11 1.06 0.08
Work 0.62*** -0.35* 0.91 -0.08 0.85 -0.13

BA level 0.70* -0.81*** 0.76* -0.37** 0.58*** -0.53***

Marital status
cohabiting (ref: married) 1.16 0.12

cohabiting (ref: single) 1.30 0.18 1.65*** 0.33*

Married (ref. single) 1.91 **=* 0.51** 2.27%%* 0.70%**

Divorced (ref: single) 3.92%x* 1.33%** 4 AT7x*x 1.41%**
0 -0.27 0 -0.20
Constant for multivariate model 2.05 0.12 -1.44
Observations 527 527 828 825 1467 1,455

Note: All multivariate models controlled by Race (except 1986), Region, Urbanicity, Religion and Church attendance (except 1986).
In 1986, women who were not married or cohabiting did not get asked the question about intention for additional births.

Standard errors in parentheses
** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Results in log odds.
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Table 3.5: Total count of children who were born in excess (if DF®EB <0, Surplus), who
were not born (if DFSCEB>0, Deficit) and born according to their mother's CFS (DFS
CEB=0, Neutral), all women,Brazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006 (CONTINUE).

1986 1996 2006

Total Total Neutral 1052 3153 4863
Total Surplus 3900 8513 6739

Total Deficit 8067 12690 13814

CEB 12357 25513 41292

Education Level 0 Total Neutral 328 685 690
Total Surplus 2752 4982 2416

Total Deficit 1632 2120 1098

CEB 6748 11032 7257

Education Level 1 Total Neutral 380 1163 1512
Total Surplus 896 2497 2714

Total Deficit 3036 4548 2954

CEB 3637 8542 9807

Education Level 2 Total Neutral 153 509 1060
Total Surplus 123 597 904

Total Deficit 1567 2912 3941

CEB 878 2655 4587

Education Level 3 Total Neutral 117 560 1127
Total Surplus 91 345 589

Total Deficit 1242 2228 3885

CEB 694 2383 4226

Education Level 4 Total Neutral 74 236 472
Total Surplus 38 86 99

Total Deficit 590 877 1921

CEB 400 889 1564

Catholic Total Neutral 830 2427 4065
Total Surplus 3150 6673 5817

Total Deficit 6694 9858 10950

CEB 10015 19880 23350

Protestant 500 630
Total Neutral 94 1246 694

Total Surplus 343 1778 2219

Total Deficit 647 3978 3271

CEB 1176 5756 5490

No religion Total Neutral 84 120 82
Total Surplus 302 442 137

Total Deficit 503 616 250

CEB 819 1028 445

Urban Total Neutral 838 2650 3420
Total Surplus 2402 5960 4380

Total Deficit 6243 10457 10150

CEB 8442 18977 17749
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Table 3.5: Total count of children who were born in excess (if DF®EB <0, Surplus), who
were not born (if DFSCEB>0, Deficit) and born according to their mother's CFS (DFS
CEB=0, Neutral), all women,Brazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006 (CONTINUE).

Rural Total Neutral 214 503 1443
Total Surplus 1498 2553 2359
Total Deficit 1824 2233 3664
CEB 3915 6536 9729
WealthLevel O Total Neutral 120 249 301
Total Surplus 1371 1870 1194
Total Deficit 1091 1215 908
CEB 3136 4256 3334
Wealth Level 1 Total Neutral 135 591 521
Total Surplus 926 3080 1302
Total Deficit 1364 2641 1644
CEB 2507 7288 4193
WealthLevel 2 Total Neutral 400 901 1178
Total Surplus 1131 2131 1865
Total Deficit 3121 3603 3194
CEB 3916 6591 7167
Wealth Level 3 Total Neutral 201 628 1948
Total Surplus 317 903 2037
Total Deficit 1314 2480 4962
CEB 1558 3839 9580
WealthLevel 4 Total Neutral 196 768 915
Total Surplus 155 509 341
Total Deficit 1177 2684 3106
CEB 1240 3449 3204
North Total Neutral 114 366 733
Total Surplus 440 982 1725
Total Deficit 975 1240 2251
CEB 1558 2873 5555
Northeast Total Neutral 249 939 820
Total Surplus 2191 4667 1829
Total Deficit 2392 4858 2951
CEB 4867 10742 5747
Southeast Total Neutral 531 976 1110
Total Surplus 997 1723 1177
Total Deficit 3448 3560 2851
CEB 4404 6229 5433
South Total Neutral 158 512 1158
Total Surplus 272 543 928
Total Deficit 1252 1497 2796
CEB 1528 2811 5272
CenterWest Total Neutral 360 1042
Total Surplus 598 1080
Total Deficit 1535 2965
CEB 2858 5471
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Table 3.5: Total count of children who were born in excess (if DF®EB <0, Surplus), who
were not born (if DFSCEB>0, Deficit) and born according to their mother's CFS (DFS
CEB=0, Neutral), all women,Brazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006 (FINAL).

Predicted education 0 Total Neutral 327 681 686
Total Surplus 2750 4977 2412
Total Deficit 1603 2052 1077
CEB 6733 11012 7238
Predicted education 1 Total Neutral 376 1162 1495
Total Surplus 898 2500 2712
Total Deficit 2796 4279 2590
CEB 3635 8537 9780
Predictededucation 2 Total Neutral 150 499 1018
Total Surplus 123 598 904
Total Deficit 1245 2526 2689
CEB 867 2643 4567
Predicted education 3 Total Neutral 122 570 1158
Total Surplus 91 344 594
Total Deficit 1555 2707 4864
CEB 706 2405 4261
Predicted education 4 Total Neutral 77 241 504
Total Surplus 38 88 100
Total Deficit 868 1121 2579
CEB 416 904 1595
White Total Neutral 1409 2003
Total Surplus 2132 1701
Total Deficit 5019 5408
CEB 8648 9259
Black Total Neutral 1733 2625
Total Surplus 6360 4631
Total Deficit 7613 7411
CEB 16781 16644

Note: In 1986, CentéWest is included in Southeast.
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Table 3.6: Estimates of Deficit Fertility based on women's report for Ideal Family Size comparetb estimates of Competing
Preferences () measured as a residual of the Bongaarts equation and compared to the multiplication of the Competing
Preference residual (k) by Tempo effect (FT)and involuntary infertility (FI), Brazil, values for 1986, 1996 an2006.

