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Abstract: The aim of this paper was to analyze the socio-demographic determinants of fertility in
Bosnia and Herzegovina that affect the number of live births in Semberija. The paper focuses on
work and educational statuses, economic crisis and unemployment, and other relevant factors that
affect desired family sizes and lead to negative demographic trends. The relevant data were collected
through a survey questionnaire filled by a verified sample of 1000 women in their reproductive period
(aged 15–49). In order to evaluate the role of each research variable in predicting fertility intentions,
the arithmetic mean, frequency of responses in percentage, Pearson’s coefficient, and a logistic
regression model were used to explore the related factors of fertility behaviors among women in
this population. The results showed that employment status, poor housing conditions, and financial
support from the state statistically significantly impact future birth trends. Those socio-demographic
factors affect desired family sizes and have proven essential to future fertile behavior.
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1. Introduction

The fertility rate results from several factors whose understanding is critical for solving
the problem of fertility rates below replacement levels. Birth and fertility rates are affected
by numerous biological, economic, social, and psychological factors. This paper places
special emphasis on socio-demographic factors that largely determine childbearing and
desired family sizes. The latest demographic trends in developed nations indicate a growing
tendency for women, men, and couples to delay having children until later in life. This has
resulted in a considerable proportion of the population having fewer children than they
desire or remaining childless [1,2].

One of the primary factors that decreases the desire for fertility is the socio-economic
transformation of society, which results in greater anticipated expenses associated with
raising a greater number of children. The main driving force that reduces desired fertility
is the structural socio-economic transformation of society, which leads to increased ex-
pected costs of having a larger number of children. A larger number of offspring requires
higher costs, which places economic domination in the context of the decisive factor for
expanding the family in accordance with rational and conscious decisions of couples about
childbirth [3]. The number of children parents would have if there were no personal or
economic barriers regulating fertility represents the desired family size [4].

On the other hand, when structural socio-economic transformations slow down, as is
the case in developed countries, desired fertility rates increase. Of course, this depends on
multiple factors, including demographic, cultural, and social factors [5].

In high-income societies, having a permanent job and a stable income is a key require-
ment for many people before considering having children. Uncertainty about economic
and financial security often leads individuals to postpone childbearing [6–9].
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Occupations, income, and poor housing conditions have triggered a number of
changes, not only in the size of a family, but also in its survival. High costs of preschool
institutions, non-flexible working hours for new mothers, political and economic situation,
and unemployment are some factors determining aspects of family life. Contemporary
European research has shown that a decline in fertility and population aging will result
from changes in the societies’ value systems, housing conditions, and economic uncer-
tainty [10,11]. According to the findings [12], social change, the political situation, and
economic growth and decline are all reflected in the demographic picture of a country.
Finally, and more importantly, it has been proved that employment insecurity and financial
uncertainty delay family formation [13,14].

According to the literature, these trends are related to socio-demographic changes
such as urbanization, a general increase in levels of education, and women’s increased
labor force participation, suggesting that the fertility rate could fall even lower as these
processes persist in the future [15]. The economic crisis and uncertainty that affected
Europe and the US also impacted fertility rates and the real economy. Economic shocks
dramatically affected family dynamics, with 22 out of 32 Western countries experiencing
a decline in fertility rates between 2008 and 2013. The worsening of the labor market
during the Great Recession was largely responsible for the negative effects on fertility
rates. The sudden increase in unemployment rates during the recession reduced the total
fertility rate in the West by 3% since the beginning of the crisis [16,17]. Permanently
employed women have a higher number of children than those in insecure employment or
those searching for work. Employed mothers opt for more flexible working arrangements
with lower incomes to dedicate more time to their family life. In countries with high
unemployment rates and among women holding temporary contracts, there is a discernible
delay in the decision to have a second child. Uncertainties in the labor market will lead
to women delaying or revising their reproductive plans [18,19]. Recent research indicates
that in wealthy countries over the past decade, fertility rates may be impacted not only by
unemployment or income levels, but also by perceived economic and financial uncertainty,
leading to a delay or abandonment of childbearing [6,8,9]. This means that the perceptions
of insecurity regarding welfare state provisions may have a greater impact on current plans
for having children than the individual’s employment situation or government policies on
families. For instance, childbearing plans may be more affected by perceptions of insecurity
related to welfare state provisions than the direct employment situation or family policy
legislation [6,20].

