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ABSTRACT

Canadian Fertility, Sex Roles and Labor Force
Participation: A Sequential Decision
Making Approach ' R

Donald W. Kerr

This thesis is a parity specific analysis of the impact of
changing sex roles and female labor force participation upon
household fertility decisions. The notjion of parity is defin-
ed in demography as the number of children a woman has borne.

In proposing 'a pa&rity specific analysis, the study specifi- o
cally controls for parity. It is assumed that sex roles and
female labor force participation have a differential impact
‘upon fertility decisions for women of differing parities.

The Canadian Fertility Survey (Balakrishnan et al, 1984),

- this country's firstfnational fertility study, is used as the 4
source of data. In testing for the parity specific impact of
these factors on marital fertility, step-wise multiple
regression analysis is utilized.

The findings indicate that both female employment and sex
roles interact with parity, as do demographic and socio-
economic factors acting as controls in the analysis. Female
employment is found to encourage first births, have a null ,
effect on second births, whileﬂwgtrongly discouraging the .
birth of @ third or fourth child. @galitarianism in sex role
attitudes and behavior is found to discourage births across
parities, while its effect appears to hold gresater importancg

to earlier order births. Sex roles and female employment are A
also found * to ~interbet in’' the explanation. of fertility
decisions. Overall, the findings demonstrate the vadue in . . -,
separately examining fertility. decisions by parity, in .

contrast to static models which focus upon completed family
size. )

o
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4 K - ar
- - INTRODUCTION . ' 23
» ’ ¢ o
. , -
The following study examines “the impact 'of-cw%nging sex
roles and female labor force Tarticipation, Upon household
L J -
fertility decisions. , Thé data utilized  are drawn from the -
. " . = . . T » ’
‘e Canadian Fertiliay Survey (Balakrisnan et nal,1984), this ' ”J. K

. % N o, s . S
‘country's first national fe}%{lity“ study carried- out in

PR / ’ . - . . © T
April-Jeéne of 1984, . Relatively recent micro-level studies of

<
> N ]
‘ S

r- 4

marital fertility have emphaéized ﬁ?e %elevqnce of sex role‘

‘.attitudes and behavior (Bagotz% and Vén Loo,f??B; chnqoni,
1975$ along ., with wife'; " labor f;;ce . participation .
o (Balakrishnan et al,1979; Ky}i?zis and Hen;iﬁi@, 1982). This
R ;tMQy ﬂltempts. to puilé‘ on past ‘Ipséarcﬁ, in follﬁ#ing -
. . - . .

through oh Namb odiri's ,(1972) call for a "sequential
decision-making apbroach" in “the j@arysis"of‘ fertility

° -
- .

decisions. This approach is based on.-a sepérate nndlyﬁis;of

fertility by birth order.. | T _— ] C

A

. ‘ - .
L4 t
. .

. - — e . ,°~ N !
' - The firdt, section of ¢this study introduces the rgéearch/ -

-

R . N N, . . .
) pro%lém, along Wwith 'a rationale for its relevance .to social .
° i ' , v , . _ |
-, . -
~ demographic inquiry in(a,changing societal context. o ‘
o ) .
» * N : .
» . , - g ' A
) The se¢cond section is a review of the literature, outlining
- . ' . <N . . -
: demogréphic analysis based wupon neo-classical economics., \\\
, . ~ . v ‘
. \ ] ) . -
S ~ 1
4 3 r
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social exchange - theory, q‘é feminist studies. In the same
t -, ’ , ’ . ’ '
section, empiricals research which specifically focuses upon’
. '-‘ - . ,. . B ‘ r ) .
the 1interrelationships between sex roles, lgbor force

-

participation, and fertility is-also introduced.

.

The third section specifies the empirjcal models to, be
* W
‘tested. Three alternative models are specified, ‘based upon

previous empirical research and the thedretical literature,
1 3

s

-The fourth.  section outlfnes the methodolqu employed,

lnvorving a discussion of the data, Operatiénalizktion of the

3

conceptual framework’, and the method of analysis.

m
A B
.

The fifth section elaborates upon the findings, followed by
\

" a concludiné s%étion which summqgiz@s the results.

» - N r]
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* I: THE RESEARCH PROBLEM -

/~5r |
[ P
‘This. study is concerned Wwith the impact of changing sex

roles and female labor force participation upon the househaqld
. ' #
fertility decisions of Canadian married women. In\zfoposing

H

a "seguential decision-making approach”, a "parity-specific
analysis" is involved. The notion of parity {ﬁfdeflnea in
demography as the number of children a woman has™borne. In

proposing a parit&-specific analysis, this study controls for

o SN
parity. The fertilityfﬁpf?%ions of women at differing pari-
_ .

N

ties are separately examined. It is assumed that sex roles

and female employment will have a differential impactlupon,

., L3
fertility depending upon _parity, as ‘? distinction can be

> v

drawn between decisions relating +o «children of differing
birth order.’ 5

-

~

The Canadian  Fertility Survey is particularly useful in
examining'the s%qugnce of decisions associated  with {amily
“— . Y

size in 1light of detailed inmformation on a number of atti-

tudinal, demographic,‘énd'socio-economic varjables. Detailed

- -

information on sex role attitudes and behavior, on female

work history and present labor force part}cipétion is
J:i“\‘-"\ . ! h) S . i
obtained in” a survey of 5315 women (including single women)

o

~ ) ) /\

.
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P .
between the ages of 18 to 49. The results of the survey ‘lso
@ . .
provide detailedfinformatJOn on a whole set of socio-economic
and damdﬁifphick variables traditionally emphasized by
. . '

demographers. Tnese serve jn the analysis as Pconstraints on

the impact of équrqles and labor force participation.

. K

v . .
/ Rationale '
. P;gwg .

As reported in a recent publication by Statistics Canada

-

.(Romaniuc,1984), the fertility ‘rate in this country ‘has

-

fallen to an unprecedented 1low level. Since fertility is

considerably more important than other -demographic factors

"
» v

(hortality, migration} in determining‘ changes in population
growth and fage structure, this holds innumerable implications
for varioufs * areas of concern to the socjal sciences: labjr

market, health services, education, etc.,

i » €

" This.decline in fertility has coincided with chaﬂefs in

sex roles {both attitudes and behaviof), which are closely

?
»

interrelated with a steady climb in female participation in

work outside the home. ' Despite a need for research into

specifying the “linkage between sex roles, Jlabor ‘force
4 N N -

participation, and fertility, a lack of adequate Capadian

data has left a .scarcity of empirical research along these

lines. . .

L]
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' - »
With respect to work outside the home, the participation

rate of women in the labor force Has <climbed from 34.4% in
1966 through 'to 51.6% in 1982 (Statistics Canada,1983)...

Among married women, approylmately 34% were employed full-

time, while an additional 12% were employed part-tihe.

Clearly an énaly51s of marital fertility which emphasizes the
L \

relevance of wife's work experience remains an important area

of research.
a

| .

Research in the United States has indicated a shift toward

-
’

mdre egalitarian sex role . attitudes (Thorston and

Freedman,1979).. Although it remains uncertain to what extent
‘ . . ’ )

this . manifests itself in' actual behavior, an increasing
-

number of Amer%;gn men and women believe in a more equitable

”
3

-

sharing of respopisrybilities in chi1ld care. Canadian demogra-
. v -
' )

phic research has large}y failed to examine such attitudinal

considerations in the analysis of fertility decisions.

/\
The availability of the Canadian Fertility Survey allows
. . . , 0 L X \I' -
for a detailed micro-level analysis. This will serve\in

attempting to delineate the relative importance of sex role
. - . i
attitudes and. female employment in explaining household
g *

fertility decisions,. .

- - < N

in 'étudying fertility, - 'there has been a tendency for

v

- hg : .
researchers to adhere to the static assumption that couples

adopt a lifetime plan early in their marriage with resbth to
n . . ' * .
ultiﬂabe family size. Although <this -has facilitated the
. » N * ]
» . » ‘ 3

o

-
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analysxé of fertilaty, it has also failed to capture the

»
dynamic nature of'household ferti1lity decisions. In this

study, the basic pr@mlse wi1ll be that the decision to have a
first or second child take qbn a differing character from
decnisions with respect to higher parities, hence a dynamic

analysisgwill be conducted.

. <
'
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' / IT1: LITERATURE REVIEW N 4
. ~ Economic_Models of Fertility
G ?

Beginn{ng with a provocative paper written by Becker in

L]
1960, economists and demographers increasingly began to apply

Y
economic theory to the study of human fertility. The major

thrust of Becker's initial argqument 1s that neo-classical

economic theory,' with slight adjusimgnts, provides a context

for the analysis of fertility. Wwhile teatures of Becker's &

' N o~ -
-

model of ferti1lity have subsequently been revised, his funda-

*
mental framework remains 1mportant in .,an area not tradi-

\
-

\ :
tionally dealt with by economists.
Ng

v :

-

B . N ? . v 0 :
Fundamental to neo-classical economics is a concern with .

" ea == ]

resohr%é allocation decisions made under economic con-
N . q

straints.. A basic premise is that households face a certain
b ) - )

set of «consumption . alternatives in 1light of availal‘!’
resources. | Both husband and wife arrive at joint decisions

- ,

in the allocation'of, resources by rationally attempting to
- ? N . e
maximize uti%ity) or satisfaction through their choices., In
v \ ’1‘: N a L i
employing a strictly utilitarian concept- of rationality, the -

‘household_choosés amon§ a variety of consumption alﬁetnativgs
I - =

-

- given the relative prices of commodities and the resources’

~ . . -
' s -
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available. R

s

o
Becker's rationale in applying this framework to fertility

Q
1s partially based upon the recognition of American couples

increasingly achieving <control over both the number and

spacing Of births. An expansion of knowledge about contra-‘_r

ception was associated with a widening scop€ for rational

decisio#-makxng. This allowed Becker to ﬁropose that econo-

B

mists treat fertility decisions as formally eguivalent to

other deci1si1ons made under economic constraints.

i e

T 4 &
In the context of thls neo-classical framework, children

are treated as apalogous to economic goods. The demand for

children is portrayed as- "part” of the larger - househdld
o . l\. .~ .
decision ©process where couplps decide rupon the number of

°

children that maximize utility relative to cohsumption

alternatives, Parents weigh the benefits and costs of having

children aéainst the costs and the potentia rewards. in
n . . 4 . f

alternative choices. Considering a child as analogous to a

wronsumer durable was justified in that "abstracting from the’

¢ (]

kind of satisfaction provided by children makes it‘ppssible_

- 3

to retate the demand for children to a well developed body of

’
a

ecohomic theory" '?Beckef:1960:211)” In other words, this

ﬁllows the microeconomic'theorx employed in the analysis of

3

the demand for consumer durables to serve . as \":seful

- ®

framework in the‘analysis &f the demand for children.

ror

- i ‘- ‘CJ -
'] . . * ° A !
) / : :
. Secondary to Becker's analysis are non-economic factors

. <= : - ' ¥ “ . :

) . . = .

e - » ’ . , P

"a : 8 <
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dealt with 1in a residual fashion through reference to the
"tastes" or preferences for children vis a vis other goods.