2006 1996 1986
Total 0.67 0.70 0.69 0.49 0.67 0.84 0.81 0.52 0.61 0.74 0.75 0.62
0 0.79 0.99 0.85 0.40 0.78 1.31 1.24 0.44 0.74 0.97 1.00 0.51
1 0.72 0.81 0.75 0.46 0.73 1.06 1.01 0.48 0.65 0.62 0.71 0.60
Wealth Index 2 0.69 0.81 0.74 0.48 0.65 0.76 0.76 0.52 0.56 0.62 0.64 0.64
3 0.66 0.67 0.64 0.49 0.61 0.70 0.66 0.56 0.54 0.55 0.60 0.64
4 0.51 0.37 0.39 0.59 0.56 0.62 0.60 0.56 0.51 0.54 0.61 0.66
Oto3 0.87 0.72 0.74 0.27 0.84 1.08 0.99 0.34 0.81 0.97 1.00 0.42
Years of 4 0.79 0.86 0.81 0.39 0.65 0.92 0.90 0.53 0.55 0.65 0.65 0.64
achieved 5t08 0.63 0.88 0.79 0.58 0.48 0.69 0.64 0.65 0.36 0.72 0.57 0.76
education 9to 11 0.47 0.61 0.51 0.59 0.52 0.58 0.61 0.60 0.36 0.68 0.62 0.77
12 or more 0.38 0.49 0.38 0.64 0.50 0.45 0.51 0.60 0.40 0.49 0.50 0.73
Urbanicity Urban 0.64 0.68 0.69 0.51 0.64 0.80 0.77 0.53 0.57 0.67 0.68 0.63
Rural 0.73 0.68 0.65 0.45 0.75 0.87 0.85 0.48 0.68 0.91 0.94 0.56
North 0.71 0.78 0.80 0.47 0.70 0.94 0.86 0.49 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.64
Northeast 0.66 0.64 0.62 0.51 0.69 0.87 0.84 0.51 0.67 0.78 0.87 0.56
Region Southeast 0.66 0.73 0.69 0.49 0.64 0.63 0.62 0.53 0.56 0.68 0.66 0.63
South 0.65 0.70 0.68 0.49 0.65 0.54 0.59 0.52 0.55 0.69 0.63 0.68
Center-West 0.65 0.77 0.79 0.50 0.65 0.54 0.52 0.56
Catholic 0.68 0.66 0.65 0.48 0.67 0.72 0.69 0.52 0.60 0.72 0.85 0.63
Religion Protestant 0.60 0.71 0.69 0.55 0.69 0.53 0.52 0.49 0.65 0.61 0.64 0.60
None 0.64 0.99 0.80 0.48 0.63 0.89 0.88 0.54 0.62 0.88 0.89 0.57
Oto3 0.87 0.72 0.73 0.27 0.84 0.98 0.91 0.33 0.81 1.00 1.00 0.42
Predicted 4 0.77 0.81 0.76 0.36 0.67 0.75 0.73 0.51 0.57 0.64 0.52 0.62
education 5t08 0.54 0.77 0.68 0.51 0.51 0.54 0.52 0.62 0.41 0.65 0.65 0.73
level 9to 11 0.52 0.83 0.72 0.64 0.47 0.52 0.55 0.64 0.31 0.60 0.68 0.80
12 or more 0.45 0.73 0.57 0.69 0.45 0.34 0.42 0.65| 0.32 0.44 0.45 0.79
Race White 0.63 0.59 0.58 0.52 0.63 0.58 0.61 0.53
Black 0.69 0.75 0.74 0.47 0.69 0.84 0.83 0.51
Pearson correlation: 0.44 0.71 0.78 0.75 0.73 0.79
R%: 0.19 0.50 0.60 0.57 0.54 0.62
Figure #: 7 8 9 10 11 12

Note: No information for race was recorded for 1986. In that year, Center-West was included in Southeast.
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Table 3.7: Estimates of Surplus fertility based on women's report for Ideal Family Size compared to estimates of Unwanted
fertility (Fu) measured as the Bongaarts equation and compared to the Unwanted (Fu) multiplied by sex preferen¢éSP)and
child replacement (Fr), values and Pearson correlations foBrazil, 1986, 1996 and 2006.

2006 1996 1986
e R ReRstRa %pop |G R R wpop |ENSSYE ReRetR, %pop
Total 1.32 1.19 1.28 0.18 1.50 1.23 1.32 0.23 1.46 1.34 1.54 0.20
0 1.56 1.28 1.42 0.31 1.78 1.30 1.53 0.37 1.78 1.44 2.04 0.36
1 1.45 1.18 1.36 0.26 1.73 1.27 1.38 0.32 1.59 1.41 1.87 0.26
Wealth Index 2 1.35 1.20 1.41 0.21 1.48 1.22 1.28 0.22 1.41 1.31 1.53 0.18
3 1.27 1.17 1.31 0.16 1.31 1.17 1.27 0.17 1.26 1.23 1.34 0.14
4 1.12 1.15 1.23 0.07 1.17 1.15 1.22 0.12 1.14 1.15 1.25 0.10
Oto3 1.50 1.28 1.66 0.37 1.82 1.33 1.52 0.43 1.69 1.44 1.68 0.39
Years of 4 1.38 1.30 1.46 0.26 1.41 1.21 1.32 0.22 1.33 1.30 1.55 0.17
achieved 5t08 1.25 1.15 1.23 0.12 1.29 1.22 1.32 0.13 1.16 1.26 1.60 0.07
education 9to 11 1.16 1.10 1.22 0.09 1.17 1.14 1.23 0.10 1.15 1.22 1.26 0.07
12 or more 1.07 1.13 1.24 0.04 1.11 1.15 1.10 * 0.08 1.10 1.16 1.29 0.07
Urbanicity Urban 1.33 1.21 1.29 0.17 1.46 1.23 1.32 0.21 1.40 1.32 1.49 0.18
Rural 1.32 1.18 1.33 0.20 1.64 1.24 1.53 0.30 1.62 1.39 1.64 0.28
North 1.45 1.21 1.30 0.24 1.52 1.16 1.25 0.24 1.39 1.40 1.54 0.20
Northeast 1.47 1.20 1.41 0.22 1.77 1.26 1.58 0.29 1.82 1.43 1.94 0.30
Region Southeast 1.28 1.20 1.27 0.16 1.38 1.26 1.58 0.20 1.29 1.30 1.46 0.16
South 1.21 1.05 1.18 0.13 1.24 1.17 1.23 * 0.15 1.22 1.22 1.41 0.13
Center-West 1.25 1.06 1.23 0.15 1.26 1.15 1.26 * 0.18
Catholic 1.33 1.19 1.33 0.19 151 1.22 1.59 0.23 1.46 1.35 1.54 0.20
Religion Protestant 1.27 1.22 1.37 0.15 1.46 1.26 1.73 0.23 1.41 1.28 1.39 0.22
None 1.44 1.23 1.36 0.21 1.75 1.28 1.75 0.26 1.58 1.38 1.63 0.22
Oto3 1.50 1.26 1.64 0.37 1.82 1.33 1.65 * 0.44 1.69 1.44 2.01 0.39
Predicted 4 1.38 1.30 1.46 0.27 1.41 1.21 1.60 0.23 1.33 1.29 1.47 0.18
education 5t08 1.25 1.18 1.26 0.15 1.29 1.20 1.58 0.14 1.17 1.26 1.48 0.08
level 9to 11 1.16 1.12 1.25 0.08 1.17 1.15 1.38 0.09 1.15 1.22 1.56 0.06
12 or more 1.07 1.15 1.26 0.03 1.11 1.15 1.10 * 0.07 1.10 1.16 1.24 0.05
Race White 1.23 1.17 1.30 0.13 1.33 1.17 1.56 0.17
Black 1.39 1.22 1.32 0.21 1.61 1.27 1.59 0.26
Pearson correlation: 0.73 0.74 0.89 0.64 0.94 0.85
R% 0.53 0.54 0.80 0.41 0.88 0.72
Figure #: 13 14 15 16 17 18

Note: No information for race was recorded for 1986. In that year, Center-West was included in Southeast.

* Values replaced due to possible calculation errors or technique limitation in the original Bongaarts equation. On Chapter 1, the coefficients of Sex Preferences are shown to be highly sensitive to small sample
sizes in certain sex compositions, disturbing the overall estimate of this factor when it comes to more sensitive analysis. If original values are kept, outliers highly disturb the correlation. After removing the outliers (*),
the new correlation was changed to 0.64.



Table 3.8: Desired Family Size bysurvey year, age groups and selected covariateBrazil
(1986, 1996 and 2006)

All women
Total Catholics North
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
40-49 3.44 2.88 2.46 40-49 3.47 2.89 2.45 40-49
30-39 3.00 2.38 2.15 30-39 3.02 2.39 2.13 30-39
20-29 2.60 2.09 1.90 20-29 2.67 2.09 1.94 20-29
Wealth Level O Protestants Northeast
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006

40-49 3.54 3.24 2.89 40-49
30-39 3.45 2.80 2.52 30-39
20-29 2.99 2.30 2.10 20-29

40-49 2.93 2.77 2.54
30-39 3.07 2.37 217
20-29 2.75 2.09 1.90

Wealth Level 1 No Religion Southeast
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
40-49 3.84 3.04 2.84 40-49 2.28 2.29 2.32 40-49 3.37 2.82 2.31

30-39 3.44 2.53 2.35 30-39 2.70 2.16 191 30-39 2.88 2.24 2.08
20-29 2.82 2.10 1.88 20-29 2.25 1.86 1.61 20-29 2.48 2.05 1.84

Wealth Level 2 Education 0 South
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
40-49 3.34 2.76 2.44 40-49 3.62 3.08 2.95 40-49 4.06 2.94 251

30-39 2.85 2.27 2.01 30-39 3.34 2.56 2.53 30-39 311 247 211
20-29 244 2.02 1.88 20-29 2.88 2.26 2.19 20-29 2.67 2.07 1.94

