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Family structures, trends and prospects in the East -Kazakhstan region

Abstract

This study addresses modern types of families énBhst-Kazakhstan region and their role in the ldeweent of
population. Using a sample of East-Kazakhstani woritgerviewed in 2008 in the “Family Transformation
survey,” this study focuses on continuously marnesmen and women who have been previously marfiad.
purpose of this thesis is analysis of factors mfitiel on the intention to be divorced. Additiogalthis thesis
investigates issue: how a woman’s family life-ceugnarital status and number of children born ia fist
marriage) influences the risk of a post-dissolutdinth among divorced women. Also this study attesip analyze
how the experience of a marital dissolution affectgoman’s cumulated fertility. The results shoattwomen who
underwent a marital dissolution have lower festilthan those who remained continuously married, drad
repartnering enables this group of women to receptioe fertility lost with the dissolution of thest marriage.
With a rise in divorce rates and existing differenof post-dissolution marital behaviors for thede have been
previously married, it has become important to aotdor the type of dissolution (widowhood or dige} of a
union when analyzing partnership formation aftez tireakdown of a union. Additionally, this studyelke to
contribute to understanding of repartnering amowgnen in the East-Kazakhstan region by examiningntpact
of a woman’s number of previous children and retahip histories on the intention of being repadde

Keywords: traditional and modern family, family dissolutiodivorce, repartnering, post-dissolution childbegyi
East-Kazakhstan region.

AbOcTpakT

JlaHHOE HCCIIe0BaHNE HALIEJICHO Ha M3YYCHHE COBPEMEHHBIX BUJIOB CeMEH a TakKe MX POJIH B Pa3BUTUM HACEICHHS
B Bocrouno-Ka3axcTaHCKOM pErHOHE Ha OCHOBE pE3YyIbTaTOB COILMOJIOTHYECKOTO HCCIEIOBaHUSA «AHANMN3
pasButust cembn», nposeneHHoro B 2008 romy. [laHHOe mcciemoBaHHE TIABHBEIM 00pa3oM (OKycHpyeTcs Ha
HETIPEpHIBHO 3aMY)KHHUX, Pa3BEACHHBIX M BJOBBIX XXCHIIUHAX ()ePTHIBHOTO Bo3pacrta. Llenmpio maHHOW paboTEI
SBISIETCA aHamu3 (HaKTOPOB, BIUSIONIMX HAa PHCK POCTAa Pa3BOJIOB Cpedd JKEHIMUH Bocrouno-KazaxcraHckoit
obmactu. KpoMe Toro, ucciefoBaHHEe HALETICHO HA M3yYeHHE CeMEHHO-OpayHBIX OTHOLICHMH >KEHIIMH (ceMeliHoe
MOJIOXKEHHE M KOJMYECTBO JeTeH, pOXKICHHbIE B MEPBOM Opake) W Apyrux (hakTOpOB BIMSIOLIMX HAa BEPOSITHOCTh
poauTh pebeHKa mocie pacmaga mepBoro Opaka. Takke B JaHHOM HCCIECJOBAaHWM HPEIIPHHUMACTCS IOIBITKA
MPOAHAM3UPOBATh BIMSHHUE Pa3BOIOB Ha KOJIMYECTBO AETEH POXICHHBIX >KCHIIMHOW. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3bIBAIOT,
9TO pa3BeIeHHBIC KEHIIUHEI UMEIOT 00Jiee HU3KYIO POXKIAEMOCTh, II0 CPABHCHHIO C XKECHIMMHAMH HaXOSAIIIMHUCS
HemnpepbIBHO B Opake. Kpome Toro, mocnenyromiee 3aMyXECTBO WIH COXHTEIBCTBO IO3BOJSIOT Pa3BEeICHHBIM
KEHIIIMHAM BOCCTAHOBHUTH KOJMYECTBO JACTEH HE POXKJICHHBIX B CBA3U C PAacCTOP)KCHHEM HepBoro Opaka. C pocTom
KOJIMYECTBA PAa3BOJOB a TaKKE CYIIECTBYIOLUIMX PAa3iM4Mi B OpayHOM IOBEIEHMH IIOCNIE pacliaja MepBoro Opaka
HapacTaeT HEOOXOIMMOCTh B M3Y4YCHHH HPEANOCHUIOK pachaja ceMbH (BOOBCTBO WIHM DPa3sBOX) HPH aHAIM3C
BEPOSITHOCTH BO3HUKHOBCHHS HOBBIX BUJIOB ITAPTHEPCTBA (3aMY)KECTBO HJIM COXKHUTEIBCTBO) IIOCNE PACHaa epBoro
Opaka. Kpome Toro, naHHOe mccinejoBaHHE MPU3BAHO BHECTH CBOM BKJIAJ B U3YUCHUE BEPOSITHOCTH 3aMY)KECTBA U
COXKUTEIILCTBA 1IOCJIE paciiaja IepBoro Opaka cpely XeHIIMH (epTHIbHOTO Bo3pacTa B Bocrouno-Kaszaxcranckom
peTHOHE ITyTeM H3YYeHHs BIHSHUS KOIMYECTBA JeTeH POXICHHBIX B IEPBOM Opake M APYIHX COIHANBHO-

SKOHOMHYECKHX U IeMorpapuIeckux (GpakTopos.

KuroueBble ciioBa: TPpaJUIIMOHHBIC U COBPEMEHHBIC CEMbH, paclial CEMbH, pa3BOANUMOCTD, POXKICHUC JieTel mocie

pacmana nepBoro Opaka, Boctouno-Kaszaxcranckas odmacte
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Problem specification and relevance of research

A key concept in the social science, and espedialdemography, is that of the family (R. Jallinajad
E. Widmer 2000). The family is generally regardsdca major social institution and a locus of mutch o
person’s social activity. It is generally assumeamvadays that the modern family has undergone
significant transformations in its structure. Inttigdization, complexity of production procedures,
urbanization and many other factors led to the ¢nowf the population mobility, rise of personal
freedom, emancipation of women, the separatiorhidfiren from parents in connection with increasing
number of divorce and more complicated socializatithe societal changes have contributed to a sharp
reduction in the percentage of classical traditidamilies, principally nuclear families. Replacitigese,
new forms of families emerged such as: childlessilfas, one-parent families, blended and stepfaili
and quasi-family units based on non-marital colagibit (E. Macklin and R. Rubin 1983, R. Jallinojala
E. Widmer 2000). The concept of family has chanfgech the large extended family to smaller unitg th
nuclear family, and nowadays to even smaller sipgient families. Family was earlier seen as an
institution, but nowadays, the family is based ba intimate relationship between two adults. If the
relationship is not working, the family will probigtbe broken (R. Jallinoja and E. Widmer 2000).cg8in
the numbers of separations and divorces beganirtd,cthese trends could have the implications on
individuals’ fertility. As significant numbers of amen and men spend a part of their lives in a “post
dissolution” state, important questions arise abihwgtir reproductive behavior (S. Meggiolaro and
F. Ongaro 2010). A marital dissolution interrugte period, which began with marriage, when a woman
is at risk of conception, and thus lowers the ckartbat she will achieve the expected family simea
consequence, marital instability may, theoreticale considered as depressing factor for fertility
(S. Meggiolaro and F. Ongaro 2010). Accordinglye tthanges in family structures, marital-conjugal
relationships and marital behavior could lead tangjes in a woman'’s fertility behavior.

Moreover, from the middle of the ®@entury significant and irreversible shifts in tazakhstani
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family institute took place, which are considergd rhany researchers as the crisis of the traditional
family (S. Ualieva 2007). One can observe a reratizsi of marriage as a lifetime commitment, risafg
divorce rates and marriage dissolution, a renuiociabf stereotypes in upbringing of children, the
increase in the number of one-parent families andilfes with stepparents, and the wide-spread asgre
in abortions and extramarital births. All factorstéd above underpin the urgency of this reseanch a
define whether the given changes are the crisiamily as a social institute (with negative impaatthe
fertility level), or definite forms of the organitan of family life only (non-influential on the fality
level). The reason for consideration of this study the East-Kazakhstan region must be explained.
Kazakhstan is multiethnic, multicultural countrytiwthe high level of heterogeneity. Historicallygush
and West parts of Kazakhstan are different fromt@génNorth and East regions. In order to achieve
sufficient level of homogeneity the study will caohesr the East-Kazakhstan region.

Conclusively, in this study, modern families — tharucture, the historical conditions of theiigin,
modern trends and patterns in divorce, remarriagk rapartnering and the role of family dissolution
process in population development in the East-Klagtak region will be analyzed.

1.2 Research goals and objectives

Aforementioned, the modern trends in family diviication have an impact on current demographic
situation in the East-Kazakhstan region. Consedyemte of the main goals of this thesis is to gtthe
trends in modern families and provide an assessaigr@rspectives of their further development.

Therefore, the aim of the thesis is to provide mrestigation into modern family types and their

contribution to population development in the Béarakhstan region through an analysis of their
structure, size, conditions and factors of origin.

To achieve this goal the following objectives vhi#l investigated:

— Determine the characteristics of a family divecsifion process, identify definitiorsf the lone-
parent family, stepfamily, conjugal union, and gmalthe theoretical framework of the transition
process from the traditional family to a modern;one

- Investigate factors influential on the modern faesil occurrence and analyze a woman's
characteristics and peculiarities in family formoati dissolution and reproductive behavior
through comparative analysis of survey results bgrital status, place of residence and
nationality;

— Study existing conditions of family dissolution,rfieularly divorce among women in the East-
Kazakhstan region, and modeling explanatory facttiish are influential on divorce;

— Analyze an impact of marital instability (divorc&) a woman’s fertility level by modeling
predictors of post-dissolution childbearing andaisodeling factors which are influential on a
woman’s cumulative number of children;

- Analyze the factors which lead to the likelihood filding a new family after experiencing
divorce or widowhood among women in the East-Kagtddn region through modeling the
predictors of post-dissolution remarriage and reesing.
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Conclusively, the object of this study is primanihpdern types of families (lone-parent, stepfarsjlend
blended families) in the East-Kazakhstan regiore $ibject of this study is the demographic analykis
divorce and widowhood, a post-dissolution childbegr repartnering and remarriage, and also factors
behind them in the East-Kazakhstan region.

1.3 Outline of study

This thesis consists of five chapters, an introdmcand conclusion. Aforementioned, the main gdal o
the study is analysis of existed modern family feramd factors of their origin. Three specific issudl|

be examined: family dissolution process, the impdchis process on a woman's fertility level and a
woman’s post-dissolution marital behavior. The ¢bepwere formed by principle aimed at achieving
this goal and studying abovementioned issues.

In the first chapter, named “Theoretical framewoitk& overview of literature, basic theories related
to the family transformation process and charasties, definitions of modern family types and
households is included. In this chapter a reader fimd mostly theoretical and methodological
information concerning family definitions, the cempt of family diversity, the transition from a
traditional family to a modern one in Kazakhstaistdry and reality, and the methods which were used
this study. Additionally, the chronological evoluti of households’ classification and the evolutain
definition showing how the process of family divécation and transformation from a traditional
extended family to a modern one occurred were exaaniThe chapter includes an analysis of household
typology according to the international practiced aalso the process of shifting from the “family
concept” to the “household concept” in the Sovied &azakhstani censuses. The main contention &f thi
chapter is that analysis of changing family pateshich are distorted by the definition of the fanthat
is generally used. More importantly, from the pectjwve of the dynamics of family changes, the asialy
of changing family structure using the only dem@djia approach may overstate the fluidity and demise
of the nuclear family form. Accordingly, the anatysf changes in the family as a social unit shawdt
be held hostage to a definition and measurementoapp that may not adequately reflect its true
character.

The second chapter addresses the descriptive enafythe survey results. This chapter contains the
description of survey design, sample size detertisimathe results of ANOVA test and descriptive
analysis of respondents. This part of thesis rélébethe survey design aimed to provide information
regarding the survey and the questions which weckided into the survey. Additionally, this part of
study aimed to describe the representativenesanople and to ensure that the sample has an adequate
representation of real population in the East-Khztdn region. The description of respondents as® w
included to this chapter. This part was aimed siimfjuish groups of respondents for the comparative
analysis according to their main characteristiche TANOVA test aimed to show the significant
differences among groups of respondents, strat#feedrding to the sample design. Additionally, {ieést
was aimed to prepare data for the comparative sisabf survey results according to the respondents’
main characteristics.
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The third chapter aimed to concurrently analyze o' characteristics, such as: attitudes towards
family, religion, family formation and dissolutioand fertility according to their age, nationalitgda
marital status. The comparative analysis is basedhe description of survey results. Moreover, this
chapter aimed to distinguish main respondents’ ataristics which will be useful in the following
modeling of family dissolution process, a womanustedissolution fertility and marital behaviors.
Accordingly, the comparative analysis aimed to higitt the most important respondents’ charactessti
for the further analysis of trends, related to ¢lxersification of family types in the East-Kazatdrs
region.

The fourth chapter discusses the patterns and grandamily dissolution process, particularly in
divorce. This part of the study based on survivellgsis of divorce in the East-Kazakhstan regionoT
main issues will be under the consideration: theerd@inants of divorce among ever married women,
specifically, the role of life course factors cootesl with the experience of divorce and modelinthete
factors. Accordingly, the chapter aimed to highlitite main risk factors of divorce among womenhia t
East-Kazakhstan region.

The next chapter set out to analyze the impacamwily dissolution on a woman'’s fertility level. The
chapter aimed to discuss the main factors whichinfiteential on a woman'’s likelihood of experiengia
post-dissolution childbearing among divorced womEhne second issue which must be highlighted is
analysis of woman’s overall effect of union dissimio on a woman’s cumulated fertility by comparing
the continuously married women and women who iopged their first marriage.

The last chapter aimed to analyze a woman’s pasbtlition marital behavior. This chapter
discusses the factors which lead to the likelihobduilding a new family after experiencing divoroe
widowhood among women in the East-Kazakhstan redgitye first part of this chapter related to the
analysis of factors which are influential on thermem’s risk to be remarried. The second part aims to
analyze the factors of forming a new conjugal urafter experiencing of divorce or widowhood.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical framework

2.1 Overview of literature

The problem of diversification of family types istnnew in demographic literature. A big amount of
research contains the theme of the transformafidanoily and family relations, for example: H. Ggsos
and M. Sussman (1982) “Alternatives to traditiofaathily living”; R. Hill (1986) “Life cycle stagesdr
types of single parent families: of family develogmh theory”; R. Bruynooghe (1986) “One-parent
families in the context of variations in parenthobeétween deviance and commitment”; E. Macklin
(1980) “Nontraditional family forms a decade of each”, E. Macklin and R. Rubin (1983)
“Contemporary families and alternative lifestyled’; Trost (1980) “The concept of one-parent family”
L. Wu and E. Thomson (2001) “Race differences amify experience and early sexual initiation:
dynamic models of family structure and family chahgl. Kelly (2009) “Challenges to the traditional
nuclear family” etc. All of them showed the evotutiof families, family relationships and factorsivel

the changes in family structures, such as: inangdsi divorce rates, and the acceptance of cohtitm
society. Also they discussed the changing dynamidte family, the decline of the traditional nwene
family and its causes. For instance, S. SaggersMan8ims (2004) in their paper named “Diversity
beyond the nuclear family” attempt to theorize figndiiversity. Moreover, they analyzed the declining
rates of marriage and fertility, rising divorceesiand other social trends which mean that fewaplpan
the future will live in the ideal family norm, suels: the nuclear family. Previous researchers (&Kiih
1980, J. Trost 1980) came to a conclusion thattypes of families should be considered as the tlenia
from the traditional nuclear family, and the praced diversification was considered as the cridis o
traditional family. Controversially, more resensearchers highlighted that the family has alwayntan
evolving and dynamic unit, and the rise of altemmatforms of partnership, need not be seen as a
challenge to the idealized institution of the nacléamily. However, all of them highlighted the dete
understand the sources of family diversity, andithgact of diversity on family members themselves.
Accordingly, the aforementioned researchers comduthat in demographic literature there is a big
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amount of misunderstanding in the explanation aohesdypes of families, particularly related to the
definitions of modern types of families. Howevengtclear definitions and boundaries between new
forms of families are still absent.

Several research papers include studies relatésbiseholds in general and household typology.
Such as: L. Hall, A. Walker, and A. Acock (1995)é@ler and family work in one-parent households”,
J. Rychtéikova and A. Akkerman (2003) “Trajectories of flyi and household composition in the
demographic profile of the Czech Republic’, M. Ril(2006) “Household and family demography”,
N. Keilman “Households and families” (2006).

It is essential that the description of family tgpencluding one-parent families, blended and
stepfamilies is under consideration not only by dgraphers, but also by sociologists. There is gelar
variety of literature related to studies on theimgbns of the single-parent concept. A more dethi
description of this research is introduced in thgtrsubchapter, which is called “The definitionfaily
concept”. Additionally, a few studies which contdive definitions of single-parent families shoulel b
mentioned. For example: P. Stein (1978) “The lifiest and life chances of the never-married”;
F. Kamaras (1986) “One-parent families in Hungary’; Trost (1986) “One-parent families after
cohabitation”; M. Masui (1986) “Becoming an unmadimother: a decision process”. All of them
discussed the concept of one-parent families amthtbader character of definitions. Also they atteta
distinguish “sources” of one-parent families’ appeme, such as: a variability of life circumstances
complication of family relationships, and livingrangements, and also the changes related to society
Moreover, some research discusses the problenefimrdy and quantifying the number of stepfamilies,
the complexities inherent in the contemporary steyify, and the key differences between stepfamilies
and nuclear families. Some ideas for change arigl Eaervention strategies are outlined and resesirc
for stepfamilies are highlighted. For instance, Nbwden (2007) “Stepfamilies: understanding and
responding effectively”; L. Bumpass, K. Raley, we®t (1994) “The changing character of stepfamilies
implication of cohabitation and nonmarital childbeg” analyzed stepfamilies through a transition
period where the new family members (mostly divdraeparated and widowed partners) try to become
a family unit. Also they concluded that the wholegqess of becoming a stepfamily comes with many
challenges. Additionally, author A. Koerner (2008)his paper “Stepfamilies and system theory: how
communication can overcome challenges” along with dnalysis of challenges that many stepfamilies
encounter, the application of system theory and atspfamily communication patterns analyzed. The
lack of demographic knowledge about the family whior a long period has been grounded in
guantitative data and analysis was discussed I8neck and W. Manning (2001). They argued that to
fully understand the family and particularly newridy forms, it is important to include qualitative
approaches as well. Moreover, they introduced aamnalization, which implies that qualitative,veel|
as quantitative, research methods are necessaryniderstanding family forms. Additionally, they
discussed possible barriers to fully endorsing itatale methods by demographers studying the new
family forms. However, the possible solutions inder to avoid these barriers were not clearly
highlighted. The definition of cohabitation is alsmder the consideration of numerous researchers
(J. Teiller, N. Reichman 2001, D. Fein et all 2003,Kerr, M. Moyser, and R. Beaujot 2006, J. Knab
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2005). All of them focused more attention on unyweadents, their living arrangements, and relatigrshi
and also concluded that cohabitation is an ambigwamcept that is difficult to measure. Additiogall
they highlighted how sensitive cohabitation estesatan be according to various sources of infoonati
They also presented various estimates of cohabitatising different sources of information and
highlighted difficulties in measuring cohabitatipmecisely. For example, J. Teiller and N. Reichman
(2001) in their study named “Cohabitation: an elasioncept” considered on the distribution of cespl
and their variability by race, ethnicity, age, wmayi, reliance on public assistance, educational
achievement, and health insurance status. Accdyditigey concluded that in the process of cohabitat
analysis limitations of using binary measures dfiakmtation to characterize parent relationshipddcou
occur. Another authors, for instance D. Fein ef{(2003) in their paper “The determinants of mamiag
and cohabitation among disadvantaged Americanseares findings and needs” highlighted that
cohabitation clearly is the more ambiguous concept,perceptions of whether a couple is “living
together” may depend on the night of the week awh goartner’s interpretation of the relationshipdA
also they added that surveys are typically faidpgistent in leaving it to respondents to decidetivbr
or not they are living together. The same problems vhighlighted by J. Knab (2005) in study
“Cohabitation: sharpening a fuzzy concept”. He rafits to examine the degree of correspondence
between measures of cohabitation, and introducegrévalence of “part-time” cohabitation. However,
should be mentioned, that a clear classificatiowadfabited partners is still absent, and the protbé
distinguishing “part-time” cohabitation from othgpes of “living together” still depends on eveigge
propose of study. Another important issue, relatedemographic and socio-economic characterisfics o
cohabited persons, was mentioned by D. Kerr, M. $¢oyand R. Beaujot (2006). However, although
they mentioned demographic characteristics, thdystnly considered socioeconomic characteristics
(education, labor force participation, median inepincome poverty and homeownership), and the main
conclusion was that cohabitation has become faremwidespread. Additionally, P. Smock, and
W. Manning (2004) in their study named “Living tdlger unmarried in the United States: Demographic
perspectives and implications for family policy”cissed on cohabitation in the context of recent
demographic trends in union formation and dissolutHowever, the major part of the study was rellate
to the consideration of the implications of cohatiiin for child wellbeing, focusing on social classce
and ethnicity and discussion how and why unmari@thbitation is implicated in recent dialogues d@bou
family policy. It is essential that the majority thfese studies review the formation, stability, godlity
of co-residential unions (marriage and cohabitatloetween men and women. Additionally, definitions
of marriage and cohabitation are relatively coesisacross studies, with marriage indicating ardésgal
status and cohabitation indicating co-residencéwit marriage. But, at the same time, the defingio
and classifications of cohabitation are differectaading to different studies. Another problemhiattthe
analysis of demographic factors, which could leadah increase in cohabitation and other types of
modern families, is minimal in these studies. Aiddially, a more attention was paid to concepts,
definitions, socio-economic and ethnic charactiegst

An analysis of demographic factors along with semionomic characteristics in the definition of
one-parent families, stepfamilies and cohabitetheas was provided by L. Bumpass, K. Raley, J. $wee
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(1994) in their study “The changing character ep&milies: implication of cohabitation and non-iter
childbearing”. Accordingly, they analyzed how diger non-marital childbearing, and cohabitation are
reshaping family experience and changing traditideéinitions of “families”. Also they argued thtie
definition of stepfamilies must be expanded to udel cohabitations which involve a child of only one
partner, and explicitly recognize that stepfamiliedude those formed after non-marital childbegras
well as after separation or divorce. They also ahdtew a significant proportion of officially defide
single-parent families are two-parent cohabitingifees. Moreover, authors highlighted that over kst
two decades, cohabitation has grown from rare aedadt behavior to the majority and mostly
experienced by cohorts of marriageable age. Additlg, the current marriage and remarriage rates
decline was explained by the increasing level dfatitation.

The issue of premarital cohabitation and how it the likelihood of divorce in a subsequent
marriage was investigated by J. Brudel, A. Diekmamd H. Engelhardt (1999) in paper “Premarital
cohabitation and marital stability in West Germanylso they introduced the well-known “trial
marriage” hypothesis which postulates that coh#ibiteshould decrease the divorce rate because high-
risk partners will separate before marrying. On lbage of data from the West German Family Survey
from 1988 authors tested this hypothesis. Conadlygithey concluded that cohabitation decreases the
risk of divorce. The cross-national research pextsge on divorce risks within a single country
(Belgium) was under the consideration of D. Mantahs, L. Snoeckx, and J. Dronkers (2009) in study
“Cross-regional divorce risks in Belgium: culture kegislative system”. They analyzed important
explanatory conditions for divorce risks on the modevel. Additionally, an analysis of the risk facs
for marriage dissolution in Spain was given by Feriiardi and J. Martinez-Pastor (2011) in paper
“Divorce risk factors and their variations over & Spain”. The authors analyzed the transitiomfr
first marriage to marital dissolution for couplebavmarried in two eras: the period with many soarad
legal barriers to marriage dissolution; and theqoeafter the law went into effect, when there wkne
fewer barriers to marriage dissolution. They alsedua continuous time event history analysis. The
authors stressed the positive relationship betwhentypical features of unconventional families and
marital dissolution. They also highlighted thatrthare certain differences between couples underigk
of divorce, according to the fact of premaritalgrancy and the number of children born in marriage.
The authors also mentioned the declining importantesocioeconomic variables, such as level of
education and the labor force participation of wome

The relationship between changing living arrangdsjeespecially the decline of marriage and the
overall level of fertility were also under the catesation of T. Sobotka and L. Toulemon (2008)tirit
article “Changing family and partnership behavicommon trends and persistent diversity across
Europe”. The decline of marriage and current lowtilfey level in many European countries were
considered as a part of the second demographisitican They argued that in the majority of couesti
marriage rates and fertility declined simultanepudowever, they mentioned that the aggregate
relationship between marriage and fertility indidess moved from negative (fewer marriages imply
fewer births) to positive (fewer marriages imply nadirths). Another article “Overview chapter 6:€Th
diverse faces of the Second Demographic transitioBurope”, introduced by T. Sobotka (2008) also
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included current changes in family as one of tharatteristics of the second demographic transition.
However, the changes in family types consideredadditional to fertility patterns, moreover, the
importance of fertility patterns compared to famdlyersification was highlighted.

The issue related to the impact of marital instbibn fertility behavior is a crucial theme in
demographic literature: the diffusion of maritastiability could be an additional factor in the retion of
fertility levels. The effect of union dissolutiom dertility, considering the factors at stake waslgzed
by several authors. For instance, the consider#tiemarital instability as a lowering factor onmen’s
fertility was mentioned by several researchers l(Bsthaeghe and G. Moors 1996, F. Billari 2004,
T. Leone and A. Hinde 2007). A more detailed ansalg$ this problem was introduced by S. Meggiolaro
and F. Ongaro (2010) in article: “The implicatiasfsmarital instability for a woman'’s fertility: enmical
evidence from ltaly”. The authors studied a womalikglihood of having a child after marital
dissolution. They attempted to analyze the impéctsame life-course factors connected with the
experience of separation, a woman’s status at ahaligsolution (age and the number of children) and
union career following marital dissolution to thikelihood of delivering a post-dissolution child.
Additionally they investigated other issues, rafate the influence of a woman’s family life-course
(union status and parity, ages of children borthanfirst marriage) on the risk of a post-dissalntbirth
among separated women, and also the effect of iexqwer of a marital disruption on a woman’s
cumulated fertility. Accordingly, they highlightetthat not only remarriage, but also cohabitatiore ar
strongly associated with the likelihood of poststisition childbearing. Additionally, they found tha
women who underwent a marital dissolution have lofedility than those who remained continuously
married, and that repartnering enables this grdupomen to recapture some of the fertility lostiwihe
dissolution of the first marriage. The negative awipof factors, such as: later marriage, havingry v
large spousal age gap, being separated or divoeradi,being remarried to a woman's fertility was
highlighted by K. Liaw, J. Lin, and C. Liu (2009) their study “Reproductive contribution of Taiwan’
foreign wives from the top five source countries”.

The processes of repartnering and remarriage hes@ne increasingly important in recent years as a
result of a rise in divorce rates coupled with mcréase in rates of cohabitation. Moreover, thesenu
types have demonstrated to be more unstable thatege It is essential, that although a large bofly
literature exists on the study of remarriage (CNdlmee, R. Raley 2011, R. Lampard, K. Peggs 1999,
Z. Wu and C. Schimmele 2005) there is far lessarebewhich has investigated repartnering in thenfor
of a cohabiting union (R. Parker 1999, A. Skew,Evans and E. Gray 2009). All of them attempt to
examine factors which are influential on men andanen in their decision to remain single or to repeirt
and remarry. However, the differences between thes¢yses are observed. For instance, R. Lampard
and K. Peggs (1999) in their study “Repartnerihg: televance of parenthood and gender to cohafitati
and remarriage among the formerly married” were amaterested in effect of a woman’s number of
children on the likelihood of being repartneredey¥hmentioned that the presence of children can work
against repartnering in a variety of ways, whileoam formerly married women without children, the
desire to become a parent encourages repartnditregauthors concluded that parenthood should be a
key consideration in analyses of repartnering. gleder differences in the intention to be repaetier
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were highlighted by R. Parker (1999) in his stuBgpartnering following relationship breakdown”. The
issue of race, ethnic, nativity differentials fermarriage and repartnership among women were egamin
by C. McNamee and R. Raley (2011) in their artiélenote on race, ethnicity and nativity differensian
remarriage in the United States”. Additionally, theact of previous relationship histories on thecess

of repartnering was examined by A. Skew, A. Evand &. Gray (2009) in paper named “Factors
affecting repartnering in Australia and the UK”.ejhconcluded that the intention to be repartnepeddc
vary between divorced, widowed, or separated women.

The Kazakhstani research and the Soviet and Russigies related to the issue discussed in this
study are not so rich. However, the informatiorsome extend related to the purpose of this study is
considered in the following literature: N. Masanq®995) “Kochevaya civilizacia Kazahov”,
S. Asfendiarov (1993) “Istoria Kazakhstana s dréshib vremen”, S. Ualieva (1995) “Structura
gorodskoi i selskoi semi Kazakhstana (po materialsisesouznoi perepisi 1925 goda): etno-
demograficheski aspect”, S. Ualieva (2003a) “Tewmdemsemeino-brachnyh otnoshenii naselenia
Kazakhstana. Istoriko-demograficheskii aspect”,Ualieva (2003b) “Istoriko-demograficheskii aspect
razvodimosti v Kazakhstane (po materialam perep26 goda)”, S. Ualieva (2004) “Semeinoe
sostoianie i zaniatost naselenia Kazakhstana”, &8ieth (2007) “Osnovnye tendencii brachnosti i
razvodov v Kazakhstane “, K. Kalieva (2009) “Pesgpiaselenia kak istoricheskii istochnik dlya
izuchenia narodonaselenia Kazakhstana 1897-1926%|ekseenko (2001) “Pervaya perepis naselenia v
suverennom Kazakhstane: nekotorie itogi i ocenki”,Alekseenko (2002) “Naselenie Kazakhstana v
1926-1939". The big part of Soviet and Russianagse also includes partially the information about
Kazakhstan’'s family typology. For example, A. Bémaga (1998) “Genezis nepolnyh semei Respubliki
Saha”, E. lvanova, A. Miheeva (1999) “Vnebrachnoatarinstvo v Rossii”, A. Volkov (1999, 1996)
“Evolucia rossiiskoi semi v 20 veke”, “Changes ihet population family structure of Russia”,
V. Achkarian (1975) “Socialno-pravovaya priroda @iois na detei maloobespechennym semiam”. All of
them highlighted that over the course of one huhgears it is unsurprising and somewhat expectad th
any society will experience change. The twentiethtary for Kazakhstan is one perhaps more defiged b
change than any other. Change has infiltrated easag of society: from religion to family, techngjo
and communications, education and politics. Thégaeches set out to discuss the changing dynarhics o
the family and family types in Kazakhstan. Unfodtely, the demographic literature, related to an
analysis of divorce, remarriage and cohabitatiorerathe dissolution of first marriage, and post-
dissolution childbearing in the East-Kazakhstanaegloes not exist. The attempt to analyze thelfami
types in historical past of East-Kazakhstan regi@s done by S. Ualieva (2003a, 2003b). However,
these articles are more historical than demograpgtiother author’s article, related to the processie
marriage and divorce in Kazakhstan based on thestgtal data and 1999 census results. The author
provides information regarding the marital struetof population, percentages of marriages acconding
marital status and age, the crude divorce and awgniates, and the percentages of extra-maritditfer
Additionally, the author highlighted the importanaieanalysis of these trends according to regiamal
national differences. Accordingly, author concludibet the current situation in Kazakhstani family
structures is dramatically changed. Moreover, SieMa (2007) mentioned factors which lead to these
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changes: the increase in mean age at first marabgg with the percentage of singles, and thechme
in divorce rates. However, it should be mentiorteat the descriptive results, received by authomdid
give any opportunity to analyze the additional dastbehind these processes. The reproductive whavi
of East-Kazakhstani women was under the consideradf A. Alekseenko, Z. Aitkazina, N.
Krasnobaeva, E. Tarasova, S. Ualieva, and A. Sasskp (2006). They concluded that a woman’s
fertility behavior in the East-Kazakhstan regionpeleds on such factors as: nationality, place of
residence, age, and the social living conditiortg Tmpact of a woman’s marital status on the fortil
level was not taken into consideration. Howeveg, ithportance of studying the relationships betwaen
woman’s marital status and the number of childres mentioned.

Accordingly, this is a brief description of basitetature which was used during the writing of this
thesis. More comprehensive analysis of literatargiven also in the next chapter.

2.2 The definition of family concept

This subchapter sets out to discuss the theoriatedeto the changing dynamics of the family. Thil
be achieved by a discussion of the family concegtits typology. Finally, the causes and consege®nc
of the traditional nuclear family decline and tiserof alternative forms of partnership will be rad.
Demographic science considers a family from theoirtgmce of its reproductive function: that a
child-bearing function is the most important foydamily. So far family has been considered asathlg
source of population reproduction. However, thera big variety of family types. They can be cliesdi
according to family structure, type of dominationa family, way of everyday life, social, econoraitd
geographic location, psychological health conditietc. All of them drew the same conclusion that a
family is a social group with historically definetdganization, and its members are connected byigah;j
or blood ties, by community of family life, by matumoral responsibility and whose social necedsity
made for society requirement in the physical aniitspl reproduction of population (Sociology of
family 2001). In addition, it is appropriate to titiguish family functions which are different acdrg to
different data and different researchers. For eXantp Kamaras (1986) highlighted the following fhm
functions: as being emotional, social, reproductinve economic. But undoubtedly, the most important
typology of family remains classification, whichhiased on demographic factors. In other words,|fami
has long been seen as a social institution thatsimdividuals to work cooperatively in the begrand
raising of children (J. Macionis and K. Plammer )Moreover, family is built upon a mutual feeliafy
kinship, based on blood, adoption or marriage igriat and traditionally established around marriage
(J. Kelly 2009). However, these definitions failitelude the units which are not based on blookkgal
relationships, but around individuals who nonetbgligentify themselves as a family. These uniong ha
formed new types of partnership, such as cohabitaiame-sex partnerships etc. At the same tinee, th
term nuclear family is defined as a married man &nchan with children (J. Kelly 2009). Along with
this a lot of new forms, and types of family, sommets controversial to the nuclear families occurfeat
instance, there is a big variety of types: one-qmafamilies, step- and blended families, same-sex
families, childless households and even singlegmet®useholds, where the strongest ties are nbt wit
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biological kin, but with intimate friends (S. Sagg@nd M. Sims 2004). The need for detailed aiabfs
family forms, types and the diversification procegpeared with the decline in the nuclear familg an
rise in alternative forms of partnership, experahby many countries across the world. Some Europea
countries for example, have experienced these nalige family structures become the majority
(T. Sobotka and L. Toulemon 2008).

Nowadays, demographers have a tendency to highlightypes of families: the traditional and non-
traditional (or modern). According to Eleanor D. &khn the key features of traditional and non-
traditional family types are shown in Table 1.

Tab. 1— Traditional and modern families

Traditional nuclear family Nontraditional family
Legally married Never married appears more fretjyen
With children Voluntary childlessness appeaare frequently
Two-parent Single-parent (never-married; once-married)
Permanent Divorce and remarriage (including joint custody and

binuclear family, the stepfamily)

Male as primary provider and ultimate authority Aoglynous marriage (including the O’Neill’'s
“open marriage”, dual-career marriage and
commuter marriage)

Sexually exclusive Extramarital relationship (irdikg sexually open
marriage, swinging, and Ramey'’s “intimate
friendship”)

Heterosexual mostly Acceptance of same-sex intimeégionship

Two-adult household Multi-adult household (incluglimultilateral

marriage, communal living, affiliated families, and
extended families)

Note: O'Neill's “open marriage” is marriage in whieach partner has room for personal growth andiesgalop outside
of marriage; Swinging is a non-monogamous behaimowhich partners in a committed relationship agi@ engage in
sexual activities with other people; Ramey’s “irdit@ friendship” is friendship with sexual activitgtween two people;
Multilateral marriage is marriage which involvesiimate and equal bonds among three or more peoeong two or
more Spouses.

Source: E. Macklin, 1980:906

According to the classification, which was introddcby E. Macklin (1980), the presence of one-
parent families and stepfamilies as one of theataristics of a non-traditional family is observéu
this case it is reasonable to distinguish betwedraditional family and non-traditional family type
Meanwhile, it is also necessary to evaluate thellef deviation from the traditional family to bene
non-traditional. Thus, traditional family types age classic nuclear family that consists of a fgtlee
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mother and children. In addition, there is one ntgpe — an extended family type or a complex family
including other relatives added by an ascending (grandfathers and grandmothers) and collataral li
(spouses’ brothers and sisters). At the same suneh a family type may include other married cosiple
(relatives’ wives and husbands), whose members@maected by relative ties and housekeeping. Any
deviation from the traditional family type is refed to as a non-traditional family type.