A higher level of education implies a longer study period, resulting in negative effects
on the marriage market with the tendency to delay the first childbearing and shorten
the fertility period. There has been a significant decline in the total fertility rate (TFR)
among women with higher levels of education [21]. As Rašević and Vasić [22] present,
level of education is one of the most important indicators of social status. Societies with
unstable socio-economic conditions, a high degree of economic insecurity, and insufficiently
branched measures for reconciling work and parenthood have a negative relationship
between education and fertility [23].

Semberija is located in the very northeast of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and although it
has a favorable geographical position and a high population density of 141.4 inhabitants
per km2, its basic demographic trait is non-parturition. The existing dynamics of achieved
fertility are adapted to the modern reproductive model, i.e., insufficient number of births.
Nowadays, the total fertility rate in Semberija is 1.4 (2020), which is not enough for simple
reproduction—a level of 2.1 children per woman—implying that women in Semberija do
not give birth to their reproductive replacements.

Considering this regional unit’s fertility characteristics, the effects of socio-demographic
factors on fertility rates were examined. The aim is to determine how these factors affect
the desired family size.
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2. Materials and Methods

For the purposes of this research, a survey questionnaire was conducted on a stratified
sample of 1000 mothers in their reproductive period (aged 15–49). The stratification was
performed by age (15–49), employment status (employed, unemployed, and temporarily
employed), and education status (primary, secondary, tertiary). The survey was conducted
in March 2018, and 357 women from rural, 575 women from urban, and 68 women from
suburban areas took part. The questionnaire was obtained from the CDR (Center for Demo-
graphic Research) and used for the purposes of a doctoral dissertation. The questionnaire
consisted of 20 questions on socio-demographic determinants of fertility, divided into three
groups. The first group of questions referred to general demographic characteristics of
women (age, place of residence, marital status, health issues), the second group of ques-
tions was based on economic characteristics of families (financial and employment status,
education, occupation, housing, balance between work and parenting), and the third group
of questions referred to possible population policy measures. The total number of both
planned and correctly completed questionnaires was 1000, which represents 4.3% of the
total fertile female population in Semberija.

The statistical analysis included examination of socio-demographic determinants
such as education and employment statuses, economic crisis and unemployment, lack of
financial support from the state, high childcare costs in preschool institutions, mismatch
between work and parenting, delayed marriage, and other relevant factors affecting fertility
changes in Semberija. Based on the respondents’ attitudes, we will explain the significance
of the mentioned variables in shaping the modern reproduction regime. The statistical
program IMB SPSS-19 was used for data entry and analysis, descriptive statistics, and
statistical inference. We used Pearson’s correlation to determine if there was a connection
between desired and achieved reproduction.

In order to examine the influence of socio-demographic variables on birth prediction,
we used a binary logistic regression. Using logistic regression, also referred to as a logistic
model or logit model, the logistic curve is applied to the data in order to predict the
likelihood of an event. Logistic regression is a type of regression analysis where the
dependent (criterion) variable is dichotomous, i.e., binary, and is coded as 0 or 1, and there
is at least one independent (predictor) variable. As events in the social sciences are often
dichotomous, logistic regression is often used in predicting these events.

This is a logistic function, which is often called a sigmoid function. It is, by its nature,
derivable in the entire domain and is defined as in Equation (1):

σ(α) =
1

1 + exp(−α)
(1)

The logistic regression model can be represented as follows in Equation (2):

h (x, w) = σ
(

wT ∅ (x)
)
=

1
1 + exp − wT∅(x))

= P(y = 1/x) (2)

To make it easier to understand whether a woman from the sample will decide to give
birth, we used a probability form as in Equation (3).

p =
exp

(
b0 + ∑m

j=1 bjxj

)
1 + exp

(
b0 + ∑m

j=1 bjxj

) (3)

Logistic regression uses several methods that are applied depending on the research
problem. In this paper, we used the ENTER method.



Behav. Sci. 2023, 13, 417 4 of 13

2.1. Dependent Variable

Our sample included 1000 respondents. We did not have any respondents who were
not included. The independent variable was represented by the data on “continuation of
childbearing”: 0 = not planning to give birth, and 1 = planning to give birth. Based on the
total sample, we had 612 women who plan to give birth and 388 women who do not plan
to give birth.