Wealth Level 3 Education 1 Center-West
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
40-49 3.38 2.87 2.38 40-49 3.53 2.85 2.39 40-49 3.39 2.72
30-39 2.87 2.35 2.08 30-39 2.88 2.42 2.16 30-39 291 2.26
20-29 2.48 2.09 1.86 20-29 2.62 2.07 1.87 20-29 2.27 2.05
Wealth Level 4 Education 2 White 1996 2006
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
40-49 2.85 2.39
40-49 3.33 2.80 2.34 40-49 3.30 2.64 2.51 30-39 2.32 2.17
30-39 2.76 2.30 2.20 30-39 2.80 2.27 2.04 20-29 2.12 1.88
20-29 2.52 2.08 1.93 20-29 2.35 2.03 1.84
Black 1996 2006
Urban Education 3
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 40-49 2.90 2.51
30-39 2.43 2.15
40-49 3.31 2.78 2.37 40-49 2.89 2.71 2.10 20-29 2.06 1.91
30-39 2.89 2.32 2.09 30-39 2.55 2.30 1.99
20-29 2.50 2.04 1.87 20-29 2.43 2.03 1.85( |Race 3 1996 2006
Rural Education 4 40-49 2.88 2.65
1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 30-39 2.18 1.91
20-29 2.33 1.86
40-49 3.84 3.34 2.93 40-49 2.56 2.55 2.33| |Key Decrease and Increase
30-39 3.36 2.68 2.47 30-39 2.65 2.09 2.23 Decreasing
2029 293 232 204 2029 253 214  1.98 P creasing

Note: No information for race was recorded for 1986. In that year, Center-West was included in Southeast.
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Table 3.9: Measures of dispersion for Desired Family Size bgurvey year, age groups, birth
cohort and children ever born in 1986 Brazil.

Desired family size (DFS)

1986 1996 2006
Standard Standard Standard

(Age: 20-29) Mean Deviation v (Age: 30-39) Mean Deviation cv (Age: 40-49) Mean Deviation cv
CEB CEB CEB

0 2.49 1.29 0.52 0 1.79 1.13 0.63 0 1.80 1.70 0.95

1 1.99 1.00 0.50 1 2.00 1.06 0.53

2 2.32 1.25 0.54 2 2.48 1.39 0.56

3 2.89 2.01 0.69 3 3.44 3.73 1.08

total (all parities) 2.49 1.29 0.52 2.45 1.69 0.69 2.64 1.76 0.67

1 2.32 1.14 0.49 1 1.81 1.16 0.64 1 1.95 1.84 0.94

2 2.63 2.35 0.90 2 2.35 0.85 0.36

3 2.43 1.22 0.50 3 2.82 1.47 0.52

total (all parities) 2.32 1.14 0.49 1.97 1.44 0.73 2.70 2.18 0.81

2 2.61 1.26 0.48 2 2.47 1.70 0.69 2 2.46 1.54 0.63

3 2.78 2.01 0.72 3 3.13 1.83 0.58

total (all parities) 2.61 1.26 0.48 2.29 1.34 0.59 2.67 1.67 0.62

Note: CV=coefficient of variation
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APPENDIX 1: CHAPTER 1

a) Construction of the Wealth Index

The Wealth Index was built following the guidelines of Rutstein and Johnson (2004). This is
supposed to be a pure economic variable, without taking into account education level or
occupation type. According to the authors, the wealth index has many aphsaoteer other
economic variables. It represents a more permanent status when compared to income or
consumption, especially due to fluctuation of
in particular during the period of hypaaflation. It also solves a problem of missing data about
income. For my Brazilian samples, 21.1% in 1986 and 14% in 2006 do not know the household
income.

Wealth is also more easily measured and requires fewer questions than either consumption
expenditures or income (Ratein and Johnson, 2004. p. 4). Plus, the assets taken into account in
the measurements are easily observable by all residents. For instance, it is common to be
unaware of your parental income, but it is very uncommon to not know whether one owns a
fridge.

As suggested by the authors, the variables chosen to compose the index have to be
appropriate for the Brazilian reality, so they might differ from the ones utilizédsn
dissertation. Likewise, assets and utilities that are able to differentiadelnmds in terms of
economic prosperity might vary from one period to another. For example, when television was
an expensive household item, having a TV was an important component of the index. When TV
became popular and nearly universal, present evire ipoorest households, it had to be left out
of the index because it no longer separated people of different economic classes. Thus, | not only

adapted the index to the Brazilian reality, but | created one index for each different DHS year
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and the PNDSTo make it comparable among the8veyyears, | divided the index into 5
groups, ranging from O to 4, being 4 the wealthiest.

The configuration of the index was as follow:

| started by selecting some variables among household assets and utility sesiiedde at
the DHS questionnairesd at the PNDS survelythen conducted a Principal Component
Analysis by factoring the variables for each year separately. PCA is a commonly used procedure
to group strongly correlated variables. | performed the PCMBmy different combination of
variables in all three years, until | found a combination that fit the data well according to the
PCA. For a matter of importance and space, | am only showing here the final combinations. For
exampl e, Asoureae afnddriimak inn gnawetr i al of the ro
enough to be included in this index. The final selection after the PCA was as follow:

For the year 1986, | used possession of television, radio system, bathroom, car, vacuum
cleaner, wasimg machine and if the household had a housekeeper, or domestic servant.

For the year 1996, | used possession of radio system, bathroom, car, vacuum cleaner,
washing machine, housekeeper and VCR.

For the year 2006, | used possession of vacuum cleanerngashchine, housekeeper,
fridge, telephone line, computer and internet access at home.

The three PCA resulted in 2 different observable factors, or groups, for each year.

For 1986, the first factor included the possessions of TV and bathroom, and tie feetor
included the possession of car, housekeeper, vacuum and washing machine. | assigned the same
weight for each of the possessions, therefore, Factor 1 has three categories: 2= possession of
television and bathroom, 1=possession of television dwrdam and O=household does not

possess any of them. Similarly, factor 2, has 5 categories: 4= car, housekeeper, vacuum cleaner
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b)

and washing machine, 3=a combination of 3 out of the 4 already cited, 2=a combination of 2 out
of the 4, 1=only one out of the @=household does not possess any of them.

Then, | ran a crosstab between the two distinct groups, resulting in-t2¢egories. | re
grouped them according to the number of the possessions: the higher the number of possessions,
especially the possesa®which would differentiate higher classes from lower, the higher the
Wealth Index of the person. | chose tegreup them so that | could keep comparability with the
other DHS by creating al&vel continuous scale ranging from 0O to 4, being 4 the westth
category.

The same procedure was used for 1996 and 2006, however, the variables utilized to
differentiate poorer and richer were differérds it is supposed to be with the PCA method. For
1996, the factor with the possession of bathroom differtextithe poorest from the rest; while
car, housekeeper, vacuum and VCR differentiate the richest.

For 2006, the possession of housekeeper, computer and internet differentiated the richer from
the others, while the absence of fridge, washing machine aphtele differentiated the poor
from the rest.

Tables with the group distribution can be made available upon request.

Construction of the Predicted Final Education Level

Studies involving young subjects or schagle subjects are exposed to a common
problem: their incomplete level of education. In the case of this dissertation analyzes, 22% of the
respondents in 2006 (goes up to 64% among women af)@)nd 21% in 199656.3% for

women age 189) are still in school and their achieved years of education might not correspond
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to their final level of education. Statistical modelling can overcome differences in education level
by controlling for age. Because this is a desnmgpanalysis where no control for age can be

done, | opted for predicting the final level of education of women age 15 to 24 based on her age
grade distortion and the probability that a women her age and with her current level of education
would finish sibbsequent education levels.

In order to calculate the grade progression probabilities, | used a different database that
contained the age groups and education levels in 1986, 1987, 1996, 1997, 2006 and 2007 in order
to build a distribution of women and s grade. The PNAD (Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra
Domiciliar) is nationally representative of the Brazilian population.

| used two successive years (i.e.:1986 and 1987) because it was possible to derive the
proportion of women who would successfully p&s the next school grade. For example, the
proportion of 15 yearsld who were in the®®grade in 1986 and the proportion of 16 yeais
who were in the 10grade in the 1987 have been successful. Any 16 years old iff tvade in
1987 would be considered to have failed one year in school.

