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Abstract: The anticipated risk of job loss and material insecurity are related to fertil-
ity postponement in the same way as unemployment is. Given the sequential nature 
of fertility and occupational decisions, unfavorable working conditions should be 
resolved before having children, and result in an increase in people’s assignment 
of importance to paid work when developing their childbearing plans. We aim to 
demonstrate this link, focusing on perceived employment and material insecurity, 
the importance assigned to paid work in forming fertility intentions, the construc-
tion of fertility intentions, and their realization. Using two waves of the Austrian 
Generations and Gender Survey, we apply probit regressions to analyze gender 
variations in the associations between uncertainty conditions, the importance of 
paid work, fertility intentions and behavior. Results reveal that work and related 
benefi ts become salient when they are insecure, and that material insecurity among 
men discourages childbearing. For women, we fi nd support for the hypothesis that 
the anticipated risk of job loss inhibits the realization of fertility intentions – inten-
tions which are less likely to be constructed under such conditions from the onset 
of family planning processes. 

Keywords: Fertility intentions · Realization of intentions · Economic determinants · 
Austria 

1 Introduction

The link between economic conditions and fertility is a classic subject in demo-
graphic scholarship. Going back as far as the works of Thomas Malthus, much of the 
empirical literature on the predictors of fertility dynamics is based on the idea that 
economic hardship and labor market uncertainties will motivate people to postpone 
or forgo childbearing (Adsera 2011a; Golsch 2003; Sobotka et al. 2011). Since the 
global economic crisis hit Europe in 2008/9, there has been an increased interest in 
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examining the impact of employment uncertainty and material hardship on fertility 
trends (Goldstein et al. 2013; Hanappi et al. 2017; Kreyenfeld 2015; Testa/Gietel-
Basten 2014; Comolli 2017). 

Most studies on the effects of economic uncertainty on fertility date from the 
pre-crisis era and provide a range of arguments. In these studies, unemployment 
(Adsera 2011a; Ahn/Mira 2002; Del Bono et al. 2014; Kravdal 2002; Kreyenfeld 2009; 
Kreyenfeld/Andersson 2014; Matysiak/Vignoli 2008; Pailhé/Solaz 2012; Rondinelli et 
al. 2006; Schmitt 2012)1 and term-limited contracts are in the same way related to 
fertility postponement as perceived job insecurity, which is in itself an inhibitor to 
childbearing (Golsch 2003; Gebel/Giesecke 2009; Pailhé/Solaz 2012). Also, female 
economic uncertainty has received more attention than male economic uncertainty, 
but the relationship between economic uncertainty and fertility may differ between 
partners (Hanappi et al. 2017; Kravdal/Rindfuss 2008; Schmitt 2008). How economic 
uncertainty is associated with fertility may also depend on socio-economic resourc-
es. Often, delayed and fewer births result from economic uncertainty that generates 
high opportunity costs; both motherhood wage penalties (Correll et al. 2007) and 
lost career advancement opportunities (Rindfuss/Sweet 2013). Stable paid work and 
responsibly caring for children creates major tensions that were often seen to be 
responsible for low fertility (Barber 2001; Barber/Axinn 2005; Philipov 2009). These 
fi ndings stand in contrast to the uncertainty reduction argument, which states that 
insecure jobs and careers boost fertility. In other words, “the impetus of parent-
hood is greatest among those whose alternative pathways for reducing uncertainty 
are limited or blocked” (Friedman et al. 1994: 383). Accordingly, children would 
compensate for a lack of social integration through paid work by embedding their 
parents in recurrent social relations. Because job loss is an involuntary experience 
that people cannot control, it increases the role of paid work in people’s perception 
(Goszczynska et al. 1991). Consequently, people’s experience of the risk of job loss 
raises their awareness of the role of work in their lives, which ultimately affects cru-
cial life decisions, including having children. 

This article, therefore, identifi es the way in which perceived economic insecurity 
is linked to people’s emphasis on the importance of paid work in fertility decisions 
(i.e. work salience), to their fertility intentions and behavior over a three-year period. 
The analysis distinguishes between perceived employment and material insecurity, 
and examines differences in these associations with work salience, intention for-
mation and its realization. Our analysis addresses three universal questions about 
the reproductive decision-making process: First, what are the effects of perceived 
employment and material uncertainty conditions on the importance assigned to 
paid work in the fertility decision process? Second, do these conditions impede 

1 All studies cited here use pre-crisis data, regardless of their publication date. Adsera (2011a), 
for example, uses 1994-2000 ECHP and 2006 Spanish Fertility Data, Del Bono et al. (2014) ana-
lyze 1990-1998 data (Austrian Social Insurance data), Kreyenfeld (2009) uses GSOEP data from 
1984-2006, Kreyenfeld and Andersson focus on the pre-crisis years starting in 1980, Pailhé and 
Solaz use the Familles and Employeur Survey 2004/2005 and Labor Force Survey data until 
2008, and fi nally Schmitt (2012) applies his models to 1994-2001 ECHP data.
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the formation of fertility intentions and do they have repercussions for subsequent 
fertility behavior? And third, do these relationships differ by gender?

To address our questions, we apply multivariate analyses using the two waves 
of the Austrian Generations and Gender Survey. Based on Spéder and Kapitány’s 
(2009) analyses, we explicitly focus on short-term fertility intentions, which refer to 
having a child within three years and follow up on an intention during the respec-
tive time period. Our analyses focus on partnered men and women of reproductive 
age. Employment insecurity as analyzed here refers to a person’s concerns of how 
secure his or her job is, which is in line with the defi nition of ‘cognitive’ job insecu-
rity (Anderson/Pontusson 2007; Esser/Olsen 2011). Material insecurity as analyzed 
here refers to a person’s concerns about making ends meet and constitutes a non-
monetary measure of material hardship and an important aspect of material well-
being (Brady 2003; Sen 2001).

2 Theoretical background

Fertility behavior has been shown to be a result of forward-looking and sequential 
decisions that individuals or households make in an uncertain context under a va-
riety of institutional and economic conditions (Johnson-Hanks et al. 2012; Morgan/
Rackin 2010). Economic conditions not only shape couples’ current demand for chil-
dren, but also their expectations of future resources and, therefore, future demands 
(Butz/Ward 1979). A vast amount of country-specifi c studies has revealed signifi cant 
relationships between economic conditions and fertility in many Western nations 
such as the US (Cherlin et al. 2013; Grunow et al. 2006; Schneider 2015), Germany, 
Austria and Switzerland (Bonoli 2008; Gebel/Giesecke 2009; Hanappi et al. 2017; 
Kreyenfeld 2009, 2015; Sobotka 2011; Sobotka et al. 2011; Vignoli et al. 2012), Italy 
and Spain (Bernardi 2001; Del Boca/Sauer 2009; Golsch 2003; Martín García 2010), 
France (Pailhé/Solaz 2012; Thévenon 2010), and the Nordic countries (Andersson et 
al. 2009; Kravdal 2002).