Throughout the literature "tastes" are understood as indicat-

ing the psychological needs and motivations behind fertility.

‘4

These are correspondingly determined by various social a&nd

cultural factors such as religion or ethnicity although
\’

Becker's analysis did not elaborate upon the possible

determinants.

1

While 1t might appear reasonable that tastes vary syste-

matically across socio-economic and cultural groups, Becker's

Fl

cost-benefit analysi% dogf not permit for this possibility.

Perhaps due to a concern with -rigorously deducing testable

. \
hypotheses,  Becker assumes that "tastes" vary randomly across

f

hunseholds and are unrelated to . income or cost factors.

Following this assumption, paste! ‘are held constant in his

»

analysis, facilitating .,an ~examination of the ~impact of

»

3 4 N v I3 .
strictly economic variables.

Theqprice of childreq/ris ‘also _Hgld copstant as couples,

—

whether rich or poor, ave assumed to face identical prices.

-The individual * household decidés ‘upon the quantity of

: o B
~._ children-relative to the quantity of ‘other goods:and services
with the .prices of both alterpatives, by and large, set by

~

3

. .+ the market place. VYet while faced with identical prices, the

chosen expenditurés wupon children and-various consumétion

.
v

-2 M N A N ' . ‘ M
.alternatives vary across hopseholdsﬂ While couples face
e . \ . A

"identical child costs, certain .hoUseholds obtain additional
. N Sy . FLIPS . . .

- .
< -
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i
uﬂ{

lity through devoting a greater proportion of their

resources to their children. o ,

“\ .

i A
] . A2 /

This decision in the allocation of 'rescurces led to an

- t
extension of the consumer durable analogy, in suggesting that .

Wt

parents decide on children of‘varying "quality". .As he wrote
"I willhcall more expensive children higher duality chiIdreq,

LY

just as Cadillacs are called higher quality cars" (1960:211).

o

In emphasizing that this does not imply "higher quality" as
morally superior, the goal was to incorporate in the analysis
the households' derivation of utility through yts decision to

spend varying amounts upon differing children. In viewing. -

_— —

t

. / - ' ‘ _ .
the child as an economic good, gquality is measured in terms

of the income spent, with higher quality  representing a

-

greaker amount of market inputs allocated to the child,.

»

In sum, three interrelated decisions in the allocation of

-

* household resources, are proposed; decisions as to the
. quantity of‘/::ZIdren, the guality of <children, and the

. ‘quantity of alternative goods .,and services, Depending upon

the household’s preferences, utility is maximized through a

-

,tradeoff, involving the above choices.\

¢

-
- A
-~ ¢ “

- ~ ) *
“In examivning these decisions, a simplig;Thq;assumption is-

-

that both husband and wife.come to a Jjoint decision at 4&

e 1}

single point. 'in tim& with regard-to the gquantity and quality

of children. . In develobing‘a”statib framewo;ﬁ, ¢ouples are

. , A
viewed as adopting a utility maximizing lifetime plan early
+

4 : 10 °



-~
in their marg(;ge. Under this assumption,h'tastes' are

- .

understood as remaining constant over time, with spouses
arrjving at joint decision due to overlapping preferences.
-

In employing his framework Becker proposed income as having

-

a positive effect upon fertility. With a climb in resources
measured in terms of husband's income, the couple devote a
greater amount toward raising <children. Although Becker
hypothesizes that most of this increase in resources will
produce an increase in the quality of children, he suggests

that an increase in quantity should also be ekpected.

Households wereé assumed to choosé additional children as

their resources increase or the costs :‘of children decline.

s

This positive income effect is a <¢entstal hypothesis in the

v

Eesting of Becker's model, running counter to the prepond-

erance-of evidence which indjcated a negative correlation
L] °

¢ PAENY

(Jaffe,1940; Whelpton and Kiser,1951; Cambell and Patterson,

— — v

1966; Simon,1974). . ’ , .
] - ’ ‘ ‘b [

-

Lt is important to note that Becker's initial ‘model failed

- . - ®
to acknowledge the potential #mg@ct vf female labor force

participation apon fertility decisions.:- .Thisy might be

understood in tgat Becker develops a model whicga;s specific
to the §3&$@i\and historical context of American sdciety in

.

the early 1560'5. Implicit is the household’s maximization

of utility through the traditional sexual K 'division of. labot.

L " \

. A} X
Couples are assumed to adhere to “"tastes® *!that support

traditional sex roles. In developing a static model which

~ an
.

. . 7y, ° £
- . 11 ’ ‘

~ LT s a

Yy
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treats non-economic factors in a

presupbositions exclude the

—

under the

Fl

roles. Correspondingly,

{ .
" labor, the potent1al impact of female

tion was understood as relatively minor.

.
-

An important revision to Becker's

by Mincer (1962) through:his'concept

or the degree of foregone’ earnin

4 -
household in the decision
' L4
.children. As hypbtheqized,

to devote
the highe
the lower the household}s Srindey ass

The cancept of opportuﬁjty costs is’

force partic

a

impact of female labor

assumes that women exclusively bear

- - /

implying a universality to .the tradit

+ ) ¢ - .
labor, women® are understood as ei

readily leaving the labor . force

assumed relative efficienﬁg for women
» d . .

.implied that the raising of children,

3

pation act as competing activities

.~

Consistent with this argument, Mi

higher the actual or\potent1a1 income
( N
the potential opporgunity costs in ha

.‘4
’ o
- T
.

«In elaborating upon the 1mpact of opportunxty costs,

(1963) began w1th g% analyt1ca1 disti

become~kncwn as a *substitution” ef

[y

v o 12

poss%&ility of

.these

in raising children.

residudl fashion, his

changing sex,.

traditional division eof

labor force participa-

-

\

framework was introducéd

of fobportunity‘costs',

gs experienced by the
. -

the raising of

time to
r the opportunity costs,
ociated with children.

directly related to the

ipation, 1in that Mincer

éosEs.

ional sexual divis¥an of:

ther never

/
/

in household productjbn
and 1abor'fbgce partici-
L]

for a

ncer

%other{é time.

proposes ghat thé
of a woman,/the .greater

ving-childrgn. -

Mincer

nction

between what has

fect in contrast to the

Again in.

entering or -

/
an/
s
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. f%bcve- mentioned income effect. The latter, conveqtionally;.

‘

// operationalized in terms of husband's .earnings, has,consis-
. N,

/

/ ’ . i
tently been hypothesized as having a positive effect. In
- .

» . "
contrast, the substitution effect which encompasses the

opportunity costs, measures the effett of wife's actual or

potential earnings. With a rise in obpbrtuni@y ‘costs amd a’ -

- corresponding rise in the cost of Ner time, the substitution

effect was h&pothesized as having a snegative impact upon

fertility. Mincer's revision improves on Becker's injtial ‘

*

model. in allowing for a stricEly economic inﬁerprelation of

the inverse relatibnship between actual or potential female

] . - .
earnings and fertility. .. -

L'l 4

‘In further revisions of Becker's<.initial cost benefit '
- ' 4 . i . v

analysis, researchérs in applying the "new theory of consumer

i

behavior®™ have explicitly drawn the time' costs of children
into, the anqusis (Bééket,1965; Lanéaster,l&GG: Wi;lig;1973)m

Whilé Mincer implies that child rearing.- and -labor force.
. S . P o ) > . . * B
participation act as qompeting activitfes for a woman's time, ¢

later revisions explicitly measure the wife's time evailable

0 . Py

in -home production relative to time in labor force. In.

4«
hd -,

mdv}ng beyond a focus. upon child price and hBusehoLd're-‘

-

sources, the "new theory of consumer behavior®"™ examines- the
- > ) ar Ry X

- . ’ .

utility as derived indirectly fon»the market plécen'invq;v-

<

ing* the expenditures and éc;ual time deyoted'towardichildnen

withiq the home. Analytic¢ally, housepolds“ were 'viewed as

consuming basic’' commodities (ex. childreny health, prestige)
- - ‘ - v’
. ] .
produced within the household, involving a <Combination of

— ! - . -

* 13
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stime and market goods. R - s

-

In examining time costs .associated with fertility, the

~

analysis excludes the husband's involvement in c¢hild rearing,

aSsumYng that his time is uhproductive within the household.

As with Becker and Mincer, tHertpaditional sexual division of

labor remains uanES§&fiéd' with 'women exXxclusively bearing
> ;

. . 3 R
the -time costs_in "raising ~children. Further similarities

with the earlier research, remains the assumption of homoge-.

gtes and “the employment of a -static framework.

~

neous

e

Likgwjyse, ingome is again hypothesized as having a posipige

’

effect o . fertility, with coupleé) dirggting additional

expendijpdres toward children as their resourcé% increase.

-
. »

*

3

.
= -

Liebgﬁstein (1?74) attempts to rework the microeconamic

¢ «

[}
framework in

moving beyond certain of the <;estrictive

L)

asgumptions in non—criticalf? applying cbnsumer theory to the

- .

po————p

e

analysis of fertility. In crizicizing ‘the tendency of
L T ,
econhomi'sts to treat- non-economic 4£actors -in a residual

fashiqn,“he emphaﬁizes the likelihood of failure in appiying
narrowly construed . economic m&deﬁs. to the analysis . of

fertility decisions. As an élternative,‘ he modifies the

%

analysis through including sotial factors previously excluded
. ¢ o Vet . , . . -~
by economists. ’ ) ~ . c \

¢

[ -

“In criticizing  the assumption of homogeheous - tastes,

* 4

Liebenstein's revision  wunderstands that prefefenées for

~children as depending upon the specific’ sacial and econonmic

(%3 , “ o

o .14
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v
" environment of the® household. Related to this premise,

Liebenstein develops his alternate model thiough introduting

[ J

the concept of ', qocial> * nfluence group (SIG). The overall

. + ‘population is understood as subdivided jnto a series of SIG's

which in tqrf strongly influence target living standards and

[ 4 - N

faﬂily size preferences. While highly correlated vyet not
equ?ﬁ&&&& to groups delineated in térms of socio-economic
. s} o . '

status, SIG's are rather ambiguously described "as based upon
‘. _
various histpricalu and socio-cultural factors. In turn,

-

household decision making is understood as depending upon the

household's relative position within a specific SIG.

