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FERTILITY FACTORS FROM  
THE PERSPECTIVE OF MOTHERS  
OF LARGE FAMILIES
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Abstract
This study investigates the perceptions of fertility factors among highly educated and Catholic mothers living 
in Slovak cities who have large families, which are defined as families with three or more children. While 
considerable research has focused on the determinants of fertility, particularly in relation to the first and second 
child, the factors influencing the decision to have a larger family remain underexplored. I seek to fill this gap in 
part by examining how Slovak mothers of large families perceive various fertility factors that have contradictory 
effects on reproductive behaviour. Using in-depth interviews, the study reveals several heterogenous perceptions 
within my homogenous population, especially in the case of factors such as financial costs and institutional 
childcare. However, the perceived benefits of having children, rooted in religious beliefs, clearly outweighed 
concerns about career impacts or family budget constraints.
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INTRODUCTION 
A body of literature has explored the contradictory 
effects of various factors on reproductive behaviour. 
Some factors correlate with lower fertility rates, like 
higher levels of educational attainment (Lutz, 2006; 
Šprocha et al., 2020; Zeman, 2018; etc.) and urbanisation 
(Šprocha – Bleha, 2021; Connor, 2021; etc.). Others are 
associated with higher fertility, such as strong religios-
ity (Frejka – Westoff, 2008; Perry – Schleifer, 2019) and 
various policy interventions (Fűrész – Molnár, 2021; 
Guziejewska, 2021; González – Trommlerová, 2021). 

However, what happens when a woman’s repro-
ductive behaviour is simultaneously influenced by 
factors with opposing effects? How are these factors 
perceived, and what are the resultant outcomes? For 

instance, little is known about the reproductive behav-
iour and perception of fertility-related factors among 
highly educated women living in urban areas who also 
exhibit strong religious beliefs. 

Moreover, existing research tends to focus primar-
ily on first births or, less frequently, second births 
(Šprocha, 2022; Impicciatore – Tomatis, 2020, Frejka 
et al., 2016). However, it is the birth of a third child 
that contributes to raising the fertility rate above the 
critical fertility replacement rate (Murray et al., 2018; 
Lutz, 2006). Despite this, limited attention has been 
paid to the reproductive behaviour of parents in large 
families with three or more children. 

This study aims to address this knowledge gap, 
and the central research question I seek to answer is: 
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How are the various factors that influence reproductive 
behaviour perceived by highly educated Catholic moth-
ers of large families in urban areas? I conducted in-
depth, semi-structured interviews with Slovak moth-
ers of large families (with an average of 4.5 children). 
Through data-driven coding, I found respondents’ 
perceptions of different fertility factors to be surpris-
ingly heterogeneous. Nonetheless, the respondents 
unanimously highlighted the key role of religious be-
liefs in shaping their reproductive behaviour. 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
The contradictory factors of reproductive 
behaviour
Among the various factors influencing reproductive 
behaviour, this study primarily focuses on those that 
have contradictory effects, such as Christian religious 
beliefs, a factor that is associated with higher fertil-
ity, and higher educational attainment and living in 
an urban area, factors associated with lower fertility. 
These are discussed in detail below; however, there 
are other related miscellanous factors that should 
first be mentioned. 

For example, many policy factors have been found 
to be relevant for reproductive behaviour – for exam-
ple, income, unemployment rate, and level of devel-
opment (Filoso – Papagni; 2015; Sobotka et al., 2011); 
female income in particular (Coskun – Dalgic, 2020; 
Yakita, 2018); the gender pay gap (Arpino et al., 2015); 
the availability of part-time jobs (Gomes et al., 2012); 
and housing and rental policy (Sikorska, 2021; Atalay 
– Whelan, 2021). Family policy and the state’s broader 
social security system also affect reproductive behav-
iour – for example, the availability of financial support 
(Fűrész – Molnár, 2021; González – Trommlerová, 2021; 
Raute, 2019) or the greater availability of early-child 
education and care institutions (Sanz et al., 2019; El-
lingsæter – Pedersen, 2016). The policy factors could 
thus have either a positive or a negative effect on re-
productive behaviour.

From a life-course perspective, life events and hab-
its (which may be influenced by other factors, such 
as religion) play a significant role and can positively 
or negatively affect fertility (Bianchi – Casper, 2005). 
The life-course has been conceptualised as a com-
plex process of personal welfare production aimed at 
securing individual well-being (Huinink – Feldhaus, 

2009). Huinink and Kohli (2014) identified several di-
mensions of the life-course approach. These include 
the structure of social life, which comprises social 
relations and the biological conditions of behaviour, 
the sequencing of events, the interdependence of 
past, present, and future, and the identification and 
pursuit of personal goals, such as having children or 
building a career. Bauer and Kneip (2014) found that 
past decisions regarding pregnancies, childbearing, 
and related experiences strongly influence future re-
productive choices. Thus, life-course factors can also 
have contradictory effects on reproductive behaviour.

Religiosity – Christianity 
Religion and religiosity have been extensively covered 
as a fertility factor in studies all over the world (e.g., 
Heineck, 2006; Peri-Rotem, 2016; Iyer – Weeks, 2020; 
Dilmaghani, 2019). Here I focus on the role of Chris-
tianity, which has been widely identified as a factor 
that positively influences reproductive behaviour. 
One of the explanations for this is that the Roman 
Catholic Church officially bans the use of artificial 
forms of birth control and supports the idea of large 
families. For example, research indicates that women 
who identify as Christian generally have higher fer-
tility rates than women without a religious affiliation 
(Frejka – Westoff, 2008). And women who reported 
that religion is ‘very important’ in their everyday life 
have higher levels of realised and intended fertil-
ity (Hayford – Morgan, 2008). Additionally, regular 
Christian church attendance is a strong predictor 
of childbearing in the future (Berghammer, 2012) 
and, moreover, slightly increase childbearing among 
Christian women over time (Perry – Schleifer, 2019). 
Chrisitianity is thus connected with higher fertility 
intentions as well as higher realised fertility.

However, contradictory evidence has also emerged. 
Some studies present mixed results. For instance, the 
phenomenon of ‘Catholic’ fertility has become less pro-
nounced and fertility rates among Catholics have been 
converging with the fertility rates of other major reli-
gious denominations, a trend that has been described 
as the end of ‘Catholic’ fertility (Westoff – Jones, 1979). 
Similarly, Šprocha and Tišliar (2019) confirmed the 
existence of a positive relationship between religious 
beliefs, but the differences in fertility between believ-
ers and non-believers are narrowing due to the shift 
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towards the two-child family model. Elsewhere authors 
have found that the traditional values promoted by 
Christianity block liberalisation and postmodernism, 
which leaves women in a worse position and therefore 
results also in the decline of fertility (DeRose, 2021). 
Despite the large body of evidence indicating a positive 
relation between Christianity and higher fertility, the 
role of Christian religion and religiosity in reproduc-
tive behavior is still questioned. 

