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Abstract This cha
te: i
ductian sre Shapedpbyr :j;?;gzsi\vags that household-level decisicns ahout
and impaverishmen and resources, political di ut repro-
a i o isco ;
econamic SlmtegiCS.LT]?::chngg perceptions of children’s lféfi";yoftloplopulaugn
of China’s Tibet Auta ch centers on three villages i ; ong-term
) nomous Regio i ges in Shigatse Prefi
demographic data gion and is based on I ecture
’ gathered through a cambination of longitudi
about social. econemi gh surveys and in-depth i ) gitudinal
ut social, ic, and political f ) pth interviews with
family size. The firs political faclors that infl hei parents
. : rst part of the ch : uenced their decisio P,
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holdings, The sec that led io a sh .. ounts of
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. jlity decline in : ments the timing and :
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3.1 Introduction 1.2 Landholdin
gs and th i .
of Fertility e Proximate Determinants

Academic inquiries into the relationship petween land, fertility, and population
growth have 8 long tlllisu]){ry. TWDDCETHLJ'riBS agc:;, t’f‘homas li\_flaithu; (;98?“[18{0;]:;9331 Research an the relationship bet
eclks on population o arase fisst and foremost 11G a W ; .
population gf 8 5 hypotheses: the land-security hypoi{::s]iznadzotlsiqg and fertility has centered on two
nd the land-labor demand h i
ypothesis, The

hypothesizcd that ¢
sinsufficiency o_f su‘l‘)sistencc,,"and implied a direct Te\aﬁonship. bcu'.vean fertili-ty Iand-security hypothesis predi -
and land by stating, Plenty of rich land, t0 be had for little or nothing, 15 80 powerful tevel of predicts an inverse relationshi -
) it evel of confidence that peopl . nship between fertili
a cause of population as generally (0 gvercome all obstacles. Fertility entered the \and. Contrasy fo th peop F'hmfc in their long-term ability to tYﬁl.nt:l the
equation either 25 2 siatic variable in societies where population is regulated by having children (N e proposition that old-age security is a mo??\?es-s agricultural
“positive checks” (1.6 via mortality) or as a fluctuating variable in societies where i ldren (and consu-ge“[ 1985), the land-security hypothesis posits ;lmg factor for
papulation is regulnted by “preventive checks” that operase through changes in the declines for those ifl;;r;ltilx the demand for children) as a form of ;g;g? value of
e secure access to land (Cai security
ain 1985; Jensen 1990). B
. Hor

example, in a Nigeri i
xample. 10 Su;%:gr;alzoseiuﬂg whlere written land deeds are rare, havi
o Tty 5 vl ¢ sa e ¢laims to land (Renne 1995) whic:h i 1“{% :
T ol the Ecundor © insecure land tenure. A more recent stud 'lmphes u?m
ian Amazon also found evidence to support t})lleull; frt?lnmr
pothesis:

frequency and timing of marriage.
A more contemporary debate emerged in the 1980s when scholars pnstulaled

the existence of a direct and discernible relationship between landholdings and
s et al. 1986). The

1986; Schujter and Stolkes 1984; Stoke

fertility (Cain 1983,
debate centered on the roles that landholding size and land tenure gecurity play in women living i
. i 3 n liv .

seproductive decision-making. Since {hat debate was waged, however high fertility than wgmellzl i\!;?nhc;ﬁsshoids with It?gal land titles had considerably f :

is rapidly becoming @ relic of the past as people gain access 10 reliable means The land-laho? demoussholds th.om legal land titles (Carr eta% gg;é children

for birth‘contml. Nowndays,‘a more pertinert c!uestiar.s .seems in nrfler: How do 3 affects the demand far lf:lléorhye]clnhcms posits that the size of ene"; Eanz!'h Idi

landhotdings and |and tenure influence reproductive decision-making 18 the context ¢ reproduction. TF his hypnth’ W fhlgan be satisfied at the household level th?- ln}%

. esis holds true, then landholding si aug

! ing size is an important

determinant of fertilit i
vy (Schujter and Stol
attempts to test th - okes 1984; Stokes et al.
studies found a :01::23 labor demand hypothesis produced mixedl 2;3856 )i However,
(summarized in Netti e correlation between landholdings and ho o SevF:ral
ancl Shorl 1083: SChL?i rlgx?s !Sfig];?)l.gl:;ztween landholdings and fertlilisif}}/l {H\ljluzlzles
first-birth timi tes : Schujter et al. 1983 o
Hoslter 2007)1?5’_&&?((:1;}16 proportion of land under agﬁcu!tura)l‘ EE: {(3(\;1“ b'ﬂlwecn
that any statistical assolg- (1983: 12-13) challenged the hypothesis b i e
" inrelation to fertilit aton bBEWBen landholdings and fertili ' pD!ntmg. out
T that rely exc]usiv;y-remed motivations, which can be difﬁculgon;'iEISt be explained
: y on survey data 4 iscern in studies
- endeniable bearin y . Also, because instifuti )
' g on the relationship b ifutional factors have an
‘size of a farmer's o i ip between landholdin ili
ndholding can A gs and fertility, the men
outcome. Other fact not be a relisble predict ¢
ors demand . . predictor of a reproduct
f land tenure ; consideration, inchudi e
- . mechanisms of S ing the terms and securit
mily members t ! praperty right enforcement, a cooir
argiied that a po ;gfﬂri? !tr} nor}llfarm labor (Cain 1985, 198'6} rgaﬁf nggg”ﬁ“ o
1l be spurious ationship between landholdi ' ips thereby
. ous or an “unintended by- ngs and fertility could ver
poclLa;ed with landholding status.” y-product of other behavioral patterns that nri
Jther research indicat .
Hfertility ma es that the causal relationship be
- t 8 i
hnson (1993) s}.’upm::rt1 c;fmm land scarcity rather thulr? abu‘ﬁin lndholdings
cheider 19715[[1;; ft111s position by citing a study from hirslfcii C1lay e
da powerful incentisu?dlpeguemh_mg equal parcels of land to anc}lj'liznce
United States (Bagte 1? o limit marital fertility, and a study of fronti i
. rlin et al. 1978) where fertility declined when izl;:fcg@ns
reasing

of a fertility decline?
This chapter addresses the above question by examining a recent and rapid

demographic transition that aceurred in rurat Tihet,! From the mid-1980s 10 2000,
the total fertility cate? fell from six births per woman 1 the replacement level
of two births per woman (Childs et al. 2005). The rransition occurred at a ime
when population growth and land losses wele eroding per capits tandholdings,
{empting the conclusion that people were modilying their repreductive behavior
in an effort 0 maintain a balance between family size and landholdings. However,
such an explanation is complicated by the fact that the fertility decline coincided
with three societal-level transformations in rural Tibet: the repiacement of rural
communes with a land tenure system whereby households became the primary units
of preduction, the implementation of China’s birth control policy, and 2 campaign
1o rapidly develop Tibet. The purpose of this chapter is to explare the retationship
petween land and fertility in a more inclusive context of social, patitical, and

economic factoss that influence reproductive decision-making.

1n this chapter, Tibet refers exclusively to China's Tibet Aulonomous Region, :
e total festility e 153 synthetic cohort estimate of the average number of children who WOMF‘
be born Lo each woman in v poputation if currant pge-specific fertility rates remain constant. L%

f childbearing used by demographers. ;

ane of the most widely used baromelers 0
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rmed land abundance into scarcity. In 8 more recent

population density transfo
¢2009) found that rural Kenyans consigered children

study, Shrefiler and Dodoo
beneficial when landholdings were large, but large families became undesirable as
People responded

the population grew. and land was parceled through inheritance.
by using contraception ta limit reproduction and hy seeking new educational and
off-farm employment opportunities for children.