»

- — .y . Y
' * b

In emphasizing the importance of social and economic
environment ' in examining household decisions, Liebenstein

“<\" revises the microeconomist's central hypbthesis of‘aopositive

income effect. . Without diéputing the empirical evidence

-

L4

which has,ycont{pqously demonstrated an inverse relationship

“ between hoWéehold resources and " fertility, he hypothesizes

- that.a positive income effect exists only withins SIG's. 1In
4 4 “ .
. . . ]
ﬁ presenting a rationale for this "~ hypothesis, his work re-

sembles the relative deprivation ligeratu}e in sociology.

» ' ) . :
As discussed 1in some detail by Merton (1968:279-329), it J

~ is often relative rather than ,absolute ~ socio-economic status
’ that holds greatest relevance in examining satisfaction with
living standards "a”nd correspondiﬂ economic aspirations.

Likewise, Liebenstein argues that household status relative

# -

to the consumption stanqarés of significant others (i.e.
» ! -7 i - +
4 . . M ‘ -t N ! 15 LS
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\,‘ % ' } . -

others within the same SIG) serve as central in the analysis

of fertility decisions.

.-

»

In households lacking the resources to obtain the common

-

.1living standards associated with a specific SIG, a relatjve

. — ’
deprivation is hypothesized as leading to higher priority

placed upén consumptian alternatives to child rearing.

‘
.

Likewise, women in households attempting to obtain such

representative consumption standards are more likely to seek

4

household resources through labor force.participation. In

P

contrast, in households that have obtained such standards,

resources more readily become available tg the decision to

have <children. With the satisfaction of representative
H
»

standards (with respect to expenditures upon status goods,

R Y . s , , . ,
housing, transportation, etc.), a climb in resources 1is

Y

onderstoocd to facilitate fertility decisions. ',

A fundamental pitfall of his theorizing is that the concept

of SIG has never been fully explicated nor operationalized. -

s

Yet although this theoretical amework has neJer been put to

empirical test, Liebenstein has. been credited in his attempt

to demonstrate<how the historical and cultural context of the -

'S " .
household 1influence .its «cost-benefit decisions. . Factors

beyond 'opportﬂnity-costs' enter. into elgborating upon the

relatibnship between female employment and fertility. After
. . i e
criticizing the intrinsically “culture bound"™ character of
strictly economic analysis, Liebenstein ambiguously refers .to
. , .

"cultural factors" influencing _ household decisions
: , ,
)

16
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)

(1974:467). Although he has not successfully formalized an

-
0oy

as an indication of thf potential for econohists in borrowing
Lo e -

<
from sociological rese@rch.
L
A)

Easterlin (1969, 1975) also  draws from. sociological

—

research, in attempting to -expand upon microecohomic
analysis. While <commencing with a conceptualization of
rational decision-making involving a cost benefit analysis,

Easterlin does not., accept the, assumption of homogeneous

‘
©

- s
tastes across households and battempts to includ%Q non=
o

[

economic factors in his examfna“@iié of fertility. Given

that "the prfndipal emphasis of sociblogy is on the tendency

of behavior to conform to social normg, the Fongeptual

»
-

embodiment of preferences", Easterlin suggests that econbd-

mists draw from this discipline in _its ability Tto elevate

.

taste considerations* bearing on choice to a position equal

to that of other factors" (1969:128).

-

-

~
P
. °
. .

Agcording to Easterlin, the 1limited research on taste

formation could ' be drawn wupon in develaping a model of

fertility decisionlmaking: : . . — "

i}

~

In general, one's prefepence system at any given time
mgy be viewed as molded by heredity and past and
current environment. The ©process starts with birth
and continues through the 1life cycle. Religdon,
.color, nativity, place of residence, -and education
enter into the shaping of tastes. So, too, does one's
childhood and adolescent experience in one's o6wn home -
with materialﬂ_affluence and family size. One reaches
family-building age with preferences already molded by
this heritage, but these preferences are, subsequently
modified by ongoing occupational, income, and family

¥ ' 17

. alternative to'microeconomic anakkhis, his discussion serves

i



building experiences, among others...(1969;135)

Easterlin formally deals with certain of the above factors

in what has been <considered a major contribution of his

)

0research, his "relative income <concept". In certdin

. " .
respects, his discussion of .relative incame ' parallels .

Liebenstein's discussion of SIG's, in that both are related

to"the relative deprivation literature in sgciology.

This concept is based upon the premise that one's
preference é}stgg is shaped 'by the living s&andards ex-

perienced in the parent's household during adolescence. _In

A

drawing from the limite8 research on taste formations, a
i :
household's actual economic position relative to the living
. —

standards experienced in earlier socialization, was under-

stood as strongly influencing household economic aspirations

-

and preferences for children. As with Liebenstein, relative

.

deprivation tends to curtail rates of fertility, while

relative affluenfp would al}ow for an increase in the demand

for children.

- A v

The concept of relative 1income was operationalized by

~

measuring a household's current income ' relative to the

'

d .
-~

income parents experienced in dtﬁe' household of their

adolescence. Mor€ accurately, '"relative income" was

measured in terms of tke .income ofuyounger males.relative to

‘'older males (i.e. through excliisive focus ‘upon the income of

the husband). ~

oy
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@

-

<

Easterlin himself recognizes tﬁ\t demographic inquiry

should‘attembt to obtain more dccurate measures in an actual

mapping aof fertilaty Epeferences. His, i}(empt to measure

+

preferences‘for children through hi1s estimation of relative

- P
economicC aspirations in his own estimation remains incom-

plete. Yet hi1s total exclusion of the experience of women

in focusing solely upon the economic aspirations of the

-

husband, leads to the obvious conclusion that hié analysis
is seriously flawed. Noteworthy) is a failure\to address
the imp;ct 02 the wife's econpmic contribution, which
implies an analysis of- the wife's relative preferences for.

children and labor force participation. )

v

Namboodiri (1972) introduces a  further revision to the

.

economics of fertility through emphasizing‘the importance of

’ ~

, .
allowing for gy a time orientation .in examining fertility

decisioﬁg; is stems out of difficulties with the static

=

-

framework of | Becker's work and the modified versions

thereof. Namboodiri criticizes t®™e earlier research based

4

.pggn the premise that‘ couples adobt a utility maximizing

1

”“}ifetipe'plan early in their marriage. - In arguipg for a

-

N
1

dynamic 0examinatidn of fertility, decision making, the

alternative proposed is a parity specific analysis.

- .

-

In presenting his observations, Namboodiri asks "whether

family members fully taxe into &ccount the commitments in
respect of time,  energy, and money, long term as well as

’

short-term, when they think_  about having a chilad"

19 -



H ‘.\h .
(1972:189). He suggests that 1n all probability this 1s an
J s
untenable assumption. < For certain couples, time horizons

might be confined to relatively short periods, while others
look far into the future.
e
Furthermore, Namboodiri re§ogn;zes that the .decision to
have a first or second <child likely take on a Q1Efering
character from decisions with respéect to higher parities.
x As 7suggestedp "thg appropriate dec%sion problem in the
economic énalysis‘of fertii1£y 1s the seguential addition of
each chi1ld and the timing thereof" (1972:131). He therefore

.y v allows for the possibility that factors influenc¢ing ferti-

+

. 2 N . . . .
lity deC1sipns vary over time, with economic, normat1we,_and
\

societal considerations carrying differing weight by parity.

t
\
hY [y Q

Also of fundimental importanpce to Namboodiri's approach is
L)

"a recognition of the interdependence of the utilities

3

¥
associated with <children of different parities™ (1972:191).

Experiences in‘’child birth and child rearing, complemented

by» the various «changes tied in with the life cle are
‘ ' -
umderstood as influencing the level of satisfaction asso-

ciated with further children. In rejecting the assumption
, ¢ . .

« of constant _preferences over time, Namboodiri'sg anélysis
- . " LY 4 v
more accurately accommodates an evolving perception of

utility., debending ubon the couple's 'life expgrience and

phase in the life cycle.‘ ’
. - - ,
. ? ’
4 _ . - - - L S
. » ‘ . . ; ) i ' - B
) Consistent with Namboodiri's argument is the likelihood
- |
. . .
s 20 -
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that the effect of wife's employment upon fertility vary by
parity. As-will be dlscusseq in the concluding section of
the literature review which focuses upon empirical researgh,

the findings have remained inconclusiVe as to the effect of
y
fema{e employment by - parity (Hout ,1978; Kyriazis,-1982).

Alternate hypotheses as to 1ts varying effect have been

proposed.

g

One further <critique which applies to most of the work

involved in the economie&sg of fertllity cohcgfns the assump-

tion that the husband and wife have the same preferences.

As Turchi (1975:26) writes "it is ironic that, in a disci-

pline, so concerned with the antecedents to and the outcomes
of optimizing decisions, economists have spent "so little
effort in the analysis of the decision process itself".

Again, although it might not be analytically. convenient,

.- -
Turchi argues that research should be directed toward

recognition 'of at least two decision makers within the

-~

household.

AN

In calling for an explicit treatment of husband and wifé

.

interaction, he suggests that "it would seem worthwhile both
analytically and emp;iibally to develop a fertility decision
. A

model which at least illustrates the mqnner_in which husband

Y

wife conflict might affect fertility decisions®™ (1975b:116).

Yet despite Turchi's recognition of the necessity 1in

iaccommodating husband-wife  interaction, economists have

failed to model potential <conflict of i terest_;ituationg

LN * +

4 2 1 o * y ) N ) .
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e

a

between spouses. While expressing a dissatisfaction with

the problematic joint family function, economists have not

Y

develbped alternataive models which explicitly examine the

separate utilities of husband and wife.
#t

A

. - /
‘It is only in the sociB—psycholggical ligrerature which

employs socidl exchange “theory, - that the‘interaction and
potential conflict between spouses has been drawn directly

» -
into the analysis. As will be oﬁalgned in the following

2, > N . .
section, a major difference_ between thz// economics of

L}

fertility and 3§ social exchange approach is its attempt. to

¢
"

account for interaction and conflict resolution. This might
be anticipated given the }tendenéy of these theorists to

begin with the non-economic factors peripheral to the

research aqutlined above.