Higher educational attainment
Many studies dedicated to fertility changes have identi-
fied female education as a significant factor negatively 
affecting human fertility (e.g., Impicciatore – Tomatis, 
2020; Šprocha – Potančoková, 2010; Lutz, 2010; Sobotka 
et al., 2017). Lutz (2017) argues that women’s educa-
tion shapes both their reproductive decisions and their 
desired fertility goals: while higher educational attain-
ment generally leads to lower fertility due to different 
career preferences, it may also enhance a woman’s po-
tential to achieve higher fertility goals. However, time 
and opportunity costs pose significant challenges for 
more educated women with (potential) career ambi-
tions and often discourage them from having children 
sooner or at all (ibid.). 

Career costs include career interruptions, the moth-
erhood penalty, and the gender pay gap. Higher educa-
tion is generally associated with the postponement of 
the first child to an older age (Šprocha – Bleha, 2021; 
Bleha et al., 2018; Sobotka et al., 2011). And research 
has shown that in welfare social economies, like those 
in continental Europe, mothers face relatively greater 
motherhood penalties than those faced by mothers in 
liberal market economies such as the United States 
(Lundquist – Eklööf, 2017). Additionally, educational 
attainment is correlated with a decline in marriage 
rates, which further negatively affects fertility (Reque-
na – Salazar, 2014). Thus, higher female educational 
attainment is typically linked to lower fertility owing 
to factors such as increased career costs.

Urbanisation
The literature indicates that the physical environ-
ment significantly influences human reproduction. 
Urbanisation, connected to higher population den-
sity is observed to have a negative effect on fertility 
rates. Studies have consistently shown that societies 

with higher degrees of urbanisation and population 
density had lower fertility rates in the 19th and 20th 
centuries (Spolaore – Wacziarg, 2022). Additionally, 
urbanisation has been associated with value changes 
that contribute to reduced fertility in urban areas (Con-
nor, 2021; Gries – Grundmann, 2018). In particular, 
the postponement of childbirth is observed to be more 
significant in urban areas than in rural areas and this 
has contributed to a deepening of urban/rural dif-
ferences in the overall fertility rate (Šprocha – Bleha, 
2021). The urban/rural fertility gap is also connected 
to housing limitations in urban areas and to the fact 
that urban residents are, on average, more educated 
than their rural counterparts (Kulu, 2013). Popula-
tion density, in particular, is found to be a key driver 
of declining fertility (Rotella et al., 2021). 

There are numerous examples illustrating how 
various levels of population density and urbanisation 
affect human reproductive behaviour. In Slovakia, for 
instance, the fertility of the Roma differ based on the 
urban/rural context (Šprocha – Bleha, 2018). A slower 
decline in fertility has been observed in rural areas of 
Latin America and other developing countries (Lerch, 
2019), as well as in Nepal (Adhikari, 2010) and Roma-
nia, where significant fertility changes have occurred 
nationwide, driven by disparities in regional develop-
ment (Jemna – David, 2018). Thus, spatial differences, 
particularly the process of urbanisation, is one of the 
critical factors of reproductive behaviour.

Research question and aims
The literature highlights the contradictory effects of 
various fertility factors, but a significant gap remains 
in our understanding of individual perceptions and 
of the interactions among these factors. Reproductive 
behaviour typically involves joint decision-making 
by both partners. Some studies suggest that neither 
women nor men dominate these decisions; instead, it 
is a joint decision, with one partner occasionally ex-
ercising veto power (Bauer – Kneip, 2013). However, 
women often appear to have a greater influence over 
decisions regarding higher-parity births, likely due 
to the disproportionate impact such decisions have 
on their women’s lives, as evidenced in the German 
context (Bauer – Kneip, 2014). Similarly, Swedish 
research suggests that women’s intentions become 
more decisive once, when a couple already has a child  
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(Duvander et al., 2020). Additionally, much of the ex-
isting literature has focused on women’s fertility inten-
tions, perceptions, and realised fertility when examin-
ing the effects of factors such as religiosity (e.g., Frejka 
– Westoff, 2008; Hayford – Morgan, 2008), education, 
career costs, and the motherhood penalty (Lutz, 2017; 
Lundquist – Eklööf, 2017). Thus, while it is important 
to examine reproductive behaviour, including, for in-
stance, relational dynamics and men’s intentions, much 
of the literature emphasises the role of women/moth-
ers, who are more affected by childbirth(s).

Following these literature streams, this study ob-
serves the perspectives of women/mothers on fertility 
factors. I specifically focus on the population affected 
by factors that have contradictory effects on fertility – 
namely, highly educated and strongly religious Cath-
olic women living in urban areas who have three or 
more children. This study seeks to address these gaps 
in knowledge and asks how various factors of reproduc-
tive behaviour are perceived by highly educated Catholic 
mothers of large families in urban areas? 

Given the exploratory nature of this research, I do 
not formulate specific hypotheses. Instead, the aim is to 
observe how individuals perceive the mentioned fertil-
ity factors as fertility variables. In particular, I observe 
perceptions of the following factors: stronger religios-
ity and Catholic religious beliefs (e.g., Frejka – Westoff, 
2008; Perry – Schleifer, 2019), education and related 
career ambitions (e.g., Lutz, 2017; Sobotka et al., 2017); 
life course factors such as the role of the nuclear family, 
peer behaviour, and positive experiences with previous 

pregnancies and childbirths (Bauer – Kneip, 2014); and 
policy-related fertility factors, such as state financial 
incentives (e.g., Fűrész – Molnár, 2021; González – 
Trommlerová, 2021; Raute, 2019) and the availability of 
kindergartens and part-time employment opportunities 
(Sanz et al., 2019; Sobotka et al., 2019).