Along with a single-parenthood, divorce and renaaei also were included to a nontraditional family
typology (E. Macklin 1980). The importance of digerin the process of family diversification hasrbee
highlighted by numerous researchers. The mostisfrikeature of modern society mentioned by
demographers and sociologists (A. Giddens 1998 adionis and K. Plummer 2008) is characterized by
a sharp decline of first marriages and rapid risedivorces. They have proposed a number of key
explanations for this surge in divorce. Arguablyyotce is nowadays, in a legal sense, easier to
accomplish and is also socially acceptable. Addliky, individualism is increasing with many people
who are more interested in personal satisfactian thutting family first (J. Kelly 2009). Similarlghe
emancipation of women and her changing statusdiegohas contributed to the increased populafiity o
divorce (J. Kelly 2009). Divorce has affected thelear family model dramatically and has lead to a
huge increase in single-parent families (T. Sobatkd L. Toulemon 2008) and also in remarriages and
cohabitations (J. Macionis and K. Plummer 2008)esgnhin turn can be evaluated as challenging the
traditional nuclear family and creating a post-modar modern family (J. Stacey 1996, J. Kelly 2009)

Accordingly, there are a lot of types of modern ifaes. In order to understand how these new types
of families have challenged the nuclear family, identification of the most common forms appearséeo
important. Possible alternative partnerships andiliias include cohabitation, same-sex partnerships,
“living apart together”, single-parent familiesghted or step-families (J. Kelly 2009). Therefdmethis
study, the concepts of cohabitation, single-pdi@milies, and blended or step-families will be gmat.

In the beginning, a single-parenthood was defireed deviation from the traditional nuclear family.
For instance, R. Bruynooghe’s (1986) article “Omeemt families in the context of variations in
parenthood: between deviance and commitment” ndtexl existence of two tendencies in the
consideration of one-parent family phenomena asdaton from the traditional family. The first
dichotomy of thinking relies on the fact that orergnt families are products of deviation from thessic
traditional family. Whereas on the basis of theoselctendency there is an explanation of the onermpar
family development as a new phenomenon and onteeafiéw life style forms. As R. Bruynooghe (1986)
writes “The likelihood of ambiguity can be derivétbm the presence of two rather contradictory
tendencies existing side by side in our societg oconsidering single parenthood as a kind of degan
the other considering it as commitment to a neerdifyle”"(R. Bruynooghe 1986:32). According to the
author, the main reason for the consideration @-perent families as a deviation from the traddion
family was the deficiency of one of the family filions. He goes on to state that: “The first tengenc
considers single-parent families as a problem. itler one saw one-parent families (then called dmmok
homes, partial, incomplete, or fatherless families) a source of potential or actual functional
deficiencies: one or more family functions woulddeeformed less well or not at all: shortcomingshie
socialization of the children, leading to deviamt aulturally unwanted behavior or lack of parental
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nurturance and parental control, lack of providingction, leading to inadequate material standafds
living for children and the single parent, lack ampanionship for the single parent, endangerieg th
physical, mental and social functioning...” (R. Bnapghe 1986:32). Moreover, there is one more
opinion which seeks to explain the modern typefaunfilies as a new phenomenon or new life style. For
instance, E. Macklin (1980) highlighted the followifactors in her study regarding the assistanca of
life style change: the increase in the number ghéi educated women in comparison to the previous
years of the last century, and the growth in wormdabor force participation. As a result, this was
followed by an increase in the number of single wanof a marriageable age with active social and
sexual life expansion (E. Macklin 1980). Therebyree-parent family is one of the characteristics of
non-traditional family which is defined either bgwdation from the standard or classic traditiorahily,

or by the appearance of a new life cycle of theilfgmrovided by existing changes in woman’s status
and social, sexual, premarital relations. Howevbe, appearance of a new family life cycle or the
transformation of the existing traditional family & modern family is also determined more or lesa a
deviation from a traditional family lifestyle. Evehough R. Bruynooghe (1986) emphasized the great
importance of distinguishing the difference betwéeese two approaches, this study will focus on the
modern families (single-parenthood, step-familied eohabitation), and their characteristics whaking

into account the way of non-traditional family oomnce (divorce, widowhood). At the same time, it
should be noted that it is rather difficult to ehefiif it was an ordinary transformation connectetth ife
style change or a deviation.

The notion of the “One-parent family” is one of th@st important and crucial issues causing
controversy among demographers. Consequentlyisthie needs a more detailed explanation. Currently,
several definitions of the term are given. In Reit8s (1976) opinion one-parent families are faesli
headed by an unmarried residential mother or fatlner lives with one or more children under the afe
18. Conversely, Hungarian demographer F. Kamar@86(jlmentioned the problems in the one-parent
family concept definition. At first it may seem thiis very simple to define the “one-parent fail
concept but in a more detailed consideration, mpooblems may occur. For example, F. Kamaras (1986)
highlighted several meanings of the “one-parentilfdndefinition in comparison with P. Stein (1976).
After analysis of Hungarian census data the commlugegarding existing married couples and also
couples living together regardless of their mastatus (cohabited partners) was introduced. litiadgd
there were several types of parents, such as: ffacehts and foster parents (foster fathers oeiffost
mothers), living with adopted children. Even if tbleild has got a foster parent instead of bloodpiar
and lives in astep-family family he is still not a member of cdete family. “...The question can be
raised regarding where to include the families wbae of the parents is not the child’s blood-parent
(foster-parent, step-parent). From a child’'s padfitview such families can in a certain sense be
considered as one-parent families...” (F. Kamarass19). In addition, the author described another
example when the divorced parents live separatefytheir child has the possibility of communicating
with a separated parent. In this case the childrigs to the category of a one-parent family de;jbcg
both parents are present in his life — de-factcer&hy, there are two approaches in the “one-parent
family” concept definition: the first one is based a conceptual consideration from the child’s poin
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view, when the child’s family condition is takertdnaccount (the absence or presence of blood parent
The second touches upon the conjugal conditionnef af the parents, and their marital status are als
considered (single, divorced or widowed). In cotimecwith this, J. Trost (1986) in his “One-parent
families after cohabitation” article, suggests ¢desng the one-parent family expression as onthef
parents (single, widowed, divorced) having one aramchildren living together in one house. In his
opinion, the term should be considered widely deddarent who doesn't live with the child or chédy

but makes a definite contribution to the childrenjsboringing and development, should be taken into
consideration too. This study was based on thanitiefi of one-parent families as families consigtof

one parent living together with a child or childnemder the age of 18 at one housing area. Theseds
more issue in the demographic literature on diffees and similarities between two terms: a onerpare
family and a one-parent household. To see how ttvasdéerms correlate with each other, the concépt o
housekeeping or household has been included. Timehold definition is based on the evaluation ef th
way of living, which aims to show the process ofiéekeeping. The main feature of the household is
joint housekeeping or cohabitation in a residentidt (flat, house) and their combination. In castrto

the family, firstly a household may include one dpdndently living person, and secondly include
members who are not connected with others by velatr conjugal ties. For instance, Z. Pavlik and
K. Kalibova’'s (1986) represented the Czech StaastDffice’s definition of household. They assédtta
household is the group of individuals living togmthin one residential unit and leading joint
housekeeping. In their article, named as “One-giaf@milies in Czechoslovakia”, they presented a
household classification which was first introdutgthe Czech Statistical Offida 1961. There are two
types of households which were distinguished: farhibuseholds and other households. The first one
included two subspeciest complete family household (a couple living togetiwhich are in lawful
wedlock or civil marriage, with children or notgardless of the children’s age, but if the childaee not

in another family and have not created their ownilig and a one-parent family household (one parent
having at least one dependent child up to the &g6)p The second type of household consists of the
following subspecies: a non-family household witthigh number of members (two or more people
related or not related, leading joint housekeefingnot of one family), and one person living atnow
house or having it on lease. The presence of tineatied mothers’ phenomenon in society was first
described by M. Masui (1986) in his research narfiggcoming an unmarried mother: a decision
process”. Using Belgian data he proved the exigtariaunions, where unmarried mothers live together
with a partner who might not be the father of theildren. In addition, unmarried mothers with dhén

can live at one residential unit with their pareotsother relatives. Therefore, he demonstrated how
unmarried women, who belong to a single-parent lfaom the base of her marital status, at the same
time, can live in the extended family householdrést (1986) also introduced a number of argumients
order to distinguish clear boundaries between thegeterms: a one-parent family and single-parent
family household. As an example he considereag@lesiparent household where a divorced parent lives
with a new partner (mostly fathers), but meanwrsle parent (one of the parents) to the child filom
previous marriage. In this case he highlightedribeessity of clear information regarding a parera o
child's location in terms of space. Therefore, thiagle-parent household and one-parent family
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corresponds to absolutely different units, or migroups including one of the parents and the cfutd
children). In addition, a one-parent family is strictly limited in the space, and there are vagoelers
between the de-jure and de-facto statuses, whéredwusehold corresponds to a unit or a microfgrou
with sufficiently clear characteristics such asnjdousekeeping and joint dwelling. Meanwhilestibuld
be mentioned that the one-parent family is not géwa single-parent household; at the same time, a
single-parent household is not always a one-pdeenily. In connection with the fact that the corglig
status of any person depends on their privateciifeumstances and it may change quite often, some
scientists consider it as a sufficiently dynamiogass. Though, some characteristics (a child’s itiond
for example) may be related to static processesh Scientists, like M. Masui (1986) and J. Tro€88)
also introduce in the term “temporary one-parentili@s”, or “interim population”, meaning that for
some members of one-parent families the given statonly one of the periods in their life cycleer
usage of these terms is only reasonable when airgidone-parent families from the viewpoint of the
parent’s marital status. However, the approach viaking into account a child’s position in the faynis
more static. For instance, the family concept diédin is a sufficiently complicated process where
consideration of the given phenomenon from varipamts of view needs to be given. The study of
various approaches and consideration of diffeiiémsltuations must be highlighted. One consequerfice
these differences is that it is appropriate to narkthe different types of one-parent familiese Tdne-
parent family typology is also a controversial ssand needs a multi-dimensional investigation. &her
are several approaches to the study: stratificdiipimternal factors (endogenous), and also byreate
factors (exogenous) (W. Dumon 198Bjternal factors are referred into the classifimatdepending on
the gender position of the parent or the headefdmily, and it is equally appropriate to distirgjuone-
parent families headed by the mother or father.terimportant approach is the marital status ef th
parent. There are one-parent families headed lyratd family members, by the widowed and by those
who have never been married (especially womenhbug a child or children. For instance F. Kamaras
(1986) pointed out that in a single-parent familytypes can be divided basically into three groups:
the cessation of marriage or cohabitation throuwh death of one of the spouses; 2. the cessation of
marriage or cohabitation through divorce or sefpamaB.the undertaking to give birth to a child lvdtt
marriage or cohabitation...” (F. Kamaras 1986:15%tenal factors influencing the presence of various
one-parent family types are referred to on a mémrel by: social policy (according to the social or
economic position), employment rate (employed, piane employed etc.), on a micro-level by: the
family’s income level (above the average, averbgiw the average), and the family head’s education
level (higher education, high education, basic atian) (W. Dumon, 1986). Therefore, in this stublg t
definition mentioned by J. Trost (1986) as a bddenther analysis was taken: a one-parent fansilthie
family which consists of a father or a mother vatHeast one child under the age of 18, living tbgein
the same residential unit, without any other indlidl. Therefore, two approaches were taken into
account on the basis of a parent’'s marital statimgle, divorced, widowed) and a child’s positidihe(
absence of one of the parents).

Cohabitation as a new form of family formation abyllay an important role in the process of
diversification of family types. Therefore, the madmportant problems and questions regarding the
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concept of cohabitation, theories, related to thalysis and measurement of cohabitation will be
discussed. In demographic literature two typesadlfabitation are distinguished: pre-marital and post
marital. However, the boundaries between theseypes in literature are still unclear. The main swea
for evaluation of cohabitation as pre-marital orstpmarital is the partners’ marital status (single,
divorced or widowed). For instance, D. Kerr, M. Mey, and R. Beaujot (2006) highlighted that as
cohabitation has become more widespread, it ine@easingly post-marital relationship. In the evefra
divorce, people are hesitant to marry for the sddone and subsequently, cohabitation serves asl@op
alternative. That is, cohabitation first influencxe pre-marital relationship, but now it affedte fpost-
marital relationship, and marriage itself. In sogoeieties, cohabitation continues to be largelyveie as
merely a prelude to marriage, whereas, in othepbalgitation has come to be viewed as almost
indistinguishable from marriage (D. Kerr et al. BDOHowever, it should be highlighted that it isywe
hard to give a clear definition of cohabitation€Tieaning of cohabitation differs over time andcsp#
can also differ over time for a given couple. Mehiley marriage also is changing. These changes are
thought to be a reflection of changes in unionsngeves, including the re-institutionalization aaul
individualization of relationships (D. Kerr et &006). The theory of institutionalization should be
explained more in details. Sociological theory eawbed that the family is an institution that isyatem
of widely understood expectations, rules and sgolals (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001). In this case
family demographer A. Cherlin (1978) coined thentefincomplete institutions” in reference to
remarriage. Author argued that remarriage incluthediack of clearly defined rights and obligatidos
step-parents and the absence of kinship termdlfof #he relationships formed through second naayei
After a while S. Nock (1995) extended this ideathabitation, arguing that cohabitation and maeriag
are different relationships, with this differenceersming from the degree of institutionalization. As
S. Nock (1995) states, “Cohabitation is an incorepiestitution. No matter how widespread the pragti
non-marital unions are not yet governed by stramgsensual nhorms or formal laws” (S. Nock 1995:74).
Also S. Nock (1995) identifies several consequetemhabitation’s weak institutionalization, inding
fewer obstacles to ending the relationship thar witarriage, weaker integration into important slocia
support networks, and more ambiguity about whiatdgans to be a cohabiting partner than to be a spous
Indeed, S. Nock finds that couples living in coltatidn report lower levels of commitment and lower
levels of relationship happiness than do marriempfee S. Nock (1995) attributes these findingdeast
in part, to a lack of institutionalization (P. Srkoand W. Manning 2001). Thereby, cohabitation was
considered as an incomplete institution and waseplan contrast to marriage. In order to understhed
concept of cohabitation some of the possible cistances which could fit the definition of cohahidat
were included (D. Hubbart 2010:7):

— Where one or both partners have chosen not to marry

— Where one partner is already married to anothercthhabitation could be a “second house”

relationship, or the married partner may be sepdrétom the legal spouse without having
gotten formally divorced;
— Where partners are unable to marry legally, fotainse, the same sex partnership;
- Where the form of marriage entered into is religionarriage or customary marriage (for
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example, in Muslim countries), which is differendrh civil registration of marriage.
Although, in theory the concept seems straightfodwa a couple is either living together or not — in
practice, measuring cohabitation is not simple. Saumthors (W. Manning and P. Smock 2001, J. Knab
2005) highlighted that many people mentioned thay tare in cohabitation, while maintaining separate
residences and spending only some of their nigigsther. A few researchers (J. Knab 2005, D. Hubbar
2010) have examined the ambiguous nature of catedritand how it impacts measurement. This impact
is based on the differences in the coding of qaestin surveys and the differences in understanitieg
situation by couples. The issue of measuremenbbélgitation was highlighted by J. Knab (2005). He
has defined two approaches, namely the “subjectvel “behavioral”: one is based on an individual's
subjective reports of whether or not they are ciimgl and the other is based on an individualjsorés
about how many nights a week the couple spendshtegelhe author came to a conclusion about the
diversification of cohabitation not only according the types (pre-marital, post-marital), but also
according to nights spent by couples and spouséss 1or functions in a union. Arguably, when people
enter into marriage, their status is changed. énctlse of civil marriage, there is a very spegbnt in
time when the parties change from being unmarr@dding married, and this change in status is
associated with new legal rights and responsiditin contrast, cohabitation is not formal staiusere
is not necessarily a point, at which it begins wdss and there are no rituals or procedures, adedci
with it (D. Hubbart 2010). Therefore, the main ideahat the term of cohabitation is not based batvit
is, but on the individuals’ interpretations of whits (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001). According to
this perspective, it is essential to determinertiganings that individuals ascribe to relationshipest
broadly, the important insight is identifying sutfige meanings which are crucial to understanding
behavior and societal institutions (P. Smock andWanning 2001). At the same time, the main issue is
an analysis of reasons to be in cohabitation withagner, instead of marriage. An analysis of the
response patterns suggests that there are a figlves and obligations associated with being a cibingb
partner than being a married spouse. “Many couplese days live together without being married.eHer
are some reasons why a person might want to lile sameone of the opposite sex without marrying:
1) it requires less personal commitment than mgeri) it is more sexually satisfying than datiByjt
makes it possible to share living expenses; Aqtires less sexual faithfulness than marriageptples
can make sure they are compatible before gettingieda 6) it allows each partner to be more
independent than does marriage” (P. Smock and Winiig 2001:5). The analysis of cohabitation must
include the study of characteristics or componestgh as: configuration, the roles of partners and
children, and value to society. The first and mbasic dimension is configuratiofConfiguration
researches simply mean “who lives with whom” (hdwade structure, including the presence of children,
their number, and the presence of other relativesoarelatives). Household configuration is the tnos
fundamental characteristic in the analysis of cikdbpartners. An example of configuration that is
common in the demographic literature is extendedsuge nuclear family households. Documenting
configuration, especially comparatively across famtypes, represents the first step towards
understanding a family form as an institution. Whiletworks outside the household often provideasoci
and emotional support to household members, theegident household remains the major locus of
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primary relationships, the redistribution of resms, and the provision of care and companionship
(P. Smock and W. Manning 2001, F. Goldscheider@n@oldscheider 1989, J. Sweet and L. Bumpass
1987). Therefore, household configurations and hbese vary among subgroups have important
implications in understanding family types, particly cohabitation (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001,
J. Sweet and L. Bumpass 1987, S. Yabiku, W. Axind A. Thornton 1999). The second dimension is
roles in a family or household. This is a more clamgnstitutional characteristic than configuration
Roles are the set of rights and obligations (oreetgd behaviors) associated with being in a pdaaticu
position (or status) in a social structure suctaasife or husband (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001,
J. Heiss 1992). As applied to cohabitation, rolesthe array of family rights and obligations asatsl
with being a parent, a child, a husband and a thi#é& provide guidelines for behavior (P. Smock and
W. Manning 2001). The key link between roles ardiviidual behavior is social norms, with norms being
defined as generally accepted expectations of l@hsuch as the norm that spouses pool resources fo
or care for one another in sickness or health (Rock and W. Manning 2001, A. Thornton, T. Fricke,
W. Axinn, and D. Alwin 2001). Third, family institions perform function®f value to society or, as
described by A. Cherlin (1978), they provide “pebtjoods” (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001). For
instance, T. Parsons (1955) emphasized that marfigfills several core functions: sexual regulafio
economic cooperation, procreation, the socialimatid children, and the provision of affection and
companionship (T. Parsons and R. Bales 1955). Marently, family sociologist D. Popenoe (1993) has
argued that a good deal of the family’'s strengthragstitution lies in its effectiveness in canyiout its
functions (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001). Howewaeording to some scientists cohabitation is not
only fulfilling fewer functions than marriage, balso fulfilling them less well. The differences Ween
marriage and cohabitation must be considered mildgéiccordingly, T. Sobotka and L. Toulemon (2008)
highlighted the different stages of cohabitatiomedlepment in Europe. They mentioned that cohabitati
first spreads as a phenomenon of relatively shawtin, either among divorced and separated people
as a short pre-marital experience or a sort ofial ‘tharriage”. During that first phase, marriageensity
may increase or remain on the same level. Theyedrthat in this stage, cohabitation is not “comyugti
with marriage, and is usually not seen as an apiateparrangement for childbearing. Furthermore,
cohabitation becomes increasingly popular and dedepy society. It becomes a “habitual” or even a
“normative” form of entry into union for those wkewentually plan to get married, but it also sees
substitute for marriage: it lasts longer, becomiely adopted among young adults and “enters teeaar
of reproduction”. Although unmarried cohabitationayn eventually become a “marriage-like”
relationship, it is still not a complete substitfile marriage. After a while, in most societiesadeterm
cohabitation is more typical, as individuals arerentikely to convert their cohabitation into magé
However, authors highlighted that many Europeannt@s partly deviate from the aforementioned
general picture. Conclusively, they introduced steges of this trend, which are widely shared a&cros
countries:

1) Diffusion: An increasing proportion of young dduenter a consensual union at the beginning of a
partnership, and this eventually becomes a majprigtice;

2) Permanency: Cohabitation lasts longer and ssflegjuently converted into marriage;
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3) Cohabitation as a family arrangement: Pregnamnagiually ceases to be a very strong “determinaint”
marriage among cohabiting couples, and, as a reshildbearing among cohabiting couples becomes
common. Moreover, with the further spread of cotsiin, unmarried couples with children may
become similar to married ones (T. Sobotka, L. &mdn 2008: 99).

As aforementioned, the main problem in the analg§isohabitation is measuring the processes of
entrance and exit (the decision to live togethed separation). The life circumstances and varigtuf
family types can lead to misunderstanding the m®cef cohabitation. Accordingly, the main
characteristics in the measuring and analysis bbitation are not only the marital status of spsubut
also: household structure, the roles of partnedisth@ presence of social functions. Additionallyotiher
important factor in analysis of cohabitation as ofi¢he family types is the subjective understagdif
this process by partners. The importance of thiassmeement arises with the problem in evaluation of
how people come to the see themselves as cohalgtingers (P. Smock and W. Manning 2001).
However, as was mentioned by P. Smock and W. Man(2001) the process of understanding and
measuring of cohabitation is conceptual questidmichvis still being discussed. The uncertaintyhie t
cohabitation concept, as well as in measuring dtdtédn may lead to inaccurately modeling union
formation and thus misunderstandings the procesidng into account all the aforementioned factord a
problems in measuring cohabitation in this stuahyhabited partners were considered as people living
one household (singles, divorced or widowed) andhiggat least one child under the age of 18.

The other type of modern families, which need ademsition, is the stepfamily. Among scientists
there are a numerous definitions which considgrfateilies from different points of view. One of the
traditional definitions was mentioned by A. Koern@003) and considers stepfamilies as remarried
couples with stepchildren under the age of 18 ¢jvin the household. However, S. Stewart (2001)
highlighted that this broader definition of the amily would actually account for a minoritf all
stepfamilies (S. Stewart 2001). Another importasgue is the using of confusing terminology, as
mentioned by M. Howden (2007or example, the “blended family” is often usedaggseudonym for
“stepfamily”. On the other hand, there is a didiimt between stepfamily and blended family: a béshd
family contains a stepchild, but also a child btwrboth parents (M. Howden 2007). Additionally, rine
could be two types of blended families: a “parbnded family” comprised of children of one parent
only, and a “full blended family” which has childreof both parents. Other terms used to describe
families are reconstituted, remarried, repartnemsetged, instant or synergistic instead of stepfarand
“social parent” may be used instead of stepparbht Howden 2007). Accordingly, the traditional
definition of a stepfamily presumes that childréwe | full-time within a particular household. For
example, M. Howden (2007) mentioned the definitddrstepfamilies as: “...those formed when parents
re-partner following separation, and where theratikeast one step child of either member of thepts
present.” (M. Howden 2007:2). However, author higlitled a problem with such a definition: it faits t
recognize the changing pathways that lead to st@/s in modern society, where stepparent-child
relationships often cross household boundariesH®Mvden 2007). For example, this definition fails to
include families in which children reside in theulehold part time or stepfamilies where the non-
resident parent has re-partnered. M. Howden (20@féred the useful definition of stepfamily to be
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inclusive, making no distinction about gender,deace or amount of contact with children, and foays

on its unique structure. The author goes on tanddfiat a stepfamily is a family of two adults ifoemal

or informal marriage where at least one of the tachés children from a previous relationship. Theey

be children from the current union. Children masgiin full-time or part-time or may not currenthave
contact. This definition does not distinguish beswelependent and independent children (M. Howden
2007). Additionally, there is another problem witle stepfamilies definition which needs a more itkxta
considerationlt is also clear that stepfamily relationships aanbe identified through marriage alone.
The stepfamily is no longer merely the product iebtte or the death of a spouse. As was mentioged b
S. Stewart (2006) cohabitation has transformetypéls of families, including stepfamilies. “You leamo
doubt observed that “living together” has becomérezmely common. Related to the same broad
economic and cultural changes that underlie noritahahildbearing ( the expansion of women’s work
roles, sexual freedom, increasing individualism aedularization), the majority of young men and
women will cohabitat some point in their lives” (S. Stewart 2006: Nymerous demographers proposed
to incorporate into the definition of stepfamiligsildbearing out of wedlock and cohabitation (Sevitrt
2006, L. Bumpass, K. Raley and J. Sweet, 1995}s kssential to define stepfamilies in terms of
marriages (after the dissolution of marriages) hndseholds (including cohabited partners), and this
practice will help to avoid underestimation in theasuring of stepfamilies. It is important to digtiish

the family and household in definition of stepfagsl Still the relevant problem is where the meralwdr

a family live (S. Stewart 2006). Accordingly, fotrepfamilies the place of residence is dynamic, with
people continually shifting from one household nother (S. Stewart 2006, M. Coleman, L. Ganong, and
M. Fine 2000). Similarly as was mentioned for oaeent families, in the case of stepfamilies aloriity w
foster-parents both biological parents could stegplved with the children after divorce or sepamatilf
adults with part-time or “visiting” stepchildren b stepparents are considered, they would makeerp
half of all stepparents (S. Stewart 2006). Theusidn of nonresident family members would also
increase in the numbers of stepfamilies. This isabee the majority of children reside with their
biological mothers after divorce and most stepmmsttaén not live with their stepchildren full time.
However, children visited their biological fathemad keep in touch with the stepmothers (S. Stewart
2006). In this case, S. Stewart (2006) introdudeddterm multi-household stepfamilies. Essentidhg
traditional definition of a stepfamily does not lude the modern social and demographic trends which
have important implications on the way that stepliasare defined. Table 2 compares the traditional
definition of a stepfamily to a “revised” or modedefinition that incorporates current trends in ilgm
transformation. Accordingly, whereas the focus afsimprevious studies of stepfamilies has been on
remarriage, the new model also includes first redrand cohabiting couples with stepchildren. Where
the traditional definition emphasizes stably sidglato-resident stepchildren, the new model incatesr
nonresident stepchildren living in other househddasl shifts in residence over time. Whereas the
traditional definition focuses on parenting yousghool-aged, and adolescent children, the revismtem
expands parenting to adult children and examinesnpahild relationships across the life coursealty,
whereas the majority of studies focus on hetercaestepfamilies, the new model emphasizes both
heterosexual and same-sex couples (S. Stewart .20@8prding to a big variety of life courses,
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demographers highlighted several types of steplasniFor instance, S. Stewart (2006) distinguished
such types as: stepfamilies created by divorcepfatalies, created by extra-marital births, and
cohabiting stepfamilies. In his opinion step fagsli created by divorce and remarriage are remarried
couples who have children (of either spouse or)bfstim previous marriages living in the household.
The children must be under the age of A@ditionally he goes on to mention that stepfarsilieeated by
non-marital childbearing include first marriagesaatdition to remarriages.

Tab. 2— The comparison of traditional and modern definitis of stepfamilies

Assumption Traditional Revised

Union type Remarriage First marriage, remarriage,
cohabitation

Residence of children Co-resident, static Co-redidad nonresident,
dynamic

Stage of family life cycle Childbearing, childrérl8 years Parenting across the life course
(including children 18+)

Sexual orientation Heterosexual (“straight”) Hetencual or homosexual (gay or
lesbian)

Source: Stewart, 2006:15

However, available sources do not distinguish st@jlfes that are remarriages from stepfamilies et
first marriages. And finally, the author discuseebabiting stepfamilies considered as cohabitingptes
with children from the previous marriage, or dueetdra-marital births. However, he highlighted the
problem of estimation of clear start and end dafesohabitation. Moreover, a large amount of claidr
enter stepfamilies through cohabitation rather thaarriage, not accounting for cohabitation greatly
underestimates the duratigthe length of time the family has been togethdrstepfamilies as well
(S. Stewart 2006, L. Bumpass et al. 1994). Adddilyn most estimates of stepfamilies do not include
people who used to lstepparents and stepchildren, and who no longebegause their parents’ union
has dissolved. This scenario is not infrequent ryiiee instability of remarriage and cohabitation
(S. Stewart 2006, L. Bumpass and H. Lu 2000, L.t&/Bnd A. Booth 1985). Remarried couples, for
instance, have a higher risk of divorce than finstrried couples (S. Stewart 2006, J. Goldstein 1999
However, relationships between the stepparent geptlsild do not necessarily disappear because the
stepparent and biological parent’s union has diesblS. Stewart 2006). However, the measuring of
stepfamilies does not consider families where childvere adopted by their stepparents. For instance
this situation is common among stepfamilies, cibaby extra-marital fertility (S. Stewart 2006,
J. Moorman and D. Hernandez 1989, A. Norton anililler 1992). The role of adoption with respect to
stepfamily life must also be clarified. Familiesvithich bothpartners legally adopt a non-biological child
(e.g., through an adoption agency) are not corsilistepfamilies (S. Stewart 2006). However, pastner
sometimes legally adopt the biological (or adopteu)dren of their spouse. Among scientists there a
controversial approaches in analysis of this dibtmatSome of them classify adopted stepchildren as
“stepchildren” (S. Stewart 2006, J. Moorman andHernandez 1989, A. Norton and L. Miller 1992).
Other researchers (S. Stewart 2006, J. Bray angle8jer 1993; L. Ganong and M. Coleman 2004)
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consider these children the shared children ofcthenle because after the adoption stepparents lgecom
legally responsible for their stepchild, and aftescome blended family. Accordingly, along with
complication of family relationships and widespraaddernization of family types, the problems of
estimating the stepfamily occurred. Moreover, dateing the number of stepfamilies, their structanel
types appears to be quite complicated. Essentitily,estimate of stepfamilies depends on how the
researcher chooses to define them, and thesetamfmizary between data sources and studies (&a8te
2006). Nowadays, when family relationships beconmmemcomplex, it is unclear how accurate the
definitions for describing current stepfamily lifare. However, despite a critical analysis of the
stepfamilies definition, this study considers séepifies as remarried couples living in one househol
with children from the previous marriage under dige of 18.

Nowadays there are a huge number of various appesaand opinions regarding the meaning of the
family concept. Therefore, the issue of the fandigfinition and its types is a principal startingmioof
this study. Only the fundamental points of the igrtérminology were distinguished. In this chaptes
most common characteristics peculiar to modernstygefamilies were clearly identified. However,ghi
phenomenon is different depending on the time andtion. For instance, European families diffenfro
the ones in Asia, as well as families of the lasttary differ from the modern ones. In order toleate
the differences between them the next subchapteedhito analyze the historical background of the
traditional family transformation. A time, a plaead the historical background have an important
meaning for the terminology and classification arnflies (W. Dumon 1986). Therefore, it is esserttal
pay special attention to the historical past of dddustan. Additionally, due to a big variety of ligi
arrangements, influential on the family typologle tspecial attention to the household classifioatio
should be given.

2.3 The family diversification according to interna tional practice of
household classification

In connection with evident ambiguity in definitioms well as in delimitation of “household” and “féyh
concepts, a detailed investigation into this probles essential. In this subchapter the typology of
“survey” and “census” households of internationagtice and the gradual transformation from fartoly
household will be described.

The peculiarities associated with the householdcephas well as its classification in European
countries should be highlighted. As aforementionied,essential difference of “family” and “housedtiol
concepts is in the presence (or absence) of a hlelationship. N. Keilman (2006) highlighted the
following definitive features in his “Householdsdaframilies” article: “nevertheless the differende o
family from household is frequently expressed inremmical load. If the family seems to be a natural
biological unit, then the household is considersdttee economical unit connected with the place of
living, habitation conditions and etc.” (N. Keilm&006:458). In addition, in the opinion of M. Pilon
(2006), the author of the “Household and family dgnaphy” article, the households concept was cteate
mainly in the West through the suggestion of diaiésis and demographers “in search of statistioits
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for operational observation that makes it posstbledentify individuals without omission or double
counting during censuses and surveys; gatherirggrivetion on kinship being above all a method of
identifying individuals...” (M. Pilon 2006:436). Hseholds allow combining individual features typical
of families that in turn simplify the process otaaollection and its classification. However, thajority

of problems do not appear in the data collectiaocess, but in the methods of interpretation. Mainly
there are infinite forms and types of householdsifecation. One of the reasons of misunderstandidy
difficulties is connected with an incorrect explaoa of “family” and “household” definitions, ands®
with the absence of an exact definition of thosésuas well as the absence of a common system of
household classification or typology. The househdssification depends on the family diversity
process in the world as well as in the one regioa country. Moreover, it is further complicated thy
fact that the process is still not complete. Thailjaevolution theory (or the transformation prosdiom
traditional family types to modern ones) is the kimgtrine in the household definition. The housdhol
typology is becoming more complex with the appeegaof new family types. For example, Table 3
presented European households’ typology, whichoraated by P. Laslett in 1972.

Tab. 3— The typology of households according to Peter leds(1972)

Type of households Characteristics
1. Solitary a. Widows or widowers
b. Single people
2. Household without a family a. Brothers and sgst®-residing

b. Other relatives co-residing

c. Unrelated co-residing

3. Simple household a. Married couple withoutatah
b. Married couple with children
¢. Widows with children

d. Widowers with children

4. Extended household a. Extended upward

b. Extended downward

c. Extended laterally

d. Combination of the above

5. Multiple household a. Multiple upward

b. Multiple downward

c. Multiple in both directions

d. Forereaches (co-resident siblings)
e. Other

Note: Extended household consists of nuclear famifilus one or more relatives who do not form otteples; Extended
upward is including the widowed father or mothettia nuclear family, or unmarried siblings of pasefExtended downward is
including unmarried grandchildren. Multiple houskeh containing more than one couple, who areetjoselated; Multiple
upward consists of the couple and the wife’s parevitultiple downward consists of the couple andaariad child with spouse.
Source: M. Pilon, 2006:440

In the given classification the type of househdldttincludes cohabited couples, stepfamilies or
one-parent families does not exist. This is dughédfact that knowledge of the phenomenon in taigop
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was not widespread. But it should be noted thasdparate category of household includes the widowe
having children dependent on them. Whereas, Tablef ¢he household typology illustrates more
complicated forms and species of European househinl®005, where “widowed with children” are

combined to a general category of “one-parent fasiiland both married and cohabited partners
combined to a “couples with unmarried children”.

Tab. 4— The typology of households (2005)

Type of households Characteristics
One-person households
Multi-person households or non-family households Pexsons related to each other

b. Relatives and non-relatives
c. Non-relatives

Family household

One-family household a. Couples with unmarrieddecbin
b. Couples without children

c. Lone-parent with children
Multi-family household a. Two or more families

Source: DBartaiové, 2005:2

According to P. Vimard and R. Fassassi (2005) newsdhere are no “good” or “bad” household
classifications because they all primarily depemd tbe aims of research and peculiarities of the
population observed. For instance, the classiboatbf the Czech Statistical Offickor the Czech
Republic includes three types of privdtteusehold: dwellingeconomical and census households where
the census household is divided into a family hbake (traditional and one-parent family households)
and other forms of household (free ones, those Wieoalone, several people not connected to family
relations but live in one area) (J. Rydfiitava 2003). Consequently, in every single courfiry a
geographical aspect) and in every single situgiiorchronological aspect) the different types, sgeor
forms of household classification could be singbel It is filled with different content and corpemds
to forms of life and activity unique for the indilial but, at the same time is general to the region

In order to obtain a more complete picture of tbadehold research, the experience of international
organizations was analyzed. It is of great impartato evaluate the United Nation’s (UN) definitions
Firstly, due to the fact that all agreements witthia UN were ratified by Kazakhstan and additionall
that Kazakhstan takes into account the UN'’s recongi@igons on organization and implementation of the
census. The UN recommends defining households“aaeaperson household, i.e., a person who lives
alone in a separate housing unit or who occup®es, dger, a separate housing unit but does ot jo
with any of the other occupants of the housing tmitorm part of a multi-person household as define
below; or a multi-person household, i.e., a grofipm@ or more persons who combine to occupy the
whole or part of a housing unit and to provide thelmes with food and possibly other essentials for
living” (N. Keilman 2006:458, UN 1998). This defiiin divides the households into two groups:
households presented by one dweller and househldidse one or more dwellers live together. In
addition, the inter-link between these groups idelithe following precondition: joint housekeepamgl
habitation in one housing area. Meanwhile, two apphes were expressed and combined in a prescribed
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way in the term: housekeeping-unit concept and dooigl-dwelling concept. In projects of different
authors the household concept varies between theseapproaches. The first is viewed as a
housekeeping-unit concept where the joint housekgeap fundamental, and the second as a household-
dwelling concept where the main factor is joint it@tion in one housing area. For example, as it was
mentioned by Keilman (2006), Todd and Griffiths dooted research where they investigated the
influence of introduced changes carried out forhithasehold concept to their quantity in England.ttJp
1981 the majority of sociological surveys madehm Bureau of the Census referred to the househslds
a housekeeping-unit concept. This meant that fer busehold definition it sufficed to run joint
housekeeping, but since 1981 changes have been widde caused the inclusion of members to the
household composition, who lived in one housingaareven if they had separate housekeeping or
separate food (N. Keilman 2006).

