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relationships with relatives for parental life satisfaction

Maigorzata Mikucka *

Ester Rizzi?

Abstract

BACKGROUND
Strong relationships with relatives may alleviate the egpences of stressful experi-
ences, but the evidence documenting such ‘buffering éffiecing parenthood is scarce.

OBJECTIVE

This paper investigated the buffering effect of relatiapstwith relatives during parent-
hood in Switzerland. We tested whether relationships wéthtives (network size, fre-
guency of contact, and availability of practical and emmdilcsupport) were activated in
response to parenthood, and if people who had strongeioretaips with their relatives
experienced more positive trajectories of life satistactiuring parenthood.

METHODS
We used Swiss Household Panel data for the years 2000—2td fixed effect regression
models.

RESULTS

The birth of a first child was associated with an increase ithers’ contact with non-
resident relatives. Moreover, parents with at least twédodin who had better access
to support from relatives experienced more increase arsddesline in life satisfaction
during parenthood than parents who had less access tweslatupport.

CONCLUSIONS

Our study suggests that the support of relatives is a resdiarcparents having two
or more children and that it improves the experience of gamad even in a relatively
wealthy society.

1 Centre for Demographic Research, Univésiatholique de Louvain.
E-Mail: malgorzata.mikucka@uclouvain.be.
2 Centre for Demographic Research, Universiatholique de Louvain.
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CONTRIBUTION

This is the first paper to demonstrate that relationshiph veilatives diversify the effect
of parenthood on life satisfaction. Moreover, it suggesét teak relationships with rel-
atives may lower parent’s life satisfaction and limit fityj especially at higher parities.

1. Introduction

The saying “it takes a village to raise a child” suggests tiwdtall the burden of raising
children needs to rest on parental shoulders. Cooperatidnhe support of community,
be it neighbors, relatives, or others, may make parenthetiérp perhaps easier or less
of a strain. This is relevant for contemporary developedeties, where fertility rates are
predominantly low and the positive link between parenthaiodl life satisfaction is rarely
found (e.g., Clark et al. 2008; Hansen 2012; Pollmann-3&ai4). Parents, especially
of young children, are tired, sleep deprived, and stresseaberson, Pudrovska, and
Reczek 2010; Evenson and Simon 2005), they experience falat@in (Stanca 2012)
and time pressures (Pollmann-Schult 2014). Childcarectwitg only slightly more en-
joyable than housework (Kahneman et al. 2004), is in confliti parents’ leisure, free-
dom, work demands, and romantic relationships (Lyubongiesid Boehm 2010; Twenge,
Campbell, and Foster 2003; Angeles 2010; Nomaguchi andé/R2R03).

A plausible remedy for the burdens of parenthood is the sumsocial networks.
The ‘buffering hypothesis’ postulates that social suppmam family or other sources,
may alleviate the negative consequences of difficult eepegs (Cohen 1985; Thoits
1982). Thus, people surrounded by a network available teigecsupport may derive
more life satisfaction from parenthood than people who argadly isolated or cannot
count on support from their networks. However, the role afi@osupport for life satis-
faction of parents remains underexplored.

This paper contributes to filling this gap by examining wieetstrong relationships
with relatives act as a buffer that protects parental lifiss&ection. In this paper we de-
fine strong relationships by referring to four criteria:wetk size, contact frequency, and
availability of practical and emotional support. Throughthe paper, the term “strong re-
lationships” refers to above median size of network of redst above median frequency
of contact with relatives, or above median availability odgtical or emotional support
from relatives. We focus on two related aspects of the hinffeeffect. First, we investi-
gate if networks of relatives, frequency of contacts witlatiees, or availability of their
support increase in response to parenthood. In other werdest whether relationships
with relatives become stronger after people have childi®econd, we assess whether
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people who declare stronger relationships with relativggsence more positive trajec-
tories of life satisfaction during parenthood.

1.1 Parenthood and life satisfaction

Today parenthood is largely a choice, and is typically cder@d an important experi-
ence. However, the literature has failed to document a stargly positive effect of
parenthood on life satisfaction (for a review see: Hanset?20Some analyses demon-
strated that parents were less happy than childless pempgle$tanca 2012; Margolis and
Myrskyla 2011), whereas others showed a positive (Aassve, GamlsSiaoni 2012), or

a null correlation (Qian and Knoester, 2015; for childredeithe age of six: Vanassche,
Swicegood, and Matthijs, 2013).

The results on parenthood and life satisfaction may be g@rérbecause studies in
this field were performed with various data and methods. Intrest, studies analyz-
ing changes in parental life satisfaction with panel data pr@vided a consistent pic-
ture (Clark et al. 2008; Clark and Georgellis 2013; Frijtélshnston, and Shields 2011;
Baetschmann, Staub, and Studer 2012; Myi&glayld Margolis 2014; Rizzi and Mikucka
2015; Mikucka 2016). They documented that first-time birérsl, to a lesser extent, sub-
sequent births, are periods of increased life satisfacéspecially for women. They are
preceded by ‘anticipation effect’, which means that theease in life satisfaction occurs
one or two years before a birth (Clark et al. 2008; Frijtecdjnkton, and Shields 2011,
Myrskyla and Margolis 2014; Rizzi and Mikucka 2015; Anusic, Yap, andas 2014).
Subsequently, after a birth, the life satisfaction of p&sgmadually declines (Clark et al.
2008; Clark and Georgellis 2013; Frijters, Johnston, anigl&@ 2011; Myrskyh and
Margolis 2014; Anusic, Yap, and Lucas 2014), which is caesiswith the description
of parenthood as a difficult experience.

The trajectories of life satisfaction levels during pahetd differ across groups of
parents. For example, Galatzer-Levy et al. (2011) showetltlie well-being of the ma-
jority of parents did not change in response to birth, 7% erpeed a sustained decrease,
and 4% experienced a strong increase. This may reflect p@rgeferences for parent-
hood (Kravdal 2014), but also the ability to cope with itslidreges. Indeed, married and
older people typically derive more life satisfaction fromrenthood than do single and
poorer people (Myrsk@ and Margolis 2014). Such people may be better preparelédor t
demands of parenthood, such as financial costs (StancaR6lann-Schult 2014) and
constraints on parental time (Pollmann-Schult 2014; Ewerand Simon 2005). In this
paper we investigate whether strong relationships withtireds also help parents face the
challenges of parenthood.
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1.2 Parenthood and support from relatives

Families provide support to parents of young children, yaby offering childcare,
housework, advice and information, as well as material amainftial help (Chan and
Ermisch 2011; Chan 2009; Coall and Hertwig 2010; Bengtsdil28lank and Buber
2009). The literature showed that the support of relativas activated in response to
critical, difficult events (Eggebeen and Davey 1998; Sitein, Gans, and Yang 2006;
Schoeni 2002). Family relationships were more stable thandships or work and com-
munity networks (Wellman et al. 1997), and they were ofteors}, supportive, and recip-
rocal (Munch, McPherson, and Smith-Lovin 1997). Thus, teevork of relatives may
prove an important source of support during difficult pesiod

Part of the literature showed that transition to parenthobehsified the relation-
ships with relatives. For example, analyses of US data deoted that contacts of new
parents with family members increased temporarily afteirt ifBost et al. 2002; Bel-
sky and Rovine 1984). In the same period, the non-family odts/tended to decline,
and networks of relatives temporarily dominated the sdif@bf parents (e.g., relatives
constituted 70% of networks of parents having 3-year-olticdn; Munch, McPherson,
and Smith-Lovin 1997). However, some other studies showatfamily networks were
not affected by parenthood. For example, parenthood hadfect en the relationships
(contact frequency, network size, and support) of relatimeSwitzerland (Kalmijn 2012).
Similarly, in a study using US data, the size of parental et was stable during the
period up to 24 months after a birth (Bost et al. 2002).

In this context, gender differences are important. Suppetivorks of men and
women systematically differ, and relatives make a largareiof women'’s than of men'’s
social networks (Moore 1990). Also, parenthood seems &xaffomen’s networks more
than men’s — for example, having a child aged 3 or 4 limits the sf the social networks
of women and the frequency of their social contacts, butstrimeffect on the size of the
social networks of men (Munch, McPherson, and Smith-Lo@a7).

1.3 Buffering effect of support from relatives

Consistent with the ‘buffering hypothesis’ (Cohen 1985¢it$1 1982) relationships with
relatives may alleviate the negative effects of difficuleets (e.g., for unemployment,
see Mikucka 2014). They may also protect against the losfeokatisfaction often
experienced during parenthood.

Only a handful of analyses documented that social suppodenated the relation-
ship between parenthood and life satisfaction. Some symi@vided indirect evidence
by showing that the support of grandparents facilitated leympent of mothers (espe-
cially those with lower earning potential, see Dimova andfi\2D08; Gray 2005), and
that access to informal childcare increased the probglofientering parenthood (Hank
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and Kreyenfeld 2003). Similarly, having at least one pagedine increased the chances
of having a child (Del Boca 2002)

The analysis by Bost et al. (2002) directly investigatedathiéering effect of parental
networks for 137 couples residing in rural North Carolinhey showed that parents hav-
ing less frequent contact with relatives reported higheglkeof adjustment (which com-
prised a positive attitude toward life, enjoying the compahothers, and feeling able to
initiate activities and carry them through) than parentsrigamore frequent contact with
relatives. The results run in the opposite direction forgize of networks: parents with
larger family networks reported higher levels of adjustingman parents with smaller
networks. This suggests that contact with relatives mayra®genous to the need of
support: parents who experienced problems or felt insecugat be more inclined to
geek frequent contact with relatives.

1.4 The Swiss context

Switzerland, a country with a fertility rate of 1.52 childr@er woman (OECD 2010),
stands out for low availability of childcare (e.g., 8.5% bfde-year-old children were
enrolled, vs. 68% in the European Union (OECD 2010)), andfieadings on childcare
and preschool programs are the lowest of all the OECD cam({fi.2% of GDP (OECD
2010)). Not surprisingly, childcare heavily burdens hdwde budgets in Switzerland
(about 50% vs. 11%, which is the OECD average (OECD 2010))ditAxhally, the
14-week-long maternity leave in Switzerland is one of thertst in OECD countries,
and the country does not offer paternity or parental leavaldOECD 2010), despite
the media interest in the topic (Valarino and Bernardi 20Ihe main instrument for
the reconciliation of work and family life is women’s paitre work (Levy et al. 2006;
Widmer and Ritschard 2009): 45.6% of women work less than@0per week in a
primary job (OECD 2010).

Parents in Switzerland are usually relatively old (only df8nothers have their first
child before the age of 30, see Valarino and Bernardi 201@)énths out of wedlock are
rare (Le Goff and Ryser 2010), which suggests that most mega economically well
prepared for parenthood. However, as Switzerland doesrowide strong welfare sup-
port for parenthood, relatives may play an important rolgupporting parents (Hank and
Buber 2009; Jappens and Van Bavel 2012; Lewis, CampbellHarmdta 2008), making
Switzerland an interesting case for studying the buffeeffigct of family networks.

1.5 Current analysis

The goal of this study is to investigate the buffering effefcstrong relationships with rel-
atives for parental life satisfaction. We focus on two aspe€the buffering mechanism.
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First, we investigate whether relationships with relaibecome stronger in response to
parenthood.
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Hypothesis 1. Parenthood correlates with an increase ie sizrelatives’
network, frequency of contact with relatives, availalitf practical support,
and/or availability of emotional support.

In our analysis, we capture the changing strength of relatigps with relatives dur-
ing various stages of parenthood: from a birth, through a-g@tense stage, and later,
until a child is 12 years old. Previous studies suggesteidrétationships with relatives
were strongest during a care-intense stage of parenthadwihen children were 3—4
years old: Munch, McPherson, and Smith-Lovin 1997), whicbansistent with the idea
that relationships with relatives intensify in respons@&oental need. This leads us to
formulate a supplementary hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1A. Relationships with relatives become saoadter a birth
and remain strong during an initial care-intense stage afgpéhood; during
subsequent period the parental relationships with rekgibecome weaker.

Moreover, we recognize that the dynamics of relationshifik velatives may be
different for the first and for subsequent children; therefave separately model the
changes occurring when people have their first, second hamtchild. As is consistent
with the buffering mechanism, we expect that relationshyih relatives intensify in
response to parental needs. These needs might increas¢heittumber of children;
however, due to economies of scale, this increase is likabller at higher parities.

Hypothesis 1B. Each birth intensifies relationships witlatiees, but the
effect is smaller at higher parities.

This part of our analysis partly replicates the study by Kgir2012), who found no ev-
idence that relationships with relatives change duringmpignood. Our work extends the
scope of this analysis by differentiating between childséwarious parities, introducing
detailed age groups, and allowing for anticipation effects

As a second aspect of the buffering mechanism, we investighéther the strength
of relationships with relatives changes the correlatiomveen parenthood and life satis-
faction.

Hypothesis 2. Parents who have stronger relationships reidtives expe-
rience a greater increase (or a smaller decline) of life s&ction during
parenthood than parents who have weaker relationships melttives.

We frame the problem in terms of changes experienced duangnghood, thus we can
refer to previous studies which investigated the dynamidgeosatisfaction during par-
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enthood (such as Clark et al. 2008; Clark and Georgellis 2Bifigers, Johnston, and
Shields 2011; Baetschmann, Staub, and Studer 2012; Myrskyl Margolis 2014; Rizzi
and Mikucka 2015; Mikucka 2016). Also, in this case we foratelsupplementary hy-
potheses, on the basis of the assumption that the buffefiagt ®f relationships and
support is stronger when the parental need for help is greate

Hypothesis 2A. The moderating effect of relationships keititives is stronger
during an initial care-intense stage of parenthood thanidgra later stage
of parenthood.

Hypothesis 2B. The moderating effect of relationships keittives increases
with each birth; however, the increase is smaller at highaiifges.

2. Data and method

2.1 Data

We use data from the Swiss Household Panel (SHP), which wssencial change, in
particular the dynamics of changing living conditions,lie population of Switzerland.

The survey started in 1999 with a stratified random sampleriéte households
from the Swiss telephone directory (which had about 95% remesrate). The sample
was stratified by major geographic regions in proportionh® number of households
and represents the population of individuals living in ptészhouseholds in Switzerland
(Voorpostel et al. 2015). In 2004, a refreshment sample witiated to compensate for
the erosion of the original 1999 sample. SHP follows the wadpnts and their children,
and also since 2007, also respondents’ cohabitants whe teawriginal household, until
death or institutionalisation (Voorpostel et al. 2015)triéibn in SHP is somewhat higher
than in other large European panel studies (Lipps 2007)itambdigher among the young,
the males, and the socially and politically excluded pedblpps 2007). However, as
the response patterns are largely random, the risk of npansg bias in SHP is mild
(Voorpostel 2009).

Currently, 16 waves of SHP are available. However, data fensktisfaction and
relationships with relatives were recorded only during @a2—-12. This limits our anal-
ysis to period 2000-2011, i.e., 11 waves of observationHerrhain sample and seven
waves for the refreshment sample. Data were collected dymusing computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI).

We limited our sample to women aged 25-50 years and men wie 2#e160 years
during the survey in order to analyze a sample of those whtwiqgmobably have a child
under the age of 13. This sample consisted of almost 11,088l@and 49,000 observa-
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tions. 54% of our sample were childless, 14% had a singlel,cB8% had two children,
and 9% had three or more children. The intervals betweehsisere typically short:
among parents having at least two children, in 51% of thescasecond birth occurred
within two years after a first, and in 76% of the cases, withie¢ years. The intervals
between second and third birth were typically longer: in 3®Rthe cases a third birth
occurred within two years after a second birth, and in 76%efdases, within four years.

2.2 Measures
2.2.1 Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction is assessed with the questitin: general, how satisfied are you with
your life if 0 means ‘not at all satisfied’ and 10 means ‘conglle satisfied’?” The
variable approximates a normal distribution, is negayigilewed, and peaks at the value
of 8, which is both its overall mean and median.