METHODS
A case: large families in Slovakia 
I have demonstrated that increased female educa-
tional attainment and urbanisation negatively influ-
ence fertility, while religious beliefs and certain policy 
factors may have a positive impact. These trends have 
consistently been observed in Slovakia (Šprocha et al., 
2020; Zeman, 2018; Šprocha – Ďurček, 2018; Sobotka et 
al., 2011). Regarding fertility trends, the mainstream 
population remains at or below the fertility replace-
ment rate (Table 1 below). Together with Czechia, 
Slovakia is experiencing the postponement of cohort 
fertility and an increase in the level of childlessness 
(Šprocha, 2023). But one part of the population is an 
exception to these trends and have a much higher 
fertility rate. Šprocha and Bleha (2018) have already 
described the ‘islands of high fertility’ that exist among 
lower-educated women, mostly in rural areas, regions 
with a larger share of the Roma population. However, 
regardless of this ethnic group, one part of the majority 
population also appears to have more children. Data 
show (see Table 1 below) that there has been a subtle 
increase in the share of third and higher-order births. 
This trend is observed despite the fact that the overall 

Table 1 Demographic indicators: third- and higher-order live births, birth rate,  
and total fertility rate in Slovakia, 2012–2022

Note: The birth rate is not adjusted for the change in the population's age structure.
Source: 1) Author´s calculation based on data from the Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic (2023).
	 2) Human Mortality Database (2024); UN, World Population Prospects (2024). 
	 3) UN, World Population Prospects (2024).

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

% of live births in 3rd 
and next order 1) 20.3% 19.9% 20.0% 19.9% 19.4% 19.6% 19.3% 19.3% 19.9% 20.4% 21.0%

Birth rate 2) 10.70 10.58 10.59 10.25 10.58 10.65 10.58 10.47 10.39 10.43 9.64

Total fertility rate 3) 1.39 1.40 1.42 1.40 1.48 1.52 1.55 1.57 1.59 1.63 1.56
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birth rate is slightly, but steadily decreasing and total 
fertility rate is fluctuating.

Regarding welfare and family policy provisions, 
Slovakia – as a post-communist European welfare 
state regime, like Poland and Czechia – has a family 
policy2) that is characterised by long parental leave 
combined with relatively low cash benefits. Research 
has shown that Slovak women tend to prefer direct 
financial benefits over indirect and income-dependent 
tax credits, and they are in favour of flexible working 
hours (Filadelfiová – Gerbery, 2014). According to 
Lutherová et al. (2017), the traditional male breadwin-
ner model persists, and women tend to favour home 
care over institutional childcare and often leave the 
workforce because of the gender pay gap and the fam-
ily’s economic situation. This behaviour may also be 
influenced by the prevailing myths about childcare, 
such as the perceived necessity of maternal care and 
the dangers of nurseries, as Hašková et al. (2012) 
described in the context of Czechia. In this context, 
scholars have identified the ‘norm of threeness’, ac-
cording to which mothers should remain at home 
full-time with their child until the child reaches the 
age of three (Saxonberg, 2014).

In Slovakia, the dominant religion is Christianity 
and especially Catholicism. However, there has been 
a steady decrease in religiosity. Based on Slovak cen-
sus data, a steady decline in the percentage of people 
who consider themselves Christian Catholics was 
measured: 63.7% (1991), 73% (2001), 65.9% (2011), 
and 55.8% (2021) (Statistical Office of the Slovak  
Republic, 2023). There are few studies on the relation 

between religious and reproductive behaviour in Slo-
vakia. For instance, Šprocha and Tišliar (2019) sup-
port the existence of a positive relationship between 
religious beliefs and fertility in Slovakia: women who 
are not religious had and still have smaller families, 
lower fertility, and a greater probability of being in 
a childless or one-child family. But the differences 
in fertility are narrowing because of a stepwise shift 
towards two-child families, which is becoming the 
predominant family model regardless of religious 
beliefs (ibid.).

Recruitment and sample
I used a recruitment questionnaire that asked about 
the level of education, religiosity, number of children, 
etc., to select the most appropriate respondents. The 
questionnaire was distributed between 13 March and  
16 April 2023,3) and the aim was to select a non-
random and biased sample of a specific population: 
women who identified themselves as strong Catholic 
believers and who were also highly educated and the 
mother of three or more young children and were 
living in a city in Slovakia.4) Overall, the question-
naire covered a sample of parents of large families 
(n=236), while only a portion of respondents pro-
vided their contact information (n=116). After se-
lection I contacted 36 respondents who matched the 
required characteristics (women, strongly religious 
Catholics, with at least three children and a higher 
level of educational attainment living in an urban 
area). The response rate to interview invitations was 
34.8%. I conducted 10 interviews.5) 

2)	 �Slovak family policy can be described in brief as the male bread-winner model based on many but low financial incentives. Stan-
dard maternity leave lasts 28 weeks and can be transferred to another person. Leave is paid and the amount replaces seventy-five 
per cent of a wage. Eligibility depends on a person’s past contribution to the social insurance system. Paid voluntary paternity 
leave has been implemented recently following the initiative of the EU and lasts for 14 calendar days. Maternity leave is followed 
by paid parental leave, which lasts until a child’s third birthday and the leave allowance is fixed as a monthly flat-rate payment 
(300 to 400€). There are also several other financial measures, such as the child benefit or tax benefit.

3)	 �I distributed the questionnaire through two channels: 1) the popular Slovak website Modrý Koník (Blue Pony), which deals 
with the topics relating to the family and motherhood; 2) the internal conversation channels of Christian-Catholic communities 
(Ladislav Hanus Community and Anton Neuwirth College).

4)	 �‘Cities’ and ‘urban areas’ in Slovakia are defined by Act No. 205/2023 on Municipal Government, Section 21. For example, cities 
must meet the condition of having a population of at least 5,000 permanent inhabitants and of being an ‘economic, administra-
tive and cultural centre’. All the respondents in my research lived in cities at the time of the research (as listed in Table 2).
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Table 2 below summarises the respondents’ basic 
characteristics. On average, the women were 39 years 
old, the biological6) mother of 4.5 children, and all of 
them were practising Catholics living in urban areas 
across all the regions of Slovakia, and they had at least 
a higher level of university degree (a master’s degree) in 
various fields, yet most of them were on parental leave. 

In-depth semi structured interviews
I used the method of in-depth semi-structured inter-
view. It combines prepared questions and the possibil-
ity to ask spontaneous questions or let the respondent 
talk freely (see Adams, 2015; Minichiello et al. 2008). 
The interviews were conducted by the author either in 

person or via an online video-call (Microsoft Teams 
platform) with an audio recording and the written 
consent of each respondent.7) 

The interviews lasted approximately one hour and 
followed a prepared interview guide. The recordings 
were manually transcribed and analysed using quali-
tative text analysis and a data-driven strategy (see 
Garrett et al., 2017) in Miro software. The primary 
coding categories were the variables of reproductive 
behaviour discussed above: religion, education, ca-
reer, childcare, lifestyle preferences, family policy, and 
others. These were further supplemented by several 
ad hoc, data-driven codes, such as leave policies and 
part-time employment. Accordingly, the Results sec-

Table 2 Characteristics of the respondents

Source: Author.