The recent economic recession in 2008/9 fueled unemployment and economic 
uncertainty across European countries (Adsera 2011b; Goldstein et al. 2013). By in-
creasing job anxiety (Eichmann/Saupe 2014; Oesch/Lipps 2013) as well as material 
hardship among the population (Danziger et al. 2012; Treas 2010), it has resulted 
in a delay of labor market entry and stabilization, hitting younger, less experienced 
workers and women particularly hard (Cherlin et al. 2013). This development was 
most evident in countries where the rapid feminization of the labor force was cou-
pled with rigid labor market institutions oriented towards the male prime-aged 
worker (Adsera 2011b). In these countries – and Austria is no exception to these 
– childrearing competes substantively for time and energy resources dedicated to 
paid work (Philipov 2009). In Austria, economic growth has stalled and unemploy-
ment has increased from 4.9 percent in 2012 to 5.8 percent in 2015, although both 
are still comparably low (OECD 2015: 18). The women’s labor force participation 
rate (70 percent) is lower than the men’s labor force participation (80 percent; OECD 
2017) and with almost every second woman working part-time in 2016 compared to 
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only 26 percent in 1994 (Statistik Austria 2016), Austria is the country with the sec-
ond highest part-time employment rate in the European Union (the EU-28 average 
was 32.2 percent in 2014 according to Eurostat 2017).

If employment security is threatened at any point in a women’s life cycle – typi-
cally early in their career, when most human capital accumulation is occurring – 
women may postpone childbearing to acquire experience and/or education and 
facilitate better wage prospects, benefi ts, and future employment (Bernardi et al. 
2008). Also, women may fear that time spent in childrearing – including staying on 
maternity leave – may impair their ability to return to and progress in their current 
employment, and as a result may face the risk of future unemployment and lower 
wage growth. Lengthy unemployment spells or part-time employment negatively 
affect household income. Hence, childbearing may become unattractive not only 
for those directly concerned, but also for those with whom one pools household 
resources. This relationship has been documented in several single-country studies 
(Del Bono et al. 2012; Testa et al. 2011; Whelpton et al. 2015). Moreover, employ-
ment uncertainty may increase parents’ investment per child, in order to increase 
their future opportunities (Becker 1981).

Standard microeconomic models of fertility suggest that the associated lower 
opportunity costs turn spells of unemployment and female part-time employment 
into periods favorable for childbearing (Butz/Ward 1979). Also, insecure employ-
ment falls short of providing resources like income and benefi ts, as well as a sense 
of belonging, the structuring of daily activities, and social contacts outside the family 
(Jahoda 1982; Selenko/Batinic 2013), hence, make childbearing an important strat-
egy for uncertainty reduction. Friedman argued that “the impetus of parenthood 
is greatest among those whose alternative pathways for reducing uncertainty are 
limited or blocked” (Friedman et al. 1994: 383). Accordingly, children help compen-
sate parents for a lack of social integration through paid work by embedding them 
in recurrent activities and a network of social relations. Yet, even though children 
introduce some uncertainties in their parents’ life, the fact that parents can control 
their children’s fate, risks and uncertainties more than the fl uctuations in labor mar-
ket conditions makes parenthood the preferable option to struggling on the labor 
market (Friedman et al. 1994).

People downplay uncertainties that they experience voluntarily and can control 
(such as parenthood), whereas involuntarily and uncontrollable uncertainties seem 
more daunting in their perception (Goszczynska et al. 1991). Consequently, the risk 
of involuntary job loss and lower wage growth would increase people’s perception 
of the importance of paid work in their lives, which would ultimately affect major 
life decisions including having children (Selenko/Batinic 2013). In the work-family 
confl ict literature, the concept of work salience expresses the importance of the 
work role to a person (Greenhaus et al. 1989). Independent of the pressures ex-
perienced due to characteristics of the job, the role, and the work schedule, work 
salience relates to confl icts between paid work and family roles. Moen (1985; 2008) 
also argued that the “absorptiveness” of jobs, and one’s emotional involvement in 
one’s occupation or career constitutes a signifi cant source of intrusion of work into 
the family domain. Highly involved workers who are preoccupied with their jobs and 
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achieving success in their work domain are more likely to devote greater effort and 
energy to the work role, thereby experiencing increased stress levels and tension 
between work and family (Esping-Andersen 2009; Hakim 2003). Empirical evidence 
is provided in numerous recent studies on well-being (De Cuyper/De Witte 2006; 
De Cuyper/Isaksson 2017; Lent/Brown 2008) but to a far lesser extent on fertility 
(Buber-Ennser/Fliegenschnee 2013). In sum, one would expect a positive relation-
ship between employment uncertainty and the importance of paid work for fertility 
decisions. 

The fertility response to economic insecurity among persons of reproductive 
age indicates the existence of a decision-making process (Blossfeld/Hofmeister 
2007). The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) by Ajzen and Fishbein (Ajzen 1991; 
Ajzen/Fishbein 2005) has been used for analyzing fertility decisions and intentions 
(Billari et al. 2009; Dommermuth et al. 2015; Mencarini et al. 2015). According to 
the TPB approach, intentions – in our case, fertility intentions – are described as be-
ing directly dependent on three conceptually independent determinants: attitudes 
towards the behavior, social norms, and perceived behavioral control. For instance, 
behavioral control is seriously jeopardized in times of employment insecurity and 
the related threat of involuntary job loss. Background factors (e.g. individual factors 
such as personality, age, and education) infl uence the construction of intentions 
by affecting attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen/
Fishbein 2005). Intentions are a major element of the decision to have a child or not 
(Johnson-Hanks et al. 2012; Miller/Pasta 1995; Miller et al. 2004), though fertility 
intentions do not always match actual fertility at an individual level (Quesnel-Vallée/
Morgan 2003). That notwithstanding, studying fertility intentions helps us under-
stand why people do or do not develop childbearing plans, and their subsequent 
behavior (Léridon 1995). The better we understand factors in the development of 
fertility intentions, the better we will understand the corresponding behavior. Unlike 
lifetime intentions (i.e., intended family size) and the intention to have any more chil-
dren at all, short-term intentions refer to the intention to have a child within a two- to 
three-year period (Philipov/Bernardi 2011). Over such a timespan, respondents can 
gauge their life conditions and any obstacles that might hamper them from realizing 
their intentions more easily. Short-term intentions are therefore considered to be 
strongly linked to external conditions and to the attributed salience of these condi-
tions for childbearing (in our case, the importance of paid work); that is, people may 
refrain from developing an intention to have a child in the light of unfavorable condi-
tions or not realize a childbearing intention over the course of two or three years. 

3 The Austrian context

This paper focuses on Austria, a country where stable low fertility rates (e.g. the 
2015 TFR was 1.5) and high rates of childlessness correlate with a highly gendered 
labor force participation (OECD 2015). The conservative welfare regime has prompt-
ed lengthy parental leave periods for women after childbirth, with strong repercus-
sions on their labor market behavior (OECD 2015) and organizations’ hiring practices 
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(Buber/Neuwirth 2009; Lalive/Zweimüller 2009; Wernhart/Neuwirth 2007). While 
men mostly work fulltime, women mostly work part-time (Sobotka 2011) in non-
career track jobs that often generate low permanent income through slow income 
growth and less human capital accumulation (Adsera 2011b). In addition, paid ma-
ternity leave before and after childbirth was a maximum of 30 (+6) months in 2002, 
with other options being 15 (+3) and 20 (+4) months (Kreimer 2011; Prskawetz et al. 
2008). The fi gures in brackets indicate the additional months granted if the parents 
share the leave. Further changes in 2017 allow more fl exibility by allotting parents a 
certain amount of parental leave payments that they are free to spend (BMFJ 2016). 
Under current Austrian legislation, the leave period is not identical to the job pro-
tection period, which ends at the child’s second birthday (see Berghammer 2014). 
Benefi ciaries receive fl at-rate payments during the leave period. This particularly 
benefi ts low-income women, for whom the earnings replacements ratio is relatively 
high, but the low amount paid does not fully substitute a wage, nor is it enough to 
live off on its own. Shorter variants with higher monthly payments, which were 
introduced in 2008, are typically taken by higher educated women. Entitlements to 
part-time leave have been in effect since 1990, thereby fostering maternal part-time 
work. Starting from 2004, parents who had been working in a company with more 
than 20 employees for at least three years have been entitled to work part-time until 
their child’s seventh birthday (Berghammer 2014; Kreimer 2011; Prskawetz et al. 
2008). At the same time, policies for balancing child care and full-time employment 
are limited: While the public kindergarten system is well established, with 84 to 98 
per cent of three- to fi ve-year-olds enrolled in formal care in 2012/13 (OECD 2015), 
only one third of all childcare places for this age group allow parents to reconcile 
family demands with full-time work (Festl et al. 2010). Childcare infrastructure for 
children under the age of three is underdeveloped, and although the enrolment 
of children of this age group has increased substantially in the last years, it is at a 
low level (23.3 percent in 2013) (Buber-Ennser 2015; OECD 2015). In such a context, 
perceived employment and material insecurity may be caused by concerns about 
losing one’s job, or by (especially) women’s concerns about facing diffi culties to 
balance paid work with childrearing and care duties.