2.2.2 Relationships with relatives

Because previous results showed that the stability of s@pecss of relationships may
coexist with the change of other aspects (Kalmijn 2012; Bosil. 2002), we analyze
four various measures of the strength of relationships widtives: size of network, fre-
quency of contact, availability of practical support, arndikability of emotional support.

e Size of network is assessed with the questidfith how many relatives living
outside of your household are you on good terms and enjoyse cilationship?”

e Frequency of contact is measured with the questitow frequent are your con-
tacts with these relatives? (If variable according to thesoa involved, talk about
the relative with whom the contacts are more frequent. ldeltelephone con-
tacts.)” The answers are expressed in number of contacts per month.

e Practical support is assessed with the questiimecessary, in your opinion, to
what extent can these relatives or your children who do na Ih your house-
hold provide you with practical help (this means concretplog useful advice), 0
means ‘not at all’ and 10 ‘a great deal’? (Even people who domeed any help
should consider possible ways in which they could get supgbsome relatives
can help a great deal and others not at all, indicate ‘a greaaitl Practical help
= e.g., doing the shopping for them when sick, taking therhéalbctor or giving
useful advice in case of problems or when looking for speciftemation.)”

e Emotional support is measured with the questitfo what extent can these rel-
atives or these children be available in case of need and shaerstanding, by
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talking with you for example, 0 means ‘not at all’ and 10 ‘aafrdeal’? (Even peo-
ple who do not need any help should consider possible waysiichvthey could
get support. If some relatives can help a great deal and athet at all, indicate
‘a great deal.)”

Note that these data do not allow us to specify relatives imeadl by respondents; we
do not know if they are the respondent’s parents, in-landjngj, or other people. If
parents are alive, they are likely to be included among msident relatives, because in
Switzerland co-residence with parents or parents-in-tavaie. For example, in wave 2
of SHP, only 2.6% of households included persons other thamgrs and children.

The data on practical and emotional support are partigukuited for the analy-
sis of the buffering effect, because a buffering mechansmast consistently found
when the measures of support refer to the availability ofsuiprather than to support
actually provided (Wethington and Kessler 1986). Indeext pf the support actually
provided tends to remain unnoticed by the recipients (Bolgackerman, and Kessler
2000). Note however, that our measure of availability ofcfical support may refer to
temporary availability to help in emergency cases rathan th commitment to regular
help. It is possible that the regular help may be of greatg@omance for parents than
help in emergency cases; thus, our measure may underestineatelationship between
availability of practical help and parental life satisfact

Note also that the frequency of contact cannot be directigrjmeted in terms of
support available to parents, as it may also reflect contiaciered by factors other than
parental need for help, for example, the need to provide teetplatives. Thus, the use
of frequency of contact in this analysis assumes that mecggnt contact with relatives
indicates a closer relationship, which may translate inboenfirequent exchange of infor-
mation between parents and their relatives, and which iegmdition for receiving or
providing support.

We use the information on relationships with relatives i tways. First, in the
analysis of how the relationships change in response toffared, we use information
on changes experienced by people over time, that is, we nttoel@lithin-individual vari-
ation of relationships with relatives. Second, in the asialpf the buffering effect of re-
lationships with relatives, we use time-invariant meastoecapture differences between
individuals. To this end, we divide respondents into (timeariant) ‘stronger relation-
ships’ and ‘weaker relationships’ groups: we classify cegfents whose average (over
all waves) relationships with relatives are equal to or bBighan the median as ‘stronger
relationships’, whereas the respondents whose averag®radhips with relatives are un-
der the median enter the ‘weaker relationships’ categofiee median cut-off values are:
5.5 for network size, 4 for contact frequency, 7 for pradtscgpport, and 7.9 for emotional
support. Note that such classification implies that peolalesified as having “weaker re-
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lationships” do not necessarily have weak relationshigh walatives, but rather “less
strong” ones.

2.2.3 Ages of children

Ages of children are coded with a set of dummy variables, mgrthe periods (years)
from three years before a birth up to a child’s age of 12 ye#ns.period of four or more
years before a birth serves as a reference category. The iyeauediately before birth
(for example, one or two years before) should not be used efegence category in the
analysis of life satisfaction, because happiness in thiegés elevated (due to anticipa-
tion effect, i.e., the effect of unobserved variables rahvfor birth, such as pregnancy,
setting up a new household, or career improvement). Therefee choose the earlier
period as a reference category.

In the analysis of relationships with relatives (numberedétives, frequency of con-
tact, practical and emotional support) an anticipatioaaftould also exist. For example,
the career improvement of a man can limit his time availgbdind reduce contact with
relatives, while increasing likelihood of a new birth duayteater financial resources. Be-
cause a potential anticipation effect exists for all theatglent variables in our analysis,
we consistently keep the period of four or more years befotk as reference category.

2.2.4 Control variables

We control for factors whose changes are likely to affectdhijective well-being and
social networks of respondents. We account for the chamgparental age (linear and
guadratic components), marital status (dichotomous osategyfor never married, mar-
ried, and divorced or separated, plus variables markingehe of marriage and the year
of divorce, see: Clark et al. 2008), co-residence with rasptis or spouse’s parents
(in the model of relationships’ change), satisfaction vattn health, household income
(yearly net household income, equivalized using SKOS sealgressed in thousands of
Swiss francs, see: Guggisbergari, and Fleury 2013), and respondent’s unemployment
(Winkelmann and Winkelmann 1998). We also include dumnesviaves (waves 2—3;
waves 4-6, waves 7-9 as a reference; and waves 10-12) toldoneriod effects such
as changing economic conditions or policies. Moreoverh@adnalysis of parental life
satisfaction, we account for support received from thengaytfriends, neighbors, and
colleagues. These variables are constructed as an avdrag@iional and practical sup-
port; if a respondent does not have a network of a given typeeacode their values into
the lowest level of support.

Furthermore, in a supplementary analysis we include timariant variables: ed-
ucation (dichotomous variables for primary, secondary, @@ntiary education), average
household income (expressed in relation to the wave-spauiidian), cohort of birth
(dichotomous variables for cohorts born 1950-59, 1960a68,1970 or later), being a
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parent, age at first birth (expressed in years), and migratatus (four categories result-
ing from crossing the nationality [Swiss vs. other pasgpwith the language spoken at
home [one of Swiss languages vs. other language])).

Table 1 presents details of sample size and distributiohefariables. The follow-
ing Table 2 presents how frequently parents and childlessand women belong to the
‘strong relationships’ rather than to the ‘weak relatidpshgroups.

2.3 Statistical method

This analysis rests on fixed effect models for panel dataedreffect models use the
information on changes in the independent variables (incase, aging of children) to
predict changes in the dependent variable (in our casdjom$aips with relatives and
life satisfaction). The focus on a change rather than onltselate levels of a dependent
variable restricts the variance available for estimatirt,it accurately documents how a
transition to parenthood and changing ages of childrerctafédationships with relatives
and life satisfaction. Fixed effect models control for tived-invariant unobserved het-
erogeneity of individuals, such as genetic differencess@wlity traits, or the baseline
level of happiness (Allison 2009). Moreover, the posdipitif controlling for individual
fixed effects partly resolves selection issues (Clarke.&(0).

Recognizing that the dynamics of both dependent variabkeg differ with parity
and with parent’'s gender, we estimate separate models fiat astecond, and third child,
and we stratify the analysis by gender. Separate modelsdorand women were used
in previous research on parenthood and social networksigaR012), but accounting
for different parities is a novel aspect of our approach.

2.3.1 Ages of children, ages of parents, historical time

Our goal is to estimate the dynamics of relationships aredddtisfaction which is as-
sociated with parenthood. However, the changes assoacidtedaging of a child are
inevitably related to aging of a parent and progress of hgbtime. In this paper, to
empirically distinguish between these three processee(taging of parents and aging
of a child), we include a control group in the estimation skmnpe., we include in the
analysis not only people who experience the transitionstefést, but also people who
could, but who did not experience the specific transitiossré@ommended by: Bderl
and Ludwig 2014). A similar technique was used by Anusic,,¥aql Lucas (2014), who
controlled for age of parents by including in the analysis@parison group of childless
people.

The sample consists of two groups. The first one includeslpe®ipo experience
the transition into parenthood or aging of a child. This gr@omprises parents whose
children of specified parity are aged 12 or younger, as wefleple who will in the
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Table 1: Sample characteristics
Women Men
mean s.d. min max N N(@d) mean s.d. min max N N(d)
Time-varying variables:
size of network of relatives 720 6.61 0 200 17811 3682 6.93 6.71 0 286841 3824
freg. of contact with relat. (month) 8.51 9.62 0 396 17796 3679 5.74 7.03 100 18666 3818
practical support from relatives 731 2.65 0 10 17756 3659 6.55 2.80 0 1064183807
emotional support from relatives 792 2.28 0 10 17737 3654 7.22 258 0 18940 3798
life satisfaction 7.96 1.42 0 10 17925 3725 7.88 1.39 0 10 188225387
age of child 1 11.94 6.63 0 32 14336 2501 13.47 7.81 0 39 15522 2563
age of child 2 10.12 5.88 0 29 10854 1761 1142 6.98 0 36 11646 1802
age of child 3 7.17 3.95 0 23 3210 504 7.33 4.27 0 27 3171 513
single 0.24 043 0 1 22035 4916 0.25 0.43 0 1 27108 5996
divorced or separated 0.09 0.29 0 1 22002 4907 0.08 0.26 0 1 27075 5983
widowed 0.01 0.09 0 1 22035 4916 0.01 0.08 0 1 27108 5996
married 0.64 0.48 0 1 22035 4916 0.65 0.48 0 1 27108 5996
year of divorce 0.01 0.08 0 1 22035 4916 0.00 0.06 0 1 27108 5996
year of marriage 0.01 0.12 0 1 22035 4916 0.01 0.12 0 1 27108 5996
co-reside with grandparents 0.02 0.13 0 1 22035 4916 0.02 0.14 0 1 278886 5
satisfaction with health 8.08 175 0 10 17920 3726 8.03 166 O 1018188875
hh income equivalized 50.15 49.43 -0 2581 22035 4916 5297 52.29 & 25/108 5996
unemployed 0.01 0.11 0 1 21999 4892 0.02 0.12 0 1 27076 5973
age 38.64 6.97 25 50 22035 4916 42.82 959 25 60 27108 5996
waves 2-3 (2000-02) 020 040 O 1 22035 4916 0.20 0.40 0 1 271086 59
waves 4-6 (2002—-05) 0.27 0.45 0 1 22035 4916 0.27 0.45 0 1 271086 59
waves 7-9 (2005-08) 0.27 044 0 1 22035 4916 0.27 0.44 0 1 271086 59
waves 10-12 (2008-11) 0.25 0.43 0 1 22035 4916 0.26 0.44 0 1 271986 5
support from partner 7.71 282 0 10 16703 3608 7.99 2.77 0 10 176569 373
support from friends 7.68 2.10 0 10 17815 3683 7.06 2.26 0 10 186336 380
support from neighbours 473 3.46 0 10 17616 3641 4.13 3.23 0 10 9183442
support from colleagues 3.83 3.39 0 10 22035 4916 3.05 3.23 0 10 271985 5
Time-invariant variables:

large network of relatives 0.45 0.50 0 1 4916 0.39 0.49 0 1 5996
frequent contact with relatives 0.62 0.48 0 1 4916 0.42 0.49 0 1 5996
high practical support from relatives 0.55 0.50 0 1 4916 0.37 0.48 0 1 5996
high emotional support from relatives  0.50 0.50 0 1 4916 0.33 047 0 1 6 599
primary education 0.61 0.49 0 1 4916
secondary education 0.20 0.40 0 1 4885
tertiary education 0.19 0.39 0 1 4885
household income 113 08 -0 21 4916
born 1950-59 0.25 0.43 0 1 4916
born 1960-69 0.38 0.49 0 1 4916
born 1970+ 0.37 0.48 0 1 4916
ever a parent 0.61 0.49 0 1 4916
age at 1st birth 28.21 4.74 0 48 2864
Swiss passport and language 0.77 0.42 0 1 4916
other passport and language 0.05 0.22 0 1 4916
Swiss passport, other language 0.10 0.30 0 1 4916
other passport, Swiss language 0.08 0.27 0 1 4916

Source SHP data, waves 2—-12.

future experience the birth of a child of specified paritye ®econd group is the control
group and it consists of people who could, but who did not eepee a given transition.
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Table 2: Number of respondents in the ‘strong relationshipsand ‘weak
relationships’ groups, according to parental status

Network size Contact frequen€y Practical suppof‘l Emotional suppoh
large small high low high low high low
> 5.5 < 5.5 >4 < 4 > 7 <7 > 7.9 < 7.9
Men:
overall 2315 (39%) 3681 (61%) 2518 (42%) 3478 (58%) 2241 (37%) 376B%) 1983 (33%) 4013 (67%)
childless 1204 (35%) 2229 (65%) 1411 (41%) 2022 (59%) 1354 (39%)7920(61%) 1204 (35%) 2229 (65%)
has a child aged 0 107 (52%) 99 (48%) 125 (61%) 81 (39%) 97 (47%) 108%)5 85 (41%) 121 (59%)

hasachildaged1-2 235 (51%) 224 (49%) 252 (55%) 207 (45%) 205 (45%B4 (55%) 176 (38%) 283 (62%)
hasachildaged 3-5 275 (46%) 319 (54%) 284 (48%) 310 (52%) 250 (42934 (58%) 202 (34%) 392 (66%)
hasachild aged 6-12 505 (44%) 636 (56%) 506 (44%) 635 (56%) 405%)(35736 (65%) 351 (31%) 790 (69%)

Women:

overall 2208 (45%) 2708 (55%) 3059 (62%) 1857 (38%) 2692 (55%) 22@6%) 2478 (50%) 2438 (50%)
childless 882 (37%) 1533 (63%) 1379 (57%) 1036 (43%) 1331 (55%) 410815%) 1216 (50%) 1199 (50%)
has a child aged 0 117 (55%) 96 (45%) 160 (75%) 53 (25%) 128 (60%)  8B%)Y4 107 (50%) 106 (50%)

hasachildaged 1-2 252 (54%) 219 (46%) 354 (75%) 117 (25%) 291 (62%B0 (38%) 248 (53%) 223 (47%)
hasachildaged 3-5 337 (55%) 278 (45%) 451 (73%) 164 (27%) 367 (60@¥8 (40%) 319 (52%) 296 (48%)
has achild aged 6-12 642 (53%) 569 (47%) 793 (65%) 418 (35%) 651%)(54 560 (46%) 595 (49%) 616 (51%)

@ times per month

b on ascale from 0 Aot at allto 10 —a great deal
Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Groups based on median values of network size, contaatdrery, practical support, and emotional support.

In the case of estimates for a first child, the control groupscsis of childless people, i.e.,
those who did not have a child during the survey. In the aimfps a second child, the
control group consists of childless people and those witi one child. In the analysis
for a third child, the control group consists of the childlethose with one child, and
those with two children. We also limit the sample to womendagg-50 years and men
aged 25-60 years to exclude respondents who are less likegve children aged 12 or
younger.

By restricting the sample to these two groups and by chodbegeriod of four or
more years before a birth as the reference category, we asbatparents observed four
years before a birth and people who will not experience & hir¢ sufficiently similar that
we may treat them as a single group. Thus, for interpretatfarsults, both the control
group and the period of four or more years before a birth seswhe reference category.
Although the coefficients estimated in this way use only titeinw-person variation, they
may be interpreted as a difference between the trajectexisrienced by parents and
by the respective control group. Note also that some of thpardents included in the
analysis were not observed during the reference periodwfdo more years before a
birth. This is not an obstacle for estimating the effectshveitich a reference category,
because the unobserved change experienced by these peaalptired by the fixed
intercepts.