Although Netting and colleagues did not directly engage the land-taber demand
tand usage, and

hypothesis, their research on household size, population density,
labor demands is relevant. Neuing (1993: 87) used comparative evidence to
conclude that, “gmallholders gverywhere strike some kind of economic balance
between household members and land size,” noting that the way land is used has
demographic consequences. Drawing on Boserup's thesis that population increase
can impel iechnotogical change, Netting argued that agricultural intensification
requires Tising labor input, For Netting (1965, 1993) the relationship befween
Jandhaldings and household size was mediated through the demand for and guality
of labor, Specificaily, ot the densely populated Jos Plateau, Kofyar nousehold sizes
were small, in part because of diminishing returns achieved by adding people
to the household’s labor force. In contrast, honseholds were larger in a sparsely
populated frontier region where production was limited by labor rather than land
(Netting 1968). Household sizes increased as more Bme glapsed since sertling the
froptier, increases that did aot necessarily result from rising fertility but from adding
new members through polygynous marriages and forming stem rather than nuclear
households (Metling &t al. 1089; Stone el al. 1684). In hoth the Kofyar sesearch and
Netting’s analysis of smaitholders, 1andholdings have a SONS and predictable affect
~on nhousehold size when (hat relationship is mediated principally by jabor demands.
Both fertility and household norms change quickly when the marginal utility of
adding househald workers changes.

Much of the landholding and fertility debate has been waged in the ahsence
of theories developed 10 explain peoples’ motivations for having children (one
exception is Carr el al. 2006). In particular, the land-labor demand hypothesis
reflects Easterlin and Crimmins' (1985} suppiy-demand

a that considers three variubles: the demand for childres, the supply
demand for children

and cost of living.

decision-makin
of children, and the costs of regulaling reproduction. The
is influenced by 2 family's income, consumer preferences,
Meanwhile, the supply of children un
the proximate determinants of fertility (see pelow),
mortatity. The motivation 10 regulate fertility derives

(1961: B1) as viertility whic
aphers generally pnderstar
r exarapl
jilud

3the concept of natural fertility was initialty defined by 1.ouis Henry
exists or has existed 1 the absence of deliberate birth control.” Demogn
naweral fertility 0 jmply that couples can influence 1he number of children born, fo
\hrough periadic ahstinenee and other cultural measures that affect spacing between brirths,
marriage, and norms of widow anid divorcee remarringe, but that any such action 8 independe
of the number of children clready horn and therefore not meant 1o control 1he witimete aumber

children born.

model of repraduclive ;

der natural fentility? conditions is shaped by
as well as infant and childhood
from the balance between 2
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supply and demand. If d
. emand exceeds vati
exceeds demand, motivation i supply, motivation is absent; i
volves social cos tsfltl(\;a;mﬁhls present. Finally, the cost of regSFaIzitﬁ;ffse?tli)Fiy
. s (e.g., the acceptabilit ing bi 1y
eco’:}t?mlc C.G]S ts (availability and afforgability); of using birth control) as el a5
e social cost of fertilit i )
. y regulation vari i
nextand is related 1 tion varies considerably from i
agendas that may ISEC:iE[t}:lml and rellgiqus perspectives on girlh co?ll;?:fgc:ty E‘D‘me
rough ideational Changezrtgr[o— gr anti-natalist. The cost is not static; [ilt Cp olitical
' ! al Dnginﬂlﬂ Wilh. B ) ah \v'ﬂ.ry
to another. Accord ) 1 8 Soclety or spr i
decline is the diff:;:;%;o Clleland ﬂ“‘.j Wilson (1987), a major gefjr?wf‘mm o set'upg
coaroduction. Althou E Uhl" new attitudes about, and technologies lfﬂam of fertility
occurred during the e% 1t eir findings focused mainly on ide;donalljr‘hcommumg
sate like China idea['r Y'Phase of fertility transition in Europe, in a changes hat
) ional changes can disseminate very quici{ly EhCGntehmporary
rough official

policies that are designed to
M chan i i
B ety rogelation ge the social and ecanomie costs of childbearing

Caldwell’s (1982) wealth flow h -
factors with those highlighting i ypOthems links theories em - .
toward the value o}gfl?illﬁ};:ti;d:g::grf | changes. According té) gﬁ?gjfiﬁ?&ﬁ?
availability of : in assgciation with risi ’
in their Dgﬁpriie;%:: ucation, fucors ha prompt parents et e hoare
goed economic sense. Howeve 01;”5 from children to parents, large familieswliiy
invest mare heavily in childre r, when a wealth flow inversion occurs so that ronts
coniral fertility. The motivati n and can expect fewer returns, 8 motivation parents
parents value the social and 1on 15 thlerefore related to an ideational shift i arises Lo
_ The most effective 2:01 efcc:):n:;:n ;C f_oles of their children. iftin the way
- of fertility mode alyzing fertility is the proxi :
and Blalg (19561) (pBoDiEfz:)aif:S Snd Potter 1983; DPavis andelalgullB:SS;t;rmanﬂnltS
‘religion affect fertility lhrc;u ;Ckgrouﬂd Yﬂi‘iab[es such as wealth ed;.lca:i N
3 i,nhl[o three categories: factors sffeihtfn; reD:l;Emm determinants, which they ?ggéfpr
#bles,” e.g., a . SUFe to intercou s |
coital freﬁﬂcnﬁj’)‘:ltf;cnt:fs l:ftfc; Sﬁ"xua] unions, voluntary and ir:iiﬂ(u:l[:;:;c;lfsrts' nence,
“-&.2., lactational amenorrhea cting exposure to conception (“conception varim;m%:
2ad successful parturition - of contraception), and factors affectin W
To illustrate how backgrou( dgest'f}tiun variables,” e.g., miscarriage ;mdg iﬁSLi}tlon
ibx? sider the oft-repeated a;ho\rlizri:-?l‘:ﬂ:e;uwnék through the proximate det;n?irxf:&[g
nger and subsequently attempli cation reduces fertility.” Staying i .
arringe (an & ; pling to establish a career g in school
ore “CCE(SS mﬁz?summa;znmm?“fse variable), and litﬁii;ef:a;vor?:\?‘ém e
driable). Education per s on birth control methods (an exposure Fo ide them
Ve fewer children; few e (the background variable) does nat cenception
age., i fewer children result from delayed marriage acna;:lLISE women ko
contraceptive

teure 3.1 illus

' trates the 3 ;

ables ta ferj analytical model :

: tilit; we use for linki -

E.are the lang lf,f;'j“m’“‘s. The background variables w:an]t\";nci bﬂckgroun.d

hina's birth cﬂmrof SYi}am, landholdings, household-level ial:sormél1 n i

_ policy. These variables present people with emanes.
4 range
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Background Incentives & Proximate Fertility
Variable Maotivations Determinonts Oulcome
i
Fig. 3.1 Linking packground variables with fertility oulcOmes

of incentives, motivations, and desires, which lead to actions that shape fartility
outcomes via the proximate determinants of fertility. Figuré 3.1 should not be
interpreted 0s @ deterministic model aof how specific background varinbles invariably
lead to specific actions and outcomes. Althougha packground variable can constrain

people’s opiions and provide them with certain incentives, one milst REVer ignore the
lows different people to make different choices when presamcd with

apency that a

similar circumsiances. Wwith this important caveat in mind, the model is designed
1o represent what happens when background varinble influgnces & significant
proportion of a population to select a specific course of action that, in the aggregate,

has a discernible effect on fertility.