The UN (1998) also recommends the family terminglediich is suggested to be included in a
population census: “two or more persons within iggbe or institutional household who are related as
husband and wife, as cohabiting partners, or asnpand child. Therefore, a family comprises a t®up
without children or a couple with one or more cteld or a lone parent with one or more children”
(N. Keilman 2006:460, UN 1998). The given definitiexcept legal spouses also includes cohabitants
and one-parent families. As such three types ofliesrare categorized: spouses in lawful wedlockih(w
children or without), cohabitants (or partnerstepd one-parent families. In the given context thé U
recommendation concerning the “child” conceptiofirtdtgon is of great interest. The UN (1998) sugiges
considering a child as “any person with no partrat child who has usual residence in the housetfold
at least one of the parents” (N. Keilman 2006:4808] 1998). Age limits were not included in this
terminology and any person is considered as a dhild lives with his parents in one housing afHze
main condition is the absence of their childrene Tdiven concept however is not common to all
countries, for example the Czech Republic's cemsig considers those children who are supported by
parents (economically dependent) and at the censusent are not older than 25 years old. In addition
there is a category of children who are obligedite in two households (for example after parents’
divorce). Such children are considered to belongre of these two households and the choice eriteri
between these households is presented by the peesta residence permit at one of the househaids a
“the largest quantity of nights” spent in one aésh households. There can be cases when threer@r mo
generations live in one household: the family afrgifathers and grandmothers, families of childrégh w
grandchildren. In this case the UN (1998) sugg&sthree-generation household consists of two oreno
separate family nuclei or one family nucleus angdther family member(s). A woman who is livingan
household with her own child(ren) should be regdrds being in the same family nucleus as the
child(ren) even if she is never-married and eveshd is living in the same household as her pgrédms
same applies in the case of a man who is living ihousehold with his own child(ren). Thus, the
youngest two generations constitute one family ewsl (N. Keilman 2006:461, UN 1998). As for the
terminology connected with one-parent familiespdemilies, and cohabited partners there is noniefi
explanation in the UN’s recommendations. In additino difference is produced between one-parent
families (a mother or a father who lives with chéd) and so called cohabiting one-parent familaes (
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mother or a father who has children to support kres with a partner). What is more, there is an
important fact that nowadays inaccuracies in “plateesidence” concept definition can be found. The
main criteria for including a certain person totthausehold or another is the indispensable resaén
one housing area, and the introduction of claritytie “one housing area” or “place of residence”
concepts. There are also places of residence agaléplace of residence permit) and as de-fadte (t
place where a person actually lives). The UN (1298)gests the following concept definition of “the
place of residence” as a basis — “the geograplaicepivhere the enumerated person usually residss; th
may be the same as, or different from, the placeravhie/she actually is at the time of the censug; o
may be his/her legal residence. A person’s usisdieace should be that at which he/she spendsahost
his/her daily night-rests” (N. Keilman 2006:462, U998). In other words the place of residence is
defined by the actual location of a person at ilme tof census. In this case the question ariseshtt
category should the one-parent family member wiga@ner, part-time cohabited partners or stepfathe
be ascribed if the partner has got his own lod¢ingat the moment of census is living in a one-piare
family member’s house?

Conclusively, there are a vast range of definitipegaining to family and household concepts, and
an infinite number on household classification atypology, provided by concrete geographic,
demographic, social and cultural situations inetight continents, countries and even cities. Howelke
of these typologies have common trend: househaklisyell as families are changing and have become
more complex. Based on this evidence, more detaitathideration into the notion of the household
concept in the statistical data of Kazakhstandsiired.

2.4 Historical background of traditional family tra nsformation to the
modern family in Kazakhstan

The one-parent family, as well as cohabitation aibrce are relatively new phenomena for the
traditional Kazakh society. There were not suchnph@ena in the historical past and it was define@ by
number of reasons. The main reason is the spggal ¢f nhomadic culture, traditions and norms of
Kazakh law that regulated relationships in nomadiciety. Up to the 2Dcentury there was a system of
customary law termed “adet”. The most significamstom codification before the joining of Kazakhstan
to Russia was launched by Tauke-khan (1680-17Eerscodes “Zhety-Zhargy” created by Tauke-khan
were different from written law and moreover thegresmostly presented in the form of the collectibn
oral proverbs and well known sayings. In additittrere were particular forms of lawmaking activity b
judges, for example the so called regulation “Ybedz They contained information on the norms of
customary law that the judges would be guided ainduthe consideration of certain law cases. Afisuc
the “Yerezhe” regulations became the source of(BwAsfendiarov 1993). There was one more source
with the help of which it is possible to analyze tthevelopment of family relations in Kazakh society
Under the influence of Muslims, Kazakh judges ideld some norms of the Shariah to the customary law
which comprised several types of punishments ferdissolution of Islamic requirements (M. Abuseitov
1998). In addition, it is necessary to note that@os were also the basic source of law in Kazakh
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society. Accordingly, a kind of a symbiosis of titaahal law, customs and Shariah norms introduced a
regulator of family-conjugal relationship allowirdiscussions the unpopularity of one-parent families
cohabitation and divorce in traditional society.

According to the articles of the “Zhety-Zhargy” ldwok there are several forms and types of family
relations in Kazakh society which included thedwling parts (M. Kozybaev 2000):

1. Agrarian law (Zher dauy) where arguments onypsastand watering places were discussed.

2. Family and conjugal law where the order of naayei and divorce, rights and duties of spouses and
family members property rights was established.

3. Military law (Askeri zan) regulating compulsonmyilitary service, the formation of military uniti@
commanders’ election.

4. Regulation on law proceeding, discussing therood trial.

5. Punitive law, establishing punishment for vasidypes of crime except of murder.

6. The law of “kun”, establishing punishment fornakers and grievous bodily injuries.

7. Widows’ law (Zhesir dauy) regulating propertydaprivate rights of widows and orphans, as well as
liabilities with respect to them from the commurdiyd relatives of the dead person.

Two articles are of greater interest for the puepokthis study, notably the: “Family and conjugal
law” and “Widows’ law”. By the given source it i€sn that marriage form was individual (monogamy).
But among the wealthy people polygamy was also gepular. In addition, there is one more pecularit
regarding widowed mothers. This is that: leviratdhie custom which aimed to re-marry the widowed
woman to the husband’s brother (in the case o@lbé&nce to other relatives, regardless of theffdwy
were already married). Therefore, on the basihefexisting sources it could be concluded thatlsing
parenthood, even at the presence of widowhoodmawidespread in Kazakh nomadic society. Family
dissolution such as a divorce was also not popnlKiazakh society (S. Asfendiarov 1993, M. Abuseito
1998). In order to be divorced, spouses neededuahla reason, for example, the wife’s unfaithfslne
The wife's infecundity which is one of the reasafsdivorce nowadays, in the historical past was
compensated by the possibility to marry again (gatyy) (M. Kozybaev 2000). A man could not use this
right often because the new wife purchase requirganeans (the fiancé had to pay bride price “kdlym
to bride’s parents). In spite of its permissionlémy, polygamy was not a widespread form of marriage
and it was influenced by the man’s property stafdwing polygamy for men, the law of Shariah put
strict bans on to provide women with chastity. Thigs the reason of necessity to demise real childfe
their father. In addition, as one of the precawgiohinfertility prevention, marriage between rlas up
to the 7" generation was prohibited. It should be alsodthat the crime concept (unfaithfulness to your
husband for instance) merged with the evil deedceph (zhaman is), or sin (kune) and thus the
unfaithfulnesgo your husband was equal to sin by the law of i@haihough by Shariah religious law,
the dissolution of marriage was man’s unilaterdl axd extremely depended on the husband’s will, it
should be noted that men did not use this righy wften. According to the Shariah norms, childréera
divorce belonged to a father and that means thenalksof the families’ possibility to stay alonewihe
children after divorce of the spouses (S. Asfermlid993, M. Abuseitov 1998).

With the settling of Soviet power in the territoof modern Kazakhstan along with the reforms in
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policy, laws regulating family-conjugal relationsese implemented in the legislation (M. Kozybaev
2000). In 1921 the “kalym” and theft, along wittrded marriage, polygamy and levirate were prohibite
(A. Alekseenko 2002). The equality between man amman was recognized, and this entailed
consequences directed to the change of woman’'simokociety which exist currently. In addition,
scientific communism and scientific atheism mearfuig prohibition of religious law and also Shariah
were introduced. All of the family-conjugal relat® were regulated by the USSR and then KazSSR
Constitution. The first Soviet Constitution incledesuch fundamental norms as: family assistance,
maternity care, rights and duties of spouses, pam@md children (V. Achkarian 1975). The equality o
men and women in family relations declared in tieaitution and was fixed in thé*Zrticle of “USSR
legislation foundations on marriage and family”.eyhalso included women'’s rights to the dissolutién
marriage which had never been observed in traditiiazakh society, and was a kind of innovation in
the Soviet period (M. Kozybaev 2000). The legalifims of the mother and her child was also
determined by the norms of national family assistarMeanwhile, during the divorce process priority
was given to a mother and in the majority of caselsiren were left with her. In connection withghthe
necessity of regulation of alimentary commitmentween spouses took place. The law defended the
right of a mother with children to the legal alinyorit also had to find out whether the sued person
fulfilled his commitments to child maintenance amdhether the size of the given maintenance
corresponded to the law and what exactly was tla meason of filing a claim. Additionally, the
government attempted to defend mothers and chiklréghts to receive alimonies from fathers. As for
the widowed mothers with children, their rights eiegegulated according to the right to receive death
benefit (pension) from the government (V. Achkarl®75).

There were two official institutes of conjugal ias regulation in the Soviet society. The firgtsv
the Registry Office (ZAGS in Russian) and was oéajrimportance to the formation, change and
cessation of family-conjugal relations (A. Isachevek 2008). It was authorized to register acts dfitala
status, marriages, remarriages, divorce, birthsdmathsand etc. As for the disputes connected with the
acts of civil status (for example dissolution ofrriege, affiliation, amendment or change of acties},
they were within the jurisdiction of court. Thet&atdid not have any rights to apply coercive messto
participants of family-conjugal relations, whereasirts regarding the purpose of family and mothedho
care could force them to implement their commitraenin addition there was one more so called non-
governmental institute of family-conjugal relatioregulation. The family right defense in the spkcia
(social legal) order was implemented by communityrts. In conformity with “The case of community
courts” community courts were able to “try casegarent, tutor or trustee’s non-fulfillment or inoper
fulfillment of their commitments for children’s ughging, on contemptible relation to parents,
disgraceful behavior in family (as often as unfaithess, alcohol abuse and etc.), contemptiblédiosldo
women, property disputes between the spouses e teum of 50 roubles (an average monsallary at
this time was approximately 120 roubles), upon apgrby dispute participants for legal investigatat
the community court” (V. Achkarian 1975:36). Thenflamental principle of the divorce was the
consideration of the spouses’ voluntary agreeménhe dissolution of marriage and at the absence
children of under the age of 18; it predetermirtesl dissolution of marriage by administrative medns.
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simplified order of the dissolution of marriage wadstermined only for those cases when it was not
possible to get a voluntary agreement of both sgmushen one of the spouses was imprisoned for more
than three years, or if the family relations warteirupted for a long time. On behalf of childrerder

the age of 18, a voluntary agreement of spousesataaccepted as the foundation for the dissolubion
marriage by administrative means, but courts tdok into account (V. Achkarian 1975). Premarital
sexual relations and births out of wedlock as wvaslicohabitation were condemned and led to general
censure at the community courts. In spite of a imgital ideology in the postwar years and in the 80s
there were single cases, and later more frequeesaat extramarital births.

The number of divorces during the Soviet period gesdually increased. The number of extra-
marital births has also changed dramatically. Retaince in the former KazSSR, the extra-maritah bir
rate according to the 1979 All-Union population sgnwas equal to 1.85 per 1000 women at fertile age
Whereas according to statistics from 1999 it inseglato 6.70 per 1000 women at fertile age. The
percentage of extra-marital live births also inseghfrom 16.1 % to 27.6 % between 1979 and 1999
(A. Alekseenko 2006). Changes to woman'’s role atatus in society, the emancipation of society
appeared after this period. Significantly, thesenamena have played an important role in the
diversification of family types. Nevertheless, hiosild be noted that during the Soviet period aiticathl
Kazakh family faced a number of changes substintiale to the change of the woman’s role and status
in society, the change of legislative base andittomadl thinking, and the adoption of a new ideglog
which was different from the traditions and custahthe nomadic society. The occurrence of new form
of families in the nomadic pre-Soviet society wapossible due to the way of life, folk activity,stam
observance, traditions and religious guidelinegetLan, at the time of the settlement of the Soviet
management system there were some possibilitie® aalled “the resources” of new types of family
formation: such as divorce low simplification, pgamy prohibition, levirate (marriage of widowed
woman to a husband’s relative) prohibition, womemd anen equality in society, premarital sexual
behavior. However, it is essential to note thathie Soviet society of KazSSR, extramarital birthresav
condemned in connection with a tough ideologicdiringing. It was not widespread and took place in
isolated cases. The traditional family transfororatio the modern one was not a fast process. litded
long and slow phased changes in mentality, in fap#ychology, in interrelations between men and
women longed from generation to generation. Thix@ss was not finished in the Soviet period; it had
features of traditional relations and at the same features of modern family relations. In spifetos
there is an undeniable fact that the beginning thditional family transformation to a modern fami
was initiated with the introduction of the Sovieamagement system.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union the familiveatsification process started developing more
intensively. First of all, it was due to the paél changes, which influenced changes in the ecamom
social and spiritual life of society. Along withetSoviet Union’s collapse the ideological upbrimgin
started to change and modern society revised fiei@of development from communism construction to
democratization, reformulated principles of idegidgpm scientific atheism to a return to the tramtitl
and religious facilities of Kazakh society. All tifis was accompanied by a deep economic, social and
spiritual crisis and a heavy shock in the courttat tvas reflected in the state of the family. Thete
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rate in Kazakhstan during the period of 1999 to&@famatically increased. Similarly, the number of
extramarital births did the same (S. Ualieva 20@V)nore detailed analysis of modern patterns and
trends in extramarital fertility, divorce and widbaod on the base of statistical data describeddarnvtA
thesis “One-parent families in the East-Kazakhstgion” (D. Ualkenova 2010).

Therefore in hindsight, the traditional family tefiarmation on the basis of historical events played
an important role in modern types of families’ orence and became the turning point in the current
demographic picture of modern Kazakhstan. The eipation of woman, the simplification of family-
conjugal legislation and global political and ecaomo changes had a significant impact on family.
Nowadays there are a numerous types of familie$) aa: single-parent family, blended and stepfasili
and families with cohabited partners. All of therppear due to be result of variability of life
circumstances and the way of formation and disswlutonjugal unions: divorce, death of one of the
spouses, extra-marital births, cohabitation, andareiage. In the next subchapter, existing modern
tendencies of census households’ development imkestan as a whole, and in the East-Kazakhstan
region in particular will be examined.

2.5 From traditional family to modern households in the Soviet and
Kazakhstani censuses

Nowadays, there are two sources of household stukdgzakhstan: the population census made every 10
years and the surveys. The history of the censtsfitung from the second half of thé"t®ntury, from
the period of entry of Kazakhstan to the RussiamiEefs composition is of particular interest. Irethd"
century and in the first half of the "L@entury, all population data was collected asazgss of revision
(K. Kalieva 2009). Starting from the sixties duritiie 19" century, the population enumeration was
conducted in the large cities and also in a fewllemanes. Such an enumeration of the city popaoati
was made in Astrakhan province in 1873 and in ttendla region in 1877, where the majority of
Kazakhs lived (A. Alekseenko 2002). The first amdtigeneral census of the population of the Russian
Empire covering also the territof Kazakhs was held in 9 February (28 January) 1@Q7Kalieva
2009). The census guestionnaire consisted of ldtigns including: sex, age, marital status, estatt)
place, and place of residence permit, religionivealanguage, literacy, and occupation, occurresfce
physical disability or mental disease. In ordeet@luate the development of family structure thertsh
classification that marked out only 4 family typess suggested: a) simple families — parents and
children; b) compound families — parents with cr@éldand senior citizens, the structure of thesalifssn
only included lineal relatives; c) unified families simple and compound families with the structure
having relatives by collateral line as brothersisters; d) celibate families — single persons fandlies
composed of relatives by collateral line.

The first Soviet population census was complie@8nAugust 1920 together with an agricultural
census and a short register of industrial entexpri¥he main report form was a personal list wiiat
18 questions, and, in addition to the census of71B®luded: nationality, citizenship, education,
workplace, occupation, source of means of subgistand others. The family structure used in theZ198
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census remained the same in the 1920 census.

The first all-FUSSR population census was conducted.7 December 1926 (A. Alekseenko 2002,
K. Kalieva 2009). This census included all terigsrof the former Soviet Union for the first timEhe
classification of the demographic family compositiwasdeveloped further on the base of this census.
The following family types were marked out: famdligvith a married couple, incomplete families and
compound families of two or more married couplesnére detailed classification is shown in Table 5.
The designations and household types remained ngetas it was presented in the 1926 census.

Tab. 5 - The typology of households according t®2&%Il USSR population census
Families with married couple: 1. Without children

2. With all registereahildren
3. With only children from previous marriages

Incomplete families 1. Without children
2. With children
Extended families: The family consisting of two or more married couple

Source: A. Volkov, 1999:17

The all-USSR 1937 census was conducted as a oneeteys (U. Poliakov, V. Zhiromskaya, and
I. Kiselev 1990). For the census organization andlémentation the government involved 1,250,000
enumerators. It was the first Soviet census comduot Kazakhstan by the one-day census principle,
where the only available population was taken gatoount. Also, it was the first time that the cohtr
round was used in the Soviet census practice. &t rbceived differed from the previously declared
estimate of the population in the USSR and consgtyiethe population census organization was
confirmed unsatisfactory and the materials as defecThe next all-FUSSR population census was
conducted 17 January 1939. The majority of 1939 E88Y census results were turned into material for
administrative use and only an insignificant snpalt was published (U. Poliakov, V. Zhiromskaya,
and |. Kiselev 1990). The methodological censusshdigsided families into the following categorieme
married couple with children and without them; onarried couple with children and without them plus
one of the spouse’s parents; one married coupleahifdren and without them, with one of the spéaise
parents (or without one) plus other relatives; twvomore married couples with children and without
them, with one of the spouse’s parents (or withang) plus other relatives (or without them); masher
(fathers) with children; mothers with children aade of the mother’'s parents (a father); fatherd wit
children with one of the father’s parents (a matterd other families (T. Lytkina 2008). The leading
principle in this classification is the principlé differentiation by the degree of complexity ofrrfdy
structure. Children and life cycle stages are akém into account. The classification allows someegal
indicators to be figured out, namely: the proparioof traditional and one-parent families, the
proportions of simple and compound families. Thalitional families are the families of married ctagp
and the one-parent families are those with onlyhmiotfather) with children. Family distribution lblye
number of members allows categorizing minor, middled large families. Combinational family
grouping is performed by the number of members bBpdthe demographic composition allowing
calculating family size norm in every group.
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The methodology of the 1959 postwar all-USSR ceasukthe following three 1970, 1979 and 1989
all-USSR population censuses remained the same Hiey were first introduced in 1939. According to
them the family was defined as a group of two oremmersons connected by filiations or relationghip
marriage living together and having a comniariget (T. Lytkina 2008). People living beyond enifig
were subdivided into two categories as single persond persons living apart from their familieseTh
difference between them depended on the persagrimstof whether he had regular financial relations
with one of his relatives or not. Those who hadchsidations (though this concept was not fully dedl)
were considered as family members living apart #mmke who did not have such relations were
considered as single persons. Such a division mecduced at the population 1939 census and reghaine
until the 1989 census inclusive. It did not offae tpossibility to sort out the category of the stiecl
institutional population in the census data. Twonptetely different people categories were mixed and
could not be separated: persons living single icrgane-person household and persons constanithg liv
together with no joint housekeeping but under goremntal or social or religious organizations’ ségur
(custodial institutions, disabled homes, orphanagbsonic patients’ hospitals, monasteries, quarter
penitentiaries and etc.). In addition, all thesascses (1939, 1959, 1970, 1979 and 1989) did not
substantially differ from each other in terms ofamizational and methodological relations, and it
afforded the opportunity to compare various popoitatiata (T. Lytkina 2008). In view of ideologicahd
political aims the following family groups were rkad out: workpeople, collective farmers, clerks and
mixed. In the further census such groupings willrégised subject to what happened regarding social
economic and political improvements.

In 1999 the first independent national populaticensus was performed in the Republic of
Kazakhstan (A. Alekseenko 2001). The program tadk account the cardinal changes in the social
economic development of the country and societyfacture, but at the same time an indispensable
continuity for comparability of future census datiézh previous results remained. Meanwhile, an atem
was made of maximal approach regarding the perfocmaf international analogs. Specifically, the
transition of criteria and definitions was maderesponding to international recommendations for the
household definition generally accepted in globahcpice. In compliance with international
recommendations it was the first time that housgshbbecame a registration unit in the 1999 censese H
the household is defined as:

- The aggregate of persons living in one housieg ar part of it, jointly providing themselves withod
and other necessary means for living and combithiaiy income fully or partially;

- One person living separately at one housing arda a part of it, singly providing himself wittodéd
and other necessary means for living.

In addition, households are divided into privateisgholds, collective households and households of
homeless. The private households are those livingousing areas such as: flats, individual homes,
dormitories, other living spaces and nonresideptiamises adapted for living. Collective househalds
people constantly living in institutions of socihd medical service, quarters, places of detergiah
religious organizations. Households of the homedgssthe people of no fixed abode (those who do not
have lodging). A detailed household classificatisas suggested which consisted of one person; one
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married couple; two married couples, a mother wftiidren or a father with children, persons noated,
and other households (Statistical Agency of Kaz&kh2000).

The central failure of the given classificationtige joining of households (families) of different
compositions into one type. So, in the type “hootdd of married couples without children, with afe
the spouse’s parents (or without one), with a motadather) with children and other relatives eople
not related” the households are combined togethwesisting of a married couple with one of the sgdsis
parent and without their parents as well. In additas many sociologists note the comparability with
previous census and research data was not progiittéty the design of household data. Neverthetess i
essential to note that “household” registrationtdad of previous “family” did not mean only the
replacement of one concept with another but a widege of categories were taken into consideration
(Statistical Agency of Kazakhstan 2000). The hoakeldefinition differed from the previous family
definition of population census in two cases: lfixrsbne-person households were not considered as
families before and were added to “single persams“family members living separately”; secondly,
people not related and living together with a fgnaihd having common budget were not included in the
family composition. They were also considered asgfle persons” or “family members living separately
and if they were related between each other, theypwere considered as a separate family. In essanc
the conditions of a market economy the househdldesvidest social phenomenon of people’s habitatio
than the family. The household members can beivetatpersons married and persons not connected by
any relations.

There is one more category hamed as “housekeepiedin the standard of living statistics and in
the budgetary survey particularly (Statistical Agerof Kazakhstan 2000). But a rather different
definition is used: “Housekeeping is the group ebjple living at one housing area, combining their
income and property partially or not and jointlynsaming definite types of product and services,
housing service and food essentially”. In addititrere are a few more various definitions of
“housekeeping” concept close to the household’sugdefinition and meaning housekeeping as the fiel
of economic activity in the national economic aaating as well. To understand the similarity between
the census households and economic householdsbsential to refer to the budgetary survey sitais

The beginning of budgetary survey statistics in adwstan is related to the period of the
Republic’'s entry to the USSR, however its formatasian independent branch refers to the postwar
period when budgetary surveys began their impleatiemt on a continual basis (Statistical agency of
Kazakhstan 2000). After years of Kazakhstan's iedejence the household statistics underwent
significant changes, expanded and improved. Imp#reod from 1991 to 1995 a Republic net of constant
survey of family income and expenditures by sod&hographic groups was formed instead of previous
all-USSR branch-wise selection principle and a fewmn of survey as “Family budget” was introduced.
Methodical and instructive material on family butlgervey was devised and adapted to practice.

Later in 1996-1998 a new program of household sumwas introduced which did not take into
account social demographic groups anymore. Ratleriesponded with an interconnected set of survey
forms that were aimed to receive the economic hadtatistical information on the level and struetof
income and expenditures of household, the sourfcée® @opulation’s cash income, consumer goods and
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services, the differentiation of population by in@ and expenditure level and several other economic
factors. In real terms the survey data was subathn@imed at getting the information about the
population’s standard of living, consumption, hogstonditions, education, labor market and domestic
production (Statistical Agency of Kazakhstan 2000).

In 1999-2000 the government started a project ansition to new methods of household survey
corresponding to international standards and thigeased an opportunity to study the economic
problems. In particular they confirmed a new sunvagated a system of households, created a system
unit of factors describing the population’s stamdai living and conducted monitoring of the reasand
conditions of poverty. The research was basicallgoted at getting information about the populdson
accessibility to education and health serviceseggvreasons and conditions and time budget usage.
Moreover, within the research of material conditicand the population’s poverty reasons the activity
was directed to define income criteria for labelthg population as middle class. The typology @& th
economic household does not exist but there istaofi characteristics which were formulated foradat
collection. The list of the characteristics incladthe characteristics of housing conditions ofdetwolds
and the accomplishment of the house occupied; holgseharacteristics according to occupied lodging
ownership; household characteristics according ht® mumber of rooms, household characteristics
according to lodging type; household charactesstccording to lodging’s accomplishment type;
information about hygiene and sanitary conditioishouseholds; the presence of durable goods;
irregularities (cutoff) in the provision of housét® with housing service; drinking water availaliland
etc. From the list given it is obvious that theseiseholds differ from census households by thetaim
receive extensive information on the scale of liyimcome and living conditions and are not goiog t
deep in details on essential demographic factarsily composition, new forms of families’ presence
(Statistical Agency of Kazakhstan 2000).

Conclusively, the observation unit in the Kazakhsigopulation census was initially presented by
families, in their simplest forms. Later this tendg underwent a range of changes (transition to
households) connected with the complication of fgrmonjugal relations, the change of social ecormomi
and political situation. Meanwhile, households ke tensus units were introduced. The desire to
correspond to the UN’s recommendations led to thselace of data continuity and also to their
uselessness for comparison with early census sedultaddition, there are two types of households:
census households and so called economic houseldidse difference is mainly expressed in the kind
of the information being received: whether it iscisb demographic or economic. The household
classifications by demographic composition can tesgnted in various forms. The choice of concrete
classification in every individual case is perfodmwith a glance at the following conditions: the
necessary degree of typology specification, thespbf practical usage of data.

2.6 Research questions and related hypotheses

This study aimed to analyze the family transforovatprocess in the East-Kazakhstan region. The
transformation as a process based on the challevifés family and also in society. Therefore, thain
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task of this study was to provide an evaluatiotheffactors which lead to challenges in family stuves
and the analysis of the circumstances of sucheagdls, influential on the current demographic sitna

in the East-Kazakhstan region. Accordingly, thedgtaimed to discuss what types of families could be
considered as modern and to define the differebesgeen traditional and modern family types. The ne
task is to examine the processes, which are inflaleon the occurrence of new family forms, such as
divorce, widowhood, cohabitation, remarriage arghrinering.

As it was proved in the MA thesis, the main infltiahfactors on the appearance of one-parent
families in the East-Kazakhstan region are divoommpared to widowhood and extra-marital fertility
(D. Ualkenova 2010). Conclusively, divorce as aenionportant factor of one-parent families’ origis,
in the great interest. This study attempted toyaeathe most important factors for divorce amongnen
at fertile age in the East-Kazakhstan region. Alaity demographic factors (a woman’s age, the numbe
of children, the duration of marriage, nationalitie socio-economic (place of residence, employmen
status, the level of education) characteristice, pycho-social attitudes (attitudes towards mgeria
divorce, etc.) and conditions under the formatibrmarriage (pregnancy before marriage and spouses’
national differences) were taken into consideratidre main question, related to divorce is: whatdes
are more influential on a woman’s decision to gebited? What kinds of women according to main
explanatory characteristics are more likely to dieoin the East-Kazakhstan region? Does the woman’s
age at marriage, nationality and number of childremtribute to the intention to get divorced?

It is undoubtedly true that the dissolution of nege has a negative impact on the level of feyt{lir
a woman’s number of children). Accordingly, anotimaportant issue is analysis of this impact on the
fertility level in the East-Kazakhstan region. Mover, the additional factors which lead to the \dsgly
of children after family dissolution will be exaneid. However, the main idea is to attempt to evalt@at
what extent the family dissolution could be infltiaehon a woman’s fertility. What factors could be
influential on a woman’s propensity to deliver aspdissolution child? And how the number of childre
ever born by a woman can vary according to the deaphic (woman’s age, marital status, the number
of children from previous marriage) and socio-eenito(employment status, educational level, place of
residence, etc.) factors?

The role of remarriage and cohabitation after tlesadution of marriage is also important in the
process of diversification of family types. Moreovthese factors also have an impact on a woman’s
possibility to deliver a post-dissolution child. @tusively, the main idea is to evaluate the rdl¢he
most important factors which are influential to aman’s decision to be remarried or repartnered.tWha
factors are more important. a woman’s age, the mundf children, the experience of marriage
dissolution (divorce or widowhood) or the level eflucation and employment status? Is nationality
important in a woman’s intention to remarry? Whitedences exist between women, who decided to
live in cohabitation after the dissolution of mageé and remarried women?

Along with these research questions the followiygdiheses in this study will be analyzed. The
thesis aimed to investigate the factors which hawempact on the divorce risk. Accordingly, in the
demographic literature (F. Bernardi, J. MartinestBa2011) there is opinion on the positive relatitip
between such factors as: increase in the premani&gnancy, the number of children and the risk of
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marital dissolution. Researchers also highlighteal declining importance of socioeconomic variables,
such as education and the labor force participdtomvomen. Conclusively, the first hypothesishatta
woman’s pregnancy before her first marriage in@sdbe risk of divorce. The second hypothesisadlat
to the assumption that a woman having a fewer nurabehildren is more likely to dissolve her first
marriage compared to a woman having two and mdléreh.

In order to investigate the impact of family disg@n on a woman’s fertility, the following
hypotheses were formulated. According to demografitarature (S. Meggiolaro and F. Ongaro 2010),
repartnering or remarriage clearly shows that a ammho remarried or has a new partner is expeoted t
have one more shared child in comparison with arded woman without a partner. Accordingly, the
hypothesis is that a new partnership (remarriagecamabitation) is influential to childbearing aftee
dissolution of marriage. The other hypothesis lategl to the assumption that divorced women (both,
who did not enter a second union and those whortregred and remarried) experience lower fertility
levels compared to continuously married women. H@awgethe differences between the fertility behavior
of remarried and repartnered women should be aigdighted. Some demographers (A. Berrington and
I. Diamond 2000, S. Meggiolaro and F. Ongaro 2&I0jclude that remarried women are more likely to
deliver a child compared to women living in a neavtpership. In connection with this, the differenoé
post-dissolution fertilities between remarried arepartnered women will be analyzed. The next
hypothesis is that remarried women are more likeljlave a post-dissolution child in comparison with
their repartnered (cohabitated) counterparts. Ma@eadt was assumed that in the East-Kazakhstaomeg
a woman’'s number of children from the first maradgwers the probability to have a post-dissolution
child in the new union, if she already has two arate children. Women having only one child are more
likely to deliver a post-dissolution child in orderprovide a sibling to a first child.

Additionally, the thesis aimed to analyze womeréstgrns in remarriage and cohabitation after the
dissolution of their first marriage. Some demogeaphR. Lampard and K. Peggs 1999, R. Parker 1999)
proved the negative effect of a woman’s numberhiideen on the likelihood of being repartnered and
remarried. According to other researchers (C. Mcbaand R. Raley 2011) age also has negative effects
on the risk of being repartnered and remarried.itatdhlly, the impact of previous relationship loises
on the process of repartnering vary between didhregdowed, or separated women (A. Skew, A. Evans
and E. Gray 2009). Accordingly, the hypothesisteglao the assumption that young women are more
likely to remarry in comparison to older women, whrefer to live in cohabitation. The next hypotlsesi
related to the number of children at the momentlie§olution of the first marriage. It comprises the
assumption that women with one child from the firsrriage are more likely to live in a step-family,
compared to women who have two and more childréneamoment of dissolution of their marriage. And
finally, divorced women are more likely to builchaw family after the dissolution of their first miage
compared to their widowed counterparts, who prefatay at the same marital status.

2.7 Data and methods

Data used in this thesis was obtained from the “Fhmily Transformation” survey that provides an
opportunity to analyze population attitudes anchimpis regarding the role of woman in society, fgmil
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formation and dissolution processes, fertility pats according to different household statusesTéte.
Family Transformation survey is a part of a projeaimed “Internal factors of development of the East
Kazakhstan region” which was conducted in co-ojpmmatvith East-Kazakhstan Regional Center of
Information and Analysis in 2008 and included respents from citizens of two main cities of East-
Kazakhstan region: Ust-Kamenogorsk and Semey, dmdetvillages located in Katon-Karagai,
Shemonaiha and Ridder regiofifie sample consisted of 546 women aged frontol%9 with at least
one child under the age of 18. More detailed inftion regarding the sample size and its deternainati
is included in the next chapter, related to desiompof survey design.

However, the limitations of the data for the foliag analysis should be highlighted. The data does
not consider the year of death of women’s spousbs&h does not allow an analysis of widowhood
according to the duration of marriage. Additionatlye to the lack of such data, the influence o&tion
since the experience of widowhood was not incluthethe modeling of remarriage and repartnering
among widowed women. Another important issue is dbsence of data regarding the premarital
cohabitation among divorced and first time marsigamen. Conclusively, the fact that a “trial margag
was not included in the analysis of divorce risksoag divorced and continuously married women.
However, the data included information relatedhte year of divorce, the number of children, marital
status and other demographic and socio-economicactegistics, which allows analyzing divorce,
remarriage and cohabitation among East-Kazakhstanien and also evaluating the impact of marital
instability on a woman'’s fertility behavior.

Respondents were stratified according to their agarital status, education and place of
residence. The issue of definition of marital satoncept must be clarified. The marital statustasus
defined by law describing conditions of being medror unmarried. Nowadays, in the East-Kazakhstan
region in particular and in Kazakhstan in genexaoading to the “Law on marriage and family in
Kazakhstan” (1998) the types of marital statusd®fned as: singles, married, divorced and widowed.
However, the family types are beyond the scopdatamentioned marital statuses. Accordingly, irs thi
study along with generally accepted types of mistatus the status “in cohabitation” will be also
considered as marital status. Additionally marniedpondents will be distinguished into two groups:
married first time and remarried respondents.

Moreover, in this thesis the classification of eatian adopted during the Soviet period was used.
The existing differences between national and imaonal classifications of education should besdot
The International Standard Classification of Ediaca{ISCED) was designed by UNESCO in the early
1970’s to serve “as an instrument suitable for rmsdiag, compiling and presenting statistics of eation
both within individual countries and internatioydl[UNESCO 1997:1). It was approved in 1975 by the
International Conference on Education in Geneval amas subsequently endorsed by UNESCO'’s
General Conference when it adopted the Revised rR@emdation concerning the International
Standardization of Educational Statistics at iterttieth session. The present classification, ctlyren
known as ISCED 1997, was approved by the UNESCOefaérConference at its 29th session in
November 1997. It was prepared by a Task Forcdlediad by the Director-General to that effect &nd
the result of extensive consultations of worldwiggresentation. ISCED 1997 covers primarily two
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cross-classification variables: levels and fielflg@ducation. Kazakhstan also has designed the tdnca
levels according to this ISCED:

Level 0 — Pre-primary education

Level 1 — Primary education or first stage of baslacation
Level 2 — Lower secondary or second stage of kication
Level 3 — (Upper) secondary education

Level 4 — Post-secondary non-tertiary education

Level 5 — First stage of tertiary education

Level 6 — Second stage of tertiary education

In Kazakhstan's classification these levels hawrthnalogues. Level O corresponds to preschool
education (kindergartens), Levels 1, 2 and 3 cpmed to basic education in Kazakhstan (1-4, 58, an
10-11lyears of education in the basic schools), IL8weorresponds also to the first steps of vocafion
education, after 9 years of basic education (ceegocational schools), Level 4 corresponds tdase
steps of vocational education, after 11 years atation in the basic schools, Level 5 is the fits{p of
education in the universities (bachelor degree], laevel 6 corresponds to MA, PhD. In the analydis o
respondents according to the educational levekhatication, which corresponds to the Levels In® a
3, vocational education (Levels 3, and 4) and higleication (Level 5) were used.

Additionally, respondents were divided by the plataesidence into two groups: urban and rural.
According to the “Law on administrative-territoriajstem in Kazakhstan” the cities with at least 10
thousand inhabitants could be considered as urbea &t the same time the rural areas defined as
localities with a population of at least 50 inhahifs (S. Sizincev 2010).