To control for the effect of historical time, the models alsolude dummies for
waves (see the section on control variables). To avoid esitim problems resulting from
collinearity of waves with parents’ and children’s age, weup together neighboring

956 http://www.demographic-research.org


http://www.demographic-research.org

Demographic ResearcWolume 34, Article 34

survey waves during which the average life satisfactionnetively stable (Biderl and
Ludwig 2014).

2.3.2 Dynamics of relationships with relatives

To estimate the effect of parenthood on relationships wathtives, we regress our de-
pendent variables on a set of dichotomous variables magtages of parenthood. Our
analysis covers the period preceding a birth (four and meeesybefore a birth; three
years before; two years before; and one year before a kanil)yve follow parents up to

the moment when their child is 12 years old. This observatjwan slightly exceeds the
length of the panel (12 years). Thus, even though our modéd solely on the within-

person variation over time, it combines information fromieas people to estimate the
trajectories of relationships with relatives.

Formally, our model for a first child is described by Equation

Support;, = Bpp3BBsit + Bep2BB2it + Bep1BB1it+
+ BageoAgeoit + BagerAgerit + - - - + Bagei2Ageiai
+ BBirthe Birthais + Bonia2Childgi + - - - + (1)
+ BBirths Birthsis + BonilasChildsii+
+ Br Xt + (o + ugt)

In Equation 1, coefficients fromigps to Szp1 describe the dynamics of relationships
with relatives in the period before a birth of a chil@B’ stands forbefore a birth’).
The coefficients fromBageo t0 Sa4e12 describe how relationships change as the child
gets older (from the age of zero to the age of twelve). Thefiwbafits frompBg;,¢po tO
Bgirtns and fromBeoniae t0 Bonias control for a birth and presence of other children
(in the case of a first child, other children include: a secenthird, a fourth, and a fifth
child). X, is a vector of control variables a8l is a vector of respectivé coefficients.
Coefficienta; refers to individual fixed effects (i.e the baseline levelaétionships with
the relatives of a specific person), and coefficiepts the error term.

2.3.3 Dynamics of life satisfaction of the ‘strong relatioships’ and ‘weak
relationships’ groups

To estimate the dynamics of life satisfaction of parentsrigagtrong and weak relation-
ships with relatives, we used a fixed-effect model similghtoone presented in Equation
1 (see Equation 2).
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LSi: = Be3BB3it + Bep2BB2it + Bep1BB1it+
+ BBB3sBB3itRel + Bppas BBai Rel + Bpp1s BBt Rel+
+ BageoAgeoit + BagerAgeris + - + BageraAgeizit
+ BageosAgeoit Rel + BagersAgeriRel + - - - + Bageras Ageroi Rel
+ BBirthe Birthair + Bonia2Childi + - - - (2)
+ BBirtns Birthsit + Bonias Childsi+
~+ BBirthosBirthsj Rel + BonilaesChildos Rel + - - - +
+ -+ + Birthss Birthsi Rel + BcniidssChildsi Rel+
+ Br X + (o + uir)

Equation 2 includes interaction terms between the ‘stroglgtionships’ dummies
and the variables marking the stages of parenthaB®s(; Rel - -- BB1;; Rel and
Agepi Rel - - - Ageqo; Rel). These interaction terms test whether the dynamics of life
satisfaction of parents who have strong relationships veititives differ from those ex-
perienced by parents who have weak relationships withivekat

We choose this strategy over the fixed effect model with tiaering interaction
terms (i.e., amodel including the interaction of changeslationships with relatives and
changes in stages of parenthood), because our researdloquieters to the moderating
effect oflevels as opposed tohangesof relationships with relatives. In the fixed effect
model with time-varying interaction terms, the effect of fevels of relationships would
be captured by the individual fixed intercepts, and this wWqukvent us from estimating
the effects of interest.

3. Results

3.1 Changes in relationships with relatives during parentiood

Table A—1 (Appendix) shows how relationships with relagiohange for parents having
their first child (as in Equation 1). Results for a second dmiditchild are presented in
Tables A-2 and A-3. For an easy overview, the coefficientaffanodels are presented
in Figures 1 and 2.

The results for control variables are consistent with resistudies. The number of
relatives in women'’s networks decreases with women’s ageeNmarried and divorced
people have smaller networks of relatives than married leedjvailability of practical
support increases with age. Divorce and separation inerts@semotional support avail-
able to women but not to men. Furthermore, people who are swiisfied with their
health declare higher availability of practical and emieéilbsupport from their relatives
than people who are less satisfied with their health.
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Figure 1: Changes in the number of non-residing relatives wh whom
parents or prospective parents are on good terms (left colum) and
the frequency of contact with non-residing relatives (rigtt column).
Separately for first, second, and third child
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Source:SHP data, waves 2—-12.

Note: Estimates as in Equation 1; separately for men and women andifst,a second, and a third child.
The reference category is the period of four or more yearséefdirth. The graphs show the predicted
change g coefficients) with the confidence intervals (90%). Prediusistatistically significantly different
from zero are marked with dots. The labels show the exact \@ltiee prediction.

3.1.1 Network size

The left panel of Figure 1 shows the changes in the numberlatives with whom re-
spondents are on good terms. The size of network does nogetsystematically with
the birth and aging of a first and second child, but it decreagstematically among men
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having their third child. The effect is significant one yeafdre a birth of a third child
and reaches strongest (most negative) values when a tliliddsi years old: 3.4 persons
less than among otherwise similar men having maximum twioliehi.

3.1.2 Contact frequency

The right panel of Figure 1 shows the results for the frequehcontact. Among women,
birth of a first child is associated with a statistically sfgrant increase in frequency of
contact with non-residing relatives. In the first year afteshildbirth mothers meet their
relatives on average 1.2 times per month more than in thegbegfore a birth. Later on,
mothers meet their relatives about two to three times peitimoore than they did four or
more years before a birth (e.g., 1.9 times more when a chitd/ears old; 3 times more
when a child is 9 years old). Such an increase is consisténtkeé literature and is likely
related to sharing with relatives the news on the developrofa child, or to relatives
providing childcare. This result also suggests that ouqUescy variable reflects, at least
in part, the contacts triggered by parenthood and posséiated to parental need for
support.

Having a second child decreases women’s frequency of dowitft non-residing
relatives; this effect is statistically significant only @rfha second child is six years old.

3.1.3 Availability of practical support

Practical support (left panel of Figure 2) does not systarally change with parenthood.
Some coefficients are statistically significant, but theywdbform a consistent pattern.

3.1.4 Availability of emotional support

Emotional support (right column of Figure 2) also changtke]iwith the exception of
mothers and fathers having their third child, for whom thecp&red availability of emo-
tional support from relatives systematically decreases.eé third child is about 12
years old, parents report that the emotional support duteita them is between 0.8 points
(mothers) and 1 point (fathers) lower (on a scale from 0 talié) it was before the birth
of a third child.
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Figure 2: Changes in the availability of practical support (eft column) and
emotional support (right column) from non-residing relatives with
whom parents or prospective parents are on good terms
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Source:SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note: Estimates as in Equation 1; separate for men and women and fet,afsecond, and a third child.
Reference category is the period of four or more years befbmha The graphs show the predicted change (
coefficients) with the confidence intervals (90%). Prediusisignificantly statistically different from zero are
marked with dots. The labels show the exact value of the piiedic

3.1.5 Summary

The only aspect of relationships for which we observed aregse is the frequency of
mothers’ contact with their relatives. We found no evideotecrease in the size of a
network, nor of increased availability of practical or efontl support. We also found no
confirmation of Hypotheses 1A and 1B: the increase in contéhbtrelatives upon a first
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birth is persistent over time (i.e., it is not limited to there-intense period); moreover,
we do not observe a similar increase at subsequent birthhefFmore, in contrast to our
hypotheses, we found that parents with three children éxpes a decline, rather than an
increase, of availability of emotional support from thedtatives, and fathers with three
children declare themselves to have a smaller network afivek. This result has not
been reported by the literature before.

3.2 Buffering effect of family support

We now turn to the second part of the analysis, i.e, we ingatdi how the trajectories
of life satisfaction differ between parents who belong ® ‘trong relationships’ rather
than to the ‘weak relationships’ group. The results areqaresl in Figures 3-6; the full
results are reported in Tables A—4 through A—6.

The effects of control variables are consistent with therditure. Life satisfaction
correlated negatively with being single or experiencingvarde (among men), widow-
hood (among women), and unemployment (among men). Posiiivelates of life sat-
isfaction included household income and satisfaction witke’s own health. Support
received from social networks correlated with life satisifan positively, but the pattern
was different for men and women. Men benefited only from thpsut provided by their
partner. Among women, sources of support positively cateel with well-being were
also friends, and — only in the analysis for a second childighimrs.

3.2.1 Network size

The buffering effect of size of network of relatives is sttitially significant for fathers

having their second child (Figure 3, see the vertical lin€)nsistent with the buffering

mechanism, the life satisfaction of fathers having a larggwork of relatives increases
more than life satisfaction of fathers having smaller neknaf relatives. The difference
is significant when a child is 1 and 3 years old.
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Figure 3: Changes in life satisfaction of parents or prospeive parents
having large or small network of non-residing relatives. Slown
separately for first, second, and third child
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Source:SHP data, waves 2—-12.

Note: Estimation as in Equation 2. Reference category is the pefitmur or more years before a birth.
Network size is calculated for each individual as an avemage the observation period. ‘Large network’
refers to median or larger network (5.5); ‘small network’ refers to network size below median 6.5). The
vertical lines connecting the two trajectories of life s&tction indicate the periods when the difference
between the ‘strong relationships’ and the ‘weak relatiips group is statistically significant. Predictions
different from zero that are statistically significant arerkea with dots. The labels show the exact value of the
predictions.

3.2.2 Contact frequency

The results (Figure 4) are unexpected and statisticallgifstgnt for mothers having
their first child: mothers staying in less frequent contaithwheir relatives experience
a stronger increase in life satisfaction during parenththaesh mothers staying in more
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frequent contact with relatives. The difference is statidly significant when a child is
1, 2, and 4 years old (see the vertical lines in Figure 4). Alameffect occurs for men
having their second child: the life satisfaction of men whwdrare contact with their rel-
atives increases more than life satisfaction of men who hawe frequent contact with
relatives. The difference is statistically significant wteefirst child is nine year old.

Predominantly insignificant effects in the opposite dii@tti.e., in line with buffer-
ing mechanism, occur for mothers and fathers having thed thild.

3.2.3 Availability of practical support

After their first childbirth, women with low availability gfractical support from relatives
experience a stronger increase in life satisfaction thamevowith higher availability of
practical support (Figure 5). The difference is statidlycsignificant when a first child is
2 years old or older (see the vertical lines in Figure 5). Tihe sf the difference between
low and high support groups takes the values between 0.5.8mubtht (on a scale from
0to 10).

A different pattern occurs for women having their seconddceind men having
their third child. In these cases the trajectory of life Sfaittion is more positive or less
negative among parents having access to higher levels diigabsupport from relatives
(statistically significant for women when a second child sntl 7, and for men when a
third child is 8 years old).

3.2.4 Availability of emotional support

Again, after their first birth, women having access to lovexels of emotional support
from relatives experience a more positive trajectory ef$idtisfaction than women having
access to higher levels of emotional support (verticalslimFigure 6). The difference
between the two groups remains constant over time, at adéedlout 0.4—0.6 point.

Differences also occur for men having their third child, they are in accordance
with the buffering hypothesis. The trajectories of lifeistaction are more positive among
fathers having access to more emotional support from vekatiThe difference is statisti-
cally significant before the third birth, and later when adhdhild is 4 and 7 years old or
older.

964 http://www.demographic-research.org


http://www.demographic-research.org

Demographic ResearcWolume 34, Article 34

Figure 4: Changes in life satisfaction of parents or prospeive parents
having frequent or rare contact with non-residing relatives. Shown
separately for first, second, and third child. Values refer b
number of contacts per month
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significant are marked with dots. The labels show the exaoewval the predictions.
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Figure 5: Change of life satisfaction of parents or prospedte parents
receiving high and low practical support from relatives. Srown
separately for first, second, and third child
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connecting the two trajectories of life satisfaction iretecthe periods when the difference between the ‘strong
relationships’ and the ‘weak relationships’ group is stitally significant. Predictions different from zero that
are statistically significant are marked with dots. The lalsélow the exact value of the predictions.
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Figure 6: Predicted life satisfaction of parents or prospetive parents
receiving high and low emotional support from relatives. Slown
separately for first, second, and third child
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Note: Estimation as in Equation 2. Our reference category is thiegef four or more years before a birth.
Support is calculated for each individual as an averagetbeeobservation period. ‘High support’ refers to
median or higher suppori( 7.9); ‘low support’ refers to support below the median {.9). The vertical lines
connecting the two trajectories of life satisfaction iratethe periods when the difference between the ‘strong
relationships’ and the ‘weak relationships’ group is stitally significant. Predictions different from zero that
are statistically significant are marked with dots. The lalsélow the exact value of the predictions.

3.2.5 Summary

Some of our results supported the buffering hypothesislewdthers did not (see Table
3). The results for a second and a third birth for availapitit practical and emotional
support were partly consistent with the buffering mechar(idypothesis 2), in particular
among mothers having a second child, for availability ofcfical support, and among
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men having a third child, for availability of emotional sugrp In these cases, life sat-
isfaction trajectories tended to be more positive amongmiarhaving better access to
relatives’ support than among parents having less accestatives’ support. However,

our results do not support Hypotheses 2A and 2B. We expehsgdite moderating ef-

fect was stronger right after a birth and decreased as a ghtldlder, but instead we

observed that the moderating effect increased over timeal®¢eexpected that the mod-
erating effect occurred after each birth, and it was strofayea first child and weaker for

subsequent children; instead we observe some bufferiegtefhly at higher parities.

Table 3: Synthesis of findings on the buffering effect of fanty support
during parenthood

Women Men
Change in life sat-15 child 274 child 374 child 15t child 2nd child 374 child
isfaction accord-

ing to...
network size - - - - some buffer- -
ing effect

frequency of con-unexpected - some buffer- - unexpected some buffer-
tact effect ing effect effect ing effect
availability ~ of unexpected consistent - - - some buffer-
practical support effect buffering ing effect

effect
availability unexpected - - - - consistent
of emotional effect buffering
support effect

Results for contact frequency tended to be the oppositeeafigtions for the buffer-
ing effect: mothers having a first child and fathers havingeeosd child experienced
more positive changes in life satisfaction if they had lesgdient contact with their rel-
atives. This is consistent with the work by Bost et al. (2082 suggests that frequent
contact with relatives may signify parental uncertaintypmyblems with childbearing. In
principle, the frequent contact might also show that par@nbvide support to their rel-
atives rather than receive support. Thus, the less posityectory of life satisfaction
among parents staying in more frequent contact with redatimight indicate a double
burden experienced by such parents. Note however, that wetdubserve this effect at
higher parities, where such a “double burden” should bengtn

The results on availability of practical and emotional supamong women having
their first child also contradicted Hypothesis 2. Motherewihd better access to relatives
support experienced a smaller increase in life satisfaetfter the birth of their first child
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than mothers having less access to relatives’ support. Tffezethce between the two
groups of mothers did not decrease as children became older.subsequent section
further analyses these results.

3.3 Additional analyses for first-time mothers

The results for first-time mothers has not been reported byigus studies and the lit-
erature provides few clues about the possible explanationthe following section we
formulate and test four such explanations.

3.3.1 Endogeneity of relationships with relatives

Relationships with relatives may intensify in responseifficdlties or problems expe-
rienced by the parents (as suggested by Bost et al. 2002).lit€heture showed that
family help is provided in response to a crisis (EggebeenRanky 1998; Silverstein,
Gans, and Yang 2006). Such difficulties and problems expegtby parents may lower
parental life satisfaction. Thus, it is possible that thghler life satisfaction of mothers
with weaker relationships with relatives reflect the faetttthey have experienced fewer
problems. To account for this possibility, we investigatieel determinants of belonging
to the ‘strong relationships’ group among women. ‘Strongtienships’ referred to the
above median size of a network of relatives, contact frequesvailability of practical
support, or availability of emotional support from nonidest relatives. We defined the
strong relationships’ as a time invariant variable andesged it on individual predictors
using cross-sectional logistic models (see Table A-7).

