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PARENTAL GENDER PREFERENCE IN EUROPE:
GENDER BIASOR DIFFERENTIAL COSTS?

This paper aims to test between alternative explanations of the preference for the gender of
children at birth. We measure the preference for the gender of children at birth as the difference in
parity-three progression ratios between families with first-born daughters and sons (this procedure
is called the parity-three progression test). If families with first-born daughters in a given country
are less likely to have three children than families with first-born sons, we conclude that there is the
daughter preference in this country because parents with daughters do not want to progress to
higher parities for having sons. Seen in this way, the gender preference might have negative socio-
economic consequences as has been argued in the literature in the context of developing [6; 8] and
advanced economies [2; 4]. The right policy needed to mitigate these negative consequences
depends on the causes behind the observed parental behavior. In our paper we, first, elicit the
gender preferences across European countries and, then, test for alternative hypothesis on causes
behind the observed preferences.

At start, we find that the population of 32 considered European countries on average exhibits
the daughter preference. But, the extent of this preference differs across countries. The two possible
causes of the gender preference, as Dahl and Moretti [3], Lundberg [7] or Ben-Porath and Welch [1]
argue, are the parental gender bias and different costs of raising sons and daughters. The parental
gender bias towards some gender is defined as higher utility received by parents from children of
that gender or possessing characteristics exclusive to that gender. In this case, bearing a child of a
preferred gender decreases the chance of having the next child because parents are already content
with that child. In the case when costs of raising sons and daughters differ, bearing a child of a
“more costly” gender decreases the chance of having the next child because parents lack resources
for that. If the parental gender bias holds, parents having children of a preferred gender should
spend more on household public goods. That is because their marriage is more stable since with a
more preferred child it generates higher surplus. If the differential cost hypothesis holds, parents
having children of a more costly gender should buy more children goods and less on household
public goods and personal consumption. The association between the firstborn’s gender effect on
the number of children and on the availability of different categories of goods in the household
supportsthe cos difference explanation.

In our analysis we used the EU-SILC data from years 2004-2015. Our OLS estimates of
the parity-three progression ratios and gender gaps in children’s material conditions are based
on the gender of the first-born which renders them causal estimates because the gender of the
firstborn is arguably random [7]. Also, we instrument (2SLS) the number of children in the
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household with the twins-birth because the gender of the firstborn affects the considered
outcomes through the number of children too.
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TepHonUIbCHKUM HALlIOHANBHUM TEXHIYHUI yHIBepcUTET iMeH1 IBana [lymros

I'OJIOBHI 3ATPO3U EKOHOMIYHOI'O PO3BUTKY YKPATHM B 2019 POIII

JlocnipkeHHs! EKOHOMIUHOT CUTYaIli KpaiHu € JOCUTh BaXKJIMBOIO 1 HEOOX1IHOIO MPOIIETyPOIO
JUIS OL[IHIOBAHHSI PEaJbHOTO CTaHy €KOHOMIKM Ta MEPCHEKTUB ii po3BUTKY. HampukiHLi KOXKHOTO
POKY HIABOAATH E€KOHOMIYHI MIACYMKH, IOPIBHIOIOTh (AKTHUUHI IOKa3HUKH 3 IUIAHOBUMH,
3aKJIaJICHUMH Ha TIOYaTKy POKY, BUBYAIOTh NPUYMHHU HEMOBHOI'O BUKOHAHHS IUIaHY Ta CTBOPIOIOTH
MPOrHO3M Ha MalOyTHiM pik. Ha chorogHimHii JeHb ICHYIOTh JOCHUTh 3HAuHI 3arposu, SK
BHYTpIIIHI, TaK 1 30BHILIHI, K1 MOXYTb KapAMHAJIbHO 3MIHUTH TEMIH PO3BUTKY €KOHOMIYHHX
nporieciB Ykpainu. ToMy METOI0 HAIIOTrO JOCHIKEHHS € BUSBJICHHS Ta aHAI3 YCIX MOTCHI[IMHUX
3arpo3 eKOHOMIYHOTO po3BUTKY Ykpainu B 2019 pori.

3rigHo 3 HbOopMaIli€r, TOJaHO0 Ha CTOPIHI LIeHTpy mociipKeHb comiaabHUX KOMYHIKAITIH,
3a aHanidoMm /[lepkaBHOi ciyKOM CTaTUCTUKU YKpaiHu, MiHiCTEpCTBA €KOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY 1
topriBii Ykpainu Ta 3a iHdopmamiero, momaHoro Harionaneuum bankom VYikpainun (HBY),
yKpalHChKa EKOHOMiKa I[OKa3yBajla IMO3UTHUBHY IMHaMIiKy po3BuTky y 2018 poui [1]. s
puUKIany, y nepmomy kBapraii 2018 poky croctepiraiiocs: 30UTbIIEHHS BAJIOBOTO BHYTPIITHEOTO
npoaykry (BBII) wa 3,1% y nopiBHsHI 3 aHanoriyauM mnokasuukom 2017 poky; y Apyromy —
noka3Huk BBII OyB OimpmmM 3a TOKa3HHK MUHYIOTO poky Ha 3,8%; y TpeThoMy 3pOCTaHHS
cranoBmio 2,8%. Take 3pocraHHs, 3a gaHumu JlepkaBHOI cioykOM CTaTHCTHUKU YKpaiHw,
3YMOBJIEHE 3pPOCTaHHSIM TaKHUX Tally3edl BITYM3HAHOI EKOHOMIKHM, $IK CUIbCbKE TI'OCIOAAPCTBO,
TOPTiBIIA, TPAHCIOPT 1 MPOMUCIOBICTh. BaXTMBO Te, IO MPOTHO3M MDKHAPOJHHMX OpTraHizamii i
IIPOrHO3M YKpaiHChKUX (DaxiBLIB 3HAYHO HE BIPI3HSUIUCA. 3arajoM, siK 1 yKpaiHCbKI €KCIIepTH, TaK
1 MDKHApO/IHI, MPOTHO3YIOTh 3pOCTaHHS €KOHOMIKM YKpainu i Ha nmami. Ha pasi ma 2019 pik ypsin
MIPOTHO3YE PO3BUTOK eKoHOMIkH: 30utbieHHs BBII na 3%, mokasnuk iHQmAii, 3aKimageHuid y
Jep>kaBHOMY OOJDKeTi, cTaHOBUTH 7,4%, a Kypc Jojlapa BU3HA4YEHO Ha piBHI 29,4 rpH.

VY 2019 pik ykpaiHChKa €KOHOMIKA BBIMIIUIA 3 JIOCHTH IMO3UTHBHUMHU TeMITaMU PO3BUTKY. [Ipu
30epeskeHHi Takoi muHamikk y 2019 pori ekoHOMIKa HamIoi JepXaBu MPOJOBKyBaia O aKTUBHO
po3BuBatucs. OJHaK, 3a CJIOBaMH EKCIEPTIB, y LbOMY pOLIl €KOHOMIKAa MOX€ 3ITKHYTHUCA 13
CEepHO3HMMHU 3arpo3aMH, fKi MOXYTh IepepBaTH ab0 HaBITh 3YNUHUTH 3pocTaHHs. llepmioro 1
JOCUTh BaroMOI0 BHYTPIIIHBOIO 3arpo30r0 Mo)kHa Has3BaTu BuOopu [lpesunenra VYkpainu Ta
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