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Abstract

As a result of the strong desire for sons in India, millions of female foetuses have
been aborted over the last three decades alongside an abnormally high mortality
rate of infant girls. Given the extent of the problem, a large amount of literature
exists on the overall root causes of son preference. Little is known, however, on
how the decisions to abort female foetuses or neglect infant girls are made. This
paper examines the motivations of mothers and fathers and their respective roles
in the decision to sex-selectively abort or neglect girls. It is shown that while
the motivation behind son preference varies across genders, marriage aligns among
spouses not only the level of stated son preference but also the motivations for the
preference for sons. In particular, it is shown that spouse’s preference, everything
else remaining constant, is by far the most significant determinant of stated son
preference. Despite the alignment, some couples express diverging son preference.
We show that while sex-selective abortion services are most commonly used by
couples and men preferring sons, sex-selective neglect of infant girls is also used as
a strategy by mothers in order to achieve their desired sex-ratio.
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1 Introduction

The advent of sex-selective abortion techniques in India in the early 1980s has made it

easier than ever to engineer the sex-ratio among one’s offspring. Indeed, before the in-

troduction of aminoncentis and ultrasound, parents had to rely on pre-natal non-reliable

methods such as “heat producing” foods/drinks or ayurvedic medicine believed to cause

miscarriage (Elul et al., 2005) or emotionally and physically costly methods such as in-

fanticide and sex-selective neglect to obtain their desired sex-ratio. While the prohibitive

cost of such post-natal solutions deterred many parents to implement their son preference

in the past, since the early 1980s, with much more “affordable” methods being available,

many Indian parents have been able to obtain the exact number of sons and daughters

they desire.

Given the strong son preference prevalent in India, this capacity to obtain the desired

sex-ratio among one’s offspring resulted in a sharp increase in the overall sex-ratio among

children less than six years old – from 976 girls per 1000 boys in 1961 to 914 girls per 1000

boys in 2011 (census data). However, despite the availability of less costly methods, some

parents still rely on sex-selective neglect and infanticide to obtain their desired sex-ratio.

In this paper we argue that such seemingly irrational behaviour come from diverging son

preference among spouses.

The literature mentions a wide range of reasons for preferring sons over daughters, such as,

the dowry system, the practice of exogamy, the cultural rules limiting married daughters’

support to their natal family, the caste system penalizing the castes from which brides

originate, the inheritance rules, the importance of having a son for securing a good

afterlife and the higher status given to mothers of sons than to mothers of daughters

(see, for example, Das Gupta (1987), Das Gupta et al. (2003) and Dyson and Moore

(1983)).1

However, while the literature rarely differentiates between men’s and women’s moti-

vations to prefer sons, there are some good theoretical reasons to believe that their

motivations are different, at least at some stage in their life.

Starting with women’s reasons to prefer sons, Robitaille (2013) argues that never married

women, i.e. women who have not yet married at the time of the survey, prefer sons mostly

1Many of these reasons to prefer sons are also an artefact of son preference. For example, the high
status enjoyed by mothers of son increases the utility of having sons, but the reason why having a son
increases women’s status is because of the ingrained son preference in the community. Similarly, the
desire to have a son to inherit the ancestral land comes from the tradition depriving women from land
ownership.
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for financial motives. As Indian women are more limited than men in their capacity

to earn an income, their financial security relies mostly on male relatives’ income and

financial support. Sons are not only more likely to earn an income than daughters;

they are also, culturally, responsible for looking after their elderly parents. Hence, the

importance of having at least one surviving son for women.

In contrast, Robitaille (2013) argues that never married men prefer sons mostly for

religious and cultural motives. India is, mostly, a patriarchal society, where children

belong to their fathers’ lineage. The importance of a son in keeping the family’s name

alive – by fathering sons, by keeping the ancestral land in the family and in ensuring

a good afterlife for the ancestors – matter for the fathers’ natal family, but not for the

mothers’. Hence, the importance of having at least one surviving son for men.

A limit of Robitaille (2013) is that her sample is limited to never married men and women.

Marriage, by creating new attachments and new sense of belonging – the marital family

over the natal family – is likely to have a significant impact on what is considered impor-

tant. Women are likely to develop attachments to their marital families, leading them to

value sons for their marital families’ sake while men are likely to develop attachments to

their wives, leading them to value sons as a source of financial security for their wives in

case of widowhood. Moreover, husbands and wives spend time together, discussing and

sharing ideas and beliefs. Hence, the preference of one is likely to influence the other,

and vice-versa, a hypothesis supported by our empirical results.

But despite the likely convergence of husbands’ and wives’ preference, there is no reason

to believe that spouses share the exact same desire for sons. Indeed, around 30% of

the spouse dyads in the third National Family and Health Survey (NFHS-3) do not

share the same stated son preference. In about half of those cases, the wife has the

strongest stated son preference. Hence, bargaining between spouses will occur. While

husbands are likely to have a better control of financial resources, as they are more likely

to be the main income earners, and can more easily use the threat of physical violence or

abandonment2, women have better control of the time invested in children, as they are the

more common care-givers. Control of resources should partly determine how preference

for sons is implemented in households where the desire for sons is not perfectly shared

by husbands and wives.

Our empirical results support this story. Indeed, our results show that couples who share

a preference for sons are the most likely to resort to sex-selective abortions, followed by

2Anthropological evidence support the hypothesis that some men, with a stronger preference for sons
than their wife, rely on physical violence and threat to coerce their wife in performing sex-selective
abortions (Puri et al., 2011).
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couples where only the husband prefers sons. In contrast, in couples where only the wife

has a preference for sons, sex-selective neglects leading to death of girls is more prevalent,

a technique not commonly used in any other household type.

These results shed some light on how the decision to sex-selectively abort or neglect a child

is taken. While a large literature already exists on preference and its implementation,

little is known on the respective role of different family members in the decision. This

paper tries to fill this gap.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. A theoretical model linking spouses’

stated son preferences and control of resources with sex-selective abortion and infant

mortality is developed in section two. The theory is then brought to the data using the

third NHFS. Section three briefly introduces the data set while section four looks at the

motivations behind son preference and how spouses’ preferences and motivations converge

after marriage. Section five sheds some light on how different household types (none

prefers sons, both prefer sons, only father prefers sons, and only mother prefers sons)

implement their son preferences differently. Finally, policy implications and concluding

remarks are presented in section six.

2 Theoretical Model

Son preference is defined as the ratio of the number of sons desired on the total number

of children desired. By definition, this ratio is bounded between zero and one, with zero

indicating perfect daughter preference and one indicating perfect son preference. The

mid way is where equal number of sons to daughters is desired.

In our model men and women have an initial son preference which they can alter post

marriage. The basic tenet is that they will try to converge to one preference post marriage

if they don’t want the marriage to dissolve. However, how far they move away from their

initial preference depends on their relative willingness to adjust in the household. This

cooperation can be attributed to feelings of altruism on the parts of either spouse who

includes his/her spouse’s preference in his/her utility function. Another factor could be

socialization as spouses are likely to spend time together and share thoughts and ideas.

This implies that by living together their individual preferences get altered through the

influence of their partner. Typically, in India, the latter should be affecting the wife more

strongly since she leaves her own home and own community to live with her husband

in his established home (maybe even into a joint family) and community. Other factors
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that go to determine the relative cooperative attitudes of the spouses would be their

pre-marriage environments (such as education, culture and modernization) and the way

the marriage was arranged (“love marriage” or “arranged marriage”) (Rocca et al., 2009;

Retherford and Roy, 2003). Given this background, we build our model in the following

four stages.

Stage 0: Pre marriage preferences

The woman has son preference w0 and man has son preference m0.

Stage 1: Post Marriage Convergence

After marriage the man and the woman try to influence each other to close the gap. Let

the influencing ability of the man be α and that of the woman be φ with α, φ ∈ [0, 1]

and higher values of α or φ implying higher ability to influence the partner to adjust

their initial preference; similarly lower values of α or φ imply higher willingness to adjust

towards their spouse’s preference. If α = φ it implies that the man and woman have

equal influence on each other. If α = φ = 0 it means that neither can influence the other

and post marriage they remain at their pre marriage preferences. Moreover, α and φ are

such that post marriage the preference order does not flip over; as an example, if pre

marriage the man had higher son preferences than the woman, post marriage the man

will have higher or equal son preference to the woman but not lower. Let us now look at

four cases driven by the initial son preference positions of the man and the woman.

Case 1: HmLw: This is the case when a man with high son preference is matched to

a woman with low son preference. We assume that m0 >
1
2
> w0, as shown in Figure

1 (Panel A). The new ratios of son preference will therefore be a function of the initial

difference between the spouses and the influence of the other partner. Hence the man’s

son preference in stage 1, after being influenced by his wife, is m1 = m0−φ(m0−w0) ≥ w1

and the woman’s son preference, after being influenced by her husband, is w1 = w0 +

α(m0 − w0) ≤ m1.

Case 2: LmHw: This is the case when the woman has a higher son preference than

the man before marriage. We assume that w0 >
1
2
> m0. This is shown in figure 1

(Panel B). The stage 1 son preference in this second case will therefore be for the man,

m2 = m0 + φ(m0 − w0) ≤ w2 and for the woman, w2 = w0 − α(w0 −m0) ≥ m2.

Case 3: LmLw: This is the case, as in figure 1 (Panel C), when both spouses have low

initial son preferences, we assume for simplicity that w0 = m0 ≤ 1
2
. In this case the post

marriage son preference will also be w0 = w3 = m0 = m3 ≤ 1
2
.
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Case 4: HmHw: This is when both the spouses have high initial son preferences as

shown in Panel D of figure 1; we assume for simplicity that w0 = m0 >
1
2

and post

marriage son preference will remain at w0 = w4 = m0 = m4 >
1
2
.

Stage 2: At the end of stage 1, the gap between husband’s and wife’s preferences has

narrowed down. Stage two is when the decision to use pre-natal sex ratio determination

techniques, such as sex-selective abortion, is taken. When the preferences have not

perfectly aligned in stage one, in stage two, husband and wife are left with no other

choice but the use of threat to bargain for a sex-selective abortion, if this is what he or

she desires. The bargaining power of the husband comes from the “social sanction” to

mentally and/or physically abuse the wife or to threaten her with divorce (Rao, 1997)

while the bargaining power of the wife comes from her capacity to neglect, or threaten

to neglect, their children after they are born. In other words, women’s bargaining power

comes from the proportionately large amount of time looking after the children compared

to the husband (Mencher, 1988).

In Case 3, LmLw, the probability of adopting such sex-selective methods is assumed to

be zero since neither of the couple expresses a strong desire for sons. In Case 4, HmHw,

pre-birth determination is done with certainty since both parents have a strong preference

for sons. Finally, in Cases 1 and 2, pre-birth determination is done with probabilities

p1 and p2, respectively. Let the threatening or bargaining power of the man be β and

that of the woman be 1 − β. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that p1 = β (since

in Case 1, the husband has a stronger son preference) and p2 = 1 − β (since in Case 2

the wife has the stronger son preference). The actual sex ratio at birth is then given by

s1 = w1 +β(m1−w1

2
−w1) + (1−β)(m1− m1−w1

2
) or s1 = (1− 2α)w1 + m1+w1

2
for case 1. If

the man and woman have the same bargaining power or β = 1
2
, then s1 = m1+w1

2
in this

case 1. For case 2, s2 = m2 +(1−β)(m2−w2

2
−m2)+β(w2− m2−w2

2
) or s2 = 2βm2− m2−w2

2
.

In this case, if the partners have the same bargaining power with β = 1
2
, then s2 = m2+w2

2
.

In case 3 we have s3 = m3 = w3 and for case 4 s4 = m4 = w4.

Stage 3: The husband and the wife jointly maximize their utility from private con-

sumption of a good x, private consumption of leisure l and the number of children N

they have. Let us also assume x, l and N are separable in consumption. The number of

children can be regarded as a public good. Given that the couple has already decided on

the optimal sex ratio of children in stage 2, in stage 3 determining the total number of

children automatically determines the total number of sons.

The household joint utility maximization problem then is:
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H = [Um(xm, lm, N)− Vm].[γ.Uw(xw, lw, N)− Vw] (1)

subject to the household income-expenditure constraint:

πm(1− lm − θmN)Tm + πw(1− lw − θwN)Tw = pxm + pxw + cN (2)

where p is the price of the private good and c is the cost to raise each of the N children.3

πi, θi, Ti and Vi are respectively the average annual earning, the proportion of time

spent by i looking after the children (θi ≤ 1), the post-marital life of i in years and the

reservation utility from non-married state of i where i = m,w. In the case when the

wife is a housewife and has no outside income, her annual earning is the shadow cost

of looking after the household duties. Hence, the more children she has, the less leisure

time she has and/or the less time she spends on household work.

Based on the literature (Mencher, 1988), it can be assumed that θw ≥ θm and πw ≤ πm.

For the sake of simplicity we assume that

Ui = log(xi) + log(li) +
1

1 + di
log(N) (3)

where di ≤ 1 is the absolute distance between the post marriage (stage 1) son preference

and the actual sex ratio from stage 2 for i = m,w. Thus dm =| sj−mj | and dw =| sj−wj

for the four cases of j = 1, 2, 3, 4. If the distance is high, the utility from having children

goes down but, if the distance is low, the utility from having children goes up. If the

distance is zero, then the spouse enjoys full utility from the N children but if the distance

is non-zero it implies that some dis-utility was incurred in order to alter the sex ratio of

children through abortion.

With joint utility maximization the equilibrium values of the private and joint consump-

tion goods would be those that maximize the product of the gains from cooperation.

The threat points would be, in this case, the utility each spouse will be achieving in the

absence of any agreement. In order to create these threat points we have to consider the

incomes of the husband and wife separately and also the other costs of non-cooperation.

3We assume that the cost of raising children is the same for boys and girls. As the difference in cost
is a motivation for preferring sons, the difference in cost of raising boys and girls is already implicitly
integrated in w0 and m0 It would not alter our analysis if we used different costs for raising boys (cb) and
girls (cg); the only difference would be that cost of raising children would become (cbs+cg(1−s))N where
s ∈ [s1, s2, s3, s4]. Since s is not a control variable in this stage 3 of joint household utility maximization,
simplifying to uniform cost of raising children helps to keep the analysis less cumbersome.
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The societal environment is captured by γ ≥ 1 which implies that the wife puts a much

greater weight on staying married than remaining single or separating. This is because

typically, in India, the cost of being unmarried is much higher for a woman than for a

man since (i) it is harder for a woman compared to a man to get married again after

a divorce/separation, (ii) a woman faces more social stigmatization compared to a man

following such divorce/separation and (iii) women’s earnings are on average lower than

men, hence, women face a larger income drop after separation/divorce than men.