In this study the methods, such as: ANOVA, Kaplaei¢¥, Life-table, Cox proportional-hazards
regression, binary and ordinal logistic regressitrdels were applied. The calculations were estidhate
with the help of SAS (9.2) program. According tmaidf study and also in order to prepare the data fo
the comparative analysis the method, called ANO¥¢t tvas used. This method aimed to evidently test
differences between groups of respondents dividedrding to their main characteristics. The maialgo
of this test is to find statistically significanifférences between groups of respondents. The AN@aSA
is based on an analysis of variances between grangswithin groups, both together makes the total
variance. In this study a one-way analysis of vangawas used. The goal of this analysis is toftast
differences amongst the means of the levels (arggpand to quantify these differences. The esiimat
of statistically differences has following step$ieTiirst step is that ANOVA calculates the meandach
of the final grading groups which are called the@r Means. The second step considered calculations
the mean for all the groups combined or the OvaéMalhn. Then ANOVA calculates, within each group,
the total deviation of each individual's score frtme Group Mean, namely Within Group Variation.
Next, it calculates the deviation of each Group Méam the Overall Mean or it is also called as
Between Group Variation. Finally, ANOVA produce®tk statistic which is the ratio Between Group
Variation to the Within Group Variation. Accordinglif the Between Group Variation is significantly
greater than the Within Group Variation, then itikely that there is a statistically significaritfdrence
between the groups (MiniTab Inc. 2010, R. Burns200
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Survival analysis examines and models the timakies$ for events to occur. The prototypical such
event is death, from which the name “survival asiglyand much of its terminology derives, but the
ambit of application of survival analysis is mualdder. Essentially the same methods are employad i
variety of disciplines under various rubrics —éxample, “event-history analysis”. Therefore, tesush
as survival are to be understood generically. Salvanalysis focuses on the distribution of surliva
times and survival modeling examines the relatigndietween survival and one or more predictors,
usually termed “covariates” in the survival-anadysiterature (J. Fox 2002). Essentially, the meshod
offered in survival analysis address the same resequestions as many of the other procedures;
however, all methods in survival analysis will heEndensored data. The Life table, survival distidom
and Kaplan-Meier survival function estimation alledascriptive methods for estimating the distribnt
of survival times from a sample. Several technigaies available for comparing the survival in two or
more groups. Finally, survival analysis offers sal/eegression models for estimating the relatigmst
(multiple) continuous variables to survival tim&tgtSoft Inc. Electronic statistics textbook 2011).

The Life table method computes Survival, Probabdiénsity and Hazard functions. The Cumulative
proportion surviving (Survival function) is the cutative proportion of cases surviving up to the
respective interval. Since the probabilities ofvaral are assumed to be independent across thevafge
this probability is computed by multiplying out tpeobabilities of survival across all previous imvds.
The resulting function is also called the survitipsor survival function. Probability density iseth
estimated probability of failure in the respectiigerval, computed per unit of time, that is:
F =(RP-PR,)/h. In this formula, F, is the respective probability density in thénterval, P is the
estimated cumulative proportion surviving at thgibeing of the interval (at the end of intervall),

P,, is the cumulative proportion surviving at the esfdthe intervali, and h is the width of the
respective interval. The hazard rate is definethagprobability per time unit that a case that fiavived
to the beginning of the respective interval willl fia that interval. Specifically, it is computed d@he
number of failures per time units in the respectivterval, divided by the average number of sungvi
cases at the mid-point of the interval (StatSadft Electronic statistics textbook 2011).

The analysis of family dissolution process anddes;tinfluencing on divorce also was done with
the help of Kaplan-Meier estimators, which is thesmcommon method of estimating the survival
function: S(t) = Pr(T >t). Betweent =0andt =t ;), which is the time of the first event, the estienat

of the survival function ié(t) =1. Let ng represent the number of individuals at risk fog #vent at

time t. The number at risk includes those for whom thenéwas not yet occurred (in our case still
married), including individuals whose event timesvé not yet been censored. Lét; represent the
number of events (divorce) observed at titge The conditional probability of surviving past tine,

given survival to that time is estimated(oy—d,)/n . Thus, the unconditional probability of surviving

past any time is estimated by:

~ _ _d.
St) = [
tl:slt

ni
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In order to compare the survival functions betwientwo groups, several types of tests could bd.uUrse
this study the log-rank test for the two groups #reSidaktest for three or more groups were used. The
log-rank test is distributed under the null hypsikehat the survival functions for the two growaps the
same. Moreover, it should be noted that the log-tast is a p-value, providing marginally signifita
evidence for the difference between the two groApshe same time, for the multiple-comparison hessu
the Sidaktest is used (SAS Onlinedoc Version 8).

The Cox proportional-hazards regression examiresdfationship between survival variable and one
or more explanatory variables (or covariates). Briignal hazards regression assumes that the two
groups have constant relative risk over time. Kkangple, for two groups A and B there is a constant

hy(t) =1 xhy (1)
The ratio of hazard functions is a relative riskrgative rate):
=ha)
hg (t)
Proportional hazards regression makes several psisms. Firstly, there is a baseline hazard fumctio
h ) (t) common to all individuals in all the study gpsu Study groupshas a hazard functioh g (t) that
is positive multiple of the baseline hazard.
ho®=rghe®
Each group has its own hazard ratig. And finally, explanatory variables act only on th&zard ratios
(relative risks). They do not affect the baseliagdrd. It should be mentioned that in proportidreedards
regression the response variable is log (hazaim).raiso the model can fit without the estimatiohthe
baseline hazarth o (t). And the hazard ratio is exponent of regressieftficient.

Re® _ eund
XORRS

The interpretation is as follows: for an indicat@ariable X, exp([:’) is the hazard ratio or relative risk

comparing the two groups identified by)XAlso for a continuous variable@(exp(@’) is the relative risk

corresponding to a 1-unit increase, comparing tiogeX;=x+1 to those with ¥=x (J. Fox 2002).

In this study also the logistic regression (binand ordinal) was applied. Logistic regression is a
model used for the prediction of the probabilityazicurrence of an event by fitting data into a $tigi
curve (D. Cox, E. Snell 1989, D. Collett 1991). Tdentral mathematical concept that underlies lagist
regression is thdogit, which is the natural logarithm of an odds rafiderefore, binary logistic
regression, where a discrete response variable ismary variable, was used. As a binary response
variable, the questions with a yes-no answer waerpreted. For binary response models, the respons
Y, of an individual or an experimental unit can ¢akn one of two possible values, denoted for

convenience by 0 and 1. Supposés a vector of explanatory variables ano= Pr(Y :]jx) is the

response probability to be modeled (when a posistlition birth is absent). The linear logistic mbldas
the form:



Dinara Ualkenova: Family structures, trends and gpects in the East-Kazakhstan region 54

logit (77) = |ogit(ij =a+ BX
1-m

where @ is the intercept parameter aifél is the vector of parameters or regression coefftsiewhich

have to be estimated from the data. Each of theessmpn coefficients describes the size of the
contribution of the risk factor. A positive regriss coefficient means that the risk factor incrsade
probability of the event, while a negative regresstoefficient means that the risk factor decredises
probability. The large regression coefficient metra the risk factor strongly influences the piuibty
of an event (D. Collett 1991). With the help of iktix regression the relationship between riskdest
such as age, the time since marital dissolutigmanteering and remarriage, etc. and an event ssithea
probability of delivering a child after marriagessiolution will be analyzed.
An equation to predict the probability of the ogeunce of the event of interest is as follows:
ea+,[f)(

= 1+ ea+/3><

where 71 is the probability of the outcome of interest evént,” such as divorce is theY intercept, 8

is the regression coefficient, apd- 2.71828 is the base of the natural logaritknesan be categorical or
continuous, buty is always categorical. Accordingly, the relatiomshietweerogit(Y) and X is linear.
However, the relationship between the probabilfty @andX is nonlinear. For this reason, the natural log
transformation of the odds is necessary to makedlagionship between a categorical outcome vagiabl
and its predictor(s) linear (C. Peng, K. Lee, andr@ersoll 2002). Due to the small sample sizéhia
study, the exact conditional logistic regressioapglied. Therefore, the exact logistic regressimmels

in the analysis of post-dissolution marital andiliey behaviors of women will be used.

In order to analyze the relationships between tmaber of children (or cumulated fertility) and a
woman’s marital status and the other factors, tignal logistic regression was used. This method is
useful for modeling count variables (the numbectifdren). Ordinal logistic regression refers te ttase
where the dependent variable has an order. The enastnon ordinal logistic model is the proportional
odds model. If the dependent variable is reallytiomous, but is recorded ordinally (the number of
children: the first, second and third), but thdtds been divided into j categories then if thé depended
variable isy, the model is:

Y =xB+¢&
However, since depended variable (the number dtirem) is categorized, instead previous formula
should be:

PIYS I _, B0+ A0+.40) _
P2 4u(0+0,00.400

where 7, are the cutpoints between the categories, qnjd) is the probability of being in clagsgiven

-Xf

¢ () =In

covariatex (R. Bender 1997).
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Chapter 3

Descriptive findings

3.1 The survey design

The analysis of changes in Kazakhstani family dgwelent described in the theoretical part was aitoed
investigate the diversification of family and faynilelationships. As a consequence of the fundarhenta
demographic changes that have occurred duringastetwo decades the transformation of family from
traditional to a modern is obvious. It should bentiened that the factors, such as: the changestia-e
marital and marital fertility levels, in the familglissolution process (divorce and widowhood), in
remarriage and cohabitation that will be examinednd) the further analysis are essential. Accornging
performing this survey aims to investigate, evadaid analyze all the necessary factors.

The Family Transformation survey provides an opputy to analyze population attitudes and
opinions regarding the role of woman in societynifg formation and dissolution processes, fertility
patterns according to different household statesesThe Family Transformation survey is a parfaof
project named “Internal development of the Eastadkéstan region” which was conducted in co-
operation with East-Kazakhstan Regional Centerndérination and Analysis in 2008 and included
respondents from citizens of two main cities of tH€azakhstan region: Ust-Kamenogorsk and Semey,
and three villages located in Katon-Karagai, Sheaitenand Ridder region¥he sample consisted of
546 women aged from 1% 49 with at leasbne child under the age of 18. More detailed infatiom
regarding the sample size and its determinatidocted in the next subchapters. A central themtbisf
survey is a detailed analysis of risks or eventioemnce and the patterns of their dependence. bere
the survey had the questions regarding the yeappéarance of demographic events, such as bigratag
leaving of parental household, age at marriagegrder etc. At the same time the questions describing
attitudes, opinions needed for an explanation amdligtion of a set of events were also included.
According to the aim of this survey and also tHerimation needed for further analysis, the questiinme
was divided into six blocks of questions (see qaestire in Appendix 1).
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Tab. 6 - The structure of survey
Number of variables Number of observations Number bguestions

237 546 45
Source: Family Transformation survey, 2008

The first block of questions aimed to gather thespeal information of the respondents. In essence,
the respondent’s year of birth, educational lebels{c, vocational, university), professional skifiace
of residence (urban, rural), nationality (KazaklisBian, other), marital status (never married, iedfor
the first time, second marriage or married mora theice, separated, which means that the spouses ar
still legally married, but not living together, abitated partners, which is a couple, living togetiut
not legally married, divorced, widowed, marriecc@aling to religious rules or customary marriage,
which is close to cohabitation, but these spousestheir marriage ceremony in a mosque or church,
without civil registration). Additionally, the infanation concerning theumber of children and years of
their birth, the level of income per person in aisehold, the number of household members (under the
age of 18, number of economically active persoresipners, number of males and females in a
household) were also included. The impafctespondents’ educational levels, income and eympént
with the intention to live as a lone-parent famdyery high (G. Becker 1981). This is one of thasons
of including such questions to the questionnairerédver, there is a big difference between rural an
urban families (S. Ualieva 2007). Essentially, tisislue to differences in current economic, soaiad
cultural development of rural and urban areas efEhast-Kazakhstan region. Nowadays in urban areas
people can easily gain employment, financial, doaral cultural benefits, while in the rural areas i
involves great financial and social difficulties.okdover, the cities represent the metallurgical and
economical centers of the region, while the biggest of the villages is still agrarigoerforming
traditional agriculture (crops and livestock) tadRespite this, the competition with Chinese adtioal
and other goods is almost impossible, largely beeathey are much cheaper in comparison to
Kazakhstani products. Easily accessible Chineselgyjaoe destroying the East-Kazakhstan agricultural
sector, except grain, which is exported to Eurdpee nationality also has an impact on the intepsity
character and speed of family transformation (D.adjgnian, P. Dommaraju, and J. Glick 2008).
Historically, Kazakhs behaved more traditionallgritother ethnic groups, therefore the marital bieinav
the intention to parent a child out of marriage #malintention to get divorced of Russians and Khga
is also different. The situation has changed dutitegast two-three decades; nevertheless the ethnical
differences are still apparent.

In order to investigate the characteristics antbfacof the family transformation process and data
further comparative analysis of modern and tradéldamilies, sets of questions about parental lfami
were included. The second group of questions aitmeghther information regarding the parents of the
respondents: the year of birth of parents and rgjbli the number of respondent’'s siblings, their
nationality, the type of parental family (traditedmuclear family, family with step-parent, familjith
mother only, family with father only, family withrgndparents, foster family or orphaned), the typfes
assistance provided by parents to their childred by children to parentsThe type of assistance



Dinara Ualkenova: Family structures, trends and gpects in the East-Kazakhstan region 57

provided by parents to their children and by clefdto parents was grouped as followsral support,
help in housekeeping, financial support, and helghildcare duties.

The third block of questions was related to thenimpis of the respondents about family, religiord an
also genderelationship in a family and society. This partlimed several questions regarding the sharing
of housekeeping and childcare duties between hdshad wife in a household, the importance of family
in comparison with work for females, the degreeadigiosity and also the definition of family ingh
respondent’s opinion. In order to investigate ativiidual opinion regarding the rolef women and men
in society, the question about the level of edocesiuitable for males and females was included.

The next group of questiomsoked into female attitudes towards marriage,ntfaén motivations of
marriage, the ideal age to get married for maled famales, the acceptance of premarital sexual
relationships and also the question concerning mawds pregnancy at the point of marriage. The most
important part focused on the marriage dissolugiatess, such as divorce. This block aimed to diatd
the opinions of respondents regarding divorce, the arswere scaled from loyal attitudes (acceptance
of divorce) to conservative (non acceptance of e Moreover, the questions on the main motivetio
or reasons and initiators of divorce and the commbstacles which spouses faced in first years of
marriage, were included.

In order to analyze the transformation of famifiesn extended to modern; from a nuclear family to
lone-parenthood main patterns and attitudes oftalaand extramarital fertility should be emphasized
For these reasons the questions about the curoember of children born before marriage, in thetfirs
marriage, in the second marriage and between substgarriages were included. In order to evaluate
the number of children which could be bdm married and later divorced women, the questioms
planned and ideal numbers of children, the maitaghss to have the desired number of children,thed
most important motivations to have first childrearesdesigned. Moreover, one of the tasks of thigesu
is to evaluate the role of traditional and modermifies in population development. In order to awhi
this task the questions on attitudes towards tiiraception, abortion, the level of contraceptise and
the number oinducedabortions experienced in a woman'’s lifetime werdlded.

The last part of the survey aimed to investigat dpinions of women from both traditional and
modern families about one-parent families and treinmeconomical and physiological differences
between traditional families and lone-parent fagsiliand the problems and advantages of being single
mother.

Conclusively, the survey was designed increasentimber of explanatory variables that could be
useful during further analysis. The next step befatroducing a comparative analysis of the sumeyn
resultsis to provide a description of respondents, andluaonan analysis of the representativeness of the
sample.

3.2 Sample size determination

This chapter aimed to show the representativerfebe sample. The sample was stratified by ageepla
of residence, nationality and marital status. 8iration is needed for two reasons: to ensure that
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sample has an adequate representation of womesuagy15-29), medium (30-39), and adult (40—49)
ages, and to emphasize the differences accordingdatte of residence (urban and rural), nationality
(Kazakh, Russian and other) and marital status r{ethrmothers, single mothers, and mothers in
cohabitation). According to sociologists the numbéstrata should be kept minimal in order to avoid
dividing the sample into too many small sub-samgMds Simard, S. Franklin 2005). Therefore, the
sample was stratified by three age groups, twaregithree nationalities and three marital statuses

Tab. 7 — The number of respondents according to age their main characteristics (in abs. numbers)

1529 | 3039 | 4049 |  Totl
Place of residence
Urban 103 117 88 308
Rural 102 74 62 238
Total 205 191 150 546
Nationality
Kazakh 100 101 82 283
Russian 98 86 65 249
Other 7 4 3 14
Total 205 191 150 546
Marital status

Married 114 109 77 300
Single mothers (singles, 68 67 62 197
widowed and divorced)
Mothers in cohabitation 23 15 11 49
Total 205 191 150 546

Source: Family Transformation survey, 2008

The testing of the representativeness of the sampiebased on the testing of accuracy and precisely
representativeness of the characteristics of aregmpulation: age, marital status, nationalitg gface
of residence.

Tab. 8 - The age distributions by marital statugal and sample populations, East-Kazakhstan region

Real population, 1999
Age groups Married (%) | Widowed (%) | Divorced (%) | Total (%) | N (in abs. numbers)
15-29 86.4 1.9 11.7 100.0 81,987
30-39 82.6 3.8 13.6 100.0 108,074
4049 78.0 8.3 13.7 100.0 107,848
Total 82.0 4.9 13.1 100.0 297,909
Sample population, 2008

Age groups Married (%) | Widowed (%) | Divorced (%) | Total (%) | N (in abs. numbers)
1529 78.0 4.5 17.5 100.0 177
30-39 70.8 5.1 24.2 100.0 178
4049 63.9 9.7 26.4 100.0 144

Total 71.3 6.2 22.4 100.0 499*

Note: *singles are excluded
Source: Statistical agency of Kazakhstan, 1999, jlfaransformation survey, 2008
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The reason of choosing these marital statuseseéidstf previous married mothers, single mothers and
mothers living in cohabitation) should be explain@dre precisely. The sample consists of women
having at least one child under the age of 18. Témyld be single, married, divorced or widowed.
Unfortunately the age distribution of women by rtalrstatus and the number of children for Kazakista
as well as the East-Kazakhstan region is not availa statistical data. Instead of this, the 186fsus
data on number of women by age and marital stasisstaken. It was assumed that married, divorced and
widowed women should have at least one child, widabf course, hypothetical. Table 8 shows the age
distribution of women by marital status in real plgtion and sample population (without single
mothers). However, it should be noted that notrellried mothers have a child in the beginning efrth
marriage.

Tab. 9 — The age distributions by place of resideneal and sample populations, East-Kazakhstan

Real population, 1999
Age groups Urban (%) Rural (%) Total (%) N (in abs. numbers)
1529 54.9 45.1 100.0 179,689
30-39 60.6 39.4 100.0 103,077
4049 57.6 42.4 100.0 103,655
Total 57.2 42.8 100.0 386,421
Sample population, 2008
Age groups Urban (%) Rural (%) Total (%) N (in abs. numbers)
15-29 50.5 49.5 100.0 205
30-39 61.3 38.7 100.0 191
4049 58.4 41.6 100.0 150
Total 56.5 43.5 100.0 546

Source: Statistical agency of Kazakhstan, Faméggformation survey, 2008

Tab. 10 — The age distributions by nationality: leend sample populations, East-Kazakhstan region

Real population, 1999
Age groups | Kazakh (%) | Russian (%) Other (%) Total @0) N (in abs. numbers)
1529 53.8 41.3 4.9 100.0 260,066
30-39 54.7 39.9 5.4 100.0 117,816
4049 38.6 54.7 6.7 100.0 112,876
Total 50.5 44.0 5.5 100.0 490,758
Sample population, 2008
Age groups | Kazakh (%) | Russian (%) Other (%) Total 00) N (in abs. numbers)
15-29 48.8 47.8 3.4 100.0 205
30-39 52.9 45.0 2.1 100.0 191
4049 54.7 43.3 2.0 100.0 150
Total 51.8 45.6 2.6 100.0 546

Source: Statistical agency of Kazakhstan, Faméggformation survey, 2008

Table 9 shows a similar distribution by age and®laf residence of the real and sample populaliba.
sample population was stratified by three age goypung, medium, and adult and two residentiatisuni
rural and urban. Table 10 presents the age disitsibwf respondents by their nationality and themsa
distribution for real population from the East-Kkbkstan region. Due to estimating the population
characteristics by measuring only a part of pojatsampling errors could appear. Sampling eraoes
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deviations of sample population from true entirpydation. The sampling errors could be reducedhiy t
sample size; it decreases as the sample size $esreAs the sample size increases it approaches the
entire or real population, therefore approachestaracteristics of real population and finally deses
sampling error. Therefore, the maximum samplingrenhich could appear during estimating of sample
size was evaluated. The estimated maximum valusawipling error with a sample size of 546 at the
95 % confident interval is 4.19 %. As such with a 95 % certainty the resudtgelstatistical precision of

+ 4.19 %, while with 90 % certainty results are aateiin + 3.47 %. However, there are a lot of possible
sources of sampling error, such as: sampling desigrvey (or questionnaire) designs, methods of
estimation and etc. Unfortunately, these errorddcoat be calculated theoretically.

In summary, the analysis of sample representatsgen@s aimed to highlight that the sample has an
adequate representation of women in the East-Katakhegion according to their age, marital statub
place of residence. Notably, it could be concludidit the sample has sufficient level of
representativeness of an entire population. Howedaring the sample testing the sampling errors
occurred. Meanwhile, the sufficient level of remettiveness, and large amounts of differenceshwhic
appeared during the ANOVA test (3.4 subchapterjvsitban adequate degree of confidence. Therefore,
it could be concluded that we can trust the resfl®irvey, but with small caution.

3.3 Description of respondents

This subchapter is related to the descriptive aimlyof respondents according to their basic
characteristics, such as: age, marital status,atidnc number of children etc. The average agenef t
respondents at the time of interview was 34.2ufban women it makasp 35.0, for rural — 33.5.

Tab. 11 — Summary timing measures for selected ¢éverirespondents (women with at least one child)

Total Urban Rural
Mean age at first birth 23.1 23.6 22.4
Mean age at first marriage 22.0 22.7 21.5
Average duration of marriage (for divorced
6.0 5.8 6.4
respondents)

Source: Author’s calculations

Table 11 shows the selected timing measures fartgeweich as: first marriage, first birth and dunatbf
marriage. The difference between rural an urbarnpkesris insignificant. The gap between the average
ages at first marriage and first birth is almose gear. Table 12 represents the main charactarigfic
respondents according to marital status in comparigith the real population. Essentially, the
differences between sample and real populationmsignificant.
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Tab. 12 — Age characteristics of respondents acaugdo marital status

Mean age of Mean age | Median age of | Minimal age of | Maximal age of
sample of real sample sample sample
population, population, population, population, population,
2008 1999 2008 2008 2008
Never Married 31.1* 22.3** 29.0 15.0 47.0
Married 38.4 35.5 42.0 24.0 48.0
Divorced 34.7 36.5 34.5 19.0 49.0
Widowed 36.6 40.6 37.0 21.0 48.0
Total 33.3 325 325 15.0 49.0

Note: *= only singles with at least one child untle age of 18; **= including singles without chridoh; real population
Source: Statistical agency of Kazakhstan 199%als calculations

Figure 1 demonstrates the distribution of respotslaacording to age and marital status. The pergent

of never married mothers is represented mostlyoahg ages, while widowed, separated and secondly
married mothers ammostly concentrated at older ages. Divorced mothadsfirst time married women
arerepresented almost in all age groups. Never marmiethersare mostly represented at young ages
(15-29), while the percentage of widowed and sepdremothers is higher at older age groups (40-49).
The percentage of women living in cohabitationighbr at younger ages in comparison with older ages
Additionally, women married for the second or mtinees are mostly represented at adult ages. kinst t
married mothers were taken as a control groupuithér analysis and arepresented as well as divorced
mothers at almost all ages from 15 to 49.

Fig. 1 — The percentage distribution of respondeitg age and marital status
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The difference between urban and rural respondmusrding to age and marital status is shown in the
next two Figures 2 and 3.

Fig. 2 — The percentage distribution of urban respidents by age and marital status
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Fig. 3 — The percentage distribution of rural responderitg age and marital status
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The percentage of women living in cohabitationighkr among urban respondents compared to the rural
which are mostly represented by the first time medrand divorced mothers. Notably, the percentdge o
widowed women is increasing with the age of wonten,it remains at the level of less than 10% fahbo
rural and urban respondents. Widowed women arelynamticentrated at senior ages (more than 49), and
due to the fact that only a few women above the@gé9 have children under the age of 18, this age
category was excluded from the analysis of sunesylts. In comparison with urban respondents, the
percentage of rural never married mothers is Iofwerall age groups, except those aged-Z%b The
percentage of rural first time married women at &§e€29 is higher compared to urban women in the
same age group. Ostensibly, it might be causedéyaw mean age at first marriage for rural women,
while urban women prefer to get married later.

Tab. 13 — Distribution of respondents accordinggosition in the household, living arrangements aage
15-19 | 2624 | 2529 | 30-34 | 3539 | 4044 | 4549 | Total
Respondents according to the position in the houselu
With children and partner (%) 33.3 67.9 68.3 65.4 4.3 59.8 53.8 63.9
Single (in cohabitation) 16.7 17.0 6.9 5.6 3.6 2.7 2.6 6.0
Married (first marriage, second 16.7 50.9 59.3 57.0 57.1 53.6 43 54,9
marriage)
Previously married (divorced, 0.0 0.0 2.1 2.8 3.6 3.6 7.0 29
widowed, but in cohabitation)
With  children and without 66.7 32.1 31.7 34.6 35.7 59,8 46/.2 36.1
partner (%)

)

Single (never married) 50.0 170 10,3 5.6 8.3 80 .62 9.2

Married (separated) 0.0 1.9 0J0 1.9 Q.0 1.8 5.1 1.3

Widowed 0.0 1.9 4.8 3.7 6.0 7.0 15|14 5.7

Divorced 16.7 11.3 16.4 234 2144 23.2 23.1 2p.0

Total (%) 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0] 100.( 1000 1000 100.0100.0

N (in abs. numbers) 6 53 145 107 84 112 39 546
Respondents according to living arrangements

With at least one of the parents (%0) 16.7 11.3 8.312.1 19.0 26.1 17.9 15.5

Total (%) 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0] 100.( 1000 1000 100.0100.0

N (in abs. numbers) 6 53 145 107 84 112 39 546

Average household size 33 3|5 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.334

Average number of children under 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 15 1.3 1.0 1.3

the age of 18

Average number of economically 1.2 1.7 1.8 1.6 15 1.5 1.9 1/7

active persons

Note: Respondents having at least one child urdeage of 18
Source: Authors calculations

Table 13 shows the distribution of respondents ticg to age and main household characteristiad) su
as: living arrangements, presence or absence tigragiccording to marital status, living with pasen
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number of children under the age of 18, numbercohemically active persons etc. It is noteworthy to
highlight the prevalence of the percentage of wotivémg without a partner and with children whiclasv
observed in the 289 age group. At the same time, it should be ntitat for the other age groups the
higher percentage of women living with a partner fharriage or consensual union) is clear. The
percentage of those respondents who are stilldiviith parents is higher at young and adult ages.
Perhaps, this is due to the fact that unmarriechgouothers prefer to stay with their parents modtig

to economic reasons (housing problems, problengetdigh paid employment, education etc.). The so
called middle age groups 284 arerepresented mostly by women who are living withtmpens or
husbands, and traditionally willing to separaterfrboth parents (wives and husbands) in order tidavo
problems which appeared when sharing one house® &omen at age 40-49 stay with their parents in
order to help them and share housekeeping dutEsalBe in the case of high male mortality and short
male life expectancy, women at these ages have mostipwead or disabled parents that need to be
supported. Average household size is approximdkelysame for almost all age groups and is 3.5. The
average number of children under the age of 18gkehn for women at older ages in comparison with
younger generations. In addition, the average nurabeconomically active people is also higher for
older women. Another important aspecthie nationalityof the respondents. The percentage distribution
of respondents according to marital status andmnality is displayed in Figure 4. The sample cosgsi

of two main nationalities: Kazakhs and Russiang G&tegory “Others” includes: Ukrainians, Germans,
Poles, Tatars, Uzbeks and etc.

Fig. 4 — The percentage distribution of respondelg marital status and nationality
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Source: Author’s calculations

The Kazakh women armore frequent than thelRussiancounterpartdn marital statuses: divorced,
widowed and married for the first time, but léfssquent than Russians in the following categories:
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cohabitation, separated, never married. Women,ieaafor the second time include both nationalities
the same proportions. Kazakh women intend to renadter dissolution of theifirst marriage less often
in comparison with Russian mothers. At the samee tiRussian women are more willing to live in
cohabitation before marriage and after dissolutbtheir first marriage. Moreover, education al$ayp

an important role in further analysis of explangtesiriables. The proportion of respondents by etioica
and marital status shows that higher educated wasmemore frequent in marital statuses: divorced,
married for the first time, never married and sefsd (Figure 5). Approximately half of women are
higher educated in the following categories: widdvaed living in cohabitation. Higher educated women
areless represented among the second time marriedrméspts. At the same time, a lower percentage of
women with only basic educati@re among the divorced and first time married. fitghest percentage
of women with basic education is among women méifioe the second time and separated mothers.

Fig. 5— The percentage distribution of respondelbig marital status and education

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

Percentage of respondents

20% A

10% -

0% -

Basic Vocational Higher
Education
W Cohabitated @ Divorced O First Marriage O Never Married
O Second Marriage O Separated O Widowed

Note: Respondents having at least one child urdeage of 18

Source: Author’s calculations

The difference between the economic situation ansingle and married mothers shows the ability to
survive with children in a peculiaituation (economic crisis, political changes eanyl willing to have
more children in the future. The next Figure 6 shdke percentage of respondents according to income
per person in a household. According to this distion it could be argued that those single andiethr
mothers demonstrate approximately the same leviglcoine. However, the difference between mothers
living in cohabitation is insignificant. The diffemces can be observed in the detailed analysisbahu
and rural respondents.
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Fig. 6 — The percentage distribution of respondelg marital status and monthly
income per person
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Figure 7 demonstrates the percentage distributiamttan respondents according to the level of ineom
per one person of the household. It is essentiat,ih the cities the share of inhabitants withhhigyvels
of income prevail in comparison with the others.

Fig. 7 — The percentage distribution of urban respadents by marital status and
monthly income per person
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Concurrently, it should be noted that living coiuis in the cities are more expensive comparedral r
agrarian areas. Rural respondents in comparisoh wiban respondents are mostly represented by
women with a medium level of income per one perfisoa household. The share of women with high
levels of income as well as with low levels is hetminority in villages, while the differentiation
according to level of income is higher in cities.

Fig. 8 — The percentage distribution of rural respdents by marital status and
monthly income per person
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Source: Author’s calculations

In order to compare the main characteristics obmpal family and respondents’ living arrangements
several questions regarding parental families virckided. The type of family where respondent grew
up is a significant factor during the building espondent’s own family. The distribution of respents
according to age and type of parental family isngiha Figure 9. The percentage of those who grew up
with both parents is relatively high for all agescept the 1529 age group. The percentage of
respondents who grew up with their father onlyosdr in comparison with those who lived with their
mother only. The percentage of respondents that liwith one of the stepparents is relatively low
compared to the others. It is essential that thee tgf parental family could be influential on the
respondents’ living arrangements. However, it igials that in the case of existing transition fram
traditional (nuclear) to a modern (single pareathily, the impact of parental family type is becomi
less influential. Along with this, the informatiargarding current respondents’ marital statuses and
parental family types should be analyzed in detad tested by further analysis. Figure 10 shows the
percentage distribution of respondents accordinthéotype of family and respondents’ marital status
The majority of respondents come from traditionatlear families with both parents (more than 70 %),
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the highest values are: 60 % for never marriedaedgnts and more than 80 % for married for the firs
time respondents.

Fig. 9— The percentage distribution of respondefg age and type of parental family
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Fig. 10 — The percentage distribution of respondetty marital status and type of
parental family
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The percentage distribution of respondents accgrttinthe average number of children in a parental
family and age of respondents is shown in Figureltlis obvious, that the younger generations can b
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characterized by the relatively low average sizehilidren in a parental family, while older respentbs
have more than one sibling in their parental fagmgiliAnother important issue is to investigate diffices
between rural and urban respondents accordingrtdoauof children in a parental family.

Fig. 11 — The average number of children in parehfamily by age of respondents
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Fig. 12 — The average number of children in parehtamily by place of residence and age
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Surprisingly, the differences between rural andaorbverage size of children ever born to respostent
mothers is not visible, especially amongst the38age groups (Figure 12). The differences occuioed
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relatively young and adult ages: -, and 4649, where the average size of children in urban
respondents’ parental family is lower than in ruf@ahilies. Perhaps, this is due to the urbanization
process, which is characterized by moving ethnizakas from villages to cities and also the
international migration process whereby the Russsntd Germans move to their ethnic homeland.

Fig. 13— The percentage distribution of respondebigsage and average number
of children in parental family
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The percentage distribution of respondents accgrtbinage and the number of children in a parental
family shows the differences between the youngespondents’ families and their oldest counterparts.
The Figure 13 clearly divided respondents into graups: the first group of respondents is chareetdr

by the young age group #29)and low number of children in a parental familp€cor two). The other
group of respondents includes older respondents3@8043-49) and their families mostly consist of
three, four, five and more children. This situatamuld be explained by reducing number of birthisere
women prefer to have fewer children, and move fgumantitative to qualitative standards: instead of
having a high number of children, have less butebetducated, with better health care and economic
conditions.

The cumulative percentage of respondents accotditige age of leaving their parental home and age
at the moment of interviewin 2008) is displayed in Figure 14. It is essdntimt about 90 % of
respondents, who belong to the older cohort, ledt parental home at 24, while almost 80 % of the
representatives of the younger cohort left theireptal home at 22 and 23. The older generations are
willing to stay with parents longer, even if thegrMe their own children.
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Fig. 14 — The cumulative percentage of respondéemysage at leaving parental family
and age at interview
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Accordingly, this subchapter was related to desioripof respondents and their characteristics, ih
the timing measures of main events, the numberhidfiren, the percentage distributions according to
marital status, educational level, place of residemationality and etc. Moreover, a great deal of
attention was paid to respondents’ parental familg their peculiarities. Additionally, the diffeicas
between parental families and families of respotsjedifferences between lone mothers and mothers
with partners/husbands in age profile, nationalé@giucational level, economic situation and place of
residence were discussed. In order to investigadset differences more precisely, the comparative
analysis of respondents’ attitudes towards positidbrwoman in society, family formation, family
dissolution and fertility according to living argements of respondents (lone mothers, mothers with
partner/husband) should be introduced.

3.4 ANOVA test of differences between groups of res  pondents

In order to investigate the differences betweengtioeips of respondents and to clarify the charesties

for further comparative analysis of respondentg, ANOVA (analysis of variance) was used. The
method, called ANOVA, is aimed to evidently tesffetiences between groups of respondents divided
according to their main characteristics. In thiglgta one-way analysis of variance was used. Theajo
this analysis is to test for differences amongstrieans of the levels (or groups) and to quartiége
differences. Thereby, respondents were placedset@ral groups by their marital status: a) unmdrrie
mothers, which includes widowed, divorced and newarried mothers, b) members of nuclear families,
including married first time, second and more timasd c}the last group including women living in
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cohabitation and consensual unions. Moreover, ifferences according to respondents’ nationality:
Kazakhs, Russians and Others, educational levsicbaocational and higher, the place of residence:
urban and rural also were tested. Consequentlypuhdrypothesis for ANOVA is that the mean (averag
value of the depended variable) is the same fograllips of respondents. The alternative of research
hypothesis is that the average is not the samalifgroups of respondents. Additionally the ANOVest
produces the F-statistics, which is used to caleypavalue. If p-value <0.05, the ANOVA test caject

the null hypothesis. As such, it could be conclutteat the average of the depended variable isheot t
same for all groups. The questions related to tmeber of children, employment status, attitudesarols
marriage, divorce and etc. were taken as dependeiatbles. The variables related to the importaofce
family in comparison with work, religiousness, tities towards family, divorce, a partner’s natidgpal
and employment status are needed for the furthalysia of predictors influential on the divorcekss
among married women. The variables on respondplaes to have more children, respondents’ number
of children are necessary in the following analydipredictors of a post-dissolution childbearimgl dahe
impact of family dissolution on the women’s cumaththumber of children. Additionally, the variables
related to the attitudes towards marriage, affécalisence of father on a child in a family, opirson
regarding planning of the future marital statusngeawill be used in analysis of women’s remarriagd
repartnering after the dissolution of their mareagccordingly, these questions which are indicatsd
character variables were recoded into numericahlbbes. The minimal and maximal values of dependent
variables are indicating the codes (0, 1, 2, 3) efccorresponding respondent’s answers (Table 14)

Tab. 14 — Codes indicating the respondents’ answers

Dependent variables Respondents’ answers Codes
Employment status (corresponds to the question Employed 0
number 1.6)
Unemployed 1
Number of children (corresponds to the question One 1
number 2)
Two 2
Three
The main source of help (corresponds to the Husband/Partner 0
guestion number 8)
Parents 1
Siblings/Relatives 2
Friends 3
Solving by herself 4
Other 5
Importance of a family in comparison with work| Family 0
(corresponds to the question number 10)
Rather family than work 1

Both family and work
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Tab. 14 continued

Rather work than family

Work
Childcare duties in a family (corresponds to the| Husband
question number 11)

Wife

Grandparents

Elder child(ren)

Childcare facilities

Religiousness (corresponds to the question nun
14)

nDéFs

Rather yes than no

Rather no than yes

No

Attitudes towards family (corresponds to the
guestion number 16)

Husband and wife

Husband, wife and children

Husband, wife, children an
spouses’ parents

All relatives

Only my children and my parents

Only me and my children

Planning of the future marital status change
(corresponds to the question number 18)

Living without a partner

Cohabitation

Living in current marriage

Living in marriage, including

remarriage

Other
Attitudes towards marriage (corresponds to the| Strongly agree
question number 19)

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Attitudes towards partner’s nationality
(corresponds to the question number 21)

Very important

Rather important

Rather unimportant

Not important

Attitudes towards divorce (corresponds to the
guestion number 26)

The optimal solution

It is normal if spouses agree
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Tab. 14 continued

It is an extreme solution
It is better to find other solution 3
It is not accepted 4
Other 5
Plans to have more children in the future Yes 0
(corresponds to the question number 40)

No 1
The affect of absence of father on a child No affect
(corresponds to the question number 42)

Positive affect 1
Negative affect 2

Note: Questions are located in Appendix 1
Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

The initial Table 15 shows the distribution of gues by selected questions in the survey for
groups of respondents according to their charatiesi This is the most important information which
represents the p-value for the overall ANOVA tdgtis p-value is testing the overall model in orter
determine if there is a difference in means betwgenps of respondents. Consequently, if the pevadu
small, it can be concluded that there is a stetiiyi significant difference between groups.