Our results showed that the odds of belonging to the ‘strefegionships’ group are
higher among women who are privileged in terms of educatimhiacome, mothers and
prospective mothers, as well as women born in more recemtrtoiThese results are not
affected by including the migratory status in the model.sTduggests that relationships
with relatives should not be considered to be coping stiesenf disadvantaged women,
but rather additional dimensions of social privilege.

3.3.2 Do strong relationships with relatives “suffocate” yung mothers?

Second, it is possible that strong relationships with ietatare detrimental for the life

satisfaction of mothers, because they interfere in thedfifpoung mothers too strongly.
Moreover, the one-sided dependence on one’s relatives maletsimental for young

mothers’ self esteem. Thus, such relationship may be “saffog” and may decrease the
life satisfaction of young mothers. To inspect this hypsthewe conducted an additional
analysis of Hypothesis 2, in which we divided first-time nerhinto three rather than two
groups: ‘weak relationships’, ‘moderate relationshigsid ‘very strong relationships’
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with relatives® We tested whether the moderate relationships are more ctveluo
parental life satisfaction than weak or very strong retagtops.

The results are presented in Figure 7. We did not observeyihatinesized situation.
For both practical and emotional support, changes in lifssfeation were consistently
most positive among women with lowest availability of sug@nd intermediate among
women with moderate availability of support.

Figure 7: Changes in life satisfaction of prospective and fst-time mothers
having low, moderate, and very high availability of supportfrom
relatives

Availability of practical support: Availability of emotiwal support:
%g’ TJMQ( %2’ M
88 [<7- R i R = 83 ET
e R T T R I T 5 b o

4 6 2 4 6
Age of the child Age of the child

low support medium support

‘ ----- very high support

low support medium support

‘ ----- very high support

Source:SHP data, waves 2—-12.

Note: Estimates as in Equation 2 with three levels of support. Tfereace category is the period of four or
more years before a birth. The graphs show the predicted ehl@mpefficients); the predictions significantly
statistically different from zero are marked with dots. Takedls show the exact value of the prediction.

3.3.3 Different motivation for parenthood

It is possible that women with weaker relationships withatigks forecast that they will
not be able to count on relatives’ support and, therefory, ttrecide to have a child only
if they are very strongly motivated. In other words, a consgge of weak relationships
with relatives may be a stronger selection to parenthoodeiegences. Thus, the life sat-
isfaction trajectories of women with stronger relatiopshimay be less positive because
of their lower, on average, desire to become mothers.

This hypothesis did not find support in the data. Among woméh high avail-
ability of practical support from relatives and who evefiifuhad their first child during

3As previously, the groups are defined as time-invariant. Lrberisity of relationships is defined as under the
25th percentile, the moderate intensity of relationships is @effias values betwe@s" and75t" percentile,
and the very intense relationships with relatives are défamthe one above th&t" percentile. The25t
percentile takes the value of 5.5 for practical support,&6d for emotional support. TH&!" percentile takes
the value of 8.56 for practical support, and 9 for emotionalsurt.
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the panel, 70% declared that they were planning to have d thd to four years before
a first birth, whereas among women with low availability odgtical support only 43%
planned to have a child. The respective percentages fori@mabsupport were 70% and
54%. Thus, we found no evidence that mothers with less atoeassgpport from relatives
are more determined to have a child.

3.3.4 Initial life satisfaction

Finally, it is possible that the life satisfaction is higlr fsomen who have better access
to relatives’ support, independent of parenthood. Thusr afbirth their life satisfaction
cannot increase as much as the life satisfaction of womenhakie less access to rela-
tives’ support and thus they experience a less positivegenéoeiling effect’). To investi-
gate this hypothesis, we re-estimated the models of thetgf effect by distinguishing
women whose life satisfaction was under the median valueréehe birth of a child vs.
those whose life satisfaction was above the median (seed-8)u Data confirmed that
women with better access to support from relatives were reatigfied with their lives
before a childbirth (for practical supporty = 8.1, 1 = 8.4, P(uo < 1) = 0.007; for
emotional supportuy = 8.1, 1 = 8.5, P(uo < 1) = 0.000).

Figure 8: Changes in life satisfaction of prospective and fst-time mothers
belonging to the groups defined by pre-birth level of happines and
availability of relatives’ support
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----- low support & happy ===== high support & happy

Source:SHP data, waves 2—-12.

Note: Reference category is the period of four or more years befbieta The graphs show the predicted
change g coefficients); the predictions statistically significardifferent from zero are marked with dots. The
labels show the exact value of the prediction.

The results are shown in Figure 8. Two observations standFitst, initially less

happy mothers having little access to relatives’ suppovt upport and not happy) expe-
rienced most sustained, long-term increase in life satiisfa after a first birth. Second,
women whose pre-birth life satisfaction was high and who d¢@ad access to relatives’
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support (high support and happy) experienced relativebllsthanges in life satisfaction
after a birth. These results suggest that differences iinitial level of life satisfaction
partly explain the unexpected results obtained for firseetimothers. Women who have
overall good access to relatives’ support are on average immppy before a birth and
they experience a smaller increase in life satisfactiolofiohg a birth.

4. Discussion

The goal of this analysis was to investigate the bufferirigatfof relationships with rela-
tives on parental life satisfaction in Switzerland. We etpd to observe two elements of
buffering effect. First, we forecast that strength of rielaships with relatives increased in
response to parenthood (Hypothesis 1). Second, we expibetestronger relationships
with relatives would correlate with more positive trajetds of parental life satisfaction
(Hypothesis 2). In other words, we hypothesized that strefaionships with relatives
would make parenthood easier and thus more satisfact@gcidly in the Swiss context
of low public support for parenthood.

Our results showed that the birth of a first child positivedyrelated with frequency
of contacts with non-resident relatives. The change wastanhal (2—3 contacts per
month more) and long-term. However, contrary to Hypothdgeand 1B, the increased
frequency of contact with relatives was not specific for theeeintense stages of parent-
hood. Moreover, an increase occurred only after a first @rtti not after subsequent
births. This suggests that the increase in contact is trégghley parenthood, but it is not a
direct response to parental need for help.

Other measures of relationships with relatives (i.e., nemdb relatives with whom
one is on good terms, and availability of practical and eamai support) increased nei-
ther in response to births, nor in later stages of parenthdbe “no change” result for
network size and availability of support is consistent witBvious studies showing that
family networks are stable during parenthood (Kalmijn 20Bast et al. 2002). How-
ever, as stated above, and contrary to Kalmijn (2012) forstrae data, we observed a
long-term increase in the frequency of contact with rektiupon entering parenthood
by women, which is consistent with the work by Munch, McPbersand Smith-Lovin
(1997).

Furthermore, contrary to our expectations, relationshiils relatives eroded more
among parents having three children than among personachéwb children or less.
Specifically, fathers having a third child experienced ¢stestly stronger erosion of net-
work size and availability of emotional support than menihgiwo children or less. A
similar decline among mothers occurred for emotional suppithis pattern may be ex-
plained by the lack of time of parents in larger families. €arinvestments may limit
fathers’ capability to devote time to relationships witlhat&ves. It is also possible that
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the perceived decline of support availability may partiyaet higher needs for support of
such parents rather than the declining availability oftiets to provide support. These
results have not been reported in the literature beforetladseem an interesting field
for further investigations.

The second aspect of the buffering effect investigated isypper was the life satis-
faction advantage of parents having stronger relatiosshith their relatives over parents
whose relationships with relatives were weaker (Hypoth2ksi We found some evidence
of such a buffering effect among parents having their se@mtthird child. However,
we observed no life satisfaction advantage of strong miatiips with relatives among
parents having their first child. This is not consistent witypothesis 2B, which postu-
lated that such an effect should be strongest upon a birtfirst @hild. This suggests that
relationships with relatives are more important in fansilieving two or more children
than in families with only one child. It also suggests thatialijative change occurs in the
needs of families when they have a second child. This is stergiwith the idea that the
demands of parenthood are likely higher at higher paritgliewhen the financial costs
and the constraints on parental time are greater. Additionee found no support for the
Hypothesis 2A, which postulated that the buffering effdatetationships with relatives
is stronger in the early, care-intense stages of parenth@aoutrary to our expectation, if
a buffering effect occurs, it tends to be long-term rathanttemporary.

Unexpectedly, our results have shown that first-time mathewing less access to
practical and emotional support from relatives experidnaestronger increase in life
satisfaction during parenthood than mothers with betteessto relatives’ support. Our
additional tests demonstrated that this result is partlyedrby the fact that mothers with
better access to relatives’ support are already more satigfith their lives before a first
birth, thus their life satisfaction cannot increase mucheisponse to a birth. However,
the long-term character of this effect suggests that wontem lave little emotional and
practical support from their relatives may derive more $ifisfaction from having their
first child than women with stronger support from relativé$aving a first child may
signify for such women that they are forming a family of thewn, thus meeting their
needs for love and belonging.

This research has limitations. First, the variables do howeaus to understand who
the non-resident relatives are. In other words, we do nowkifidespondents refer to
their relationship with their own parents, parents-in;laibling, or other relatives. We
have no access to information about whether parents of negpds are alive, and how
closely they reside. Such information has been includehén2013 wave; however,
as a considerable portion of respondents in our sample digarticipate in this wave,
we do not use the information in the present analysis. Thé skortcoming, because
grandparents may provide more support during parenthaaddther relatives. Second,
we have no access to various types of information relevaptaitental well-being, such
as, for example, health of the child. Third, even though we smveral measures of
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relationships with relatives, we are constrained to messawailable in the data and
we cannot account for potentially important aspects ofti@iahips, such as emotional
closeness, conflict, or distance of residence. Moreovenribasures which are available
in the data have limitations. The availability of practisapport is likely to capture the
temporary availability of help in emergency cases rathanth commitment to regular
help, even though the latter may be of greater importancedoental life satisfaction
than the former. Finally, our results suggest some caukdiarships but do not provide
evidence of such relationships. Our results are open towsinterpretations, as it is not
clear whether and to what extent strong relationships vétatives facilitate parenting,
and to what extent they are a response to the needs of parents.

The message of our study is that becoming a parent does wobatitally strengthen
the relationships with non-resident relatives. Howeves,faund evidence that support
from relatives is a resource for parents, especially thagetwo or more children. Life
satisfaction of parents of two or three children increasesenn response to parenthood
if the parents have better access to the support of thelivesa The importance of rela-
tives for families with two children or more may be a signattedir frailty and point to
the role of family policies.

These results pertain to an affluent society, where a mgjofiparents are rela-
tively old, have a stable economic situation, and are mérigven in such secure social
conditions, where parents seem economically preparechdtenges of parenthood, re-
lationships with relatives seem to protect life satisfacivf parents. This may be related
to the limited support for parenthood offered by the stat®witzerland; thus, generality
of this conclusion should be verified by future research.
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Appendix

Predictors of dynamics of relationships with relatives duing

parenthood
Table A-1: Predictors of dynamics of relationships with rehtives, first child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofomal
of network frequenc§ supporf’ suppur{’ of network frequenc suppor" supporP
(1) (2) (3) (4) 5) 6) (7 )
Age of afirst child:
3 years before birth (ref: 4y before) 0.49 -0.38 0.13 0.05 280. -0.14 0.01 -0.27
(0.301) (0.521) (0.532) (0.790) (0.548) (0.805) (0.936) 090)+
2 years before birth (ref: 4y before) 0.40 -0.45 0.42 0.27 540. -0.65 0.04 0.08
(0.282) (0.409) (0.024)* (0.079)+ (0.238) (0.157) (0.793) (0.584)
1 year before birth (ref: 4y before) 0.43 -1.10 0.08 0.04 60.2 -0.50 0.11 -0.05
(0.214) (0.073)+ (0.675) (0.798) (0.593) (0.385) (0.532) 0.768)
birth (ref: 4y before) 0.56 1.24 -0.14 -0.07 0.03 0.47 0.26 .010
(0.180) (0.081)+ (0.551) (0.709) (0.956) (0.470) (0.209) 0.972)
1years old (ref: 4y before) 0.11 2.76 -0.09 -0.10 -0.19 -0.45 -0.02 0.04
(0.803) (0.031)* (0.718) (0.667) (0.756) (0.547) (0.931) 0.8¢3)
2 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.06 1.95 -0.12 -0.17 -1.33 60.1 0.21 -0.07
(0.897) (0.028)* (0.652) (0.473) (0.042)* (0.842) (0.368) (0.733)
3years old (ref: 4y before) -0.12 243 0.01 -0.12 -1.12 -0.18 0.06 -0.32
(0.816) (0.012)* (0.981) (0.628) (0.076)+ (0.835) (0.822) (0.161)
4 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.19 2.19 -0.07 -0.07 -1.02 -1.18 0.15 -0.09
(0.734) (0.048)* (0.817) (0.791) (0.127) (0.183) (0.600) 0.787)
5 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.03 2.20 -0.08 -0.21 -0.99 -0.91 -0.01 -0.16
(0.954) (0.064)+ (0.787) (0.447) (0.153) (0.320) (0.961) 0.547)
6 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.08 1.50 -0.13 -0.09 -1.16 -0.64 0.01 -0.23
(0.897) (0.200) (0.680) (0.749) (0.109) (0.515) (0.964) 410)
7 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.09 2.45 -0.28 -0.10 -0.82 -0.62 0.02 -0.26
(0.886) (0.042)* (0.399) (0.744) (0.320) (0.538) (0.959) 0.378)
8 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.28 1.67 -0.06 0.03 -0.89 -1.12 0.09 -0.20
(0.683) (0.183) (0.851) (0.913) (0.247) (0.254) (0.791) 519)
9 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.16 2.96 -0.05 0.13 -0.72 -1.02 0.06 -0.22
(0.819) (0.069)+ (0.892) (0.672) (0.355) (0.322) (0.864) 0.481)
10 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.61 2.59 -0.12 -0.03 -1.00 40.9 -0.04 -0.17
(0.402) (0.060)+ (0.727) (0.916) (0.211) (0.370) (0.916) 0.598)
11 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.09 1.66 -0.11 -0.06 -1.01 251. -0.12 -0.30
(0.899) (0.241) (0.771) (0.861) (0.218) (0.249) (0.745) 318)
12 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.30 1.92 -0.05 0.02 -0.71 -1.13 -0.22 -0.40
(0.677) (0.243) (0.885) (0.964) (0.395) (0.313) (0.566) .283)
birth of the 2nd child -0.07 -0.78 -0.02 -0.14 0.49 -0.02 7.0 0.24
(0.848) (0.227) (0.893) (0.379) (0.331) (0.973) (0.675) 173)
2nd child present -0.13 0.43 -0.15 -0.01 -0.52 -0.19 0.12 050.
(0.720) (0.547) (0.345) (0.923) (0.271) (0.710) (0.531) 768)
birth of the 3rd child -0.67 0.97 0.07 0.02 -0.95 -0.82 -0.04 .210
(0.141) (0.318) (0.760) (0.932) (0.141) (0.275) (0.883) .380)
3rd child present 0.42 -0.72 -0.22 -0.22 -0.01 1.13 -0.05 370.
(0.348) (0.448) (0.312) (0.222) (0.985) (0.198) (0.856) 09@)+
birth of the 4th child 0.25 1.90 0.26 0.43 0.02 -1.15 -0.74 690.
(0.877) (0.233) (0.561) (0.284) (0.985) (0.605) (0.037)  0.0p8)*
4th child present -0.02 0.04 -0.60 -0.35 -0.51 -1.87 0.65 105
(0.990) (0.979) (0.118) (0.305) (0.522) (0.204) (0.110) 040
age -0.12 -0.07 0.05 0.02 -0.03 -0.07 0.05 0.03
(0.040)* (0.553) (0.042)* (0.445) (0.615) (0.348) (0.059) (0.159)
age? 0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.095)+ (0.015) (0.686) (0.908) (0.423) (0.200) (0.143) (0.957)
never married (ref: married) -1.33 -0.04 -0.10 -0.02 -0.88 .070 -0.18 0.03
(0.000)** (0.938) (0.503) (0.862) (0.061)+ (0.888) (07 (0.819)
divorced or separated (ref: married) -0.93 -1.22 0.30 0.43 1.11- -0.36 -0.06 -0.26
(0.030)* (0.198) (0.149) (0.032)* (0.004)* (0.637) (0.930 (0.264)
widowed (ref: married) -2.64 2.68 0.46 -0.23 6.78 -0.41 0.63 0.49
(0.269) (0.518) (0.273) (0.718) (0.091)+ (0.840) (0.176) 0.125)
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Table A-1: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofitmal
of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor? of network frequenc§ supporf’ supporP
(€] @ [©) @) 5) (6) @ ®
Age of a first child:
year of divorce -1.33 -1.10 0.10 0.54 -1.33 -1.05 -0.44 0.03
(0.003)* (0.207) (0.675) (0.014)* (0.003)* (0.193) (0.203 (0.922)
year of marriage -0.41 -0.37 -0.19 -0.23 -0.14 0.27 -0.06 040.
(0.215) (0.535) (0.145) (0.080)+ (0.672) (0.544) (0.716) 0.784)
co-resides with grandparents -0.14 -1.42 -0.78 0.22 -2.43 1.82- 0.29 -0.24
(0.830) (0.308) (0.199) (0.606) (0.058)+ (0.231) (0.546) 0.689)
health satisfaction 0.07 0.19 0.03 0.06 0.00 -0.08 0.05 0.05
(0.185) (0.004)* (0.058)+ (0.000y**  (0.931) (0.133) (ap)* (0.025)
household income -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 .00-0
(0.285) (0.667) (0.077)+ (0.213) (0.528) (0.204) (0.957) 0.592)
unemployed (ref: employed or inactive) 0.03 -0.94 -0.03 50.0 0.33 0.88 0.03 0.16
(0.954) (0.232) (0.902) (0.813) (0.489) (0.063)+ (0.901) 0.443)
waves 2-3 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.38 -0.11 0.07 0.10 0.12 -0.15 05 0. 0.13
(0.195) (0.855) (0.562) (0.401) 0.727) (0.693) (0.699) .378)
waves 4-6 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.27 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.17 0.24 0.06 0.03
(0.131) (0.877) (0.397) (0.700) (0.393) (0.287) (0.485) .740)
waves 10-12 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.28 0.14 -0.09 -0.06 -0.29 50.2 -0.16 -0.14
(0.193) (0.724) (0.238) (0.386) (0.159) (0.299) (0.051)+  0.088)+
AdjustedR2 0.008 0.005 0.002 0.003 0.006 0.004 0.002 0.001
N(id) 3135 3135 3129 3131 3474 3472 3470 3467
Observations 12770 12760 12729 12713 13727 13712 13636 21362