By doing that, | created a probability matrix for annual transitions. Assuming that these
probabilities were roughly constant for a few years to come, | got the probability of transitio
the next school level for each age and grade. For example, | found that the probability of having
an Incomplete High School Degree (having 8 to 10 years of education) of &\Wiiteen age
17 yearsold who were in the®®grade in 2006 was 0.17. | alfound that her probability of

finishing High School was 0.68. Her probability of going to college was 0.15.

45| calculated different probadlities for Whites and Blacks. | could have calculated for other social strata, but the refinement of
this measurement is out of the scope of this dissertation given the complexity of the calculations.
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After obtaining these probabilities using PNAD, | went back to the BREPNDSlata
to create, in every single year, for every women, a randomahble ranging from 0 to 1 named
Auo. A random White women age 17, for exampl e
value of u=0.83. | then assigned (or better, | predicted) one education level for each women
based on her age, her current leved aer value for u:

In the previous example, the White women aged 17 with a value of u=0.25 would be
assigned Incomplete High School (because her probability is lower than the 0.68 that is
necessary to continue to finish High School). The women with tBe3@=would be assigned
Graduated High School because she would need to be at least 0.85 (0.68 + 0.17) to be considered
ACol | egeo.

This procedure was done for all three combinations (1986 and 1987; 1996 and 1997; and
2006 and 2007). The strongest assuompk am making is that the grade progressions remains
the same from year to year after 1987, 1997 and 2007, even though | know education outcomes
have been improving in Brazil and, ideally, | would have to track women in 1987, 1988, 1989
and so on.

A quick analysis of the results (that deserves further investigation or even a future paper)
show how the probability of finishing high school and proceeding to college has increased
enormously over the decades. It has also showed how these probabilitieslat@ghar for
Whites.

My predicted education levels which are used in the Bongaarts equation are: Elementary
School or less (0 to 3 years of education), Elementary School (4), Middle School (5 to 8), High
School (9 to 11) and college or some college (L2 aore).

Tables with the group distribution can be made available upon request
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APPENDIX 1.2 CHAPTER 1
The estimation o6ex Preferencess stated in the methods section lead some of the results to be
inflated. That happens because the technique requires the division of the population in parity and

composition, as can be seen in the example below:

Number of
Number .
: women/kids
number of who Proportion . )
. " : , Proportion in the
Parity Composition women doesn't doesn't : .
_ _ Min (Ci*)  absence of
(P) want want (Ci) f
anymore preterences
(Ci*Pi)
1 b 5,519,480 2,735,999 0.50 0.50 2735999
1 g 5,136,525 2,731,087 0.53 0.50 2546169
2 bb 1,915,823 1,386,610 0.72 0.72 1386610
2 bg 1,558,071 1,244,829 0.80 0.72 1127681
2 gb 1,539,519 1,301,803 0.85 0.72 1114253
2 ag 1,274,700 969,165 0.76 0.72 922586
(x(Ci
x Pi 16,944,118 = 9,833,298
Arnold

(x(Ci*P 17231

I f higher the amount of wvari amooennflated t he p
the rate will be (see below how the result of the division changes drastically from 1.72 to 2.45).
The high variability might be caused by having too many parities with different compositions, to

small sample sizes, or to both.
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Number Number of

: women/kids
number of who Proportion . )
. " : , Proportion in the
Parity Composition women doesn't doesn't : .
_ _ Min (Ci*)  absence of
(P) want want (Ci) f
anymore preterences
(Ci*Pi)
1 b 5,519,480 2,759,740 0.50 0.50 2759740
1 g 5,136,525 2,619,628 0.51 0.50 2568263
2 bb 1,915,823 1,436,867 0.75 0.25 478956
2 bg 1,558,071 623,228 0.40 0.25 389518
2 gb 1,539,519 1,170,034 0.76 0.25 384880
2 ag 1,274,700 318,675 0.25 0.25 318675
(x(Ci
x Pi 16,944,118 = 6,900,031

Arnold
(x(Ci*P 24557
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APPENDIX 2: CHAPTER 2

Table A2.1: Top 5 preferred composition, women without childrenBrazil, 1996 and 2006
(CONTINUE).

1996 2006
n % n %
TOTAL
bg 2,001 47.39 bg 1,927 40.89
XX 385 9.12 XX 672 14.26
No child 251 5.95 X 365 7.74
g 240 5.68 No child 342 7.26
bgg 223 5.28 g 290 6.15
bbg 187 4.43 XXX 229 4.86
b 171 4.05 bgg 179 3.8
X 168 3.98 b 176 3.73
bbgg 151 3.58 bbg 127 2.69
Whites
bg 773 47.02 bg 734 39.21
XX 175 10.64 XX 336 17.95
No child 101 6.14 X 158 8.44
bgg 81 4.93 No child 132 7.05
X 76 4.62 XXX 99 5.29
Black
bg 1,220 47.58 bg 1,037 41.65
XX 210 8.19 XX 284 11.41
g 175 6.83 No child 196 7.87
No child 150 5.85 X 175 7.03
bgg 141 55 g 174 6.99
Wealth Level O
bg 154  45.29 bg 91 37.45
bgg 25 7.35 XX 32 13.17
bbgg 22 6.47 No child 24 9.88
g 19 5.59 X 17 7
bbg 19 5.59 g 13 5.35
Wealth Level 1
bg 441 50.63 bg 230 44.83
g 58 6.66 XX 54 10.53
XX 52 5.97 g 35 6.82
No child 52 5.97 No child 31 6.04
bgg 41 4.71 X 27 5.26
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Table A2.1: Top 5 preferred composition, women without childrenBrazil, 1996 and 2006
(CONTINUE).

Wealth Level 2

bg 580 46.29 bg 448 41.25
XX 115 9.18 XX 174 16.02
No child 89 7.1 No child 86 7.92
g 71 5.67 X 82 7.55
bgg 68 5.43 g 74 6.81
Wealth Level 3
bg 386 46.34 bg 679 40.51
XX 100 12 XX 230 13.72
g 51 6.12 X 159 9.49
bgg 50 6 No child 123 7.34
No child 42 5.04 g 101 6.03
Wealth Level 4
bg 428  47.45 bg 479  40.08
XX 98 10.86 XX 182 15.23
No child 53 5.88 X 80 6.69
g 40 4.43 No child 78 6.53
XXX 39 4.32 XXX 69 577
Urban
bg 1,707 48.1 bg 1,453 40.28
XX 333 9.38 XX 484 13.42
No child 215 6.06 No child 282 7.82
g 206 5.8 X 274 7.6
bgg 184 5.18 g 241 6.68
Rural
bg 294  43.68 bg 474  42.86
XX 52 7.73 XX 188 17
bbgg 41 6.09 X 91 8.23
bgg 39 5.79 No child 60 5.42
No child 36 5.35 XXX 54 4.88
1996 2006
n % n %
Catholics
bg 1,560 47.69 bg 1,454 40.21
XX 306 9.35 XX 535 14.8
g 193 5.9 X 292 8.08
No child 183 5.59 No child 251 6.94
bgg 177 5.41 g 207 5.72
Protestant

bg 293  49.49 bg 375 44.48
XX 44 7.43 XX 103 12.22
No child 32 5.41 No child 70 8.3
bbg 31 5.24 g 63 7.47
g 30 5.07 X 53 6.29

172



Table A2.1: Top 5 preferred composition, women without childrenBrazil, 1996 and 2006
(CONTINUE) .