3.3 Data and Methods

we conducted four stints of feldwork for a total of 9 months

Tibet's Shigatse Prefecture (© investigate the impact of mod-
4 The three villages, while not selected
g between

From 2006 1o 2009
in three villages in
ernization on Taral families and the elderly.
to represent all of Tibet, lie within & major agricultural corridor runnin
Tipet's two largest cities; Lhasa and Shigatse. This comridor contains abont 30%
of Tibet's population. Sogang, the least affected by development, 5 located in
Panam County in the upper part of a tributary Tiver valley, while Norgyong,

intermediate site, i situated below Sogang ©
s located only 10 km from Shigatse City and was included in th

a1 wealthy farming village that is more
and government development prOZIams. Despite these sconomic differences,
three villages are geographically close, within & two-hour drive of one another, i

are part of the same Tibetan subethnic cultural and linguistic 20ne-

The demography presented in this chapter combines a previous an

data from Goldstein and Benll’s 1997-1998 study of rural Tibet with

4This NSF—sponsorcd research project (#0527500) was conducted in collgboril

Academy of Social Sciences in Lhasa.

the

q the main river. Belsag, the third site,
e study 10 reprosent

heavily affected by mechanized pgriculture
the

alysis of survey
the anabysis

ion witiL the Tibe
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5 1 h LR

of data from Goldstei
tein and Childs' 20
and Betsag village 2006 household survey of S
designed to estirﬁaft; Z;Z ‘;;Zéh ? c?vn-;:hildmn method, & reﬁ‘,’erSfi-gff\?i%ﬁg;ﬁyPng'
i - -specific fertility rates o nigue
o %:’ramz:lc d data on reproduction (Cho Ettyai 198‘?;1 total fertility rates in the absence
50 present deSCfipE‘iVE statisti y B
depth interviews lo ] atistics from surveys and -
5 : ualita .
4 ouicomes, Duﬁnhgc?nifht' on various factors that shape r[iprodutlc‘{?\’zi:;a f,l‘UU} in-
recently ceased doing so was with people who are currently havin ]?,t“’ﬂtlons
size, contraceptive {n=73), we asked a series of questions g children or
oliey. W also imeu's:;ige. reproductive decision-making, and mon ideal family
poticy was i mpleme:;fgv-e{i village leaders about how and when tl?ebb]'rm contre:
merged, we detail the ml; ;lhati ;.maal. thfore presenting the emic perspgctgvzznf;cl
. -level chan at
which " . ges that ha )
ch people make decisions that have demagraphic ::nss}ézped o CTronmentn
uences.

3.4 Land Tenure, Bir
. th C .
in Rural Tihét ontrol, and Economic Development

In this section, we i
, outline three tr i
hetas’ relati { : 4 ansformative policies th
hlouseholdS. th;@g?;ll?; w‘1th agricultural land and the wayal.lhl‘:yuvme CrryhﬂTIEEd run-nml
: : ribution of land o i th y and fo
e ont : lat n a per capita basi implem i
rol policy, and the initiation of a rnzlljsssive dllasx;elueml ‘ Bnmtﬂtlomn of
pment scheme. This

contextual information i
provides a backds i
hetween land and fertility in rural Tibat 0P for ATaIyZing the changing relationship

341
g Land Tenure and Per Capital Landholdings

Following a peri
ganized into F;or:;: uf;c;n éhhg 1960s to 1982, when Tibet's rural papulati
{Tibetan: genzang) Lhatt:r ina implemented the Household Res oll: ‘b!;l.rm s or
-hOHSEholds Colimein Eta{;sf;agroe% land tenure from village co!legtivzls tlolledS.y .S;em
‘bsis so that ever - 2003). The government alloc individual
[ ¥ person aliv ated land on a pe H
share regardles e at the date of decollectivizati per capita
: s of age, sex, social ollectivization received one
even members the , social status, or any other factor. A h equal
Ve reby received . A household consisti
sistin seven sh g
Tc'chn%cgfl;m;? members recejved three shart: s of land, whereas a household
old and is baiﬁﬁmmm land still belongs to the state, so it ca
s-has steadily Ero)t’I :lfgld adshﬂ 11(§>_rtg~ttarrn lease. In Our,msemhn E;S::: Zb;ugh;
dvernment's us andholdings both in absolute and i
through food: e of eminent domain for d per capita terms:
oodin evelopment i
: g and other forces of nature, ﬂndpthe nuf;?;iif;r;h ‘; hjsfst]?f
ase of the

an
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4.2 Bir, ]
3 Birth Control Policy and Implementation

Table 3.1 Diminishing per capita lantholdings

mu per Percent

mu per Percent
Village Year househald change capiia change China's i
Sogan 1982 12.7 2.5 ina's initial .
s 1997 118 -7 17 —32.0 designedamu;ldlfszh r-m“-’ﬂm birth control started in the 19705 wi _
2006 03 T2 13 ey (intervals between bp inciples of "later” (commencement of chil 5 “fr'[h 8 poliey
10822006 i 150 control had become irths), and “fewer” (total children) BC tlhdbEﬂflng),ul[)ﬂgEr"
Norgyong 1982 22.6 42 development and evual comerstone of the nation’s drive éo a);h’ ¢ loe .19705' birth
1907 20.0 75 28 _313 ovord 8 smaller oo v]e:cl'mto a massive effort to demogra h.le;/e raplfl econamiic
2006 163 —719.0 14 143 2008: Greenhal hP 13; au.on consisting of higher-quality ilz:;d]-ci} Iy engineer China
19522006 ~279 —42.9 conirol polic %h and Winckler 2005). Since the 1978 i ividuals (Greenhalgh
Betsag 1982 26.4 18 inele child y, lhe govemment technically has permitt aeohron of China's birth
23 a4 —105 iy ccm'd' lowever, in reality, a patchwork of i le' each couple to have a
itions (Gu et al. 2007). Ethnic minoriﬁzsl?iii (Elyi(ljjle‘;zd C::[Eﬁng o
ns have been

2006 258
gl, 2006 survey purtiaily or full
r fully exempt .
.; pt. On one hand, Tibet's population is a miniscule p
roportion

Sources: Goldstein et al. 1998 survey, Goldsiein et
of China's population, so allowi .
e (o births outnumbering deaths.® The first of these, eminent domain, it national population growth. &E‘:’;ggnﬂ'ibeﬁans a higher birth rate hardly affects
term land security. This is especially true in : antagonize potentially restless Tibetans I:f Bn];?" leaders in Beijing did not want to
ated large tracts of land for development Eonse'quem]y, Tibet's rural residents are gf§u°Jecung th.em to an unpopular polic
mall county seat of government into 'ut this h.as not.been swrictly enforced (Gdela-lly permitted to have three chi]drm}l’l
1and be laken tO construct streets, in the neighbering provinces of Qinghai amds tSe'ln et al. 2002). Most Tibetans livin '
gvernment and private usc. Villagers 2007; Schrempf 2008). ichuan can have only two (G et nig
are paid 7,100RMB (8950) for each mu® of appropriatedland, which many consider The government introduced the birth i .
inadeguate campensation. Similarly, Betsag lost some land to the expansion of 1980s. In Lhasa, the capital, Han cadrescnnu'ol policy to Tibet during the mid-
o thoroughfare connecting the region’s two urban arcas, Shigatse and Gyanise, employees of the government only two (G ‘132111(:} have only one child and Tibetan
whereas Sogang lost @ few fields 1o the construction of a health post and other for noncompliance included satary riecluct‘c| stein and Beall 1991). Stated penalties
government huildings. More significantly, Sogang was struck by a fload in 2002 12‘? residence cards for excess children 1gns‘ barriers to promotion, and withhold-
that rendered much land useless. Between 1982 and 2006, Retsag 105t 2 8% (71 mu}, (Goldstein et al. 2002). » but these were not vigorausly enforced
Norgyong 14.2% (350 mu), and Sogang 72195 {256 mu) of their agricultural land. thu{ﬂs ”T? Couqt:.'yside' the government begin i