Respondent´s code Number  
of children Age Level of education 

attainment City of residence Employment type

R1 4 44 Master Prešov Full time

R2 5 41 PhD. Trenčín Part-time 

R3 4 39 Master Bratislava Parental leave

R4 6 42 Master Bratislava Parental leave

R5 4 32 Master Prešov Parental leave

R6 3 39 Master Trnava Parental leave

R7 3 42 PhD. Ružomberok Full time

R8 5 40 Master Žilina Part-time

R9 4 31 Master Bratislava Parental leave

R10 6 39 PhD. Trnava Parental leave

5)	 �Regarding the ideal number of in-depth interviews, Guest et al. (2006) suggest that six interviews in a non-random homoge-
nous sample could be enough and 12 intereviews ensure saturation (see also Kavanaugh – Ayres, 1998). In my case, I achieved 
saturation with the sample of 10 interviews, as individual respondents’ testimonies overlapped in several aspects – for example, 
the central role played by religious beliefs in respondents’ reproductive behaviour or their perception of the two-child norm in 
society. Indeed, it would be useful if future research focused on expanding this sample, possibly to comprise a sample of, for 
instance, non-religious mothers of huge families, as I note later.

6)	 �Although the questionnaire did not specify the form of parenthood (biological, adoptive, surrogate, etc.), I know from the inter-
views that the children listed for each respondent are the mothers’ biological children born in marriage to their current husbands.

7)	 �The interviewer and all the respondents signed a personal data protection protocol that included the possibility to withdraw 
from the research at any time for any reason. The research was approved by the ethics commission of the Faculty of Social and 
Economic Sciences of Comenius University in Bratislava under identification number 161-6/2023. 
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tion below is organised into three main data-driven 
sections focusing on the dominant coding categories: 
religiosity and family policy. These topics were the ones 
discussed most extensively by the respondents dur-
ing the interviews. Within the broader discussion of 
public policies below, a particular emphasis is placed 
on the role of childcare services, leave policies, and 
financial incentives, as these were the factors that re-
spondents mentioned most.

Limitations
At this point, it is essential to acknowledge several 
limitations of this study. First, the research is based 
on a very specific sample comprising highly educated, 
Catholic mothers of large families residing in Slovak 
cities. Moreover, my research is focused on percep-
tions of fertility factors, not causal relations. This focus 
limits the possibility of generalising findings on the 
influence of Christianity, education, and urbanisation 
as fertility factors, as no control group was included. 
Future research could address this limitation by incor-
porating additional samples, such as Catholic childless 
women or non-religious mothers of large families. 

Second, the study concentrates on the perceptions 
and opinions of mothers, excluding the perspectives 
of fathers (husbands or partners of the respondents). 
This omission represents another significant limita-
tion and highlights the need for future research to 
explore the attitudes of fathers in this context. Based 
on my findings, the role of husbands as the potential 
initiators of continued fertility in particular needs 
further exploration.

Finally, the use of in-depth interviews as the pri-
mary research method imposes certain constraints. 
While this qualitative approach provides valuable in-
sights, it lacks statistical representativeness. Nonethe-
less, the conclusions can be generalised at a conceptual 
level, offering new knowledge about the perceptions 
of fertility factors within a specific sample. Follow-up 
research, particularly research employing a mixed-
methods approach, could further substantiate and 
expand upon the findings presented here.

RESULTS
Religiosity dominates fertility decisions
Our findings revealed several common patterns, no-
tably the prominent role of religious beliefs in the 

perception of various factors of reproductive behavior. 
Respondents claimed that: ‘[Faith] certainly played 
a big role [in decisions about reproduction]. Cer-
tainly, in the process of not being selfish, not prioritise 
a career’(R4)’ ‘that was God’s way with us and that’s the 
way it was meant to be. (...) I put it in God’s hands and 
that’s what’s best for us. I try to practise my faith in my 
daily life and that’s what I teach my children. Because 
everything, wealth and possessions, are fleeting, but 
I need to be close to God and everything else will fol-
low’ (R5). Moreover, the respondents specified that 
practising their faith relates to sexual morality and 
in some cases can result in uncontrolled fertility: ‘we 
didn’t want contraception or anything like that’ (R9). 

In many cases, the role of religiosity was perceived 
in the context of life-course factors – for instance, 
growing up in a nuclear family: ‘neither of us was an 
only child and we are from Christian families where 
more children are blessing. (…) I saw multi-child 
families as a gift’ (R1); ‘My dad’s one of nine kids, my 
mom’s one of four, I have many cousins. We all have 
a Christian background…’ (R7). 

Generally, coming from grown up in or having ex-
tensive experience with a large nuclear family was per-
ceived as influential factor on one’s own reproduction: 
‘Me and my husband are scouts and there it’s about 
big and strong families (...) and at the same time we 
were all pregnant with my sisters (R1)’ ‘I met many 
peers, friends, and they were all from large families, 
of eight or more children. (...) And I saw the dynam-
ics of those large families, and it was very appealing. 
It was so powerful. I longed for what I saw there. (...) 
And my husband had a similar experience, such a per-
sonal experience, meeting a larger family. That was 
such a fundamental experience, very inspiring’ (R9). 

The role of husbands was also perceived as impor-
tant: ‘It certainly played a big role that my husband was 
very open to it, that he wanted another child. And the 
fact that he gave me such support, that he respected me 
and that he thought of me as wise...’ (R4); ‘my husband 
was so open that we will have seven children’ (R10).

And finally, I found that the social networks and 
communities that families create to share experiences 
and material items and to spend time together also 
played a significant role: ‘Naturally, as the number of 
children grows, I come into contact with families who 
live similarly, have a similar number of children, and 



31

Monika Šmeringaiová
Fertility Factors from the Perspective of Mothers of Large Families

are of a similar age, so the interests of all the family 
members probably overlap. (...) The help of that close 
community, the mutual help, is important’ (R10). 