The statistically significant differences in theogps stratified according to marital status areenor
frequent in comparison with the other groups, desiighy nationality, education and place of residenc
For instance, the respondents’ number of childerifferent according to their marital status and
nationality. Women’s educational level and placeresidence are not significantly affecting on the
respondents’ number of children in the East-Kazihsegion. At the same time the respondents’
employment status is different according to therital status, nationality and educational levelwhaver
the place of residence does not play a statisficagjnificant role in the women’s employment status
Additionally, the respondents’ answers relatedh finain source of help in a family are only differe
according to the respondents’ marital status. Espandents’ opinions regarding the main sourceslgf h
in a family are not significantly dependent on thtionality, level of education and place of desice.
The variable highlighting the importance of faniycomparison with work is also significantly affed
by women’s marital status in comparison with regfgans’ nationality, educational level and place of
residence. Essentially, the women'’s opinions rdl&bethe distribution of childcare duties in a famare
strongly influenced by women’s marital status, omdility and place of residence. However, the
respondents’ educational level does not affect lom differences in women’s opinions about the
distribution of childcare duties in a family. Acdimgly, the variable concerning the respondentgllef
religiousness is influenced by the women’s mastatus, nationality, education and place of residen
The women’s attitudes towards family along with repns regarding marriage are significantly
influenced by respondents’ marital status. At tame time, the respondents’ nationality, educatiwh a
place of residence do not reveal any differencesamen’s attitudes towards family as well as maeia
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The respondents’ plans regarding the future masitalis change are different by women’s maritalista

nationality and place of residence.

Tab. 15 — Effects of marital status, nationalitydecation, place of residence on selected responstent

characteristics

Dependent Minimal Maximal Differences | Differences | Differences | Differences

variables value value by by by by
marital Nationality Education place of
status residence

Employment O=employed| 1=unemployed 0.0056* 0.00307 0.0003 5858

status

Number of 1=one child| 3=three 0.0376* 0.0001* 0.1488 0.1725

children children

The main source| g=hysband | 5=other 0.0001* 0.6282 0.7890 0.216

of help

Importance of | g=family 3=work 0.0002* 0.9951 0.4887 0.4370

work or family

Childcare duties | g=husband | 7=other 0.0057* 0.0213* 0.9354 0.0011

in family

Religiousness | p=yes 3=no 0.0002* 0.0003* 0.0347* 0.00327

Attitudes O=husband | 5=me and my |  0.0001* 0.5678 0.9477 0.9039

towards family | and wife children

Planning of the | o=jiving 4=other 0.0001* 0.0009* 0.1758 0.0004

future marital without a

status change | Partner

Attitudes O=strongly | 3=strongly 0.0001* 0.0726 0.5152 0.9355

towards marriagg agree disagree

Attitudes O=very 3=not 0.0185* 0.0001* 0.0086* 0.1074

towards partner's important important

nationality

Attitudes O=optimal | 5=other 0.0007* 0.0009* 0.3670 0.0331

towards divorce | solution

Plans for having | p=yes 1=no 0.0001* 0.3504 0.4404 0.0158

more children in

the future

The affect of 0=no affect | 2=negative 0.0001* 0.0277* 0.2173 0.1374

absence of fathe affect

on a child

Note: * = p<0.05; questions are located in Apperidix
Source: SAS output

The women's educational level does not play sigaift role in the respondents’ intention to change
their current marital status in the future. Additdly, the existed differences in respondentstuates
towards a partner’'s nationality are strongly infloed by women’s marital status, nationality and
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educational level. Moreover, women'’s attitudes talgadivorce are significantly different accordirg t
their marital status and nationality, while edumatand place of residence are least influentiathen
respondents’ opinions concerning divorce. Womerang to have more children in the future are
strongly dependent on their current marital status place of residence; whereas respondents’ @aditipn
and education are not significantly influential planning of the future childbirths. The respondents
opinions related to the affect of absence of fatbwera child in a family are significantly different
according to the women’s marital status and nalignawhile the educational level and place of
residence are not influential on this issue. Ttoreefthis table suggests that there are differeansmng
the hypothetical groups of respondents (at leasivden two groups), but it does not reveal any
information regarding the nature of these diffeemclrhe exception is the groups, stratified by elafc
residence. There are only two groups according lazepof residence: urban and rural, and it is
comprehensible that the differences could be oatyben those two groups. Accordingly, the next step
is to determine where the differences lie for tlypdthetical groups, when they have more than two
groups of respondents. For example, it is imposstbl evaluate the differences within hypothetical
groups stratified by: marital status (single mashenarried mothers and cohabited women), natignalit
(Kazakhs, Russians, Others) and educational Ibighé€r, vocational and basic).

Accordingly, the mean comparison method could bedus gather further information. There are
different types and methods of comparison aimethvestigate the differences between groups. The
usage of Tukey Studentized Range comparison (oeysiknultiple comparison procedure) (at the alpha
= 0.05 level) seems to be more easy and clearisnctse. The tables below show the results of the
comparison of groups between each other. The Tgkewping tables display those differences and
confident limits.

Tab. 16 — Effects of marital status on the respontie number of children

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 % confidence
categories by marital means limits

status

Nuclear family and 0.11 -0.02 0.24
Single mother

Nuclear family and In 0.20 -0.03 0.43
cohabitation

Single mother and In 0.09 -0.14 0.31
cohabitation

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Although the difference between the groups of radpats for the second question related to the
respondents’ number of children was significantb(€al5), statistically significant differences teld to
marital status among groups were not found (Table All differences by respondents’ marital status
between means are relatively small. However, th@athof marital status on this variable must beetes

in the following analysis more precisely. At thereatime this variable corresponding to the numbfer o
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children is different according to respondentsiavaility (Table 17). Key differences are evidentween
Kazakh and Russian respondents.

Tab. 17— Effects of nationality on the respondentismber of children

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by nationality means confidence limits
Kazakh and Other 0.18 -0.21 0.56
Kazakh and Russian 0.22* 0.10 0.35
Other and Russian 0.05 -0.34 0.43

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The next Table 18 shows the Tukey range compaftsovariable related to the main source of helpin
family, which is only significant for groups striiid by marital status. On the base of this test tmain
groups clearly observed: first group consistinginfjle mothers and the second group including mesnbe
of nuclear family and women in cohabitation. Th&edence between single mothers and the nuclear
family is large, as well as the difference betwsigigle mothers and women living in cohabitationtie
same time, the difference between women from nudiaily and women living in cohabitation is
insignificant.

Tab. 18 — Effects of marital status on the main soas of help in a family

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by marital means confidence limits
status

Single mother and In 2.28* 151 3.06
cohabitation

Single mother and Nuclear 2.46* 2.02 291
family

In cohabitation and 0.18 -0.60 0.96
Nuclear family

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 19 contains the comparison between groupsesiondents for the variable related to the
respondents’ opinions regarding the importanceanfilfy in comparison with work. This table as wedl a
the previous one divided the respondents into tves: single mothers in one group and the nuclear
family along with women living in cohabitation ihd other group. The differences between the nuclear
family and women living in cohabitation are insifitént. Accordingly, the single mothers gave
significantly opposite answers to a question relatethe importance of a family compared to the wom
with partners (women living in nuclear families andtohabitation).
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Tab. 19 — Effects of marital status on the importaof family in comparison with work

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by marital means confidence limits
status

Single mother and 0.24* 0.09 0.40
Nuclear family

Single mother and 0.34* 0.07 0.61
In cohabitation

Nuclear family and 0.10 -0.17 0.37
In cohabitation

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output
The statistically significant differences accordittg marital status, nationality and place of resae

occurred in answers for the question related todthgibution of childcare duties in a family. Tak?0
shows the effect of marital status on the respastde@pinions regarding the distribution of childear
duties in a family. According to the comparisomudans, the statistically significant differencevisstn
single mothers and members of the nuclear famityearly observed. At the same time one of the gsou
of respondents such as: living in cohabitatiorotated in intermediate position between women djivin
nuclear families and single mothers. Notably, themug of women living in cohabitation has mean value
of answers higher than single mothers but lowen thambers of the nuclear family.

Tab. 20 — Effects of marital status on the childeaduties in a family

Groups comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by marital means confidence limits
status

Nuclear family and 0.36 -0.53 1.25
In cohabitation

Nuclear family and 0.70* 0.19 1.21
Single mother

In cohabitation and 0.34 -0.55 1.23
Single mother

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 21 shows the effects of nationality on thimiops regarding the distribution of childcare fiigs
in a family. The main differences in opinions eXistween the Kazakh and Russian women, while Other
ethnic groups are not significantly different.
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Tab. 21 — Effects of nationality on the childcareities in a family

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by means confidence limits
nationality

Russian and Other 0.58 -0.96 2.13
Russian and Kazakh 0.58* 0.09 1.08
Other and Kazakh 0.00 -1.54 1.54

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Respondents’ answers to the question related tretlygousness of respondents are different acogrtti
the marital status, nationality, education and @laefcresidence. Table 21 shows the effect of redpais’
marital status on the level of their religiousnegkich is significantly different according to tleerall
test. Accordingly, two main groups are clearly obed: the religiousness of members of nuclear fasnil
is significantly different from the religiousnes$ single mothers and women living in cohabitation.
Meanwhile, the differences between single mothedsveomen living in cohabitation are insignificant.

Tab. 22 — Effects of marital status on respondentsligiousness

Group comparison of Difference between | Simultaneous 95 % confidence]
categories by marital means limits

status

In cohabitation and 0.04 -0.30 0.39
Single mother

In cohabitation and 0.37* 0.02 0.71
Nuclear family

Single mother and 0.33 0.13 0.52
Nuclear family

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Tab. 23 — Effects of nationality on respondentsliggousness
Group comparison of Difference between | Simultaneous 95 % confidence|
categories by means limits
nationality
Russian and Kazakh 0.32* 0.13 0.52
Russian and Other 0.43 -0.16 1.03
Kazakh and Other 0.11 -0.48 0.70

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 23 shows the effect of nationality on thepoeslents’ religiousness. Accordingly, it could be
concluded that the differences are statisticalfynificant between Kazakh and Russian respondents.
Additionally, the differences of respondents’ r@igsness by their educational level are presented i
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Table 24. The significant differences in the lewélreligiousness occurred between higher educated
respondents and respondents with a basic educhtievel. At the same time, respondents with
vocational education are positioned between th@segtoups, and their mean value is not differeoirfr

the values of respondents with basic and highecagan.

Tab. 24 — Effects of education on respondents’ giiusness

Group comparison of Difference between | Simultaneous 95 % confidence
categories by education means limits

Basic and Higher 0.33* 0.02 0.63
Basic and Vocational 0.43 -0.29 1.15
Higher and Vocational 0.10 -0.57 0.77

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 25 shows the effect of marital status onaedpnts’ attitudes towards family. The opinionsited

to a family are significantly different between g mothers and members of nuclear families.
Additionally, the differences in attitudes towar@snily occurred between single mothers and women
living in cohabitation. Accordingly the two group&respondents clearly observed: single mothema
group, and respondents living in nuclear familiEs@ with women in cohabitation in other group. The
attitudes towards family are not statistically ditint for members of nuclear family and women Gvin
cohabitation.

Tab. 25 — Effects of marital status on attitudesuvards family

Group comparison of Difference between| Simultaneous 95 % confidence
categories by marital status means limits
Single mother and 0.59* 0.35 0.83

Nuclear family

Single mother and 0.76* 0.34 1.18
In cohabitation

Nuclear family and 0.17 -0.25 0.59
In cohabitation
Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The respondents’ attitudes towards a partner'sonality are also significantly different accorditg
respondents’ marital status, nationality, and etlogaAt the same time, it must be highlighted ttres
urban and rural respondents mostly gave the sasveeas. Table 26 represents the effect of marigiist
on respondents’ opinions regarding their partnaetionality. The statistically different attitudesere
obtained between women who belong to the nucleatliess and women living in cohabitation.
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Tab. 26 — Effects of marital status on the attitiwlowards a partner’s nationality
Group comparison of Difference between means Simultaneous 95 %

categories by marital status confidence limits

In cohabitation and 0.36 -0.08 0.80
Single mother

In cohabitation and Nuclear 0.51* 0.08 0.95
family

Single mother and 0.15 -0.10 0.40

Nuclear family
Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The respondents’ nationality also has impact opaedents’ attitudes towards their partner’ natiipal
The Kazakh women have statistically different attés in comparison with the Russians and women who
belong to the group of Other nationalities (Tab®. Zr'he differences in attitudes towards a partner’
nationality are statistically significant betweem#@kh and Russian women and also between Kazakh
women and women who belong to Other nationalitidile the differences in attitudes towards a
partner's nationality between Russian women and evoaf Other nationalities are not significant.

Tab. 27 — Effects of nationality on the attitudeswards a partner’s nationality

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by nationality means confidence limits
Russian and Other 0.21 -0.49 0.90
Russian and Kazakh 0.97* 0.75 1.20
Other and Kazakh 0.77* 0.08 1.46

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Tab. 28 — Effects of education on the attitudes tds a partner’'s nationality

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by education means confidence limits
Vocational and Basic 0.15 -0.75 1.04
Vocational and Higher 0.59 -0.25 1.43
Basic and Higher 0.44* 0.06 0.82

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 28 presents the effect of education on tfierdnces in respondents’ attitudes towards a pagtn
nationality. The main differences occurred betweespondents with higher and basic education; the
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opinions regarding a partner’'s nationality of womeith vocational education are not different from
women with higher and basic educational levels.

Table 29 shows the results of the Tukey studentiaede comparison of means between groups of
respondents stratified by marital status. The effécurrent marital status on the planning of tihire
marital status change divided the respondentstiviiagroups: the first group consists of nuclearifiss
the second includes single mothers and women livirgphabitation. The differences in plans regagdin
the future marital statuses between single mothes mothers in cohabitation are not statistically
significant.

Tab. 29 — Effects of current marital status on tipanning of the future marital status change
Group comparison of Difference between means Simultaneous 95 %

categories by marital confidence limits
status

Nuclear family and 1.08* 0.81 1.35
Single mother

Nuclear family and 1.23* 0.76 1.71
In cohabitation

Single mother and 0.15 -0.32 0.63

In cohabitation
Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 30 shows the effect of respondents’ natipnal the planning of change the current maritatiust
in the future. Accordingly, the significant differee between Kazakh and Russian respondents igyclear
observed.

Tab. 30 — Effects of nationality on the planning tiie future marital status change
Group comparison of Difference between means Simultaneous 95 %

categories by nationality confidence limits

Russian and Other 0.12 -0.76 1.00
Russian and Kazakh 0.45* 0.17 0.74
Other and Kazakh 0.33 -0.54 1.21

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Respondents’ attitudes towards marriage are diffeaecording to their marital status. Table 31 shew
unique situation when all the differences betweesugs stratified by marital status are statisticall
significant. Accordingly, the single mothers, memsbhef nuclear families and women, living in
cohabitation have significantly different attitudesvards marriage.
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Tab. 31 — Effects of marital status on the attitigl®owards marriage

Group comparison of Difference between | Simultaneous 95 % confidence
categories by marital means limits

status

Nuclear family and 0.42* 0.23 0.61
Single mother

Nuclear family and 0.94* 0.61 1.27

In cohabitation

Single mother and 0.52* 0.19 0.86

In cohabitation

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Moreover, the respondents’ attitudes towards devare different according to their marital stafleble
32 shows the difference between two groups swdtifty marital status: nuclear families and single
mothers.

Tab. 32 — Effects of marital status on the attituigl®owards divorce
Group comparison of Difference Simultaneous 95 %

categories by marital status

between means confidence limits

Nuclear family and 0.33 -0.19 0.85
In cohabitation
Nuclear family and 0.49* 0.19 0.79
Single mother
In cohabitation and 0.16 -0.36 0.68
Single mother

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The respondents’ attitudes towards divorce alse Isignificant differences by nationality of respents
(Table 33). The differences in opinions concerrdingrce lie between Russian and Kazakh women.

Tab. 33 — Effects of nationality on the attitudeswards divorce

The respondents’ plans to have more children irfuhee are significantly different according tapé of
residence (between rural and urban respondentsgjitidwailly, Table 34 shows the differences in plans

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95 %
categories by nationality means confidence limits
Kazakh and Russian 0.46* 0.16 0.75
Kazakh and Other 0.51 -0.39 1.40
Russian and Other 0.05 -0.85 0.95

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output
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regarding the future children according to margtdtus, which occurred between single mothers and
women from nuclear families.

Tab. 34 — Effect of marital status on the plannirg having more children in the future
Group comparison of Difference between means Simultaneous 95%

categories by marital status confidence limits

Single Mother and In 0.11 -0.07 0.30
cohabitation

Single Mother and 0.21* 0.11 0.32
Nuclear Family

In cohabitation and 0.10 -0.08 0.28

Nuclear family

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The clear difference between opinions regardingcid$f of absence of a father on a child appeared
between single mothers and women from nuclear fesn{Table 35). At the same time, the effect of
marital status on the differences between thesgpgrof respondents and women living in cohabitaison
insignificant.

Tab. 35 — Effects of marital status on the attituigl®owards affects of absence of father on a child

Group comparison of
categories by marital status

Difference between means

Simultaneous 95%
confidence limits

Nuclear family and In 0.12 -0.20 0.44
cohabitation

Nuclear family and 0.43* 0.25 0.61
Single mother

In cohabitation and 0.31 -0.01 0.63

Single mother

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Table 36 also reveals effect of nationality on tbgpondents’ differences in attitudes towards &ffe€
absence of a father on a child. The statisticaliypificant difference appeared between Kazakh and
Russian respondents, while the opinions of womea adiong to Other nationalities are not signifitant
different.
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Tab. 36 — Effect of nationality on the attitudesviards affects of absence of father on a child

Group comparison of categories
by nationality

Difference between means

Simultaneous 95%
confidence limits

Kazakh and Russian 0.20* 0.02 0.38
Kazakh and Other 0.21 -0.35 0.77
Russian and Other 0.01 -0.55 0.57

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Respondents’ employment status depends on theitainatatus. This variable is also significantly
different according to respondents’ place of raside According to the Table 37 the largest diffeesn

in employment status were found between women diviilm cohabitation and single mothers. The
differences in employment status between womendii cohabitation and members of nuclear families
are also significant. At the same time, the diffees between employment status of women from nuclea
families and single mothers are not statisticadliysicant.

Tab. 37 — Effect of marital status on the employnistatus of respondents

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95%
categories by marital status means confidence limits

In cohabitation and Nuclear 1.49* 0.29 2.68
family

In cohabitation and 1.63* 0.44 2.83

Single mother

Nuclear family and 0.15 -0.54 0.84
Single mother

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

The respondents’ employment status is differenbrting to their nationalities and educational lsvel
Table 38 shows the difference between employmerKazfakh and Russian women, while Table 39
presents the differences between higher educaspomdents and respondents with the basic education.

Tab. 38 — Effect of nationality on the employmenégis of respondents

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95%
categories by nationality means confidence limits
Russian and Other 0.04 -2.02 2.09
Russian and Kazakh 1.14* 0.48 1.80
Other and Kazakh 1.10 -0.94 3.15

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output
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Tab. 39 — Effect of education on the employmenttataof respondents

Group comparison of Difference between Simultaneous 95%
categories by education means confidence limits
Basic and Vocational 0.74 -1.70 3.18
Basic and Higher 1.78* 0.74 2.81
Vocational and Higher 1.04 -1.25 3.33

Note: * = p<0.05
Source: SAS output

Accordingly, the ANOVA test was used in order tcsttahe differences between groups of
respondents and to examine the impact of resposidmiatital status, nationality, education and plate
residence on the differences in their number ofdodin, employment status, attitudes towards magriag
divorce and etc. The majority of differences wesernfd between the groups of respondents stratified b
marital status. The respondents’ marital statuscégfon women’s number of children, attitudes towar
marriage, family, divorce, a partner’s nationalfjans to have more children in the future, plagrof
future marital status and etc. These difference® waostly located between nuclear families andlsing
mothers, while group of women living in cohabitatiwere between those two groups, or combined with
one of them. The differences between the groupsesgondents stratified by nationality were mostly
observed between Kazakh and Russian ethnic grduys.respondent’s nationality has impact on the
women’s number of children, religiousness, attisitevards divorce and etc. The differences between
the urban and rural population is not as big asdifferences by marital status. However, the set of
variables reveal significant differences betweapoadents by place of residence, such as: planave
more children in the future and plans related te thhange of current marital status, respondents’
religiousness and opinions regarding childcare edutin a family. The differences according to
educational level are the most insignificant outadif other variables. However, in some extend the
statistically significant differences in responderemployment status, the level of religiousnesd an
attitudes towards a partner’s nationality were fbonly between women with basic education and highe
educated respondents.
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Chapter 4

Comparative analysis of survey results

This chapter is aimed to analyze women’s charattesi such as: attitudes towards family, religion,
family formation and dissolution and fertility acding to their age, nationality and marital statlike
comparative analysis is based on the descriptiosuo¥ey results. Aforementioned, the majority of
significant differences between respondents ocduatxording to their marital status and nationality
While the differences between groups of respondstriatified by place of resident and educatioaaél
are less significant. Accordingly, the comparatamalysis is aimed to highlight the most important
respondents’ characteristics for the further anglg&trends, related to the diversification of fhntypes

in the East-Kazakhstan region.

4.1 Attitudes towards family, religion and a woman’ S position in society

The role of women in society, the degree of womemsncipation, and women labor force participation
could play an important role in family formation,ssblution and childbearing processes. The
transformation of families could have occurred thyio the transformation of people, mainly women. The
changes in women’s economic, psychological charagtitss and position in a family could not be
measured, but could be evaluated by correlatioh wiher measures. The next step of the comparative
analysis is to introduce the descriptive findinggarding respondents’ attitudes towards family,kwaord

the position of women in society. Figure 15 dem@tss the distribution of respondents’ answers by
their marital status to the question related tortt@n sources of help in solving problems. Morentha
70 % of married women and women who have a padnerawaiting a help from their husbands or
partners. It is surprising, that approximately Sof4ivorced women are still waiting for help froimetr
ex-husbands. Whilst a half of widowed mothers (51vitl solve the problem by themselves, while the
other 19 % of widowed women will ask for help frahmeir parents. The percentage of independent
women is high among widowed, divorced and neveriethimothers, while married women and women
living in cohabitation prefer to ask for help frdhreir partners. The percentage of women who argéngai
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for help from other relatives (siblings, unclesn@ is higher among widowed mothers (more than
20 %), divorced mothers (almost 20 %), and neverigtamothers (almost 10 %).

Fig. 15 — Percentage of answers concerning the smiof help in solving problems
by marital status
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Fig. 16 — Attitudes towards sharing duties in a hgehold by marital status
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008
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Figure 16 demonstrates the distribution of respotsdby marital status and attitudes towards sharing
duties between a husband and wife in a househatdorling to Figure 16 a relatively small part of
women have chosen “traditional” categories of amswehere it was assumed that the husband is
breadwinner, and the wife is staying at home orkimgr part time. At the same time, insignificant
proportion of respondents chose a radically oppgsiint of view, where it was assumed that the vgife
working, while the husband is staying at home. @hsolute majority of respondents have chosen the
“modern style”, where the wife and husband shohtts all the duties in a household and keep working
In this case it is interesting to ask women whatigortant for them: work or family. Figure 17 stothe
percentage of respondents according to maritalstahd vital values. For those women who have
partners, family is more important than for lonethaws, who by contrast, consider work as the most
important thing. Another important issue is opiria@bout the child care process, and the main guesti
is who should look after the children. Figure 18ndestrates the distribution of the answers accgrtbn
respondents’ marital status. Despite the fact #haiost half of the divorced women think that only
mothers should look after the children, which isgbly affected by a negative experience in magriag
however, the majority of respondents believe thah parents should share the child care dutieis. It
surprising, that almost 10 % of mothers living ohabitation think that child care facilities (kirrdartens
and schools) should be responsible for their childOnly divorced, widowed and never married mather
are turning to grandparents in bringing up theitdean.

Fig. 17 — Opinions about the importance of family Ionarital status
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Fig. 18 — Attitudes towards the child care procdssmarital status
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An opinion on educational level which is enough foales and females in society could show
readiness of women to play central role in econpsucial and political life of the country, as wa$ to
get high paid job and to be independent from males.

Fig. 19 — Desired level of education for males ®spondents’ level of education
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008
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Fig. 20 — Desired level of education for females f@gpondents’ level of education
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Figure 19 shows the distribution of answers aceogydio the educational level of respondents.
Approximately half of the women with basic educatitink that vocational education is enough for
males in current Kazakhstani reality, while anoth2r% of women with basic education believe that
males should be higher educated. And only 3 % ahemwith basic education think that basic education
is enough for males. The situation is changing wivemen deal with female education. Approximately
27 % of women with basic education believe thad thivel is enough for females, while contrastingly,
almost the same number of women with basic edutg®® %), which is less in comparison with
opinions about males’ education, note the needetorgeational and higher educations. The majority o
women with vocational education (35 %) also thihkttmales should have vocational education, and
57 % of them prefer males to be higher educatedpriSingly, almost 2 % of women with vocational
education believe that basic education is enougfefoales. The distribution of remaining answeksgi

by respondents with vocational education regardglevel of education for females is approximately
the same as for males. The majority of higher edacevomen (81 %) believe that males should also be
higher educated, moreover another 14 % think thatesncan survive in society with vocational
education. The percentage of higher educated wowlam think that this level is suitable for females,
higher (87 %), and a percentage of those who pteéesituation when women are less educated isrlowe
(6 %). The degree of religiosity is an influentiattor in encouraging acceptance or denying neesrin

a modern society. In connection with this, the oeglents’ religiosity as one of the influential fart in
changing of their life styles was analyzed. Thet&azakhstan region is a multi-ethnic and multi-
religious region. However, there are two main ielig: Muslim and Orthodox Christianity. The absence
of religion in the former Soviet period and the gmganda of scientific communism and special
materialistic ideology, had impact on the transitmf religion. Due to the historical past, religibas
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changed, and has become more like belonging tatairtegroup (as nationality), rather than religion

the conventional sense. Figure 21 demonstratepditentage of respondents according to the dedree o
religiousness and marital status. The highest sbfasgong believers is among married women, iess
among the divorced, never married mothers and wolivémg in cohabitation, while the minimal
percentage of those who positioned themselves lagotes is among widowed women. The highest
percentage of vacillating respondents, who answexir religious than no, rather not believer thes,

is among women living with partners in cohabitatidhe percentage of answers with positive answers
(yes, rather yes, than no) is higher among mauwie divorced women (more than 50 %). The biggest
share of nonbelievers is among widowed women (28/&$$ among divorced (19 %) and never married
(20 %), and minimal among married women (only 10 %)

Fig. 21 — Religiousness of respondents by maritatss
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Figure 22 shows the distribution of respondent®iting to the frequency of visits to a mosque, temp
or synagogue and is coined with the respondentstahatatus. The frequency of visits to sacredceta
reveals the ‘“real believers” and those who justitpred themselves as a believer among the
respondents. The percentage of those who visitsgueand temple every week is very low, the lowest
value being 1 % (widowed women), the highest is 6@men living with partner in cohabitation). The
share of respondents that visit a mosque and teeydey month is higher for married and divorced
women (both 25 %). The percentage of women wha &ishosque and temple only for big events, such
as marriage or funeral is higher among widowed%®8&nd divorced (23 %) women. The percentage of
those who never have been to these places is high@widowed and never married mothers (more than
20 %), women living with partner and husband (aln26s%).
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Fig. 22 — Frequency of respondents’ visits to sati@aces by marital status
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Fig. 23 — Frequency of respondents’ visits to satr@aces by their religiousness
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It is important to acknowledge that only 28 % ofth who positioned themselves as believers visit a
mosque, temple every week (Figure 23). The othé¥38sit such places every month, and 17 % of them
visit a mosque and temple only for big events (rmge and funeral). The percentage of those
respondents who never have been to sacred placesryshigh among atheists. Accordingly, the
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percentage of “true” believers is low among tho$® wositioned themselves as believers. Conclusively
the religiousness could be considered as a factochwis less influential on marital and fertility
behaviors. In order to obtain information on thsp@ndents’ opinions and attitudes towards famihg a
also the components of family, the question relaetthe definition of family in the respondents’icipn
was included. Figure 24 presented the distributiopreferable answers of the respondents. The ihajor
of respondents think that family includes a hushavie and children. The percentage of married and
widowed women who include a husband, wife, childaed parents of both spouses into family is higher
in comparison with the others. The trend to redheil parents and children as a family is spedaifity to
divorced and never married mothers. The percemégespondents who think that family consists of
only a husband and wife is very low for all mariséhtuses, however it is relatively higher for wome
living with a partner in cohabitation.

Fig. 24 — Attitudes towards family by marital stetwf respondents
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Therefore, the analysis of patterns of women’s enipation was based on additional characteristics
including: the woman’s position in a family, theeferred style of distribution of duties between anm
and woman in a household, the child care prockegrevalence of family or work in a woman'’s lifiee
definition of family and the degree of the respantdereligiousness. All of the above listed facterow
the heterogeneity of respondents according to atatatus. The majority of women have already tdrne
to the emancipated style of life and this couldenbappened due to specific life circumstances (deso
separation, widowhood, birth out of wedlock etln)contrast, a big proportion of married women stiie
acting more “traditionally”. Of course, this traditalism is far away from the real traditional wafy
living of eastern women from Muslim countries. Ttraditional life style of women from the East-
Kazakhstan region mostly comprises the Soviet titagdiwhich is based on a Kazakh nomadic lifestyle
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and a Russian agrarian style of living. In additibralso includes so called modern style (witlosgly
marked woman’s emancipation). However, the valua ddmily as union, which consists of a wife,
husband and children, is still relevant among tregonity of respondents in spite of the presence or
absence of a husband or partner. Moreover, woneferio be higher educated and see educated men in
society. At the same time, women'’s attitudes towdhe distribution of duties in a household anthim

child care process allow to come to the concludiagt, according to their opinion, females are ledadh

the same position as males in society.

4.2 Family formation

A detailed analysis of the family formation procéss very important condition in the explanatidn o
causality of the family dissolution process in jzautar, and the family transformation process inayal.

In other words, without studying the causes of esses it is impossible to study their consequences.
Thereby, this part of study is related to a desiorpthe respondents’ attitudes towards marriage, a
factors which could be influential on the formatiafinfamily.

Fig. 25 — Cumulative percentage of ever married peadents by age of marriage
and age at interview
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Figure 25 demonstrates the cumulative percentageveaf married respondents according to the age of
marriage and their age at the moment of intervidecordingly, the last respondents, aged-20 got
married at age 24. The majority of women, who bgltm other age groups, finished their process of
getting married at 28. According to Figure 26 widohmothers are more willing to stay without partner
(more than 40 %), while divorced (42 %) and neverried (almost 20 %) women are planning to
remarry again. More than half of the women livinghapartners in cohabitation (55 %) do not want to
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change their status. Almost 77 % of married womepehthat they will have one marriage during their
entire life. The other 17 % of married mothers elstgrized their future life as living in marriages, well
as including remarriage. Additionally, 22 % of newarried mothers are planning to marry in the rieitu
while almost 30 % of never married women wantve livith their partners in cohabitation.

Fig. 26— The percentage distribution of respondebtsplans for the future and

current marital status
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Fig. 27 — Attitudes towards marriage by marital stia
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Figure 27 shows the distribution of respondentstuates towards marriage as outdated and unnegessar
institution nowadays. The percentage of respondeitits strongly agree that marriage is outdated
institution is higher among the never married (18 rfothers and women in cohabitation (17 %). The
percentage of those who strongly disagree is highmmg married (68 %), widowed (69 %) and divorced
(44 %) women, particularly among those, who experee marriage in their life time at least once.
Significantly, the highest number of those who ®ai that marriage is outdated and unnecessary
nowadays is among women living with partners inadmtation (49 % in the total with strongly agreelan
agree). Another half of these women disagree aruhglly disagree, which means that they want to
change their status and cohabitation is an ongrimédiate stage in their life.

Fig. 28 — Attitudes toward premarital sexual relatiships by marital status
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Figure 28 represents the distribution of attitutsards premarital sexual relationships. According
this, extremely positive answers were given mdsyiyhe never married (45 %) divorced (41 %) females
and women living in cohabitation (40 %). This ertdy positive answer is characterized by the viéw o
premarital sexual relationships as a very good dgppity for being more experienced in the futurecls

a positive answer was characterized as a loyalidéti which means a consideration of premaritaligiex
relationships as a normal physiological thing. Apimately the same number of positive answers was
given equally by all respondents regardless ofr thmrital status. The highest percentage of negativ
answers characterized by a negative attitude tavardmarital sexual relationships (it could only be
accepted in the case of real love and plans tangetied in the close future), was given by widowed
(76 %) and married (50 %) mothers. Almost the samamber of divorced females and women in
cohabitation (both of 40 %) have negative attitudess surprising, that almost 43 % of never neri
mothers have negative attitudes towards premastalal relationships. Seemingly, 43 % of these wome
who delivered a child out of wedlock regret thigpesience later on. Moreover, married women and
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surprisingly women who live with partners in cohabon have extremely negative attitudes. It cdued
argued that this is due to the presence of thogeregistered their marriage in a mosque, but dtenet
registered in ZAGS among those who live in cohéibita

Figure 29 demonstrates the percentage of respadehb were pregnant before marriage.
Interestingly, almost half of the divorced respamtdewere pregnant before marriage. The pregnancy
before the marriage could signify that the coupéeswmot ready for the formation of union, and theskt
this step accidentally. It is obvious that the leigigpart of marriages which were formed due to the
pregnancy of women usually dissolve in the futtitewever, almost 30 % of married women and 15 %
of widowed females also were pregnant before ggttiarried.

Fig. 29 — Percentage distribution of women, who weasregnant before marriage

by marital status
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The partner or husband’s nationality is also plgyam important role in the family dissolution prese
According to Figure 30, Kazakh women are more jikel live with a partner or husband of the same
nationality regardless of marital status. The nigjaf Russian women living in cohabitation als@fgr
partners who belong to the same nationality; howelié % of them are living with Kazakh partners and
7 % with partners who belong to another nationg(itatar, Ukrainian, Germany etc). Among married
Russian women the percentage of those who got edawith Kazakh men (only 6 %) and men who
belong to other nationalities (8 %) is less.
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Fig. 30 — Percentage distribution of women by natality, marital
partners’ nationality
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Fig. 31— Percentage of Kazakh women by important@artners’ nationality

and marital status
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Fig. 32 — Percentage of Russian women by importan@artners’ nationality
and marital status
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Figures 31 and 32 show the distribution of Kazaktl Russian respondents according to the importance
of the partner's nationality by respondents’ margtatus. It is clear, that for the majority of Kadkh
women, the partner’s nationality is essential, eistlg for married women (48 %) and women living in
cohabitation (53 %). Only for 34 % of divorced wame partner’s nationality is very important, foeth
other 39 % it is less, but still important. The kst percentage of those for whom a partner’s natitgn
seems to be very important, is among never mamietthers (31 %). Moreover, 21 % of single mothers
prefer to give the answer: rather important than mhe percentage of those who think that a pasner
nationality is an unimportant thing is very low amgoKazakh women. The lowest values belong to
divorced (10 %) and widowed (9 %) women, while lighest value is among never married respondents
(23 %). Russian women show another trend: the kighember of those who classified the partner’s
nationality as a very important issue belongs torimd (13 %) and never married women (12 %).
However, this percentage is lower than for Kazakimen. The number of respondents who think that the
partner's nationality is rather important than ohigher among divorced Russians (31 %) and nthrrie
(26 %) women. For the majority of Russian womevinti in cohabitation, the partner’s nationality is
unimportant (50 %) and rather unimportant (43 %)arye proportion of widowed Russian women show
the same trend: for 38 % of them the partner'sonality is unimportant, and for 42 % rather
unimportant. It should be noted that the stressingnportance of the partner's nationality is higher
among Russian women, than Kazakhs.