The first order conditions give the reaction functions of

N =
(πmTm + πwTw − 2p(xm + xw))

(πmθmTm + πwθwTw + c)
(4)

and

li =
pxi
πiTi

, ∀i = m,w (5)

implying that leisure l and private consumption x are strategic complements whereas the

number of children is a strategic substitute to private consumption or leisure. Thus, if

private consumption and leisure increases for both spouses, the total number of children

will go down. The equilibrium number of children N is given as

N∗ =
(2(1 + dm)dw + (1 + dw)(1− dw))(πmTm + πwTw)

(1 + 2(1 + dm))(1 + dw)(πmθmTm + πwθwTw + c)
.

This also implies that as the cost ( pecuniary and time cost) of raising children increases,

or the time spent with children increases, the optimal number of children goes down. The

impact of the annual earnings of the spouses (πm and πw) on the number of children is

positive since the values of θm and θw are less than 1 in the equilibrium expression. Hence,

the income of either spouses positively influences the optimal number of children given

constant prices and constant cost of raising children. The optimal number of children also

depends on the absolute distances of the actual sex ratio after adjusting for coercion and

threat (s ∈ [sj,∀j = 1, 2, 3, 4] for each of the four cases) from their individual stage 1 son

preferences after adjusting for altruism and socialization (mj and wj,∀j = 1, 2, 3, 4]) for

the man and the woman. Thus the optimal number of children also depends on the initial

pre-marital son preferences of the spouses, their ability to influence their partners and

their willingness to adjust towards their spouse’s preferences and their relative coercive

or bargaining powers.

We now state the following hypotheses regarding son preferences:
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Hypothesis 1: Initial pre-marriage son preferences change with marital status due to

altruism and socialization narrowing the gap between the preferences of the spouses.

The socialization aspect is due to post marriage influences of the spouses on each others’

preferences.

Hypothesis 2: The use of sex-determination techniques depends on spouse’s relative son

preference and relative bargaining power, which in turn comes from control of resources

such as income, time spent with children and social sanction. Sex-selective abortions

are more likely to occur when either both parents prefer sons or when the husband has

the highest son preference and has the most power. Post-birth solutions, that is neglect

leading to death, should however occur when the mother is not powerful enough to force

a sex-selective abortion but has a strong preference for sons.

The next section will empirically test the above hypotheses.

[Figure 1 about here]

3 Data

To empirically tests our theoretical model, the third Indian National Family and Health

Survey (NFHS-3) is used. NFHS-3 is a nationally representative survey, comprising data

on children’s and women’s health as well as on some socio-demographic characteristics

such as caste, religion, education, wealth and the like. In the most recent wave, col-

lected in 2005-2006, a specific module for male respondents was included for the first

time. Hence, it is now possible to study men’s stated son preferences alongside women’s

stated son preferences. A total of 74,369 men and 124,385 women have answered the

questionnaire, with a response rate of, respectively, 81.7% and 94.5%.

To collect the data, a multistage sampling approach was adopted. The country was first

divided by strata, based on state division, rural/urban location and, for some urban

areas, slum/non-slum. Each of these strata was included in the sample. Each stratum

was then divided into primary sampling units (PSU) or clusters having a probability less

than one of being included in the sample. A random sample of households at the PSU

level was then selected with all women aged 15 to 49 in the household interviewed. A

random sample of households were also selected in which all men aged 15 to 54 were

administered a men’s questionnaire.

The paper first looks at the determinants of stated son preference. To test the first
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hypothesis, namely that the determinants of stated son preference change with marital

status, the model is estimated separately for never married men (25,027 observations)

and currently married men (32,768 observations). The model is also estimated separately

for never married women (27,518 observations) and currently married women (33,423

observations).4

To test the second hypothesis, namely, that spouse’s preference matters in determining

one’s preference, husbands and wives are matched, leading to a sample of 31,940 dyads.

The paper then turns to pre-birth and post-birth solutions to test the hypothesis that

the control of resources determines how preferences are implemented.

Pre-birth solutions, comprising mainly sex-selective abortions but also sperm sorting and

other devices used to alter child’s gender at conception, are measured using the sex-ratio

at birth (33,641 observations) and the gender of the last child. In this later case, the

dataset is limited to children born during the years of the survey (2005-2006) or the year

before the survey (2004). Each child is matched with his/her parents, leading to a sample

of 5,227 observations.

Post-birth solutions are proxied by infant survival. Each child aged between one and five

years old or who died before the age of one is matched with his/her mother and father,

leading to a sample of 11,060 observations.

The key variable, in all models, is stated son preference. Stated son preference is measured

as the ratio of boys wanted by the respondent to the total number of children he/she

wants, based on survey data. A value of zero indicates perfect daughter preference, a

value of one indicates perfect son preference and the variable can take any value between

zero and one. The relevant questions in NFHS-3 are, for respondents who have no living

children: If you could choose exactly the number of children to have in your whole life,

how many would that be?’, and for respondents who have living children: If you could go

back to the time you did not have any children and could choose exactly the number of

children to have in your whole life, how many would that be?’. Finally, for all respondents,

the following question was asked: How many of these children would you like to be boys,

how many would you like to be girls and for how many would it not matter?’.

Descriptive statistics for the dependant and the independent variables are presented in

Appendix A (Table A.1) while variables’ descriptions are available in Appendix B (Table

B.1). Details on the estimation strategies and on the choice of the independent variables

are presented in the relevant sections.

4Currently married sample includes only men and women who could be matched with their spouse.
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4 Stated Son Preference: Are Men and Women Dif-

ferent?

While a lot of research has already been conducted on the factors leading parents to

discriminate between their children, little is known about the difference in motivations

behind men’s and women’s stated son preference. This section tries to fill this gap.

Table 1 presents the average stated son preference by gender and marital status for a

range of socio-demographic variables. Across those socio-demographic characteristics,

men generally have higher stated son preference than women, the differences being larger

among the never married samples than among the currently married samples and are

statistically significant in most cases.

Comparing men across marital status (i.e. never married men with currently married

men) and women across marital status, we conclude that marriage, for both men and

women, result in higher average stated son preference, among a wide-range of socio-

economic characteristics. However, the size of the differences between the two samples

is much larger for women than for men. These results should however be treated with a

caution as, in a country where marriage is nearly universal, never married respondents

are younger than currently married respondents. Hence, if age is a key determinant in

stated son preference, these results might be spurious.

To test this idea, Figure 2 looks at average age specific stated son preference. It can

be noted that never married men, currently married men and currently married women

have, across ages, very similar stated son preference. It is only before the age of 21

that currently married men have much stronger stated son preference than their never

married counterpart. However, never married women have systematically lower stated

son preference than the three other groups (the results for the older, never married women

are less reliable given the much smaller sample size for this age group–96% of women

aged 25 or more are currently or formerly married).5

As a robustness check, the difference observed between currently and never married

respondents in Table 1 is re-examined. Specifically, the sample of currently married

women is restricted to those aged 15-30, an age group closer in age to the never married

sample. Even with this limited sample, we still conclude that the difference between

never married and currently married women is economically and statistically significant.

5Formerly married women are not included in the sample as re-marriage is very uncommon for women
in India and, hence, their fertility history is likely to be over by the time the survey was conducted. We
have also excluded formerly married men to make the sample definition consistent across genders.
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If, however, the sample of currently married men is restricted to those aged 15-35 years

old6, the statistical significant difference disappear between the never married and the

currently married samples and the limited economic significance worsen (results available

on request).

[Table 1 and Figure 2 about here]

Hence, not only does the gender of the respondent seem to matter in explaining stated son

preference but marital status also seems to have its own impact on stated son preference,

particularly in the women sample. However, these results are not holding everything else

constant. We turn next to regression analysis, following closely Robitaille (2013) for the

model specification.

Specifically, we consider the variables measuring the type of place of residence (ru-

ral/urban), the ownership of cattle and the ownership of land as well as the wealth index

quintiles (middle is the reference category) to measure the financial advantages/disadvantages

of having children of a specific gender. The non-financial motives for having a child of

a specific gender are measured via the variables for religion (Hindu as the reference cat-

egory, Muslim, Christian and other religion), caste (scheduled caste, scheduled tribe,

other backward caste, higher caste as the reference category and caste unknown), the

perception of women–more on which later–, occupation (white-collar, blue-collar and

unemployed as the reference category), access to media, education and age.7

While most variables are common to all models, for currently married men and women

we have also included a variable capturing if the respondent lives in a nuclear or an

extended household–as older generations’ influence is likely to be more strongly felt in

extended households8–and a variable measuring the sex-ratio of children already born.

The idea behind this variable is that parents may modify their stated son preferences

once they realise the gender composition of their children, either by ‘appreciating’ what

they have or by feeling reluctant to label their children as having the undesired gender.9

This variable is, hence, likely to suffer from reverse causation. However, as the sex-ratio,

6The upper limit is higher for men (35 years old) than for women (30 years old) to account for men
older age at marriage.

7For a detailed discussion of the motivations behind the inclusion of these variables see Robitaille
(2013).

8Due to data limitation, we could not estimate a system of equations linking husband’s, wife’s,
husband’s father and husband’s mother stated son preferences. While the data exist in NFHS-3, given
the age limit of the sample–15 to 49 years old for women and 15 to 54 years old for men–and the fact
that the men questionnaire was administered only in a sub-set of all households, there are not enough
observations to successfully run a 3SLS with four equations.

9On a similar issue see Jensen and Ahlburg (1999).
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without sex-selective abortions, is by definition random, it is not possible to instrument

this variable.

As in Robitaille (2013), we also include different variables in the men equation than in

the women equation to measure the perception of women. For women, we include a

variable measuring how much freedom of movement the respondent has if she receives

cash payment for her work and if she believes that domestic violence is acceptable in

some circumstances. For men, we include a variable measuring the respondent’s belief

regarding the impact of contraception on women’s promiscuousness, his belief regarding

the acceptability of beating women and the prevalence of domestic violence in his natal

family. This different set of variables was necessary as different questions were included

in the men questionnaire compared to the women questionnaire.

The dependant variable, the ratio of boys desired on the total number of children desired,

is a quasi-continuous variable bounded between zero and one. To ensure that the pre-

dicted values are also bounded between zero and one, we could use Papke and Wooldridge

(1996) technique. However, as using this technique leads us to reach the same conclusions

as when we use OLS and as the OLS coefficients are easier to interpret, only OLS results

are presented (results for Papke’s and Wooldridge’s technique are available on request).

4.1 Estimation Results: Never Married Versus Currently Mar-

ried

The first question we want to answer is whether currently married are any different from

never married in terms of stated son preference.

Looking at Table 2, we conclude that there are indeed important changes in the deter-

minants of stated son preference from never married women (men) to currently married

women (men). However, as the two sets of results (never married versus currently mar-

ried) do not include the exact same set of variables we cannot, strictly speaking, scien-

tifically compare the coefficients. Keeping this in mind, it is still interesting to compare

which variables reach statistical significance for the never married and for the currently

married samples.

Comparing never married women (Column 1) with currently married women (Column 3)

and never married men (Column 2) with currently married men (Column 4), it is clear

that for many explanatory variables the overall conclusions remain unchanged. Notably,

13



education and having a positive image of women all result in lower stated son preference.10

Turning next to the currently married specific variables, we conclude, as expected, that

the sex-ratio of existing children has an influence on stated son preference, with parents

aligning their stated son preference to the gender composition of their children.11 In line

with the results in Robitaille (2013), we find that living in a nuclear household reduces

stated son preference for women but has no significant impact on men.

However, two key differences stand out. First, while never married women are not influ-

enced by religion and caste membership while stating their son preference, once married,

those variables become important as is the case for men, married or not. While there

are some variations in the results, the overall trend is that Christians have lower stated

son preference than Hindus while Muslims have the highest stated son preference, ceteris

paribus ; scheduled tribes have lower stated son preference than higher castes; but the

opposite holds true for scheduled castes. This latter result is likely to be driven by the

process of sanskritization, with the lower castes trying to emulate the behaviour of the

higher castes, by eliminating some of their daughters, a behavior practiced by some of

the highest castes for centuries.

Secondly, while financial motivations, as measured by the variables rural, cattle and land,

10At first sight the coefficients in Table 2 may seem extremely small. However, once translated into
the impact on the sex-ratio, it is clear that these variables are not only statistically significant but are
also economically important. To get a better idea of the impact on the sex-ratio, the reader may refer
to the following table.

% of Girls Desired 51 50 49 48 47 46 45
% of Boys Desired 49 50 51 52 53 54 55

Resulting Sex-ratio 96 100 104 108 113 117 122

11An alternative explanation is that parents with strong son preference are more likely to have engi-
neered the sex-ratio of their children by using sex-selective abortions or sex-selective neglects resulting
in girls’ excessive mortality. Hence, the model suffers from a non-negligible risk of reverse causality.
This was the motivation behind Robitaille (2013)’s focus on never married. Indeed, as birth outside of
marriage is an extremely rare event in India, there is no need to include a variable controlling for the
sex-ratio of existing children (as there is none) in the equation for never married. While reverse causation
is a problem for the currently married samples, it is not possible to instrument the original sex-ratio
as the sex-ratio at conception is random. More specifically, while some studies show that some factors
influence the probability of conceiving a boy, such as parents’ age, the gender of the previous child, the
frequency of sexual relations, and the type of response to the Hepatitis B virus (see, for example, Lin
and Luoh (2008); Tremblay et al. (2003)), the impact found is extremely small if at all significant. For
example, hepatitis B is found to increase the probability to give birth to a son by 0.1% to 0.25% (Lin
and Luoh, 2008). Hence, those variables would make very weak instruments. As a robustness check we
have estimated the model without the variable sex-ratio. The results remain similar (results available
on request). It should, however, be noted that omitting the sex-ratio variable does not in itself solve the
problem as the model now suffers from omission bias. But, given the random nature of the endogenous
variable, it is the most “robust” method we could use to tease out if the endogeneity issue biases our
key results.
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are found to have a significant impact on women’s stated son preference irrespective

of marital status, those variables become important for men only once married. The

overall trend is that living in rural areas and owning cattle result in higher stated son

preference.12

Those results are interesting as, as found in Robitaille (2013), the key difference between

never married men and never married women is the importance of cultural motivations

in explaining never married men’s stated son preference and the importance of financial

motivation in explaining never married women’s stated son preference. What we observe

here is the merging of the motivations behind stated son preference after marriage.