Conflicting policy preferences
However, in my very homogenous group of respond-
ents I found heterogeneity in their perceptions of 
some fertility factors, such as diferrent lifestyle prefer-
ences that resulted in a large family, different views on 
policy measures like nurseries and part-time jobs, or  
contradictory statements about the role of one’s fi-
nancial situation. For example, several respondents 
stated that a large family was neither their ideal nor 
their preference: ‘I was also saying to myself [that] 
this [large family] is not for me. The tiredness of be-
ing a mother was discouraging me (...) after my first 
child I was crying on my husband’s shoulder so much 
that I didn´t want what I had. I would rather go to 
a business centre to make money instead of taking 
care of a baby that’s crying here, and I don’t know 
what he wants and what this is for’ (R5). These women 
described how they must have undergone a radical 
change in their own mindset when they were having 
more and more children: ‘For me, too, there must have 
been such a big change and shock’ (R4). 

Further, the respondents mostly spoke in favour 
of the state’s various financial incentives and leave 
policies. The women claimed that their ‘family in-
come [had] increased significantly when the tax bo-
nus was introduced’ (R4); ‘I have always enjoyed Slo-
vakia’s three-year parental leave ... I see this as a very 
good policy for Slovak families (...) A three-year op-
portunity to stay at home is a gift’ (R1). 

On the one hand, the respondents have quite mod-
est family budgets and live within their budget’s limi-
tations: ‘We buy a lot on sale, I take advantage of dis-
counts, I don´t cook any expensive food, but simple. It 
continues with clothes. I only buy everything second 
hand’ (R9)’; ‘I pay for one night [on holiday] as much 
as another family pays for two nights. It all costs us 
twice as much. holidays and flights, etc.’ (R2). On the 
other hand, they all strongly denied the importance 
of any economic arguments when deciding about 
childbearing: ‘Actually, the question of finances never 
came to the table when I was deciding on another life 
[a child]’ (R10); ‘I don’t think it’s a question of policy 
or finances’ (R2); ‘I came from a family where I didn’t 

have any expensive things and I lived in a modest way, 
so the economic aspect was never a factor in whether 
to have a baby or not. It was never a reason’ (R1). 

Similarly, some respondents expressed a need for 
labour market support for economic reasons: ‘I would 
somehow amend the full-time jobs or create the op-
tion to have shorter working hours at a higher salary 
for a mother’ (R2); ‘Definitely yes, to encourage part-
time jobs in some way ...’ (R6). And one respondent 
considered labour market support important because 
of the career costs to mothers: ‘I know women who 
are lawyers, doctors, or researchers who struggle with 
losing their career. They just love their job and would 
also like to achieve something in work life, and they 
are just looking for balance’ (R9). 

In contrast, other women rejected any ideas about 
supporting mothers´ labour market attendance – for 
example, with nurseries, which would allow mothers 
to be more active on the labour market: ‘to me, a nurs-
ery is the worst crime in the world, and it seems like 
a crime against a child, and even a kindergarten for 
a three-year-old seems like a crime against a child’ 
(R7); ‘I wouldn’t support nurseries with public poli-
cies’ (R3); ‘I think if you [as a woman-mother] are 
doing well in that world [business] then you aren’t at 
home and your family misses you’ (R9). And some 
respondents spoke out directly in favour of gender 
stereotypes: ‘I believe that the most important thing 
for a child is its mother’ (R6). 

Negative perceptions of some public policies
I found that the state’s incentives and welfare sys-
tem provisions can also be negatively perceived and 
can demotivate people away from continual fertility. 
Some women claimed it an injustice when they were 
not supported financially despite their bigger costs: 
‘I was so angry that so much energy, strength, care, 
study time, and everything, and not only during the 
day but at night and all the time, that a mother spends, 
and then the policy is set up so that a person is not 
motivated to have a big family unless they have some 
higher values. It’s totally demotivating’ (R5). 

The women spoke in particular about general social 
provisions favouring maximum two-child families, 
especially when discussing economic issues: ‘Eve-
rything is designed for one or two children’ (R2); 
‘it would be great if ideal families were not just two 
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parents and two children but larger families’ (R4) ‘two 
children are without thinking. (...) with the third child 
the thinking starts that it’s already a sacrifice’ (R7). 

The housing situation was mentioned many times, 
and one respondent claimed that housing is ‘the most 
important thing when planning [children], everyone 
wants to live in their own home.” (R6). And it poses 
a complication for large families: ‘It all depends on 
housing, and real estate prices are unbelievable’ (R6); 
‘if there could be some support for better mortgages 
for large families when they come to the housing 
limit’ (R3). 

Similarly, I found negative perceptions of health 
policy. In many cases the women mentioned having 
negative experiences with health care in Slovak hos-
pitals during and after a childbirth, which they had 
to overcome when they got pregnant again: ‘I didn’t 
want to go through those almost traumatic expe-
riences [childbirths] anymore’ (R2); ‘[childbirth] 
turned out to be quite outside my expectations (...) 
So it was a strongly negative experience.’ (R5); ‘It 
[childbirth] had a very negative impact on me. (…) 
My dignity as a human being was trampled on and 
that was very difficult and I had to process that for 
a few months’ (R10). 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This study addresses a gap in the understanding of how 
individuals perceive fertility factors with contradictory 
effects, such as the influence of higher educational at-
tainment on the one hand and strong religiosity on 
the other. The research question in this study asks how 
various factors of reproductive behaviour are perceived 
by highly educated Catholic mothers of large families 
in urban areas? 

Our findings reveal that strong religiosity and Cath-
olic beliefs are percieved by respondents as central fac-
tors in their reproductive behaviour, overshadowing 
other factors such as the nuclear family, financial con-
siderations, or career costs. While these other factors 
are also relevant, their significance varied across the 
sample. Indeed, far more empirical evidence would be 
required to support the existence of a causal relation-
ship between religiosity and reproductive behaviour 
leading to large family, but that lies outside the scope 
of the present research. But the present results are 
consistent with previous research emphasising the 

positive effects of strong religiosity on fertility (e.g., 
Frejka – Westoff, 2008; Perry – Schleifer, 2019). 

Furthermore, I found that the perceived role of 
religiosity is often implicit. Rather than prescribing 
a specific number of children, religious beliefs typi-
cally discourage contraception and abortion while 
emphasising personal sacrifice, and this indirectly 
contributes to larger family sizes. The perception of 
religiosity as a key factor may also reflect broader 
views on gender relations and attitudes towards gender 
roles related to parenthood and motherhood, which 
influence reproductive behaviour. Accordingly, the 
perceived pivotal role of religiosity in reproductive 
behavior can be interpreted as a factor that primarily 
demotivates individuals from using contraception and 
abortion rather than explicitly motivates individuals 
to have a(nother) child or a large family.