Whereas development accounts for most of Norgyong's tand loss (93.6%). the birth mfal families are economically advanta em the 1980s to propagate the idea
majority of land lost in Sogang {84.9%) resulied from flooding. 20075) %rh rural women in 1984 but did notgs 0}15_ and announced a limit of three
Al the same dme when farmers were losing land, rural Tibet was undergoing C the ‘r'u;[ionzlcoull:lfy in our research area begﬂin;l-lzly Eanrce it (Goldstein et al.
the Muterna!pg;:r?g;fly in 1988 and started impler]rs:tii?;?;;e-mformmic’“ about
ce under the Bureau of Health, and thenioi'i? E;lvh)’ having
; ships’ health

a period of rapid population growth. From 1082 to 2006 Betsag's populﬂﬁon
ng's from 373 t0 853 (32.6%), and clini
ic : .
: SESsioi, grggaonjze campaigns o encourage people to have fi
v I . i i
nment representatives emphasized the s?gjfscglldren.Dunng these
essage that “fewer

increased from 586 to 712 (17.75k), Norgyo
shows the exent 10 which land
children e
: qual more wealth.” E
." BEvery household was requi
quired to send one wom
an of

Sogang's fTom 503 to 663 (24.6%). Table 3.1
productive gge to t
ge to the meelings, and th
' e task of ensuring attend
ance was delepated

Josses and population increase diminished landholdings. Sogang and Norgyong
were especially hard-hit: 48.0% and 4299 reductions in per capita landholdings
the local re; .
presentative of th ,
nd & representati e Women's Associati
1 \ ociation, .
ative had points deducted from their tal]yli?lﬁael}il;?s that failed to
ory comrmunity

respectively.
bar, which | ow
ineffect wasa s y paig

e e mall fine. At this early d ;

. v ! : ate of the campai

i ed eanue ompar?wd by birth control services. Mo avl'n'gh il
d tf 'llumation ED control their reproduction " Most villagers sl
: began to change duri i government started
ding agricns ge during the mid-1990

o s when the

ot HOHCy , nzu'lcllh pastn.ral communities. The official 199?30 eumm te1'1
- &p Tibet said, “In poor areas it is a comman situati: themﬂi
P n that ‘the

population du
heightens local concerns OVer long-

Nargyong where officials have apprapri
n of Panam [from o &

projects. The EXpAnSio
a burgeoning regional lown necessitated that

markets, a hospital, and various buildings for g

I

diminishing landholding trend. For examy

S5eyeral initiatives hve partially

nelow Sogang the government established a “'poverty allevintion viflage”
irrigation sysiem on muarginal land. This temporarily increased per capita landholdings it S0
by MEVINE several poar families to the new village.
&0y, she basic land measurement in China, is equal to 1/13 of a hectare.

counteracted the
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. 1 []16 metre PQ(][ r— ” we dU nut p' H f ] - * 5 ]5 XC ded he limit EVEen T.hO h
o | i m ' - - ) ] 1 were Pd;] l)‘ []/lenle]S. Ihe aver age I‘lUIElel‘ Uf llving Chi]dren fDl' thc ..,:D Vi]lﬂge heads
]v:y nfien 1on o ] g V . , dn (7] had ﬁ € Or more (G dstein et al, 2i
t the matier 0 P p vas S 1 ? ’Cp ha{ ( [ IMOore (l |)“D{ V D] L ?007)

the Tibetan aationatity.”” In weekly meetings, local

progress and prosperity for
the limit, and

leaders emphasized that one child is best, WO is good, three is
poor families on welfare should have fewer chitdren for their oW economic well-
being. In addition to promoting ihe advantages of smaller families, the povernment 3.4.3 Rapid Economic Devel
instituted disincentives, in the form of fines and penalties, for exceeding the three- opment
child limil. With the laun -
Villagers reparted feeling anxious that the limit would be sirictly enforced, has devoted uigrziS;ézfessDevelgp the West Campaign™in 2000, the
although it was the poorer families who were iargeted most; leaders of the Women's al rectifying economic dis aU.TF_lS of money to a regional developm én . ri?"ﬂm}'nem
Association repeatedly visited their homes and encouraged them 0 use pisth control. and the poorer western :; flUES bfetweer‘l the nation's wealthier BaSLEmJECt a}med
The rural poor Were much more susceptible to government pressure because local of policies for rapid devzlovmces. including Tibet. The program includ provinces
officials acted as conduits far benefits such as welfare. Wealthier famities felt less and huge expenditures for .p}nent such as more investment, preferenti ;as o e
compelled 10 comply with the policy and were subjected o less pressure. billion yuan (524.3 billio n rastructure. In 2003 alone China investel:ll 'lax rates,
gimilac to other parts of China, each village in Tibet was issued 8 birth quota. 1 of the initial money was unq) Zj“rfarge Dr{?jects in the western regions, | T;'sbout 200
To ensure that the quota was met, county and township officials asked village leaders and the new railway 1o Lhi or large infTastructure projects: high\;mng i,b[?t’ most
(o make certain that women with more than three children were using contraception, \o bolster the quality of lif saf. The ce.ntrzﬂ government also impleme)r:{ dulldl.ngs.
particularly more effective methods such as sterilization of TUDs® Such services expanding electrification Zt:] ruraf Tibetans by rebuilding townships aed D etols
were provided frea at scheduled intervals by traveling medical teams. However, 2008). More recently th'e. nd IMprovicg the health care system (Gpeldn ‘ ?'choms'
consistent with Greenhaigh's {1994 findings elsewhere in China, loeal officials in income-generating GPiJDrtu gct""er‘“menF initiated a “People First” pali C“ ein et‘al_
our research area seemed reluctant to compel their relatives and neighbors to comply China’s push to deve]c)m -ll-e—s into villages (Goldstein et al. 2010) Y to bring
with the unpopular mandate. Enforcement mechanisms praved to be somewhat of People in our research areap ibet has created new demands for r;cmf
a fagade because officials in a township that exceeded its quota could “joan” births househald economy Nownfsponded by diversifying their traditional a arm labor
{0 a neighboring township that had fallen short of its quota (Goldstein et al. 2002). < cash income in the l;ur a0 e the vast majority sends members off ffr opastoral
Other local leaders engaged in the deliberate manipulation of population figures. . nonfarm laborers (84% ingmg labor }'narket, and the overwhelmin rm 10 earn
One explained that his village's initial quotd was ten births, but each year double " village for work. nonfarm income (79%) derives from gcfi:f fUporan of
that number of children was born. Because some people passed away, at the end of  Villagers generally engage i g outside the
the year, he would report a net increase in the viilage of roughly ten people, thereby “nd least lucrative categog gein thr_ee broad types of off-farm activities. Th
implying (without directly stating) that the village had kept within the birth quota. wha carry loads, mix cen?:: is unskilled manual Jabor, mainly construcl'io °largest
Apparently higher-level officials turned a blind eye 10 this ruse. ‘example, carpenters masu:{' and so forth. A second categary is skille dr; \;’Grl(ers
To summarize, China's birth control policy was first announced in rura Tibet 2 Ntrepreneurs who P;lrchaSGs‘ ;nd drivers, A third and growing catego abor, for
during the mid-1980s. Officialty, each rural household could have {hree children, contractors and subcontract vehicles that can be used to generate incmgnery neludes
although poorer families were stronghy encouraged to have fewer. In the mid-1990s the village-level impacts Of(:irs on construction projects. Because we ha ’ 35 WE'] o
penalties were announced for exceeding the mit, yet it quickly became obvious thit 10), we will not provide jziﬁgmheﬂtsb{lrojccts alsewhere (Goldstei: zt :15c2nu%e§i
2-in ere beyo s . ' '
the number of people—males and fimn;]lesshz?l‘i*::g—ﬁgod:;?sgci POS&-ZOUO
e in off-farm

enforcement would be lax s0 families continued to have more than three children
when they felt it would be advanlageous to do so. For example, of the 113 birtl COMme-generating activities | .
Wble 3.2), s in the two villages for which we have longitudinal
itudinal data

ihat occurred (o wamen in a rural stdy in 1997, 31.4% were fourth order or higher,
and 95.9% of women who had ever given birth (n = 1,100} had given birth to fouro

he new land tenure i
irth conrol poli system introduced in the 19 ;
s poliey, . e 1980s, the i :
he.s household glar?gd the rapid push to develop Tibet l}lgfzmi?tmpn o
2Wing section charts th gement strategies and relationship with tha e
e fertility decline in rural Tibet and then links fhland. The

e socieial-

ransformat
ons described .
tences ed above with decision-maki
] - -making and its de .

mographic

1ee of Tibet, 1996, 05 cited in Goldstein et al, (2002).
Apdividual counties and prefectures hatt considerable nuloncmy regarding how 1@ enforce l_h
liit, i€ ot all, and in sOWE greas the limii wis changed Lo aliow four chiidren for rich famil
theee for middie income famities, and two for poor familics (Goldstein et ai. 2002).