However, as these variables are measured at the household level, it is possible that the

changes in significance for these variables actually capture the influence of spouse’s stated

son preference. For example, never married Hindu men have a stronger stated son pref-

erence than their Christian counterparts, everything else constant. As Hindu (Christian)

women are very likely to be married to Hindu (Christian) men, if we do not control

for husbands’ stated son preference, Hindu women will have on average husbands with

higher stated son preference than Christian women. Omitting spouse’s stated son pref-

erence would henceforth results in biased coefficients.

[Table 2 about here]

To test the hypothesis that husbands and wives have a mutual influence on each other’s

stated son preference, we use Zellner and Theil (1962) 3SLS technique. To adjust the

standard errors for clusters, the model is bootstrapped 1000 times.

More specifically, we want to know what is the impact of a spouse’s stated son preference

on the respondent own preference. The obvious problem is that if spouse’s preference

matters, not only is the spouse influencing the respondent but the respondent will also

influence his/her spouse. Hence, our key variable of interest is endogenous and requires

an instrumental technique.

One possibility would be to use the optimal general method of moments.13 However,

while optimal GMM results would be consistent, it is more efficient to have a system of

equations with a structural equation for each of our endogenous variables (respondent’s

12As a robustness check, to account for the fact that on average the currently married sample is older
than the never married sample, we have re-estimated the model restricting the currently married sample
to women aged less than 30 years old and men aged less than 35 years old. The results are similar and
are available on request.

13As the error terms are believed to be heterogeneous, the optimal GMM is more efficient than the
two stage-least-squares.
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stated son preference and spouse’s stated son preference), hence, our use of the 3SLS

technique.

Specifically, the 3SLS proceeds in three steps. First, an instrumented value is estimated

for each endogenous variable. Secondly, the covariance matrix of the equation distur-

bances is estimated. Finally, the model is estimated using the covariance matrix and the

instrumented values.

The explanatory variables are the same as before but, this time, we also include spouse’s

stated son preference. More specifically, we estimate the following system of equations:

yj = y′jαj + x′jβj + uj, j = male, female; (6)

with, yj, a vector of husband’s and wife’s stated son preference; x′j, a vector of exogenous

variables; and, uj, the error term.

As instrumental variables, we have all variables measured at the individual level, i.e.

education (in years), access to media, age (in years), blue/white collar job, number

of children desired, for women equation only: mobility, earn cash, domestic violence

acceptable and for men equation only: promiscuous and acceptable to beat wife.

A good instrument should be correlated with the endogenous variable, here stated son

preference, but not the error term. We believe this is the case for our instruments. Take

the example of education; while it is true that the spouse’s education is likely to be

correlated with the respondent’s education, as we control for the respondent’s education

in the model, spouse’s education should influence the respondent’s stated son preference

only via the influence of spouse’s education on the spouse’s stated son preference.

The results are presented in Table 3. It is clear from these results that husbands and

wives strongly influence each other. Having a husband who desires only sons increases

a woman’s stated son preference by more than 20 sons for every 100 girls desired. The

same holds true for men’s preference. To put these values in perspective, being Christian

rather than Hindu decreases stated son preference by 1 son for every 100 girls desired

while having access to media reduces stated preference for sons by 1 son for every 200 girls

desired! Hence, compared to the other explanatory variables, the impact of the partner’s

stated son preference is an extremely important determinant of stated son preference

and, in contrast to what was found in the descriptive statistics section, the influence of

spouse is felt by both men and women.

Interestingly, we still conclude that religion and caste matter for women, and that fi-
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nancial considerations matter for men. Hence, not only is the spouse’s preference a key

determinant, but we are also observing an alignment in the factors behind the higher

utility of sons relative to daughters between spouses. This is consistent with, but does

not prove, the idea that both socialization and integration of the spouse’s utility functions

takes place.

[Table 3 about here]

One potential limit of the preceding results is that, given the importance of sons in the

Indian culture, it is possible that matches in the marriage market depend, in part, on

matching son preference. If this is the case, the preceding results might be spurious as

the “influence” effect would be, in reality, a “selection” effect.

Panel data, following individuals across marital status, would be ideal to tease out the

relative importance of those two effects. But we are not aware of any such data set. We,

however, take advantage of the fact that, if the respondents are influenced by their spouse,

the strength of the influence is unlikely to be linear over time. Indeed, young couples

may not have had the time to influence each other yet, or, on the other hand, they might

be trying particularly hard to emulate their spouse’s preference in an impulse of passion.

Whatever the direction of the impact, the opposite is likely to happen over longer periods

of time. Passion may wear out over time, with old own preference re-surfacing or mutual

influences may kick in after a few years living together.

Hence, testing if the influence of partner’s stated son preference is linear over time will

give us an indication if the previous result was driven by assortative matching in the

marriage market or socialization after marriage. Of course, in reality, both effects are

likely to occur. This test, nevertheless, allows us to measure the direction and strength

of the overall impact. Specifically, we estimate the 3SLS model separately for couples

who have been married for at most two years, couples who have been married for three

to five years and couples who have been married for six years or more.

The results strongly support the socialization mechanism over the selection in the mar-

riage market mechanism (Table 4). Indeed, couples who have been married at most 2

years and couples who have been married for six years or more do not statistically influ-

ence each other. On the other hand, couples who have been married between two and

five years have a very strong and significant influence on each other, particularly so the

husbands’ preference on their wife’s. This result supports the idea that socialization is

particularly important for women as it is traditionally the women who change community
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at the time of the marriage and are expected to fit in their marital family.14

[Table 4 about here]

5 Sex-Selective Mortality and Abortion

The previous section shows that, before marriage, the determinants of stated son pref-

erence vary across genders. However, marriage leads husbands and wives to align their

preference and their motivations for desiring sons. This effect has been shown to come

from socialization/altruism rather than from assortative matching in the marriage mar-

ket.

In itself, stated son preference is of no direct concern to policymakers. However, the

implementation of this preference, leading to widespread sex-selective abortions and ne-

glects, is of direct and urgent concern as those practices lead to important social negative

externalities such as imbalance in the marriage market, discriminatory beliefs and prac-

tices against women and may even lead to social unrest (Hudson and Boer, 2002). There-

fore, this section discusses the link between stated son preference and gender discrimi-

nation, measured here as the sex-ratio among young children–a proxy for sex-selective

abortions–and gender inequality in infant mortality.

The remainder of this section is organised as follows. In sub-section 5.1, descriptive

statistics are presented. Sub-section 5.2 discusses the determinants of sex-selective infant

mortality while sub-section 5.3 looks at the determinants of sex-selective abortions.

14As couples that have been married for many years are on average older than couples who just got
married (22 and 34 years old, for women who have been married for at most two years and for 6 years
or more, respectively), as a robustness check, we have restricted the sample to young respondents, i.e.
women aged less than 30 years old and men aged less than 35 years old (results available on request).
The conclusions remain the same but for one exception. When the sample is restricted to women aged
less than 30 years old, we conclude that the husband’s influence is felt also in couples who have been
married for less than two years. Hence, women who marry late, i.e. after 30 years of age, or who marry
old men, i.e. men aged more than 35 years old, are much less likely to be influenced by their spouse. A
couple of explanations come to mind to explain these results. First, it is likely that preferences are more
tractable at early age, hence older brides are less likely to be influenced by their spouses. Secondly, love
marriage are less likely if there is a large age difference between the bride and the groom. Henceforth,
women married to older men are less likely to integrate the preference of their husband into their own
utility function or to be influenced by him.

18



5.1 Descriptive Statistics

In 2006, based on NFHS-3 data, Indian men and women desire on average 1.16 and

1.15 sons per daughter, respectively. Those numbers are much higher than the normal

biological sex-ratio at birth, oscillating between 1.05 and 1.07 boys per girl, giving plenty

of scope to parents to engineer the sex-ratio among their children.

This average, however, hides some important variations across India. Indeed, as pointed

out by Dyson and Moore (1988), the Southern states are overall much more gender equal

than the Northern states. This pattern is still observed in 2006 as men’s and women’s

stated son preference are much higher in the North than in the South (Figure 3, Panels

E and F, average stated son preference by state for women and men, NFHS-3 data).

Supporting the idea that stated son preference is correlated with gender discrimination,

we observe the same pattern, with more discrimination taking place in the North than

in the South, for education (Figure 3, Panel A, ratio of boys on girls aged 6-14 attending

school, NFHS-3 data), access to vaccination (Figure 3, Panel B, ratio of the number of

vaccines received by boys on the number of vaccines received by girls, NFHS-3 data),

sex-ratio among children less than 6 years old (Figure 3, Panel C, 2011 census data)

and, to some extent, infant mortality (Figure 3, Panel D, ratio of boys on girls who died

during infancy, NFHS-3 data), to take only some examples. Hence, we postulate that

parents are more likely to implement gender discriminatory practices if they express a

preference for sons.

[Figure 3 about here]

5.2 Sex-Selective Infant Mortality

In order to achieve their desired sex-ratio, parents can use two main strategies. They can

abort foetuses of the ‘wrong’ gender or they can neglect children of the ‘wrong’ gender–

increasing the odds of mortality. Neglect leading to death is more likely early in the life

of the child as the child is more frail. As a matter of fact, in India, in 2010, only 952

infants out of 1,000 live births survived their first year of life (UNICEF, 2011).

The biological mortality risk in the first year of life is particularly high for boys as the

high presence of testosterone in the mother’s uterus slows down the growth of the lungs,

resulting in boys being frailer and more likely to die of respiratory problems than girls

(Waldron, 1998). As a result, the natural sex-ratio of infant mortality ranges from 1,200
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to 1,300 boys for every 1,000 girls (Li, 2007). Indian girls’ relative risk of dying during

infancy is, however, much larger than this figure in many states (Figure 3, Panel D).

The relative risks of dying in infancy are particularly biased toward girls when their

mother prefers sons, followed by when both parents express a preference for sons and,

then, when the father only prefers sons (Table 5). Hence, the influence of fathers’ stated

son preference on infant survival appears to be much smaller than the influence of moth-

ers’.

[Table 5 about here]

While those descriptive statistics are interesting, they cannot prove a causal link between

mothers’ and fathers’ stated son preference and girls’ lower odds of surviving infancy. For

this, we need to turn to regression analysis.

Specifically, using a Probit estimator, we estimate:

si = z′iγi + w′iζi + δi; (7)

with, si, a dummy variable taking the value of one if a child i has survived infancy, 0

otherwise; z, a vector of socio-economic and biological factors; w, a vector of stated son

preference variables; and, δ, the error term. More specifically, we allow for four types of

households, i.e. households where both parents prefer sons, households where only the

mother prefers sons, households where only the father prefers sons and, as the reference

category, households where none of the parents expresses a preference for sons. Our

hypothesis, as derived from the theoretical model, is that given their limited capacity

to implement their son preference before birth women whose husbands do not express

a preference for sons are the most likely to rely on sex-selective neglect to achieve their

desired sex-ratio.

As shown in Table 6, the results are as expected. While all household types discriminate

against girls, it is girls living in households where only the mother expresses a preference

for sons that are at the highest relative probability of dying relatively to boys, ceteris

paribus (remember, biologically girls are more likely to survive infancy than boys so

that, if there were no gender discrimination, the coefficient in front of the variable female

should be negative and statistically significant).

It should however be noted that as parents with the strongest desire to implement their

preference for sons are likely to have already implemented this preference via sex-selective
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abortions, the coefficients presented in Table 6 are lower bound estimates. Indeed, female

foetuses who have been aborted, have not ‘survived’. But as those girls have not ‘made’

it to our sample, our results do not take them into account. Hence, the next section looks

at the issue of sex-selective abortions.

[Table 6 about here]

5.3 Sex-Selective Abortions

To deal with the sample selection issue caused by sex-selective abortions, a Heckman

correction model could be used. As we could not think of a variable that would influence

the use of sex-selective abortion services, but would not influence the risk of sex-selective

infant mortality, we had to rely on an alternative strategy.

We take advantage of the fact that the sex-ratio among their children cannot be deter-

mined by parents, other than via sex-selective abortions, sex-selective neglects or stopping

behaviours, i.e. to stop having children only when the desired number of sons has been

reached. Hence, to quantify the level of sex-determination, we can simply look at the sex-

ratio among children–alive or not at the time of the survey–without any control variables

other than the household types. Specifically, using OLS, we estimate:

srh = whκh + νh; (8)

with sri, the sex-ratio among children in household h, w a vector of stated son preference

defined as before and ν, the error term.

Looking at Table 7 (Column 1), we note that the sex-ratios are particularly skewed in

households where both parents have a preference for sons, followed by households where

only the mother has a preference for sons, followed by households where only the father

has a preference for sons and, finally, by households where none of the parents expresses

a preference for sons. All the coefficients are statistically significantly different from each

other.

It should be noted that this model may suffer from reverse causality as, as previously

mentioned, it is possible that parents are influenced by the sex-ratio that they have while

stating their son preference. Reassuringly, however, after holding constant stated son

preference, we find that the constant is of 0.51, that is, the constant predicts a perfectly

normal sex-ratio of 51 boys for 49 daughters.
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As a robustness check, we take advantage of the fact that the gender of the last child

should not determine the stated desired sex-ratio as strongly as the gender of all children

already born as the last child is one among “many”. Hence, we estimate the same model

as before, but this time we use the gender of the last child–born between 2001 and 2006–

as dependant variable. We again reach the conclusion that households that most likely

to give birth to a boy are those, in order, where both parents prefer sons, fathers only

prefer sons, mothers only prefer sons, followed, at last, by households where none of the

parents expresses a preference for sons (Table 7, Column 2).15 The limit of this approach

is that parents may be more likely to stop child-bearing after the birth of a son.

To deal with this issue, we limit the sample to births in the years of the survey (2005-

2006) and the preceding year (2004). For that restricted sample, stopping behaviours

should play a lesser role as the short time spam makes it unlikely that more than one

birth was carried to term. Reassuringly, we reach the same conclusions as before (Table

7, Column 3).