Marriage as a legal union is still relevant notyofdr married, widowed women, but also for never
married, divorced mothers and women that livingahabitation. Moreover, a desire to live in mareiag
even if it is remarriage is very high among Eastdddistani women, especially for divorced women.
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Almost a half of widowed women prefer to stay alara live without a partner. However, attitudes
towards premarital sexual relationships are mqstlsitive, which is seen in a relatively high numbér
ever married respondents that have been pregnéoebmarriage. The nationality of partners is still
important for the majority of Kazakh women, whikethigh number of Russians do not pay attention to
this factor. However, married women are less intengetting married to Kazakh partners in compariso
with women, who prefer cohabitation. The conditioofsfamily origin, such as: premarital sexual
relationships, pregnancy before marriage, and ttational unions could be a crucial factor in the
family dissolution process, mainly in divorce.

4.3 Family dissolution

This subchapter is mostly related to one of thennfiaims of family dissolution — divorce. Divorcedan
separation unlike the death of one of the spousegends on several external factors, related to the
surrounding conditions and internal factors depegain the personal qualities and attitudes of sggus
Figure 33 represents the cumulative percentagévofadd respondents by duration of marriage and
age at interview. The respondents aged from 25tar2 more willing to dissolve their marriage in a
short period of living together, for example 20 #espondents divorced after 5 years spent in ageri
At the same time, 20 % of respondents who belontyeo40-44 age group divorced after 7 years from
the moment of marriage. Respondents aged betweedd3how the same trend. It is important, that
15 % of the respondents aged betweer395lissolved their marriage after 14 years of tiiogether.

Fig. 33 — Cumulative percentage of divorced respents by duration of marriage
and age at interview
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Figure 34 shows attitudes towards divorce accortiinge marital status of respondents. It is obwithat

the majority of divorced respondents in generakptdivorce, 30 % of them characterize divorcethas
optimal solution of problems, 14 %as normal if spouses agree, and 50 % of responderagnized it

as an extreme solution, but despite this acceptetthé case of irreconcilable contradictions between
spouses.

Fig. 34 — Attitudes toward divorce by respondentsrital status
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Almost 40 % of never married women and femaleshmabitation have positive attitudes towards divorce
and believe that it is an optimal and normal sohlutiThe lowest percentage of those who accept aivor
is among widowed and married women. Moreover, 4®f%widowed women believe that in such
situations it is better to find another solutioartdivorce. The same opinion is shared by 23 %afied
respondents and 15 % of women in cohabitationrdieroto evaluate the degree of influence of exiterna
and internal factors of the family dissolution pess, the respondents’ reasons of divorce should be
analyzed.

Figure 35 presents the respondents’ reasons foradivby age profile. Infidelity is one of the most
common reasons among all respondents regardleggdfifferences. Such reasons, as: love has gahe an
sexual incompatibility, are unique to women of ygurohort. While more than 20 % of divorces among
women form 25 to 49 are due to conflict with theslband’s parents. Unjustified jealousy is an equally
reasonable argument for divorce among women at algies. The number of divorce due to alcoholism is
very high among women who belong to older cohontsstly at ages 4@19. The percentage of divorces
due to material problems and physical violenceoishigh and common only for older ages.
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Fig. 35 — Reasons for divorce by respondents’ age
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Fig. 36 — Reasons for divorce by respondents’ natibity
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Next Figure 36 shows the distribution of reasonsdivorce by nationality. The nationality of the
respondents as well as age could be influentiedking the decision to divorce for one reason atlagr.
Kazakh women are more prone to divorce due to mflvith husband’s parents in comparison with
Russian respondents. Arguably, this problem hasroed because Kazakh women are more likely to live
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in their husband’s parental home in the first yeafranarriage than Russians. The conflict with the
husband’s parents is also a realistic reason farde for other nationalities. Infidelity, unfaitiithess and
betrayal are very strong reasons for divorce ang8&o of Russian respondents. Moreover, this reason
was mentioned by 31 % of Kazakhs and 33 % of wowlem belong to the other ethnic groups (Tatars,
Ukrainian, German, Altay, and Chechen). Divorce ttu¢he end of love is more common for Russian
women (20 %), than Kazakhs (12 %). Meanwhile altisho of the husband is more frequent among
Kazakhs in comparison with Russians. At the samm,timaterial problems could be the reason for
divorce of Russian respondents and respondente afther ethnic groups.

Fig. 37 — Initiators of divorce by reasons for dikae
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Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Additionally, there is another important aspect aihshould be included into descriptive findingsisTh
aspect might explain when women really wanted tdierced and made this decision consciously as the
initiator of divorce, and when she was divorced thg request of husband. Figure 37 shows the
percentage of divorces by the initiator and theeea for divorce. According to this it is essentiet the
vast majority of divorce occur at the request ofnvem. Men become the initiator of divorce only when
there are problems such as: a conflict with theusps’ parents (28 %), infidelity of the husband ¢80
unjustified jealousy (20 %) and when love has g@#). It is surprising that in the case of alcdémol of
the husband, 4 % of males decided to get divoroedratiated the divorce. Both spouses initiateodbe
according to mutual agreement when there are ctsfiiith parents (10 %), infidelity (2 %) and when
love has gone (13 %).

Accordingly, divorce is the most popular solutiohem spouses cannot solve their problems. Young
cohorts decide to divorce in the first few yearsrafrriage, while older respondents divorce aftead@
more years of living in a marriage. The majority wbmen, regardless of their marital status, are
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characterized by positive attitudes towards divofidee percentage of those who will never accept thi
kind of solution to the problem is insignificant.id@wed women show more negative attitudes towards
divorce, which is clearly explained by the facttttieey already lost their husbands and feel sarte
loss. Young generations are more willing to divordee to infidelity, loss of love and sexual
incompatibility, which can be classified as spaitwor individual problems, while older generations
mostly divorce due to conflicts with their husbamgarents, infidelity, alcoholism and material peohs,
which can be characterized as material or “evesy gaoblems. Additionally, the majority of divorces
are initiated by women, while males initiated dises only due to a few reasons: infidelity, confligth
parents and unjustified jealousy.

4.4 Fertility according to marital status

This subchapter aimed to describe the currenttgituaegarding fertility patterns by marital statof
respondents. The analysis and conclusions fronsthishapter will be used as a basis for furthelyaisa
of the role of modern types of families (step-faes] single-parent families, partners in cohatmtgtin
population growth in comparison with traditionapgg of family (nuclear families, continuously madi
couples). This part of thesis aimed to analyzartipact of women’s marital status on their fertiligyel.

Fig. 38 — Percentage of respondents by number afdrlen and marital status
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Figure 38 shows the percentage distribution of aedpnts according to the number of children and
marital status. It is clearly observed that the arj of divorced, never married, first time madie
women and females living in cohabitation have ohédc At the same time a large proportion of
separated, widowed, and second time married motters two children. The percentage of those who
have three children or more is insignificant; thghlest value is 19 % for women in the second mgeria
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Fig. 39 — Percentage of respondents at first childb by age and matrital status
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Figure 39 presents the distribution of respondant®rding to age and marital status at the moment
of first childbearing. Approximately 33 % of womefi young cohort were married when they delivered
their first child; the other 18 % were in cohabaat the rest were unmarried. The majority of wonaén
older ages at the time of first childbearing werartied. The percentage of births in marriage is
increasing with age, while number of extra-mariiaiths is decreasing. The percentage of women who
delivered their first child out of wedlock at oldages is significantly lower in comparison with the
younger generations.

Figure 40 represents the ideal, planned and aetvmlage number of children by marital status.
Essentially, that almost all respondents regardiéssarital status revealed that the ideal numbenare
than two children per woman. The planned numbearhdéiren is also higher than actual (more than 1.5
for all respondents), except with never marriedhmat. The actual number is lower for all responslent
by marital statuses; the exception is again nearied women. The gap between the planned andlactua
number of children is higher for divorced motheds6}, married respondents (0.5) and widowed women
(0.4). Divorce could be one of the obstacles inrdedization of the respondents’ plans regardireirth
desired number of children.
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Fig. 41 — Respondents’ contraception usage by naritatus
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Contraception usage and an active sexual life #ftedissolution of marriage also play an importaie

in the future family planning of respondents. Fegutl shows the distribution of respondents by
contraception usage and marital status. The mgjofitnarried women, and women in cohabitation gave
a positive answer to a question about the contterepse of respondents. Surprisingly, more tha®60
of divorced and never married women and a half idfowed women are also using contraception. In
spite of this, more than 30 % of divorced and newarried and almost 50 % of widowed respondents do
not use contraception. Figure 42 shows the classifin of contraception methods according to mlarita
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status. The majority of women living in cohabitati@2 %) and married respondents (40 %) prefer oral
contraception, while the biggest part of widowe# ¥4) and divorced (39 %) women mentioned IUD as a
preferable method of contraception. The majoritp@fer married mothers prefer condoms (34 %).

Fig. 42 — Methods of contraception by marital statu
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Fig. 43 — Methods of contraception by age of respgents
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Figure 43 shows the distribution of the respondepteferable methods of contraception by age jofil
The young generation is more intent on using corgdtitan other kinds of contraception. This could be
due to the fact that they do not have a permaremgr and the majority of respondents agee?05are
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never married mothers. Despite this, the percentddbose respondents who use oral contraception is
very high among the young generation aged fromao284t in comparison with the older generations.
These women have a permanent partner or husbamdy WD is common for older generations, which
is related to the Soviet past. In the Soviet petiislitype of contraception was very popular.

Figure 44 demonstrates attitudes towards abortioessence, that the largest proportion of respusde
have positive attitudes. The percentage of respuadeho hold strong positive attitudes is higheoam
divorced and never married women. Positive attgudehen abortion is accepted due to an undesired
child is higher for married, divorced, widowed wamand respondents living in cohabitation. Positive
and strong positive answers altogether are sumpgfisilow (43 %) for never married mothers in
comparison with others. The highest percentagesgandents who gave negative and strongly negative
values to abortion is among never married women.

Fig. 44 — Attitudes towards abortion by marital st
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The majority of women living in cohabitation exp@rced induced abortion before or without marriage,
while 30 % of them experienced an abortion duringrriage, which means those respondents were
married before cohabitation, and almost 10 % of eoitiving in consensual unions experienced induced
abortion after the dissolution of marriage (Figdi. The majority of married women experienced an
abortion in marriage, while more than 10 % of thiead induced abortion before getting married. Less
than 10 % of married mothers had an abortion dfterdissolution of their first marriage. The highes
percentage of those who experienced an abortien afarriage is among divorced respondents (almost
20 %). Widowed women mostly experienced their fitsbrtions in marriage (almost 80 %).
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Fig. 45 — The percentage distribution of induceda@tions experienced by respondents
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Figure 46 shows the average number of inducediabherper woman by marital status at the time of
interview and marital status at the time of havarg abortion. The highest number of abortions ever
executed by respondents before marriage is amengetver married (2.5), divorced (1.4), widowed (1.3
and women living in cohabitation (1.4). The averagenber of induced abortions experienced in
marriage is highest for women living in cohabitatiovhich is more than twice per woman and is lowest
for the widowed (1.5). The average number of abogiexperienced after marriage is the same for all
marital statuses.

Fig. 46 — The average number of experienced abartidoy marital status
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Figure 47 demonstrates respondents’ main motivation being pregnant according to their marital
status. It is clearly observed that the main mditvefor almost all mothers except the never mdrii@s
pregnancy from a loved one.

Fig. 47 — The motivations of being pregnant by miafistatus
100%

OWanted to have|
90% - a child

80% - L —|OAge

70% A

) O Selfaffirmation
60% - through
— pregnancy

50% - )

O Did not want to
make an

0% 1 abortion

30% @ Pregnancy in

order to keep

20% - relationships

Percentage distribution of respondents

@ Woman should
10% + have a child
after marriage

0% - ] ' ] ] ] @ Pregnancy from
Cohabitated Married Divorced Widowed Never a loved one

married

Marital status

Note: Question: What was your motivation to gegpant?

Source: Family transformation survey, 2008

Fig. 48 — Desire to have one more child in the fuéuby age
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More then 25 % of never married mothers deliveretill because they did not want to have an abortio
and to be harmed. More than 10 % of married mother® pregnant because a woman should have a
child after getting married, and 10 % of divorcedpondents were motivated by the same reason.eFigur
48 clearly demonstrates that the desire to haverare child depends on age. Younger generations wan
to have one more child in the future, while oldengrations from the age of 35 do not intend totdo i
Moreover, women with one child are more willinghtave another one in the future (55 %), while 80 %
of respondents who have already two children dowentt to have another one in the nearest future
(Figure 49).

Fig. 49 — Desire to have one more child in the futuby number of children
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It is obvious that the majority of respondents vatHeast one child do not want to deliver anotires.
The reasons and obstacles for this are shown uré-ig0, which include answers of those respondents,
who are not planning to have more children. Theonitgjof respondents regardless of their maritatust
believe that they already have enough children. evitran 20 % of women living in cohabitation
mentioned housing problems as one of the main diestaThe material problems are relevant for
married, divorced, never married women and respuasdbiving in consensual unions. The biggest
proportion of married and widowed women mentionedlth problems as a reason why they do not want
to have more children. Additionally, 10 % of nevearried women think that having another child is
incorrect without a complete family. The absence dfusband as a problem on the way to the child’s
birth occurred among never married, widowed andrmi®d mothers. It means that they would have one
more child if they were married or at least hachenger.
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Fig. 50 — Obstacles to pregnancy by marital status
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Fig. 51 — Attitudes towards the absence of a fathefamilies by marital status
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The problems and difficulties in a child’s upbringj which appeared in single-parent families, sthdnal
emphasized. The absence of one of the parentkginase of this study the absence of a father,lghou
play a crucial role in the changes of a mother'sitaastatus. Figure 51 shows the distribution éwers
to the question: if the absence of a father afteetehild. Essentially, the majority of those regpents
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who have a husband or partner (married women amderndn cohabitation) as well as widowed mothers
believe that it negatively affects. While only apximately half of divorced and never married mosher

think that the absence of a father negatively #dfec child. The high number of divorced and never
married mothers has not experienced any affecthisf situation on a child. Another proportion of

divorced respondents think that the absence otterfgpositively affects. Perhaps, this is due te th

negative experience that they endured in marriage.

Due to the fact that such a high percentage obraggnts think that the absence of a father aftbets
family and child negatively, it seems to be reabte#@o ask them: what should be done to decrease th
negative impact? Figure 52 shows the distributidnrespondents by marital status and offered
recommendations for the reduction of negative éffeen the absence of a child’s father in a family.

Fig. 52 — Recommendations addressed to reduce negaiffects from the absence
of father by marital status
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The majority of almost all respondents proposedasing social benefits. More than 10 % of never
married women believe that preferences in nursehpals could reduce the negative affect of the
absence of a child’s father. Almost 10 % of divarerothers think that free psychologists could help
their children. It seems they understand that sejoar and divorce are the most stressful thingschvh
could happen during a child’s life. However, 33 ¢#awidowed mothers believe that nothing could replac
the father in a child’s upbringing. Moreover, renage as one of the solutions to the problem is les
frequent among married women and mothers livingahabitation. However, it comprises more than
10% of divorced and widowed mothers.

Therefore, in this subchapter the main fertilitttpens and trends among respondents by marital
status were analyzed. The gap between plannedcamal aumbers of children is higher among divorced
women who did not end their fertile age at the muinoé divorce. Younger respondents more frequently
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use condoms and oral contraception, while older &mmrefer IUD as a method of contraception.
Attitudes towards abortion are mostly positive dirmarital categories of respondents. The pergentd
women who experienced abortions after the dissmiutf marriage higher for divorced women, in
comparison with others. Widowed women mostly haart@ns during their first marriage. Women who
have one child are more willing to have anotheriormmparison with those who have two or threee Th
main obstacles in having the desired number ofigdil for divorced and never married mothers are the
absence of a partner as well as health problemtgri@aneeds, housing problems. The absence of a
father negatively affects only the opinion of madii widowed mothers and women living in cohabitatio
While the majority of divorced and never marriedthess did not see any affect. Remarriage as a
solution to the problem is accepted by the divoraad widowed, while never married mothers more
concentrated on social benefits and kindergartens.

In summary, this chapter was aimed to analyze wénamracteristics, such as: attitudes towards
family, religion, family formation and dissolutioand fertility according to their age, nationalityda
marital status and was aimed to highlight the nvogiortant respondents’ characteristics for thehtert
analysis of trends, related to the diversificatafnfamily types. Therefore, the analysis of patteot
emancipation of women was based on additional ckexiatics which include: the woman’s position in a
family, the family formation and dissolution prosesnd respondents’ fertility. All of the above didt
factors showed the heterogeneity of respondentwr@iog to marital status. The majority of women &av
already turned to the emancipated style of life #inid could have happened due to specific life
circumstances (divorce, separation, widowhoodhlattt of wedlock etc.). In contrast, a big propmrtof
married women are still acting more “traditionall\lowever, the value of a family as union, which
consists of a wife, husband and children, is stlibvant among the majority of respondents in ggfitihe
presence or absence of a husband or partner. Memeaomen prefer to be higher educated and see
educated men in society. At the same time, womattitudes towards the distribution of duties in a
household and in the child care process allow taecto the conclusion, that according to their apini
females are located in the same position as malssdiety. Additionally, marriage as a legal uniestill
relevant not only for married, widowed women, bigbdor never married, divorced mothers and women
that living in cohabitation. Moreover, a desirelitee in marriage, even if it is remarriage is vdrgh
among East-Kazakhstan women, especially for divbreemen. Almost a half of widowed women prefer
to stay alone and live without a partner. Howewattifudes towards premarital sexual relationshigs a
mostly positive, which is seen in a relatively highmber of ever married respondents that have been
pregnant before marriage. The nationality of pagme still important for the majority of Kazakh men,
while a large volume of Russians do not pay atvento this factor. However, married women are less
intent on getting married to Kazakh partners in parison with women, who prefer cohabitation. The
conditions of family origin, such as: premaritaksal relationships, pregnancy before marriage, and
hetero-national unions could be a crucial factoithia family dissolution process, mainly in divorce.
Moreover, the gap between planned and actual nwddfechildren is higher among divorced women
who did not end their fertile age at the momentiebrce. Younger respondents more frequently use
condoms and oral contraception, while older womesigp IUD as a method of contraception. Attitudes
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towards abortion are mostly positive for all mdritategories of respondents. The percentage of wome
who experienced abortions after the dissolutiomafriage higher for divorced women, in comparison
with others. Widowed women mostly had abortionsrdufirst marriage. Women who have one child are
more willing to have another one in comparison witbse who have two or three children. The main
obstacles in having the desired number of child@ndivorced and never married mothers are the
absence of a partner as well as health problemgrislaneeds, and enough number of children already
The absence of a father negatively affects on lal cnily the opinion of married, widowed mothers and
women living in cohabitation. While the majority divorced and never married mothers did not see any
affect. Remarriage as a solution to the problemacisepted by the divorced and widowed, while never
married mothers more concentrated on social beregfidl kindergartens.
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Chapter 5

Survival analysis of family dissolution process

5.1 Methodological guidelines

This chapter is related to survival analysis argl timing of divorce. The reasons for such a dedaile
analysis of divorce instead of other factors ofjgrparenthood (extra-marital fertility and widovaul)
were investigated in the MA thesis, hamed “Oneqpafamilies in the East-Kazakhstan region” (D.
Ualkenova, 2010). Figure 53 shows the differencesvéen transition probabilities from the state
“married” to the states “divorced” and “widowed’rféemales. It is essential that, the probability to
become widowed for females of the East-Kazakhsgion is higher than the probability to get divatce
at a senior age and started from the ages of 504i4. is likely to have been caused by a very high
mortality level amongst men, and a relatively stiéetexpectancy for males in comparison with feesal
Also it should be noted that the gap between matefemale life expectancies at birth is almost1if
years. The sample consists of women having at westchild under the age of 18, aged4% Due to
the fact that the probability of getting divorced higher for this age interval in comparison witle t
probability of getting widowed, the analysis of diige seems to be more important. However, Figdre 5
as well as Figure 53 shows the same trend: theapilily of becoming divorced is higher for agesnfro
15 to 44. Figure 54 displays a three attrition mage dissolution table, based on age profile dataas
assumed that at age-41® there is a 100 000 tablemarried population. At young ages the majority of
marriage dissolutions are caused by divorce, wihilelder age groups the majority of dissolutions ar
caused by death of one of the spouses, especialyodmale mortality.

According to the results, which were obtained wfith help of a multistate analysis in the MA study,
it can be argued that the role of extra-maritathisirin the one-parent families’ appearance is not
significant. The biggest impact on the increas@éncentage of one-parent households belongs to the
marriage dissolution process, such as divorce addwhood. However, it should be noted that at young
and adult ages (389) the role of divorce in family dissolutions isoma important, compared to
widowhood, which is higher for senior ages (staftedn 50 for females). Therefore, divorce as one of
the efficient forces of family transformations frarraditional (nuclear) to a modern (lone-parshtjuld
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be analyzed in more detail. This chapter sougheso the role of such factors and a set of women’s
characteristics in taking the decision to divorce.

Fig. 53 — Transition probabilities of moving fromhe state married to divorced
and widowed
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Fig. 54 — Three attrition marriage dissolution tab) the East-Kazakhstan region
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Initially, the main hypothesis that will be impamtain understanding the results of the survivallysia
should be mentioned. According to the several rekea (F. Bernardi, and J. Martinez-Pastor 201dreth
is positive relationship between education and rdiwo However, with the spread of divorce and the
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reduction in its social and economic costs, it rigg anticipated that the relationship between &itiloc
and marriage dissolution was weakened. This stigly @med to test relationships between woman’s
educational level and intention of being divorcedhe East-Kazakhstan region.

With regard to the effect of women’s employmentjmas studies have found that employed women
are more likely to divorce than those who are eotnally inactive (F. Bernardi, and J. Martinez-Rast
2011, S. South 2001). Working women are able ta Itlea economic costs of divorce because they
receive a salary and are less economically depémtetheir husbands (F. Bernardi, and J. Martinez-
Pastor 2011). Other studies (F. Bernardi, and Jtile-Pastor 2011, G. Becker 1981, T. Parsons)1955
have suggested that female employment calls ingstipn the traditional division of labor within the
household. As such, female employment is assocuwithdan increase in union dissolutions. At the sam
time, very few analyses have investigated the imp&a wife’s unemployment on divorce, although
there is some evidence of a positive relationskigvben these two factors (F. Bernardi, and J. Meati
Pastor 2011). Unemployment usually generates grs#tess for a couple, which leads to the marital
breakdown. Moreover, unemployment status might beiralicator of expected union dissolution.
Economically inactive women, when faced with anatiséactory marital relationship, might decide to
start looking for a job in anticipation of a breakeh of the union (F. Bernardi, and J. Martinez-Brast
2011). With respect to changes in these effects tome, the male breadwinner model could be apptied
the effect of female employment. When union sep@arawas rare, economic resources were crucial for
covering the legal costs associated with divoree far starting an independent life. It has alserbe
argued that the positive effect of women's economitependence on divorce is stronger in more
traditional societies (F. Bernardi, and J. MartiRastor 2011, A. Poortman 2007). Moreover it isiobs
that working women had a disruptive effect on usicgferred to societies in which the model of tredan
breadwinner was dominant. Given the higher costdliebrce and the stronger mismatch between
traditional values and female employment when inadbt few women were employed and the male
breadwinner model was largely dominant, it might dgected that the positive effect of female
employment on divorce was stronger in the past, thatl it has declined over time (F. Bernardi, and
J. Martinez-Pastor 2011). However, it expected ithahe East-Kazakhstan region employed women are
more likely to dissolve their marriage comparedemployed women.

In addition, previous studies have consistentlshthat couples who have children are less likely t
divorce than couples who do not have children (EtnBrdi, and J. Martinez-Pastor 2011). Moreover,
social psychology has demonstrated that having didril increases the marital commitment.
Consequently, it is less likely that the parentovene happy in marriage will divorce (J. Brinesd an
K. Joyner 1999). It may also be the case that gsouwdo are not confident of the durability of their
marriage are less likely to have children (F. Bathaand J. Martinez-Pastor 2011). Based on these
assumptions, the hypothesis is that in the Easak@tan region a woman’s risk of being divorced is
decreasing with the number of children. Accordinghpmen having one child are more likely to dissolv
their marriage compared to women with two or mdriédeen.

According to some researches (F. Bernardi, and drtiMz-Pastor 2011) parental divorce and
premarital pregnancy could be influential on takitegision to divorce. With regard to changes owvee
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the main hypothesis is that, with the diffusionddforce, children of divorced parents become a less
select group, and the negative consequences ohtpargivorce should diminish (F. Bernardi, and
J. Martinez-Pastor 2011). The intergenerationaistndission of divorce is expected to decline. Acoayd

to the researchers, the evidence supporting tipsthgsis is mixed (F. Bernardi, and J. Martinezétas
2011). According to this, it is expected that ie thast-Kazakhstan region the women who experienced
parental divorce are less likely to dissolve tHast marriages. Additionally, it was assumed ttiz
premarital pregnancy positively associated with tis& of being divorced among East-Kazakhstani
women.

5.2 Analysis of explanatory variables by using of L ife-Table (acturial) and
Kaplan-Meier (product limit) estimations

This subchapter is related to the analysis of exgitary variables, which were used in modeling. The
survival data is based on survey results and iedurensored (still married in the end of obsermatio
time) and uncensored (divorced) observations. Tt $tep in this analysis of survival data is the
estimation of survival distribution function (SDFjumulative distribution function (CDF) and hazard
function. This estimation was done with the helpiéétest procedure in SAS 9.2 software by usiffgtli
table (or acturial) method. Figure 55 demonstrtegproportion of women who “survived” (or stillve
status “married”) during the survival time.

Fig. 55 — Survival distribution function by duratio of marriage (life table method)
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The next two Figures 56 and 57 graphically showdstribution of cumulative density function and
hazard function.
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Fig. 56 — Density function by duration of marriaggife table method)
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Fig. 57 — Hazard function by duration of marriagdife table method)
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Nextwith the help of the Kaplan-Meier (or product-linihethod the survival distribution functions were
estimated. They are stratified by the main charsties, such as: the number of children, education
nationality, place of residence, employment etgufé 58 presents the distribution function stratifby
the number of children. The rank test for homogdsniidicates a significant difference between the
groups of respondents according to the number itdren (p-value for Logrank test is equal to 0.0053
Women with two and more children are more likelystay married in comparison with women having
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only one child. This could be caused by divorceemwkwomen could not have an opportunity to deliver
more children due to divorce.

Fig. 58 — Survival distribution function by numbesf children and duration
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Fig. 59 — Survival distribution function by educatn and duration of marriage
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There is no significant difference between sunadvetratified by educational level according to the
Logrank test, p=0.6125 (Figure 59fhe Sidak multiple-comparisoior pairwise testing is also not
significant (Basic-High p=0.9207; Basic-Vocatiomed0.3027; High-Vocational p=0.3528). It should be
noted that during the last two decades educatioarme less significant in Kazakhstan due to thetfaatt
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it has become easily accessible and it is formah@racter. After the dissolution of the Soviet dina
large number of private universities appeared, khiere not interested in the level of educatiort, bu
mostly interested in financial earning. For exampularing the Soviet period in the East-Kazakhstan
region there were only two universities (technimadl pedagogical), in the 90s the number of unitiessi
increased to 8. However, there were still just public universities (both controlled by the Ministof
education), while 6 out of 8 were private. As asgiuence, clear boundaries between a higher educate
group of population and population having low ediatel level disappeared. Therefore, the educaltiona
level as one of the characteristics of intentiordiorce is less applicable to the current Kazaktist
reality (which was justified by the ANOVA test).

The next Figure 60 illustrates the survival digitibn function stratified by nationality of
respondents. Surprisingly, Kazakh and Russian woshemnv relative homogeneity in patterns, women
representing Other nationalities are more frequetitiorced. The Logrank test shows that the difiees
are not statistically significant (p=0.5574). Thal&k multiple-comparisortest similarly shows the
homogeneity of these groups (Kazakh-Other p=0.994zakh-Russian p=0.9439; Other-Russian
p=0.8011).

Fig. 60 — Survival distribution function by natiorlity and duration of marriage
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In comparison with previous situation, the trendwh in Figure 61 seems to be more interesting. The
survival function is stratified by the differencés spouses’ nationalities and showed statistically
significant results. The hetero-national unionsvisd less than the spouses with the same natignali
Mostly this could be explained by the existing atdl, mental and psychological differences between
nationalities, even if they have common historjast in the Soviet Union. The way of solving probde
acceptance of new life styles, even attitudes tdw/dife, marriage, religion, children and familys@
parental family), housekeeping and childcare cdagidoroblematic in the life of spouses with diffdren
nationalities.
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Fig. 61 — Survival distribution function by the diérence of spouses’ nationality
and duration of marriage
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Fig. 62 — Survival distribution function by the ptze of residence and duration of
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Figure 62 displays the difference between urbanraral respondents’ survivorships of unions acaggdi

to the duration of marriage. The differences arappically observed, even if it is not statistically
significant (p=0.7572). However, it seems that rvespondents divorced less during the observed tim
period compared to urban. However, the processhmnization in Kazakhstan and particularly in the
East-Kazakhstan region is still going on. During ®oviet period the percentage of the urban Kazakh
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population was less in comparison with Russian. Kagakh population was mostly rural. After the
dissolution of the Soviet Union the majority of Ri#m), German, Ukrainian and Jewish people moved to
their historical motherlands. For the rural Kazgidpulation it became easier to get higher paid jobs
the cities compared to previous years, when thiepgalicy was practiced, aimed to employ only Rassi

in the cities, and to keep Kazakhs in rural ar&azakh people, concentrated before in rural areageth

to the cities. This fact fueled the disappeararfcdiféerences between the rural and urban populatio
Religiosity is also influential in the family didstion process. But the Kazakhstani religiositgjecific,
which is proved by Figure 63. Even if the differenis not statistically significant (p=0.3129), the
religious respondents are more likely to stay irrriage compared to unbelievers. Perhaps, unrekgiou
women must have more liberal attitudes about ngerénd divorce and probably more frequently accept
new life standards. At the same time, even those pisitioned themselves as believers have more
liberal attitudes about divorce. This is due toftet that religion in the East-Kazakhstan is mike&ly to
belong to one of the following specific groupsalsl, Christianity, etc.

Fig. 63 — Survival distribution function by the rigiosity and duration of marriage
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Another important aspect in this survival analysithe issue of the bride’s pregnancy before mgerién
Kazakhstani culture there is a relatively commaaiifes — the so called “marriage due to pregnancy of
women”, which is more popular amongst the youngaregations. Mostly, spouses decide to get married
in order to keep a child, which is not logicallyrrct. Practically, the main problems appeared in
marriage and the majority of such unions endinglivorce. Figure 64 shows that women who were
pregnant before marriage more frequently experigtogrce in comparison with women who were not
pregnant before marriage (p=0.0001). Moreover ntlagority of divorce happened in the first 5 yeafs o
living in marriage.
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Fig. 64— Survival distribution function by pregnarycbefore marriage and
duration of marriage
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Fig. 65 — Survival distribution function by the typof parental families and
duration of marriage
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The type of parental family can indirectly influenthe respondents’ acceptance of divorce and loyal
attitudes towards marriage. According to psychdasgihumans generally and women particularly copy
the lifestyle of their parents, as well as charmacteehavior and marital status. In Figure 65 ifffergnce
between two categories of respondents, which belondjfferent types of parental families is clearly
observed, even if it is not statistically signifit€p=0.1586). However, it seems that women whaevgrp
with both parents divorce less frequently in corgmar with women growing up with mothers only. It
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seems that for women who grew up with both pardhtsdecision to divorce is more difficult, mostly
due to worrying about child’s future and his/hemtia¢ and psychological conditions.

According to the results of the Kaplan-Meier estiora of survival density functions, it is obvious
that there are a few parameters which could be inséa: construction of proportional hazards regj@s
models. The unions’ survivorship depends on suclradteristics, as: the respondents’ number of
children, difference of spouses’ nationalities, amel fact of pregnancy before marriage. Less diganit
differences were observed between the respondelitsrce risks according to their education,
nationality, place of residence, degree of religypgnd the type of parental family.

5.3 Modeling of explanatory variables

The next step of this study is the constructiormafdels with the help of Cox’s proportional hazards
method. In this subchapter the effect of a setxplamatory variables on the occurrence and timihg o
divorce will be described. It was assumed that dependent variables are right censoring, because
spouses could experience divorce after conductiagstirvey. Explanatory variables were divided #hto
groups: demographic (age at marriage, number d¢dreim, and age of last child), socio-economic (plac
of residence, employment, educational level), psysbcial attitudes (the type of parental family,
religiosity, attitudes toward marriage, divorcenfly and premarital sexual relationships), and dtioas

of marriage formation (spouses’ national differemregnancy before marriage).

Tab. 40 — Proportion of divorced according to theam characteristics of women

Parameters % of divorced Number of % of sample*
divorced

Age at marriage

Early marriage (1622) 44.5 90 213

Late marriage (23 and later) 28.6 63 14.9

Number of children

One child 36.3 91 21.4

Two and more 35.9 62 14.6

Last child’s age

Less than 6 28.7 59 13.9

More than 6 43.1 94 22.2

Place of residence

Urban 36.2 72 17.0

Rural 36.0 81 19.1

Employment

Employed 36.6 136 321

Unemployed 32.7 17 4.0
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Tab. 40 continued

Education

Higher 37.1 89 4.5
Vocational 32.1 45 21.0
Basic 43.2 19 10.6
Type of parental family

One-parent 441 37 8.7
With both parents 34.1 116 27.3
Religiosity

Not religious 38.1 78 18.4
Religious 34.4 75 17.7
Attitudes toward marriage

Marriage is unimportant 28.1 67 16.5
Marriage is important 45.9 73 18.0
Attitudes toward divorce

Not accepted 10.2 10 2.4
Accepted 43.9 143 33.7
Attitudes toward family

Modern 96.0 24 5.7
Traditional 32.3 129 30.4
Attitudes toward premarital sex

Not accepted 30.7 78 18.4
Accepted 44.1 75 17.7
Spouses’ national difference

The same nationality 325 118 27.8
Different nationalities 57.4 35 8.3
Pregnancy before marriage

Was not pregnant 32.0 94 22.3
Was pregnant 45.7 59 14.0
Total divorced 100.0 153 36.1

Note: *=from those who were ever married
Source: SAS output

The proportion of the divorced according to womeclmracteristics are displayed in Table 40. The
descriptive analysis is necessary in order to cofiarmulating categories according to parameféhe
first parameter related to the respondents’ ageaatiage. Accordingly, the assumption, that couplee
experienced early marriage are more likely to dieowas formulated. Early marriages lie in age irgtler
between 1622, while late marriages started from 23 and laeditionally, thevariable corresponding
to the number of children was included in the med€éhe age of last child could also be influertiahe
decision to divorce. This variable consists of tabegories: less that 6, and more than 6. It wasnasd,
that women, having children aged less than 6 a® ligely to get divorced, than others. The plate o
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residence is also included in the model. The enmpémnt status of women could also be crucial in the
decision to divorce. Employed women anestly more independent and can become divorcddreas
comparison to their unemployed counterparts. Eeaducational level was less significant in the
Kaplan-Meier analysis, this variable was includedhe model. It was divided into categories: women
with higher, vocational and basic education. The@etage of divorced among respondents who grow up
with one parent only is higher in comparison witbmen from families with both parents. Despite the
fact that the level of religiosity is more formal the East-Kazakhstan region, this variable walsiéecl

in the model. Attitudes towards marriage, divofeejily and premarital sexual relationships candkeh

as explanatory variables. They were divided int@ tapposite categories, describing positive and
negative attitudes, acceptance and non acceptamesvastyles, modern and traditional attitudes. Tets¢
group of explanatory variables is describing theditions and characteristics of marriage: spouses’
national differences, and bride's pregnancy befoegriage. The Cox’s proportional hazard models are
shown in Table 41. There are four models, whichkeeoming increasingly complex. The first model
considered only demographic characteristics of aedents, such as: age at marriage, the number of
children, and last child’s age. The score test shithw statistical significance of p-value. The hdzate

of divorce for respondents, who experienced eadyrimge, was estimated to be 1.5 times greater than
for women married at late ages. At the same tilme relative risk to be divorced for women having on
child 1.8 times higher than for those who have amal more children. The risk of being divorced is
significantly higher for women, who have a childfz age of less than 6.

The second model also includes the socio-economgitacteristics of respondents: place of residence,
employment, educational level. The last child’s hgeomes less significant in the women'’s risk afipe
divorced. Additionally all socio-economic factorseanot influential to the woman’s intention to be
divorced.