TDpcument No. 3, Party Commit




63

the famity also gave them a better chance to fulfill corvée tax obligations to their

G. Chiids et al. 3 Balancing People, Policies, and Resourcas in Roral Tibet
64 Table 3.3 Landholdings and househald sizes, Kyirong taxpuyers, 1958
—'/m Mean number of household
Table 3.2 Perctznl;!é;qe . W 1997 2003 Texalion units (gang)®  Number of households  members
of 15- 10 49;3’(??;'“ : YM/’HWE 0-0.9 49 45
in nonfarm Sogang  15-19 w2 74 319 1-1.9 228 64
20-29 f‘? 77 21 187 329 73 25
?t%j; ;:[’); 83 77 6.7 3+ 1 3.3
149 730 2.2 39 Source: 1958 Kyirong Household Register {see Childs 2008)
Morgyoug 15-19 631.7 2.5 28.0 "Gang was a land unit colcwlated on the basis of several factors, including the
20-29 284 63'5 6.8 28.3 amouni of seed that could be sown in a certain area, the fenility of the soil, and
30__?;3 :;9535 59.” 0.0 16.0 : lacal climatic conditions (Geldstein 1971)
40 - =
Source: Goldstein et l. (2008)
3.5.1 Phase I: The “0ld Society”
- estimated \ Prior to China asserting control over Tibet in 1931, the majority of rural farmers in
7 e 1998 sUTVEY the “old society™ were legally bound subjects (miser) of & government, monastie,
: : — 3006 survey or aristocratic estate. One class of subjects, referred to ns “taxpayer” (trelpa), held
6 P e . : usufruct rights to Gl fields, the extent of which were specified in a contract with
: the esiate-holding institution. Although it was difficult for a household to expand its
£ 5 i AN tandholding, it could pass the usufruet right to succeeding generations in perpetuity
E d \ providing it met a range of tax obligations that included payments of grain and
2 4 : ' \\\ corvée labor (Goldstein 1971},
E ; i | From at least the eighteenth century until 1959, the land tenure policy gave tax-
13 : A | payers aswong incentive to practice fraternal polyandry.'” By doing so, they avoided
% @ I the need to partition landholdings through inheritance, Retaining multiple males in
T @ B |

1943 |- IOV AR

=T
2
=
=
0
-

lords while engaging in a complex adaptive strategy that included Farming, herding,

1 ~._and trade. In Kyirong during the 1950s, a strong correlation existed between the size

PSP g'g UE'; _?fal"louseho[d's. usufruct'le'mdhulding and its membership (Tal?ie 3.3). Whether this

I o e ngesh 2"0'; g E 2258 & & E5aRRRRR 15 evidence of higher fertility among large landholders (Schujter and Stokes 1984;

g9 2 & h g2 S [ I R ._'Stokes et al. 1986) or a result of households adding members through other means
nEREaaas

/10 increase their labor force {Netting et al, 1989; Stone et al. 1984) is impossible to
etermine with the data on hand.

./ Polyandry moderates aggregate fertility throngh its corollary: a high frequency of
emale non-marriage. This was first demonstrated by Goldstein (1981) who found
_(:ﬂt' the high proportion of female non-marriage (31%) resulted in a completed
ertility rate for all women (6.3 births) that was considerably lower than the

mpleted fertility rate for married women (7.4 births). A subsequent study linking
ity outcomes with the Tibetan manorial estate system found that nearly half

I women aged 25-34 were not formally married into taxpayer households.

o Y Y. i H ilds Q! (f rl 5-1 );
Tig 3l Totpd fer tility rate YEar jit 1 Tibet (SDIH‘CES. hlld
B ili b and survey, TUura I { 1008 ({of 04 98]
ids ( 1 ); dstein et al. 2006 survey (f(]l 1991—.’.(]”3

Childs et al. ..JDDS for 1984—1991 Gol

3.5 The Rural Tibetan Fertility Transition

3
ral Tibet from the 1940s 10 200

ertili te in o . ific 58
Figure 3.2 illustrates the total fertility 1@ ich is associated with @ specific

The figure is divided into five phases. each of wh

lemporary polisical d
of conditions.

iscourse and in mural areas where we work, pre-1959 Tibet is
nly referred 1o as the *

*old society” (chitsok nyingha).

Ugh China nsseried canirol over Tibet in 195}, the taditiona) manorial estuie system
ed dnii] 1955,



G.Childs et ak

66

. Proximate
Background incentives &
\largiable Motivations Actions D:‘e"“i“f:m Qutcome
Man-expandable, Avald 1and Fralemal Exposure 10 Aggregate
her?lable pasitioning; palyandsous h‘{“ﬁ‘%’“;'sen_ Tedility
fandhelding yelainmale mamiag2 { gmarr?egu moderaled
\abal women}

{taxpayel class

Fig, 3.3 Tibetan fertility, pre-1939

(2.2 births per woman) counteracted the marital
fertility rate of 6.2 birihs per woman o resuit in a total festility rate of 4.4 births per
woman {Childs 2008). Figure 3.3 {liustrates how the background variahle of limited
landholdings provided an \neentive to proctice fraternal polyandry, which moderated

fertility by curtailing marriage—and, by xiension, EXpOSUTE 10 intercourse—for a
significant proporlion of the female population.

Their relatively low Jevel of fertili

3.5.2 Phase 2: The Commune Period

Starting in the 1950s, Chind embarked on 2 massive campaign o e

society into COMmMUune
high fertility during the 1960s 10 the commune system in which

reproduction came under the purview of the state ra
a decline in \raditional Chinese mechanisms
cotal vestraint within marriage and
in communes provided incentives to have many chi
resources were allocated in part on 2 pev copita basis,
{0 additional rations (Lee and Wang 1999: 119-122).

In Tibet, most rurgl communities were fEOrgan
in the mid-1960s. Collectivization of agricu
po]yandrously. at least among the former taxpayer class,
jonger had {heir own land to Preserve. The decline of polyandry was accelerated
a govemmentmandme ihat outlawed all farms of marriage except rncmugamy.1
no coincidence {hat, &t a fime when marriage became more univers
aggregate ferlity rose by approximately one birth per woman. Figure 3.4 ilustrd
how callectivization changed the m

fertility by increasing many women' s eXposure to intercourse through mart ings

organize rural
c. Lee and wang {1999) atiribule China’s unprecedcmed
marriage and
ther than the family. This caused
for controlfing family size such as

fernale infanticide. Equally important, 1iving
ldren because food and other

so every child entitled 8 family-

ized into cOMMUNES stasting

lture reduced the incentive 10 mary:
because households 19

al for womel

arital incentive structuré and thereby gote

3 lancin ple, v [
g P le, Pal inR 1 Ti
Ba o People, Policies, and Resources in 1T 1bet 7