22 ’
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.. Social Exchange Theory .

.

In developing models based upon social exchange theory, &

- -
ar ’ <

’focys upon houSehold decision'making has lead to an explicit

treatment of husp&nd{w1fe interaction. ~In contrast to the

V4

.

economics of fertility, most of this -research begins with

-
-
1

the attitudes “and non-economic factors peripheral to: the

~ s
N 1

earlier research focusing on’'income and costs. In accommo-

- . ~

Batiné- social interaction between spouses, their work is

e

also credited in formally- dealing with the’ impact of sex

o .

roles upon fertility Hégisioqs. “In light of the evolving

nature of 'sex role -attitudes and .behavior,, this improves

- "

upon the premise of previous research that implies a joinE

%

maximization of -utility based upon the traditional sexual

.
* >

3 -

division of labor. ) :
4 L
’ . > \'- -

“ o

.

.

An important addition to this lLiteratlreq is associated

withs the work of Bagozzi and Van Lo2 (1977)2 - In‘devefopihg

, 4 , v . '. . ’ o ‘. .

their model, husband-wife interaction is conceptualized in,

terms of gené?all soﬁio—psycholbgica} brocesses oc%u:ring
N <

-
o

within, -~ the household. . ghese'have a cor!espondinb direct: ..

.

impact upon fertflity decisions. .bagozzi and Van Loo ‘also
- R LR 3 - " - .
directly draw from the economics of‘fertili;y in-stressing

As hypq}hésfzed,
< T

.

the importance of socio-economic factors.

«

3

‘the .decisiqn .to have a child "is-a direct function of ‘social

—
psybhblogical processes }n the family and an indirect func-

! v
s -

t
.
1
~

tion of socioeconomic cdnstra\z:s on family site"(1977:302).

LT



With respect to the socio-psych&logical processes occurring

. - ,
within the household, two general processes act as endogenous,
components 1n their model.. As argued, "the shared, sociglly

constructed attitudes of household .members influence family
" s . .

siie; Qi.e.\ what might be considerédd equivalent to the
microeconomist's "tastes"), and secondly,. "the social
exéhghges transpiring between husband and wife affect

fertility® (1977:301). Attitudes of family members are fur-

-

ther analyzed in terms of three conceptually distinct

‘e

characteristics; an affective component, a behavioral
A . .

component (represedtingﬂ,actions and <choices closely related

to the deciéio%?;o have children), and a cognitive component

(comprised of beliefs related: to the implications in having

children). These in tyrn are interrelated with such :
"characteristicds 'of the husband and wife, as personality
traits, behavioral orientation, and expectations”,. corre-

spondingly, attipudes, . expectations, personality, and

’

behavioral orientations function as constraints ‘on or

o -

facilitators. of the social exchanges transpiring between
- " . hd ° -
husbdand and wife.

4

; n .
In elabor ing wupon the nature of :hﬁs sociél exchange,

v -

- v - >
Bagozzi an Van koo argue that the marital relationship

v
- 4

entails "a sharing aﬁaﬁﬂexchque of rewards aﬁd.punishments

where these"might be phyéical, psychological, or social in

’natura“ (1978:307). A fundamental assumption(of this theore-

tical frameéwork is that both spouses achieve\\joint satfs-

-

/ "
4

- N 1

ffgction irrough this rrénsfer _of rewards and punishments,

L

: 24 AR
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through what is understood as: a formﬁof_sociai-curtenci

~ - ' h ‘
(whether it is tangible or ron-tangible). In other words,

«
’

socio-psychological processes’ of give -and take between
AR ’ . .

spouses . leave households negotiating a joint oufcome in their
. ' ) . - 1 ‘
fertility decisions relative to i1lifestyle dlternatives. In

’ - U
.

examining fertili#y decisions, children themselves are viéwed

-

«
L]

‘as a’ type -‘of ““social currendy, potencfélly prbviding both

. . Ch—

indirect and direct‘rewatdsk central to the‘souple's.achieveL

- -

~— ment of joint Satisfaction.

AT

N . L ' s
. N y ’ N )
- i ) N ‘ ) . > . ¢
" sAccording to Bagozzi and Van: Loo,’ sociqi exchange 1is

’ o

’ N

shaped by the nature and degree Oof ¥ "social fhﬁlrenca“”?'

»
-

- each Spouée, . This concept is defined as the

assqciateé with

@ r * 2

‘form in which needs and expectations are communicated. In

)
“

‘ drawing from, social exohgﬁge theory,'{he relative subtcess. in

influencing the other in . a close " interpersonal relatiohéhip

. is understood: to_involvg anﬁiﬁterpiay of "threats, p%ém}ses, ‘

-
wagn}pgs, and mendations". By 'implication, husband and wife

4

*

attempt to ,reach mutual satisfaction im ~an exchange of

. tewards ahd pynishments, as ,shaped By.thggf socialtﬁgfluencé;

-
1 , -~
- - 2 .

.
v R

ot . .
¥

. » & y s - ’
Bagozzi ' and Van Loo operationalize-- this giv;»and_take

R relationship through the extent of role -egalitarianism angd.

. . . . M i
the corresponding degree of <conflict ‘'and power between

[}
%

husband and wife. Relatively

indicated by sex role egalitarianism) is pnéerséoodlto have a

- o Ld ‘ . . LI . ’
- differing ‘impact upon- fertility 1in comparison to more
. . - ' R . ’ . >
.7 traditional marital relationships. - . i .
. - : ' . . $
. . . ~ . ‘ < 2 5 R . ., ) .
P ’ - - - a . " ?

hilateral soéial'influencé (as- -

]



v Ty . .
In testing’ their "~ overall approach, Bagozzi- and Van Loo
. * \ RN .
(19782308) hypothesize: ° . &

. s
.
.o

" that the more balanced’ the‘bo%er, the less the con-
flict, and Lhe greater the egalitariamism, on the one
hand, the greater the probability-that the couple, de-
sire a life style and mode of consumption at odds with
produc1ng a large fam41y, engage in fertility planning
.and the use of contraceptives, and, in general, be
susceptible to anti-natalist “social, .economic, and

+ attitudinal constraints, -on the other hand. )

» . - % [N

’ ' -

{

.In other” words, as attitudes and social exchanges within the

L

household become. more molerh, relatidély bilatﬁral social

] e

influeﬁce;%eads coupies to adopt a’lifestyle non-cdﬁducive to

» . - .

large families. - . . ’ N .
v ’ ' .
v " ) 4
' " ’ - ' AR

Yet it.shaulé be‘re—emphasiéed thablbagozz; ahd Van Loo also

flodel the 1mpact of soc1a1 and economic factors, in consider-

-

th their 1nd1rect effect on fer%}ilty (cathex than a direct

-

1nf1uence<hypoth951zed jn economic research). Norms, social

y - . ' ) N
stratiPjgation, and economic codnstraints influence fertidity

thf cugh-the above mentioned “endogenous variables. Economic
theotry ;szeﬁdeieﬁ in” modeling the economic determinants
"1. . - ' -
. [ J— . 5, . .
(with reference to pricey income and opportunity costs),

2
J .

. ) . - O
which have direct influence on attitudes and social exchange

and an indirect effect on fertility. As Bagozzi and Van Loo

}1978:302) ackﬁowledge, "although _eéonomistf have not

. ~

R o . . 5
explicitly modeled |(such prfcesses, these ideas are consistent

0

with Easterlin's (} 9) and Liebenstein's (1974) suggestions

- - '
tha; income and the economic environment influence tastes".

. - > "
'
. - .
M s

< -
- - A 3
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Bagozzi and Van Loo have uncovered empirical support with

»
red

respect to cqne impact of socio-psychological processes
occurring within the household (1978:311-317). Families with
bilateral social influence between spouses (as measured by

seXx fole egalitarianism) along with more modern attitudes (as

~measured by ‘media eﬁposure and consumer &rlentatlon) are more

o
likely to decide upon fewer children. Although they neglect

operationalization of the affective and cognitive component§

of household attitudes, sufficignt evidence is presented

. . , . [~ o ——
supporting their discussion of the tradeoffs and choices

-
.

competing with large families.

Although Bagozzi and Van Loo appear as relatively success-

-

ful in formalizing the impact of unique dynamics within the
household, some criticism can 'still be levelled against tfeir
’ ¥

empirical treatment of sociceconomic factors. While they

have drawn to a considerable extent ‘from the economics of

i

fertflity in discussion ., of economic:. constraints, <in their .

actual empirical gesearch Bagozzi and Van Loo merely refer to

the impact 'of husband’'s absolute earnings. ‘While they
RS o . ‘a‘ : .

acknowledged that opportunity costs act as an ,economic

s

constraint upon the social exchange occurring within the
1% A Y x, <& ° +

household, they have not empiricallydmeasuréd its impact.

e v

-
——

Their analysis of fertility is undeniably lacking in failing

¢ ~ o
to directly or indirectly examine ;hb.relevance of female
employment statuss Likewise, -in. examining the impact of

sociollogical and normative constraints, merely-one measure

was employed in examininé the impact of norms (wife's |[place

4 - —
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of * birth), and another examines the relevance of social
"
stratification (wife's education)e ' Likely this failure

partially lies in the methodological difficulties related to

[§ e
El

moving from the theoretjcal ‘'to the empiTical level,.

Scanzoni (1975,1978) - has been credited in specifically

’ i
!

attempting to delineate the interrelationships between
. % . ) )

fertilify, sex role attitudes, and labor force participation.

While he has also uncovered unequivocal evidence that

egalitaflan sex roles are strongly associated - with smaller

family size, the attempts to examine the consequences of
b '}'

. $ s
female employment for this sex role - fertility Yinkage. As

with Bagozzi and Van Loo, ultimate family size was understood

>

A
as a result of processes of bargaining and exchange in which

L]

couples attempt to -maximize mutual gain, in the form of

- 3

economic, social, and psychic rewards. %

£ -
[d [

In empirical research, Scanzoni (1978:686-687) separately ~

i

examines: the impact of sex role egalitarianism upon fertglity

|
for a sub-sample of solely employed women. His Qheoxkticaf

~ ’ "
artially based uqon the

rptionale for tthis proced

premise that an interplay- between female employment ;nd sex
. - 4

¥
¢

. L ) . .
role attitudes 1is <central 1in examining actual fertil%ty

- ”
rd

behavior. His analysis wuncovered evidence  indicating that

"~ '~
AY

within a structural context of wife's employment, “the
——— A Q)
2 eqa;itarianism has a significantly

¢ e

existence qg* sex . .rol
greater impact upon f%rtilify curtailment then in the sample
B -

} as a whole. As he suggests in interpreting these findings:

’

.
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-

Once these ‘'wives are maved dnto a situation in which
the demands of full-time employmen\ are placed squarely
upon them, norms pertaining to their greater rights and
privileges apparently become exceedingly - more salient
than they would have been otherwise (1978:687).