@ times per month
b on a scale from 0 Aot at allto 10 —a great deal
+p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; * * *xp < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.
Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard erroesni8e consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 250 eluding parents with a first child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (childless people).

Table A-2: Predictors of dynamics of relationships with rehtives, second
child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofiomal
of network frequenc§ suppor{’ suppor{’ of network frequenc suppor(’ suppor(’

@) ) ) 4) ©) (6) 7) ®)

Age of a second child:

3 years before birth (ref: 4y before) -0.27 -1.22 0.16 0.01 .590 1.50 -0.08 0.05
(0.542) (0.270) (0.327) (0.929) (0.225) (0.015)* (0.666) 0.776)
2 years before birth (ref: 4y before) -0.30 -1.82 -0.06 0.09 0.15 0.98 0.04 0.01
(0.474) (0.247) (0.752) (0.589) (0.811) (0.142) (0.842) 978)
1 year before birth (ref: 4y before) -0.59 -0.42 0.14 0.10 330. 0.40 0.12 0.22
(0.195) (0.878) (0.479) (0.579) (0.587) (0.574) (0.574) 240)
birth (ref: 4y before) -0.37 -2.34 -0.11 -0.16 0.45 0.56 @.0 0.46
(0.452) (0.216) (0.629) (0.471) (0.532) (0.470) (0.986) 04a)*
1years old (ref: 4y before) -0.56 -1.50 -0.15 -0.17 0.16 0.65 0.02 0.32
(0.304) (0.413) (0.503) (0.415) (0.842) (0.446) (0.939) .208)
2 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.48 -1.90 -0.30 -0.20 -0.09 80.6 0.01 0.45
(0.409) (0.211) (0.228) (0.391) (0.916) (0.453) (0.973) 0g9)+
3years old (ref: 4y before) -0.76 -2.31 -0.26 -0.26 0.34 0.39 0.20 0.36
(0.220) (0.146) (0.313) (0.284) (0.726) (0.689) (0.501) 210)
4 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.46 -2.22 -0.53 -0.39 0.42 0.27 0.10 0.36
(0.471) 0.177) (0.051)+ (0.131) (0.710) (0.791) (0.743) 0.242)
5 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.00 -2.38 -0.40 -0.28 -0.09 30.7 -0.11 0.36
(1.000) (0.151) (0.164) (0.283) (0.934) (0.500) (0.744) 260)
6 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.24 -2.77 -0.33 -0.29 -0.26 0.21 -0.00 0.10
(0.735) (0.095)+ (0.268) (0.292) (0.826) (0.848) (0.990) 0.766)
7 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.20 -2.73 -0.46 -0.27 -0.08 10.1 -0.07 0.19
(0.800) (0.109) (0.149) (0.364) (0.956) (0.919) (0.849) 58)
8 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.35 -2.40 -0.47 -0.27 -0.30 30.0 -0.04 0.27
(0.669) (0.167) (0.150) (0.366) (0.817) (0.981) (0.909) .460)
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Table A-2: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofional
of network frequenc§ suppor? supporf of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor?
) @ (O] 4) (5) (6) @ ®)
Age of a second child:
9 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.32 -2.39 -0.49 -0.34 0.64 0.50 -0.07 0.31
(0.701) (0.182) (0.148) (0.264) (0.689) (0.671) (0.855) 408)
10 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.51 -1.73 -0.47 -0.21 0.22 00.8 0.19 0.32
(0.551) (0.384) (0.178) (0.508) (0.874) (0.510) (0.616) 409)
11 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.19 -2.49 -0.35 -0.38 0.14 90.3 0.12 0.37
(0.840) (0.192) (0.345) (0.262) (0.924) (0.750) (0.754) .3§8)
12 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.13 -2.08 -0.53 -0.43 0.30 21.0 0.10 0.41
(0.888) (0.284) (0.153) (0.213) (0.831) (0.414) (0.801) 310)
birth of the 1st child -0.01 2.41 0.33 -0.07 0.02 1.25 0.17 50.1
(0.981) (0.006)* (0.205) (0.682) (0.980) (0.149) (0.443) 0.480)
1st child present 0.16 -2.25 -0.49 0.02 1.05 -1.10 -0.37 60.3
(0.823) (0.063)+ (0.170) (0.944) (0.208) (0.297) (0.198) 0.197)
birth of the 3rd child -0.67 1.32 0.13 0.01 -1.16 -0.57 -0.01 .300
(0.144) (0.164) (0.544) (0.973) (0.084)+ (0.459) (0.973) 0.203)
3rd child present 0.39 -0.62 -0.13 -0.18 -0.19 0.96 -0.02 390.
(0.365) (0.483) (0.534) (0.298) (0.794) (0.237) (0.949) 078)+
birth of the 4th child 0.08 1.79 0.04 0.32 -0.96 -0.97 -0.76 .690
(0.962) (0.252) (0.923) (0.415) (0.502) (0.676) (0.024)  0.027)*
4th child present 0.83 -0.86 -0.50 -0.46 0.85 -1.63 0.85 0.51
(0.545) (0.609) (0.187) (0.162) (0.557) (0.243) (0.039)*  0.082)*
birth of the 5th child 0.50 0.10 0.13 -0.563 -2.96 1.50 -2.45 433
(0.688) (0.925) (0.608) (0.090)+ (0.374) (0.475) (0.245) 0.070)+
5th child present 0.97 -2.55 -0.49 -0.24 4.48 -4.02 1.85 2.84
(0.593) (0.204) (0.555) (0.808) (0.157) (0.265) (0.437) 13)
age -0.13 -0.06 0.06 0.03 -0.00 -0.13 0.04 0.03
(0.014)* (0.562) (0.009)* 0.172) (0.975) (0.046)* (0.941 (0.181)
age? 0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.135) (0.070)+ (0.674) (0.982) (0.263) (0.411) (0.045)*  (0.352)
never married (ref: married) -1.34 0.01 -0.00 0.03 -0.81 60.3 -0.12 0.11
(0.000)*** (0.993) (0.999) (0.835) (0.086)+ (0.488) (047 (0.452)
divorced or separated (ref: married) -1.12 -1.13 0.16 0.25 0.68 0.00 -0.09 -0.10
(0.003)* (0.229) (0.453) (0.209) (0.161) (1.000) (0.697) 0.687)
widowed (ref: married) -0.08 0.05 0.51 0.31 4.36 -0.66 0.64 .290
(0.938) (0.989) (0.411) (0.617) (0.177) (0.685) (0.136) 396)
year of divorce -1.26 -0.64 0.25 0.68 -0.08 -0.69 -0.32 0.08
(0.002)* (0.442) (0.300) (0.004)* (0.920) (0.363) (0.288) (0.745)
year of marriage -0.43 -0.65 -0.11 -0.20 -0.06 0.50 -0.03 50.0
(0.180) (0.312) (0.403) (0.125) (0.863) (0.238) (0.868) 718)
co-resides with grandparents 0.52 -1.06 -0.56 0.02 -1.28 .15-0 0.31 -0.33
(0.631) (0.470) (0.245) (0.964) (0.208) (0.898) (0.499) .380)
health satisfaction 0.10 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.05 -0.07 0.04 0.04
(0.035)* (0.003)* (0.019) (0.000)** (0.292) (0.189) (040)* (0.037)*
household income -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00-
(0.957) (0.806) (0.052)+ (0.241) (0.429) (0.464) (0.993) 0.265)
unemployed (ref: employed or inactive) -0.35 -0.23 -0.07 090. 0.44 0.87 -0.02 0.12
(0.435) (0.762) (0.736) (0.663) (0.327) (0.047)* (0.913) 0.5@5)
waves 2-3 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.46 -0.03 0.02 0.04 0.16 -0.48 .02-0 0.12
(0.087)+ (0.955) (0.859) (0.682) (0.635) (0.164) (0.860) 0.388)
waves 4-6 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.22 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.21 0.07 0.03 0.06
(0.191) (0.643) (0.452) (0.949) (0.324) (0.749) (0.652) 440)
waves 10-12 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.17 0.06 -0.18 -0.13 -0.33 80.2 -0.13 -0.13
(0.378) (0.865) (0.017)* (0.066)+ (0.124) (0.188) (0.087)  (0.090)+
AdjustedR2 0.007 0.005 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.004 0.002 0.001
N(id) 3535 3535 3529 3528 3871 3870 3868 3863
Observations 15077 15065 15029 15008 15843 15825 15744 51572

@ times per month
b on a scale from 0 Aot at allto 10 -a great deal
+p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; * = *p < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard erroasaBe consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 2580 ipeluding parents with a second child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (persons with oliartd childless people).
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Table A-3: Predictors of dynamics of relationships with rehtives, third child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofitmal
of network  frequenc§ supporP suppor? of network  frequenc§ suppor? suppor?

(€] @ ®3) @) (5) (6) @ ®)

Age of a third child:

3 years before birth (ref: 4y before) 0.42 -0.26 0.09 -0.36 591 -1.47 -0.39 -0.12
(0.390) (0.811) (0.696) (0.074)+ (0.019)* (0.067)+ (opss  (0.572)
2 years before birth (ref: 4y before) 0.77 0.29 0.10 -0.05 80.3 -0.16 -0.05 -0.15
(0.120) (0.766) (0.625) (0.787) (0.615) (0.838) (0.858) 519)
1 year before birth (ref: 4y before) -0.32 0.16 -0.07 0.02 541. -1.27 -0.24 -0.31
(0.495) (0.869) (0.753) (0.906) (0.046)* (0.099)+ (0.304)  (0.183)
birth (ref: 4y before) -0.40 1.09 0.22 0.01 -1.38 -0.88 -0.15 -0.02
(0.458) (0.313) (0.390) (0.972) (0.066)+ (0.364) (0.557)  0.986)
1years old (ref: 4y before) -0.17 1.59 0.53 0.07 -1.72 -0.76 0.32 -0.44
(0.791) (0.154) (0.045)* (0.737) (0.054)+ (0.474) (0.239)  (0.086)+
2 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.42 0.34 -0.09 -0.14 -2.05 30.0 -0.25 -0.31
(0.511) (0.740) (0.712) (0.563) (0.027)* (0.981) (0.357)  0.260)
3 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.19 -0.34 -0.09 -0.29 -2.88 215 -0.28 -0.54
(0.775) (0.756) (0.729) (0.230) (0.002)* (0.277) (0.377)  0.070)+
4 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.19 -0.50 -0.00 -0.46 -2.19 0.64 -0.44 -0.38
(0.790) (0.692) (0.996) (0.074)+ (0.038)* (0.573) (0.157)  (0.182)
5 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.51 -0.68 0.01 -0.43 -2.57 0.15 -0.27 -0.33
(0.460) (0.574) (0.973) (0.111) (0.016)* (0.889) (0.397)  0.208)
6 years old (ref: 4y before) 0.87 -0.08 -0.26 -0.62 -2.35 0.04 -0.42 -0.69
(0.251) (0.952) (0.403) (0.030)* (0.035)* (0.970) (0.229)  (0.031)*
7 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.35 -0.43 -0.16 -0.55 -3.43 370. -0.41 -0.62
(0.645) (0.749) (0.594) (0.049)* (0.002)* (0.737) (0.222)  (0.051)+
8 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.05 -1.59 -0.04 -0.61 -2.31 850. -0.47 -0.44
(0.945) (0.248) (0.896) (0.037)* (0.049) (0.438) 0.174)  (0.172)
9 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.27 -1.99 -0.21 -0.72 -1.22 820. -0.49 -0.68
(0.743) (0.146) (0.534) (0.017)* (0.486) (0.469) (0.165)  0.088)*
10 years old (ref: 4y before) -1.11 -1.39 -0.28 -0.73 -2.32 .630 -0.38 -0.43
(0.176) (0.316) (0.398) (0.014)* (0.051)+ (0.578) (0.299)  (0.208)
11 years old (ref: 4y before) -0.19 -1.66 -0.04 -0.70 -2.33 .940 -0.65 -0.83
(0.827) (0.231) (0.919) (0.023)* (0.063)+ (0.422) (0.084)  (0.020)*
12 years old (ref: 4y before) -1.49 -1.62 -0.59 -0.82 -2.18 420 -0.69 -1.02
(0.082)+ (0.251) (0.108) (0.010)* (0.107) (0.723) (0.074)  (0.004)*
birth of the 1st child -0.05 2.36 0.33 -0.08 0.12 131 0.20 60.1
(0.934) (0.007)* (0.205) (0.678) (0.866) (0.130) (0.391)  0.443)
1st child present 0.33 -2.44 -0.58 -0.10 0.57 -1.40 -0.46 350.
(0.610) (0.016)* (0.057)+ (0.642) (0.437) (0.133) (0.071)  (0.135)
birth of the 2nd child -0.24 1.36 0.22 0.02 -0.05 0.61 -0.05 .010
(0.691) (0.151) (0.441) (0.951) (0.932) (0.507) (0.859) .982)
2nd child present -0.75 -1.33 -0.70 -0.32 0.50 -1.29 0.11 06-0.
(0.324) (0.260) (0.041) (0.287) (0.485) (0.197) (0.738)  0.861)
birth of the 4th child -0.31 1.60 0.12 0.35 -0.84 -1.14 -0.68 0.54
(0.846) (0.301) 0.772) (0.367) (0.493) (0.615) (0.052)+  0.083)+
4th child present 0.72 -0.01 -0.37 -0.31 0.94 -1.18 0.95 0.55
(0.603) (0.995) (0.319) (0.348) (0.442) (0.357) (0.028)*  0.003)*
birth of the 5th child -0.09 -1.38 -0.15 -0.91 -2.18 0.09 2.5 -3.49
(0.968) (0.411) (0.796) (0.174) (0.281) (0.974) (0.235) 080)+
5th child present 3.22 2.18 -0.26 0.26 3.05 -0.43 1.90 291
(0.297) (0.393) (0.607) (0.567) (0.076)+ (0.859) (0.390)  0.092)+
age -0.13 -0.09 0.06 0.04 -0.03 -0.15 0.06 0.04
(0.021) (0.297) (0.005)* (0.060)+ (0.539) (0.021)* (omt (0.077)+
age® 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.317) (0.243) (0.704) (0.712) (0.129) (0.767) (0.006)*  0.070)+
never married (ref: married) -1.29 0.02 0.01 0.06 -0.84 0.39 -0.04 0.18
(0.000)*  (0.972) (0.927) (0.642) (0.071)+ (0.444) (0B2 (0.251)
divorced or separated (ref: married) -1.07 -1.00 0.15 0.22 0.76- 0.10 -0.20 -0.06
(0.002)* (0.195) (0.428) (0.207) (0.063)+ (0.852) (0.322)  (0.753)
widowed (ref: married) -1.69 -0.56 -0.07 -0.01 2.48 1.86 91.3 1.23
(0.250) (0.814) (0.920) (0.983) (0.365) (0.394) (0.024)*  0.068)+
year of divorce -1.27 -0.86 0.10 041 -0.28 -0.28 -0.33 0.09
(0.001)**  (0.236) (0.663) (0.077)+ (0.705) (0.688) (05)9 (0.659)
year of marriage -0.36 -0.63 -0.10 -0.16 -0.05 0.54 0.05 0.09
(0.250) (0.314) (0.439) (0.206) (0.880) (0.183) (0.723) 540)
co-resides with grandparents -0.22 -0.81 -0.03 0.26 0.10 17 0. -0.22 0.16
(0.725) (0.362) (0.933) (0.199) (0.871) (0.813) (0.436) 5§3)
health satisfaction 0.05 0.14 0.03 0.05 0.05 -0.09 0.03 0.02
(0.239) (0.008)* (0.029)* (0.000)**  (0.259) (0.054)+ (1) (0.181)
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Table A-3: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofional
of network  frequenc§ suppor? suppor of network  frequencs suppor? suppor?
@) @ (©)] “) (5) (6) 7 ®)
Age of a third child:
household income -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00-
(0.866) (0.847) (0.172) (0.281) (0.533) (0.485) (0.649) .116)
unemployed (ref: employed or inactive) -0.14 -0.33 -0.01 090. 0.26 0.81 -0.07 0.06
(0.733) (0.649) (0.974) (0.655) (0.534) (0.066)+ (0.729)  0.770)
waves 2-3 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.45 -0.23 0.06 0.07 -0.03 -0.51 .030 0.14
(0.124) (0.621) (0.575) (0.489) (0.924) (0.111) (0.807) .210)
waves 4-6 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.20 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.09 0.13 0.07 0.09
(0.269) (0.741) (0.270) (0.614) (0.626) (0.500) (0.320) .198)
waves 10-12 (ref: waves 7-9) -0.25 -0.06 -0.17 -0.15 -0.26 410. -0.20 -0.12
(0.180) (0.856) (0.012)* (0.017)* (0.167) (0.031)* (0.005 (0.099)+
AdjusledRZ 0.006 0.004 0.004 0.003 0.007 0.005 0.004 0.002
N(id) 3938 3937 3932 3931 4270 4269 4264 4261
Observations 17744 17729 17690 17671 18613 18595 18494 11847