4 Hypotheses

As outlined above, individuals who experience employment insecurity and material 
hardship might be less likely to have children, not realize an existing childbearing 
intention, and not even construct concrete family plans (Adsera 2011b; Begall/Mills 
2011; Grunow et al. 2006; Hanappi et al. 2016; Kreyenfeld et al. 2012; Spéder/Kapi-
tány 2009, 2015). We add to this the consideration that such conditions may have a 
direct effect on paid work being perceived as important when clarifying intentions. 
The links that we are interested in are visualized in Fig. 1, our hypotheses are for-
mulated accordingly. Line 1 presents the link between the perceived employment 
and material insecurity and the self-rated salience of work for the construction of a 
fertility intention, line 2 shows the link between these insecurity dimensions and the 
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construction of an intention to have a child in the near future, and line 3 illustrates 
the link between job insecurity and intentional childbearing. We expect these rela-
tionships to vary by gender.

In the fi rst case, we recall the argument that short-term intentions are strongly 
linked to external conditions and to the attributed salience of these conditions for 
childbearing (in our case, the importance of paid work). Since research has dem-
onstrated that in the light of unfavorable conditions people refrain from developing 
the intention to have a child or do not realize childbearing intentions in the course 
of two to three years (Morgan/Rackin 2010; Philipov/Bernardi 2011), we examine 
whether employment insecurity and material hardship (termed “material insecu-
rity” hereafter) increase the likelihood that paid work matters for developing child-
bearing intentions. In other words, we examine the role of employment and material 
insecurity for work being perceived as salient for the construction of short-term 
fertility intentions (line 1). Suppose that individuals want to have a child: In this case, 
microeconomic models suggest a mobilization of time and energy to improve their 
economic situation, and to secure material resources. According to Adsera (2011b), 
a shortage of resources can be resolved by prioritizing paid work over childbear-
ing, i.e. by postponing family plans and thus adapting the sequencing of transitions 
(Bernardi et al. 2008). In this case, individuals facing employment insecurity are 
expected to assign high importance to paid work, because the desire to have secure 
employment as a favorable condition to fertility is not yet met and efforts to reduce 
insecurity in the work domain require considerable time and energy. Instead, if in-
dividuals experience economic security, and have not yet reached their personal 
fertility goals, their work salience will be low because economic conditions regard-

Fig. 1: Schematic presentation of the relationship between  job insecurity, work 
salience, and the formation of concrete childbearing intentions and 
subsequent behavior
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ing developing the intention to have a child are favorable. We therefore formulate 
the following hypothesis:

(1a) Employment insecurity increases the likelihood of paid work being valued 
as important for one’s intention to have a child. 

As discussed earlier, the threat of future job loss exerts not only direct job strain 
on individuals but also material insecurity on households, especially when they pool 
fi nancial resources (Del Bono et al. 2012; Testa et al. 2011; Whelpton et al. 2015). 
In analogy to perceived employment uncertainty, we expect that individuals who 
experience material insecurity assign a greater importance to employment when 
developing fertility intentions. Given the sequential ordering of events, individuals 
assign priority to securing material resources. We therefore hypothesize: 

(1b) Material insecurity increases the likelihood of paid work being valued as 
important for one’s intention to have a child. 

In the second case, we examine the association between employment and mate-
rial insecurity and the likelihood of developing a positive fertility intention (line 2). 
We derive our hypothesis from prior research on major determinants of fertility in-
tentions attributing importance to socio-economic factors (Billari et al. 2009; Dom-
mermuth et al. 2011; Hanappi et al. 2017; Kuhnt/Trappe 2016). Moreover, substan-
tive gender differences in the reaction to declining employment uncertainty have 
become evident (Hanappi et al. 2017). This suggests taking into account differences 
in gender roles for the following reasons: When men work under employment inse-
curity or have diffi culties making ends meet, their income may not suffi ce to sup-
port the family, and therefore threatens intention formation and realization (Mod-
ena/Sabatini 2012; Neyer et al. 2013; Sobotka/Testa 2008). Hence men’s economic 
uncertainty is likely to discourage them from having children. Women’s employ-
ment uncertainty may threaten the intention of having a child too, but at the same 
time, lower opportunity costs make childbearing and the related social rewards an 
attractive option. Accordingly, employment and material insecurity hamper the ca-
pacity of men and women (as mostly the secondary earners) to support the family, 
and thus affect fertility intentions and their realization. We expect the association 
between employment insecurity and the construction of fertility intentions to be 
negative among men and positive among women. In contrast, material insecurity 
– as a major manifestation of material deprivation (Castel/Dörre 2009) – is a more 
severe form of uncertainty, which affects entire households and thus both men and 
women in their fertility decisions. However, women have been shown to be more 
ambivalent in their fertility response to external conditions, one reason of which 
is their shorter reproductive life span and existing age norms (Mynarska 2010). In 
the subsequent analysis, we seek to confi rm these gender-specifi c links between 
perceived employment insecurity and material insecurity and positive fertility inten-
tions with data from Austria. These are the corresponding hypotheses:
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(2a) Employment insecurity discourages positive fertility intentions among 
men, and encourages fertility intentions among women. 

(2b) Material insecurity discourages positive fertility intentions among men, 
and to a lesser extent among women.

In the third case, we examine the relationship between employment and material 
insecurity, and the likelihood of intentional childbearing (line 3). Purveyors of the 
Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1991; Ajzen/Fishbein 2005; Ajzen/Klobas 2013) 
argue that intentions are infl uenced by perceived behavioral control, in our case, 
the lack of it (i.e. involuntary job loss creates a certain lack of control). In the subse-
quent empirical analysis, we test whether individuals realize their fertility intentions 
depending on the above conditions. In other words, we test whether conditions of 
economic insecurity interfere with subsequent fertility behavior or whether once 
an intention is set, realization is simply the natural next step. In line with previous 
literature (Jalovaara et al. 2017; Neyer et al. 2013), we expect gender effects to point 
in similar directions as the ones outlined above for fertility intentions. Women’s 
opportunity costs can be compensated by various factors such as social support 
by family and friends in childrearing; and child allowances or maternal leave could 
be attractive, particularly to women with lower levels of education (Friedman et al. 
1994). In these and similar situations, women’s employment insecurity may facilitate 
rather than constrain behavior. We therefore formulate the following hypotheses:

(3a) Male employment insecurity decreases the likelihood of the intention to 
have a child to be realized. Female employment insecurity increases the 
likelihood of the intention to have a child to be realized. 