[Table 7 about here]

6 Conclusion and Policy Implications

In this paper we have shown that both men’s and women’s stated son preference matter

in determining the sex-ratio among children. The desired sex-ratio can be achieved either

via sex-selective abortion or via sex-selective neglect leading to death. While the most

cost effective method is sex-selective abortion, we have shown that the type of method

used depends on the household type. While in households where none of the spouse has a

preference for sons, nature will determine the sex composition of children, in households

where both parents prefer sons, sex-selectively abortion of female foetuses will be carried

on. Things are, however, more complicated in households where spouses disagree. The

solution will depend on the bargaining power of each spouse. In household where the

spouse with the strongest stated son preference is also the most powerful, sex-selection

will occur. As men in India have, on average, better access to financial resources and are

more able to use threat of violence/abandonment, they will be able to coerce their wife

into sex-selective abortion. On the other hand, women, who have on average less access

15Given the dichotomous nature of the dependant variable, a Probit model would have been more
appropriate. However, the use of OLS has the advantage of allowing us to interpret directly the constant.
As a robustness check the model was also estimated using Probit. The main conclusions remain (results
available on request).

22



to those resources, have better access to the child, as the primary caregiver. Hence,

women whose husband does not prefer sons will rely on sex-selective neglect to obtain

their desired sex-ratio. Our empirical results, using data from the third NFHS support

the prediction from our theoretical model.

Those results have important policy implications. Policies trying to reduce sex imbalance

among children need to target both parents. Indeed, our results make clear that only one

of the parent needs to have a strong stated son preference for sex-selective elimination

to take place. While it is true that the households the most at risk of committing sex-

selection are those in which both parents express a son preference–with on average 61%

of their children being boys–they are closely followed by those where only the mother or

only the father desires more sons than daughters–with on average 58% and 56% of their

children being boys, respectively. The only household type where there is no evidence,

on average, of sex-selection is households where none of the parents prefer sons. Hence,

targeting only men, or only women, is a self-defeating strategy. Both parents need to

agree on the desirability of letting luck decide the gender of their children for sex-selective

elimination not to occur.

This being said, all households where at least one parent express a preference for sons

should not be treated the same. In households where the father has a preference for

sons, alone or with his wife, female foetuses are at risk. For such households policies

increasing the cost of using sex-selective abortions, for example by increasing the risk of

prosecution, are likely to be the most effective.

On the other hand, in households where only the mother has a preference for sons, the

focus should not be so much on the prevention of abortion but rather on trying to decrease

girls’ mortality risk, for example, by monitoring closely the health status of infant girls.

But more importantly, policies should promote more gender equal beliefs among the

population as, as our results indicate, parents will find way to obtain what they want,

even if the less costly method is not available to them.

On the bright side, the results indicate that policy interventions can be effective. Indeed,

if spouses are able to influence each other stated son preference, this means that stated

son preferences are not static. Socialization matters; hence, information campaigns can

be used to bring about changes in preference and help bring down the sex-ratio back to

its natural level.

The results also shed light on the importance of communication in the household. Many

decisions, such as sex-selective abortions or sending children to school, are likely to be
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discussed among the adult household members. Hence, while many studies focus on

women’s preference and characteristics to explain children’s outcomes and well-being,

this study shows that this leaves out an important decision maker and influential person,

the father. More care should be given in collecting data and analysing fathers’ role in

decisions regarding their children.

Finally, while the results in this paper are specific to India, the importance of not looking

at the household as a monolithic unit is likely to be applicable to other countries where

son preference has lead to skewed sex-ratio, such as Armenia, Azerbaijan, China and

Viet-Nam (Guilmoto, 2009).
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Figure 1: Spouses’ Stated Son Preference: Four Cases

Panel A: 

0 ____________________w0______1/2_________________m0____________1 

Panel B: 

0 ____________________m0______1/2_________________w0____________1 

Panel C: 

0 __________________w0, m0_____1/2________________________________1 

Panel D: 

0 _____________________________1/2_______________m0,w0____________1 
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Figure 2: Stated Son Preference by Age, Gender and Marital Status

Source: Author’s calculation, NFHS-3 data.
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Figure 3: The Spatial Distribution of Gender Discrimination

Panel A: Schooling (6-14 years old) Panel B: Vaccination Panel C: Sex Ratio 

Panel D: Infant Mortality Panel E: Women’s SSP Panel F: Men’s SSP 
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Table 1: Stated Son Preference by Socio-economic Characteristics
T-test of Statistical Difference Between

Women Men Nev. vs Cur. Married Women vs Men
Cur. Married Nev. Married Cur. Married Nev. Married Women Men Nev. Married Cur. Married

Andhra Pradesh 0.5184 0.4953 0.5334 0.5293 0.0000 0.1102 0.0000 0.0000
Arunachal Pradesh 0.5542 0.5280 0.5643 0.5569 0.0048 0.4007 0.0005 0.3200
Assam 0.5500 0.5173 0.5406 0.5334 0.0000 0.1944 0.0034 0.1545
Bihar 0.5755 0.5282 0.5945 0.5787 0.0000 0.0295 0.0000 0.0113
Chhattisgarh 0.5694 0.5152 0.5516 0.5436 0.0000 0.1214 0.0000 0.0040
Delhi 0.5267 0.4993 0.5241 0.5225 0.0000 0.7297 0.0000 0.6433
Goa 0.5243 0.4889 0.5293 0.5251 0.0000 0.5461 0.0000 0.5451
Gujarat 0.5672 0.5270 0.5540 0.5482 0.0000 0.2997 0.0010 0.0657
Haryana 0.5671 0.5228 0.5493 0.5476 0.0000 0.8090 0.0013 0.0249
Himachal Pradesh 0.5248 0.5100 0.5263 0.5247 0.0823 0.7872 0.0272 0.8350
Jammu & Kashmir 0.5552 0.5246 0.5562 0.5495 0.0000 0.3506 0.0000 0.9143
Jharkhand 0.5542 0.5145 0.5541 0.5427 0.0000 0.0617 0.0000 0.9844
Karnataka 0.5197 0.4843 0.5337 0.5306 0.0000 0.2976 0.0000 0.0001
Kerala 0.5034 0.5070 0.5231 0.5244 0.6137 0.8423 0.0076 0.0042
Madhya Pradesh 0.5576 0.5211 0.5604 0.5520 0.0000 0.0247 0.0000 0.5270
Maharashtra 0.5340 0.4912 0.5370 0.5324 0.0000 0.0673 0.0000 0.2787
Manipur 0.5501 0.5382 0.5739 0.5626 0.0016 0.0007 0.0000 0.0000
Meghalaya 0.4891 0.4853 0.5227 0.5265 0.7195 0.7194 0.0000 0.0092
Mizoram 0.5072 0.5023 0.5475 0.5479 0.5824 0.9663 0.0000 0.0001
Nagaland 0.5257 0.5127 0.5433 0.5441 0.0027 0.8085 0.0000 0.0000
Orissa 0.5594 0.5148 0.5594 0.5485 0.0000 0.0542 0.0000 0.9936
Punjab 0.5644 0.5198 0.5420 0.5413 0.0000 0.9189 0.0008 0.0066
Rajasthan 0.5777 0.5251 0.5487 0.5437 0.0000 0.2822 0.0003 0.0000
Sikkim 0.5435 0.5045 0.5554 0.5461 0.0033 0.3830 0.0000 0.3653
Tamil Nadu 0.5029 0.4911 0.5199 0.5206 0.0058 0.7808 0.0000 0.0000
Tripura 0.5475 0.5039 0.5508 0.5432 0.0008 0.4390 0.0004 0.7697
Uttaranchal 0.5512 0.5083 0.5350 0.5315 0.0000 0.5857 0.0000 0.0420
Uttar Pradesh 0.5611 0.5212 0.5572 0.5495 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0482
West Bengal 0.5360 0.4990 0.5534 0.5470 0.0000 0.2206 0.0000 0.0028
Rural 0.5503 0.5222 0.5549 0.5487 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0004
Urban 0.5270 0.4984 0.5340 0.5316 0.0000 0.0341 0.0000 0.0000
Cattle 0.5528 0.5223 0.5573 0.5497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0011
Cattle: None 0.5286 0.4994 0.5352 0.5326 0.0000 0.0126 0.0000 0.0000
Land 0.5501 0.5188 0.5533 0.5463 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0283
Land: None 0.5317 0.5035 0.5393 0.5356 0.0000 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000
Hindu 0.5402 0.5090 0.5440 0.5384 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0005
Christian 0.5179 0.5060 0.5398 0.5399 0.0001 0.9514 0.0000 0.0000
Muslim 0.5453 0.5177 0.5549 0.5481 0.0000 0.0034 0.0000 0.0001
Other Religion 0.5468 0.5045 0.5465 0.5414 0.0000 0.2261 0.0000 0.9507
Other Caste 0.5350 0.5066 0.5412 0.5367 0.0000 0.0026 0.0000 0.0003
Scheduled Caste 0.5473 0.5108 0.5505 0.5429 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.1473
Scheduled Tribe 0.5409 0.5151 0.5522 0.5473 0.0000 0.0338 0.0000 0.0000
Backward Caste 0.5383 0.5089 0.5424 0.5383 0.0000 0.0021 0.0000 0.0060
Don’t Know Caste 0.5420 0.5146 0.5552 0.5452 0.0000 0.0278 0.0000 0.0190
Access to Media 0.5302 0.5059 0.5404 0.5361 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Access to Media: No 0.5626 0.5336 0.5665 0.5632 0.0000 0.1046 0.0000 0.0462
Do Not Work 0.5364 0.5076 0.5377 0.5310 0.0000 0.2443 0.0000 0.8280
Blue Collar Job 0.5496 0.5258 0.5504 0.5468 0.0000 0.0005 0.0000 0.6019
White Collar Job 0.5250 0.4906 0.5353 0.5320 0.0000 0.0192 0.0000 0.0000
Wealth: Poorest 0.5674 0.5423 0.5684 0.5649 0.0000 0.1501 0.0000 0.7027
Wealth: Poorer 0.5568 0.5268 0.5606 0.5547 0.0000 0.0052 0.0000 0.1086
Wealth: Middle 0.5431 0.5196 0.5509 0.5441 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001
Wealth: Richer 0.5318 0.5060 0.5399 0.5354 0.0000 0.0054 0.0000 0.0000
Wealth: Richest 0.5224 0.4971 0.5276 0.5267 0.0000 0.5375 0.0000 0.0030
Nuclear 0.5379 0.5458 0.0000
Extended Household 0.5409 0.5440 0.0274
Mobility 0.5331 0.4984 0.0000
Mobility: No 0.5434 0.5135 0.0000
Earn Cash 0.5329 0.5046 0.0000
Earn Cash: No 0.5414 0.5113 0.0000
Dom. Vio. Not Acc. 0.5362 0.5057 0.0000
Dom. Vio. Acc. 0.5430 0.5152 0.0000
Dom. Vio. Acc. DK 0.5328 0.5084 0.0017
Promiscuous: No 0.5408 0.5517 0.0000
Promiscuous 0.5569 0.5469 0.0000
Promiscuous DK 0.5569 0.5359 0.0000
Not Acc. Beat Wife 0.5386 0.5465 0.0000
Acc. Beat Wife 0.5517 0.5330 0.0000

Notes: For the t-test, only the p-values are presented.
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Table 2: OLS: Determinants of Stated Son Preference: Men vs Women, Currently vs Never Married

Never Married Currently Married Never Married Currently Married
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Andhra Pradesh -0.0134*** -0.0120*** -0.0319*** -0.0193*** Rural 0.0071*** 0.0012 0.0033 0.0046**
(0.0040) (0.0038) (0.0030) (0.0032) (0.0025) (0.0024) (0.0021) (0.0021)

Arunachal Pradesh 0.0026 0.0122 -0.0050 0.0141* Cattle 0.0043* -0.0000 0.0037** 0.0063***
(0.0067) (0.0091) (0.0088) (0.0084) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0018) (0.0018)

Assam -0.0026 -0.0040 -0.0105* -0.0189*** Land 0.0007 -0.0006 0.0025 0.0020
(0.0057) (0.0050) (0.0060) (0.0056) (0.0020) (0.0020) (0.0017) (0.0018)

Bihar 0.0044 0.0158** 0.0091 0.0307*** Christian -0.0068 0.0062 -0.0136*** -0.0115***
(0.0049) (0.0079) (0.0061) (0.0078) (0.0044) (0.0042) (0.0038) (0.0042)

Chhattisgarh -0.0108** -0.0125* 0.0050 -0.0063 Muslim 0.0018 0.0072** 0.0033 0.0082***
(0.0042) (0.0072) (0.0058) (0.0055) (0.0026) (0.0029) (0.0024) (0.0026)

Delhi -0.0047 -0.0114** -0.0163*** -0.0151*** Other Religion -0.0127*** 0.0058 -0.0014 -0.0044
(0.0045) (0.0046) (0.0053) (0.0042) (0.0046) (0.0047) (0.0040) (0.0040)

Goa -0.0187*** -0.0014 -0.0115* -0.0204*** Scheduled Caste 0.0004 -0.0026 0.0068*** 0.0058**
(0.0068) (0.0069) (0.0066) (0.0072) (0.0029) (0.0027) (0.0023) (0.0024)

Gujarat 0.0135* -0.0023 0.0167** 0.0020 Scheduled Tribe 0.0009 -0.0084** -0.0000 -0.0006
(0.0071) (0.0089) (0.0076) (0.0059) (0.0037) (0.0037) (0.0033) (0.0033)

Haryana 0.0075 0.0120 0.0135** -0.0036 Backward Caste -0.0011 -0.0003 0.0022 0.0006
(0.0071) (0.0086) (0.0067) (0.0056) (0.0023) (0.0022) (0.0019) (0.0020)

Himachal Pradesh 0.0010 -0.0083 -0.0229*** -0.0244*** Don’t Know Caste 0.0020 -0.0119** 0.0058 0.0073
(0.0073) (0.0068) (0.0067) (0.0054) (0.0045) (0.0048) (0.0050) (0.0050)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0015 0.0070 -0.0051 -0.0083 Education (in Years) -0.0014*** -0.0015*** -0.0018*** -0.0007***
(0.0058) (0.0065) (0.0077) (0.0072) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Jharkhand -0.0063 -0.0142** -0.0081 -0.0049 Access to Media -0.0031 -0.0076** -0.0079*** -0.0066***
(0.0056) (0.0065) (0.0062) (0.0055) (0.0027) (0.0035) (0.0019) (0.0021)