< times per month
b on ascale from 0 Aot at allto 10 —a great deal
+p < 0.1; *xp < 0.05; = = xp < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard errossni8e consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 25260 ieluding parents with a third child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (persons with omeathildren, and childless people).

984 http://www.demographic-research.org


http://www.demographic-research.org

Demographic ResearcWolume 34, Article 34

Predictors of dynamics of life satisfaction during parenttbod among
parents with stronger and weaker relationships with relatves

Table A-4: Predictors of dynamics of life satisfaction, fir$ child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical otiomal
of network frequenc§ suppor‘7 suppor{’ of network frequenc§ suppor‘7 suppor{7

@) @ (O] @) ®) (6) @) ®)

Age of a first child:

4 years before birth reference category

3 years before birth 0.23 0.28 0.35 0.39 -0.06 -0.04 -0.07 10-0.
(0.121) (0.225) (0.239) (0.059)+ (0.643) (0.732) (0.636) 0.481)

3 years before birth x strong rel.  -0.19 -0.18 -0.26 -0.38 1060. -0.10 -0.07 -0.02
(0.322) (0.485) (0.410) (0.098)+ (0.571) (0.558) (0.709) 0.896)

2 years before birth 0.06 -0.05 0.31 0.12 -0.08 -0.03 0.01 11-0.
(0.663) (0.827) (0.205) (0.504) (0.428) (0.804) (0.927) .343)

2 years before birth x strong rel.  -0.17 0.02 -0.40 -0.24 0.14 0.05 -0.03 0.20
(0.361) (0.929) (0.127) (0.249) (0.362) (0.770) (0.857) .198)

1 year before birth 0.36 0.45 0.59 0.43 -0.07 0.11 -0.11 -0.13
(0.018)* (0.047)* (0.021)* (0.015)* (0.517) (0.368) o3 (0.388)

1 year before birth x strong rel. ~ -0.24 -0.26 -0.43 -0.33 0.13 -0.16 0.16 0.23
(0.206) (0.281) (0.108) (0.104) (0.426) (0.340) (0.420) 19a)

birth 0.68 0.95 1.09 1.01 -0.04 0.15 -0.12 -0.03
(0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.774) (0.284) (0.581) (0.879)

birth x strong relationships -0.22 -0.48 -0.66 -0.70 0.08 .220 0.18 0.04
(0.288) (0.035)* (0.013) (0.002)* (0.669) (0.231) (0.946 (0.822)

1years old 0.33 0.60 0.49 0.49 -0.10 0.09 -0.25 -0.23
(0.089)+ (0.002)* (0.036)* (0.033)* (0.507) (0.572) (012 0.127)

1 years old x strong relationships  -0.16 -0.44 -0.32 -0.40 .040 -0.32 0.16 0.16
(0.460) (0.048)* (0.204) (0.097)+ (0.824) (0.096)+ (0345 (0.384)

2 years old 0.13 0.66 0.55 0.33 -0.28 -0.29 -0.29 -0.18
(0.484) (0.007)* (0.020)* (0.130) (0.108) (0.115) (0.192) (0.301)

2 years old x strong relationships -0.02 -0.66 -0.56 -0.34 180. 0.17 0.17 0.00
(0.935) (0.011)* (0.028)* (0.151) (0.378) (0.412) (0.462) (0.999)

3years old 0.10 0.35 0.51 0.36 -0.32 -0.30 -0.21 -0.24
(0.608) (0.176) (0.042)* (0.115) (0.101) (0.143) (0.365) 0.204)

3 years old x strong relationships  -0.14 -0.40 -0.62 -0.54 210. 0.17 0.02 0.08
(0.571) (0.152) (0.025)* (0.035)* (0.353) (0.462) (0.925) (0.711)

4 years old 0.19 0.56 0.74 0.53 -0.26 -0.34 -0.30 -0.23
(0.376) (0.023) (0.007)* (0.027)* (0.187) (0.112) (0.906 (0.258)

4 years old x strong relationships -0.10 -0.51 -0.77 -0.63 020. 0.15 0.06 -0.07
(0.696) (0.060)+ (0.009)* (0.019)* (0.932) (0.536) (0.308 (0.765)

5 years old 0.23 0.25 0.57 0.40 -0.25 -0.41 -0.32 -0.38
(0.295) (0.375) (0.036)* (0.103) (0.244) (0.082)+ (0.199) (0.078)+

5 years old x strong relationships -0.27 -0.21 -0.63 -0.51 160 0.11 -0.06 0.08
(0.295) (0.472) (0.032)* (0.060)+ (0.527) (0.680) (0.820) (0.759)

6 years old 0.34 0.27 0.56 0.42 -0.34 -0.37 -0.41 -0.47
(0.135) (0.338) (0.040)* (0.093)+ (0.106) (0.121) (0.100) (0.033)*

6 years old x strong relationships  -0.40 -0.19 -0.56 -0.48 020. 0.06 0.11 0.30
(0.149) (0.527) (0.062)+ (0.095)+ (0.950) (0.816) (0.685)  (0.230)

7 years old 0.34 0.35 0.69 0.53 -0.33 -0.53 -0.50 -0.42
(0.139) (0.229) (0.018)* (0.044)* (0.134) (0.025)* (0.085 (0.068)+

7 years old x strong relationships  -0.25 -0.19 -0.61 -0.51 .000 0.30 0.26 0.17
(0.369) (0.543) (0.051)+ (0.085)+ (0.991) (0.261) (0.346)  (0.514)

8 years old 0.38 0.50 0.82 0.65 -0.32 -0.43 -0.42 -0.38
(0.108) (0.083)+ (0.004)* (0.014) (0.160) (0.084)+ (o1 (0.101)

8 years old x strong relationships  -0.35 -0.40 -0.83 -0.75 .030 0.14 0.11 0.08
(0.203) (0.192) (0.007)* (0.010)* (0.901) (0.603) (0.696) (0.772)

9years old 0.30 0.31 0.77 0.55 -0.26 -0.47 -0.41 -0.43
(0.212) (0.295) (0.008)* (0.039)* (0.277) (0.059)+ 0.325 (0.068)+

9 years old x strong relationships -0.26 -0.19 -0.80 -0.62 170 0.17 0.06 0.15
(0.345) (0.543) (0.009)* (0.033)* (0.524) (0.530) (0.836) (0.563)

10 years old 0.16 0.18 0.70 0.48 -0.30 -0.42 -0.37 -0.37
(0.520) (0.551) (0.019)* (0.080)+ (0.215) (0.094)+ (0471 (0.121)

10 years old x strong relationships -0.07 -0.07 -0.74 -0.56 0.02 0.17 0.07 0.11
(0.799) (0.827) (0.017)* (0.059)+ (0.940) (0.544) (0.818) (0.664)

11yearsold 0.31 0.28 0.68 0.51 -0.27 -0.44 -0.44 -0.39
(0.212) (0.362) (0.025)* (0.065)+ (0.261) (0.088)+ (0005 (0.106)

11 years old x strong relationships -0.29 -0.16 -0.67 -0.56 0.10 0.16 0.17 0.11
(0.304) (0.618) (0.035)* (0.061)+ 0.712) (0.565) (0.549) (0.673)
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Table A—4: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofitmal
of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor? of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor?
@ @ ®) (4) (5) (6) @) ®)
12 years old 0.24 0.43 0.76 0.54 -0.28 -0.46 -0.35 -0.32
(0.340) (0.169) (0.012)* (0.056)+ (0.258) (0.088)+ (0.p11 (0.207)
12 years old x strong relationships -0.24 -0.40 -0.85 -0.67 .010 0.29 0.09 0.05
(0.409) (0.209) (0.006)* (0.023)* (0.984) (0.321) 0.773) (0.863)
birth: 2nd child 0.20 0.11 -0.09 0.11 0.10 0.18 0.21 0.02
(0.100) (0.550) (0.573) (0.418) (0.434) (0.201) (0.154) .898)
birth: 2nd child x strong rel. -0.08 0.08 0.33 0.07 -0.13 D0.2 -0.31 0.00
(0.636) (0.705) (0.071)+ (0.664) (0.450) (0.190) (0.091)+  (0.996)
2nd child present -0.28 -0.14 -0.28 -0.23 -0.16 -0.09 -0.15 0.00
(0.036) (0.489) (0.101) (0.098)+ (0.176) (0.500) (0.293) (0.987)
2nd child present x strong rel. 0.13 -0.10 0.07 0.01 0.27 0.13 0.25 0.01
(0.469) (0.648) (0.716) (0.949) (0.102) (0.439) (0.151) 978)
birth: 3rd child 0.18 0.41 0.60 0.37 0.21 0.52 0.43 0.31
(0.414) (0.235) (0.049)* (0.079)+ (0.360) (0.094)+ (0pa4 (0.066)+
birth: 3rd child x strong rel. -0.02 -0.28 -0.57 -0.35 0.16 3@ -0.24 0.01
(0.944) (0.451) (0.094)+ (0.193) (0.565) (0.375) (0.342) 0.980)
3rd child present -0.09 -0.30 -0.35 -0.42 -0.44 -0.67 -0.49 0.32
(0.674) (0.434) (0.259) (0.033)* (0.099)+ (0.051)+ (0.p36 (0.084)+
3rd child present x strong rel. 0.01 0.24 0.34 0.53 0.31 0.57 46 0 0.18
(0.971) (0.565) (0.321) (0.042) (0.315) (0.118) (0.090)+  (0.491)
birth: 4th child -0.33 -1.91 -0.76 -0.43 -0.35 -0.27 -0.31 18
(0.532) (0.010)* (0.130) (0.255) (0.098)+ (0.210) (0.144) (0.271)
birth: 4th child x strong rel. 0.37 1.98 0.95 0.64 0.13 0.07 060. -0.50
(0.525) (0.010)* (0.093)+ (0.167) (0.691) (0.829) (0.869) (0.235)
4th child present -0.83 0.63 -0.12 -0.05 0.23 0.36 0.18 0.07
(0.390) (0.399) (0.791) (0.877) (0.244) (0.070)+ (0.343) 0.657)
4th child present x strong rel. 0.75 -0.78 -0.02 -0.15 -0.07 0.4% 0.01 0.50
(0.450) (0.305) (0.966) (0.716) (0.826) (0.129) (0.988) .240)
age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.604) (0.617) (0.599) (0.609) (0.712) (0.673) (0.670) .700)
agé) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.557) (0.555) (0.591) (0.642) (0.654) (0.669) (0.678) .653)
never married -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 -0.23 -0.23 -0.23 30.2
(0.462) (0.388) (0.326) (0.297) (0.003)* (0.002)* (0.002) (0.002)*
divorced or separated 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.14 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 0.07-
(0.353) (0.297) (0.298) (0.314) (0.639) (0.647) (0.656) .648)
year of divorce -0.25 -0.25 -0.26 -0.26 -0.87 -0.87 -0.88 880.
(0.222) (0.224) (0.217) (0.212) (0.001)*** (0.001)*+* (001)*** (0.001)*+*
year of marriage 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05
(0.288) (0.350) (0.347) (0.333) (0.527) (0.623) (0.529) .488)
widowed -1.20 -1.12 -1.06 -1.04 -0.69 -0.69 -0.69 -0.71
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.139) (0.131) (0.131) (0.110)
health satisfaction 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
(0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)*** (0.000)=** ( 0.000)*** (0.000)** (0.000)=**
household income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0( 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.038)* (0.036)* (0.039)* (0.031)* (0.022)* (0.018)* (019)* (0.019)*
unemployed -0.26 -0.26 -0.25 -0.26 -0.67 -0.66 -0.66 -0.66
(0.094)+ (0.102) (0.113) (0.098)+ (0.000)*** (0.000***  0(000)*** (0.000)***
support from partner 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
(0.000)*** (0.000)*+* (0.000)* (0.000)*** (0.000)*+* ( 0.000)* (0.000)*** (0.000)*+*
support from neighbors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.01 0.01 100
(0.295) (0.305) (0.339) (0.326) (0.180) (0.147) (0.152) .14@)
support from colleages -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0 0.00
(0.257) (0.252) (0.245) (0.260) (0.607) (0.634) (0.638) .669)
support from friends 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.007) (0.006)* (0.007)* (0.005)* (0.548) (0.542) [CE: (0.573)
waves 2-3 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
(0.005)* (0.005)* (0.004)* (0.003)* (0.003)* (0.004)* (003)* (0.003)*
waves 4-6 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
(0.002)* (0.002)* (0.001)* (0.001)* (0.071)+ (0.082)+ B1)+ (0.076)+
waves 10-12 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
(0.725) (0.742) (0.711) (0.715) (0.243) (0.257) (0.222) 250)
Atljuslecu:x’,2 0.075 0.076 0.077 0.076 0.060 0.061 0.060 0.060
N(id) 3031 3031 3031 3031 3333 3333 3333 3333
Observations 11664 11664 11664 11664 12423 12423 12423 31242