No religious affiliation

bg 98 42.61 bg 43 39.45
XX 21 9.13 X 12 11.01
No child 21 9.13 No child 11 10.09
g 14 6.09 XX 7 6.42
X 13 5.65 g 6 55
North
bg 247 53.7 bg 311 43.5
g 37 8.04 XX 89 12.45
No child 33 7.17 No child 54 7.55
bgg 28 6.09 X 41 5.73
bbg 27 5.87 bgg 35 4.9
Northeast
bg 815 48.51 bg 443  42.07
XX 123 7.32 XX 114 10.83
g 110 6.55 No child 86 8.17
bgg 105 6.25 g 84 7.98
No child 98 5.83 X 71 6.74
Southeast
bg 548  45.29 bg 375 35.65
XX 129 10.66 XX 179 17.02
No child 75 6.2 X 107 10.17
b 68 5.62 g 76 7.22
X 63 5.21 No child 74 7.03
South
bg 216  45.28 bg 381 39.08
XX 60 12.58 XX 181 18.56
No child 32 6.71 X 87 8.92
X 30 6.29 No child 62 6.36
bbg 27 5.66 g 49 5.03
CenterWest
bg 175 44.3 bg 417 45.42
XX 61 15.44 XX 109 11.87
XXX 23 5.82 No child 66 7.19
bgg 21 5.32 X 59 6.43
bbg 18 4.56 XXX 50 5.45
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Table A2.1: Top 5 preferred composition, women without childrenBrazil, 1996 and 2006
(CONTINUE) .

Cohabitation
bg 86 51.5 bg 262 42.46
g 13 7.78 XX 91 14.75
XX 12 7.19 X 53 8.59
X 11 6.59 g 42 6.81
b 8 4,79 XXX 33 5.35
Married
bg 153 36.69 bg 204 39.92
XX 69 16.55 XX 106 20.74
XXX 29 6.95 X 44 8.61
X 28 6.71 XXX 30 5.87
bgg 24 5.76 g 27 5.28
Separated/Divorced
bg 41 39.81 bg 67 35.64
No child 13 12.62 X 20 10.64
b 9 8.74 No child 20 10.64
g 7 6.8 g 18 9.57
bgg 7 6.8 XX 17 9.04
Single

bg 1,721 48.68 bg 1,393 41.02
XX 299 8.46 XX 458 13.49
No child 219 6.2 No child 272 8.01
g 200 5.66 X 248 7.3

bgg 186 5.26 g 203 5.98

No Church attendance
bg 381 45.96 bg 297 37.83
XX 66 7.96 XX 103 13.12
No child 58 7 g 72 9.17
g 46 5.55 No child 69 8.79
bgg 44 5.31 X 68 8.66
Church attendance
bg 1,521 48.1 bg 1,630 415
XX 298 9.42 XX 569 14.49
g 180 5.69 X 297  7.56
No child 172 5.44 No child 273 6.95
bgg 169 5.34 g 218 5.55
Not virgin

bg 684  43.73 bg 1,220 41.4
XX 154 9.85 XX 442 15

No child 114 7.29 X 254 8.62
g 112 7.16 No child 172 5.84
b 78 4.99 g 171 5.8
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Table A2.1: Top 5 preferred composition, women without childrenBrazil, 1996 and 2006
(FINAL) .

Virgin
bg 1,317 49.55 bg 707 40.03
XX 231 8.69 XX 230 13.02
bgg 153 5.76 No child 170  9.63
No child 137 5.15 g 119 6.74
bbg 130 4.89 X 111 6.29
Not working
bg 1,091 49.64 bg 1,098 41.72
XX 185 8.42 XX 359 13.64
g 125 5.69 X 193 7.33
No child 120 5.46 Nochild 176  6.69
bgg 107 4.87 g 159 6.04
Working

bg 910 44.96 bg 829 39.84
XX 200 9.88 XX 313 15.04
No child 131 6.47 X 172 8.27
bgg 116 5.73 No child 166  7.98
g 115 5.68 g 131 6.3
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Table A2.2: Proportion of women who desires additional children given her current
composition and probabilities that the proportions are the same, women with only one child,
Brazil, 1996 and 2006.

2006 1996
Had a Boy Had a Girl Had a Boy Had a Girl
% wants % wants Probability % wants % wants EProbabiIity
more more : more more i
TOTAL 052 050 | 95.00 0.53 052 | 8277
Race
White 050 049 | 5880 0.58 055 | 8583
Blacks and Brown 0.52 050 i 83.00 0.51 0.49 75.09
Religion
Catholic ~ 0.51 048 i 9070 0.55 051 | 9837
Protestant  0.60 057 i 7397 0.50 060 | 148
Non Religious ~ 0.64 063 | 4562 0.38 051 | 252
Urbanicity
Urban  0.49 046 | 98.29 0.52 050 | 77.16
Rural 061 062 i 33.00 0.62 059 | 6842
Region
North  0.56 060 : 1053 051 055 | 2012
Northeast  0.55 054 | 66.03 0.51 050 | 5801
Southeast ~ 0.44 043 | 6537 0.53 047 | 97.00
South  0.48 039 | 9981 0.55 055 | 46.20
Center-West  0.61 061 i 4491 0.63 063 | 4574
Education Level
0 040 041 {4075 0.48 045 | 69.16
1 056 053 i 8417 0.58 055 | 9021
2 057 051 i 97.96 0.56 053 | 7572
3 050 047 | 8599 0.50 049 | 57.18
4 047 053 { 510 0.42 052 | 635
Wealth Index (percentile)
0 067 063 i 7330 0.54 045 | 9110
1 058 054 | 77.33 0.57 057 | 4881
2 053 052 | 6763 0.51 051 | 5055
3 053 049 | 9594 0.54 054 | 46.40
4 040 043 | 1231 0.52 048 | 85.95
Church attendance
No 046 046 | 50.56 0.52 047 | 9275
Yes  0.53 051 ; 96.12 0.55 054 | 7456
Work Status
No 056 055 i 7870 0.54 056 | 15.67
Yes 048 045 | 9425 0.53 047 | 99.34
Marital Status
Married 057 055 | 8042 0.59 056 | 9511
Separated/Divorced 0.39 029  99.48 0.42 033 | 9767
Single  0.44 042 | 6862 0.38 049 | 058

Note: Binomial distribution was assumed. Where the probabilityis smaller than 5%, the null hypothesis (the hypothesis
that the proportions are the same) can be rejected. That means in those cases, the proportions are statistically
different. Some values are significant due to discrepant sample sizes. Those won't be commented.
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Table A2.3: Proportion of women who desires additional children given her current
composition and probabilities that the proportions are the same, women with two children,
Brazil, 1996 and 2006.

2006 1996
Probabilities Probabilities
% wants more GGvs. GGvs. BBuvs. % wants more GGvs. GGvs. BBuvs.
BB BG BG BB BG BG
Had BB Had GG Had BG Had BB Had GG Had BG
TOTAL 0.24 0.20 0.15 96.10 0.62 0.00 0.22 0.24 0.24 12.41 41.18 81.80
Race
White 0.22 0.19 0.12 80.69 0.10 0.00 0.16 0.21 0.19 8.21 29.24 77.07
Blacks and Brown  0.23 0.19 0.18 89.61 26.21 1.01 0.26 0.28 0.28 25.85 51.20 73.58
Religion
Catholic  0.24 0.19 0.14 96.66 0.73 0.00 0.22 0.24 0.24 17.43 43.21 75.98
Protestant  0.23 0.25 0.17 30.32 5.14 11.07 0.30 0.28 0.19 50.85 9.42 4.28
Non Religious  0.10 0.67 0.24 56.95 88.31 72.12 0.12 0.25 0.43 5.78 74.14 99.33
Urbanicity
Urban 0.23 0.17 0.13 98.52 3.42 0.00 0.19 0.22 0.22 18.19 59.01 86.12
Rural  0.25 0.25 0.19 44.81 2.82 2.10 0.31 0.39 0.31 9.66 9.32 42,91
Region
North  0.27 0.26 0.23 45.30 19.71 17.65 0.39 0.29 0.31 78.05  49.10 12.67
Northeast  0.35 0.18 0.17 99.55  37.66 0.00 0.22 0.28 0.29 5.15 48.03  92.38
Southeast  0.16 0.15 0.10 58.36 5.72 1.93 0.19 0.23 0.21 13.75 26.67 64.16
South 0.18 0.20 0.10 33.12 0.05 0.11 0.16 0.15 0.20 48.67 75.30 69.86
Center-West  0.27 0.23 0.22 7055  38.76 13.93 0.24 0.30 0.21 18.74 9.60 24.64
Education Level
0 0.36 0.31 0.15 63.38 0.56 0.01 0.25 0.25 0.24 43.33 33.36 33.26
1 027 0.21 0.17 96.41 9.43 0.07 0.24 0.26 0.27 31.65 60.31 75.01
2 0.18 0.14 0.14 84.08 51.91 10.13 0.18 0.22 0.19 15.33 21.81 52.18
3 020 0.21 0.15 34.60 4.06 5.09 0.12 0.25 0.21 0.89 20.19 90.49
4 0.20 0.18 0.11 49.96 5.94 2.46 0.25 0.13 0.18 76.39 50.89 12.61
Wealth Index (percentile)
0 025 0.33 0.25 12.13 11.17 37.44 0.26 0.35 0.40 9.00 63.16 92.15
1 045 0.17 0.23 99.95 71.25 0.01 0.34 0.22 0.27 94.69 73.32 8.93
2 033 0.20 0.18 99.82 2145 0.00 0.16 0.25 0.24 0.89 33.38 9491
3 014 0.18 0.13 5.69 3.22 34.04 0.23 0.29 0.18 11.68 1.38 9.88
4 0.16 0.19 0.07 21.52 0.02 0.07 0.11 0.11 0.19 38.38 87.94  90.85
Church attendance
No 0.26 0.16 0.11 94.63 8.75 0.02 0.24 0.21 0.24 63.59 6329  43.93
Yes 0.23 0.20 0.16 87.77 1.02 0.00 0.21 0.25 0.23 7.70 20.04 6854
Work Status
No 0.26 0.25 0.18 69.03 0.57 0.05 0.27 0.25 0.24 64.22 30.94 15.55
Yes 0.21 0.14 0.13 98.30 18.70 0.02 0.16 0.23 0.24 1.57 53.07 98.73
Marital Status
Married  0.25 0.22 0.14 85.55 0.01 0.00 0.24 0.26 0.26 20.66  46.33  76.17
Separated/Divorced  0.16 0.10 0.20 89.30 97.62 73.16 0.13 0.20 0.17 5.52 21.27 67.61
Single  0.27 0.64 0.18 0.19 0.01 12.07 0.78 0.73 0.15 56.42 30.10 67.45