Karnataka -0.0287*** -0.0124*** -0.0366*** -0.0229*** Age (in Years) 0.0007*** -0.0002 0.0003*** 0.0006***
(0.0054) (0.0043) (0.0037) (0.0037) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Kerala -0.0051 0.0015 -0.0384*** -0.0226*** Blue Collar Job 0.0037 -0.0004 0.0004 0.0063
(0.0062) (0.0095) (0.0053) (0.0059) (0.0026) (0.0022) (0.0023) (0.0064)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0054 -0.0031 0.0012 0.0036 White Collar Job -0.0050 -0.0031 0.0048 0.0080
(0.0044) (0.0040) (0.0041) (0.0041) (0.0038) (0.0024) (0.0031) (0.0065)

Maharashtra -0.0135*** -0.0048 -0.0120*** -0.0101*** Wealth: Poorest 0.0106*** 0.0182*** 0.0081*** 0.0066**
(0.0041) (0.0036) (0.0031) (0.0032) (0.0037) (0.0040) (0.0028) (0.0029)

Manipur 0.0172*** 0.0074* 0.0003 0.0147*** Wealth: Poorer 0.0023 0.0075*** 0.0046** 0.0021
(0.0041) (0.0040) (0.0042) (0.0043) (0.0029) (0.0029) (0.0023) (0.0025)

Meghalaya -0.0373*** -0.0045 -0.0542*** -0.0432*** Wealth: Richer -0.0051** 0.0012 -0.0035 -0.0047**
(0.0095) (0.0120) (0.0151) (0.0118) (0.0025) (0.0025) (0.0021) (0.0022)

Mizoram -0.0214** 0.0015 -0.0310*** -0.0013 Wealth: Richest -0.0037 0.0024 -0.0058** -0.0109***
(0.0088) (0.0084) (0.0087) (0.0107) (0.0029) (0.0028) (0.0027) (0.0026)

Nagaland -0.0116* 0.0024 -0.0214*** -0.0124** nm of Child. Desired 0.0119*** 0.0038** 0.0022*** 0.0069***
(0.0064) (0.0046) (0.0053) (0.0052) (0.0018) (0.0017) (0.0008) (0.0010)

Orissa -0.0080 -0.0074 -0.0039 0.0025 Nuclear -0.0027* -0.0010
(0.0049) (0.0073) (0.0056) (0.0052) (0.0014) (0.0015)

Punjab 0.0138** 0.0048 0.0142** -0.0053 Sex Ratio 0.0506*** 0.0483***
(0.0066) (0.0080) (0.0072) (0.0064) (0.0025) (0.0025)

Rajasthan 0.0020 -0.0103 0.0151*** -0.0158*** Mobility -0.0069*** -0.0031**
(0.0050) (0.0076) (0.0055) (0.0044) (0.0022) (0.0015)

Sikkim -0.0038 0.0049 -0.0089 0.0012 Earn Cash -0.0047 -0.0053**
(0.0086) (0.0109) (0.0109) (0.0112) (0.0029) (0.0024)

Tamil Nadu -0.0182*** -0.0087** -0.0455*** -0.0298*** Dom. Vio. Acc. 0.0002 0.0028*
(0.0048) (0.0041) (0.0037) (0.0035) (0.0019) (0.0015)

Tripura -0.0153 0.0021 -0.0017 -0.0020 Dom. Vio. Acc.: DK 0.0007 -0.0003
(0.0105) (0.0102) (0.0086) (0.0096) (0.0048) (0.0070)

Uttaranchal -0.0082 -0.0071 0.0007 -0.0201*** Promiscuous 0.0092*** 0.0059***
(0.0056) (0.0055) (0.0075) (0.0064) (0.0028) (0.0022)

West Bengal -0.0131** 0.0048 -0.0190*** -0.0035 Promiscuous DK 0.0034 0.0043
(0.0063) (0.0057) (0.0053) (0.0060) (0.0024) (0.0026)

Acc. Beat Wife 0.0098*** 0.0067***
(0.0018) (0.0016)

Constant 0.4932*** 0.5410*** 0.5263*** 0.4854***
(0.0074) (0.0075) (0.0050) (0.0085)

T-test Financial 6.88*** 0.1 5.53*** 10.63***
(0.0001) (0.9604) (0.0009) (0.0000)

T-test Non-financial 1.42 3.70*** 3.79*** 13.16***
(0.1924) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0000)

Observations 27,518 25,027 33,423 32,768
R-squared 0.0294 0.0164 0.0653 0.0509

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10. T-test financial
includes the variables: rural, cattle and land while the t-test non-financial includes the variables: Christian, Muslim, other religion, scheduled caste, scheduled
tribe, backward caste and don’t know caste. For the t-test, p-values are presented in parenthesis.
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Table 3: SUREG: Determinants of Women’s and Men’s Stated Son Preference.

Women Men Women Men

Spouse’s Stated Son Preference 0.2334* 0.2127** Rural 0.0027 0.0039*
(0.1244) (0.1007) (0.0023) (0.0022)

Andhra Pradesh -0.0276*** -0.0119*** Cattle 0.0025 0.0053***
(0.0033) (0.0046) (0.0020) (0.0020)

Arunachal Pradesh -0.0087 0.0177** Land 0.0015 0.0013
(0.0089) (0.0084) (0.0018) (0.0019)

Assam -0.0071 -0.0135** Christian -0.0126*** -0.0075*
(0.0061) (0.0056) (0.0042) (0.0045)

bihar 0.0014 0.0280*** Muslim 0.0011 0.0068***
(0.0072) (0.0079) (0.0027) (0.0026)

Chhattisgarh 0.0051 -0.0070 Other Religion -0.0017 -0.0031
(0.0056) (0.0052) (0.0042) (0.0040)

Delhi -0.0122** -0.0115** Scheduled Caste 0.0055** 0.0042
(0.0056) (0.0047) (0.0026) (0.0027)

Goa -0.0064 -0.0193** Scheduled Tribe 0.0005 -0.0009
(0.0074) (0.0076) (0.0035) (0.0033)

Gujarat 0.0178** -0.0001 Backward Caste 0.0026 -0.0004
(0.0086) (0.0067) (0.0021) (0.0021)

Haryana 0.0150** -0.0063 Don’t Know Caste 0.0043 0.0043
(0.0069) (0.0061) (0.0054) (0.0052)

Himachal Pradesh -0.0172** -0.0194*** Education (in Years) -0.0016*** -0.0005***
(0.0073) (0.0058) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Jammu & Kashmir -0.0023 -0.0067 Access to Media -0.0078*** -0.0063***
(0.0077) (0.0071) (0.0019) (0.0021)

Jharkhand -0.0071 -0.0027 Age (in Years) 0.0001 0.0005***
(0.0071) (0.0058) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Karnataka -0.0323*** -0.0137** Blue Collar Job -0.0006 0.0064
(0.0042) (0.0056) (0.0024) (0.0065)

Kerala -0.0343*** -0.0118 White Collar Job 0.0038 0.0086
(0.0059) (0.0076) (0.0030) (0.0066)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0004 0.0035 Wealth Quintile: Poorest 0.0064** 0.0042
(0.0043) (0.0040) (0.0031) (0.0032)

Maharashtra -0.0099*** -0.0072** Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0045* 0.0004
(0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0024) (0.0027)

Manipur -0.0034 0.0160*** Wealth Quintile: Richer -0.0023 -0.0036
(0.0051) (0.0046) (0.0023) (0.0023)

Meghalaya -0.0492*** -0.0189 Wealth Quintile: Richest -0.0033 -0.0078***
(0.0148) (0.0131) (0.0030) (0.0029)

Mizoram -0.0300*** 0.0055 Number of Children Desired 0.0013 0.0060***
(0.0098) (0.0113) (0.0013) (0.0011)

Nagaland -0.0189*** -0.0086 Nuclear -0.0028* -0.0001
(0.0058) (0.0056) (0.0015) (0.0015)

Orissa -0.0047 0.0039 Sex Ratio 0.0391*** 0.0377***
(0.0057) (0.0053) (0.0066) (0.0057)

Punjab 0.0134* -0.0065 Mobility -0.0028*
(0.0072) (0.0069) (0.0015)

Rajasthan 0.0178*** -0.0193*** Earn Cash -0.0047*
(0.0056) (0.0048) (0.0024)

Sikkim -0.0071 0.0011 Domestic Violence Acceptable 0.0026*
(0.0102) (0.0112) (0.0015)

Tamil Nadu -0.0389*** -0.0193*** Domestic Violence Acceptable: Don’t Know 0.0017
(0.0049) (0.0062) (0.0071)

Tripura 0.0005 -0.0009 Promiscuous 0.0060***
(0.0095) (0.0104) (0.0022)

Uttaranchal 0.0049 -0.0205*** Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.0051**
(0.0081) (0.0066) (0.0025)

West Bengal -0.0185*** -0.0006 Acceptable to Beat Wife 0.0065***
(0.0058) (0.0064) (0.0016)

Constant 0.4097*** 0.3767***
(0.0620) (0.0518)

T-test Financial: Women 5.38 15.45***
(0.1460) (0.0015)

T-test Non-financial: Women 14.57** 13.63*
(0.0420) (0.0581)

Observations 31,940 31,940
R-squared 0.0420 0.0321

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.
For the t-test, p-values are presented in parenthesis.
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Table 4: SUREG: Influence of Partner’s
Stated Son Preference

Women Men

Years Since Marriage
≤2 0.1720 0.2183

(0.4158) (0.2361)
3-5 1.3319*** 0.5809**

(0.4183) (0.2951)
≥6 0.1192 0.0944

(0.1360) (0.1067)

Notes: Each model is estimated separately.
All control variables included in Table 3
are also included in those models but, for
brevity, are not presented. Full results are
available on request. Standard errors are
adjusted for cluster at the primary sam-
pling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-
value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.

Table 5: Relative mortality rate by Mothers and Fathers
Stated Son Preference

Mother
No Son Preference Son Preference

F
at

h
er No Son Preference 1204 755

(5,636) (1,570)

Son Preference 914 830
(1,749) (1,093)

Note: The numbers of observations are in parenthesis.
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Table 6: Probit: Infant Survival

Andhra Pradesh 0.2480*** Rural 0.0569
(0.0848) (0.0567)

Arunachal Pradesh 0.3480* Christian -0.1017
(0.2076) (0.1120)

Assam -0.0415 Muslim 0.0745
(0.1424) (0.0711)

bihar -0.0909 Other Religion 0.0217
(0.1415) (0.1246)

Chhattisgarh 0.1631 Scheduled Caste 0.0056
(0.1358) (0.0682)

Delhi 0.5985** Scheduled Tribe -0.0126
(0.2886) (0.0907)

Gujarat 0.3839** Backward Caste 0.0526
(0.1925) (0.0603)

Haryana 0.1213 Don’t Know Caste 0.0255
(0.1695) (0.1423)

Himachal Pradesh 0.6465* Wealth Quintile: Poorest -0.0201
(0.3799) (0.0765)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0834 Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0210
(0.2010) (0.0675)

Jharkhand 0.1297 Wealth Quintile: Richer 0.1963***
(0.1564) (0.0678)

Karnataka 0.3187*** Wealth Quintile: Richest 0.3191***
(0.0990) (0.0917)

Kerala 0.2965 Mother’s Education (in Years) 0.0175***
(0.2365) (0.0066)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0587 Father’s Education (in Years) 0.0075
(0.1004) (0.0061)

Maharashtra 0.2396*** Mobility 0.0832
(0.0874) (0.0511)

Manipur 0.4026*** Access to Media -0.0949*
(0.1210) (0.0551)

Meghalaya 0.2071 Age (in Years) 0.0149***
(0.2764) (0.0047)

Mizoram 0.2156 Nuclear 0.0590
(0.2266) (0.0456)

Nagaland 0.2955** Twin -0.8302***
(0.1289) (0.1541)

Orissa 0.0555 Previous Birth: $¡$12 months -0.4368***
(0.1276) (0.1228)

Punjab 0.0050 Antenatal 0.0926
(0.1761) (0.0587)

Rajasthan -0.0886 Mother’s BMI -0.0200***
(0.1213) (0.0069)

Sikkim 0.2143 Female 0.0381
(0.2304) (0.0565)

Tamil Nadu 0.5672*** Both Parents Prefer Sons -0.0417
(0.1224) (0.0920)

Tripura 0.6675** Both Parents Prefer Sons * Female -0.0310
(0.2835) (0.1421)

Uttaranchal -0.0338 Mother Only Prefers Sons 0.1922**
(0.1822) (0.0936)

West Bengal 0.2593** Mother Only Prefers Sons * Female -0.3801***
(0.1283) (0.1267)

Father Only Prefers Sons -0.0160
(0.0840)

Father Only Prefers Sons * Female 0.0502
(0.1274)

Constant 1.1969***

T-test: Both Parents Prefer Sons 0.43
(0.5121)

T-test: Mother Only Prefers Sons 4.62**
(0.0316)

T-test: Father Only Prefers Sons 0.11**
(0.7394)
(0.2003)

Observations 11,060

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***,
p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10. For the t-test, p-values are presented
in parenthesis.
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Table 7: OLS: Sex Ratio and Gender of the Last Child: 
Influence of Parents’ Stated Son Preference

Sex Ratio Male Male
(2004-2006)

Both Parents Prefer Sons 0.0970*** 0.0819*** 0.0826***
(0.0060) (0.0156) (0.0230)

Mother Only Prefers Sons 0.0695*** 0.0577*** 0.0339
(0.0052) (0.0137) (0.0208)

Father Only Prefers Sons 0.0526*** 0.0705*** 0.0619***
(0.0052) (0.0132) (0.0197)

Constant 0.5083*** 0.5211*** 0.5166***
(0.0024) (0.0058) (0.0087)

Observation 33641 11793 5227
R-squared 0.0111 0.0046 0.0036

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary
sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-
value<0.10. For ease of interpretation, OLS was used for all
models.
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Table A1: Descriptive Statistics

Never Married Currently Married Never Married Currently Married
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Stated Son Preference 0.5096 0.5315 0.5405 0.5464 Rural 0.4729 0.4258 0.5233 0.5229
(0.1353) (0.1262) (0.1285) (0.1267) (0.4993) (0.4945) (0.4995) (0.4995)

Andhra Pradesh 0.0508 0.0936 0.1005 0.1017 Cattle 0.4479 0.4041 0.4406 0.4410
(0.2196) (0.2913) (0.3006) (0.3022) (0.4973) (0.4907) (0.4965) (0.4965)