(3b) Male material insecurity decreases the likelihood of the intention to have a 
child to be realized. For female material insecurity, we expect this associa-
tion to be weaker.

5 Data and methods

5.1 Data

The current study is based on the Austrian Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) 
as part of the Generations and Gender Programme. Within this programme, large-
scale representative surveys have been conducted in 17 European countries, as 
well as in Australia and Japan, since 2001. The GGS is designed as a panel survey 
consisting of three waves carried out at intervals of three years. In Austria, the fi rst 
wave was conducted in 2008/9 and the second wave in 2012/13, thus with a period 
of four years between the waves due to fi nancial reasons. About fi ve thousand re-
spondents were interviewed in the fi rst wave, about 3,900 in the second wave. The 
data contain complete family and fertility histories and a rich set of socio-economic 
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variables. The response rate in wave 1 was 61 percent (Statistik Austria 2009), avail-
able weights adjust for age, sex, employment status, country of birth, living ar-
rangements and parity (Buber 2010). In wave 2, panel attrition was rather modest, 
amounting to 22 percent (Buber-Ennser 2014). Panel data are affected by a small 
bias towards family-oriented persons as well as a higher attrition of less educated 
respondents and persons with migration backgrounds, but the data can nonethe-
less be used without (larger) concerns about selectivity (Buber-Ennser 2014).

For the current study, the fi nal sample included 1,778 women and 1,128 men 
aged 18 to 44 years who participated in both waves, have a partner (either cohabit-
ing or living apart-together), and with valid information on fertility intentions for the 
next three years. As the partnership context is important for realizing fertility inten-
tions, we excluded persons with short-term fertility intentions but without a partner. 

5.2 Measures

Our hypotheses require three main dependent variables. First, for our hypotheses 
testing the role of perceived economic insecurity for paid work being considered 
as important for the construction of the fertility intention (work salience; line 1), the 
main dependent variable is own work important for plans to have a child measured 
at wave 1. The exact wording of the question was “How much would the decision 
on whether to have or not to have a(nother) child during the next three years de-
pend on your work?” The importance was measured by an ordinal scaled variable, 
where higher numbers indicate higher importance. Possible answers were “not at 
all (1)”, “a little (2)”, “quite a lot (3)” and “a great deal (4)”. Answers were coded into a 
dichotomous variable, distinguishing between “important” (when answering “quite 
a lot” or “a great deal”) and “not important” (when choosing “not at all” or “a little”).

Second, for our hypotheses regarding how perceived economic insecurity is  
related to fertility intentions (line 2) we used information on intentions in wave 1, 
based on the question “Do you intend to have a(nother) child during the next 3 
years?” Possible answers (Defi nitely no, probably no, probably yes, defi nitely yes) 
were dichotomized between “yes” and “no”. Because individuals can anticipate how 
economic conditions in the short-run will affect their childbearing plans, short-term 
intentions are effective in capturing the impact of external conditions such as antici-
pated job loss on fertility behavior. 

Third, for our hypotheses regarding how perceived economic insecurity is re-
lated to intended births (line 3), we combined information on intentions in wave 1 
and on newborn babies between wave 1 and wave 2. We concentrated on those 
473 women and 363 men who intended to have a child within the next three years 
at wave 1. Short-term fertility intentions correlate positively with subsequent child-
bearing behavior at the individual level (Ajzen 1991; Miller/Pasta 1995). By regress-
ing explanatory variables for intended births only, we avoid overestimating the as-
sociations between perceived economic insecurity and behavior. 

All of the following explanatory variables were assessed in the wave 1 interview 
in 2008/9. Our variables for the respondents’ perceived economic insecurity, here 
referred to as economic concerns, are:
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• “Concerns about job insecurity” built as follows: Employed persons2 were 
asked to rank their satisfaction with job security on a scale ranging from 0 
(not at all satisfi ed) to 10 (very satisfi ed). We then grouped respondents into 
three categories taking into account size of cells and regression coeffi cients 
of similar size, distinguishing between (1) employed and very low satisfaction 
(0 to 4), (2) employed and medium satisfaction (5 to 8) and (3) employed and 
high satisfaction (9 to 10). Our models also account for alternative employ-
ment statuses including (4) self-employed, (5) unemployed, (6) student (or in 
education), (7) parental leave, (8) housekeeping, and (9) other. 

• “Concerns about making ends meet” measured by the question “How dif-
fi cult is it to make ends meet?”. Answer categories ranged from (1) with great 
diffi culty, (2) with diffi culty, (3) with some diffi culty, (4) fairly easily, (5) easily, 
to (6) very easily. Because this variable captures perceived fi nancial diffi cul-
ties in making a living, we included it in our models to account for existential, 
material needs in addition to the concerns of job insecurity.

Previous research has identifi ed factors relevant for fertility decisions and be-
havior, such as age (Gustafsson 2001), parity (Berrington/Pattaro 2014) and educa-
tion (Korpi 2000; Kravdal/Rindfuss 2008; Neyer/Hoem 2008; Rindfuss et al. 1996; 
Rossier/Bernardi 2009; Spéder/Kapitány 2015). These socio-demographic factors 
were included as control variables (measured at wave 1):

• “Number of children”: (1) childless, (2) one child, (3) two children, and (4) 
three or more children. Firstborn children have the greatest effect on parents’ 
lives (Nomaguchi 2012). Moreover, intending to have or having a second child 
is much more likely in contexts where the two-child norm dominates (Gold-
stein et al. 2003).

• “Age”: 18-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44 years.

• “Education”: Low (lower secondary), medium (higher secondary) and high 
(tertiary) level. Higher education is a proxy for a higher personal income as 
well as for stronger personal resources and support networks, particularly 
among women (Bernardi et al. 2008). Because educational attainment is a 
strong marker of socioeconomic status and resources to mitigate job inse-
curity, including education in our models should reduce the effects of our 
explanatory variables.

• “Sex”: It was taken into consideration either as a control variable in the pooled 
sample including both sexes, or via separate analyses for women and men to 
allow for different effects according to sex.

5.3 Method

We start by providing descriptive results on the importance of one’s paid work for 
the intention to have a child within the next three years and on childbearing plans 
for the next three years. Next, we apply multivariate analyses to examine the factors 
associated with regarding one’s own work as important for the construction of the 
fertility intention (line 1), fertility intentions (line 2), and their realization (line 3). In a 

2 Self-employed persons were not asked for their satisfaction with job security.
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fi rst set of analyses, we study the role of paid work in the construction of short-term 
fertility intentions. We ran probit regressions with the importance of paid work for 
the intention to have a child during the next three years as a dependent variable (1 
if “quite a lot” and “a great deal” and 0 otherwise). In a second set of analyses, we 
focus on short-term intentions and aim to identify possible associations with em-
ployment and material insecurity (line 2). In a last step, we test whether individuals 
who perceive employment and material insecurity are more likely to have a child 
or not (line 3), using the longitudinal nature of the GGS. Therefore, the dependent 
variable is the realization of short-term fertility intentions, derived from wave 2 of 
the survey (equaling 1 if a child was born within the fi rst or second wave or if the 
respondent was expecting a child at wave 2). A combination of employment status 
and satisfaction with job security as well as self-perceived material insecurity are 
the main explanatory variables.