Note: Binomial distribution was assumed. Where the probabilityis smaller than 5%, the null hypothesis (the hypothesis that the proportions are the same) can be rejected. That means in those
cases, the proportions are statistically different. Some values are significant due to discrepant sample sizes. Those won't be commented.
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Table A2.4: Parity Progression Rates by selectedariables, all women with children Brazil, 1996

statistically different than both reference categories.
In group significance denotes the p value for the X test of within group differences.

1996
>
[S) ~ Y ™ ~ é" S
— ~ ?7;‘ = ~ ~ Py -~ 2] < o N [<} 3
& 9 < @ 3 (3} [ [ 2] = ks o S}
e /s/s/)s/s)&§)/8)/s /)55 )]s /s /)]s /582558
< T 2 S S £ 53 S & = = = ~ ~ < & = [ 1] %] 2
= a [ 5 /& [ = 5 s | @ s /s /5 /5 /5 /5 b 5 & § /2 /s S
2 /6 s/&/s/&/&/§/¢)&/s/Ef)/&/F)F)°
& /5 /)52 =/ g S
< 9
b 0.77 | 0.76 079 [ 0.76 0.83 | 0.80 0.78 076 073 080 | 0.84 080 0.76 075 075 | 0.77 082 072 | 088 078 068 0.65 0.70
g 0.76 | 0.74 078 | 0.75 0.83 | 0.76 0.79 074 072 079 | 0.84 080 074 0.74 0.73 076 081 067 [ 0.87 076 0.66 069 0.69
In-group significance 0.000 0.000 0.008 (1 and 4) <0.061 0.002 0.000
b_b 0.65 | 060 068 | 0.62 0.75 | 0.66 0.70 062 057 064 | 080 075 066 054 050 | 064 071 064 (084 062 050 042 0.41
b_g 0.62 | 0.52 0.68 [ 0.60 0.71 | 0.68 0.70 0.57 0.48 055 [ 0.74 0.72 064 055 043 | 062 065 0.67 | 0.81 0.58 0.46 0.46 0.34
gb 0.64 | 0.57 0.69 | 0.62 0.72 | 0.69 0.69 0.60 055 0.63 0.79 0.73 0.62 0.57 050 [ 0.64 067 056 [ 0.84 059 049 043 0.45
g.g 0.66 | 0.61 069 [ 063 0.75 | 0.70 0.72 059 059 063 | 0.76 0.77 064 058 051 [ 065 071 0.64 | 0.80 0.64 0.56 0.53 0.47
0.006 (except No
In-group significance 0.000 0.000 0.004 (except 2). 0.000 Affiliation) 0.090 (except 0.000
Catholic)
b_b_b 059 | 058 058 | 053 076 | 060 065 052 053 057 | 078 067 055 044 040 | 061 054 044 | 076 053 033 0.33 022
b_b_g 052 |1 039 059 | 048 064 | 065 060 039 045 051|073 061 051 040 027 | 052 056 041 | 068 046 034 036 0.11
b_g b 0.57 | 0.51 059 | 0.54 0.70 056 060 054 053 056 | 069 067 056 046 038 | 056 064 054|074 047 040 039 0.17
b_g g 0.57 | 0.44 063 [ 0.52 069 | 0.65 066 048 046 038 | 0.75 068 049 050 0.22 | 057 054 o061 | 073 047 037 034 0.33
g bb 0.57 | 049 062 | 051 074 | 0.60 069 052 043 046 | 080 066 053 055 032|058 061 056 071 052 035 040 0.12
g_b_ 0.60 | 051 063 | 0.55 0.73 | 0.61 0.70 0.48 0.59 046 ( 081 068 056 048 028 | 061 055 063 | 077 054 030 029 0.15
g_g.b 0.57 | 052 060 | 053 071 | 0.65 0.66 050 049 040 | 073 064 056 045 038 | 058 055 053|072 060 041 0.20 0.20
g.949 0.58 | 049 062 | 053 071 | 0.63 066 049 054 042 | 076 065 055 044 042 | 059 054 069 [ 074 056 038 0.23 0.43
In-group significance 0.000 0.000 0.000 (except 2) 0.000 non-sig 0.000
Notes: Statistically significant differences are in bold when reference categoryis b_b or b_b_b. Statistically significant differences are in red when reference categoryis g_g or g_g_g. Ifred and bold, number is
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Table A2.5: Parity Progression Rates by selected variables, all women with childreBrazil, 2006

2006
T
- S} ~ QY ™ \a > -
5 | 5 /s /s /353 /el 2/5]5]>]8]53
] x IS = < Jood o4 'S S > S S pNy N o 5 = ) 8 S S [}
2 2 & T S o)) @ S S ) ) ] (7] ) 5 L T P = & S QC]?
s/&/8)§/5/5)s)s5)/s /2 /22 /2/)/3/8)/8/s5/85]58 g /S
= o & & = . S & 2 < < < < < S 2 = < IS 2 = 5
-~ o o < = = = = = T o [+ -~ < S [
z = /9 S/ &/&/&/&/&/)°)«q s | &/2/®
< = = = = = < K S
072 071 069 074 | 078 074 072 071 069 | 073 0.74 066 [ 090 0.78 0.66 0.57 0.59

0.35 | 068 0.75 | 0.69 0.78 [ 0.75
069 077 | 076 072 068 068 074 | 080 074 0.72

0.006

b
g 0.35 | 069 0.73 072 064 | 071 077 064 | 089 080 064 057 058

0.000 0.000 0.004 (except Region 5).