2.2. Independent Variable

The set of predictors included a total of 17 variables, namely: respondent’s education,
type of settlement in which they live, average age of birth, size of the apartment where
the family lives, employment status, place of employment, financial status of the family,
economic status of the family, poor housing conditions, lack of financial support from the
state, later-in-life marriage, higher employment, insufficient number of places for children
in preschool institutions, high cost of preschool institutions, mismatch between work and
parenting, uncertain future, and shortened maternity leave.

3. Results

In accordance with the aim of the research, only female respondents in their fertile
period (aged 15–49) participated in the survey. Table 1 shows the frequency of their
responses related to the desired and actual number of children, employment and education
statuses, and the average number of children they gave birth to.

Table 1. Socio-demographic indicators of respondents.

Variable Question Frequency Average Birth

Number of children
Actual number of children 100.0 1.9
Desired number of children 100.0 2.5

Average birth age

15–19
20–24
25–29
30–34
35–39
40+

8.4
34.3
34.9
17.8
3.9
0.7

2.2
2.13
1.91
1.75
1.44
1.57

Type of settlement
Village

City
Suburbs

35.7
57.5
6.8

2.17
1.84
1.9

Education
Primary 6.8 2.4

Secondary 52.6 2.0
Tertiary 40.6 1.8

Employment Employed 40.1 2.1
Unemployed

Temporary employed
46.1
13.8

1.9
1.7

Place of employment
Own

Private
State

7.6
27.4
29.0

2.11
1.85
1.88

Apartment surface

0–50
51–100

101–150
over 150

11.2
58.0
12.9
8.4

1.94
1.94
2.02
2.04

Financial status

Very good
Good
Bad

Very bad

10.6
81.0
7.8
0.6

1.9
1.97
1.88
2.33

Economic status Agreed 78.4 1.96
Poor housing conditions Agreed 73.5 1.94

Lack of financial support from the state Agreed 72.9 1.95
Later-in-life marriage Agreed 60.1 1.94
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Table 1. Cont.

Variable Question Frequency Average Birth

Higher employment Agreed 51.2 1.93
Insufficient number of preschool institutions Agreed 58.0 1.92
High childcare costs in preschool institution Agreed 55.0 1.98

Mismatch between work and parenting Agreed 63.7 1.95
Uncertain future Agreed 71.2 1.97

Shortened maternity leave Agreed 64.3 1.85

Future birth
Yes 61.2 1.82
No 38.8 2.35

Based on the descriptive statistics shown in Table 1 and using IBM SPSS Statistics
(version 26.0, IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA), the significance of the mentioned parameters
to the fertility rate in Semberija was examined.

According to the attitudes of the respondents, differences between the desired and the
actual number of children can be noticed. A total of 90.5% of mothers who desired one child
achieved their desired number of children; 68.1% referred to mothers who desired two
children, while the percentage decreased significantly as the desired number of children
increased. Thus, the percentage was the smallest when the desired number of children was
three or four, since this was achieved by only 31.4% or 31.3% of the respondents (Table 1).

According to the structure of the answers, Pearson’s correlation was applied in order
to determine if there was a connection between desired and achieved reproduction. The
interviewees expressed a greater desire to have children the fewer children they already
had, as evidenced by Pearson’s coefficient (0.523), which highlights the strong correlation
between the two variables. The average number of children the respondents gave birth to
was 1.96, and the desired number was 2.53. Most respondents (483) stated that they wanted
two, and 379 wanted three children.

When asked if the mentioned measures existed and if they enabled them to give birth
to the desired number of children, 61.2% of the respondents stated that they would give
birth, and 38.8% of them did not want more children, regardless of the measures.Block
zero does not represent a significant process, but it shows us how to predict future births
without introducing predictor variables. In a mathematical sense, it is the quotient between
the number of women who want to give birth and those who will not give birth again.
Exp (b) cannot be negative; its value indicates the direction of connection:

1. Exp (b) from 0 to 1—Negative correlation
2. Exp (b) = 1—No correlation
3. Exp (b) > 1—Positive correlation) [24]

In our case, it is 1.577, which indicates a positive correlation; that is, there is the
possibility that women will decide to have the desired number of children if existential
issues are resolved (Table 2).