Scanzoni's explanation is based upon his observation that
.

while women have been increasingly entering he labor force,

the traditional division of labor within 'the household has

been relatively slow to change. While men and women are

P

increasingly adhering to egalitarian attitudes, this has not

been complemented By equal Participation of men in household

production. "In the- terminology of microeconomists, the

~ -
o

- L) )
</ "opportunity costs" of children <continue to be largely born
. S~

by women, As a result "an apparent structural adaptation to

5y Y

the decrease in time for extensive child care due go:both

%

parent's'’ choosing .to be achievers (or perhaps even merely

N

workers) would be to produce fewer <children for which the

partners must care" (1975:2)l )

-



Feminist Analysis
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Of central concern to feminist analysis is the necessity of

P L

"problematiziné" issues that havev previously been taken for
granteds” As emphasized in a recent coIlqction of éssays
outlining Canadian Feminism, one such issue ‘s ."the sexual
division of labor and the social relations between wen;and

women that this division _generates” (Luxton,1982:112-113),.

2

While many of the above outlined micro-level studies maintain

mutual satisfaction under the traditional division of labor

-~

‘(Becker,1960; Easterlin,1975), feminists . contradict ' this

A

premise through empha®izing the inequities dssociated with

tradit#onal gender roles. Similar to the research of social

\

exchange theorists, this calls for an explicit, analysis of

~

the social relations betwdtn men and women, in order to
. L]
‘understand more fully understand decisions related to child

care and reproduction.

- . s -
- f .
4 ° »

In drawing from feminist Eheory, Folbre (1982) criticizes

ﬁ, . ,
demoé?aph1c analysis based upon-neo-classical economics.s As

b3
»

émphasized, the family can' not be <conceptualized as "a
static, unchanging institution, a decision-making black box",
but ra%ﬂer as an institution 'pione to conflict and compro-

mise". 1In rejecting consensual decisions, she emphasizes the

- . . -

. N . .
nécessxty to consider changing power relations within the

family as shaped by evolving historical and cultural circum-

N - -

stances.
LY
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a
" Fundamental to her argument is an acknowledgement of
—_ . ) ]
structural inequalities in explaining fertility decisions.
As she elaborates: . i
At the very core of feminist theory, in virtually all ' )
its incarnations, lies a «central insight about the
nature of motherhood. However distinctive women's
biological capacities may be, it is the sogial qnd
historical context, 6 -of child bearing and child rearing ,
that largely determines tMeir structure and megning.
To many feminists, this social and historical context
inextricably links motherhood to the-larj%r pattern of !
patriarchy. The social relations which govern
- reproduction often reinforce the domination of women
Q“ﬁ and the exploitation of women's labor (1983:261).
’%\ }k
‘While Folbre has not £formalized a micro-level alternative
to previous analyses of fertility decisions, .the primary
L3
value of her discussion rests in "developing hypotheses that
can serve as a useful*guide for future research®” (1983:261),
? .
In add{gssing the m?ture of women's -oppression in society,
and more precisely, in the family, feminists have explicitly .
examined the division of labor in Canadian households. While
"work" ‘ which falls optsidek of +he official definiﬁion of dp

"labor force" has been largely ignored - by social scient\sts,

feminists directly examine its character. - - ‘ , N

¢

, A mid-seventies  study of. Vancouver households (M@issneret

\ , e
et al, 1975:431) concludes that despite the well-documenteg
" . -+

increase in the number of women .in the’'labor force, "there

;can be little doubt that .women continde to take primary

v
Y

. respofgsibility for .domestic work". Whether women work solely

in the home, work part-time or full time in the work force,

‘ 31
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this study indicates that child care, like housework conti-

nues to fall mainly to women. In measuring the actual time
4

costs, in families with children the husband's contribution
-

to regular housework increased only slightly when their wives
CE

obtained paid employment (1975:436). Likewise, little change
. [}

was found in households where women pursue careers as opposed

to work solely to subsidize family income. This supports the

microeconomist's argument that the opportunity costs of

. children continue to be largely borne by women.

© k]

A more. recent * study has uncovered similar results,

demonstrating little chaﬁge in the actual’ division of labor

(Luxton, 1983:27-44). While a miﬁority of husbands have been
taking ,on a larger share of this work, in the greatest
majority of Canadian households, wives c¢continue to take on

the primary responsibility. In light of the well-documented

-

increase in female labor force participation, the major
thrust of Luxton's work implies - an intensification in the

exploitation of women's 1labor. Feministss have <clearly

documented that the time costs in having children continue to

- ~-

be largely born by womén.

© -
) - )

“

While this research has not'explicitly dealt with fertility

- Y -
. , . . rezrar , . .
decisions, its findings are consistent with Scanzoni's

discussion of an interplay between female employment and sex

role attitudes. In a context of ~full-time employment,

.

attitudinal and normative copsiderationé pertaining to

greater rights and privileges logically become more éalient

o

32
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than they would otherwise. Given the unwillingness of
husbands to compensate their "partners” commitment to paid

employment thfough a Bignificant increase in time devoted to

.

“the household, wife's understandably exert interpersonal
in%luence iﬁ attempts to obtain a more equitabie situation.
Due to the time <constraints imposed upon her, she would be
expected to neéotiate with her husband for fewer children

than if she were not employed.

-

P

In aoncating a dynamib specification of reproduction
decisions, Hout (1978) examines marital fertility through a
parity specific analysis. Consistent with ‘Namboodiri's

critique of the static framework of microeconomi'sts, he
. 3

K3

rejects the presupposition that hustand and\zizthdopt at the

© L4

beginning of marriage a utility ma}imizing lifetime plan.

, ,
His analysis;pﬁesents evidence which portrays the one-period
LS
4

decision—making framework as empirically unattainable.

\

Variation in effect "of socio-economic determinants by parity
is uncovered in/applying an alternative sequéhtial'decision-

making framework. .

IS . 4 ‘

+
.

<

- /
In analyzimg data from sthe U.S. census of 1970, Hout is

not capable of eXamining the impact of changing sex roles and

s
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other factors stressed by social exchange theorists. Yet in
v .

5
AN .

basing h1s analysis on microg-economic theory, he examines
whether the effects of wife's employment and earnings
potential varies with parity . The impact of opportunity
costs assoc{éted with loss of employment income is’anticipat—
ed:to differ, depending on whether the decision is to have a

first or second child relative to higher order births.

Hrut suggests inherent ambiguities «in analyzing fertility

within a dynamic framework:

\
A} \

The ambiguity 15 not as great when analyzing first” and
second births in contemporary United Statesa Effects
on first and second births are predominantly effects
on the timing of those Dbirths, because nearly all
married women have had or expect to have at least one
chi1ld, and nearly 90 pergent expect at least two
(Buseau of the Census,1976, &%able 2). Interpreting
effects on higher order births is mogel difficulty:
because of the timing-numbers mix, e.g., does a

had positive 1ncomel effect on third birth mean poor

couples postpone third births of forego them alto-
gether? (1978:141). é

o

In considering wife's employment} two alternative hypo-

theses are discussed. After .acknowledging normative pres-

sures on American women to have at least two children, Hout

o

L

proposeés that "the ratio of gpportunity costs of childbearing

[y

A . Cy . . C, .
to the« benefits of additional children", increase with the

achievement of normative family size (1978:142). While women

}

involved iﬁ the ’labﬁr force are asg®™ kely as nonSemployed

women to have at least two children, the potential opporti-
b L)

nity costs s i ith i S
y o \ihigpxated with further children leaves themxless

likely to have higher order births. This would be supported

)
-

[
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.
1n uncovering stronger effects of female labor force partici-

-~
pation at higher  parities. Al alternative hypothesis
primarily concerned with the timing of births is that

employed women delay earlier births in satisfying economic

-
v

and <career aspirations. The latter would be supported by
Y

uncovering stronger effects at lower parities. His empirical

work failed to support either of the hypotheses, with little

variation in a weak negative effect at all births.

.
04

.

Hout's researEh also examines the 1mp§ct of household
resources, in focusing upon the variatiQp in effect of
husband's earnings. Empirical supéoft is uncovereg for a
;ypothesized decline in income's impact with increases in
parity. A relatively strong posi;ive income e}fect at the
first two parities, and non-significant éffects at higher

parities supports Hout's expectation that(\the income effect
@

is less ”important at higher order birt . In interpreting

his findings, he suggests thaé'they .'form;impreésive support

for the hypothesis tbat the timing nf first and second births

'
\ Y

is highly sensitive to economic opportunity, while the timing

’

of subsequent births is not subject to economic influence of

o

the same magnitude? (1978:149). Households at lowef! parities

-

are more likely to forestall ,having children if they lack the

N .
L]

economic means. This also suggests that at higher parities,
households of greater'incoqg'ére neither more or less likely
to decide upon an additional child. R&ther than investing,in:*

further children, with the obtainment of normative family

size, higher income households appear ¢to-.devote resources

N n
J -

“e
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toward consumption alternatives and child "quality".

¢

- ’ L}
In .a “ similar studx analyzing 1971 Capadian census data,

Kyriazis (1982). also uncovers support for the sequential

decision-making framework. While the potential impact of sex

roles is not included in the analysis, the effect of other

-
]

variables {husband's income, wife's education, age at mar-

>

riage, place of residence and birth cohg#&t) are shown to vary
by parit;} ) A separate analysis is carried out for Protes-
tants and _Catholics due to the likely interaction between

religion and certain of the independent variables.

)

»

In measuring the impact of houiiifig\oresources,‘ two

.

differing indicators are involved. Both husband's "current

.

income"™ and "projected income at 40" are used alternatively.
In medsuring the impact of household resources on decisions

related tq family formation, projéctéd income, is considered a
- R '

more appropriate measure. As summerized, €his is "becduse it

-~

holds age * effects c¢onstant and also because it reflects

hu§badd's peak éarnings potential™ (1982:33).

In general, the findings suggest that projected income

- .

serves greater relevance in explaining fertility decisions.