Incentives &

Background

Variables Motivations i
Actions Proximate
Communal Reduced [¥] G
Im:mggmgm heneﬁtls of and W ;::::,_,:T:t ueome
: hanon potential Moaogamous
petyandry penallsslor martiage O (e croase Agaregate
manledwomen) lncra;is‘yes

e En i S
LR SR o —

Fig, 3.4 Tibetan fertility, 1960s-1970s

Table 3.4 Never-married
femnales (percent) by age

] Sogang, N
Age Rural Tibet, 1998 and B;.sngor'%ggg‘

2520 30.9

; 39,
30-34 254 7 ;
3539 340 192
Totd 310 77'5

8 : i

(rt:;;glce.fr..t{?oldstem et al. (1998) household surve

frur ibet), Goldstein et al, (2006) hnuseholé
ey (Sogang, Norgyong, and Betsag)

353 : Th 1
Phase 3: The Family Responsibility System

¢ Inthe early 1980 i i i
__-hu]d Romp gmibi“s&cs‘};r;: n{-ilt‘s:mant-led Tibet's communes and instituted the *
o agrentuona] pradiatio ,Omﬁlilflg households the primary decision- ? i HDUS.E-
etmees landhoydings m_ldn}.] vernight the government created a di relatio Uﬂl}s
ousehold size by allocating one share o!fr ?z;éelatlgnshlp
per family

member, Tibetans in
: ' : our research i i
. ‘ ]i tein ot a1, 2003 T ure]a)responded by I'Bll'lStEtUtiﬂg pO]yﬁﬂdIS‘ (I Jeld

UIIH]\E pl‘t‘-1959 S()C‘E[y W][E]l 8} y p
1 + i i
] s ) I focertamn I:iﬂss 0[ ]Ural easants tllE
herl[ablﬂ USU&UCL rlghts 1o lﬂ.nd, afler 198; a“ mrﬂ] l h(
Pﬂrl’-IS) he d 2y 10USsEe D]ds

p 1] 2E. I y e stea
L18 IlTlpDrT.ﬂnt to note that fﬂrt]ll b gaﬂ ta declln 5 d 1
€ 5 priviie, [ e ly m

ate 1980s—befo
: re the birth co :
aceptive method h control policy had been imple
androus mﬂi'l‘iagez Z’:ée widely avatlable in rural areas I?IhfaanI;m at;d pelore
il . . H N i re‘ e r_iSe H
okt likely ins associated exclusion of many w rise in
v instigator of the fertility decline. The pzrceflzzz tf)rfo m mariage i
never-married

4les in their pri
. I prime reproducti :
snsibisi uctive age rema i
tiity System was implementged (Tabizs:ih;e)‘:’vh decades after the Household
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Background Incentives & Proximate
Varlable Motivations Actions Determinant Quicome
Mon-expandatie, Ayold 1and Fratesnal | Esposuselo Aggrepate
heritable parillonlng: polyandrous intereourse (Increase ferility
landholging (all retaln male manlage In parcent ol nen- declines
mamedwomen}

households) {abor

fertility, mid-1980s 10 early 1990s

Fig. 3.5 Tibetan

s how the Household Responsibility System changed a key
d thereby renewed peoples’ incentive to practice polyandry.
ption of a traditional demographic systém in rural Tibet;
quency of female non-marriage.

Figure 3.5 illustrate
bockground variable an

The result was the resum
once again, fertility was moderated by a high fre

3.5.4 Phase4: Motives and Means for Effective
Fertility Control

90s when population growih,
d natural disasters Wwere steadily eroding Per capital
landholdings. Because diminishing landholdings were partially a product of
population grawth, il is easy 1o see how—in Easterlin and Crimmins’ (1985)
£conomic calculus—the supply of children eclipsed the demand for children.

However, people could not act effectively on
{hey had the means {0 control reproduction.

By the laie 1990s, people were fully
access to a variety of contraceptive me
sural fertility survey. 92% of all village women

method and 76.1% lknew of four or more (F=
married women said that {here was a limit to the number of children they cauld hav

45.3% said the limit was \bree: and 92.9% believed there was a fine for gxceedin
{he limit, But only a small proportion of married women, 16.0%, said they W&
currently using contraception because of the birth control policy or {hat they war€
10 avoid fines and difficutties (presumably incurred by acting contrary to the polic

(Go\dstcin et al. 2002).

Fertility continued (0 decline throughout the 19

gminent domain, an

thads. Tn Goidstein and colieag

a desire 1o limit childbearing unless

aware of the birth control policy and had
pes' 1998

aged 3044 knew of at least one .
489), Reparding palicy, 96.7% of
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Fig. 3.6 Age-specific fertili
6 C ty rates by 3-year periods : Chi
analysis); Goldstein et al. 2006 survey (for IQEE}IwZUDS(ﬁi:;;:ii‘);:h]]dS ctel. 2005 {for 1984-1997

Figure 3.6 demonstrate i
) s that a shift took place i
Do 26 e place in rural Tibet fr * "
e g;t;lfloty pattern between 1991-1993 and 1997—1993H1'lnad' “at.“ml e
lrge pumber o beenmsgrl;e%::i ;05;%3 reproducing altogether once‘ a cc]rctzg;nﬁutrizge?
‘ ' i . ; .
bmlh comrol polics i rorsl T caincides with the implementation of China's
n their 1998 stud i
: : y, Goldstein and cofl
o thelr 1098 st . eagues found that
e ;nsufﬂci:;l:[t gl;ﬂgllzza?n% bccz;usc they were concerned tha?ﬂizi}; lr:i.t::zll;lr::]c},Er -
_ tt a large family (Goldstel sing
* emorged from : mily (Gio stein et al. 2002). A simi i
- our more recent interviews, Several people cxprgss}:ds ?;331' ﬁnd]t?g
cerns fhat

[hE]] fﬂ[[l 1 5178 ‘ EACE‘.cded [.he nl.lIrler Of land ShaIES t]]e hEId. I OF ¢xam le

A while ago 3 i
za it [the birth contrel poli
oty o e B policy] seemed serious during communi
polic I i
o At lgi.'ﬁﬁc:;ge]tn 1alk one-on-one about it, 1 vnlunigarily hudn(]:q; mEEUHg?- -
Rt e zfnc[. We have only three shares of land o e e o
mbers. | worried sbout raising our kids, o putmow e fave s

A
' nother woman who already had three children said:

: WENI o s10p but ¥ in-law Wi Vi
i b my in-la
ws and husband want one more child. T teff them that we h 8
ave o

’ihmk of each chi
ild's future. Th
uve six . There are 14 peopl i
X shares of land. We always have mﬁ'ﬂ;&:{’ﬁ@yﬁlemd to our househeld, bt we only

n the other ha
~ nd some famiki ;
cked by the amilies were influenced by the
. ' 0O To I
lics. For cxarr:a; of penalties, that having many kids Wfs Z:;_]imem § position,
ple, a woman with twa children, born in 1989 anzlmligtgall o poor
' , stated:
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o the operation. They told
hile wealthier households
gh und the

that the poor must d
Iy have two kids, W
Tittle 1and, 50 two chitdeen are enoy

and the government said
¢ that the poor can oh
“We are poor with

We are very peor,
us in village meeting
can have three. T thought,

operation is free.”
during the mid- to late

farced-—was a powerful
the last born in 1993,
of doctors.

gat of repercussions——especially
he policy would be rigorously en
1. One man with five children,
first 10 he steritized by a mobile team

In a few cases the thr
1990s when some feared t
motivation to use birth contro
reported that his wife was one of the
He said:

At the time many people wanted more children but there was & government birth conzol
movement. My wifle was among the first group 1o do birth control, All women were gathered
al a meeting where they anaounced 1he names of those who should huve the operaton. At
the time they said we couldn't have more than three kids, Those with mare \han three did
birth control. At the time they didn't talk openly abaut a fine, but it was implied.
felt compelled to Make. For example,

Some people repretted the choice they
{ and 1993 seported, “The

a man with two sons apd a daughter born between 199
guvernmemmld us there is a limit. 1§ not for that I"d like to have had four or five kids.
They are needed to herd the sheep, farm, and go for income.” Tt is also possible that
some WOmen were sterilized against their will during the initial years of the birth
control campaign. One person recalled the time when the first mobile operating
unit came to her village in the early 1990s, She said that many who were targeted
by local officials for the operation were crying, while others were even Tesisting.
She reported that this group of women included many from poorer households who
had been pressured into undergoing sterilization. Nevertheless, as the data on high-
parity births presented earlier reveal, most women continued to exceed the threes
child limit. One man with more than three children said:

th limit, and said they would

In community meetings they [village pfficials] announced 8 Dirf
ary to that. But later nobedy

fine those who had too many kids. 1 knew we were aeting contr
mentioned fines and we kept having children.