Multivariate analyses are based on probit models, which can be described as 
nonlinear regression models with a binary dependent variable Y. The variable Y is 
assumed to depend on k observable variables X1,…., Xk and on a disturbance term 
u, written as Y=βkXk + u. The question of interest is the probability that Y equals 
1, mathematically P(Y=1) = P(Y=1| X1,…., Xk), or simply P(Y=1|X). The standard 
probit model is given by P(Y=1|X) = Φ(βkXk) (Aldrich/Nelson 1986). The unknowns 
are the parameters βk and we apply the software STATA for their estimation, us-
ing a Maximum Likelihood Estimation. The observable variables X1,…., Xk represent 
material and employment insecurity and socio-economic characteristics as control 
variables. 

6 Descriptive results

We start our analysis with descriptive statistics regarding dissatisfaction with job 
security, fertility and work intentions, and whether work is important for developing 
concrete childbearing plans (i.e., work salience) and ultimately realizing these.

6.1 Job insecurity and employment status

In our sample, roughly seven in ten women and eight in ten men were employed 
at the time of the fi rst wave (Table 1). Only four in ten men and women were em-
ployed and very satisfi ed with their job security. 28 percent of women and 36 per-
cent of men were employed and perceived some dissatisfaction with job securi-
ty (Table 1, left columns). Self-employment was more frequent among men than 
women (11 percent versus 7 percent), unemployment (2-3 percent) and enrollment 
in education (5-6 percent) was rare. Some of the women were on parental leave 
(8 percent) or looking after the home and family (6 percent), whereas the share of 
men on parental leave was less than 1 percent. Further activities, such as military or 
social service, as well as being permanently ill or disabled, amounted to 1 percent 
among women and 3 percent among men. Focusing on employed persons only, we 
found that women were more often very satisfi ed with their job security than men 
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were (60 percent versus 54 percent), and slightly more often reported very high dis-
satisfaction (7 percent versus 5 percent) (Table 1, right columns). As the confi dence 
intervals overlap, we did not fi nd that women reported very high dissatisfaction 
signifi cantly more often than men.3

6.2 Work salience and economic insecurity

We now turn to the importance of one’s paid work for developing a fertility inten-
tion in the near future. Because perceptions of job insecurity might be mediated by 
objective conditions (e.g., entitlements to leave or part-time work) and the cognitive 
evaluations of them, it is vital to grasp how salient paid work is for developing con-
crete childbearing plans. It turns out that women perceive their paid work to be rel-
evant for family plans more often than men do (Table 2): For more than one third of 
Austrian women, their own paid work is relevant for their intention to have a child in 
the near future, whereas for four in ten it is not at all important. Among men, 20 per-
cent perceive the own job to be important for short-term fertility intentions, and 

Full sample Employed persons only
Women Men Total Women Men Total

in %

Self-employed 7 11 9
Unemployed 3 2 3
Student 6 5 6
Parental leave 8 0 4
Housekeeping 6 0 3
Other 1 3 2
Employed, low satisfaction with 
job security 5 4 4 7 5 6
Employed, medium satisfaction 
with job security 23 32 27 33 41 37
Employed, high satisfaction 
with job security 41 43 42 60 54 57
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

N (unweighted) 1,788 1,131 2,919 1,106 894 2,000

Tab. 1: Sample by employment status, satisfaction with job security and sex

Note: Low satisfaction with job security (0-4 on 0-10-scale); medium satisfaction (5-8); 
high satisfaction (9-10).

Source: Austrian GGS, partnered persons aged 18-44, weighted data

3 In contrast, employed women stated signifi cantly less often than employed men a medium 
level of satisfaction.
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more than half assign no importance at all to the own job (55 percent). The mean 
level of importance was higher for women than for men (2.1 and 1.7, respectively).

We now add the aspect of employment insecurity and differentiate employ-
ees by their satisfaction with job security. It turns out that especially for employed 
women with a low satisfaction with job security as well as for women in education, 
paid work is important for childbearing plans for the near future (Fig. 2). In contrast, 
women highly satisfi ed with their job security substantially less often rated paid 
work as an important factor for their short-term family plans. Among men, we fi nd 
a similar but less pronounced pattern for the association between satisfaction with 
job security and fertility decisions, with employed men who are highly satisfi ed 
with their job security more often stating that their own work is not important for 
the decision to have a child (63 percent) as compared to those with medium or low 
levels of satisfaction (51 percent and 52 percent) (Fig. A1). As is the case for women, 
paid work is relevant for short-term fertility decisions for men enrolled in education. 
Moreover, paid work is rather important for unemployed men, although this group 
is small in number. Enrollment in education and unemployment indicate material 
insecurity.

Finally, material insecurity measured via diffi culties in making ends meet is rel-
evant for the likelihood of paid work being valued as important for short-term fertil-
ity plans: Women and men perceiving (great) diffi culties in making ends meet more 
often stated that their paid work is important for the decision to have a child, com-
pared to those perceiving only some diffi culties and those making ends meet fairly 
easily or (very) easily (Fig. 2 and A1). 

Tab. 2: Importance of one’s own paid work for plans to have a child within the 
next three years, by sex

Not at all A little Quite A great Total Mean1

a lot deal
in %

Women 42 22 20 16 100 2.1
Men 55 26 14 6 100 1.7
Total 48 24 17 11 100 1.9

1 not at all (1), a little (2), quite a lot (3) and a great deal (4)

Source: Austrian GGS, 2,908 partnered persons aged 18-44, weighted data
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6.3 Paid work and family planning

Overall, roughly three out of ten women and men aged 18 to 44 years (and who had 
a partner) intended to have a child within three years. Men and women reporting 
low satisfaction with job security intended more often to have a child within the 
next three years compared to their peers who were satisfi ed with their job secu-
rity (41 percent and 45 percent versus 32 percent and 27 percent) (Table 3). This 
suggests that parenthood might be a valuable alternative to pursuing an insecure 
occupational career, while stable employment competes with concrete childbear-
ing plans. Because motherhood entails a longer absence from the labor market, op-
portunity costs for women (e.g. missed promotions and forgone salary increases) 
are substantial. As expected, family plans for the near future are rare among stu-
dents or persons in other forms of educational or occupational training. An aspect 
contingent to Austria’s employment and parental leave system is that a substantial 
proportion of women on maternity leave (almost 40 percent) intended to have a 

Fig. 2: Importance of one’s own paid work for the decision to have a child 
during the next three years by employment status and satisfaction with 
job security and by making ends meet, women

Note: Low satisfaction with job security (0-4 on 0-10-scale); medium satisfaction (5-8); 
high satisfaction (9-10).

 The category “other (employment status)” is not shown because of small numbers 
of cases (n=18).

Source: Austrian GGS, 1,778 partnered women aged 18-44, weighted data
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child within the next three years (Table 3). Further parity-specifi c analyses show 
that, with a proportion of 75 percent, mothers with one child who were on maternity 
leave very often intended to have a (second) child within three years. This is in line 
with a strong two-child norm in Austria and a desire to rather closely space fi rst and 
second children.

Focusing on men and women intending to have a child within the next year at 
wave 1, it turns out that 43 percent among them had a newborn at wave 2, or were 
expecting a child. The remaining group either postponed their fertility intentions 
and still wanted a child (37 percent), whereas a substantial share (20 percent) had 
abandoned their further childbearing plans and did not want to have (further) chil-
dren at wave 2. In this paper, we do not further elaborate on the aspect of postpone-
ment or abandonment of short-term fertility intentions and focus on the realization 
of the latter in a multivariate framework, without providing descriptive results.