Arunachal Pradesh 0.0128 0.0087 0.0084 0.0087 Land 0.4022 0.3827 0.4068 0.4077
(0.1124) (0.0927) (0.0913) (0.0929) (0.4903) (0.4861) (0.4912) (0.4914)

Assam 0.0315 0.0189 0.0170 0.0173 Christian 0.1235 0.0937 0.0829 0.0795
(0.1746) (0.1363) (0.1291) (0.1305) (0.3290) (0.2915) (0.2758) (0.2705)

Bihar 0.0239 0.0151 0.0165 0.0168 Muslim 0.1470 0.1420 0.1140 0.1161
(0.1527) (0.1218) (0.1276) (0.1287) (0.3541) (0.3491) (0.3178) (0.3203)

Chhattisgarh 0.0273 0.0147 0.0208 0.0215 Other Religion 0.0588 0.0477 0.0451 0.0455
(0.1628) (0.1205) (0.1428) (0.1450) (0.2352) (0.2132) (0.2076) (0.2084)

Delhi 0.0299 0.0238 0.0163 0.0165 Scheduled Caste 0.1505 0.1668 0.1745 0.1758
(0.1703) (0.1525) (0.1268) (0.1274) (0.3576) (0.3728) (0.3795) (0.3807)

Goa 0.0355 0.0147 0.0126 0.0119 Scheduled Tribe 0.1548 0.1134 0.1181 0.1151
(0.1851) (0.1204) (0.1114) (0.1086) (0.3617) (0.3170) (0.3228) (0.3192)

Gujarat 0.0228 0.0129 0.0204 0.0187 Backward Caste 0.2863 0.3501 0.3745 0.3744
(0.1492) (0.1129) (0.1413) (0.1354) (0.4520) (0.4770) (0.4840) (0.4840)

Haryana 0.0148 0.0135 0.0141 0.0160 Don’t Know Caste 0.0532 0.0363 0.0309 0.0311
(0.1207) (0.1156) (0.1177) (0.1253) (0.2244) (0.1871) (0.1731) (0.1736)

Himachal Pradesh 0.0273 0.0143 0.0146 0.0146 Education (in Years) 8.9436 9.2412 5.3361 7.2193
(0.1630) (0.1189) (0.1199) (0.1198) (4.1763) (3.9663) (5.1733) (5.1113)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0388 0.0183 0.0113 0.0114 Access to Media 0.8646 0.9238 0.7164 0.8209
(0.1931) (0.1340) (0.1057) (0.1064) (0.3422) (0.2653) (0.4508) (0.3834)

Jharkhand 0.0189 0.0123 0.0150 0.0149 Age (in Years) 19.4683 21.2387 32.3271 37.8339
(0.1360) (0.1101) (0.1216) (0.1210) (4.5717) (5.1928) (7.6347) (8.0834)

Karnataka 0.0401 0.0708 0.0768 0.0783 Blue Collar Job 0.2348 0.3992 0.3152 0.6447
(0.1962) (0.2565) (0.2663) (0.2687) (0.4239) (0.4898) (0.4646) (0.4786)

Kerala 0.0239 0.0133 0.0157 0.0152 White Collar Job 0.1328 0.2473 0.1106 0.3426
(0.1529) (0.1144) (0.1243) (0.1223) (0.3393) (0.4315) (0.3136) (0.4746)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0411 0.0348 0.0428 0.0431 Wealth: Poorest 0.0656 0.0623 0.1135 0.1143
(0.1984) (0.1833) (0.2024) (0.2031) (0.2476) (0.2416) (0.3172) (0.3182)

Maharashtra 0.0728 0.1303 0.1124 0.1129 Wealth: Poorer 0.1040 0.1118 0.1539 0.1537
(0.2599) (0.3366) (0.3159) (0.3165) (0.3052) (0.3151) (0.3609) (0.3607)

Manipur 0.0562 0.0597 0.0531 0.0525 Wealth: Richer 0.2674 0.2837 0.2438 0.2438
(0.2303) (0.2369) (0.2243) (0.2230) (0.4426) (0.4508) (0.4294) (0.4294)

Meghalaya 0.0230 0.0074 0.0055 0.0056 Wealth: Richest 0.3806 0.3488 0.2878 0.2872
(0.1500) (0.0859) (0.0742) (0.0743) (0.4855) (0.4766) (0.4527) (0.4524)

Mizoram 0.0210 0.0085 0.0091 0.0077 Nm of Children Desired 2.0395 2.1195 2.4537 2.4854
(0.1435) (0.0916) (0.0949) (0.0874) (0.7629) (0.7958) (1.0376) (1.0175)

Nagaland 0.0480 0.0613 0.0460 0.0437 Nuclear 0.5813 0.5810
(0.2138) (0.2399) (0.2095) (0.2044) (0.4934) (0.4934)

Orissa 0.0348 0.0195 0.0228 0.0234 Sex Ratio 0.5363 0.5370
(0.1833) (0.1384) (0.1494) (0.1513) (0.3275) (0.3266)

Punjab 0.0273 0.0172 0.0163 0.0178 Mobility 0.2573 0.4149
(0.1629) (0.1301) (0.1268) (0.1322) (0.4371) (0.4927)

Rajasthan 0.0240 0.0170 0.0231 0.0237 Earn Cash 0.2491 0.2533
(0.1530) (0.1294) (0.1501) (0.1520) (0.4325) (0.4349)

Sikkim 0.0239 0.0113 0.0097 0.0093 Dom. Vio. Acc. 0.4085 0.4653
(0.1527) (0.1056) (0.0980) (0.0959) (0.4916) (0.4988)

Tamil Nadu 0.0456 0.0756 0.0850 0.0831 Dom. Vio. Acc. DK 0.0410 0.0139
(0.2086) (0.2644) (0.2789 (0.2760) (0.1983) (0.1171)

Tripura 0.0140 0.0101 0.0096 0.0095 Promiscuous 0.1536 0.1619
(0.1176) (0.0998) (0.0974) (0.0970) (0.3606) (0.3684)

Uttaranchal 0.0264 0.0129 0.0136 0.0135 Promiscuous DK 0.1723 0.0906
(0.1603) (0.1127) (0.1156) (0.1155) (0.3776) (0.2870)

West Bengal 0.0471 0.0369 0.0366 0.0367 Acc. to Beat Wife 0.5488 0.4887
(0.2118) (0.1886) (0.1878) (0.1880) (0.4976) (0.4999)

Observation 27,518 25,027 33,423 32,768

Notes: The sample means are presented while the standard deviations are presented below, in parenthesis.
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Table B.1: Variables’ Definition

Variable Name Definition Type of Variable

Stated Son Preference Number of sons wanted/total number of children wanted. Continuous
Rural Household is living in rural area (1) or urban area (0). Dummy
Cattle Household owns cows, bulls, buffalos, camels, horses, donkeys, mules, sheep or chickens (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Land Household owns land (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Christian, Muslim and Other Religion Religious affiliation, the reference category is Hindu. Set of dummy variables
Scheduled Caste, Scheduled Tribe, Caste membership, the reference category is other caste. Set of dummy variables
Backward Caste and Don’t Know Caste
Education Education in years. Discrete variable
Media Exposed to newspaper, radio or television at least once a week (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Age Age in years. Discrete variable
Blue Collar Job, White Collar Job Job’s type. Reference category is unemployed. Set of dummy variables
Poorest, Poorer, Wealth quintile. Reference category is middle. Set of dummy variables
Richer, Richest
Number of Children Desired Number of children desired if respondent could start over fertility history. Discrete variable
Mobility Respondent is allowed to go alone to the market, to a health facility and to places outside the village/community (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Cash Respondents work is paid in cash (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Domestic violence Acceptable, Respondent believes it is justifiable for a husband to beat his wife if she is Dummy
Domestic violence Acceptable: Don’t Know unfaithful or if she disrespects her in-laws (1), otherwise (0).
Nuclear The respondent lives in a nuclear household (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Promiscuous, Promiscuous Don’t Know. The respondent believes that women become more promiscuous when given access to contraception (promiscuous) (1), otherwise (0). Set of dummy variables

A separate dummy variable has been created for respondents who are uncertain (1), otherwise (0).
Acceptable to Beat Wife Respondent believes that it is justifiable for a man to beat his wife if she goes out without telling him, if she neglects the children, Dummy

if she argues with him, if she refuses to have sex with him or if she burns the food (1), otherwise (0).
Sex Ratio Number of sons alive at the time of the survey divided by the total number of children at the time of the survey. Continuous
Twin Child is one of multiple birth (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Previous Birth ¡12 months Child has a sibling less than 12 months older (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Antenatal Mother received antenatal care while pregnant of the child (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Female Child is female (1), otherwise (0). Dummy
Both Parents Prefer Sons, Mother Only Household type based on stated son preference answer. The reference category is none of the parents prefers sons. Set of dummy variables
Prefers Sons, Father Only Prefers Sons
Andhra Pradesh, Arunachal Pradesh, States dummy. Set of dummy variables
Assam, Bihar, Chhattisgarh,
Delhi, Goa, Gujarat, Haryana,
Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir
Jharkhand, Karnataka, Kerala
Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Manipur
Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland,
Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, Sikkim,
Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttaranchal, West Bengal
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Table R.1: Stated Son Preference by Socio-economic Characteristics: Sample Restricted to Women Less than 30 Years Old and Men Less
than 35 Years Old

T-test of Statistical Difference Between

Women Men Nev. vs Cur. Married Women vs Men
Cur. Married Nev. Married Cur. Married Nev. Married Women Men Nev. Married Cur. Married

Andhra Pradesh 0.5184 0.4953 0.5334 0.5293 0.0000 0.1102 0.0000 0.0000
Arunachal Pradesh 0.5542 0.5280 0.5643 0.5569 0.0048 0.4007 0.0005 0.3200
Assam 0.5500 0.5173 0.5406 0.5334 0.0000 0.1944 0.0034 0.1545
Bihar 0.5755 0.5282 0.5945 0.5787 0.0000 0.0295 0.0000 0.0113
Chhattisgarh 0.5694 0.5152 0.5516 0.5436 0.0000 0.1214 0.0000 0.0040
Delhi 0.5267 0.4993 0.5241 0.5225 0.0000 0.7297 0.0000 0.6433
Goa 0.5243 0.4889 0.5293 0.5251 0.0000 0.5461 0.0000 0.5451
Gujarat 0.5672 0.5270 0.5540 0.5482 0.0000 0.2997 0.0010 0.0657
Haryana 0.5671 0.5228 0.5493 0.5476 0.0000 0.8090 0.0013 0.0249
Himachal Pradesh 0.5248 0.5100 0.5263 0.5247 0.0823 0.7872 0.0272 0.8350
Jammu & Kashmir 0.5552 0.5246 0.5562 0.5495 0.0000 0.3506 0.0000 0.9143
Jharkhand 0.5542 0.5145 0.5541 0.5427 0.0000 0.0617 0.0000 0.9844
Karnataka 0.5197 0.4843 0.5337 0.5306 0.0000 0.2976 0.0000 0.0001
Kerala 0.5034 0.5070 0.5231 0.5244 0.6137 0.8423 0.0076 0.0042
Madhya Pradesh 0.5576 0.5211 0.5604 0.5520 0.0000 0.0247 0.0000 0.5270
Maharashtra 0.5340 0.4912 0.5370 0.5324 0.0000 0.0673 0.0000 0.2787
Manipur 0.5501 0.5382 0.5739 0.5626 0.0016 0.0007 0.0000 0.0000
Meghalaya 0.4891 0.4853 0.5227 0.5265 0.7195 0.7194 0.0000 0.0092
Mizoram 0.5072 0.5023 0.5475 0.5479 0.5824 0.9663 0.0000 0.0001
Nagaland 0.5257 0.5127 0.5433 0.5441 0.0027 0.8085 0.0000 0.0000
Orissa 0.5594 0.5148 0.5594 0.5485 0.0000 0.0542 0.0000 0.9936
Punjab 0.5644 0.5198 0.5420 0.5413 0.0000 0.9189 0.0008 0.0066
Rajasthan 0.5777 0.5251 0.5487 0.5437 0.0000 0.2822 0.0003 0.0000
Sikkim 0.5435 0.5045 0.5554 0.5461 0.0033 0.3830 0.0000 0.3653
Tamil Nadu 0.5029 0.4911 0.5199 0.5206 0.0058 0.7808 0.0000 0.0000
Tripura 0.5475 0.5039 0.5508 0.5432 0.0008 0.4390 0.0004 0.7697
Uttaranchal 0.5512 0.5083 0.5350 0.5315 0.0000 0.5857 0.0000 0.0420
Uttar Pradesh 0.5611 0.5212 0.5572 0.5495 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0482
West Bengal 0.5360 0.4990 0.5534 0.5470 0.0000 0.2206 0.0000 0.0028
Rural 0.5503 0.5222 0.5549 0.5487 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0004
Urban 0.5270 0.4984 0.5340 0.5316 0.0000 0.0341 0.0000 0.0000
Cattle 0.5528 0.5223 0.5573 0.5497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0011
Cattle: None 0.5286 0.4994 0.5352 0.5326 0.0000 0.0126 0.0000 0.0000
Land 0.5501 0.5188 0.5533 0.5463 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0283
Land: None 0.5317 0.5035 0.5393 0.5356 0.0000 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000
Hindu 0.5402 0.5090 0.5440 0.5384 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0005
Christian 0.5179 0.5060 0.5398 0.5399 0.0001 0.9514 0.0000 0.0000
Muslim 0.5453 0.5177 0.5549 0.5481 0.0000 0.0034 0.0000 0.0001
Other Religion 0.5468 0.5045 0.5465 0.5414 0.0000 0.2261 0.0000 0.9507
Other Caste 0.5350 0.5066 0.5412 0.5367 0.0000 0.0026 0.0000 0.0003
Scheduled Caste 0.5473 0.5108 0.5505 0.5429 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.1473
Scheduled Tribe 0.5409 0.5151 0.5522 0.5473 0.0000 0.0338 0.0000 0.0000
Backward Caste 0.5383 0.5089 0.5424 0.5383 0.0000 0.0021 0.0000 0.0060
Don’t Know Caste 0.5420 0.5146 0.5552 0.5452 0.0000 0.0278 0.0000 0.0190
Access to Media 0.5302 0.5059 0.5404 0.5361 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Access to Media: No 0.5626 0.5336 0.5665 0.5632 0.0000 0.1046 0.0000 0.0462
Do Not Work 0.5364 0.5076 0.5377 0.5310 0.0000 0.2443 0.0000 0.8280
Blue Collar Job 0.5496 0.5258 0.5504 0.5468 0.0000 0.0005 0.0000 0.6019
White Collar Job 0.5250 0.4906 0.5353 0.5320 0.0000 0.0192 0.0000 0.0000
Wealth: Poorest 0.5674 0.5423 0.5684 0.5649 0.0000 0.1501 0.0000 0.7027
Wealth: Poorer 0.5568 0.5268 0.5606 0.5547 0.0000 0.0052 0.0000 0.1086
Wealth: Middle 0.5431 0.5196 0.5509 0.5441 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001
Wealth: Richer 0.5318 0.5060 0.5399 0.5354 0.0000 0.0054 0.0000 0.0000
Wealth: Richest 0.5224 0.4971 0.5276 0.5267 0.0000 0.5375 0.0000 0.0030
Nuclear 0.5379 0.5458 0.0000
Extended Household 0.5409 0.5440 0.0274
Mobility 0.5331 0.4984 0.0000
Mobility: No 0.5434 0.5135 0.0000
Earn Cash 0.5329 0.5046 0.0000
Earn Cash: No 0.5414 0.5113 0.0000
Dom. Vio.: Not Acc. 0.5362 0.5057 0.0000
Dom. Vio.: Acc. 0.5430 0.5152 0.0000
Dom. Vio. Acc.: DK 0.5328 0.5084 0.0017
Promiscuous: No 0.5408 0.5517 0.0000
Promiscuous 0.5569 0.5469 0.0000
Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.5569 0.5359 0.0000
Not Acc. Beat Wife 0.5386 0.5465 0.0000
Acc. Beat Wife 0.5517 0.5330 0.0000