The third model in addition to the above mentionediables includes psycho-social conditions
(mentality): type of parental family, religiositand attitudes towards marriage, divorce, family and
premarital sexual relationships. In this model tthiéferences between respondents according to
employment became statistically significant. Swipgly, unemployed women are more likely to get
divorced compared to employed respondents the thaa#ip is 1.8. This variable is tested in the four
model and also showed significant results. Thegiadity, as well as the type of parental familynist
influential to the risk to become divorced. Theatise risk of getting divorced for women who mentd
marriage as an important thing is higher in congmariwith the respondents for whom marriage is
unimportant. The women for whom marriage is uningmarmostly stay in cohabitation, or deliver a dhil
out of wedlock. And those who think that marriagénportant in their life more frequently marry aasl
a consequence more frequently divorce. This ismthé reason of such a surprising result. The hazard
ratio of divorce is higher for women who acceptédorte compared to those who not accepted. The
relative risk to get divorced for women with modexttitudes towards families (family considered as
consisting of mother and child) is 4 times highwrt respondents with traditional attitudes (faratpuld
consists of husband, wife, children and spouse®mia or other relatives).
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Tab. 41 — Cox’s proportional hazard models

Parameters ‘ Model 1 | Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Age at marriage (reference: late marriage (23 anchlter))

Early marriage (1622) 1.54%= 1.56* 1.38* 1.32
Number of children (reference: two and more)

One child ‘ 1.79* | 1.76** | 1.39* ‘ 1.44*
Last child’s age (reference: less than 6)

More than 6 ‘ 0.73* | 0.77 | 0.80 ‘ 0.79
Place of residence (reference: urban)

Rural ‘ | 1.14 | 1.21 ‘ 1.17
Employment (reference: employed)

Unemployed ‘ | 1.28 | 1.81* ‘ 1.66*
Education (reference: basic)

Higher 1.04 0.78 0.89
Vocational 0.74 0.53* 0.60
Type of parental family (reference: with both parerts)

One-parent ‘ | | 1.29 ‘ 1.30
Religiosity (reference: religious)

Not religious ‘ | | 0.98 ‘ 1.00

Attitudes toward marriage (reference: marriage is mportant)

Marriage is unimportant ‘ | | 0.66* ‘ 0.63*

Attitudes toward divorce (reference: accepted)

Not accepted ‘ | | 0.15** ‘ 0.15*
Attitudes toward family (reference: traditional)

Modern ‘ | | 4.23** ‘ 3.59%
Attitudes toward premarital sex (reference: acceptd)

Not accepted ‘ | | 0.86 ‘ 0.94

Spouses’ national difference (reference: different)

The same nationality ‘ | | ‘ 0.57*

Pregnancy before marriage (reference: was pregnant)

Was not pregnant before marriage 0.59**
Score test p=0.0020 p=0.0034 p=<.0001L p=<.0001

Note: *=p<0.05; *=p<0.01
Source: SAS output

The attitudes towards premarital sexual relatiqrshaire not significantly influential in the inteori
to get divorced. This is due to the fact that thengarital sexual relationships in the East-Kazanst
region are accepted by all women despite theirtaiasiatus. The differences according to acceptahce
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premarital sexual relationships are more essebgiage profile: younger generations are more layal
comparison to the senior generations.

The last model includes variables describing theditmns of marriage formation, such as: the
spousal differences by nationality and the faqirefynancy of respondents before marriage. Theblaga
related to the number of children, respondents’leympent, and attitudes towards marriage, divorod, a
family are still showing the statistically signifiot results. It is essential that both of the \des
indicating the conditions of marriage formation atatistically significant. The risk of getting dinced
for women who have a different nationality fromitHausbands is twice as high compared to women with
the same nationality as their husbands. Additignallomen who were pregnant before their marriage
have a twice as high risk of getting divorced tllamse who were not. The Score test for all models i
statistically significant.

Accordingly, the risk of becoming divorced is ralaty higher for those who experienced early
marriage, have one child aged less than 6 yeaesnpiloyed, accepted divorce and have positive dégtu
towards modern family (consisting of mother andd)hiwere pregnant before the marriage and have a
different nationality in comparison with their hastils. The examined variables that influence divorce
clearly show the factors which are also influental the process of family transformation in thetEas
Kazakhstan region. Women with modern attitudes tds/éamily, marriage and those that accept new life
styles are much more willing to become lone-par€efte next chapter will conduct a detailed analgsis
reproductive behavior of divorced women after thssalution of their marriage. Additionally, an
important task is the examination of predictors akhinfluence on the acceptance and formation of
stepfamilies and families with cohabitated partnessich are also classified as one of the modepasy
of family.
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Chapter 6

The impact of marital instability on a woman'’s fert ility

6.1 Methodological measures and analysis of predict  ors

This chapter provided an analysis of the impaave@fan’s marital instability to fertility behavioklore
precisely, the implication of divorce on a womariigther childbearing process will be analyzed.
Therefore, the main idea of this study is to presenanalysis of the negative or positive impaétthe
family dissolution process on a woman’s desired lmemof children in the East-Kazakhstan region. The
interpretation of the negative and positive affest®uld be considered in details. According to the
majority of scientists (S. Meggiolaro, F. Ongard@0E. Thomson, J. Li 2002), family dissolutiondea
to an interruption or termination of the fertileripgl during first marriages. As a consequence, woma
could not deliver the desired number of childree do unfavorable family situation. As such, thisis
negative impact of the family dissolution procedswever, notably, there is another opinion related
positive (or not influential) impact. Some stud{& Meggiolaro, F. Ongaro 2010) have proved that th
interruption of marriage could be problematic iderto have the desired number of children, buhérr
repartnering and remarriage is slowly correctinig fituation. In this situation the level of feittilcould

be similar to the fertility of those who stayedtfimir first marriage. Some of demographers expththés

as a desire to have a shared child or children avitlew partner and as a consequence “the recaptifrin
most of the lost children due to the dissolutiontloé first marriage” (S. Meggiolaro, F. Ongaro
2010:964).

In light of these issues, this study aims to aralylze positive and negative impacts of family
disruption (divorce) on a woman'’s fertility: if divce lowers the number of children, even if a woman
remarried or repartnered, or the number of childegnains at the same level. The first task is twiple
an analysis of the predictors which are influentiathe birth of children after family dissoluti@mong
divorced women at a fertile age. In addition, tekationship between a woman’s marital status amed th
number of children by comparing divorced women, aaiad or repartnered women and women, staying
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in first marriage will be examined. The main ideatd attempt to evaluate to what extent the family
dissolution could be influential on a woman'’s figti Moreover, the additional factors which leadthe
delivery of children after family dissolution witle examined.

In this study the logistic regression (binary andimmal) was applied. Logistic regression is a magsd

for the prediction of the probability of occurrenaiean event by fitting data into a logistic cuii Cox,

E. Snell 1989, D. Collett 1991). Therefore, binkrgistic regression, where a discrete responselviari

is a binary variable was used. As a binary respaasiable, the question regarding the appearance of
post-dissolution birth with a yes-no answer wasrioteted. For binary response models, the respdnse,
of an individual or an experimental unit can takeome of two possible values, denoted for convaxien
by 0 and 1 (Y=0 if a post-dissolution birth is gesamong divorced women, otherwise Y=1). Suppose

is a vector of explanatory variables apd= Pr(Y ::I]x) is the response probability to be modeled (when

a post-dissolution birth is absent). Each of tlggassion coefficients describes the size of theritmrtion

of the risk factor. A positive regression coeffitieneans that risk factor increases the probatifitthe
event, while a negative regression coefficient reghat risk factor decreases the probability. Tdrgd
regression coefficient means that the risk factamgly influences the probability of an event. kivihe
help of logistic regression the relationship betmveisk factors, such as: age, the time since ntarita
dissolution, repartnering and remarriage, etc. am@vent such as the probability to deliver a chftdr
marriage dissolution will be described. Due to $haall sample size in this study, the exact conaltio
logistic regression is applied.

In order to analyze the relationships between fadiigsolution, remarriage and repartnering and the
number of children, the ordinal logistic regressigas used. This method is useful for modeling count
variables (the number of children). In this studg humber of children per woman according to miarita
status (women staying in first marriage or expeaxehthe dissolution of marriage) will be modeled. A
noted, ordinal logistic regression refers to theecavhere the dependent variable has an order. Bsé m
common ordinal logistic model is the proportionalde model. If the dependent variable is really
continuous, and is recorded ordinally (the numberhildren: the first, second and third), but titdtas
been divided into j categories then if the realestefed variable ig, the model is:

Y =xB+¢&

The most important factors which are influentiabtvoman’s childbearing after the dissolution of a
marriage are: repartnering or remarriage at aldesiije and the existence of children from the previ
marriage. Repartnering or remarriage clearly shihvas a woman who remarried or has a new partner is
expected to have one more shared child in compavigih divorced woman without a partner. This is th
main reason of consideration the absence or preseht¢he partner as one of the predictors in the
modeling of binary and ordinal logistic regressidAewever, it should be noted that according to\tiie
study named “One-parent families in the East-Kagtdth region”, the probability of remarriage for
divorced females is relatively low in comparisonthwimales (D. Ualkenova 2010). The majority of
divorced women at a fertile age are more likeljite with their partners in cohabitation. Perhapss is
due to a negative experience obtained during teerfiarriage. Nevertheless, a more detailed asabfsi
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predictors and factors, which are influential te thtention of living in cohabitation, will be presgted in

the next chapter. According to the aim of this gtutie several hypotheses were formulated. The firs
hypothesis is that a new partnership (remarriagecatabitation) is influential on childbearing aftbe
dissolution of marriage. The second hypothesilsted to the assumption that divorced women (both,
who did not entered a second union and those whartreered and remarried) experience lower fertility
level compared to continuously married women. Havethe differences between the fertility behaviors
of remarried and repartnered women should be algldighted. Some demographers (A. Berrington,
I. Diamond 2000, S. Meggiolaro, F. Ongaro 2010)chatke that remarried women are more likely to
deliver a child compared to women living in a neartpership. They explain this by the fact that
marriage carries an explicit long-term commitmenstay together, and also remarried women may be
selected as being more prone to forming a familg, taus to having a child. In connection with thie
differences of post-dissolution fertilities betwaemarried and repartnered women will be analyZée.
next hypothesis is that remarried women are maedylito have a post-dissolution child in comparison
with their repartnered counterparts.

Moreover, the post-dissolution births depend onrttmber and age of children from the previous
marriage. There are three main approaches in thmglaphic literature, which consider the effect of
number of previous children to a post-dissolutiertility. The first group of scientists (R. Rind&ys
L. Bumpass 1977, S. Clarke et al. 1993) conclude tthe number of existing children negatively affec
the probability of post-dissolution childbearinghile the second group shows a non-linear negative
affect (H. Wineberg 1990, A. Berrington, I. DiamorD00). The last group of demographers
demonstrates no affect (J. Griffit, H. Koo, C. Sadman 1985). However, it was assumed that in dst-E
Kazakhstan region a woman’s number of children ftbenfirst marriage lowers the propensity to have a
post-dissolution child in the new union, if sheeally has two and more children. The underlined
hypothesis is that women having only one childraoze likely to deliver a post-dissolution childander
to provide a sibling to a first child.

The women’s experience of a post-dissolution cleigding (mostly after divorce) could be affected
by the age of a previous child or children. Accogdito some demographic studies (S. Meggiolaro,
F. Ongaro 2010), the age of the last child fromptevious marriage influences the probability teeha
child in the new union, but the way of influencelahe mechanism of this phenomenon are still unclea
It was assumed that the impact of the age of thedhild from a previous marriage on a woman’s
experience of a post-dissolution childbearing @ Hast-Kazakhstan region is insignificant.

Significantly, the duration since marriage dissolutis also influential on the intention to have a
post-dissolution child. According to numerous stsdihe propensity to deliver a post-dissolutiondcisi
increasing with time since the dissolution of usd8. Meggiolaro, F. Ongaro 2010). The duratiogesin
divorce also was included as a one of the prediaibthe risk of having a post-dissolution child.

Essentially, the nationality is one of the mostuaftial factors on a woman’'s marital and fertility
behaviors in Kazakhstan. According to some stuBedJalieva 1995, 2007, A. Alekseenko et al. 2006),
the importance of studying demographic processdsazakhstan, such as: marriage, fertility, divorce,
and cohabitation according to nationality is undéneated. However, the marital and fertility beuasi



Dinara Ualkenova: Family structures, trends and gpects in the East-Kazakhstan region 135

of, for example, Kazakh and Russian women are reiffie As such, this study also will consider the
differences in a woman’s post-dissolution maritadl dertility behaviors according to nationality tine
East-Kazakhstan region.

6.2 Modeling the predictors of childbearing aftert  he dissolution of a
marriage

The data used in the modeling of predictors of lisgolution childbearing included women at a ferti
age that experienced divorce in their life-time. &starting point for the process of modeling, diata
relating to the main characteristics will be anatyzFigure 66 shows the proportion of women who did
not experience a post-dissolution childbearing aling to age at separation and duration since the
divorce.

Fig. 66 — Proportion of women without post-dissal birth by age at separation and
duration since divorce
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Almost 30 % of women for both age categories dedistea child after 59 years since dissolution of their
first marriage. The proportion of women who expecied divorce at early ages (under the age of 3®) an
delivered a child 1519 years after the dissolution of marriage is $lighigher compared to women who
divorced at older ages. However, it should be lggited that the differences among these age cagsgor
are minimal for the East-Kazakhstan region. NeguFé 67 shows the proportion of women who did not
experience a post-dissolution childbearing accgrdim the number of children from their previous
marriage and duration since divorce. As was expedte proportion of women having one child who
experienced a post-dissolution birth is higher égmparison with women having two or more children.
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Almost half of the women with one child experienagost-dissolution birth after £59 years since
divorce.

Fig. 67 — Proportion of women without a post-disatibn birth by number of children
and duration since divorce
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Table 42 shows the results of the logistic regogsgeiodels, and aimed to analyze the exact predictor
of post-dissolution births. According to this, tbehree models were estimated. The first modeldes
the duration since divorce which has been divided four categories: less than two years, three-fiv
years, six-nine years and more than ten years; mants age at divorce: less than 30 years, the age
interval between 31 and 35 years, and more thayedbs; and the number of children, born before
divorce: only one child, two or more children.

The propensity of delivering a child after the distion of marriage is 3.62 times higher for women
who went through more than 10 years since divorce&edmparison with those who were recently
divorced. The odds ratio (Table 43) is 37.2. Esabyt the propensity of having a child after the
dissolution of marriage is increasing with the diora spent since divorce. As proved in Figure 6@ t
age at divorce is less influential on the intentmihhaving a post-dissolution child. Therefore this
parameter was excluded from the second and thideladn this analysis. The propensity of delivering
child after experiencing a divorce is higher fornagn having one child from the previous marriagee Th
odds ratio for women having one child is 13.4 tirgesater in comparison with divorced women with
two or more children at the moment of divorce. Timisdictor was tested in following three modelgj an
revealed the same results.
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Tab. 42 — Exact parameter estimates from logisggression models analyzing the predictors of passdlution

births (divorced women under the of 49)

Parameters

‘ Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Duration since divorce (reference: less than 2 yesy

3-5 years

2.06*

2.06*

1.85

6-9 years

2.65**

2.74**

3.06**

More than 10 years

3.62**

3.73**

3.68**

Age at divorce (reference: less than 30 years)

31-35

0.07

More than 35

0.34

Number of children at divorce (reference: more tharone)

One child

‘ 2.61%*

2.57*

2.50*

Nationality of women (reference: Kazakh)

Russian

0.28

Others

0.04

Remarriage and repartnering at reproductive age (réere

nce: no)

Remarried

2.76*

Repartnered

2.50**

Experience of abortion in first marriage (reference no)

Yes

1.16

Note: *=p<0.05; *=p<0.01
Source: SAS output

Tab. 43 — Exact odds ratios from logistic regressimodels analyzing the predictors of post-dissabatibirths

(divorced women under the age of 49)

‘ Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Duration since divorce (reference: less than 2 yesy

3-5 years

7.8*

7.8*

6.4

6-9 years

14.2%*

15.5%*

21.3*

More than 10 years

37.2%*

41. 7

39.6**

Age at divorce (reference: less than 30 years)

31-35

1.1

More than 35

3.8

Number of children at divorce (reference: more thanone)

One child

‘ 13.4%*

13.0**

12.2*

Nationality of women (reference: Kazakh)

Russian

13

Others

1.0

Remarriage and repartnering at reproductive age (réere

nce: no)

Remarried

15.8**

Repartnered

12.2%*

Experience of abortion in first marriage (reference no)

Yes

3.20

Source: SAS output
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The second model also included the nationality aimen. As aforementioned in the previous
chapters in the East-Kazakhstan region the natidiftdirences among Russian and Kazakh divorced
women are not significant that was also proved@logistic modeling. The third model aimed to thst
differences in post-dissolution childbearing amargartnered and remarried women. As previously
mentioned, remarried women are theoretically makelyl to deliver a post-dissolution child in
comparison with women who live in cohabitation aftee dissolution of marriage. According to
demographic literature (S. Brown 2000, S. Meggmldf. Ongaro 2010), repartnering (remarriage and
cohabitation) after the dissolution of marriagecigsely and positively associated with giving hirth
However, in the East-Kazakhstan region, remarriethen are more likely to deliver a child after diser
(almost 16 times) in comparison with women who hatlmarried after the dissolution of marriage and
remained alone. Moreover, cohabiting women are aB@ times more likely to experience a post-
dissolution birth compared to divorced women withaupartner. At the same time, the odds ratio of
delivering a child after the dissolution of unianhigher for remarried women in comparison withirthe
cohabiting counterparts. However conclusively,duld be argued that in spite of the hypothesis that
East-Kazakhstani women living in cohabitation @&ssllikely to deliver a post-dissolution child, meya
partner in consensual union could be an importediptor in post-dissolution fertility behavior.

Figure 68 shows the predicted probabilities of elgpeing a post-dissolution childbearing according
to duration since divorce and number of childresmfrprevious marriage. Accordingly, the predicted
probability of delivering a post-dissolution chiisl higher for women, having one child from previous
marriage. Controversially, women with two or mofdldren from previous marriage are less likely to
experience a post-dissolution childbearing.

Fig. 68 — Women'’s probability of having a post-digstion child by duration
since divorce and number of children from previouogarriage
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The probabilities of experiencing post-dissolutioinths according to a woman’s marital status after
divorce are shown in Figure 69. Essentially, refedrand repartnered women are more likely to debve
child after divorce, in comparison with women wieonained divorced.
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Fig. 69 — Women’s probability of having a post-digstion child by duration
since divorce and experience of remarriage and reparing
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In summary, the chance of experiencing a post-tlissa birth is increasing with the time spent
since divorce, and is negatively associated withrthmber of children born at first marriage. Anothe
important factor which increases the risk of delivg a child after the dissolution of marriage lie t
existence of a partner, regardless of a woman’stahatatus: remarried or living in a consensudbaon
However, a more detailed analysis of the relatigmsitibetween a woman's characteristics and post-
dissolution fertility should be examined.

6.3 Analysis of the effects of family dissolution t o the number of children

This chapter aimed to study the consequences ofaivon women'’s fertility in general, and the numbe
of children particularly. The data concern evernedrwomen at a fertile age at the time of intemvend
those who were under the age of 40 at the timbaif first marriage. In order to complete the agalypf
the factors which are influential on a woman’sifigytaccording to marital status, a descriptiontbé
fertility level reached by women during their lifae since the first marriage should be introdudexhle

44 shows the average number of children ever bgrmérried and divorced women at the moment of
interview and according to the duration spent imriage. The mean number of children born by divdrce
women is relatively higher in comparison with theiarried counterparts. Perhaps, this is due tdnigje
share of remarried or repartnered women among thercgéd. Divorced women will be specified
according to the presence of a partner.
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Tab. 44 — Average number of ever born children hyration spent in marriage for divorced and marriedomen

Duration Divorced Married
spentin Mean | Standard | Variance | Number Mean | Standard | Variance | Number
marriage | number | deviation of cases | number | deviation of cases
of (in abs. of (in abs.
children numbers) | children numbers)
03 1.34 0.59 0.35 47 1.08 0.27 0.07, 51
48 1.45 0.55 0.30 76 1.29 0.51 0.26 80
913 1.75 0.68 0.46 16 1.53 0.61 0.37, 53
14-18 1.86 0.90 0.81 7 1.70 0.52 0.27 40
19-23 2.25 0.96 0.92 4 1.67 0.71 0.51 51
24+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 1.39 0.59 0.34 41

Source: SAS output

Table 45 shows the average number of children leear by women according to the duration spent in a
union and woman’s marital status: married, divoreéthout a partner, divorced with a partner. The
presence of a partner after the dissolution of mruiis a very influential factor on the intentio o
delivering post-dissolution children. The mean nemobf children ever born by divorced women who
have a partner is relatively higher in comparisathvboth groups: married and divorced without a
partner. However, it should be noted that the ageraumber of children ever born by divorced women
without a partner after the dissolution of uniorhigher compared to the mean number of childrem bor
by married women. However, these two tables doawgbunt for the marriage cohort, which is the
number of years spent between marriage and interdibe marriage cohort including the age at maeriag
could be influential on the number of children, fotample, when there are big differences between
women living in a marriage of only three years aibrced women, who spent more than 20 years in
their previous marriage.

Tab. 45 — Average number of ever born children bwaman’s marital status and duration spent in maage

Duration Married Number of Divorced Number of Divorced Number of
spentin cases (in with a cases (in without a cases (in
marriage abs. partner abs. partner abs.
numbers) numbers) numbers)
03 1.06 50 1.71 14 1.20 34
4-8 1.29 78 1.58 24 1.36 55
9-13 1.52 52 1.50 4 1.84 13
14-18 1.72 39 2.00 3 1.60 5
19-23 1.77 44 1.00 7 2.25 4
24+ 1.67 18 1.21 24 0.00 0

Source: SAS output

Table 46 shows the average number of children bmran ever-married woman (without taking into
account widowed women) by the years spent in ngerianarriage cohort and marital status. The mean
number of children is the same for divorced andrimdrwomen during the first eight years of marriage
For example, three years after their first marrjadjeorced and married women have 1.1 children per
woman. The average number of children for marriednan who belong to-43 and 1418 marriage
cohorts is higher compared to women who experiemiearce. Thirteen years after the dissolution of
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marriage, divorced women show cumulated fertiltfich is approximately 0.5 lower than women who
remained married at the time of interview. Howewdikorced women who belong to older marriage
cohorts (1923 and more than 24) have more children in comganigith married women at the same
marriage cohort.

Tab. 46 — Mean number of children ever born to amee-married woman* by the years spent in marriagears
between marriage and interview and marital status

Years More than 19-23 1418 913 48 0-3
between 24

marriage and

interview

Divorce Yes | No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes Na Yes Np
Years spent

in marriage

03 1.3 1.6 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 1.3 1.1 1.2 10 11 1.1
4—8 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.0 1.3 1.9 1.2 1.4 18 13

0—13 20 | 17| 22 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.0 1.

14—18 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.6 15 1.7

19-23 2.1 2.1 2.1 1.8

24+ 2.3 1.9

Note: * widowed women are excluded from the analysi
Source: SAS output

In essence, it could be argued that divorced woameaverage have fewer children in comparison with
continuously married women. However, in the firsags of marriage, divorced and married women show
the same levels of fertility. At the same time,eaf0 years since the moment of marriage, divorced
women have a seemingly a higher average numbdnildfen compared to married women.

However, this descriptive analysis is not takintpiaccount other influential factors, such as: the
educational level, age at first marriage, placeesidence etc. Therefore, the next step is modetiag
effects of family dissolution on fertility level$Aforementioned, in order to investigate the roleaof
woman’s marital status with the likelihood of hayimore children method, named ordinal logistic
regression was applied. Table 47 displays the petemastimates from the cumulative logistic regogss
measuring the number of ever born children accgrttina woman'’s marital status and other important
factors. One of the assumptions of ordinal logigtigression is that the relationship between eaahop
outcome groups is the same. In other words, ordiogiktic regression assumes that the coefficients
which describe the relationship between the lowessus all higher categories of the response Mariab
are the same as those that describe the relatpbshiveen the next lowest category and all thegsgh
categories. This is called proportional odds assiompr parallel regression assumption. In conoecti
with this, the test of proportional odds assumptitiould be statistically insignificant or greatban
0.05. For all three models the proportional oddsiagtion was accepted.
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Tab. 47 — Parameter estimates from ordinal logistegression models analyzing the cumulative numbér
children by women’s marital status
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3 -2.68** -2.82%* -3.04**
Intercept 2 0.01 -0.09 -0.05
Age at interview (reference: less than 34)
35-39 0.40* 0.40* 0.97**
40-49 0.71* 0.71* 1.14**
Age at first marriage (reference: middle)
Early marriage 0.39* 0.34
Late marriage -0.31 0.05
Experience of divorce (reference: not divorced)
Divorced under the age of 40, no second union 0.44* -0.49* -0.14*
Divorced under the age of 40, in the second union 0.52 0.37 1.23*
Place of residence (reference: rural)
Urban -0.50*
Educational level (reference: vocational)
Basic 0.45
Higher 0.04
Employment (reference: unemployed)
Employed -0.39
Nationality (reference: Russian)
Kazakh 0.71*
Other 1.44*
Siblings (reference: 2 and more)
Without siblings 0.01
One -0.66*
Reproductive years spent in a union (reference: merthan 10 years)
05 -1.47**
6—10 -1.59

Source: SAS output

The first model contained only two variables: thenvan's age at the interview, and their marital
status (Table 47). Table 48 displays the odds gdtiom ordinal logistic regression. The number of
children ever born by a woman is increasing with dige of the woman. For example, if the age of the
woman was increased for a one unit in the age goduUgb-39, the expected value of the number of
children would result in a 0.40 unit increase ig twdds of the ordered number of children, wherbas t
other variables in the model will be constant.I$bameans that for a one unit increase in the395age
group the odds ratio of three children are 4.58xg0.40) times greater than for two and one child
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compared to women aged less than 34. The oddsafatiaving more children is 6.13exg0.71) higher
for women aged between-4P0 compared to women aged less than 34.

Tab. 48 — Odds ratios from ordinal logistic regréss analyzing the number of children by women'’s nitzd
status

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Age at interview
35-39 vs. less than 34 4.52* 4.51* 2.64*
4049 vs. less than 34 6.13* 6.19* 3.13**
Age at first marriage
Early marriage vs. middle 1.62* 1.40
Late marriage vs. middle 0.80 1.06
Experience of divorce
Divorced under the age of 40, no second union w.|n  0.65* 0.61* 0.87*
divorced
Divorced under the age of 40, second union vsdivatrced 1.68 1.44 3.43*
Place of residence
Urban vs. rural 0.60*
Educational level
Basic vs. vocational 1.56
Higher vs. vocational 1.05
Employment
Employed vs. unemployed 0.68
Nationality
Kazakh vs. Russian 2.03**
Other vs. Russian 4.20*
Siblings
Without siblings vs. two and more 1.00
One vs. two and more 0.52*
Reproductive years spent in a union
0-5 vs. more than 10 years 0.23*
6—10 vs. more than 10 years 0.56

Source: SAS output

The number of children born by married women andomtied women without the second union
(regardless if it is remarriage or cohabitatio® significantly different. As the woman moved fréweing
married to divorced without a second union in thiife, the number of children expected44 unit
decrease in log odds, while the other variablehénmodel are held constant. Moreover, women who
experienced divorce without the establishment @keeond union in the future lower their number of
children by 0.65 =exp—0.44) times. Besides this, the differences in Ilfgrtievels between married



Dinara Ualkenova: Family structures, trends and gpects in the East-Kazakhstan region 144

women and repartnered or remarried respondentsoargatistically significant. Thus, this meanst thya
moving from the status “married” to “remarried” Grepartnered” does not significantly change a
woman'’s fertility or the number of children she has

The variable related to the woman’s age at firstrimge also shows the significant affects on a
woman’s fertility level. The experience of divoreéthout a second union in the future decreases the
number of children by 0.61 ex—0.49) times in log odds. The impact of repartneidftgr divorce on
the number of children is still insignificant. Adidinally, the age at interview is positively assded with
the woman’s number of children and still increabesnumber of children with the increase of a woiman
age. It is important that their age at first mayeiehas significant results, especially for earlynages.
Early marriage is increasing the level of fertiliy 1.62 =exd0.39) times compared to marriages,
experienced at middle age. At the same time, la®iages in comparison with marriages experiented a
middle age are not influential on the number ofdrien ever born by a woman.

The last model included in addition to the one roer@d above, the socio-economic variables and
variable related to the reproductive years sper finst marriage (or the duration of first mareagA
woman’s age is still a relevant factor, positivalgsociated with the woman’s number of childrensThi
variable shows the same result: that the numbehitdren is increasing with the age of a womanthim
third model when the other factors were includdat influence of a woman’s marital status on the
fertility level became more diverse. The experientalivorce without further repartnering lowers the
number of children by 0.87 &xd—0.14) units. While the dissolution of first marr@agvith further
remarriage or repartnering increases the numbehiltfren by 3.43 =exg1.23) times. Additionally, from
the ordinal logistic regression models, other \@deia which were influential on a woman’s level of
fertility were received. Statistically significanifferences in the number of children appeared éetw
rural and urban inhabitants of the East-Kazakhstgion. For example, if woman moved from a rural
area to urban, she would decrease her number loffemiby 0.60 =exd—0.50) times from the highest
number: two or more to one child. The nationalitywamen is also an influential factor in measurihg
fertility levels in the East-Kazakhstan. Notabljpetnumber of children born by Kazakh women is
2.03 =exp0.71) times higher compared to their Russian aparts. The number of children born in the
parental family is one of the most important fastor the planning of the future number of children.
Besides this, a lower number or absence of sibliniggt lead to the delivery of fewer children ireth
future. For example, women having only one siblingduces their number of children by
0.52 =exd—0.66) times in comparison with women having twaymre siblings. The reproductive years
spent in the first union allow the measurement egrdssing affect of family dissolution on a woman’s
number of children. The dissolution of marriageeaf®-5 years reduces the number of children by
0.23 =ex—1.47) times compared to women who stayed in marriagmore than 10 years.

Table 49 shows the results of calculation the ptedi probabilities of having three children by a
woman, where the number of children (depended Ma)avas examined according to a woman'’s marital
status and other relevant factors, such as: themnadity and woman’s age. The lowest probability of
having three children is obtained for divorced wonwgthout a partner and for continuously married
Russian women. Controversially, the highest prditglaif having more children is observed for divedc
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women who experienced the second union at theirodegtive age and for continuously married
Kazakhs.

Tab. 49 — Predicted probabilities of having threleildren from ordinal logistic regression

Nationality Marital status Age Predicted
probabilities
Russian Divorced under the age of 40, ndunder 34 0.005
second union
Russian Continuously married Under 34 0.009
Kazakh Divorced under the age of 40, noUnder 34 0.013
second union
Kazakh Divorced under the age of 40, noUnder 34 0.013
second union
Russian Divorced under the age of 40, th&nder 34 0.018

second union

Kazakh Continuously married Under 34 0.022

Kazakh Continuously married 40-49 0.129

Russian Divorced under the age 40, the| 4049 0.773
second union

Kazakh Continuously married 40-49 0.818

Kazakh Divorced under the age of 40, thgs—39 0.889

second union

Source: SAS output

Conclusively, the dissolution of first marriage mout further remarriage or repartnering when
controlling only a woman'’s age at interview and agérst marriage has a negative impact on a wasnan
fertility, and lowers the number of children per man. At the same time, women who experienced
repartnering or remarriage after the dissolutionaofinion have the same level of fertility as their
continuously married counterparts. This is trueyomhen a woman's age at interview and age at first
marriage were taken into account. However, afterattidition of other variables to a model, suchtlzss:
place of residence, nationality, number of siblingad the duration of first marriage, the situation
concerning repartnered women have changed. The wavhe entered into a second union increased
their fertility level in comparison with women wloontinuously stayed in the first marriage.

Therefore, this chapter attempted an analysis efitpact of marital instability on a woman’s
fertility in the East-Kazakhstan region. There wealeee hypotheses related to the analysis of
relationships between the dissolution of marriage #rtility levels. The first hypothesis was reldtto
the assumption that a new partnership (remarriagecahabitation) is influential on childbearingeaft
the dissolution of marriage. It was expected tepartnered women are more likely to experiencess po
dissolution birth compared to divorced women wha @bt entered a second union. The next hypothesis
includes the assumption that remarried women areenfikely to have a post-dissolution child in



Dinara Ualkenova: Family structures, trends and gpects in the East-Kazakhstan region 146

comparison with their repartnered counterpartsigjvin cohabitation. It must be noted that according
the analysis of predictors which are influential baving a post-dissolution child, women who
experienced the second union are more likely tivelela child after divorce compared to divorced
women without a partner. However, the differencesvieen remarried and repartnered women are not
that big. The propensity of having a post-dissolutchild is the same for both remarried women and
women living in cohabitation after the dissolutiohtheir first marriage. Another hypothesis wasited

to the assumption that divorced women decrease fhsility level in comparison with continuously
married women. However, during the analysis ofitiygact of divorce on a woman’s number of children,
divorced women were classified into two groupssthwho experienced the second union and those who
did not. As was expected, divorced women, who didemter into a second union, reduced their foyrtili
compared to women who stayed in their first magiagt the same time, women who entered into a
second union after the dissolution of union incegatheir number of children compared to continupusl
married women. Conclusively, divorce has a negativeact on a woman's number of children in the
East-Kazakhstan region. Only the experience ofva p&rtnership (cohabitation and remarriage) could
lead to delivering the additional number of childduring the reproductive years spent in a secaiwhu

In connection with this, the cohabitation and remage as a key factors in allowing the predictiomave

a post-dissolution child and factors of the incimgsiumber of children per woman should be examined
in the next chapter.
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Chapter 7

Analysis of cohabitation and remarriage after the d issolution of
marriage

7.1 Methodological measures and analysis of predict  ors

Repartnering including remarriage and cohabitatifter the dissolution of marriage is an important
factor influencing the current family types andtpats in the East-Kazakhstan region. As was praved
the previous chapter the repartnering is a keyfact the analysis of a woman’s fertility behavadter
the dissolution of marriage, particularly divoré@emarriage along with cohabitation after divorce ar
positively associated with experience of post-digtn births. This chapter aims to analyze thedex
which lead to the likelihood of building a new fdynafter experiencing divorce and widowhood among
women in the East-Kazakhstan region.

The process of repartnering (remarriage and cadttadni) is important from a demographic point of
view. For instance, if the dissolution of marridgeconsidered as a process which ends the possiaili
deliver the desired number of children by a womiadh ia negatively associated with fertility levelsen
repartnering is seen as a positive solution toettmeblems. Besides the problem of repartnering and
remarriage has hitherto remained a latent and ustdelied area in demographic literature. At theeam
time, theories of fist marriage cannot be appliadthe analysis of second union formation. The
experience of first marriage is carried with indivals into subsequent relationships and their vidvesit
the institution of marriage may be changed by tgedence of divorce (R. Parker 1999, F. Rajultod a
T. Burch 1992). Moreover, some demographers caraectmclusion that the process of remarriage could
be considered as an indicator of an acceptancewflifestyles when marriage becomes an unimportant
institution. For example, when high rates of divaccompanied with a high percentage of remarriage,
suggests that people are not rejecting marriaga asstitution, but are simply dissatisfied witkeithfirst
marriage (C. McNamee, R. Raley 2011). Controvdysiahe low rates of remarriage along with
increasing number of cohabitation show a situatitiere marriage becomes an unimportant or outdated
institution in society. Consequently, a woman’stadie towards marriage is one of the most important
parameters in predicting a new marriage or a pestige Previous researchers have found only two
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important variables related to the likelihood afneeriage, such as: the age of woman and the presenc
and number of children. They concluded that thastofs negatively affected a woman’s likelihood of
marriage after the dissolution of their first mage (R. Parker 1999). Perhaps this is because esn s
younger partners and women seek older partnerscu@@mtly, women who repartnered tend to be
younger and with fewer children (without or withlprone child) (G. Spanier, L. Thompson 1983,
R. Parker 1999). For women who had divorced atr@gdes, the likelihood of being repartnered is lowe
Along with this, the chance of re-forming a unioactkases as the number of children increases. This
might be related to the fact that having childreonf the previous marriage may decrease woman'’s
attractiveness as a partner due to its associatitn various costs, both direct financial and iedir
associated with complexities of stepfamilies (L.ntpass, J. Sweet 1990). The presence of children has
also been considered to lessen the need to repamehildren may provide company and be a saafrce
emotional support (J. Hughes 2000, A. Skew, A. Bvamd E. Gray 2008). Another important
explanation is that presence of children from prasi marriage might reduce the chance for social
interaction and as a consequence decrease théiptyssf finding a new partner (A. Skew, A. Evaasd

E. Gray 2008).

A woman'’s relationship history or as it was highligd by A. Skew, A. Evans and E. Gray (2008) the
“relationship career” could be influential on refp@ring prospects. So far the union duration has llee
most commonly used measure of woman’s relationsliry. Some demographers concluded that the
duration of previous marriage has not significanpact on the likelihood of being repartnered (F.ttMo
and S. Moore 1983). At the same time, the otherodgaphers highlighted a positive effect of longer
durations of previous marriages on repartnering Fdortman 2007, Z. Wu and C. Schimmele 2005).
However, in the demographic literature there is amy hypothesis related to the differences in
repartnering between divorced and widowed womery @n Poortman (2007) mentioned in his study
that those who have ever married have lower oddspafrtnering than those who have only cohabitated.