7 Multivariate results

The above mentioned bivariate effects may be driven by factors such as age, edu-
cation, and family cycle, which impact how individuals rate the salience of work in 
forming family plans and how they perceive job insecurity. We therefore apply a 
multivariate approach. First, we examine how economic concerns are related to the 
importance of paid work for the construction of the fertility intention (line 1). We 
ran probit regressions with the importance of paid work for the intention to have a 
child during the next three years as a dependent variable (1 if “quite a lot” and “a 
great deal” and 0 otherwise) (Table 4). Second, we analyse whether individuals who 

Tab. 3: Intention to have a child within the next three years, by sex

Women Men
in %

Self-employed 27 33
Unemployed 27 30
Student 18 14
Parental leave 39 –
Housekeeping 14 –
Other 24 22
Employed, low satisfaction with job security 45 41
Employed, medium satisfaction with job security 28 32
Employed, high satisfaction with job security 27 32
Total 28 31

Note: Due to small numbers of men on parental leave or housekeeping (1 and 2 respec-
tively), the share of those intending a child is not given in the table.

Source: Austrian GGS, 2,919 partnered persons aged 18-44, weighted data
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perceive economic insecurity are more or less likely to intend to have a child in the 
near future (line 2, Table 5). Third, we test whether individuals who perceive eco-
nomic insecurity are more likely to have a child or not (line 3), using the two waves 
of the GGS (Table 6). A combination of employment status and satisfaction with job 
security as well as self-perceived economic constraints are the main explanatory 
variables.

7.1 Economic insecurity and work salience in fertility decisions

Analyses testing how employment insecurity (hypothesis 1a) and material insecu-
rity (hypothesis 1b) are related to the perceived salience of paid work for fertility 
decisions were run for men and women separately (Table 4). Positive coeffi cients 
indicate that paid work is considered an important aspect for the decision to have 
a child.

Four results are noteworthy: First, the current employment situation and the 
associated perceived job insecurity are crucial for paid work being valued as im-
portant for the decision to have a child in the near future. Employed persons who 
were very satisfi ed with their current job security were the reference group. Results 
show that for employed women who were somewhat or quite concerned about job 
insecurity (i.e. with a middle or low level of job satisfaction), their paid work was 
signifi cantly more often important in the fertility decision process. The estimated 
coeffi cients indicate a negative association: the lower the satisfaction, the higher 
the importance of their paid work for fertility decisions. For men, satisfaction with 
job security also has an effect, although it is smaller in size and at a lower level of 
statistical signifi cance. Our multivariate results thus support hypothesis 1a, which 
assumes that employment insecurity increases the likelihood of work being valued 
as important for one’s intention to have a child. Second, being enrolled in education 
matters: Women and men in education rated their own (future) work as particularly 
important for their decision to have a child, as the size and statistical signifi cance 
of the estimated coeffi cient indicate (Table 4). Third, material insecurity is signifi -
cantly associated with the relevance of one’s own job for fertility intentions: Women 
and men perceiving major economic constraints more often regarded paid work 
as important for family plans, whereas those making ends meet easily or very eas-
ily were less likely to evaluate their paid work as important for family plans. Our 
results thus support hypothesis 1b that material insecurity increases the likelihood 
of work being valued as important for one’s intention to have a child. Fourth, socio-
demographic characteristics matter: One’s own work is important in the fertility 
decision process among women with two children, among women below the age 
of 20, and especially among highly educated women. Among men, the importance 
of paid work varies according to age, and is crucial especially below the age of 30. 
Educational level is signifi cantly associated with the importance of work for family 
plans and effects men in a similar way as women, whereas the number of children 
has no explanatory power. 
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Tab. 4: Estimated coeffi cients for one’s own work being important for plans to 
have a child during the next three years

Women Men Women Men
N N

Employment status and satisfaction with job security
Self-employed -0.18 -0.17 120 120
Unemployed 0.21 0.74 65 24
Student 1.39*** 2.05*** 101 60
Parental leave -0.49* – 218 0
Housekeeping -0.92*** – 153 0
Other (-0.37) 0.65 18 30
Employed, satisfaction low with 
job security 0.80** -0.01 70 45
Employed, satisfaction medium 
with job security 0.31* 0.46* 368 359
Employed, satisfaction high with 
job security (Ref.) 0 0 663 490

Concerns about making ends meet
With (great) diffi culty 0.46* 0.84** 146 66
With some diffi culty 0.10 0.49* 283 203
Fairly easily (Ref.) 0 0 614 392
(Very) easily -0.47*** -0.15 733 467

Control variables
Parity

Childless (Ref.) 0 0 540 458
1 child 0.03 -0.05 340 227
2 children 0.51** -0.06 619 298
3+ children 0.12 -0.02 277 145

Age
18-19 0.98** 1.36** 61 44
20-24 0.30 1.20*** 194 118
25-29 0.17 0.75* 302 205
30-34 (Ref.) 0 0 336 192
35-39 0.13 0.20 422 250
40-44 -0.03 0.33 461 319

Education
Low (Ref.) 0 0 761 1051
Medium 0.32* 0.42* 227 426
High 0.63*** 0.65** 140 299

Constant -1.02*** -2.52***
R² 0.0776 0.1229
N 1,776 1,128 1,776 1,128

Note: Low satisfaction with job security (0-4 on 0-10-scale); medium satisfaction (5-8); 
high satisfaction (9-10).

 For spells with low numbers (<20), results are given in parentheses. 
 Signifi cance levels: + p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001.

Source: Austrian GGS, partnered persons aged 18-44
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7.2 Economic insecurity and fertility intentions 

Next, we turn to fertility intentions for the near future (Table 5). In basic models, we 
include employment status and satisfaction with job security as well as concerns 
about making ends meet as the two single explanatory variables (Models 1a, 1w, 
and 1m). The extended models control for parity, age, education and sex (Models 
2a, 2w, and 2m). Positive coeffi cients indicate a higher likelihood of intending to 
have a child within the next three years. 

Job insecurity is associated with fertility intentions in the sense that employed 
persons reporting low satisfaction with job security signifi cantly more often in-
tended to have a child within three years (Model 1a). With the inclusion of control 
variables, the estimated coeffi cient decreases in size and statistical signifi cance, but 
remains signifi cant in the joint model including women and men (Model 2a). In gen-
der specifi c basic models, employed women as well as men dissatisfi ed with job 
security intend to have a child in the near future signifi cantly more often (Models 1w 
and 1m). When controlling for socio-demographic characteristics (Models 2w, 2m), 
the association is no longer statistically signifi cant among men (p=0.27), and also 
beyond statistical signifi cance among women (p=0.102). Although strict reference 
to the p-values in the extended models suggests to reject hypothesis 2a – stating 
that employment insecurity discourages fertility intentions among men and encour-
ages fertility intentions among women – we want to emphasize that this might be 
due to the small sample sizes for gender-specifi c analyses and that, especially for 
women, our multivariate analyses point to a positive association between low satis-
faction with job security and childbearing intentions for the near future.