Table 2. Variables in the equation.

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step 0 Constant 0.456 0.065 49.317 1 0.000 1.577

The Omnibus Test is used for testing a hypothesis. We tested the hypothesis that the
logistic coefficients for all predictor variables equal zero as in Equation (4).

H0 = β1 = β1 . . . βm = 0 (4)

The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients table shows the summary indicators of
model performance. That test is called goodness of fit and shows how accurately the model
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predicts the results. Of course, this set of results should be as significant as possible; that is,
the value of Sig. should be less than 0.05. In this case, the significance is 0.00, i.e., p < 0.05,
from which it can be concluded that this model predicts the data well [14].

Table 3 shows that our chi-square is 83,619, and with seventeen degrees of freedom,
the number of predictor variables is statistically significant (p = 0.000). Based on that, we
reject the hypothesis that all logistic coefficients in the population are equal to zero and
have no partial contribution.

Table 3. Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients.

Chi Square df Sig.

Step 1
Block
Model

83.618 17 0.000 **
83.618 17 0.000
83.618 17 0.000

** Significant at the level p < 0.001.

The −2 log-likelihood is similar to the sum of squared residuals in a linear regression.
It needs to be as small as possible. In the Model Summary table, you can see the values
of the Cox and Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square, which show how much of the
dependent variable is explained by the model. In this case, for the final model, those values
are 0.080 and 0.109. In other words, the set of variables that make up the obtained model
explains between 8% and 10.9% of the variance (Table 4).

Table 4. Model Summary.

−2 Log-Likelihood Cox and Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square

Step 1 1252.071 a 0.080 0.109
a Positive score st (a,b) means that a and b are more likely to be aligned by evolution than by chance.

Model evaluation indicates the percentage of correct classifications based on the model,
and the closer the value is to 100%, the better the model. It is an indicator of the predictive
value of the logistic model. It is analogous to the coefficient of determination and standard
error in linear regression.

We see that this model of future birth gives 66.8% correct classifications (Table 5).

Table 5. Predicted.

Observed No Yes Percentage Correct

Yes No 128 260 33.0
Yes 72 540 88.2

Overall Percentage 66.8

That is 16.8% more than if we randomly classified women, because when the predictor
is a binary variable, the probability of a random guess is 50% (66.8 − 50 = 16.8%).

The first step (Table 6) shows us the variables in the logistic equation. The table also
indicates a parameter that shows us the evaluation of the probability parameters of the
logarithm of the chances that show if a woman will decide to give birth in the future.

Here, we can test the null hypothesis for the partial contribution of the predictor
variables to the overall probability of predicting the so-called “continuation of childbearing”.
This result can be obtained by the Wald statistic [25]. It can be calculated as W= B

SE (logistic
coefficient through standard error for a particular coefficient).

In the significance column, we can see that the following variables statistically in-
fluence future births: employment status, poor housing conditions, and lack of financial
assistance from the state. This does not mean that other variables do not influence the
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decision on future childbearing, but it means that these three variables have a particular
predictive contribution to the decision on future childbearing.

Table 6. Variables in the Equation.

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
95% C.I. for EXP(B)

Lower Upper

Step 1 a Education 0.078 0.140 0.309 1 0.578 1.081 0.822 1.421
Type of settlement 0.035 0.154 0.051 1 0.822 1.035 0.766 1.399
Average age birth −0.019 0.074 0.069 1 0.794 0.981 0.848 1.134
Apartment surface 0.125 0.071 3.073 1 0.080 1.133 0.985 1.303
Employment status 0.300 0.146 4.238 1 0.040 1.350 1.014 1.797

Place of employment −0.066 0.080 0.674 1 0.412 0.936 0.800 1.095
Financial status 0.162 0.155 1.095 1 0.295 1.176 0.868 1.592
Economic status 0.115 0.086 1.801 1 0.180 1.122 0.948 1.327

Poor housing conditions 0.291 0.086 11.456 1 0.001 1.338 1.130 1.583
The lack of financial support

from the state 0.189 0.087 4.761 1 0.029 1.208 1.019 1.433

Late-in-life marriage −0.007 0.068 0.011 1 0.917 0.993 0.868 1.136
Higher employment −0.019 0.069 0.074 1 0.785 0.981 0.857 1.124