Based on the expressed perceptions I propose that 
the role of Catholic religious beliefs should be un-
derstood in terms of their influence on ‘reproductive 
behaviour’ rather than ‘reproductive decisions’. This 
distinction is important because, for my respondents, 
having children is less a matter of conscious decision-
making and more an expression of a lifestyle rooted 
in reproductive non-control driven by their faith.

Interestingly, within the homogenous sample, 
I identified heterogeneous patterns in perceptions 
on life-course and policy factors. Some respondents 
emphasised the importance of their nuclear family, 
the broader social environment, or their experience 
with large families, suggesting that social networks, 
whether familial or peer-based, play a significant role 
in shaping fertility decisions. These past experienc-
es are generally viewed as critical factors in fertil-
ity choices, which is consistent with the findings of 
Huinink and Kohli (2014). Respondents highlighted 
the importance of large family communities, which 
contributed to their continual fertility. This phenom-
enon mirrors the earlier observations of Huinink and 
Feldhaus (2009).

Regarding financial incentives and work-life bal-
ance measures, respondents expressed contradictory 
views. Most were supportive of the state’s various fi-
nancial incentives to offset their increased financial 
costs, which is in line with the findings of Filadelfiová 
and Gerbery (2014). Most notably, policies aimed at 
addressing housing issues were seen as highly desir-
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able, as the current housing situation poses a challenge 
for large families. This finding is consistent with ear-
lier research demonstrating that housing insecurity 
negatively affects fertility, as has been shown, e.g., by 
Sikorska (2021) for Poland and by Atalay and Whelan 
(2021) for Australia.

In contrast, and paradoxically, respondents strongly 
rejected the notion that policy factors should deter-
mine family size, claiming that financial considerations 
were not a central factor in their decision-making, de-
spite acknowledging the high financial costs associated  
 with raising children. This apparent inconsistency can 
be understood through the lens of rational choice the-
ory (see e.g. Becker, 1960): even though large families 
face significant financial costs, children are perceived 
as having a higher intrinsic value, a perception driven 
by strong religious beliefs. 

Some respondents also emphasised the need for 
labour market incentives because of economic rea-
sons and opportunity costs. These perceptions about 
the need to support mothers in the labour market 
align with the narrative identified by Garrett et al. 
(2017), describing ‘paid work as a luxury’, where 
mothers express a desire to work but are hindered 
by childcare costs and labour market conditions. In 
contrast, all the respondents unanimously supported 
the usefulness of extended paid leave, with some re-
jecting the idea of promoting work-life balance. One 
respondent even described nursery care as ‘the worst 
crime in the world’. The expressed gender stereotypes, 
particularly those highlighting mothers as ‘primary 
caregivers’, align with stereotypes commonly noted 
in academic literature (Valiquette-Tessier et al., 2019). 
According to Hašková et al. (2012), myths about ma-

ternal care being essential until a child reaches the 
age of three and the dangers of nursery schools are 
prevalent in the Czech context, which is similar to 
the Slovak one. Experts such as psychologists and 
paediatricians have also perpetuated the idea that 
‘children under the age of three should stay with their 
mother’ (Hašková – Dudová, 2017). This reflects the 
norm of ‘threeness’ described by Saxonberg (2014). 
My findings indicate that this belief is particularly 
widespread among the interviewed mothers of large 
families.

Additionally, I found that the state’s incentives and 
welfare system provisions can be negatively perceived 
and may discourage further fertility. Some respond-
ents highlighted the ‘two-child norm’ in society, the 
policy realm, and the market as well, which discour-
ages people from having a large family. This has been 
documented in past academic research, e.g. by Sobotka 
and Beaujouan (2014), who found that across Europe 
the ideal family size consistently oscillate around two 
children. 

To conclude, the findings and limitations of this 
study suggest future directions of research. Most nota-
bly, the range of heterogeneous perceptions observed 
within my otherwise homogenous group of respond-
ents suggests the need for a deeper investigation into 
the reasons behind these contradictions, particularly 
regarding financial and career costs. The various per-
ceptions of institutional early childhood care also re-
quire further exploration. Lastly, I recommend that 
future research include a sample of Catholic childless 
women, non-religious mothers of large families, and 
the fathers of large families, the populations that were 
not represented in my study.



34

2025 67 (1)

•	 Bauer, G. – Kneip, T. 2014. Dyadic fertility decisions in a life course perspective. Advances in Life Course Research, 21,  
pp. 87–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2013.11.003.

•	 Bauer, G. – Kneip, T. 2013. Fertility from a couple perspective: A test of competing decision rules on proceptive behaviour. 
European Sociological Review, 29(3), pp. 535–548. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr095.

•	 Becker, G. S. 1960. An economic analysis of fertility. Universities-National Bureau. Demographic and economic change  
in developed countries.

•	 Berghammer, C. 2012. Church attendance and childbearing: Evidence from a Dutch panel study, 1987–2005. Population 
Studies, 66(2), pp. 197–212. https://doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2012.655304.

•	 Bianchi, S. M. – Casper, L. M. 2005. Explanations of family change. In Bengtson, V. L. et al. (ed.). Sourcebook of Family Theory 
and Research. Pp. 93–117. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412990172.n4.

•	 Connor, D. S. 2021. In the name of the father? Fertility, religion, and child naming in the demographic transition. 
Demography, 58(5), pp. 1793–1815. https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-9427093.

•	 Coskun, S. – Dalgic, H. 2020. Fertility Response to Business Cycles: “Gender Asymmetry in Industries.” University  
of Mannheim Working Paper, 35. 

•	 DeRose, L. F. 2021. Gender equity, religion, and fertility in Europe and North America. Population and Development Review, 
47(1), pp. 41–55. https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12373.

•	 Dilmaghani, M. 2019. Religiosity, secularity, and fertility in Canada. European Journal of Population, 35(2), pp. 403–428. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-018-9487-z. 

•	 Duvander, A. Z. – Fahlén, S. – Brandén, M. – Ohlsson-Wijk, S. 2020. Who makes the decision to have children? Couples’ 
childbearing intentions and actual childbearing. Advances in Life Course Research, 43, 100286.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2019.04.016.

•	 Ellingsæter, A. L. – Pedersen, E. 2016. Institutional trust: Family policy and fertility in Norway. Social Politics: International 
Studies in Gender, State – Society, 23(1), pp. 119–141. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxv003.