Men perceiving (great) diffi culties in making ends meet less often intend to have 
a child in the near future (Model 1m); however, with the inclusion of control variables, 
this association is no longer signifi cant. In the regression models for women, mate-
rial insecurity measured via concerns about making ends meet is not signifi cantly 
associated with fertility intentions. Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that the 
estimated coeffi cient is positive, suggesting that women perceiving economic con-
straints more often intended to have a child in the near future. Persisting through all 
models is the observation that students (i.e. those in education) markedly less often 
intended to have a child in the near future. Unemployed individuals also intended 
to have a child in the near future less often (although coeffi cients for this compara-
bly small group are not statistically signifi cant). As mentioned earlier, enrollment in 
education and unemployment indicate material insecurity. Overall, combining both 
statistically signifi cant output and non-signifi cant trends – which might partly be 
due to small sample sizes – our results support hypothesis 2b, stating that material 
insecurity discourages fertility intentions among men and to a lesser extent among 
women.
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Tab. 5: Estimated coeffi cients for intending a child within three years

All All Women Women Men Men
Model 1a Model 2a Model 1w Model 2w Model 1m Model 2m

Employment status and satisfaction with job security 
Self-employed 0.01 0.46* -0.06 0.70* 0.00 0.27
Unemployed -0.16 -0.27 -0.26 -0.29 0.16 -0.16
Student -0.60** -1.21*** -0.36 -1.21*** -1.00** -1.35**
Leave 0.47** 0.82*** 0.57*** 0.87*** – –
Housekeeping -0.99*** -0.01 -0.87*** 0.13 – –
Other -0.33 -0.76* -0.34 -1.01 -0.44 -0.43
Employed, satisfaction 
low 0.68*** 0.44+ 0.76** 0.53a 0.67* 0.43
Employed, satisfaction 
medium 0.03 0.03 -0.03 -0.12 0.05 0.16
Employed, satisfaction 
high (Ref.) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Concerns about making ends meet
With (great) diffi culty -0.16 0.09 0.03 0.34 -0.55+ -0.42
With some diffi culty -0.17 0.05 -0.13 0.04 -0.25 0.03
Fairly easily (Ref.) 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Very) easily 0.10 0.03 0.02 -0.10 0.22 0.21

Control variables
Parity

Childless (Ref.) 0 0 0
1 child -0.33* -0.37* -0.43*
2 children -2.2*** -2.40*** -2.27***
3+ children -2.31*** -2.95*** -1.71***

Age
18-19 -1.80*** -1.24** -2.79***
20-24 -0.74*** -0.46* -1.25***
25-29 0.11 0.34+ -0.26
30-34 (Ref.) 0 0 0
35-39 -0.99*** -0.89*** -1.12***
40-44 -1.83*** -2.19*** -1.61***

Education
Low (Ref.) 0 0 0
Medium -0.10 -0.23 -0.01
High 0.14 0.08 0.17

Sex
Male (Ref.) 0
Female -0.19+

Constant -0.91*** 0.6*** -1.02*** 0.55* -0.77*** 0.76**
R² 0.0178 0.2478 0.0223 0.2873 0.0172 0.2159
N 2,917 2,917 1,786 1,786 1,129 1,129

Note: Variables refer to wave 1. For the distribution of the variables see Table A1.
 Signifi cance levels: + p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
 a: p=0.102

Source: Austrian GGS waves 1 and 2
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7.3 Economic insecurity and intentional childbearing

As indicated earlier, roughly three out of ten partnered women and men wanted to 
have a child within the next three years at wave 1 (Table 3). We now concentrate on 
this group and analyze the realization of their fertility plans four years later (Table 6). 
Overall, 43 percent realized their short-term fertility intentions. The basic models 
include employment status combined with satisfaction with job insecurity, as well 
as concerns about making ends meet (Models 1a, 1w, 1m), the extended models 
additionally control for socio-demographic characteristics (parity, age, education, 
sex; Models 2a, 2w, 2m).

Employment insecurity is related with the realization of short-term fertility inten-
tions: Employed persons with a low satisfaction with their job security realize their 
intentions more often compared to those who were highly satisfi ed with their job 
security (Model 1a and 2a). Gender specifi c analyses reveal that the estimated coef-
fi cients are positive for both women and men, but not signifi cantly different from 
zero, which might partly be due to the small sample size (469 women and 362 men 
intending to have a child at wave 1 and observed at wave 2; among them 30 women 
and 20 men were employed at wave 1 and reported low satisfaction with job secu-
rity). Accordingly, we have to reject hypothesis 3a, which states that male employ-
ment insecurity decreases the likelihood of the intention to have a child to be real-
ized. For women, positive, albeit statistically insignifi cant, coeffi cients hint at the 
hypothesized link between female employment insecurity and intention realization. 

Material insecurity is associated with intentional childbearing: Individuals who 
intended to have a child in wave 1 and who at the same time reported (great) diffi -
culties in making ends meet, realized their fertility intentions less often compared to 
those who made ends meet fairly easily. The estimated coeffi cients are statistically 
signifi cant in the joint models including both sexes (Models 1a and 2a). In the gen-
der-specifi c analyses (Models 2w and 2m), the estimated coeffi cients are negative 
for women and men (-0.63 and -0.97 respectively) and their size indicates a strong-
er effect among men than women. Nevertheless, they fail statistical signifi cance, 
which might again be due to the small sample sizes. Overall, we fi nd evidence to 
support hypothesis 3b that male material insecurity decreases the likelihood of real-
izing short-term fertility intentions and that for females this association is weaker. 
Regarding our control variables, age is particularly infl uential.
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Tab. 6: Estimated coeffi cients for realization of short-term fertility intentions

All All Women Women Men Men
Model 1a Model 2a Model 1w Model 2w Model 1m Model 2m

Employment status and satisfaction with job security 
Self-employed 0.18 0.40 -0.17 0.16 0.44 0.53
Unemployed 0.85+ 0.87+ 0.81 1.03 0.96 1.00
Student -0.33 -0.56 -0.00 -0.26 -1.18 -1.34
Leave 1.05*** 0.74* 1.02*** 0.88* – –
Housekeeping 0.18 0.22 0.15 0.56 – –
Other -0.37 -0.68 – – 0.40 0.35
Employed, satisfaction 
low 0.55+ 0.56+ 0.49 0.68 0.68 0.53
Employed, satisfaction 
medium -0.08 -0.10 0.11 0.14 -0.22 -0.30
Employed, satisfaction 
high (Ref.) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Concerns about making ends meet
With (great) diffi culty -0.77* -0.79* -0.58 -0.63 -1.17+ -0.97
With some diffi culty -0.32 -0.27 -0.09 -0.07 -0.61+ -0.58
Fairly easily (Ref.) 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Very) easily 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.23 0.15 0.24

Control variables
Parity

Childless (Ref.) 0 0 0
1 child 0.32 0.10 0.53+

2 children 0.34 0.03 0.79+

3+ children 0.15 0.43 0.06
Age

18-19 -0.06 -0.28 -0.08
20-24 0.02 0.12 -0.23
25-29 -0.10 0.12 -0.40
30-34 (Ref.) 0 0 0
35-39 -1.10*** -1.33*** -0.94**
40-44 -1.94*** -3.67*** -1.70***

Education
Low (Ref.) 0 0 0
Medium -0.09 -0.04 -0.21
High 0.27 0.32 0.26

Sex
Male (Ref.) 0
Female -0.07

Constant -0.15 0.08 -0.21 -0.07 -0.09 0.20
R² 0.0326 0.0864 0.0358 0.1198 0.0330 0.0845
N 836 836 469 469 362 362

Note: Variables refer to wave 1. For the distribution of the variables see Table A2.
 Signifi cance levels: + p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001

Source: Austrian GGS waves 1 and 2
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8 Summary and discussion

This study has addressed the question of when paid work matters in reproductive 
decisions, by testing how objective economic conditions and the subjective per-
ception of them are related to the salience of work in childbearing intentions, to the 
construction of childbearing intentions, and subsequent behavior in the Austrian 
context. Results on the relationship between employment and material insecurity 
and the importance of paid work for developing childbearing intentions indicate 
that paid work does indeed matter. The cognitive evaluation of how important work 
is in developing childbearing intentions is subject to the restraining effect of a low 
satisfaction with job security. This inference is valid for women and men. Moderate 
and high levels of dissatisfaction with job security make employed women more 
likely to value paid work as important in the decision to have a child. This also holds 
true for men reporting a medium level of dissatisfaction with their job security. The 
cognitive evaluation of how important work is in reproductive decisions is subject 
to greater perceived material insecurity among men than women. For individuals 
concerned about making ends meet, paid work is important for the construction of 
childbearing plans. 