The effect of projected income is <consistently stronger

4q

relative to current income. Rather than, an immediate
respongse to current economic position, this reinforces the
présupposition that couples are purposgul decision makers,

actively planning in expectation of changes in their circum-

)
-
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stances. Y

¢ : ;
The effect of "projected income at 40" across parities is
'generally consistent with Hout's analysis. For both Catho-

lics agd Protestants the income effect ‘is,strongest and

"
v

pgéitive at lower parities and negative at higher order,

births:

Thése income effects suggest that amongvPro§estants f_‘>\\

there is decreasijing marginal utility from an addi-
tional child after a two-child family size has been
attained so tFat a given increment in income produces
substitution. effects on fertility at higher bitth
orders. The substitution effects in the Catholic
sample appear only at parity progressions 3-4 and 4-
5+7 Assuming that an increase in income will be
invested in an additional <child only if that child
does not exceed the normative family size range, these
findings suggest that the uppet family size limit is
greater for Catholics than 1t is for Protestants
(1982:389). : ' ,

~

[3 N ~

5 = .
This interpretation is not readily suppdrted in exami%ing

the effect of husband's current iRcome, e.q. within the

Catholic sub-sample, the effect of current income is positibe
) %,

_across all parities although it is, stronger at the first

three.

\

. In considering opportunity costs, the analysis includes

education of wife ‘as an indicator of the fbrgone.eqrnings
experienced in the decision to devote time tpbard children.
As with women who are . involved in the labor force relative to

non—employeg wives, higher educated women kgce .greater

opportunity costs-in the decision to have a c¢hild., ~ The

37 . ) .
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higher the actual or potential incame of a women as estimated

—— -

N ]
hy education, the higher the opportunity cdsts and the lower,
the household's utility associated with children. This is
supported in the findindgs with education having a negative

N '4

effect across parities.

The effect of education is significantly stronger at the

first birth, which indicates the 1importance of opportunity

4

costs in leaéing many couples to forestall beginning a
family. Thié is conéistent with Hout's alternative hypothesis
;ith respect to the‘ possibld/ impact of female employment
status on the timing of lower order births. Although Hout
failed to uncover empirical support'fo; this negative effect,

it is expected that employed ‘women as with higher educated

women delay birth bf”a first child in the pursual of economilc

.and career aspirations, In l1ight of the abdve, the effect of
- ¢

employment status will be re-®Xxamined wusing more recent

.

Canadian data. ’ -
&

o

The. effect of education is found to be, stronger 1in the

Cat:ol%c sub—sample: The prdposeq explan;tion is a greater
consérvatism amongﬂ Ca€h9lics in conside;ihé houﬁehold
responsibilities. This leads to a greater'i;compatibility
between female work .bithin and outside the home. This

~

finding implies that a direct measurement of the effect of

-

.chanding sex roles serve in a more thorough delineation of

1
“

household decisions. K -

<
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A;'furtper notewotthy finding is Eie ‘relétiﬁely strbhq'

&

S , . - ) A ’ .
negative efflect of age at marriage, especially in influencing

.

low;r ord;r births.v While it remains.ﬁlmost a given am;ng'

demograpﬁers tﬁét thé older ;the ;ge of“magriage, bh; low§;‘ .-
the prgbable cohpléted'family sizé, this ef%ect sppbigs_éo be
1a%?ézy dpeoto its~ inflyence on the prapabilit; of:e;rlier

births. As summarized, “"although the probability that a :

4

women who marries \yn her early twentiiéfwiQQ‘ end up having

five children is considerably greater than that of a woman
W . ~
mﬁho marries in her thirties, the findings - indicate that-this

° o

ovarall effect wnight be due to the large difference in .the

)
Y

[4
probability of a first birth" (1982:39),

.
- - N r
- . . . .
. .
- 5 f "
'

In employing microeconomic models, the &above studies have
‘not drawn directly into the analysis an explicit treatment of

husband-wife interaction, While the above discussion implies s

<

a greater conservatism in Catholic familial relations, the

)
@ a

analysis has

‘;

not,explicitly  examired the impact of evé???hg

sex role attitudes and behavior. The reseanch continues to

rely wupon an \assumed joint maximization of utility in -

&

ffertility decisions.

» & ] ‘ ¢
. THe relevance of sex roles as emphasig&d by social exchange

g3

theorists have rarely been exapined in the Canadian context.

Furthermore, the available literature contains no reference.
Ay .

to the direct measurement of sex roles in applying the’

1

seéuential decision-making framework. While social ekchange

';heorists focus upon sex role egalitarianism in operationa-
g - N
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lizing bilateral social interaction, the empiricial literature

N -

has hot examihed "its #elative importance in explaining births '

- s

of differing parities. o~

. A recent- unpublished paper

Fertility Survey in examining the relative

<

has

"

L

utilized

th

e Canadian

importance of sex

roles in a static analysis of marital reproduction decisions

(Chapman and Balakrishnan,1986).

relationship between wegalitarian

sSupport

for

the inverse

sex rales (both attitudes

and behavior) and family 'size is reported in studying wanted

an§ actual fertilityx The analysis supports the hypothesized

impact of socio—psychological'pr%cesses

“

household as ' broposed\by Bagozzi and Van Loo.

bilateral social influence between 1spousgs

Fa

(as

occurring within the:

milies with

measured by

sex role egalitarianism) along with more modern_attitudes (as

°

measured by various 1ndexes representing attitudes toward the

upon fewer children.

-~

' -
;!

.

!

family, cohabitétion and abortion) are more likely to decide

Thidvstudy also examines the effect of wife's education,

employment status, present age,

.

ascribed characteristics of the

ethnicity. “The impacts of normative
J ; «

age of mérriage, along with

sampie such as religion and

%

considerations are

3
LY

included indirectly through examiqing the effect of whether

the couple: live in a rural’ or urban- setting, the number of

siblings in ghé_ wife's family

of

origin,

and

the value

parents hold with respect .to chiidren. All of the above

4

‘mentioned factors have been .shown by' Balakri;hnan (1980) to

10

s
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. = o f
impact of sex role egalitarianism upon the fer;ilitg in a

be related to marital fertility. In examining [the redative
importance of various determinants of fert'lify, these
L

factors have been considered standard in the fdemographic

literature.
3

Complementing the negative effect of sex ‘role egalitar%a-
nism, wife'’s employment status is fould to have a ;glatively
strong negative impact ;pdn family size. The analysis also
tesgg E;r the possibility of an interplay between employment
gtatus and sex role attitudes in explaining fertility. This

is done by including an interaction term in the analysis.

Statistically sSignificant results ip explaining both\s&nted

and actual feriility support Scanzoni's argument that modern

sex role. attitudes become considerably morée salient in the
structural context of Temale employment. Thi?bié equivalent

.

to Scanzoni's findings after a separate examination of the

[

suh-sample of employed ybmen as opposed tao women working
- : Ky 0
solely in the home.

4 A -
While the above study directly deals with the,relative

-

imbortanc? of sex - roles in a national sample abé married
women; reseqrch involving . less- representative #amples have
also uncovered;support for an inQerse reratioﬁshib between
egalita}ian attitudes~ "and familyusige (Turner and Simmons

1977; Veevess,1971; McDaniel, 1984). McDaniel examines the
I'4
a

expected family siZe of -1045 women interviewed in a 1974,

4
Y, . .
fertility survey in Edmonton, Alberta. ' Family size expecta-
% ' P [
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tions are shown to be inversely related to an egalitarian
attitudes index, based on answers to questions on divis)on of

*
labor, autthority, and decision making within the household.

Furthermore, this static analysis of fertility expectations
portrays the relative importance of labor‘force participation
and other economic determinants, consistent with the micro-
economic literature.

McDaniel's research supports the decision—makiné framework

of social exchange theorists in emphasizing the importance of
: -
both sex roles and economic constraints. As she summarizes,

ultimate family size appears to be largely a function' "of a
deliberate choice fostered by the unique circumstances in

which the cohple find themselves as ~well as- their relédtive

preferences foxr?o children" (1984:86). This implies that

explanations of fertility differeptials focusing upon inter-
group differences are inappropriate ‘in the contemporary

.

. . 8 S s
Canadian context. As written in summarizing her empirical

findings: ) ' - e
- b
““Failure of the structural variables tb explain much of
the variance in expected fertility suggests that the
traditional differentiating 'variables such as.reli-
gion, religiosity, ethnicity, and family size of
origin are being replaced by a calculus of child
bearing in which the decision to have children is made
within the context of individual ecoénomic and social
“circumstances and preferences rather than in terms of-
old-fashioned normative pressures (1984:86).

&

The above justifies the empirical model to be tested in the

presadt paper. As outlined in-.the following. sectiQn, the

. . , ¢ - }
major concern of the analysis are factor4 impinging upon
., N [Y

Yo
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fertility decision

This includes the
egonomig considerations.
A .

the relative importance

(i.e. sex role attitudes

making and how

effect of

- L)
\

they differ by parity.

female

. employment and other

A\l

Furthermore, of major concern is

“

of socio-psychological determinants

3

and behavior) by parity.

A
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I11 MODEL SPECIFICATION

4

Y

In reviewing microeconomie "and social exchange t'heory, a
major innovation associated with the latter " approach is a

simultaneous analysis of economic and social choices. Social

exchange theory builds uJUpon microeconomic research by

incorporating social considerations into the economic
.

perspectiwe. Of ¢entral importance is the influence of

-

¢
evolving sex roles, in directly drawing husband-wife interac-

tion into the analysis. While it rejects the joint utility
decisioh-ﬁaking framework, it continues to rely uppn-economic

re

theory in modeling the economic determinantsN of fertility

(with reference to price, income ard opportunity costs).

) ¢

'
3 .
F .

L J
This study jis based on a dynamic approach which specifi-
' 3
>, . : . L.
cally focuses upon the impact of economic qonstraints as

L}

[ . >
hypothesized by economists, social interaction between

k]

spouses as emphasized by social exchange theorists, c&hple—
mented by demographic and normative variablqs commonly
utilized as controls in the literature. Oof primary concern

is the varying effect of female labor force participation and*

TN ‘

sex roles on fertility by parity. . . S

X
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Three alternative models are examined. The latter two are
estimated separately by parity. .

: . -

The first model examines "total number of children born" to
Canadian W&gen in .intact first marriaies. This is repre-
sentative of reseégph which employs the static framewggk, ang

is based on information on family size at ti®*me of survey.

For comparative purposes, these findings are presented with
W,

results.employing the sequential dgcision-maﬁing framework.

r
\

The second model adopts the dynamic perspective. in examin-
.
. o7
ing fertility decisions over the reference period 1982-1984.