Notes: For the t-test, only the p-values are presented.
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Table R.2: Papke and Wooldridge: Determinants of Stated Son Preference: Men vs Women, Currently vs Never Married

Never Married Cur. Married Never Married Cur. Married
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Andhra Pradesh -0.0538*** -0.0483*** -0.1286*** -0.0779*** Rural 0.0286*** 0.0048 0.0133* 0.0186**
(0.0159) (0.0138) (0.0100) (0.0113) (0.0099) (0.0090) (0.0079) (0.0078)

Arunachal Pradesh 0.0102 0.0491 -0.0207 0.0576* Cattle 0.0173* -0.0001 0.0148** 0.0254***
(0.0270) (0.0362) (0.0326) (0.0334) (0.0090) (0.0082) (0.0073) (0.0073)

Assam -0.0103 -0.0159 -0.0428** -0.0764*** Land 0.0030 -0.0024 0.0099 0.0082
(0.0230) (0.0224) (0.0211) (0.0219) (0.0082) (0.0078) (0.0069) (0.0070)

bihar 0.0178 0.0640** 0.0372* 0.1264*** Christian -0.0273 0.0249 -0.0547*** -0.0465***
(0.0197) (0.0299) (0.0212) (0.0260) (0.0176) (0.0174) (0.0146) (0.0158)

Chhattisgarh -0.0432** -0.0504** 0.0202 -0.0255 Muslim 0.0071 0.0289*** 0.0134 0.0331***
(0.0169) (0.0242) (0.0212) (0.0186) (0.0105) (0.0103) (0.0088) (0.0095)

Delhi -0.0188 -0.0458** -0.0659*** -0.0607*** Other Religion -0.0510*** 0.0233 -0.0058 -0.0176
(0.0178) (0.0180) (0.0190) (0.0168) (0.0185) (0.0182) (0.0160) (0.0158)

Goa -0.0751*** -0.0055 -0.0464* -0.0822*** Scheduled Caste 0.0016 -0.0105 0.0275*** 0.0233**
(0.0271) (0.0278) (0.0250) (0.0289) (0.0116) (0.0105) (0.0091) (0.0091)

Gujarat 0.0540* -0.0095 0.0677*** 0.0081 Scheduled Tribe 0.0038 -0.0339** -0.0001 -0.0027
(0.0283) (0.0305) (0.0259) (0.0219) (0.0150) (0.0146) (0.0125) (0.0126)

Haryana 0.0299 0.0483 0.0551** -0.0145 Backward Caste -0.0046 -0.0013 0.0090 0.0024
(0.0283) (0.0317) (0.0269) (0.0238) (0.0093) (0.0088) (0.0076) (0.0074)

Himachal Pradesh 0.0039 -0.0334 -0.0926*** -0.0982*** Don’t Know Caste 0.0079 -0.0479*** 0.0235 0.0294
(0.0292) (0.0272) (0.0264) (0.0225) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.0197) (0.0192)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0060 0.0282 -0.0208 -0.0337 Education (in Years) -0.0055*** -0.0059*** -0.0073*** -0.0027***
(0.0232) (0.0239) (0.0303) (0.0293) (0.0011) (0.0011) (0.0008) (0.0007)

Jharkhand -0.0253 -0.0571** -0.0330 -0.0200 Access to Media -0.0125 -0.0309** -0.0322*** -0.0270***
(0.0226) (0.0266) (0.0230) (0.0225) (0.0108) (0.0136) (0.0075) (0.0088)

Karnataka -0.1151*** -0.0497*** -0.1479*** -0.0926*** Age (in Years) 0.0028*** -0.0007 0.0011*** 0.0024***
(0.0218) (0.0150) (0.0129) (0.0125) (0.0009) (0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Kerala -0.0203 0.0058 -0.1544*** -0.0911*** Blue Collar Job 0.0150 -0.0017 0.0019 0.0255
(0.0250) (0.0349) (0.0218) (0.0232) (0.0106) (0.0090) (0.0087) (0.0263)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0215 -0.0126 0.0046 0.0147 White Collar Job -0.0200 -0.0125 0.0198 0.0325
(0.0178) (0.0169) (0.0151) (0.0141) (0.0150) (0.0095) (0.0124) (0.0264)

Maharashtra -0.0540*** -0.0191 -0.0486*** -0.0408*** Wealth: Poorest 0.0429*** 0.0735*** 0.0331*** 0.0272**
(0.0163) (0.0125) (0.0107) (0.0108) (0.0150) (0.0152) (0.0112) (0.0115)

Manipur 0.0689*** 0.0299* 0.0007 0.0597*** Wealth: Poorer 0.0093 0.0303*** 0.0188** 0.0087
(0.0163) (0.0154) (0.0148) (0.0156) (0.0115) (0.0117) (0.0093) (0.0099)

Meghalaya -0.1496*** -0.0183 -0.2181*** -0.1744*** Wealth: Richer -0.0206** 0.0047 -0.0141* -0.0191**
(0.0380) (0.0437) (0.0485) (0.0422) (0.0101) (0.0096) (0.0085) (0.0089)

Mizoram -0.0859** 0.0062 -0.1251*** -0.0056 Wealth: Richest -0.0149 0.0096 -0.0231** -0.0439***
(0.0354) (0.0372) (0.0332) (0.0387) (0.0116) (0.0109) (0.0104) (0.0103)

Nagaland -0.0465* 0.0096 -0.0867*** -0.0506*** Nm Child. Desired 0.0478*** 0.0154** 0.0087*** 0.0282***
(0.0257) (0.0198) (0.0183) (0.0192) (0.0073) (0.0064) (0.0032) (0.0041)

Orissa -0.0321 -0.0300 -0.0157 0.0103 Nuclear -0.0110* -0.0042
(0.0195) (0.0243) (0.0212) (0.0215) (0.0058) (0.0060)

Punjab 0.0554** 0.0192 0.0574** -0.0216 Sex Ratio 0.2041*** 0.1952***
(0.0266) (0.0288) (0.0285) (0.0236) (0.0094) (0.0093)

Rajasthan 0.0080 -0.0415* 0.0619*** -0.0638*** Mobility -0.0276*** -0.0126**
(0.0200) (0.0237) (0.0200) (0.0168) (0.0088) (0.0060)

Sikkim -0.0153 0.0198 -0.0363 0.0050 Earn Cash -0.0188 -0.0217**
(0.0342) (0.0437) (0.0438) (0.0393) (0.0117) (0.0093)

Tamil Nadu -0.0728*** -0.0351** -0.1831*** -0.1199*** Dom. Vio. Acc. 0.0007 0.0112*
(0.0193) (0.0148) (0.0122) (0.0120) (0.0075) (0.0060)

Tripura -0.0611 0.0083 -0.0071 -0.0081 Dom. Vio. Acc.: DK 0.0028 -0.0012
(0.0421) (0.0374) (0.0354) (0.0367) (0.0190) (0.0272)

Uttaranchal -0.0330 -0.0283 0.0027 -0.0810*** Promiscuous 0.0372*** 0.0240***
(0.0226) (0.0246) (0.0265) (0.0228) (0.0104) (0.0084)

West Bengal -0.0525** 0.0193 -0.0770*** -0.0138 Promiscuous DK 0.0136 0.0173*
(0.0254) (0.0229) (0.0193) (0.0191) (0.0091) (0.0105)

Acc. Beat Wife 0.0393*** 0.0272***
(0.0071) (0.0062)

Constant -0.0276 0.1645*** 0.1057*** -0.0605*
(0.0298) (0.0298) (0.0196) (0.0345)

Observations 27,518 25,027 33,423 32,768

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.
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Table R.3: OLS: Determinants of Stated Son Preference: Men vs Women: Omitting the Variable Sex-ratio

Women Men Women Men

Andhra Pradesh -0.0323*** -0.0193*** Rural 0.0039* 0.0054***
(0.0028) (0.0031) (0.0020) (0.0020)

Arunachal Pradesh -0.0063 0.0092 Cattle 0.0027 0.0055***
(0.0089) (0.0085) (0.0017) (0.0018)

Assam -0.0088 -0.0201*** Land 0.0028 0.0023
(0.0063) (0.0052) (0.0017) (0.0017)

Bihar 0.0098 0.0298*** Christian -0.0150*** -0.0126***
(0.0060) (0.0077) (0.0037) (0.0039)

Chhattisgarh 0.0054 -0.0083 Muslim 0.0023 0.0067**
(0.0056) (0.0052) (0.0023) (0.0026)

Delhi -0.0167*** -0.0152*** Other Religion 0.0008 -0.0043
(0.0050) (0.0043) (0.0040) (0.0038)

Goa -0.0141** -0.0197*** Scheduled Caste 0.0061*** 0.0042*
(0.0060) (0.0063) (0.0022) (0.0023)

Gujarat 0.0121* 0.0008 Scheduled Tribe 0.0015 -0.0001
(0.0069) (0.0055) (0.0031) (0.0031)

Haryana 0.0127** -0.0030 Backward Caste 0.0023 -0.0001
(0.0062) (0.0056) (0.0019) (0.0019)

Himachal Pradesh -0.0227*** -0.0232*** Don’t Know Caste 0.0041 0.0062
(0.0063) (0.0051) (0.0049) (0.0047)

Jammu & Kashmir -0.0039 -0.0083 Education (in Years) -0.0019*** -0.0007***
(0.0074) (0.0065) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Jharkhand -0.0107* -0.0063 Access to Media -0.0070*** -0.0062***
(0.0060) (0.0052) (0.0019) (0.0021)

Karnataka -0.0367*** -0.0241*** Age (in Years) 0.0004*** 0.0007***
(0.0036) (0.0036) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Kerala -0.0375*** -0.0255*** Blue Collar Job -0.0005 0.0065
(0.0051) (0.0058) (0.0022) (0.0058)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0006 0.0037 White Collar Job 0.0043 0.0075
(0.0040) (0.0040) (0.0030) (0.0058)

Maharashtra -0.0121*** -0.0105*** Wealth Quintile: Poorest 0.0085*** 0.0059**
(0.0031) (0.0031) (0.0027) (0.0028)

Manipur 0.0030 0.0159*** Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0054** 0.0031
(0.0042) (0.0042) (0.0022) (0.0024)

Meghalaya -0.0588*** -0.0432*** Wealth Quintile: Richer -0.0035* -0.0050**
(0.0136) (0.0111) (0.0020) (0.0021)

Mizoram -0.0315*** 0.0000 Wealth Quintile: Richest -0.0047* -0.0104***
(0.0087) (0.0101) (0.0026) (0.0025)

Nagaland -0.0198*** -0.0118** Number of Children Desired 0.0019** 0.0064***
(0.0050) (0.0049) (0.0008) (0.0010)

Orissa -0.0071 0.0007 Nuclear -0.0024* -0.0010
(0.0055) (0.0050) (0.0014) (0.0014)

Punjab 0.0142** -0.0026 Mobility -0.0034**
(0.0072) (0.0062) (0.0015)

Rajasthan 0.0136*** -0.0145*** Earn Cash -0.0051**
(0.0051) (0.0043) (0.0023)

Sikkim -0.0083 -0.0024 Domestic Violence Acceptable 0.0031**
(0.0105) (0.0105) (0.0015)

Tamil Nadu -0.0451*** -0.0302*** Dom. Vio. Acceptable: Don’t Know -0.0024
(0.0035) (0.0033) (0.0068)

Tripura -0.0067 -0.0059 Promiscuous 0.0058***
(0.0080) (0.0096) (0.0021)

Uttaranchal -0.0020 -0.0183*** Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.0039
(0.0070) (0.0065) (0.0025)

West Bengal -0.0193*** -0.0031 Acceptable to Beat Wife 0.0066***
(0.0053) (0.0060) (0.0016)

Constant 0.5480*** 0.5081***
(0.0046) (0.0077)

T-test Financial 5.80*** 11.44***
(0.0006) (0.0000)

T-test Non-financial 4.04*** 3.74
(0.0002) (0.0005)

Observations 36,664 35,933
R-squared 0.0486 0.0359

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05
and *p-value<0.10. For the t-test, p-values are presented in parenthesis.
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Table R.4: OLS: Determinants of Stated Son Preference: Men vs Women: Sample Restricted 
to Women Less than 30 Years Old and Men Less than 35 Years Old

Women Men Women Men

Andhra Pradesh -0.0332*** -0.0204*** Rural 0.0063** 0.0045
(0.0039) (0.0044) (0.0030) (0.0031)

Arunachal Pradesh -0.0128 0.0099 Cattle 0.0038 0.0035
(0.0108) (0.0103) (0.0026) (0.0027)

Assam -0.0100 -0.0235*** Land 0.0007 0.0006
(0.0076) (0.0085) (0.0026) (0.0027)

Bihar 0.0076 0.0339*** Christian -0.0126** -0.0132**
(0.0092) (0.0108) (0.0053) (0.0060)