These results provide empirical evidence for Goszczynska et al.’s (1991) argument 
that work and related benefi ts become salient when they are insecure. Because re-
spondents became more aware of material and other work-related resources that 
they have but are likely to lose (involuntarily) in the near future, they assign greater 
relevance to paid work in the childbearing decision. First, under material insecurity, 
income from labor is threatened and this is detrimental for a person’s breadwin-
ning capacity, especially for men, when having children. These results corroborate 
fi ndings for (West) Germany by Andersson et al. (2009) and for Switzerland by Han-
appi et al. (2016), where women usually reduce their employment activities after 
childbirth, and thus a female income is not necessarily a pre-requisite for having 
children. Second, our results hint at the idea that childbearing might be an attrac-
tive option for individuals who report a low satisfaction with job security. The higher 
likelihood of employed women who are dissatisfi ed with job security to intend to 
have a child in the near future refl ects the emotional benefi ts of motherhood preva-
lent in our study context. Third, once people intend to have a child in the near future, 
those with a low level of satisfaction with job security are more likely to realize their 
intentions, which supports Friedman et al.’s (1994) uncertainty reduction argument. 

The above fi ndings are also an extension of the pioneering work by Philipov 
(2009), which rested on the argument that work could in some cases be more im-
portant than, and thus compete with, having children. The results here show how 
employment status and level of satisfaction with job insecurity shape the cognitive 
evaluation of paid work as a factor in reproductive decisions in the fi rst place. It sug-
gests that the perception that one’s job might be lost and fi nancial constraints shape 
individuals’ awareness of the work-related benefi ts that might be lost when having 
children; thus insecurities contribute by framing evaluations of work as a factor in 
reproductive decisions.
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Results on the interplay of material insecurity and intentional childbearing re-
veal that work is relevant for realizing short-term fertility. These results corroborate 
fi ndings that actual unemployment and perceived economic uncertainty impact the 
transition to parenthood (Andersson 2000; Blossfeld et al. 2005; Gebel/Giesecke 
2009; Kreyenfeld 2009). 

Some limitations of this study should be mentioned. The empirical analysis on 
intention realization is based on short-term fertility intentions. It thus remains un-
clear whether those who did not realize their intentions in the foreseen time frame 
achieved their fertility goals later on. We are also aware that having only two waves 
available in our dataset may not be suffi cient to grasp variations in individuals’ in-
tentions in the very short run; nor does it allow an insight into sudden intention 
changes due to the occurrence of critical events in work and family life (e.g. job 
changes or family re-composition). We are aware that the sample reporting mate-
rial insecurity is small, which limits representativity. Also, there might be a causal 
relationship between the importance of work and future childbearing pointing in 
the other direction: We argued earlier that paid work can be important because 
current insecure employment conditions are perceived as discouraging childbear-
ing plans. At the same time, a future or ongoing occupational career can be ham-
pered by childbearing. Finally, the infl uence of the satisfaction on the employment 
condition on fertility intentions may be biased because of the possible presence of 
unobserved variables that have an impact on both. For instance, intrinsically op-
timistic individuals may be inclined to answer that they are satisfi ed and intend 
having a(nother) child – thus creating an artifi cial association between employment 
satisfaction and fertility intentions.

Despite such limitations, our results have a number of implications for under-
standing the complex links between work and fertility. Although few differences in 
the effect of employment status and insecurity on intention realization where found 
by gender, major gender differences in the association of employment status and 
work salience were found. More precisely, women currently working in insecure em-
ployment conditions anticipate the potential risks associated with a long absence 
from work after childbirth. Overall, we show that if reproductive decisions depend 
on employment and material insecurity, they also vary within groups reporting such 
insecurities, according to people’s labor market prospects and family and career 
aspirations. Our fi ndings stem from a context in which, despite increased feelings 
of economic insecurity, unemployment and labor market uncertainty are relatively 
low compared to the European average. In contexts with higher unemployment 
and less strict employment protection legislation, economic insecurities may have 
a larger impact in determining fertility intentions and their realization. Therefore, 
the knowledge of what differentiates people who consider paid work as important 
for fertility and those who do not, might expand our understanding of why work 
prevents some groups from realizing their intentions and not others. It is preferable 
to use this alternative contrast when the state of job insecurity is included in models 
for fertility analyses.
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Appendix

Fig. A1: Importance of one’s own paid work for the decision to have a child 
during the next three years by employment status and satisfaction with 
job security and by making ends meet, men

Note: Low satisfaction with job security (0-4 on 0-10-scale); medium satisfaction (5-8); 
high satisfaction (9-10).

 The categories “leave”, “housekeeping” and “other (employment status)” are not 
shown because of small numbers (n<30).

Source: Austrian GGS, 1,130 partnered men aged 18-44, weighted data
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Tab. A1: Distribution of variables for the analyses on intending a child within 
three years

All Women Men

Employment status and satisfaction with job security 
Self-employed 241 120 121
Unemployed 89 65 24
Student 162 102 60
Leave 221 220 1
Housekeeping 156 155 1
Other 50 20 30
Employed, low satisfaction with job security 115 70 45
Employed, medium satisfaction with job security 729 370 359
Employed, high satisfaction with job security 1156 666 490

Concerns about making ends meet
With (great) diffi culty 214 148 66
With some diffi culty 490 285 205
Fairly easily 1007 614 393
(Very) easily 1206 739 467

Control variables
Parity

Childless 1001 542 459
1 child 571 343 228
2 children 922 623 299
3+ children 425 280 145

Age
18-19 106 62 44
20-24 313 194 119
25-29 507 302 205
30-34 529 337 192
35-39 676 425 251
40-44 788 468 320

Education
Low (Ref.) 1,821 1,059 762
Medium 656 428 228
High 442 301 141

Sex
Male (Ref.) 1,129
Female 1,786

Total 2,917 1,786 1,129

Source: Austrian GGS wave 1
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Tab. A2:  Distribution of variables for realization of short-term fertility intentions

All Women Men

Employment status and satisfaction with job security 
Self-employed 70 30 40
Unemployed 22 14 8
Student 29 20 9
Leave 86 85 1
Housekeeping 20 20 0
Other 11 4 7
Employed, low satisfaction with job security 50 30 20
Employed, medium satisfaction with job security 213 95 118
Employed, high satisfaction with job security 335 175 160

Concerns about making ends meet
With (great) diffi culty 54 39 15
With some diffi culty 124 69 55
Fairly easily 290 165 125
(Very) easily 368 200 168

Control variables
Parity

Childless 471 252 219
1 child 241 145 96
2 children 90 61 29
3+ children 34 15 19

Age
18-19 16 12 4
20-24 118 80 38
25-29 287 169 118
30-34 216 120 96
35-39 127 65 62
40-44 72 27 45

Education
Low (Ref.) 488 255 233
Medium 186 113 73
High 162 105 57

Sex
Male (Ref.) 363
Female 473

Total 836 469 363

Note: Variables refer to wave 1.

Source: Austrian GGS waves 1 and 2
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