This involves a seﬁarate analysis of the probability of a

«

first birth during this period as opposed to the likelihood"
of a second birth, and the likelihood of a third or fourth

birth. ' It is afticipated that there will be substantial

differepces in the estimates of parameters - by parity. The

1

reference period for actual fertidity |is limited so that
there is a closer correspondence in temporal ordering betwein

the determinants ‘and fe;tility.‘ While it is assumed that
“factors measured at the time of survey (1984) have ,not

PEN -

changed since the beginning of the reference perjod, -it is
wconsidered inappropriate to draw. inferences -,as to their

impact on decisions relating to earlier births.

'

]

In the third Todel,‘phe actual fertility behavi'or of a

. \ . , ) . ’
sub-sample of emgloyed married women is compared to a sub-
D ' . \ . N
sample of married women not involved in the -labor force.

’

-
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This analysis is carried out in . testing'for a hypothesized
ipteraction efféct bgtween female employment and sex roles.
Again, this involves a parity specific analysis of births
pccurring throughout thé reference period drawn from informa-

tion available on fertility history.

- As will be elaborated upon in the "Methods” section,\the
method of analysis in the testing of the three models

specified shall be hierarchical step-wise regression.

Economic Constraints and Household Fertility

<o

s stressed in reviewing microeconomic research, a focus
upon resource allocation decisions made under economic
constraints continue to remain important in explaining

household fertility outcomes. . Microeconomic reseatch has

o

supported the preSupposition that parents weigh the benefits

and costs of children against the costs and potential rewards

of consumption alternatives.

t

As argued by Mincer, the utility of children declines with
a ciimb in the costs of children and the "opportunity costs"”
of 4he mother. A relatively rapid expansfon of women in the

‘work force has éxtended the opportunities for women to gain,
. ' L3
4

income'‘and other, rewards outside of the family. Correépond-

ingly, the opportunity costs associated .with childbearing

I : i
have risen. These <costs are reflected in a negative effect
- . ’ . =~ N

< «

4 ‘ ‘L - 4 6
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of female employment. This is further supported by feminist
research wh}ch demonstrates that opportugity costs continué
to Be largely borne by Canadian women. A negative:effect
across all parities is anticdipated.

-As Hout discusses in reference to normative family size,
with the achievement of two children, the ratio of opportu-
nity costs of childbearing to the benefits of additiowal
children are assumed to° increase. While employeé women are
as likely as non-employed women to Qa{e at leasf two child-

ren, at higher parities female employment is expected to lead

many couples to decide against further children. Hout's

o,

empirical work wh;Eh surprisingly failed to support the above
possibility leads to a re-examination of employment and
fertility in the.present study. \The hypothesis put forward
is that the negative effect female employment is at its

strongest with rgspect to decisions relating to the birth of

a third or fourth child,.

In focusing upon the timing of births, the effect of.

employmént status ‘is also ‘hypothesized asﬂbeing negative at
earlier parities. Although weaker effecté are expected,‘the
opporkpnity costs associaéed’ yith female employment are
expected to L%QQ many women to delay‘gatlie; order births.
As ’most couples anticipate  at’ least ;wo} childfen,\ thé
'negative coefficients are understood'’ to }gpreéent forestallf

ment rather than curtailment of fertility in the pursual of

economic and career aspirations.

.
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Consistent with Mincer's discussion of opportunity costs,
-~ . r

education of wife is also expected ufrwve a negative effecta

-

upon fertility. Acting as an indicator of wife's potential

earnings, a higher level of education 1s expected to lead %o
Lt v . [

a curtailment of fertility. While critics argue that
- - “

>

education also reflects differences in contraception; use and

relative preferences for children (Ndmboodiri,1972; Turchi,

. . r
1975), 1t continues to be considered a reli?ble ,estimatgjgf
L -
2/ opportunity <costs (Willi1s,1973; Kyriazis,1982; McDaniel, a
]
1984). "o

O

As with wd@n who are e@ployed, ﬁives who ~ can demand a

-,
v

."higher ihcome are « expected to decide upon fewer children.

Again, the ratio of opportunity costs of childbearing to the

o '

G

benefits of additional children are assumed to increale for

-

higheriforder births. Furthermorne, the effect of education is
v ;

also mypothesizéd as having a ﬁegative effegt at lower order

births. As with employed wome%, wives who face higher

] : - .o
potential earnings are more likely to delay the birtp of a

first child. '' Similarly, women Wwho Fface higher opportunity
casts after Ehe birth\bf a ffrst child are expecteé’to delay

. i ) vy
a second birth, The negative effect of wife's edutation is
expected to be weaker at earlier order Bir;hsé‘

.

A ‘ _ ¥ =

A3 ’
Due to the likely‘coffelation between potential ehrﬁ?hgs b
i . 3 4 " . :
and actual employment status, the ¢two variables are dsed\\ .-
L I . ’ . .
=
alternatively in the analysis. It i assumed thft women who'.

A t

[

face 'higher poteftial income are more 1ike%y’to' be emPloyed.
o ‘ 1

IS % [ , y . i ) \'
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b \
B

Due to problems of multicollinearity in regression analysis,

an inclusion of both edycation and employment status is

likely to lead to unreliable estimates.

-

- g
- ’ ¥ 4
<4
directly deals with the relative

t
importance of household resources.
Y

The present study also

Since Becker's initial

~

paper, microeconomists have consistently argued that/a climb
' /

-
v

in household Ceteris

resogurces leads to higher fertility.
v v *

paribus, a <c¢limb in resources ihduces couples to devote a

greater amount toward raising children.

Dynamic analyses examining the influence .of household@_
resources (operationalized as husband's incdﬁ%’%ﬁﬁkicate a
varitation of effect by parity.

Consistently the strongest

effects are found at lower parities, indicating that deci-

N [~]
. 5 » . 3 ‘ . »
sions 'relating to first anH second births are mores sensitive

G

to economic influence. Furthermore, positive income effects

- .
at lower parities and non-significant

"

or negative effects at
higher parities are uncovered which cqntradicﬁ the assump-

framework. Rather than climb in

| b

static

tions of the a

husband's income 'leading » to higher completed familg size,

more accurately economic advantage facilitates lower order

are financially secure having their

XN

economic circumstanceg of

(-]
births with couples who
—— L4 :

first two <children earlier. The

4 .
the household have a ‘differing impact depending on Whether

~»

notmative family size has been achievedqd.

. . - ' S

-
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In the present study, husband's income is Hypothesized as,

having a positive effect at the first two parities, reverting

to a negative impact at higher parities. Furthermore, its
v

influence is hypothesized as stronger at lower order births.«
The positive effect in the decision“?s have a first or second

child is understood as reflecting timing “differences.

Households with higher income are more likely to begin a
family, with lower income <couples delaying .children until

their economic circumstances allow. The negative effect at

A

higher parities is assumed to represent differences by income

in completed family size. Consistent with previous research,

¢

~——~.__higher income households are ‘hypothesized to .bp more likely

?

to devdfe resoyrceg toward consumption alternatives and child
‘ }

. guality &fter the birth of the first two children.

' )

¥

A

Sex Roles and Fertility : *

¢

I
AR

As outlined in reviewing social exchange theory, houSel'ld

“fertility decisions entail general socio-bsychological
. A

processes of give and take between spouses. As QiECUSSed by
b A

1] .
Bagozzi and Van Loo (1978), both husband and wifeteomﬁunicate

)

their "needs and® expectations” in arriving at fertility

decisions relative to 1lifestyle alternatives. Rather than

assuming a joint maximization of utility wunder a traditional

division of labor, the focus is upon evolving sex roles and

the chéractgr of social interaction between spouses.

-
v
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4

The social exchange influencing these decisions is shaped

by the nature and' degree of social influence: associated with

3

each spouse. As with feminist studies which call for an

analysis of power relations between men and women, social

o

i‘xchange theorists explicitly examine Jthe character of

*

husband-wife -interaction. Relatively bilateral social

influen®e typifying this interaction (Operationalized as sex
role egalitarianism) is considered an important determinant

of fertility. ) : \
\\

Sex role egalitarianism 1is hypofhesized as having a
negative Yeffect upon éertility at highef order births.
Negative effects at highér parities are interpretéed in terms
of completed family size rather than the timi;g of births.

As attitudes and social exchanges in the household become

-

more modern, relaiively bilateral’ “social influence leads "

a

couples to adopt .a life style.non—conduciz% to large fam-

ilies., As Ba90221 and Van Loo (1918: 308) arg>e, “"the greater

J
the probability that the couple deqxre a life style mnd mode

of consumptidn-at odds with producing a large family, engage

* ° L]
in fertility ©planning and the use of contraceptives, and., in_
- W

general, be susceptible to anti-natalist social, economic,
. ‘ bt

and attitudinal constraints". ?
R .t N ¢

A

»

With respect to the first two parities, sex roles are

hypothesized -as being less important in explaining fertility

decisions. Either "non-significant o] rdlatively weak

negative effects are anticipated. A weak gegative effect. is

’ - 51
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interpreted in terms of the timing of births, with hdéuseholds

‘adhering to egalitarian sex roles slightlyA more likely to
' A
forestall their first or second’ child 1in tka pursual of

Ca ey

alternative pgiorities.

-
\-

, Sex role egalitarianism i9 also hypothesized as interqgting
! 4

with female labor force participation in explaining fertility

decisions. On the basis of Scanzoni's research, it is
. . ’
expected tpat in the structural context of wife's employment,

tﬁb.existence of seX role egalifarianism has a significantly

greater influence on fertility, curtailment. With the

c a

traditional division of labor slow to change,” the. dual

\

demands of work both within and outside the home lead modern
/

< sexXx role attitudes to become considerably more salient. This

interplay betw en sex roles and female employment is support-
o™ .

ed by a stronger effect of' seXx roles in the sub-sample of

<

solely employed women relative to non-employed women.

° v

L4

The present study includes indexes measuring both sex role
' r

attitudes and actual sex role behavior. While it remains
£
“,

uncertain to “what extent attitudes and behavior correspond,

-~ «

it is anticipated that actual behavior will have a slightly

stronger negative effect upon ferti?ity’decfsionSJ An index

»

measuring the actual division of labor with respect to child
¢ | .
care and other household activities is assumed to be a more

reliable measure of bilateral social’influénce. -The research
- ¢

of feminists suggest that a majority of Canadién'househofdm

s

1 o .
-cont}nue to adhere ¢to traditional sex roles in actual
52 ! ‘

“
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bghavior despite more modern-< attitudes of both Canadian men

‘{‘
and women.