Chhattisgarh 0.0037 -0.0057 Muslim 0.0036 0.0077**
(0.0072) (0.0069) (0.0031) (0.0036)

Delhi -0.0223** -0.0085 Other Religion 0.0071 -0.0021
(0.0087) (0.0070) (0.0066) (0.0067)

Goa -0.0007 -0.0270** Scheduled Caste 0.0059* 0.0060*
(0.0112) (0.0129) (0.0034) (0.0035)

Gujarat 0.0211** 0.0015 Scheduled Tribe 0.0024 0.0041
(0.0100) (0.0083) (0.0047) (0.0046)

Haryana 0.0033 -0.0139* Backward Caste 0.0016 0.0022
(0.0101) (0.0074) (0.0029) (0.0029)

Himachal Pradesh -0.0292** -0.0189 Don’t Know Caste 0.0026 0.0051
(0.0133) (0.0117) (0.0075) (0.0073)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0008 0.0032 Education (in Years) -0.0019*** -0.0009***
(0.0127) (0.0115) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Jharkhand -0.0081 -0.0005 Access to Media -0.0069** -0.0044
(0.0080) (0.0086) (0.0028) (0.0030)

Karnataka -0.0336*** -0.0164*** Age (in Years) 0.0002 0.0009***
(0.0052) (0.0056) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Kerala -0.0457*** -0.0274*** Blue Collar Job 0.0024 0.0142
(0.0091) (0.0101) (0.0034) (0.0119)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0025 -0.0039 White Collar Job 0.0012 0.0113
(0.0061) (0.0058) (0.0055) (0.0119)

Maharashtra -0.0135*** -0.0142*** Wealth Quintile: Poorest 0.0108*** 0.0040
(0.0045) (0.0043) (0.0039) (0.0042)

Manipur -0.0001 0.0164*** Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0059* -0.0011
(0.0063) (0.0063) (0.0031) (0.0037)

Meghalaya -0.0573*** -0.0576*** Wealth Quintile: Richer -0.0011 -0.0040
(0.0157) (0.0174) (0.0031) (0.0032)

Mizoram -0.0299** -0.0090 Wealth Quintile: Richest -0.0008 -0.0060
(0.0126) (0.0157) (0.0041) (0.0040)

Nagaland -0.0154** -0.0135* Number of Children Desired 0.0036*** 0.0108***
(0.0065) (0.0077) (0.0013) (0.0018)

Orissa -0.0034 0.0016 Nuclear -0.0041* -0.0017
(0.0081) (0.0086) (0.0022) (0.0023)

Punjab 0.0273** 0.0050 Sex Ratio 0.0470*** 0.0474***
(0.0128) (0.0090) (0.0031) (0.0032)

Rajasthan 0.0169** -0.0140** Mobility -0.0056**
(0.0071) (0.0063) (0.0024)

Sikkim -0.0151 0.0112 Earn Cash -0.0058
(0.0162) (0.0130) (0.0038)

Tamil Nadu -0.0436*** -0.0278*** Domestic Violence Acceptable 0.0028
(0.0053) (0.0048) (0.0022)

Tripura -0.0002 0.0056 Dom. Vio. Acceptable: Don’t Know 0.0061
(0.0122) (0.0166) (0.0096)

Uttaranchal 0.0043 -0.0258** Promiscuous 0.0057*
(0.0110) (0.0102) (0.0032)

West Bengal -0.0274*** -0.0052 Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.0064
(0.0071) (0.0076) (0.0041)

Acceptable to Beat Wife 0.0049**
(0.0024)

Constant 0.5240*** 0.4634***
(0.0090) (0.0162)

T-test Financial 3.55** 2.23*
(0.0138) (0.0828)

T-test Non-financial 1.83* 1.71
(0.0764) (0.1030)

Observations 14,911 13,794
R-squared 0.0681 0.0532

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05
and *p-value<0.10. T-test financial includes the variables: rural, cattle and land while the t-test non-financial includes
the variables: Christian, Muslim, other religion, scheduled caste, scheduled tribe, backward caste and don’t know
caste. For the t-test, p-values are presented in parenthesis.
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Table R.5: SUREG: Determinants of Women’s and Men’s Stated Son Preference: Omitting the Variable Sex-ratio

Women Men Women Men

Spouse’s Stated Son Preference 0.1872 0.2245*** Rural 0.0035 0.0044**
(0.1199) (0.0870) (0.0023) (0.0021)

Andhra Pradesh -0.0288*** -0.0112** Cattle 0.0018 0.0047**
(0.0033) (0.0044) (0.0019) (0.0019)

Arunachal Pradesh -0.0097 0.0140 Land 0.0020 0.0013
(0.0088) (0.0087) (0.0018) (0.0018)

Assam -0.0057 -0.0150*** Christian -0.0141*** -0.0083*
(0.0065) (0.0052) (0.0041) (0.0043)

bihar 0.0038 0.0269*** Muslim 0.0008 0.0054**
(0.0072) (0.0076) (0.0025) (0.0027)

Chhattisgarh 0.0055 -0.0090* Other Religion 0.0011 -0.0035
(0.0054) (0.0049) (0.0041) (0.0039)

Delhi -0.0135** -0.0114*** Scheduled Caste 0.0056** 0.0024
(0.0054) (0.0044) (0.0024) (0.0025)

Goa -0.0102 -0.0176*** Scheduled Tribe 0.0018 -0.0007
(0.0068) (0.0068) (0.0032) (0.0032)

Gujarat 0.0136* -0.0003 Backward Caste 0.0028 -0.0012
(0.0076) (0.0059) (0.0019) (0.0019)

Haryana 0.0140** -0.0059 Don’t Know Caste 0.0030 0.0034
(0.0063) (0.0063) (0.0053) (0.0051)

Himachal Pradesh -0.0185*** -0.0177*** Education (in Years) -0.0017*** -0.0005***
(0.0066) (0.0055) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Jammu & Kashmir -0.0013 -0.0069 Access to Media -0.0070*** -0.0060***
(0.0073) (0.0065) (0.0019) (0.0020)

Jharkhand -0.0097 -0.0034 Age (in Years) 0.0003** 0.0006***
(0.0065) (0.0057) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Karnataka -0.0333*** -0.0141*** Blue Collar Job -0.0014 0.0063
(0.0042) (0.0053) (0.0023) (0.0055)

Kerala -0.0337*** -0.0145** White Collar Job 0.0032 0.0078
(0.0058) (0.0073) (0.0029) (0.0056)

Madhya Pradesh -0.0000 0.0037 Wealth Quintile: Poorest 0.0071** 0.0033
(0.0041) (0.0041) (0.0030) (0.0030)

Maharashtra -0.0105*** -0.0073** Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0051** 0.0012
(0.0033) (0.0034) (0.0024) (0.0024)

Manipur -0.0002 0.0168*** Wealth Quintile: Richer -0.0025 -0.0038*
(0.0049) (0.0042) (0.0022) (0.0022)

Meghalaya -0.0560*** -0.0165 Wealth Quintile: Richest -0.0028 -0.0075***
(0.0136) (0.0123) (0.0029) (0.0027)

Mizoram -0.0305*** 0.0074 Number of Children Desired 0.0014 0.0055***
(0.0096) (0.0108) (0.0011) (0.0011)

Nagaland -0.0178*** -0.0076 Nuclear -0.0025* -0.0002
(0.0051) (0.0054) (0.0014) (0.0015)

Orissa -0.0076 0.0028 Sex Ratio
(0.0055) (0.0048)

Punjab 0.0124* -0.0040 Mobility -0.0032**
(0.0068) (0.0064) (0.0015)

Rajasthan 0.0155*** -0.0178*** Earn Cash -0.0045*
(0.0053) (0.0046) (0.0023)

Sikkim -0.0070 -0.0023 Domestic Violence Acceptable 0.0028*
(0.0098) (0.0106) (0.0015)

Tamil Nadu -0.0400*** -0.0190*** Domestic Violence Acceptable: Don’t Know -0.0005
(0.0048) (0.0060) (0.0069)

Tripura -0.0041 -0.0035 Promiscuous 0.0061***
(0.0085) (0.0099) (0.0020)

Uttaranchal 0.0004 -0.0178*** Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.0046*
(0.0079) (0.0068) (0.0025)

West Bengal -0.0190*** 0.0005 Acceptable to Beat Wife 0.0063***
(0.0056) (0.0061) (0.0015)

Constant 0.4501*** 0.3887***
(0.0625) (0.0468)

Observations 35,057 35,057
R-squared 0.0441 0.0204

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.

42



Table R.6: SUREG: Determinants of Women’s and Men’s Stated Son Preference: Sample Restricted to Women Less than 30 Years Old and
Men Less than 35 Years Old

Women Men Women Men

Spouse’s Stated Son Preference 0.2805 0.3049** Rural 0.0064* 0.0036
(0.2284) (0.1425) (0.0037) (0.0037)

Andhra Pradesh -0.0330*** -0.0072 Cattle 0.0037 0.0003
(0.0055) (0.0075) (0.0029) (0.0031)

Arunachal Pradesh -0.0228* 0.0209* Land -0.0012 0.0020
(0.0138) (0.0113) (0.0031) (0.0032)

Assam -0.0028 -0.0126 Christian -0.0125* -0.0082
(0.0096) (0.0092) (0.0073) (0.0069)

bihar -0.0076 0.0319*** Muslim 0.0003 0.0057
(0.0125) (0.0119) (0.0041) (0.0040)

Chhattisgarh 0.0065 -0.0060 Other Religion 0.0083 -0.0009
(0.0076) (0.0071) (0.0081) (0.0077)

Delhi -0.0217** -0.0013 Scheduled Caste 0.0018 0.0038
(0.0096) (0.0086) (0.0042) (0.0042)

Goa 0.0161 -0.0224* Scheduled Tribe 0.0000 0.0050
(0.0145) (0.0126) (0.0055) (0.0052)

Gujarat 0.0241* -0.0032 Backward Caste -0.0004 0.0012
(0.0124) (0.0103) (0.0035) (0.0034)

Haryana 0.0132 -0.0181* Don’t Know Caste -0.0100 -0.0024
(0.0117) (0.0101) (0.0087) (0.0081)

Himachal Pradesh -0.0199 -0.0153 Education (in Years) -0.0018*** -0.0006*
(0.0167) (0.0141) (0.0004) (0.0003)

Jammu & Kashmir 0.0064 0.0112 Access to Media -0.0066** -0.0038
(0.0163) (0.0145) (0.0030) (0.0033)

Jharkhand -0.0097 0.0039 Age (in Years) -0.0000 0.0008*
(0.0089) (0.0099) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Karnataka -0.0271*** -0.0059 Blue Collar Job 0.0003 0.0196
(0.0066) (0.0078) (0.0036) (0.0124)

Kerala -0.0389*** -0.0069 White Collar Job 0.0004 0.0179
(0.0114) (0.0146) (0.0059) (0.0125)

Madhya Pradesh 0.0032 -0.0045 Wealth Quintile: Poorest 0.0088* -0.0010
(0.0064) (0.0062) (0.0045) (0.0050)

Maharashtra -0.0134** -0.0100* Wealth Quintile: Poorer 0.0058 -0.0050
(0.0061) (0.0054) (0.0037) (0.0042)

Manipur -0.0037 0.0169** Wealth Quintile: Richer 0.0018 -0.0028
(0.0091) (0.0074) (0.0036) (0.0037)

Meghalaya -0.0409* -0.0332* Wealth Quintile: Richest 0.0013 -0.0018
(0.0224) (0.0188) (0.0048) (0.0049)

Mizoram -0.0228 0.0055 Number of Children Desired 0.0016 0.0087***
(0.0159) (0.0199) (0.0032) (0.0021)

Nagaland -0.0093 -0.0076 Nuclear -0.0057** 0.0008
(0.0078) (0.0084) (0.0026) (0.0028)

Orissa -0.0066 0.0039 Sex Ratio 0.0306*** 0.0327***
(0.0100) (0.0093) (0.0108) (0.0072)

Punjab 0.0205 -0.0049 Mobility -0.0067**
(0.0126) (0.0113) (0.0028)

Rajasthan 0.0196** -0.0187** Earn Cash -0.0023
(0.0079) (0.0075) (0.0042)

Sikkim -0.0252 0.0152 Domestic Violence Acceptable 0.0032
(0.0176) (0.0156) (0.0024)

Tamil Nadu -0.0374*** -0.0127 Domestic Violence Acceptable: Don’t Know 0.0054
(0.0083) (0.0091) (0.0107)

Tripura -0.0106 0.0166 Promiscuous 0.0056*
(0.0188) (0.0186) (0.0033)

Uttaranchal -0.0037 -0.0235** Promiscuous Don’t Know 0.0044
(0.0125) (0.0106) (0.0043)

West Bengal -0.0274*** 0.0028 Acceptable to Beat Wife 0.0044*
(0.0088) (0.0099) (0.0024)

Constant 0.3907*** 0.3018***
(0.1123) (0.0742)

Observations 11,636 11,636
R-squared 0.0416 0.0080

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.
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Table R.7: SUREG: Influence of Partner’s Stated Son
Preference: Sample Restricted to Women Less than 30

Years Old and Men Less than 35 Years Old

Women Men Obs.

Years Since Marriage
≤2 1.1616** 0.2943 1,536

(0.4785) (0.3109)
3-5 1.2852*** 0.4317* 3,209

(0.4628) (0.2537)
≥6 -0.0071 0.1264 6,891

(0.2557) (0.1482)

Notes: Each model is estimated separately. All con-
trol variables included in Table 3 are also included
in those models but, for brevity, are not presented.
Full results are available on request. Standard er-
rors are adjusted for cluster at the primary sampling
unit level. ***, p-value<0.01, **p-value<0.05 and
*p-value<0.10.

Table R.8: Probit: Gender of the Last Child: Influence of
Parents’ Stated Son Preference

Male Male

(2004-2006)
Bont Parents Prefer Sons 0.2081*** 0.2098***

(0.0402) (0.0593)
Mother Only Prefers Sons 0.1458*** 0.0852

(0.0349) (0.0524)
Father Only Prefers Sons 0.1789*** 0.1564***

(0.0337) (0.0502)
Cons. 0.0530*** 0.0415*

(0.0147) (0.0219)

Observation 11,793 5,227
Pseudo R-squared 0.0033 0.0026

Notes: Standard errors are adjusted for cluster at
the primary sampling unit level. ***, p-value<0.01,
**p-value<0.05 and *p-value<0.10.
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