The level of education and employment status asoam impact on the probability of experiencing a
new partnership. Some researchers (A. Skew, A. £aad E. Gray 2008) concluded that highly educated
and employed women are more likely to stay withepartner. Whereas conversely, unemployed women
are more tend to build a new family or partnershggsl perhaps view repartnering as an alternative f
employment. This is due to the fact that employmsmhore frequently associated with independence.
Based on traditional view of relationships, wheman is breadwinner, and a woman is homemaker, it is
argued that the more economically independent thaam is, the less need she has to partner (A. Skew,
A. Evans and E. Gray 2008).

However, it should be noted that according to stiatil analysis, remarriage among divorced and
widowed women in the East-Kazakhstan region issaohigh. This problem was discussed in the MA
thesis “One-parent families in the East-Kazakhgtegion”. Conclusively, the analysis of transition
probabilities from one marital status to anothesvetd big differences between male and female post-
dissolution marriage behavior. For example, Figi@eepresents a graphical view of the probabilities
getting married according to a female’s maritatustaand age for the 1992003 five-year calendar
interval. The numerator was received through catouj) a simple average of events for each calendar
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year. It included: singles (first-marriages), dised and widowed (remarriages). The denominatoalfor
those probabilities was taken from the census @atmber of population for the beginning of calendar
year according to marital status and age). Accgigjrthe probability of getting married for malesriot
different according to marital status. After mageadissolution divorced or widowed men remarried as
frequently as single males. These gender diffeemteepartnering might be related to the fact that
women received fewer benefits from being in a paghip compared to men (A. Poortman 2007,
A. Skew, A. Evans and E. Gray 2008). Moreover,gbrder differences may be caused by the fact that
women take a longer time to recover from the nggatnental health consequences of a family
dissolution compared to men (M. Willits, M. Benzkaad S. Stansfeld 2004). However, this study will
consider an analysis of the marital behavior ofdkrs after the dissolution of their first marriage.

The probability of remarriage for females is lowkan the probability of the first marriage. This
situation is common for the East-Kazakhstan regisiter family dissolution in the case of divorce,
children mostly stay with their mother and the frated husband can marry again. The probability of
getting married for a young widowed man with onermre children is also higher than for woman. This
is could be due to cultural and psychological atpet the different behavior of men and women, not
only in society, but also in family relations. Sutifferences are the reasons of different behasionen
and women after the dissolution of their family.

Fig. 70 — Probability of getting married by age féemales, East-Kazakhstan region,

1999-2003
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Fig. 71 — Transition probabilities from multistatkfe table for females,
East-Kazakhstan, 1999-2003
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Figure 71 shows the distribution of transition @bllities by a female’s age and marital status from
the multistate life tables with 100,000 hypothdtipapulation. The probability to move from the stat
“never married” to “married” is relatively highet goung ages. Moreover, the probability of trasiti
from the states “widowed” and “divorced” to “mauieis relatively low for all ages. Perhaps, thiglise
to the fact that females more likely to stay in Haene marital status, such as: “widowed” or “dieaft
during their life. The probability to be married fdivorced females is higher than for widowed women
This is caused by the fact that usually, makingew melationship is easier for those females who had
experienced divorce in their lifetime, comparedthmse who experienced the death of a partner.
However, it is essential to note that for the-1% age group the probability of remarrying after
widowhood is very high. This could be related te #ssumption that young women are more likely to
remarry compared to older generations. The mainvatgin for remarriage among the widowed is the
presence of young children who need maternal gaidimancial support. Another important reasorhis t
need to have a partner who will share the houseieslobnsibilities.

Conclusively, the probability of remarrying is loweompared to the probability of first marriage.
Moreover, a widowed woman is less likely to remamoynpared to divorced females. Unfortunately, the
statistical data for the East-Kazakhstan regiorsaume provide any information regarding cohabitafio
general and after dissolution of first marriageanticular. In light of this information, beforerfaulating
the hypotheses for further analysis, the descepsimalysis of data, used for the modeling of ptedic
for the post-dissolution remarriage and cohabitatdhould be included.

Table 50 shows the percentage distribution of woriMing in cohabitation according to age at
interview and marital status before experiencinges partnership. The percentage of divorced women
who repartnered after the dissolution of first rizaye is higher at the older ages. The majorityiradle
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women at young ages prefer to live in cohabitatompared to older generations. The percentage of
widowed women living in cohabitation is more graldiudistributed among all age groups.

Tab. 50 — Women living in cohabitation by age angepious marital status

Age at interview Women, who Women, who Women without
experienced divorce experienced first marriage

widowhood (singles)

Less than 29 (%) 9.1 33.3 59.5

30-39 (%) 45.5 30.2 24.3

4049 (%) 45.5 36.5 16.2

Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0

N (in abs. numbers) 17 48 143

Note: percentage was calculated from the numberafien in cohabitation
Source: SAS output

The percentage distribution of remarried women ating to age and the marital status before second
marriage is shown in Table 51. The percentagevafrded women who experienced second marriage at a
young age is higher compared to widowed women atsime age. However, the majority of second

marriages among divorced and widowed women happainedult and older ages.

Tab. 51 — Remarried women by age and previous nadstatus

Age at interview Women, who experienced | Women, who experienced
divorce widowhood
Less than 29 (%) 25.8 8.3
30-39 (%) 32.3 30.2
4049 (%) 41.9 61.5
Total (%) 100.0 100.0
N (in abs. numbers) 292 54

Note: percentage was calculated from the numbegroérried women

Source: SAS output

Table 52 includes the percentage of divorced womlem experienced marriage or cohabitation after the
dissolution of marriage by age and number of childiThe majority of women, who decided to remarry
or build a new partnership, is among the women wité child. Moreover, the biggest share of remdrrie

women is among young women (less than 25).
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Tab. 52 — Repartnered women by age and number dificén at first marriage

Age at end of first Cohabitation Remarriage
marriage One child from | Two and more| One child from | Two and more
the first marriage | children from the | the first marriage | children from the
first marriage first marriage

Less than 25 (%) 41.p 11{8 57.5 38.4
More than 25 (%) 47.1 0.p 2|7 1.4
Total (%) 100.0 100.0

N (in abs. 17 292

numbers)

Note: percentage was calculated from the numbesmaofien who experienced divorce
Source: SAS output

According to the previous analysis of data, thackelationships between a woman’s age, number of
children, previous marital status and the probgbdf remarrying or to live in cohabitation is obus.
However, this analysis did not allow the predictmfrwomen’s marital behavior after the dissolutifn
their first marriage. In this case, further anaysith the application of exact logistic regressmadeling
seems to be more preferable. Therefore, the ewrgtdtic regression models in the analysis of post-
dissolution marital behavior of women will be usédthis study the impact of characteristics sushaa
woman’s age, number of children, education, empknynstatus etc. on the prediction of post-dissmfuti
cohabitation and remarriage will be analyzed.

Conclusively, during the first steps of the analyshe following hypotheses were formulated. The
first hypothesis related to the assumption thangowomen are more likely to remarry in comparison t
older women, who prefer to live in cohabitationeTirext hypothesis related to the number of childiten
the moment of dissolution of the first marriagecdimprises the assumption that women with one child
from the first marriage are more likely to live @nstep-family, compared to women who have two and
more children at the moment of dissolution of nage. And finally, divorced women are more likely to
build a new family after the dissolution of theiirst marriage compared to their widowed countempart
who prefer to stay at the same marital status.

7.2 Analysis of cohabitation after the dissolution of marriage

The analysis of cohabitation after the dissolutadrfirst marriage focuses on divorced and widowed
women at a fertile age. Along with the variablegsatibing demographic characteristics (age at
interview, nationality, number of children, expege of divorce, and experience of widowhood) the
socio-economic characteristics (educational level amployment status) and variable, which includes
attitudes towards marriage were added to the modlbks variable related to a woman’s age at intervie
was divided into three categories: less than 29380and 4649. The variable, describing the nationality
of women aimed to highlight the differences in natehavior among Kazakh and Russian women. The
category, relating to other nationalities was ideld in order to test two previous categories (Khazahd
Russian). Additionally, the variable describing thember of children born in the first marriage has
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categories: women having one child, and women lgativo and more children. The experience of
divorce and widowhood (including yes/no categoradsp were added to the model in order to highlight
the differences in post-dissolution marital behadocording to a woman’s marital status. In order t
evaluate the role of the socio-economic charattesigvith the intention of forming a new partnegsttie
variables related to employment status at interMiemployed and unemployed) and educational level
(basic, vocational and higher) were included. A¢ g#ame time, attitudes towards marriage are very
important predictors of building a consensual urafter the dissolution of a first marriage. Thisiahle
has two categories: positive and negative attitudes

Table 53 shows the parameter estimates from exagistic regression models analyzing the
cohabitation after the dissolution of first margagrhe first model included the age at interviewd an
attitudes towards marriage. Women with positivéuates towards marriage are less likely to expegen
repartnering after the dissolution of their firsamage. The odds ratio of women with positivetattes
towards marriage being repartnered after the diisol of marriage is 0.09 (Table 54). At the saimet
a woman’'s age at interview did not show any sigaift relationships with the risk of living in
cohabitation after the dissolution of her first nege.
Tab. 53 — Exact parameter estimates from logisggression models predicting cohabitation after tthiesolution

of first marriage
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Age at interview (reference: 3€89)
Less than 29 0.42 0.48
4049 0.25 0.25

Nationality (reference: Kazakh)
Russian 0.75* 0.77*
Other 0.82 1.09
Number of children at the end of first marriage (ference: one)

Two and more | ‘ -1.69* | -1.55* ‘

Experience of divorce (reference: No)

Yes | ‘ | 1.03* ‘ 0.99*
Experience of widowhood (reference: No)

Yes | ‘ | -2.10 ‘
Employment (reference: Employed)

Unemployed | ‘ | ‘ 0.38
Education (reference: Basic)

Higher 0.15
Vocational 0.21

Attitudes towards marriage (reference: Negative)
Positive -2.39%* -2.37* -58 -2.33*

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
Source: SAS output
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The second model aimed to test variables relatadotnen’s nationality and number of children at
the end of first marriage. Accordingly, the likaditd of building a new partnership after the dissotuof
marriage is higher for Russian women compared &ir tkazakh counterparts. The odds ratio of a
Russian female being repartnered were 2.12 timestgyrthan for Kazakh woman. It is important that t
likelihood of formerly married women repartneringcdeases as the number of children born in the firs
marriage increases. For example, women having twmare children reduced their opportunity to be
repartnered (odds ratio is 0.18) compared to woimaving only one child at the end of their first
marriage. This could be explained by the assumptiahwoman having more children are more likely to
remarry instead of living in cohabitation after tHessolution of their first marriage. However, this
variable was tested in the third model and alsavskloa significant result: that formerly married werm
with two or more children are less likely to buddhew partnership.

Tab. 54 — Odds ratios from exact logistic regressinodels analyzing the cohabitation after dissoti of

marriage
Predictors | Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Age at interview (reference: 3€89)
Less than 29 1.55 1.62
40-49 1.28 1.28
Nationality (reference: Kazakh)
Russian 2.12* 2.16*
Other 2.28 2.97
Number of children at the end of first marriage (ference: one)
Two and more | ‘ 0.18* | 0.21* ‘
Experience of divorce (reference: No)

Yes | ‘ | 2.79* ‘ 2.70*
Experience of widowhood (reference: No)
Yes | ‘ | 0.12 ‘

Employment (reference: Employed)

Unemployed | ‘ | ‘ 1.46
Education (reference: Basic)

Higher 1.16
Vocational 1.23

Attitudes towards marriage (reference: Negative)
Positive | 0.09** ‘ 0.09* 0.10* 0.10**

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
Source: SAS output

The third model included variables which describecman’s marital status before forming a new
partnership. In connection with this it must behtfighted that women who experienced divorce during
their lifetime more likely to form a new partnenshiompared to those who did not (the odds ratio is
2.79). At the same time, even if the variable exlato the experience of widowhood did not show
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significant results, it could be argued that widoatl is negatively associated with the likelihood of
being repartnered.

The last model included variables which descrileeghcio-economic characteristics of women, such
as: their educational level and employment stafiosvever, the likelihood of living in cohabitatiorfter
the dissolution of first marriage was not affechgdhese variables. At the same time, the posthligen
marital behavior of Russian women is significardlfferent from Kazakh women. Russian women are
more likely to build a new partnership comparedhsir Kazakh counterparts. In addition, women who
experienced divorce are 2.7 times more likely te livith a partner in cohabitation. This could be
explained by the negative experience obtained filoenfirst marriage and a weak interest in a second
union, but high interest in the source of intimacyg emotional support (R. Lampard, K. Peggs 1999).

Conclusively, the likelihood of living in cohabitat after the dissolution of marriage is not
dependent on the woman'’s age, or the experienagdofvhood and socio-economic characteristics, such
as employment status and educational level. Astime time, the formerly married woman'’s likelihood
of forming a new partnership increases with de@edshe number of children born in the first mage.
Additionally, women with negative attitudes towardsarriage were strongly motivated to live in
cohabitation after the dissolution of first margad his subchapter also showed that the likelihobd
building a new partnership varies among formerlyried women according to their nationality. In this
way, Russian women are more likely to live withithgartners in a consensual union compared to
Kazakh women. However, for a complete analysihiefgrocess of repartnering as a key factor in & pos
dissolution fertility behavior, remarriage as a afehe types of repartnering processes shouldid®e a
examined.

7.3 Analysis of remarriage after the dissolution of first marriage

This subchapter related to the analysis of predidtdluential on the remarriage after the dissolubf a

first marriage. The data used in this analysis $eduon divorced and widowed women at a fertile age.
The women who experienced family dissolution wdesssified according to their age at interview (less
than 29, 3639, and 4649), age at marriage (early, at middle age anddgt, nationality (Kazakh,
Russian, Other), number of children (one, and twd more). Unfortunately, the year of death of a
husband is not available from the data, comparettheoyear of divorce. Therefore, only the variable
related to age at divorce (less than 25, and nmwae £5) was included to a model. Additionally, the
variables, describing the experience of divorces,(yand no) and widowhood (yes, and no) were also
added to the model. Moreover, the socio-economégatteristics such as: woman's employment status
and level of education and variable which is relai® the attitudes towards marriage at the intervie
(positive and negative) were also included.

Table 55 shows the exact parameters from logigtgression models designed to analyze the
predictors of remarriage after the dissolution igtfmarriage. The first model included the vargbl
related to a woman's age at interview, number dficdm, born in the first marriage and attitudesadods
marriage. Accordingly, women with positive attitsdmwards marriage are more motivated to remarry
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compared to women with negative attitudes. Thisatde was tested in the further models and showed
the same results. At the same time, the varialetec: to the age at interview did not show any
significant results. However, it is clear that tiielihood of remarrying is increasing with the age
women. Moreover, the number of children also didinfluence the intention of remarrying (the result
are insignificant in the first and the second msfeht the same time, it is obvious that women hgvi
two and more children are negatively associatetl thi¢ likelihood of being remarried compared to the
women with one child.

Tab. 55 — Exact parameters from logistic regressioodels predicting remarriage after the dissolutiof

marriage
Predictors ‘ Model 1 ‘ Model 2 ‘ Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Age at interview (reference: 30-39)
Less than 29 -0.42
4049 0.25
Age at divorce (reference: more than 25)
Less than 25 ‘ ‘ 1.42* ‘ 1.24* 1.37*
Age at marriage (reference: early)
Middle 1.47* 1.35%
Late 1.23* 1.19
Nationality (reference: Kazakh)
Russian -0.74* -0.61
Other -1.02 -1.55
Number of children at the end of first marriage (ference: One)
Two and -0.88 -0.72
more

Experience of divorce (reference: No)

Yes ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1.35* ‘ 1.35*
Experience of widowhood (reference: No)

Yes ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -2.28** ‘ -2.28%*
Employment (reference: Employed)

Unemployed ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -0.38
Education (reference: Basic)

Higher -0.15
Vocational -0.21
Attitudes towards marriage (reference: Negative)

Positive 2.39%* ‘ 2.34%* ‘ 2.30** ‘ 2.32%* 2.35% 2.36**
Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
Source: SAS output

The second model aimed to test variables relateahéoat divorce and age at marriage. The woman’s
likelihood of being remarried is increasing witllecrease of the age at divorce. For example foremom
who experienced divorce aged less than 25 the @dibsof being in the second marriage is 4.14 times
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greater in comparison with women who divorced & amre than 25 (Table 56). Perhaps this is due to
the fact that young divorced women can easily ingdew partner for a new marriage compared to older
women. Moreover, younger women could be more mtitvéo deliver a post-dissolution child than older
women. A desire to deliver a post-dissolution cleiddild lead to the building a step-family. Surprigy,
women who experienced their first marriage at nédaihd late age are more likely to remarry after the
dissolution of their first marriage compared to veanwho experienced early marriages. Perhaps, women
who experienced early marriages are more likelgditorce aged more than 25. Whereas, women who
experienced their first marriages at middle and &ges are more likely to divorce after the shorétin
marriage.

Tab. 56 — Odds ratios from exact logistic regressinodels analyzing remarriage after dissolution fafst

marriage
Predictors ‘ Model 1 | Model 2 | Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Age at interview (reference: 3€89)
Less than 29 0.65
4049 1.28
Age at divorce (reference: more than 25)
Less than 25‘ | 4.14* | 3.45* 3.95*
Age at marriage (reference: early)
Middle 4.33* 3.84**
Late 3.44* 3.28
Nationality (reference: Kazakh)
Russian 0.47* 0.54
Other 0.36 0.21
Number of children at the end of first marriage (ference: One)
Two and 0.41 0.49
more

Experience of divorce (reference: No)

Yes ‘ | | ‘ | 3.86* ‘ 3.86*
Experience of widowhood (reference: No)

Yes ‘ | | ‘ | 0.10** ‘ 0.10**
Employment (reference: Employed)

Unemployed ‘ | | ‘ | ‘ 0.69
Education (reference: Basic)

Higher 0.86
Vocational 0.81
Attitudes towards marriage (reference: Negative)

Positive 10.89** 10.34**

9.98** ‘ 10.18** 10.46** 1@6**

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
Source: SAS output
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The third model included variables related to the at divorce, a woman’s nationality and attitudes
towards marriage. Essentially, Kazakh women areerfikely to remarry after the dissolution of mageéa
compared to their Russian counterparts (the odsisa0.47 for Russian women). Perhaps this istdue
the fact that Russian women are more likely to lime cohabitation compared to their Kazakh
counterparts, aforementioned in the previous syiiehaHowever, this variable was tested in thetfour
model, and unfortunately, when the age at marrige was added it gave statistically insignificant
results. At the same time, it is clear that thedruswomen are less likely to remarry in compariaith
Kazakh women.

The fifth model also included variables relatedhe experience of divorce and death of partners. In
essence, the likelihood of being remarried is hidbedivorced women (odds ratio is 3.86 times tgBa
while widowed women are more likely to stay at saene marital status (odds ratio is 0.10). Thisaoul
be explained by the mental or physiological pointiew of the women. Perhaps divorced women decide
to remarry easier because they were involved inpifoeess of taking the decision to dissolve their
marriage. While widowed women were not preparedHerdissolution of their marriage and the death of
their spouses happened suddenly.

The last model aimed to test a woman’s socio-ecimdrackground (education, employment).
However, according to the results, the East-Kazakinsvomen’s employment status and educational
level are not influential in the likelihood of remgng.

Conclusively, the likelihood of being remarried eaftthe experience of the dissolution of first
marriage is clearly influenced by the age at digprage at marriage, the woman'’s nationality and
attitudes towards marriage, and also closely rél&tethe experience of divorce and widowhood. The
woman'’s likelihood of remarrying increased with thecrease of age at divorce, at the same timeeas th
increase of the age at marriage. Moreover, Kazakien are more motivated to form a second marriage
compared to Russian women who prefer to live irabithtion after the dissolution of their first mage.
Additionally, divorced women remarry more easilpmpared to widowed women who avoid second
marriage. Accordingly, women with positive attitsdewards marriage are strongly motivated to reynarr
compared to those who have negative attitudes. Menvé should be mentioned that the woman’s age at
interview, the number of children at the end oftfimarriage and socio-economic characteristicsare
influential on the woman'’s intention of remarryiafjer the dissolution of their first marriage.

This chapter aimed to analyze the predictors ot-gissolution repartnering among divorced and
widowed women. It was anticipated that young womemld be more likely to live in cohabitation
compared to women at older ages who prefer rengarrilowever, both analyses of cohabitation and
remarriage after the dissolution of first marriad®wed that the age of the woman does not have any
influence on the likelihood of being repartneredfdstunately, the data and the small sample sidendt
allow this hypothesis to be tested in detail. Hogrevt could be concluded that women at all ages ha
the same intention of being repartnered. The ngpbthesis was related to the assumption that arfewe
number of children increases the likelihood of keirepartnered (remarriage and cohabitation).
According to the analysis, women with two or mohddren at the end of their first marriage decrease
the likelihood of living in a new partnership (cdlitation), while in the case of remarriage, thisiafle
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was not influential. Additionally, it was expectatiat the post-dissolution marital behavior of wigal
and divorced women would be different. Thereforigpited women would be more likely experience
repartnering (cohabitation and remarriage), whildowed women would be more likely to stay alone.
According to the results from exact logistic regies models, as it was aforementioned divorced wome
have a higher likelihood of living in a step-famityhile widowed women less likely to experienceeavn
partnership. This could be explained by differesjyghological reasons of the dissolution of famigr
example, death of a partner is more of a depressidgunexpected event compared to the divorce hwhic
could be happen by mutual agreement between spouses
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Conclusion

Conclusively, this thesis was aimed to analyze modemily types and their contribution to populatio
development in the East-Kazakhstan region througlaraalysis of their structure, size, conditions and
factors of origin. Additionally, three specific igss were examined: family dissolution processijrtipact

of this process on a woman's fertility level and@man’s post-dissolution marital behavior.

According to the descriptive analysis, the majootyvomen have already turned to the emancipated
style of life and this could have happened due gecHic life circumstances (divorce, separation,
widowhood, birth out of wedlock etc.). In contraathig proportion of married women are still acting
more “traditionally”. However, the value of a fagnids union, which consists of a wife, husband and
children, is still relevant among the majority espondents in spite of their marital status. Atshme
time, women’s attitudes towards the distributiondafies in a household and in the child care poces
allow to come to the conclusion, that accordinghiir opinion, females are located in the sametiposi
as males in society. Additionally, marriage asgalainion is still relevant not only for marriedidewed
women, but also for never married, divorced motlagd women that living in cohabitation. Moreover, a
desire to live in marriage, even if it is remargag very high among East-Kazakhstan women, edpecia
for divorced women. Almost a half of widowed womerrefer to stay alone and live without a partner.
However, attitudes towards premarital sexual refeships are mostly positive, which is seen in a
relatively high number of ever married respondethizt have been pregnant before marriage. The
nationality of partners is still important for timeajority of Kazakh women, while a high proportioh o
Russians do not pay attention to this factor. Heawemarried women are less intent on getting mautoe
Kazakh partners in comparison with women, who prefghabitation. The conditions of family origin,
such as: premarital sexual relationships, pregnbefyre marriage, and hetero-national unions cbald
crucial factor in the family dissolution processainly in divorce. Moreover, the gap between planned
and actual numbers of children is higher amongrde@ women who did not end their fertile age at the
moment of divorce. Women who have one child areemdglling to have another one in comparison with
those who have two or three children. The mainaubss in having the desired number of children for
divorced and never married mothers are the abseheepartner as well as health problems, material
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needs, and enough number of children already. Bheree of a father negatively affects on a chilg on
in the opinion of married, widowed mothers and wonliging in cohabitation. While the majority of
divorced and never married mothers did not seeadiiegt. Remarriage as a solution to the problem is
accepted by the divorced and widowed, while nevarried mothers more concentrated on social benefits
and kindergartens.

The role of the family dissolution in the developrhef single-parenthood is crucial. Essentiallg th
largest contribution to the appearance of lonefafemilies headed by women at reproductive age
belongs to divorce (D. Ualkenova 2010). This thesis aimed to discuss factors which could leadh¢o t
intention to get divorced among women at reprodactige in the East-Kazakhstan region. During the
studying this issue, the following hypotheses wiemenulated: the first hypothesis is that a woman'’s
pregnancy before her first marriage increases ifieaf divorce. The second hypothesis related & th
assumption that a woman having a fewer number itdrelm is more likely to dissolve her first marreag
compared to a woman having more children. As eggeevomen who experienced pregnancy before the
marriage are more likely to dissolve their firstrmege compared to women who did not. Concurrently,
women having one child aged less than 6 yearsratse likely to divorce in comparison with women
having two and more children. Additionally, thekrisf becoming divorced is relatively higher for sigo
who experienced early marriage, unemployed, acdegieorce and have positive attitudes towards
modern family (consisting of mother and child), drave a different nationality in comparison witleith
husband. Conclusively, women with modern attitudegrds family, marriage and those that accept new
life styles are much more willing to become lonegpds.

At the same time, this study attempted an anabfstee impact of marital instability on a woman’s
fertility in the East-Kazakhstan region. There welegee hypotheses related to the analysis of
relationships between the dissolution of marriage #rtility levels. The first hypothesis was reldtto
the assumption that a new partnership (remarriagecahabitation) is influential on childbearingeaft
the dissolution of marriage. It was expected tbpartnered women are more likely to experiencesé po
dissolution births compared to divorced women whibribt entered a second union. The next hypothesis
includes the assumption that remarried women areentikely to have a post-dissolution child in
comparison with their repartnered counterpart®jin cohabitation. It should be noted that accaydo
the analysis of predictors which are influential baving a post-dissolution child, women who
experienced the second union are more likely tivelela child after divorce compared to divorced
women without a partner. However, the differenceswben remarried and repartnered women are
insignificant. The likelihood of having a post-digion child is the same for both remarried woraed
women living in cohabitation after the dissolutiofhtheir first marriage. Another hypothesis wastretl
to the assumption that divorced women decrease tisility level in comparison with continuously
married women. However, during the analysis ofitiygact of divorce on a woman’s number of children,
divorced women were classified into two groupssthaho experienced the second union and those who
did not. As was expected, divorced women, who didemter into a second union, reduced their foyrtili
compared to women who stayed in their first magiagt the same time, women who entered into a
second union after the dissolution of union inceglatheir number of children compared to continupusl
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married women. Conclusively, divorce has a negativeact on a woman's number of children in the
East-Kazakhstan region. Only the experience ofva p&rtnership (cohabitation and remarriage) could
lead to delivering the additional number of childduring the reproductive years spent in a secoiwhu

In connection with this, the cohabitation and remage as a key factors in allowing the prediction t
have a post-dissolution child and factors of theréasing number of children per woman also were
examined. Initially, this study was aimed to analyze predictors of post-dissolution repartnerinpag
divorced and widowed women. It was anticipated §@ming women would be more likely to live in
cohabitation compared to women at older ages whadepremarriage. However, both analyses of
cohabitation and remarriage after the dissolutiofirst marriage showed that the age of the womaesd
not have any influence on the likelihood of beimgartnered. Unfortunately, the data and the small
sample size did not allow this hypothesis to béetbsn detail. However, it could be concluded that
women at all ages have the same intention of beipgrtnered. The next hypothesis was related to the
assumption that a fewer number of children increaise likelihood of being repartnered (remarriage a
cohabitation). According to the analysis, womenhwiitvo or more children at the end of their first
marriage decreased the likelihood of living in avngartnership (cohabitation), while in the case of
remarriage, this variable was not influential. Admhally, it was expected, that the post-dissolutio
marital behavior of widowed and divorced women wdoloé different. Therefore, divorced women would
be more likely experience repartnering (cohabiteioad remarriage), while widowed women would be
more likely to stay alone. According to the resultsm exact logistic regression models, as it was
aforementioned divorced women have a higher likelth of living in a step-family, while widowed
women less likely to experience a new partnershiis could be explained by different psychological
reasons of the dissolution of family. For exampleath of a partner is more of a depressing and
unexpected event compared to the divorce, whiclddeelihappen by mutual agreement between spouses.

Accordingly, the family transformation becomes mariele-spread in the East-Kazakhstan region.
The first stage of transformation was resultedragdition from the large extended families to thelear
families. The second stage lead to the transitomfnuclear families to the modern, such as: single
parent, step-families and families with cohabitaders. The emancipation of women, the simpliiicat
of family-conjugal legislation and global politicahd economic changes had a significant impact on
family. Nowadays the new types of families appeae tb be result of variability of life circumstasce
and the way of formation and dissolution of conjugidions: divorce, death of one of the spousesaext
marital births, cohabitation, and remarriage. Doeohas an important impact on the transformation of
families in the East-Kazakhstan region. Moreovehnas a negative impact on the fertility level efion.
Additionally, remarriage and repartnering couldypéasignificant role in the recapturing of mosttioé
lost children due to the dissolution of the firshmiage. However, the probability of remarriage amo
women at fertile age in the East-Kazakhstan reggamains low.

Due to small sample size and design of questioarbi study has the limitations. Aforementioned,
the data does not consider the year of death ofem@rspouses, which does not allow an analysis of
widowhood according to the duration of marriage.ditidnally, due to the lack of such data, the
influence of duration since the experience of wiload was not included in the modeling of remarriage
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and repartnering among widowed women. Another itgmbrissue is the absence of data regarding the
premarital cohabitation among divorced and finstetimarried women. Conclusively, the “trial marriage
was not included in the analysis of divorce risksoag divorced and continuously married women.
Moreover, during the studying of new types of faegilthe problem of measuring cohabitation appeared.
Nowadays in Kazakhstan generally and in the EagaKlastan region particularly, cohabitation defined
as unmarried partners living in one household. Haneduring analysis of cohabitation two types of
cohabited partners were defined: the first typeoisabitation as it defined in the demographic ditere,

and the second type is so called “customary masiagvhen spouses are married according to rekgiou
roles (in mosque), but not legally. Moreover, ire tKazakhstan statistical office households with
cohabited partners, single-parent households andeholds resulted by “customary marriage” must be
distinguished in order to avoid misunderstanding @er- or underestimations.
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Annex 1

Questionnaire N

Questionnaire

Code

Code of region (urb/rur)
1. Personal information

1.1 Date of birth

Yours Mother’s

Father’'s Husband'’s/Partner’'s
1.2 Nationality

Yours Mother’s

Father’s Husband's/Partner’s
1.3 Education

Basic Vocational

Higher Post-university

1.4 Marital status

Single First time married

Married the second and

Separated, but legally

more time married
In cohabitation Divorced
Widowed Other

1.5 Households members

Total number in 4
household

Number of children
under the age of 18

Number of pensioners,
or working parents

Number of
economically active
persons

Number of males

Number of females

1.6 Employment

Metallurgical, Agriculture
communication,

industry and

transportation

Government employee Medicine
Education, science and Business
culture

Police, army, court angd Service
prosecutors

NGO Media
Student Unemployed




Other

2. How many children do you have?

Number of children

Date of birth

Gender

One child/ First child

The second child

The third child

The fourth child

Other children

3. How many siblings do you have?

Number of siblings

Date of birth

Gender

One sibling/ First sibling

The second sibling

The third sibling

The fourth sibling

Other siblings

4. The type of parental family

a. With both parents

e. With grandparents/ othletives

b. With both parents, one of them step-parent

$téradfamily or orphanage

c. With mother only

g. The situation has changeg s times

d. With father only

h. Other

5. The year when your parents got married

6. At what age did you leave your parental home

7. Could you provide information about your parent%

Does your mother alive?

a. Yes

b. No

Does your father alive?

a. Yes

b. No

Do you support your parents, and do your parents pport you in:

The type of help

Parents assist you

You assist parts

a. A moral help, discussion (
problems

f

b. Housekeeping duties

c. Help in organization of bi

)




events

d. Financial support

e. Help in childcare duties

f. Other

8. Who usually helps you to solve problems?

a. Husband/Partner d. Friends
b. Parents e. Solving by myself
c. Siblings/ Relatives f. Other

9. How are the duties in your family distributed?

a. Husband is working, and wife is at home

c. Bftbuld work and share duties in home

b. Husband is working, wife is part time working

Wlife is working, husband is at home

10. What is important for you?

a. A family

c. Both family and work

e. A work

b. Rather family than work

d. Rather work than figmi

11. Who must deal with childcare duties in a familg

a. A husband

e. Childcare facilities (kindergartens, schools)

b. A wife

f. Both parents

c. Grandparents

g. All listed above

d. Elder child(ren)

h. Other

12. Is leisure time important to you?

a. Very important

c. Rather unimportant, than int@otr

b. Rather important, than not

d. Unimportant

13. In your opinion, what level of education is stible for males and females?

Level of education

For males

For females

a. Basic

b. Vocational

d. Higher

14. Are you religious?

a. Yes

d. Rather no, than yes

b. Rather yes, than no

e. No




15. How often do you visit mosque, church or synagoe?

a. Every week c. Only for big eve

(marriage, funeral)

nts and ceremohiesNever have been

b. Every month d. Once a year

16. In your opinion what is a family?
Family is ...

a. Husband and wife

d. All relatives

b. Husband, wife and child(ren)

e. Only my childesrd my parents

c¢. Husband, wife, child(ren) and spouses’ parent:

. Family is me

D

17. Do you agree with the statement: “We are respaible for our parents even if they do not

deserve it"?
a. Strongly agree c. Disagree
b. Agree d. Strongly disagree

18. What are you planning in the future?

a. Living without a partner

d. Living in marriagacluding re-marriage

b. Cohabitation

e. Other

c. Living in marriage

19. Do you agree that marriage is an outdated instition?

a. Strongly agree

c. Disagree

b. Agree

d. Strongly disagree

20. What do you think about premarital sexu

al relatonships?

a. It's good to be experienced before the marriag

ec. It could be accepted only if couple planningéd
married, or in case of real love

b. It's normal nowadays

d. The sexual relationshipust be started onl
after marriage

21. Is your partner’s nationality important to you?

a. Yes, very important

c. Rather no, than yes

b. Rather important, than not

d. It is not impottam me

22. Have you been married?

a. Yes, once c. No, never
b. Yes, two or more times

23. The age when you got married?

Your Husband'’s




24. Were you pregnant when you got married?
‘ a. Yes ‘ b. No ‘

25. In your opinion what is the ideal age to get nraed?
‘ For males ‘ For females ‘

26. What do you think about divorce?
a. The optimal solution of problems d. It's betiefind other solution

b. It's normal if spouses agree e. Divorce is maepted in any case
c. It's an extreme solution, accepted in case aifyg f. Other
big problems between spouses

27. Have you experienced divorce?
a. Yes b. No

This block of questions for those who experiencedodce, if not, please move to the question 31
28. What was the reason for your divorce?

a. Inability to have children f. Psychological imgpatibility
b. Conflict with husband’s parents g. Alcoholism

c. Infidelity h. Physical violence

d. Unjustified jealousy i. Material problems

e. Sexual incompatibility j. Other

29. Who initiated the divorce?
a. Wife c. Both
b. Husband

30. The year of your divorce

31. How many children did you have:
a. Before marriage
b. In the first marriage
c. In the second marriage
d. In subsequent marriages
e. After dissolution of marriage




32. Have you planned to have child?

In marriage (how many)

Out of marriage (how many)

a. Yes

b. No

33. In your opinion, the ideal number of children b have is

34. What could be an obstacle to have the ideal nuo@r of children?

a. Husband'’s work/study

e. Health conditions

i.rMov have a partner

b. Your work/study f. Alcoholism

j- Do not have ahstacles

c. Housing problems g. The age

k. Other

d. Financial problems

h. Already have enough caidr

35. Do you use contraception?

a. Yes

b. No

36. If yes, what kind of contraception do you use ost frequently?

a. Condoms

c. Biological method

e. Refuse to answer

b. Oral d. IUD

f. Other

37. In your opinion, what is abortion?

a. It's an ordinary medical procedure

c. It's awseerious procedure, only accepted
case of serious health problems, with the risk
death

b. It's serious medical procedure, but it's betier
have an abortion than having an undesirable chil

d

d. Abortion is not accepted in any case

38. Have you experienced an abortion?

Before / Out of marriage

After
marriage

In marriage disgmn of

a. Yes (How many)

b. No

c. Refuse to answer

39. What was your motivation to get pregnant?

a. Pregnancy from a loved one

e. Self affirmatroough the pregnancy

b. Woman should have a child after marriage f. Age
c. Pregnancy in order to keep relationships g. &t have a child
d. Did not want to make an abortion h. Other

in

of



40. Are you planning to have one more child in th&uture?

a. Yes b. No

41. If not planning, why not?

a. Housing problems c. Health problems e. It's inext without marriage

b. Financial problems d. Already have enough chitdr f. Do not have a partner

42. In your opinion the absence of a father in a faily affects the child (ren)?

a. No affect b. Positive affect | c. Negative affect

43. What can you recommend in order to reduce theagative affect?

a. Preferences in kindergartens e. Social benefits

b. Preferences in schools f. Involvement of graneipts to a childcarg
process

c. Free psychologist for child g. Re-marry

d. Free summer holidays h. Nothing could replafater

44. Could you evaluate your confidence in the futw of your child(ren)

0 2 4 6 8 10
Cannot 100% of
imagine the confidence
future of my
children

45. The level of income per person in your housettbl

a. Less than 100$ b. 100%$ - 200% c. More than 200%

D