@ times per month? on a scale from 0 Aot at allto 10 —a greatdeal+p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; =* = *xp < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard erroesni8e consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 25a60 iyeluding parents with a first child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (childless people).
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Table A-5: Predictors of dynamics of life satisfaction, seand child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical otiomal
of network frequencs suppor? suppor? of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor?
@) @ (O] @) ®) (6) @) ®)
Age of a second child:
4 years before birth reference category
3 years before birth 0.14 -0.19 -0.07 0.13 -0.07 -0.02 0.06 .040
(0.349) (0.350) (0.696) (0.431) (0.553) (0.903) (0.737) .785)
3 years before birth x strong rel.  -0.24 0.23 0.10 -0.17 0.15 .050 -0.08 0.06
(0.192) (0.305) (0.592) (0.381) (0.397) (0.765) (0.699) 74@)
2 years before birth 0.10 0.24 -0.16 0.14 -0.07 0.14 0.20 0.08
(0.530) (0.212) (0.400) (0.467) (0.634) (0.367) (0.300) 580)
2 years before birth x strong rel.  -0.28 -0.34 0.13 -0.30 0.29 -0.06 -0.17 -0.01
(0.170) (0.120) (0.545) (0.190) (0.148) (0.764) (0.446) 970)
1 year before birth -0.08 0.18 -0.40 -0.04 -0.09 0.26 0.26 40.1
(0.628) (0.356) (0.036)* (0.806) (0.615) (0.095)+ (0.235) (0.366)
1 year before birth x strong rel. ~ 0.02 -0.29 0.46 -0.01 0.32 .230 -0.25 -0.13
(0.925) (0.202) (0.041)* (0.981) (0.146) (0.265) (0.316) 0.564)
birth 0.09 0.22 -0.37 0.11 0.04 0.41 0.44 0.20
(0.578) (0.319) (0.061)+ (0.567) (0.845) (0.029)* (0.082) (0.317)
birth x strong relationships -0.15 -0.24 0.53 -0.15 0.24 340. -0.42 -0.11
(0.515) (0.361) (0.029)* (0.547) (0.344) (0.166) (0.145) 0.661)
1years old -0.28 -0.11 -0.70 -0.17 -0.12 0.37 0.28 0.17
(0.137) (0.697) (0.004)* (0.379) (0.525) (0.094)+ (0.248) (0.410)
1 years old x strong relationships  0.13 -0.12 0.67 -0.04 0.48 -0.33 -0.16 -0.07
(0.623) (0.704) (0.021)* (0.875) (0.078)+ (0.240) (0.584) (0.807)
2 years old -0.11 0.03 -0.45 -0.06 0.03 0.50 0.34 0.22
(0.569) (0.923) (0.049)* (0.782) (0.894) (0.028)* (0.190) (0.325)
2 years old x strong relationships  -0.04 -0.17 0.43 -0.10 204 -0.37 -0.10 0.03
(0.896) (0.571) (0.140) (0.734) (0.189) (0.238) (0.763) 073)
3years old -0.20 -0.15 -0.57 -0.25 -0.19 0.31 0.26 0.11
(0.333) (0.608) (0.018)* (0.295) (0.394) (0.200) (0.331) 0.640)
3 years old x strong relationships  0.00 -0.05 0.50 0.12 0.60 0.24- -0.14 0.08
(0.998) (0.882) (0.107) (0.695) (0.085)+ (0.489) (0.707) 0.885)
4 years old -0.39 0.08 -0.73 -0.34 0.09 0.56 0.38 0.21
(0.085)+ (0.780) (0.004) (0.158) (0.696) (0.030)* (0.365 (0.370)
4 years old x strong relationships 0.10 -0.49 0.54 0.03 0.19 0.54- -0.29 -0.10
(0.749) (0.159) (0.102) (0.919) (0.579) (0.126) (0.443) 792)
5 years old -0.24 0.07 -0.53 -0.20 -0.09 0.46 0.21 0.01
(0.323) (0.826) (0.041)* (0.416) (0.706) (0.105) (0.477) 0.961)
5 years old x strong relationships 0.02 -0.35 0.41 -0.02 0.27 -0.58 -0.20 0.07
(0.959) (0.339) (0.241) (0.953) (0.455) (0.120) (0.609) .863)
6 years old -0.32 -0.03 -0.61 -0.24 -0.03 0.56 0.31 0.06
(0.194) (0.925) (0.025)* (0.364) (0.908) (0.047)* (0.305) (0.814)
6 years old x strong relationships  0.15 -0.24 0.50 0.02 0.38 0.54- -0.14 0.27
(0.681) (0.536) (0.170) (0.956) (0.319) (0.158) (0.742) 508)
7 years old -0.39 -0.16 -0.75 -0.38 -0.01 0.53 0.34 0.06
(0.137) (0.631) (0.009)* (0.160) (0.984) (0.077)+ (0.276) (0.832)
7 years old x strong relationships  0.22 -0.11 0.67 0.24 0.40 0.44- -0.12 0.36
(0.556) (0.793) (0.078)+ (0.536) (0.324) (0.278) (0.779) 0.401)
8 years old -0.62 -0.32 -0.80 -0.48 0.00 0.64 0.29 -0.03
(0.024)* (0.359) (0.008)* (0.088)+ (0.987) (0.034)* (035 (0.925)
8 years old x strong relationships  0.35 -0.11 0.51 0.12 0.34 0.67- -0.06 0.51
(0.362) (0.792) (0.192) (0.764) (0.408) (0.109) (0.893) 252)
9years old -0.46 -0.05 -0.71 -0.41 -0.06 0.63 0.21 -0.10
0.117) (0.884) (0.019)* (0.162) (0.807) (0.034)* (0.510) (0.717)
9 years old x strong relationships 0.23 -0.34 0.51 0.17 0.44 0.70- 0.07 0.66
(0.568) (0.431) (0.211) (0.687) (0.293) (0.098)+ (0.875) 0.167)
10 years old -0.46 0.01 -0.74 -0.48 -0.06 0.64 0.30 0.00
(0.129) (0.987) (0.018)* (0.112) (0.812) (0.038)* (0.356) (0.991)
10 years old x strong relationships 0.22 -0.42 0.54 0.29 0.54 -0.59 0.01 0.55
(0.604) (0.348) (0.202) (0.495) (0.208) (0.180) (0.982) 1263)
11yearsold -0.52 0.08 -0.78 -0.49 -0.21 0.41 0.14 -0.14
(0.107) (0.834) (0.015)* (0.113) (0.408) (0.183) (0.676) 0.608)
11 years old x strong relationships 0.22 -0.59 0.51 0.21 0.61 -0.38 0.10 0.60
(0.606) (0.209) (0.245) (0.630) (0.161) (0.393) (0.833) 280)
12 years old -0.56 -0.06 -0.82 -0.54 -0.03 0.58 0.31 0.04
(0.090)+ (0.885) (0.012)* (0.087)+ (0.902) (0.068)+ (®p3 (0.894)
12 years old x strong relationships 0.19 -0.49 0.47 0.18 0.61 -0.36 0.11 0.60
(0.662) (0.304) (0.287) (0.695) (0.162) (0.422) (0.822) 282)
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Table A-5: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofiomal
of network frequenc supporf supporP of network frequenc§ suppor? supporf’
) @ [©) @) (5) (6) @) (8)
birth: 1st child 0.16 -0.12 0.55 0.18 -0.17 -0.16 -0.09 0.02
(0.414) (0.642) (0.106) (0.486) (0.326) (0.348) (0.740) 972)
birth: 1st child x strong rel.  -0.06 0.29 -0.52 -0.12 0.14 0.1 0.03 -0.19
(0.803) (0.320) (0.147) (0.686) (0.554) (0.597) (0.926) 440)
1st child present 0.13 0.49 -0.34 -0.04 -0.02 -0.07 0.11 30.0
(0.671) (0.248) (0.415) (0.920) (0.939) (0.769) (0.740) .916)
1st child present x strong rel. -0.28 -0.62 0.33 -0.00 0.28 270. -0.08 0.19
(0.458) (0.186) (0.467) (1.000) (0.394) (0.394) (0.830) 570)
birth: 3rd child 0.16 0.35 0.56 0.39 0.20 0.55 0.48 0.36
(0.480) (0.252) (0.061)+ (0.071)+ (0.411) (0.076)+ (0)031 (0.051)+
birth: 3rd child x strong rel.  0.01 -0.22 -0.52 -0.40 0.22 3@. -0.30 -0.04
(0.968) (0.509) (0.120) (0.144) (0.444) (0.382) (0.263) .868)
3rd child present -0.06 -0.34 -0.27 -0.35 -0.49 -0.74 -0.60 0.37
(0.775) (0.302) (0.359) (0.067)+ (0.064)+ (0.028)* (0.p09 (0.054)+
3rd child present x strong rel. -0.04 0.30 0.26 0.46 0.36 0.62 0.63 0.20
(0.890) (0.391) (0.431) (0.066)+ (0.239) (0.087)+ (0.018) (0.442)
birth: 4th child -0.59 -2.06 -0.62 -0.36 -0.37 -0.14 -0.27 10
(0.387) (0.010)* (0.198) (0.329) (0.092)+ (0.536) (0.264) (0.429)
birth: 4th child x strong rel.  0.68 214 0.80 0.54 0.30 -0.14 .000 -0.56
(0.352) (0.010)* (0.142) (0.240) (0.330) (0.662) (0.989) 0.167)
4th child present -0.38 0.96 -0.27 -0.10 0.18 0.21 0.03 -0.06
(0.594) (0.015)* (0.537) (0.765) (0.347) (0.309) (0.865) 0.689)
4th child present x strong rel. 0.24 -1.13 0.20 -0.08 -0.14 370 0.12 0.66
(0.746) (0.008)* (0.678) (0.839) (0.618) (0.166) (0.684) 0.004)+
birth: 5th child 0.65 0.79 0.51 -0.09 0.28 1.92 0.12 0.09
(0.102) (0.071)+ (0.089)+ (0.854) (0.803) (0.000)*** (%) (0.937)
birth: 5th child x strong rel.  0.31 0.18 0.44 1.03 -3.14 1.78 .891
(0.436) (0.687) (0.159) (0.033)* (0.000)*** (0.030)* (@a)
5th child present 0.73 0.58 0.58 -0.00 0.05 -1.94 -0.25 -0.26
(0.072)+ (0.202) (0.063)+ (0.993) (0.977) (0.000)** (@B (0.834)
5th child present x strong rel. -2.28 -2.13 -2.59 -0.45 0.14 .833
(0.010)* (0.019)* (0.016)* (0.385) (0.913) (0.000)***
age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.453) (0.494) (0.500) (0.498) (0.637) (0.641) (0.558) 548)
age? 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.525) (0.509) (0.582) (0.549) (0.682) (0.572) (0.497) 479)
never married -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.11 -0.22 -0.21 -0.22 302
(0.303) (0.290) (0.225) (0.171) (0.004)* (0.005)* (0.004) (0.002)*
divorced or separated 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.08 -0.06 -0.07 0.07-
(0.944) (0.919) (0.883) (0.931) (0.508) (0.630) (0.558) .580)
year of divorce -0.31 -0.30 -0.31 -0.31 -0.72 -0.71 -0.73 720.
(0.163) (0.172) (0.160) (0.166) (0.003)* (0.003)* (0.003) (0.003)*
year of marriage 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06
(0.351) (0.386) (0.459) (0.400) (0.382) (0.479) (0.426) 36D)
widowed -0.15 -0.11 -0.14 -0.11 -0.58 -0.54 -0.54 -0.59
(0.694) (0.771) (0.691) (0.747) (0.112) (0.160) (0.156) 103)
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Table A-5: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofomal
of network frequenc suppor? suppor? of network frequenc§ suppor? supporf’
@) @ ®) 4) (5) (6) @) 8)
health satisfaction 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
(0.000)*** (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* ( 0.000)*** (0.000)*+* (0.000)***
household income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.012)* (0.013)* (0.014)* (0.012)* (0.029)* (0.027)* (031)* (0.031)*
unemployed -0.23 -0.23 -0.23 -0.23 -0.66 -0.65 -0.65 -0.66
(0.128) (0.123) (0.128) (0.122) (0.000)** (0.000)** (000)*** (0.000)=*
support from partner ~ 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (0.000)%** (0.000)** ( 0.000)** (0.000)*** (0.000)***
support from neighbors 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 100
(0.041)* (0.034)* (0.041)* (0.042)* (0.109) (0.103) (040 (0.095)+
support from colleages -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0 0.00
(0.646) (0.679) (0.643) (0.652) (0.514) (0.510) (0.526) 588)
support from friends  0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.002)* (0.002)* (0.002)* (0.001)* (0.098)+ (0.089)+ @®7)+ (0.103)
waves 2-3 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.24
(0.001)*** (0.001)*** (0.001)%+* (0.001)%+* (0.000)** ( 0.000)"* (0.000)%+* (0.000)***
waves 4-6 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
(0.002)* (0.002)* (0.002)* (0.002)* (0.014)* (0.020)* ©17)* (0.017)*
waves 10-12 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
(0.664) (0.693) (0.724) (0.735) (0.689) (0.690) (0.594) 680)
AdjustedR2 0.077 0.079 0.078 0.078 0.061 0.061 0.060 0.060
N(id) 3425 3425 3425 3425 3727 3727 3727 3727
Observations 13794 13794 13794 13794 14448 14448 14448 81444

@ times per monlh{’ on a scale from O fot at allto 10 —a great deal +p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; * = *p < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;
Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard erroasaj8e consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 2580 ipeluding parents with a second child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (parents with ofteastd childless people).
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Table A-6: Predictors of dynamics of life satisfaction, thid child
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofitmal
of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor? of network frequenc§ suppor? suppor?
(€] 2 (3) (4) (5) (6) ) 8)

Age of a third child:

4 years before birth

reference category

3 years before birth -0.05 0.28 -0.09 -0.06 0.07 -0.08 -0.13 0.09
(0.808) (0.251) (0.779) (0.793) (0.745) (0.651) (0.570) 609)

3 years before birth x strong rel.  0.07 -0.31 0.13 0.14 -0.20 040 0.10 0.05
(0.766) (0.249) (0.683) (0.584) (0.473) (0.871) (0.719) 852)

2 years before birth 0.29 0.18 0.02 0.08 0.21 0.13 0.16 -0.07
(0.111) (0.486) (0.940) (0.721) (0.272) (0.443) (0.406) 640)

2 years before birth x strong rel.  -0.34 -0.06 0.12 0.07 -0.18 -0.02 -0.06 0.54
(0.154) (0.835) (0.675) (0.780) (0.441) (0.943) (0.801) 000)*

1 year before birth 0.02 -0.23 -0.11 -0.01 0.34 0.07 0.17 0.00
(0.904) (0.430) (0.658) (0.941) (0.046)* (0.680) (0.381) 0.902)