Insufficient number of
preschool institutions −0.043 0.084 0.257 1 0.612 0.958 0.813 1.130

High childcare costs in
preschool institution 0.045 0.079 0.326 1 0.568 1.046 0.895 1.223

Mismatch between work
and parenting 0.049 0.087 0.325 1 0.569 1.051 0.887 1.245

Uncertain future −0.037 0.077 0.234 1 0.629 0.964 0.829 1.120
Shortened maternity leave −0.026 0.075 0.119 1 0.730 0.974 0.841 1.129

Constant −2.87 0.611 22.195 1 0.000 0.056
a Variable(s) entered in step 1: education, type of settlements, average age birth, apartment surface, working status,
company ownership, financial status, economic status, poor housing conditions, lack of financial support from
state, late-in-life marriage, higher employment, insufficient number of preschool institutions, high childcare costs
in preschool institutions, mismatch between work and parenting, uncertain future, shortened maternity leave.

Looking at the set of variables that are statistically significant, an answer to the question
about further childbearing is logically imposed because if a person does not have a safe
and well-paid job, nor do they have an adequate apartment, and if there is no systemic
support, they will not give birth in the future, and vice versa.

Obviously, financial security here is emphasized as a motive immediately above the
primary motives.

The interpretation of the exponentiated logistic coefficient (Exp(B)) should be empha-
sized in the table. This is an exponentiated quotient of the chance of the target category
occurring if we increase it by one compared to the initial state.

Looking at the Table 6, we see that, for example, it is 1.350 times more likely that a
woman will choose to give birth if she is employed, it is also 1.388 times more likely she
will do it if housing conditions are better, and it is 1.208 times more likely she will give
birth in future if there are systemic measures of the state aimed to support a family that
decides to have more children.

4. Discussion

The research results suggest that the factors that significantly influenced family trans-
formation and caused changes in fertility in Bosnia and Herzegovina are attributed to
socio-economic determinants. The research proves that a mismatch between the desired
and actual number of children exists. The desired number of children does not match the
achieved average. The fact that 61.2% out of 1000 respondents would give birth in the future
is encouraging, and that would provide significant results regarding the required fertility at
the local and regional levels. Even though 38.8% of the respondents declared that they did
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not want to have more children, those respondents generally achieved the desired number
of children, i.e., they gave birth to 2.35 children on average. Achieving the desired number
of children is crucial for completing the demographic picture of Semberija, and it would
contribute to moving the current total fertility rate from its critical point. It has been discov-
ered that fertility intentions and demographic, socio-economic, and cultural standards can
predict actual birth rates. The decision to have more children and the IPI (interpregnancy
interval) are influenced by micro-level variables such as socio-economic level, education,
employment, a feeling of empowerment, age, and household responsibilities [26].

According to research conducted in Hong Kong using logistic regressions, the factors
that influence low fertility intentions differ depending on the parity: satisfaction with mari-
tal life, income in the household, and good husband-wife communication are all positively
correlated with first-birth intentions; wives’ part-time employment lowers second-birth in-
tentions; wives’ full-time employment and inequalities between genders in the distribution
of household duties are inversely linked to third-birth intentions. It is important to state
that, independent of other socio-economic determinants, fertility desire has developed into
a powerful indicator of fertility intention, particularly with regard to first and second births.
Actual parities also differ with regard to the reasons for having children and the challenges
of raising them [27].

Concern for the future of their child is the most common reason parents decide not
to have children. Employment status and income, as well as lack of housing, triggered
a number of changes, not only in family size, but also in its survival. Since a family is
considered a consumer community nowadays, a larger number of children represents
quite a challenge and financial burden for parents. Modern educational and behavioral
patterns, everyday acts, and socializing dictate financial challenges to future parents that
are considered obstacles to childbearing [28]. The non-existential basis of a child’s value
shapes the modern regime of reproduction, i.e., the birth of fewer children (one or two) or
none at all.