•	 Filoso, V. – Papagni, E. 2015. Fertility choice and financial development. European Journal of Political Economy, 37,  
pp. 160–177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2014.11.004.

•	 Filadelfiová, J. – Gerbery, D. 2014. Potreby rodín s maloletými deťmi. (Výsledky empirického výskumu). Inštitút pre výskum 
práce a rodiny. Bratislava.

•	 Frątczak, E. – Pęczkowski, M. 2002. The Evaluation of Changes in Attitudes and Reproductive Behavioures of Young  
and Middle Generations Female and Male Poles and Their Influence on the Process Family. Union Hausehold Formation  
and Dissolution: SAS User’s Guide. School of Economics. 

•	 Frejka, T. et al. 2016. Fertility and family policies in Central and Eastern Europe after 1990. Comparative Population Studies, 
41(1), pp. 3–56. https://doi.org/10.12765/CPoS-2016-03.

•	 Frejka, T. – Westoff, C. F. 2008. Religion, Religiousness and Fertility in the US and in Europe: Religion, religiosité et fécondité 
aux Etats-Unis et en Europe. European Journal of Population/Revue européenne de démographie, 24, pp. 5–31.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9121-y.

•	 Fűrész, T. – Molnár, B. 2021. The first decade of building a family-friendly Hungary. Quaderns de Polítiques Familiars, 7,  
pp. 1–12.

•	 Garrett, C. C. et al. 2017. Young mothers’ experiences of receiving the baby bonus: a qualitative study. Australian Social Work, 
70(1), pp. 54–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2015.1128453.

•	 Gomes, C. S. et al. 2012. Fertility, full-time and part-time female employment in Europe. CIES e-Working Paper, 125.
•	 González, L. – Trommlerová, S. 2022. Cash transfers before pregnancy and infant health. Journal of Health Economics, 83,  

pp. 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2022.102622.
•	 Gries, T. – Grundmann, R. 2018. Fertility and modernization: the role of urbanization in developing countries. Journal  

of International Development, 30(3), pp. 493–506. https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3104.
•	 Guest, G. – Bunce, A. – Johnson, L. 2006. How many interviews are enough? An experiment with data saturation  

and variability. Field methods, 18(1), pp. 59–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X05279903.

ČLÁNKY



35

Monika Šmeringaiová
Fertility Factors from the Perspective of Mothers of Large Families

•	 Guziejewska, B. 2021. Interdisciplinary interplay between government programs, politics and demography as exemplified  
by the Polish family 500+ program: assumptions and first experiences. Optimum. Economic Studies, 106(4), pp. 30–44.  
https://doi.org/10.15290/oes.2021.04.106.03.

•	 Hašková, H. – Dudová, R. 2017. Institutions and discourses on childcare for children under the age of three in a comparative 
French-Czech perspective. Sociological Research Online, 22(3), pp. 120–142. https://doi.org/10.1177/1360780417725940.

•	 Hašková, H. – Saxonberg, S. – Mudrák, J. 2012. Péče o nejmenší. Boření mýtů. Praha: Sociologické nakladatelství (SLON)/
Sociologický ústav AV ČR.

•	 Hayford, S. R. – Morgan, S. P. 2008. Religiosity and fertility in the United States: The role of fertility intentions. Social forces, 
86(3), pp. 1163–1188. https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.0.0000.

•	 Heineck, G. 2006. The relationship between religion and fertility: Evidence for Austria. Papers on Economics of Religion, 6(01).
•	 Huinink, J. – Feldhaus, M. 2009. Family Research from the Life Course Perspective. International Sociology, 24(3),  

pp. 299–324. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580909102910.
•	 Huinink, J. – Kohli, M. 2014. A life-course approach to fertility. Demographic research, 30, pp. 1293–1326.  

https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2014.30.45.
•	 Human Mortality Database. 2024. Available at: OurWorldinData.org/fertility-rate.
•	 Impicciatore, R. – Tomatis, F. 2020. The nexus between education and fertility in six European countries. Genus, 76(1),  

pp. 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41118-020-00104-4.
•	 Iyer, S. – Weeks, M. 2020. Social interactions, ethnicity, religion, and fertility in Kenya. Journal of Demographic Economics, 

86(3), pp. 329–365. https://doi.org/10.1017/dem.2020.6.
•	 Jemna, D. V. – David, M. 2018. Post-transitional regional fertility in Romania. Demographic Research, 38, pp. 1733–1776. 

https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.57.
•	 Kavanaugh, K. – Ayres, L. 1998. Not as bad as it could have been”: Assessing and mitigating harm during research interviews 

on sensitive topics. Research in nursing – health, 21(1), pp. 91–97.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-240X(199802)21:1<91::AID-NUR10>3.0.CO;2-C.

•	 Kulu, H. 2013. Why do fertility levels vary between urban and rural areas?. Regional studies, 47(6), 895–912.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.581276.

•	 Lerch, M. 2019. Fertility decline in urban and rural areas of developing countries. Population and Development Review, 
 pp. 301–320. https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12220.

•	 Lundquist, E. – Eklööf, H. 2017. The motherhood wage penalty: A varieties of capitalism approach (No. 710). LIS Working 
Paper Series. 

•	 Lutherová, S. G. – Maříková, H. – Válková, J. 2017. Childcare Preferences of Parents in the Czech Republic and the Slovak 
Republic. Sociológia, 49(3).

•	 Lutz, W. 2006. Fertility rates and future population trends: will Europe’s birth rate recover or continue to decline? International 
journal of andrology, 29(1), pp. 25–33. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2605.2005.00639.x.

•	 Lutz, W. 2010. Education will be at the heart of 21st century demography. Vienna Yearbook of Population Research, 8, pp. 9–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1553/populationyearbook2010s9.

•	 Lutz, W. 2017. Education empowers women to reach their personal fertility target, regardless of what the target is. Vienna 
Yearbook of Population Research, 15, pp. 27–31. https://doi.org/10.1553/populationyearbook2017s027.

•	 Minichiello, V. – Aroni, R. – Hays, T. N. 2008. In-depth interviewing: Principles, techniques, analysis. Pearson Education.
•	 Murray, C. J. L. et al. 2018. Population and fertility by age and sex for 195 countries and territories, 1950–2017: systematic 

analysis for the global burden of disease study 2017. The Lancet, 392(10159), pp. 1995–2051.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32278-5.

•	 Peri-Rotem, N. 2016. Religion and fertility in Western Europe: Trends across cohorts in Britain, France and the Netherlands. 
European Journal of population, 32, pp. 231–265. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-015-9371-z.