1 year before birth x strong rel. ~ -0.06 0.26 0.12 0.01 -0.30 140. -0.01 0.45
(0.816) (0.408) (0.659) (0.953) (0.187) (0.541) (0.952) 048)*

birth 0.21 -0.01 0.44 0.38 0.41 0.41 0.39 0.25
(0.305) (0.976) (0.152) (0.109) (0.057)+ (0.102) (0.065)+  (0.156)

birth x strong relationships -0.04 0.23 -0.35 -0.34 -0.18 140 -0.17 0.18
(0.877) (0.511) (0.305) (0.239) (0.508) (0.621) (0.529) 418)

1 years old 0.14 0.02 0.31 0.18 0.06 0.03 0.11 0.12
(0.523) (0.948) (0.270) (0.420) (0.721) (0.860) (0.576) .448)

1 years old x strong relationships  -0.03 0.12 -0.27 -0.09 00.2 0.20 0.15 0.15
(0.924) (0.724) (0.407) (0.760) (0.410) (0.385) (0.561) 5§0)

2 years old 0.16 -0.09 0.31 0.13 0.01 -0.03 0.01 0.04
(0.477) (0.820) (0.340) (0.614) (0.971) (0.884) (0.970) 852)

2 years old x strong relationships  0.02 0.29 -0.21 0.09 0.32 310 0.38 0.43
(0.953) (0.503) (0.572) (0.774) (0.278) (0.254) (0.203) 11@)

3years old -0.02 -0.54 0.05 -0.03 0.01 -0.17 0.07 0.00
(0.942) (0.149) (0.873) (0.901) (0.952) (0.478) (0.780) 989)

3 years old x strong relationships -0.12 0.52 -0.19 -0.10 202 0.42 0.17 0.38
(0.699) (0.203) (0.586) (0.744) (0.445) (0.144) (0.558) 190)

4 years old 0.24 -0.20 0.35 0.27 0.01 -0.18 -0.04 -0.11
(0.279) (0.586) (0.253) (0.268) (0.970) (0.450) (0.872) 578)

4 years old x strong relationships  -0.25 0.32 -0.38 -0.33 10.1 0.39 0.26 0.55
(0.384) (0.412) (0.270) (0.268) (0.716) (0.195) (0.395) 068)+

5 years old 0.09 -0.37 0.40 0.22 0.00 -0.13 -0.00 -0.04
(0.701) (0.327) (0.201) (0.390) (0.990) (0.600) (0.995) 857)

5 years old x strong relationships  0.06 0.62 -0.39 -0.09 0.23 0.43 0.32 0.51
(0.838) (0.130) (0.278) (0.779) (0.495) (0.177) (0.320) 100)

6 years old 0.08 -0.14 0.35 0.16 0.21 0.12 0.10 -0.02
(0.729) (0.705) (0.266) (0.524) (0.447) (0.606) (0.688) 9%8)

6 years old x strong relationships  -0.07 0.23 -0.46 -0.18 100. -0.01 0.14 0.50
(0.838) (0.570) (0.207) (0.581) (0.757) (0.975) (0.667) 170)

7 years old 0.28 -0.20 0.29 0.23 0.25 0.01 0.15 0.03
(0.278) (0.611) (0.379) (0.375) (0.329) (0.964) (0.554) 890)

7 years old x strong relationships  -0.32 0.35 -0.29 -0.26 020. 0.37 0.26 0.66
(0.339) (0.418) (0.432) (0.444) (0.951) (0.234) (0.424) 04a)*

8 years old 0.08 -0.36 0.06 0.03 0.22 -0.09 -0.12 -0.20
(0.772) (0.363) (0.858) (0.925) (0.388) (0.696) (0.655) 352)

8 years old x strong relationships -0.04 0.51 0.02 0.11 -0.08 0.45 0.68 111
(0.907) (0.240) (0.950) (0.740) (0.823) (0.176) (0.044)  0.001)"**

9 years old 0.03 -0.45 0.23 0.10 0.18 -0.12 -0.04 -0.13
(0.904) (0.247) (0.493) (0.722) (0.507) (0.631) (0.862) 54a)

9 years old x strong relationships  0.10 0.70 -0.17 0.08 -0.13 0.40 0.41 0.73
(0.773) (0.102) (0.668) (0.826) (0.712) (0.217) (0.222) 028)*

10 years old 0.17 -0.38 0.24 0.04 0.23 -0.17 0.07 -0.12
(0.550) (0.355) (0.482) (0.877) (0.399) (0.492) (0.788) 568)

10 years old x strong relationships -0.21 0.52 -0.30 0.03 12-0. 0.54 0.23 0.82
(0.559) (0.249) (0.449) (0.943) (0.725) (0.105) (0.508) 01@)*

11 years old 0.09 -0.64 0.20 0.02 0.12 -0.28 -0.12 -0.18
(0.764) (0.122) (0.555) (0.949) (0.659) (0.248) (0.651) 400)

11 years old x strong relationships -0.19 0.77 -0.35 -0.07 .21-0 0.49 0.30 0.59
(0.601) (0.093)+ (0.383) (0.843) (0.550) (0.145) (0.389) 0.085)+

12 years old -0.01 -0.52 0.28 0.12 0.07 -0.32 -0.07 -0.12
(0.970) (0.229) (0.444) (0.675) (0.807) (0.210) (0.789) 588)

12 years old x strong relationships 0.12 0.74 -0.30 -0.06 06-0. 0.61 0.27 0.52
(0.751) (0.119) (0.480) (0.868) (0.860) (0.076)+ (0.451) 0.187)
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Table A-6: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical ofional
of network frequencs suppor? suppor? of network frequencs suppor? suppor?
@) @ [©) @) (5) (6) @) ®)
birth: 1st child 0.17 -0.13 0.55 0.17 -0.16 -0.16 -0.09 0.04
(0.396) (0.617) (0.105) (0.504) (0.355) (0.362) (0.758) .856)
birth: 1st child x strong rel. ~ -0.07 0.30 -0.52 -0.11 0.15 0.1 0.03 -0.20
(0.766) (0.299) (0.147) (0.697) (0.548) (0.600) (0.934) .436)
1st child present -0.12 0.03 -0.61 -0.26 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.04
(0.607) (0.928) (0.090)+ (0.368) (0.426) (0.431) (0.572) 0.864)
1st child present x strong rel. -0.02 -0.18 0.61 0.24 0.02 40.0 -0.06 0.17
(0.935) (0.581) (0.118) (0.465) (0.941) (0.872) (0.848) .580)
birth: 2nd child -0.01 -0.38 -0.05 -0.10 0.20 0.12 0.14 -0.04
(0.968) (0.158) (0.848) (0.665) (0.491) (0.564) (0.516) 818)
birth: 2nd child x strong rel.  0.22 0.58 0.23 0.34 -0.37 -0.26 -0.29 -0.03
(0.388) (0.055)+ (0.416) (0.200) (0.255) (0.324) (0.268) 0.904)
2nd child present 0.37 0.68 -0.00 0.21 -0.33 -0.15 -0.24 80.0
(0.178) (0.045)* (0.995) (0.480) (0.286) (0.526) (0.314) 0.706)
2nd child present x strong rel. -0.76 -0.91 -0.10 -0.43 0.28 .020 0.18 -0.05
(0.023)* (0.018)* (0.769) (0.219) (0.440) (0.943) (0.554) (0.869)
birth: 4th child -0.09 -1.89 -0.31 -0.20 -0.47 -0.26 -0.36 18
(0.854) (0.011)* (0.533) (0.563) (0.029)* (0.261) (0.133) (0.333)
birth: 4th child x strong rel.  0.25 212 0.60 0.56 0.42 0.07 300. -0.61
(0.636) (0.006)* (0.266) (0.187) (0.170) (0.833) (0.418) 0.168)
4th child present -0.59 1.29 -0.19 -0.04 0.14 0.27 0.05 -0.03
(0.294) (0.001)* (0.685) (0.897) (0.488) (0.228) (0.788) 0.863)
4th child present x strong rel. 0.45 -1.58 -0.03 -0.28 -0.19 0.54 -0.12 0.57
(0.449) (0.000)** (0.960) (0.465) (0.487) (0.057)+ (oL (0.201)
birth: 5th child 0.67 0.80 0.70 0.03 0.48 1.94 0.33 0.35
(0.229) 0.177) (0.064)+ (0.961) (0.657) (0.000)*** (045 (0.745)
birth: 5th child x strong rel.  -0.12 -0.22 -0.20 0.85 -2.73 12. 2.14
(0.850) (0.735) (0.701) (0.178) (0.000)*** (0.003)* (o3P
5th child present 0.08 -0.10 -0.11 -0.37 -0.09 -2.14 -0.72 750
(0.742) (0.735) (0.578) (0.135) (0.952) (0.000)*** (0.929 (0.437)
5th child present x strong rel. -0.96 -0.85 -0.90 -0.22 -0.43 3.27
(0.011)* (0.038)* (0.029)* (0.444) (0.746) (0.000)***
age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.302) (0.314) (0.316) (0.301) (0.579) (0.622) (0.648) 656)
age? 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.288) (0.299) (0.360) (0.322) (0.756) (0.678) (0.597) 683)
never married -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.10 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 00.2
(0.371) (0.330) (0.271) (0.205) (0.014)* (0.016)* (0.015) (0.010)*
divorced or separated 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 -0.02 3-0.0 -0.02
(0.980) (0.976) (0.968) (0.944) (0.676) (0.880) (0.788) .848)
year of divorce -0.24 -0.25 -0.26 -0.26 -0.71 -0.69 -0.71 700.
(0.219) (0.205) (0.188) (0.185) (0.003)* (0.003)* (0.002) (0.003)*
year of marriage 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.08 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03
(0.197) (0.211) (0.277) (0.261) (0.595) (0.731) (0.639) 610)
widowed -0.19 -0.22 -0.23 -0.21 -0.48 -0.48 -0.46 -0.49
(0.470) (0.391) (0.343) (0.367) (0.092)+ (0.094)+ (0.103) (0.078)+
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Table A-6: (Continued)
Women: Men:
Size Contact Practical Emotional Size Contact Practical otiomal
of network frequencs supporf’ suppor? of network frequenc suppor? suppor?
@) @ ®3) (4) (5) () @) ®)
health satisfaction 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
(0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+* ( 0.000)*** (0.000)*+* (0.000)*+*
household income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.011)* (0.012)* (0.014)* (0.011)* (0.037)* (0.041)* (©41)* (0.034)*
unemployed -0.23 -0.23 -0.23 -0.24 -0.71 -0.70 -0.70 -0.71
(0.119) (0.116) (0.115) (0.109) (0.000)*** (0.000)*** (000)*+* (0.000)***
support from partner  0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(0.000)*** (0.000)%** (0.000)** (0.000)*** (0.000)*** ( 0.000)* (0.000)*** (0.000)***
support from neighbors 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 100
(0.073)+ (0.060)+ (0.073)+ (0.071)+ (0.061)+ (0.053)+ OBT)+ (0.051)+
support from colleages -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0 0.00
(0.590) (0.712) (0.690) (0.696) (0.275) (0.327) (0.308) .386)
support from friends ~ 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.007)* (0.012)* (0.008)* (0.008)* (0.105) (0.085)+ (@8)+ (0.099)+
waves 2-3 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
(0.001)* (0.001)* (0.001)* (0.001)* (0.003)* (0.004)* (004)* (0.002)*
waves 4-6 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.06
(0.007)* (0.007)* (0.007)* (0.006)* (0.089)+ (0.102) (04) (0.083)+
waves 10-12 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05
(0.288) (0.310) (0.293) (0.294) (0.237) (0.239) (0.163) 178)
AdjusledR2 0.075 0.076 0.075 0.075 0.061 0.061 0.061 0.062
N(id) 3827 3827 3827 3827 4123 4123 4123 4123
Observations 16302 16302 16302 16302 17135 17135 17135 51713

@ times per month?’ on a scale from 0 Rot at allto 10 —a great deal +p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; * = *xp < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Fixed-effect estimates with clustered standard erroesni8e consists of women aged 25-50 years and men aged 25a@0 ipeluding parents with a third child
under the age of 13 and a reference group (parents with omeoarttildren and childless people).

Additional analysis — determinants of belonging to the ‘stong
relationships’ group among women

To understand if belonging to the ‘strong relationshipsiugy may be, for women, a sign
of need for support, we run a set of cross-sectional logistidels, regressing belonging
to the ‘strong relationships’ group on individual predisto This analysis is performed
on the level of persons (and not person-years, as analysssrted in other sections),
therefore we use only time-invariant predictors. The rssestimated on the general
sample of women and on the sample limited to mothers are miexben Table A—7.

Overall, the odds of belonging to the ‘strong relationshigpeup are higher for
women who are privileged in terms of education and incomeheli household income
systematically correlates with higher probability of beding to the ‘strong relationships’
group. Women with higher education have a higher probghifithaving access to high
practical support than women with primary or vocationaleadion.

Also mothers and prospective mothers, as well as youngerndine., born in more
recent cohorts), have higher odds of belonging to the ‘stretationships’ groups. These
results are not affected by including the nationality amjlzage groups in the model.
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. H H H H ‘ H )
Table A-7: Logistic regression of belonging to the ‘strong elatonships’ groups
on time-invariant characteristics of individuals, women aly.
Logistic regression; the table shows odds ratios
Large network Frequent contéct Practical suppoh Emotional suppoh
> 5.5 >4 >7 > 7.9
women mothers women mothers women mothers overall women
overall overall overall overall
secondary educ. (ref: primary) 1.06 1.03 1.03 117 129 137 107 111
(0.424) (0.803) (0.735) (0.153) (0.001)**  (0.002)* (=" (0.283)
tertiary educ. (ref: primary) 0.94 1.01 1.05 1.00 1.29 1.23 .051 0.96
(0.445) (0.938) (0.547) (0.992) (0.002)* (0.082)+ (0.546)  (0.745)
household income 1.14 113 1.30 1.16 1.20 1.09 117 1.04
(0.001)**  (0.035)* (0.000y**  (0.026)* (0.000)**  (0.14) (0.000)**  (0.404)
born 1950-59 (ref: born 1970+) 1.19 1.33 0.61 0.49 0.41 0.36 590 0.60
(0.027)* (0.006)* (0.000)**  (0.000)**  (0.000)**  (0.0@)**  (0.000)**  (0.000)***
born 1960-69 (ref: born 1970+) 1.09 1.10 0.84 0.74 0.68 0.59 .800 0.78
(0.232) (0.297) (0.017)* (0.005)* (0.000)**  (0.000)**  Q.002)* (0.008)*
other passport and language (ref: Swiss) 1.38 1.15 1.23 0.83 0.67 0.53 1.16 0.94
(0.015)* (0.393) (0.140) (0.306) (0.002)* (0.000*  (012) (0.733)
Swiss passport, other language (ref: Swiss) 1.07 1.04 1.39 27 1 1.08 1.03 1.23 111
(0.509) (0.737) (0.002)* (0.095)+ (0.426) (0.843) (0.033)  (0.417)
other passport, Swiss language (ref: Swiss) 0.50 0.59 0.33 40 0 0.30 0.39 0.39 0.52
(0.000)** (0.001)=* (0.000)** (0.000)=+* (0.000)*** ( 0.000)=* (0.000)** (0.000)**
ever a mother (ref: childless) 213 212 1.50 1.30
(0.000)+* (0.000)+* (0.000)** (0.000)*
age at 1st birth 0.98 1.00 1.01 1.00
(0.057)+ (0.856) (0.322) (0.999)
Observations 4885 2862 4885 2862 4885 2862 4885 2862
PseudoR 2 0.033 0.008 0.046 0.025 0.045 0.038 0.022 0.011

< times per month

b on a scale from 0 Aot at allto 10 —a great deal
+p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; * = *xp < 0.000; p-values in parentheses;

Source SHP data, waves 2-12.

Note Cross-sectional estimation on a sample consisting of women born betweerd98@rand 1986 (i.e., aged 25-50 during
the survey) who are childless or whose first, second, or third child is&gsyld or younger. All predictors are defined as
time-invariant. The analysis on the subgroup of mothers also includesqutogmothers.
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