0.000 0.000

In-group significance

068 059 053 048 053|077 062 060 052 037 |05 055 053|076 061 044 041 0.28

b_g 052 1 043 058 | 049 059 [ 0.64 056 050 042 052070 066 051 050 034|054 051 045 | 077 054 043 034 0.30

0.53 | 046 056 | 0.50 0.58 [ 0.60 0.60 049 049 046 [ 074 062 060 047 034 (052 056 053|077 057 043 033 031
051 [ 0.81 061 047 035 0.34

b_b 0.56 | 0.49 0.60 | 0.52 0.63

g_b
g_9g 0.57 ] 049 061 | 0.54 062 [ 0.65 063 054 048 054 (077 067 058 052 041 | 057 0.56
In-group significance 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.077 (except Prot.) 0.000

053 044 037 045 | 064 060 050 042 026 (049 049 046 | 068 045 039 0.28 0.19

b b b 0.49 | 0.38 054 | 0.42 058 | 0.61
b_b_g 0.44 | 0.33 0.50 0.40 0.52 0.48 0.53 0.38 0.40 0.41 0.68 0.55 0.48 0.37 0.16 0.45 0.42 0.41 0.63 0.44 0.35 0.21 0.13
b_g_b 0.46 | 0.37 050 | 045 0.47 058 046 045 038 040 | 0.62 0.45 059 039 022 | 046 046 0.48 | 0.59 0.48 032 0.26 0.15
b_g_g 0.51 | 0.49 0.53 0.48 0.57 0.64 0.55 0.46 0.41 0.45 0.72 0.64 0.47 0.48 0.20 0.52 0.53 0.48 0.67 0.51 0.37 0.36 0.17
g_b_b 0.48 | 0.34 0.56 0.45 0.54 0.62 0.56 0.40 0.42 0.38 0.69 0.62 0.52 0.37 0.31 0.49 0.50 0.33 0.65 0.49 0.28 0.33 0.25
g_b_ 047 | 0.39 051 | 043 054 | 059 043 046 0.36 049 | 064 055 050 042 020 | 048 047 038 | 063 050 030 034 0.14
g_g b 0.47 | 0.39 0.52 0.44 0.52 0.55 0.53 0.41 0.48 0.40 0.67 0.53 0.47 0.42 0.30 0.47 0.50 0.41 0.60 0.47 0.41 0.29 0.13
g.9.4g 0.48 | 0.44 0.51 0.46 0.53 0.55 0.47 0.38 0.50 0.53 0.72 0.54 0.45 0.46 0.29 0.51 0.46 0.29 0.65 0.47 0.37 0.32 0.30
0.000 0.016 (Except Prot.) 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000

In-group significance
Notes: Statistically significant differences are in bold when reference categoryis b_b or b_b_b. Statistically significant differences are in red when reference categoryis g_g or g_g_g. Ifred and bold, number is

statistically different than both reference categories.
In group significance denotes the p value for the X test of within group differences.




Does intention translate into behavior?

In light of the Theory of Conjunctural Action, | now move to the realms of outcomes to
see whether a womenodés preferences can be noti
hi gher parity order Dbirths. Serentthanwhatiwoukdbbeo w t h :
expected from the preferences once they start having children, as suggested by the analysis of post
rationalization. But who are more likely to proceed to higher parities according to their existing
composition? In the previous s$ens, | observed that the most desired composition is the balance
(bg). Therefore, | expect that women who already have two children of the same sex might show
a greater propensity to desire more children and to continue childbearing in order to have them

In Table A2.2 and A.3 (Appendix2: Chapter 21 present the proportion of women who
desires aradditional child given the composition of the existing children (only women who has
had at least one child ever born). | utilized the same datasets tataktidse proportions, but |
used womends answers to the question Awoul d vy
showed separately surveyyear and can be seen on Tab2for women who had one child
wishing a second child and on Tabl2.3 for women who had two children wishing a third child.

| ran Binomial testsn order to check whether the proportions of women who withes
havean additional child is different according to the sex of existing children. On T&hk A
compared women whoad a boy with women who had a girl. The probabilities can be seen on the
columns to the right. Where the probability is smaller than 5%, the null hypothesis (the hypothesis
that the proportions are the same) can be rejected. That means in those eggeppttions are
statistically different. On Table A3, | first compare women who had two girls compared to

women who had two boys (Column GG vs. BB), then women who had two girls compared to
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women who had one of each (GG vs. BG). Last, | compared theewavho had two boys
compared to women who had one boy and a girl (BB vs. BG).

For Table R.2, at the level of 5% in 1996, Protestants, people without religious affiliation
and singles have slighter higher proportions of wishing an additional childfifghis a girl. For
example, while 60% of the Protestants who had a girl say they want an additional child, only 50%
who had a boy say so. It is impossible to know, however, whether this is a search for balance or a
son preference. | also believe thatgl values only came up significant due to the small sample
sizes in those categories (not shown). In 1996, very few people who have children are not Catholic
or are single. In 2006, as can be seen in Tal@&, Aall proportions for parity one were not
staistically significant. That is, there are no significant differences for women that had a boy or a
girl in their odds of wishing to have a second child.

For parities of two children moving forward to parity 3, as can be seen in Tal#ethe
socicdemayraphic groups start to look more different. In 1996, however, given that the sample
sizes are still small for some groups and there is no clear tendency (not even a significant value at
the country Il evel), the r esacbnsideraioh lbelievethat st r on
in the year of 1996, the sex of the existing children are less important for moving forward probably
because desired family size and especially fertility rates, were still very high. It is also important
to notice that comgring to 2006, 1996 has much less daughter preference in general.

In 2006, on the other hand, the values at the country level on Tal8eake significant:
the proportion who wants a third child is much lower if the first two children are of opposige sexe
than if the first are of the same sex. For example, while 24% of women who had two boys say they

are willing to have a third child, only 15% of the ones who had a boy and a girl say so.
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This is an indication of balance preference because the strerigthddsire to continue is
high for both people with two girls and two boys: those who had two girls also have higher chances
of wishing more (20%). There is also a clear tendency when analyzingdaimgraphic groups,
with most of them following this rimnal finding: this is the case of married, Catholics, South and
Southeast, very low and very high educational levels, people who attend church, and people who
dondt wor k.

If the proportion is statistically significant for people with two girls and twgsbehen
compared to women who have a sex mix, it is impossible to know for sure whether a certain group
is looking for balance or has a son/daughter preference. However, if the direction of the strength
goes in only one direction (if a person with twogid more likely to wish an additional child, but
those with two boys are not more likely to wish an additional child), lasglumehere is a sex
preference.

Thus, in 2006, | will deduce son preference for wealth level 3 and daughter preference for
Blacks, Northeast, Education Level 1, wealth |
for people who work. Singles have too small of a sample size to be considered in this analysis.

Finally, intentions of having an additional children might @aatually translate into
behavior either. As a last attempt to evaluate sex preferences, | present real parity progression rates
for all women until parity 4 (Table 24 for 1996 and Table A5 for 2006 in the AppendiR:

Chapter 2. Parity progressions auseful because they avaad postrationalization since women
are not being directly asked about their preferences. | assume that in the past, when they decided
to have an additional child, they took into account the composition of the children theyalre

had. | neither al so cannot affirm that a futu
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The numbers represent the proportion who moved forward in the childbearing process
given the composition already had. The closer the number is to 1, the higher the proportion
moving forward. For example, in Table2Al, 77% of the women in 1996 who had a son has
moved forward while 76% of those who had a girl moved forward. On Tabte for the year
of 2006, 35% moved forward.

In order to see if those proportions are statisticafigidint from one another, | ran
Bivariatelogits to see if | can predict whether a person stopped at parity 1, 2 or 3 based on the
sex composition already had. | investigated whether the proportions are different within groups
(comparing Black and Whitefr example) and also by parity composition within category
(comparing within a certain category for a certain year and parity, having a girl with having a
boy, for example). The results are shown in the table (see TabkleaAd Table &5 footnote
for explanations about which differences are statistically significant).

Take, for example, Table225, CentetWest, progression for 3 birth. While 48% of the
women who had two boys or two girls move forward, 42% of women who had a boy and then a
girl and 49% othe ones who had a girl and a boy moved forward. The coefficients in bold
(regardless of color) are statistically different than one another (bb compared bg). Likewise, the
numbers in red are statistically different from each other as well (bg compaygd to

Unfortunately, descriptie analysisuch as these cannot inform about the proportion of
these children who were unwanted, neither can they tell apart how much of this progression is
due to different desired family sizes (or intrinsic differencdeiiility levels). So, comparisons
bet ween groupsdé sex preferences should be mad

Summing up, the progression to th¥ ehild based on the sex of the first child is less

dependent on the key covariates than | previously thought. Notitabies 2.4 and 2.5 how
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the sex of the first child matters very little for further progression. When it comes to two children
and the progression to thé& Birth, however, for every single group in both years the proportion
progressing for higher pais is bigger if the first two children are of the same sex, regardless of
being a boy or giri a great suggestion of balance preference when it comes to real behavior. The
differences in progression are less significant in 1996 probably because fegdistill high.