Based on the attitudes of the respondents, employment was quoted as the most deter-
mining factor of fertility. Unemployed women have, on average, given birth to 1.9 children,
employed women have given birth to an average of 2.1 children, and temporarily employed
women have had 1.73 children on average. Unemployment as a fundamental trait of an
uncertain future and economic crisis indirectly results in delayed marriages and delayed
childbearing. Over the last few decades, the participation of women, including those
who are mothers, in the labor market has increased, even though women are much more
involved in childrearing than men, so due to incompatibilities between their roles in the
labor market and in the family, this “double shift” can put pressure on many working moth-
ers [29,30]. Compared to stay-at-home mothers, working women were much more likely
to have positive fertility goals [30]. Research in Europe also shows that the additionally
desired family size is adversely correlated with age (for all three parities) and being inactive
(unemployed) at the person level [31]. Exploratory factor analyses provided evidence
for a five-factor model for the subscale measuring negative motives for having children
(i.e., the weight of and inexperience in childrearing, social and ecological anxiety, marital
stress, financial difficulties and economic limits, and physical discomfort and self-image
worries) [32]. Therefore, it is justified that permanently employed women have more
children (2.1) than those with insecure employment (1.9) or those in search of one (1.7).
Working mothers decide on more flexible jobs with lower wages in order to dedicate their
free time to their families. This is also confirmed by the obtained research results, which
show that, on average, employed mothers gave birth to more children.

Based on the attitudes, the lack of financial support from the state and municipality
proved to be another effective factor in parenting; 72.9% of the respondents who gave
birth (on average to 1.95 children) agree with this statement, which is far below the desired
number. Countries might set up institutions to reduce some incompatibilities between
employment and childrearing (secure employment, flexible working hours) [33]. The
Japanese government has taken numerous steps to combat the country’s dropping birthrate,
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including expanding daycare services, changing the law regarding parental leave, and
promoting a strict work-life balance policy. These initiatives, if anything, are directed
at white-collar workers [34]. The economic component is still the key factor for getting
married early, survival of the family, and meeting basic life needs. Another result of the
research shows that fertility intention is related to the perceived cost of having children.
The results of the logistic regression also suggest that people’s intention to have children in
the future increases when the mean score of perceived childbearing costs decreases. The
findings from research conducted in Turkey revealed a substantial correlation between
individuals’ intentions to have children and the costs associated with having children.
Policymakers can alter the cost–benefit ratio of having big and small families by knowing
children’s values and expenses [35–37].

The size of the family is conditioned by the size of the living space. There is a legally
regulated solution in developed countries around the world, where the necessary size of the
living space is prescribed according to the number of family members, and as a pronatalist
incentive measure, state aid is provided for the necessary purchase. Poor housing condi-
tions proved to be a very important factor in predicting future childbearing. The number
of square meters of living space should increase with the number of children. However,
with urbanization, families have adapted to modern living conditions—smaller apartments
and fewer family members. The research results have shown that smaller housing units
(below 50 m2) supported fewer family members, i.e., an average of 1.67 children, while
those above that square footage had 2.04 children.

Studies of socio-demographic determinants of fertility have yielded similar results
all over Europe. Financial factors have been cited as the most important factors of fertility
in numerous studies [21,24,25,27]. The tendency is downward, according to all articles
assessing fertility status in the context of economic restrictions. There is some evidence that
the countries hardest hit by the recent Great Recession faced declines in fertility, particularly
among young people. Economic hardships increase the probability of unemployment or
temporary employment, leading to delaying family formation [38]. Additionally, one of
the worst effects of the economic crisis is employment instability, which has a significant
impact on giving birth to more children [7]. A study conducted in Serbia [39] explains
that 71% of female respondents over 30 believed that a great economic crisis occurred,
which had a decisive impact on postponing childbirth. Many variables correlated with
income impact fertility, such as education, occupation, housing location, potential spouse
income, lifestyle habits, costs, and benefits of raising children. Having dual incomes, that
is, both spouses are employed, will enable better conditions for family formation. With
increased income, the psychological stress of having children decreases. Parental care for
the existence, adequate schooling, children’s interests, and of course, the possibilities of
their care while busy with work obligations significantly impact decisions about childbirth.
With an increase in income and better material status, tendencies to expand the family also
increase. Among women who believe there is a significant difference between potential and
achieved fertility, economic restrictions seem to be the leading cause of limited fertility [18].