These days, officials continue tw announce the three-child limit, yet one man
sated, “They don't enforce it. Villagers have their own desires for how many lkids
they want & have.” When asked if anybody had told him to stop having childred,
a man from a wealthy nousehold blunly stated, “Even
tisten,”

The evidence points to the conclusion that some ped
in poor hauseholds, may have been pressured 0 limit th
the mid-1990s, while others decided to have fewer childeen in response to
concerns over their ahility to sopport 8 large family

represents how the background variables of diminishing
the implementation of China’s birth control policy created an incentive struct
for using birth control, thereby reducing aggregate fertility by impacting ma
women's exposure 1o conception, Because pooser families were encourage
birth control mare than wealthier families, the effect on them wauld presum

areaterl.

if they say that, we won't

ple, notably those Tiving
eir childbearing during
rising
on limited land. Figure 31
per capita landholdings and:

d to use’
ably be
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Fig. 3.7 Tibetar fertility, 19908

3.5.5. Phase 5: Is Replacement Fertility Here to Stay?

Since 2000, fertility in our research vill
e o ages has fluctuated between
piri E o ]eﬂsa ;;ld;:;t:;gw that thfa rate has stabilized slightly ahov;\t;)p?z:e:]}lree
wilingly and aut of cconomt co}'lfv!nced that their constituents use birth (:Dntf;n]t
Sinetit brovines whon self-interest, which is consistent with findings fi :
e et (8o ibetans had been subjected to much more stri ; F_Om
chrempf 2008). Leaders in our research area be]ie[:rietrf‘lta?itrl;h
e

gD ern 1's mes — ¥ |
m
Vi me sage—a small ‘a 11 18 a route to aiﬂuence liHS tc'lke{l root. O]]e

Even though a household
. may have three hush i

Sven though  ho f L usbands and one wife, th
cr hree ¢ ]mmship:hti); lhlqllcl this is pood enough. They think that fh):zor?ltjyrwll{l;g oy e
et el nglro\:; Wi;;g;fhﬁsl;lgurants. They think that the governriem‘ss l:;):ei;?ve,
e . is correct. If the fi i h

v try for a boy [i.e., larger families result from n;;:gt‘?'oﬂh(;rv::h;% C;u]dﬂlﬂ e Bl

5011,

A leader from another village concurred:

[ defjﬂy‘i] 4] W [ T \%
N 5] you d ¥
on't need (o 54 ﬂnyihlng. omen go for birth contral on thet
Owa

velition. I s1ill mentj
- T tion the policy in i
ure voluntarily using hirth conlro{ g, bt oty tfs seosly. More pople

'ThEI’E iS i y
: o rlﬂli‘ll merit to th i
X - ese i“ﬂgﬂ !BﬂderS' asses

i) : ' v ! essmentis. The concern some
DP e haihe over nS;IfﬁClEI][. laﬂdhc}ldll’lgs prDVideg a mDﬁVE o use l)i.! ul CUHUUI
av Ilg[ two o.if ]llﬂe Chl[dTEH. Fur[hermﬂre, iI‘l tUdﬂy‘S Expmlding ECOHQ‘H”‘
. a ﬂ.lue POIyBﬂdIDuS Inarriage ias d § gy 1 '
PEO[J e o e Vi frate 1o mprUVe

The .g(]
- B0vernment proy i
ol pagates this message ihro i isi
5 i e e s eSS a%e bl ;:gh radio, television, newspapers, and in village
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dard of living—a siralegy that lies at the heart of & SUOBE son Qur research revealed numerous ca b
cases whereby famili i
ies continued havi
ng

the family’s stan
bination of pal andry and a desire 10 . .
polyandry children in the hope of having one, or preferably more th
s ore than one, son. Conversel
. Y,

preference found among farmers. The com
ting ways. On one hand, some fi
or : o
ces of modernization are counteracting the desire for f;
for farming famili
ies to

have more than ope soil is affecting ferlity in conflic
potyandry continues to result in & bride surplus, Some WOmen remain within their have many children. |
n. In particular, peo
ple feel that the cos -
L of raising children i
ren is

natal households and help with agri.c!alture and by Eamin.g money thrclmgh wage increasing in the wake of China’
labor. Others move permanemly {0 cities Or tOWAS, often with the financial backing [n the words of o ina’s recent policy of mandatory ninth
of their parents and siblings. Some remain unmarried and childless, while others fe man, grade education.
marry out of love or have an illegitimate child, Those who do not marry into farming If you have many children and limited
You will not be abl limited money, you have to pay sch .
households usually have oné and rarely more tha able to effectively use the money t pay school fees which are high.
y to educate your children in the best

n two children. way.... If

Labor needs counter the negative impact fernale non-marriage exerts on fertility. our 'f.u.nﬁly rﬁl:n]lj:i‘r’: giﬂgigﬂf”’ d‘heﬂ You can use your money mare effectivel
and agreed that three child cuvely. All

ren are hest.... We o
. penly

jes with 1 andholdin ’ i -
i ith large land dings discussed that having fewer children means you can give them b
e them bester treatment, Ther
. e are

Goidstein and colleagues (2002) found that wealthy [ami
expressed desire for more children 1o fulfill labor demands. This continues © be : houscholds that have endergone great |
he case. For example, in 2006 a woman with two sens and two daughters explained, : can offer them a good educmjﬂn_gr imprevements wiih only two or three children, Yo
d and a shortage of labor so we thought having more kids Many parents now stress th i
s the importance of educating those children
who will

e have a lot of lan
wauld make life easier.’
can do the farming. More ¢
that they need at least two soR
alyeady evident from Goldstei

not remain in the household, typically d

o o au . aughters and younge : i
Caldwei)(s (rl gg;;rlttiﬁgi :xtemnlly resident children i'ith %ncslf?;zgz'e‘;ﬂ'se? e
childbearing seems to be p]ca':;ilt'thgcol‘;ei?lhﬁu ﬂlo'?"binversmn i3 iﬂCEﬂﬁ‘:’ZGIIC)hC;iDri?l.

e ® play ral Tibet as i i
. 23::] i?;l r}t,l‘lirge;}é d;l;l;ll;ls}{ t'heir‘ chil'dren's roles il;atfg fgg::ﬁggiffagﬁﬂwly "
o housihotd,ertrhty in ‘leet 15 now being moderated b o
e T aa 5 pol?ulatlon with its landholdings, by thcy' CDncan 5
e goneratod by poln:ldgdchlidren, and by a high frequen,cy of fe:;lzlreasmg
arriage generaiec oy Do) 3t( ndry. Through the government's birth control solicy
oetans 1w have the 1b _1 yto c‘untrol fertility by means of modern contro po_l.lcy'
oever, some house}mid?s;;ecmlly those with large [andholdings—c ﬂ:"ePUDﬂ-
Iy adition. he reforcnee :1 l?r force necessitates having more than lhreznfzpue .
work Ioinly 10 mrome me? a‘veltwo sons so they can marry polyandr . llEdren‘
g oY 10 TPTOVE amily’'s standard of living often results hUUS_Y g
. As & result of these conflicting forces ferti!ityni]ntrj b]n:lt'l'}hOf
, ral Tibet

has apparent] ili
y stabilized bet .
replacement level. etween two and three births per woman or slightly abowv
e

d, *Until now I'm the only one who
* Many families feel strongly
s to thrive in 10day's economic environment. This was
o and colleague’s 1998 survey.- When women were
asked 1o state their ideal number of sons and daughters, the average response for
women aged 20-39 (i.e., those in their reproductive years) was 2.0 sons and 1.2
daughters, A SITONE gender preference is also evident from mOke recent interviews.
For example, while discussing labor needs, an elderly man commented:

Same rich households feel that even four or five sons &re not enough. They have many

traciors and farm machinery to opesie. 1F they hire outside labor then thay must pay and

cannot control the quality of the wark or the care of the machinery, For middle-class families

ot least two 5005 Are epod: one t0 drive the small tractor for income and the other 10 stay

home and Tarm.

e critical for several Teasons,
their social and cultural

* Her husband concurse
hildren mean more labor.”

including their higher capacity 10 do
value as househaid successors, and their

gher wWages in today’s economy. Simply put, 8 nousehold with
ailable 1o fulfill farming tasks and one to send outside 1o
o surprise that we found numerous examples
pted them (@ exceed the government-
ked a man why he had seven

Sons ar
agricultural labor,
ability to garner hi
twa adult sons has one &v
garn income. It therefore comes as n
of parents whose intense desire for sons prom
mandated three-child limit. For example, when we a5

children, he explained:

‘The first five daughters
it was my idea 10 bring
family, sons wre critica
households. We waited a0
wives we could get 5008

1t with one son and four daughters said:

We fclt that our family size was small, and that we conldn't finish {farming] jobs on time.
1f we had more children, once they grew up, then We could finish jobs on Lime. At first
we couldn't get a sob. Afier our son was born we wanted a heiper for him put only got

danghiers.
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are from our first wife. ... Our first wife kept having danghtess, 50
in her younger sister [as o second wife]. 1 think that, for a farming
1. If you don't have several sons you cannot compete with other
d waited, but our first wife bore no sens. 1 thought if we changed

1l Societies that had
. not yet under; i
sized a direct a : gone demographic transiti
d A ansition 3
Sthulier and Stokes. 1984 Staks ot 1. 103y o 1 Frilty and g
dholdin . + Stoles et al. 1986 P
dholdings (Net ) or betwee i
lity decline t]i;l:ri 19-?3)' I.n contemporary rural Tibet :v:r? Lillieglold e e
hold size. 'Tableg;s_%t1 d]‘ exists a strong correlation Between ]andhe lelkB o
5,.among the top ’:50/ lvnc.igsuhousehulds according to whether their ?adiil'tllgsldand
e top 25%, middle 50%, or | s ndholding
Correlation bet ; » OF lowest 25% in their ive vi
ent: householzsﬁiéi size of landholdings and mean numehsg‘ec?ve Ylllage§.
_ ith the largest Jandholdings also have the ;OSiESIdBHth y
members.

Another ma
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Table 3.5 Mumber of
nouschold members by
relative size of tandholding

[abie 3.6 Children ever
horn {CEB) and marrigge 8ge
of married women aged
30-39 in 1998

To a great extent this s a legacy
1982: families that were already large received more 1a
is. Demographic fluctualions over

on a per capitd bas

differences, but they did not. Eighty-five perce
the top 23% in 1andholdings started in the top quarte
households in 1982 remain large today, while most sma
1993 observation that smallholders tend to strike a balance
oldings and househeld membership-

ages at marriage and childsen ev
household received in 1982, We focus exclusively on the
women because they Were aged 1
duce in the wake of the Household Responsibility System.
living in nouseholds with the least land shares (2-3) gave
cholds with four or moie shares
ore children than
kes 1984, Stokes

This suppoﬂsNetLing's (

netween their 1andh

Tabie 3.6 shows mean
number of {and shares a
30-39 cohort of married
therefore the fiest 10 1EPTO

Note that women

pirth to fewer children thon women living in hous
This observation SGBEES

people with less land

el al, 1986). Our research also found that

expressed trepidation about
Note, however, that those with the least la
{ for the difference in children &ver hor

can partially accoun

families were subjected 10 MOre goverament P
reproduction, 59 fertility oulcomes

What is clear from our TESearc
nave had a considerab
tility in rural Tibet. T
in respanse to goVern
collectivized system, &

15 that people with more land want m

d end up having more (Schujter and Sto
people living in the poorest households

having more children than their land could support. -
nd married significantly later which
&, However, poores.
cessure than wealthier ones 1o fimit
are not merely a fupction of Jandholding sizes: .

e,
le impact on the relationship between
ibetans have adapted their marital and
ment policies that first brought agricultura
nd then redistributed land in such a way

G. Childs et ak

Lowest 25% Middle 50% Highest 23%

Village

Betsag 54 8.1 10.3
Norgyong 33 78 10.0
Soging 4.7 7.9 10.2
Total 5.2 7.9 10.2

Source: Goldstein et al. (2006} socipeconomic SUrvey

CEB by 1998 Mean age al marringe

Land shares

2-3 3.0 253
4-5 37 22,9
67 3.8 129
8-9 39 23.0
10+ 4.0 223

Spurce: Goldstein el al, (1998) survey

h is that China’s policies regarding land te

of how the land tenure policy was instituted in
nd because land was parceled
time could have leveled the
nt of households that are now in
¢ In other words, MOSE large
1t households remain smail.

er born according o the

4-23 in 1982 and were

{andholdings and f
reproductive strategies
| production into &
that set the sizé o
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a household's landholdings accordi
adjust the size of one’ I 1Hg'to the size of its membershi i
Hetuations is lar;:]; sa]ljz;i;:}:czjl;lézﬁzeu; response o household~la?él£t?nﬂ$£htiz
proved to be a resilient s use land cannot be hough
and polyandry alfi?;:tf;{f :rttr‘;]l‘{egy ‘i’Dr clfaaling with land asgﬂ:‘] C;Les]c:ilsciicPOWandr}’
in marital unions. Shortly ﬂ:elt}’ }’la an intercourse variable: proportion Drfesource,
come people with a siron inrea ter, diminishing per capita landholdings women
fertility via a concoption fari cgnt}ve to regulate their reproduction whﬁ:hprgfvlded
on any desire 1o limit childbeﬂ }.e. use of contraception. However, trhc abi]ia o
povernment programs that ﬂl;ﬂg only became possible during the 1590 t)}zm -
olayed a further role in Sh;n‘a e conlul‘aception widely available. The oit rough
Feith small landholdings, eit tE;nﬁ]ferullty outcomes by convincing poo%m gmnfui:nt
Although lﬂﬂdholdin‘gs hm’1‘ rfxugh persuasion or coercion, to use birth amilies
Tibet, the connection berwee T played a role in shaping fertility outcomesc‘omml'
over time because of chanr! andholdmgs and fertility is becoming less i in rural
andholdings still express ﬂﬁmg economic conditions. Some families *‘.“f’ormm
<o males sonse in the contex tf:sn;'e to halve several children, especially sc‘:;lllst ]Dlafge
China’s policy to rapidly devg]o eTi:ﬂergmg economic opportunities stemmir; f?mg
their standard of living by de CI’P '1bet. Households now have the ahility to i g Trom
families still want two nrf—,g ploying members into the nonfarm labor f S
2 well. This incentive slrucetrue sons not Just for farm labor, but so they cairfc:e' fore
wiom and loads many fo ovors ;e exists for all households, regardless of landa]:nkcit‘mh
Iil'J the current structure of chic])g'l.ntt:;iiizvfggmznt’s official limit of three ch;:l'drlenng
absence of coercive measure to enforce a bi ET} \fes res.nains in place, and in thé
hover above replacement level but bemwb:}l;tfl;élgﬁi:;}tﬁ:t&g:ﬂ r;lml Tibet witl likely
n—a range that the

. g I nt, CGId { y W ][l JEC )ﬂb y cOnsIaer acce ﬂb
OVErnmernt, ac ]ng 1o 1ts own pQ P l 3
] e
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