In general, the proportion of women progressing to higher order births decreased
throughout the two years analyzed in this paper given the general decline in fertility that probably
generated an increase in sex indifference. Much f@eeple are willing to trade in family size
for parity composition. One can also notice that progression declines with increasing education
(notice in Table 2.4 and A2 how the proportion moving forward is smaller the higher the
education level). Take, f@xample, Table A5, the proportion moving forward after having two
sons. For the first education level, 64% will move forward. For the second level, 60%. For the
third, 50%. For the forth, 42%. Finally, women with college education only progressethiiar a
birth 26% of the times in case of having two boys. The same behavior is found for wealth index,
because more educated and wealthier people will always have fewer children than their
counterparts. Likewise, inhabitants of rural areas will always dre iirkely to progress to higher
order births than people who live in urban areas.

Much of this difference is explained by different levels of contraceptive access, as
discussed in Chapter 1. This can be also suggested by the role of education, azdtimtami
reducing gender preferences. Highly educated and urban women are the ones with the higher costs
of opportunity when having children, so it is natural to think that they would be the first ones to
give up on their desired composition and presatlifierence as observed in the data. Future work

should illuminate the differences in pasationalization by women of different social groups. It is
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possible that since educated and urban women are more indifferent, they should also be the ones
with fewerlevels of rationalization.

In an attempt to summarize the most important results of this Chapter, in the Box 2 below
| summarize the hypotheses of this work and the most important indications of sex preferences
found with the four different metho@snployed. Notice how for a Parity Progression and for the
proportion of women who wishes an additional children, balance and indifference were aggregated
due to the problems in telling them apart. | also included a row for the findings of Chapter 1. In
that case, | listed just the variables which has higher values for thpreference factor @p).

That analysis, however, cannot tell much about the direction of that preference.

In a general sense, the findings are consistent with the hypothesis prasémtedhapter
and with the findings for chapter 1. For example, separated/divorced, virgin, women who work,
singles and migeducated women have more daughter preference, while region South is constantly
preferring male, if not a balance. Married, Cattiotihurch goers and rural areas are more into
balance, as predicted.

It is also possible to see that the more difficult it is for a women to trade in family sizes in
order to achieve her desired composition, more difficult it is for her to match hetiangeand
outcomes (see, for example, urban women). Unless, of course, she mentions that she is indifferent.
The fact that the parity progression of highly educated is unaltered by sex, also strengthens the
hypothesis that they are indifferent and les$éinglto trade off quantity for quality given that their

opportunity cost of having too many children is much higher.
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Box 2: Summary of findings by type of sex preference and methods utilized in this chapter.

Hypotheses Single South Married Urban
(Chapter 2) Divorced/Separated Rural High education
Black Catholic/Protestant
Low educated/Low incom: Church goers
Work
Virgin
Urban
Desired Sex Ratio | Urban (2006) South
Rural
High school
Multinomial Logits | Single South Black Married
Separated/Divorced Urban (2006) Old
Virgin (2006) Non churchgoers Rural
North/Northeast Catholic
Work Church goers
Church goers Wealth
High education
Virgin (1996)

Proportion wishing | Black Wealth 3 Married

an additional child | Northeast Catholic

giving the sex of the| Education 1 South

existing children Wealth 1,2 Southeast
No church Low and High education
Work Church goers

Dondét work
Wealth 3 (1996)
Parity progression | Primary education (1996)| Low educated | White

High wealth Black

High school Rural/Urban

North

Northeast

South

CenterWest
Wealth 2, 3 and 4.
Catholic

Low educated
Primary

High school
Whites (1996)
South (1996)
CenterWest (1996)

Bongaarts Low educated (2006)
(Chapter 1) Rural, Highly educated, South, Cent#iest, Southeast, Catholic, Protestants, Whi
(1996)
Notes:

For Odds Wishing and Parity progression, | united Indifference with Balance Preferences because it is impossible to
tease them apart.

Unless otherwise specified in parenthesis, the relationshifiowad for both years (1996 and 2006).

All relationships found to be statistically significant are represented in this Box, even if the coefficients are small.
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In conclusion, these finding shows the applicability of the Theory of Conjunctural Action

to expaining sex preferences in Brazil. Although women have their intentions formed by their

schemas as can be seen in the analysis of intentions, the conjunctures of life may even change what

they consider to be good, as could be seen in the analysis aposalization. For those who
are unsatisfied, women still have the agency
One thing to be learned from the analysis of the parity progressions and future intentions
is that although the search faalance has been declining (lower proportions of people continuing
childbearing regardless of sex composition), most social groups will still show some tendency of
continuing when they are caught by surprise of having two of the same sex. Thus, foamBrazili
women, sex preferences matters for progression, even if subtly, so family size increases in the
same direction and with the strength of this preference.
It is also important to say that it has been 10 years since tHeN&s It is very possible

that such patterns have been totally transformed in the face of the most recent fertility decline.
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APPENDIX 3: CHAPTER 3

Table A3.1: Population values for: mean years of education, mean age at first union and
proportion of women in the labor force by year,Brazil, DHS (1986, 1996) and PNDS (2006)

Proportion of Women in the

Mean years of education Mean age at first union
labor force

1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006 1986 1996 2006
Wealth le 2.24 2.93 4.69 19.06 18.86 18.09 40.73 44.5 29.94
Wealth le 3.96 4.48 5.96 19.04 19.18 18.85 375 45.29 36.11
Wealth le 5.85 6.18 7.08 19.81 19.82 19.39 45,58 48.9 43.89
Wealth le 7.26 7.13 7.88 20.53 20.35 19.8Q 46.74 54.18 48.92
Wealth le 9.13 9.01 10.37 21.54 21.07 21.68 47.66 58.8 60.18
Groupedi 1.53 1.62 1.66 19.09 18.86 18.21; 38.55 44,25 34.81
Grouped 4.89 5.06 5.18 19.43 19.38 18.72 39.46 44.82 39.62
Groupedi 8.73 8.63 8.71 20.43 20.09 19.44 38.58 46.88 40.28
Groupedt 11.00 11.00 11.00 21.89 21.68 21.12 60.41 66.67 55.71
Grouped 12.00 12.00 12.00 23.59 23.62 23.30 76.01 80.16 75.84
Urban 6.43 6.71 8.28 20.05 20.03 20.08 44.68 51.43 51.07
Rural 3.16 3.79 6.09 19.43 19.29 18.91 41.65 46.07 35.82
North 6.06 6.57 7.49 18.78 19.07 18.77 40.48 50.3 40.76
Northeas 4.63 5.46 7.20 19.57 19.72 19.54 38.95 46.88 45.67
Southeas 6.29 6.70 7.83 20.56 20.55 20.39 46.88 52.22 46.75
South 5.70 6.67 7.85 19.54 20.16 20.14 48.82 56.97 54.76
Center-\ . 6.27 7.82 . 19.17 19.51 . 50.75 43.88
Catholics 5.65 6.07 7.56 19.92 19.92 19.74 44.38 50.59 47.34
Protestar 5.63 6.14 7.93 19.83 19.74 19.69 40.5 50.19 43.07
No-religic 5.17 6.08 7.46 19.29 19.21 18.73 40.92 44.67 38.75
Escola 0 151 161 1.65 19.11 18.88 18.23 38.5 44.37 34.97
Escola 1 4.76 4,98 5.08 19.44 19.40 18.74 40.4 45.38 40.44
Escola 2 8.27 8.40 8.50 20.48 20.08 19.52 38.92 47.4 44.06
Escola 3 10.50 10.72 10.65 21.81 21.57 20.99 54.24 63.08 51.34
Escola 4 11.63 11.74 11.62 23.10 23.48 22.98 68.1 73.99 66.49
White . 6.97 8.15 . 20.25 20.17 . 51.98 50.11
Black . 5.65 7.09 . 19.63 19.44 . 49.41 44.67
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