•	 Perry, S. L. – Schleifer, C. 2019. Are the faithful becoming less fruitful? The decline of conservative protestant fertility and the 
growing importance of religious practice and belief in childbearing in the US. Social Science Research, 78, pp. 137–155.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.12.013.



36

2025 67 (1)

•	 Raute, A. 2019. Can financial incentives reduce the baby gap? Evidence from a reform in maternity leave benefits. Journal  
of Public Economics, 169, pp. 203–222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.07.010.

•	 Requena, M. – Salazar, L. 2014. Education, marriage, and fertility: The Spanish case. Journal of Family History, 39(3),  
pp. 283–302. https://doi.org/10.1177/0363199014527592.

•	 Rochovská, A. – Rusnáková, J. 2018. Poverty, segregation and social exclusion of Roma communities in Slovakia. Bulletin  
of Geography. Socio-economic Series, 42, pp. 195–212. https://doi.org/10.2478/bog-2018-0039. 

•	 Rotella, A. et al. 2021. Increasing population densities predict decreasing fertility rates over time: A 174-nation investigation. 
American Psychologist, 76(6), p. 933. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000862.

•	 Sanz, M. T. – Díaz Gandasegui, V. – Elizalde-San Miguel, B. 2019. Sense and sensibility: using a model to examine the 
relationship between public pre-school places and fertility. The Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 43(4), pp. 213–230.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2019.1583226.

•	 Saxonberg, S. 2014. Gendering family policies in post-communist Europe: A historical-institutional analysis. Springer.  
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137319395.

•	 Sikorska, M. 2021. Is it possible to increase the fertility rate in Poland. IBS Policy paper, 4, 2021.
•	 Sobotka, T. – Beaujouan, É. – Van Bavel, J. 2017. Introduction: Education and fertility in low-fertility settings. Vienna 

Yearbook of Population Research, 15, pp. 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1553/populationyearbook2017s001.
•	 Sobotka, T. – Beaujouan, É. 2014. Two Is best? The persistence of a two‐child family ideal in Europ.. Population  

and Development Review, 40(3), pp. 391–419. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2014.00691.x.
•	 Sobotka, T. – Skirbekk, V. – Philipov, D. 2011. Economic recession and fertility in the developed world. Population  

and development review, 37(2), pp. 267–306. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00411.x.
•	 Sobotka, T. – Matysiak, A. – Brzozowska, Z. 2019. Policy responses to low fertility: How effective are they. United Nations 

Population Fund.
•	 Spolaore, E. – Wacziarg, R. 2022. Fertility and modernity. The Economic Journal, 132(642), pp. 796–833.  

https://doi.org/10.1093/ej/ueab066.
•	 Šprocha, B. 2022. Bezdetnosť a odkladanie rodenia prvých detí v krajinách Vyšehradskej skupiny. Demografie, 64(2),  

pp. 139–157. https://doi.org/10.54694/dem.0302.
•	 Šprocha, B. 2023. Tri desaťročia transformácie plodnosti v Česku a na Slovensku v prierezovom a generačnom pohľade. 

Demografie, 65(2), pp. 65–83. https://doi.org/10.54694/dem.0317.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Bleha, B. 2018. Does Socio‐Spatial Segregation Matter?‘Islands’ of High Romany Fertility in Slovakia. Tijdschrift 

voor economische en sociale geografie, 109(2), pp. 239–255. https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12270.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Bleha, B. 2021. Transformácia plodnosti v mestskom a vidieckom priestore na Slovensku po roku 1989. 

Demografie, 63(3), pp. 139–157. 
•	 Šprocha, B. – Tišliar, P. 2019. Fertility and Religious Belief: Old and New Relationships in Slovakia. Journal for the Study  

of Religions and Ideologies, 18(52), pp. 63–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12515.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Ďurček, P. 2018. Odkladanie materstva na Slovensku v generačnej perspektíve. Sociológia, 50(5).  

https://doi.org/10.31577/sociologia.2018.50.5.21.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Potančoková, M. 2010. Vzdelanie ako diferenčný faktor reprodukčného správania. Bratislava: Infostat.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Tišliar, P. – Šídlo, L. 2020. Vzdelanie žien a plodnosť: k niektorým diferenčným aspektom transformácie 

plodnosti na Slovensku. Sociológia, 52(5). https://doi.org/10.31577/sociologia.2020.52.5.21.
•	 Šprocha, B. – Tišliar, P. 2019. Fertility and Religious Belief: Old and New Relationships in Slovakia. Journal for the Study  

of Religions and Ideologies, 18(52), pp. 63–79. 
•	 Statistical office of Slovakia. 2023. Sčítanie obyvateľov, domov a bytov 2021: Národná analytická správa. Bratislava.
•	 United Nations World Population Prospects. 2024. Available at: OurWorldinData.org/fertility-rate.
•	 Valiquette-Tessier, S. C. et al. 2019. A literature review of cultural stereotypes associated with motherhood and fatherhood. 

Marriage – Family Review, 55(4), pp. 299–329. https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2018.1469567.
•	 Westoff, C. F. – Jones, E. F. 1979. The end of “Catholic” fertility. Demography, 16, 209–217. https://doi.org/10.2307/2061139.

ČLÁNKY



37

Monika Šmeringaiová
Fertility Factors from the Perspective of Mothers of Large Families

•	 Yakita, A. 2018. Female labor supply, fertility rebounds, and economic development. Review of Development Economics, 22(4), 
1667–1681. https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12411.

•	 Zeman, K. 2018. Cohort fertility and educational expansion in the Czech Republic during the 20th century. Demographic 
Research, 38, pp. 1699–1732. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.56.

MONIKA ŠMERINGAIOVÁ 
is a PhD. candidate at the Institute of Public Policy at Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia. She has also 
pursued studies at the Department of Demography at Vienna University, the Department of Political Science 
at Leipzig University, and the Faculty of Philosophy and Sociology at Maria Curie-Skłodowska University. Her 
doctoral research focuses on spatial and temporal dynamics of family policy and its impact on human fertility.

Acknowledgements 
I would like to express my gratitude to all the respondents who participated in my research. I also extend my 
thanks to Dr. Róbert Martin Hudec, Petra Bayerová and other reviewers for their valuable feedback and com-
ments. I also wish to thank to Michal Čop for co-creation of the research questionnaire and its distribution.
Partial financial support was received from Comenius University in Bratislava – Grand for young researchers, 
no. UK/274/2023.