The economic cost of raising children is a significant obstacle to evaluating and ac-
tualizing reproductive norms. Financial status is an important determinant in meeting
human needs [40]. In order to stimulate the childbearing processes, various financial and
other kinds of support should be provided in order to encourage marriages, reduce the
number of divorces, and enable participation of women in the labor market as well as their
return to work after maternity leave, which should be stimulated by flexible working hours,
alternative care, and education [41].

Socio-demographic determinants of fertility in the Republic of Srpska (an entity of
Bosnia and Herzegovina) were presented in the scientific research project “The analysis
of demographic situation and implementation of pronatal measures and activities in the
Republic of Srpska” in 2009. According to the research, in the case of future ideal economic,
political, and health conditions, 68.5% of women in the Republic of Srpska would give
birth, while in the region of Semberija, the percentage of women willing to give birth in
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the same circumstances is only 40%. Furthermore, significant deviations in fertility were
observed in connection to women’s level of education.

Future social and demographic policies ought to consider these changing trends in
population demographic behavior and attempt to envision a number of actions that should
address fertility and family issues in a sustainable, collaborative way, conveyed within a
regional as well as a global scope [42]. Overall, the findings show that fertility intention is
not a simple idea. Instead, it entails a complicated fertility choice-making procedure. The
impacts of multiple factors on the optimal family size highlight the link between fertility
intention and the complex procedures of fertility decision-making. Therefore, using a single
indicator as its proxy variable (such as the ideal number of children) is inappropriate. The
causes of this situation should also be sought in other decisive factors that influence the
formation of certain value attitudes and decision-making. For example, employment does
not necessarily affect economic stability, but rather the level of income and solved housing
issues [28].

According to the effect sizes of specific factors, it is essential to develop appropriate
fertility promotion plans for families at different phases of fertility [43]. In order to slow
down the negative demographic trends, certain measures should be implemented immedi-
ately, starting with the reform of the socio-economic system [44]. Nevertheless, the findings
of this study indicate that in the future, poor housing conditions, employment stabilization,
and lack of financial support from the state and municipality (which would reduce the
direct costs of raising children) should be prioritized over other measures [34,45]. The
local government should take into account the low employment rate and implement its
increase in the development strategy as one of the future development goals of the city and
the region.

5. Conclusions

Semberija faces a decline in fertility due to the decline in the absolute number of live
births, postponement of the first birth, and delayed marriages in line with other socio-
demographic factors recognized as structural barriers in realizing and shaping the desired
family size.

This research is dedicated to the determinants of decreased fertility in Semberija, with
the aim to identify the community context in this region that shapes both the actual and
desired size of the family, as well as to identify possible target groups for future family
planning programs. The survey results confirm that the aforementioned determinants,
such as employment status, poor housing conditions, and state financial support, strongly
impact decisions regarding the desired number of children. The achieved fertility of
employed mothers is higher compared to mothers with unstable employment, and it
ranges below two children per woman. The local government should take into account the
low employment rate and implement its increase in the development strategy as one of the
future development goals of the city and the region. The attitude of most surveyed mothers
is that 2.53 represents their desired number of children in conditions with no structural
obstacles. That would also satisfy the parameters of simple reproduction. Based on the
research results, it can be concluded that difficulties in achieving desired family size exist
and that socio-demographic determinants strongly affect the births of the desired number
of children. Therefore, it is necessary to provide support to the family through state, local,
and regional institutions. The most often mentioned form of state aid is the so-called
“financial injection” as the leading stimulus for childbearing. However, this should imply
the provision of not only short-term assistance at a given moment, but also financial inflow
through solving unemployment, subsidies for home loans for large families, and other
financial benefits that will reduce family expenses.

Based on the offered results, it can be concluded that the offered model can be used to
predict the “continuation of births” of the examined group of women in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

It would make sense to include other variables, such as personality traits, in this
model because they can significantly determine attitudes toward childbirth in general. The
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results of this research should be used for the ultimate goal, which is population growth in
the future.

The only solution to overcoming the problem of low fertility is to introduce stronger
and more radical measures of population policy in the coming period. Nowadays, Sem-
berija should adopt and follow an agenda that can strengthen national identity through
socio-economic measures, as they represent key factors that shape negative trends in
this region.
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