)

Demographic and Normative Factors

¢

AN i N P

Further variables included in the analysis are age of

marriage and age of wife, both of which are important

-

demégrapﬁ#g‘coﬁlrols. i

L} ’ e o )

4

As demonstrated in previous research, the latter the\age of

‘ ) ‘ o
marriage the lower the fertility in general (Balakrishnan,
Ebanks, and Grindstaff,1979). As argued,’this is largely due

to shortened duration and such bi¢logical factors as lower
¢ 4 ; .
‘fequndity at latter ages. A negative gffect across parities
% 2 @

is expected.

Present'age‘ of the wife is also understood as an important

=]

exogenous variable. While it has been shown to have among

.

the highest - assodiationg with fertility (Krishnan and

LR

Krotki,1976; Henripin,1972) it pfimarily serves as a control

‘

variable in elaborating upon the influence of other factors.
Again, ‘'a negative effect at all parity' progressions is

expected.

°

‘Two additional variables .are included in the analysis as
inditect estimates of normative constraints. ' The wife's

religion and the number of siblings in her family of origin

» . , [
f L3
- &

5‘3' ) .

4
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are included bn the analysis in order to determine the

L

relative importance of inter-group and normative?}factots in

0

explaining .contemporary fertility decisions. Recent research
has shown that such wvariables are no longer relevant to

fertility decisfon-making. This was reflected in preliminary

+

analyses of the data, which demonstrated that such variabtqs

%

as "ethnicity", *region of cCanada", and "immigrant status”

are not significantly related to contemporary fertility deci--

sions.

Specification, 1

b .
.
-

I3

While this first' mdéel is not the major focus of thé, -

propoaed research, the findings will be presented for:
comparative”purposes:: All of the above montioned determi-
[ . 1

nants of fertility are included in this analysis yith the °

A

exception of wife's eduvcation. This 1is due to‘the likely
high correlation betwee:/Zfemale employment and potential ,

earnings, yhich potentially leads to-unrel;able,estimates.
- ) w s

It is re-emphasized that rather than' examining period

fertiliti, this static model examines “"total number of
, .

children born". . Most idportan{ly, female employment is

7’

hypotheéized as'haying a strong negative effect upon number

of children, sex Yole€ egalitarigniém is expected to be

o«

inversely related, while household resources are ' expected to

)

"have a relatively weaker positive effect.C

Y ‘ Y\ < w vt

~ -
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1t is\ also hypothesized that these findings obscure the
it B » ;

‘%

variation of effect * by parity. Both the magnW\jude and

possibly the sign of the relationsﬁips are expected to di%fer
. ¥

by birth order. This is . demonstrated in the second model
specifigd whﬁch employs fthe sequential decision making
’ y
framework, the central focus of the analysis. o
. ,

Specification I1I

by

The following results are hypothesized in the:* parity

specific analyfis involving Canadian married women in intact

\ ]
S Tirst marriages. All of the above discussed determinants of
’ ¢

fertility are included 1in an analysis of period fertility

1982-1984.
r . ! R .

¢ ’ o ¢ N \/

1) Female employment is exbectéd to "have a- negative effect

across all parities. »Its influence will be strongest ig the

decision to havé a third or higher order- child.

-

2y, Sex b role egalitéwian rattitudes will have a negative
‘ 4

’

effect upon fertility at higher order 'births. Either non-
significapt oé relativély wea} neg;give,gffects, are expected
-in decisio;s “at thg \fgrst two iparitiqf. While fplléwi%g a
similar paEterﬁ, actual egqlitarian sgx‘ role behavior is
expected to have a, sf{qﬁtly stronger fnfluencé acrgss

. .4 .
parities. . !

~

w55'“ # b
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,g‘s.‘ unimportant, .

3) Husband's income will have a positive impact upon ferti-
. L] ' *e

lity at the first two parities, reverting to a negati&e
effect at higHer order births. The influence of household
resou;ceé will be stronger in decisions relating to the first

a

two parities.

-

4) Age of marriage will be ih{ersely related,to fertility at

all parities. The older the age at marriage, the less likely

children of any birth order be born durinb the reference

period 1982-1984. Wife's age is expected to have a negaEive

-

effect across all pa;ities. With the passage of years, women

are expected to bev less likely to start a family ' or decide

.
s . r

upon additional chfldrén.

/

»

5) Religion and number of siblings in the wife's family of

o

origib are hypothesized as bRing relatively . unimportant in

explaifing fertility decisions, with non-significant effedts

. . LS -
across parities. - o -

N )
.

*

A . . . P syl
6) In order of :relative importance 1in explaining fertility,
decisions, economic constraints-.will surpass sex roles, while

normative and intergroup differences remain -relatively

£

£
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Specification ITI1I

LY

-
-

1

In separately analyzing the fertility of employed women and

women working solely withim the home, education of wife

3

replaces female employment in estimating the influence of
opportunity costs. The focus of the third specification is
whether support can be uncovered for earlier diEcussed

interaction betﬁeen female employment status and sex roles in
‘ . , ¥

explaining fertility. decisions. Of secondary interest is the

- / -

influence : of wife's education, assumed to regresent the

wife's potential earnings. ¥

o

*
*

1) In examining the® fertility of the sub-sample of women

3
4

involved in the labor force, the inflfence of sex role
\ .

egalitarianism (both attitudes and behavior) is expected to

be significantiy stronger across all parities relative to

: i
women not in the labor force. 1

v ]

»

2) For both sub-samples, educatinn of:wife is expected to

N
«

Y -

have a relatively strong negative effect at parity 2. This

A . . a
negative effect is expected to be weaker at lower order
% . . .

| | . %“ i \‘ .
A | Jf- r | s

births.
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1V: METHODS

Data

' A

The data, utilized in this study are drawn from the 1984 . //,

ﬂ'

‘national Capadian FRertility Survey (Balakfishnan, Krotki and

Lapierre-Adameyk,1984). Detailed }nformation on a number of

- , .\
attitudinal, demographic, . and socio-economic variables is

~

obtained in a survey of 5315 women (including single women)

Setween the aées‘of 18 and 49. It is the only survey of its

kind on a national level in Canada. '

8
o ’,

. g

The sample chosen was based upon ,a two stage probability\

- S - . \ -,
sel®ction process involving a computerized .-generation of

random telephone numbers. The survey was carried out using
9

in-depth telephone intervigws. This was decided upon -after a

v

series of pre-tests examining the feasibility of administer-

Qing ‘a lengthy telephone ’questionnaite one+_the subject of

-
<

fertiliity in Canada. : : ' : - . :
I . ' ! ’

/
. : e - .

Its relative success is reflected .in a withdréwal rate

% . N ~
which is very low compared (to other telephone surveys. Once

the interview had commenced, less than 2 percent refused to

continue. }vgxhermore, the sample was -weighted in'dealing
S &Y - . " -

with the- traditional problems of non-responseé and dif-

’
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ferences in selection probabilities \66 respondents. A

detgfled methodological-rébort,is available &n such topiés as
sample plan, data collection, weighting, and sample valida-

tion (Tremblay and Trudel,1984).

J .
In the present study, solely married women in intact first

-

marriages are selected. This excludes from the .analysis non-

marital fertilit9 along with the possibility of*qhildren born

-

from previous marriages. Furthermore, with the focus upon
fertility *"decisions™, fecundity 1is also considered an
important «criterion 1in sample. sel{gtion. Women WwWithout
y [, .

Ewnd )

children, who believe themselves or their spouses to be

sterile are also excluded. In light of the above, 2889
married women are involvgd in the actual analysis.
~ -

)

-~ The first model specificatibn involves all of the women

initially selected. The static analysis of "total number of
‘ . u - '
children born" involves all married women who believe
, [ N .

themselves capable of havingyeh}ﬁdrén.

- £

{

o - !

Further sub-samples are selected in applying thQQééquential
—3 ‘

T t

- decision jmaking framework., 'In the second model specifica-

\
tion, three sgparate sub-samples are selected by employing

. ‘ .
.information available on the histaory of births. :

E

“ .
. ’ . . r .
S

> The first sub-sample is selected in order to analyze

fertility decisions fdg households ‘at parity 0. The depen-

dent variable in this case ig whether or not a fFirst child

\ ‘ ‘ ¢
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.
was born during the interval 1982-1984., qherefore all

respondents are selected with the exception of those with a

first birth before 1982. The focus of ccncern is upon those

factors related to whether or not a first child has been born

L)

during (and not proceeding) this interval.

o

The second sub-sample is selected in ogpder to analyze

~ 1

_fertility decisions at parity 1. The focus moves on to the

next , parity progression, as to factars relating to the

possible birth of a second child during this interval.

t 4 $
Correspondingly, all those women who had a second child

o ‘ £ ’
‘before 1982 are excluded.

With the second sub-sample, further selection is required

in maintaining the earlier discussed temporal ordering of the

2 / .
, Lo —
analysis. It is agsumed that factors measured at time of
P r~

survey {1984) have remained relativql? ‘constant from the

¢ + [}

-beginning of the reference. per.od (1982). This allows

@ d ‘ >

inferences ‘to be drawn as their effect on fertility
' o ] . .

decisions threughout this interval. In maintaining é%is

L 4

temporal ordering, it is necessary to exclude women who had

4

decided aéainst‘further fertility well beforg' tge reference

" period began. Th®.coefficients estimated should not ifvolve

women who miéht have decjded to «curtail fertility an unac-

[

ceptable period prior to the surveéy.

.
2 -

-

In excluding these women not actively 1involved in the

,family forma:;oh process, only those ' who gave birth to a

' el

-
~

o ; 60 -
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first child during or after January 1980 are intlfhded in the
sample selection. This corresponding{y includes women &ho
have potentialli spaced their first ;nd second births up to
an interval of 52 months (January 1980 to April 1984). This

selection is jug;ified in maintaining the above dicfussed

J
temporal ordering although information is lost on a minority

of women with wide birth£intervals. Furthermore, this is

’

justified 1n light of research measuring the average interval

-

between the fairst and second births of Canadian women.
I

Despite a scarcity of national rgsearch on childspacing,

Balakrishnan et .al {1975:43) have demonstrated in limited

» [ 3

. research on Ontario residents that the average ithterval is

’

approximately 35 months. This interval is accommodated for

\,

B . .
in the above sample.

-
u

o

Due to the small number of women ipvolved in decisions

corresponding teo higher parities, the thHird sub-sample

° < f

. selected involves both women at parities 2 and 3N The focus
N h

. ) R
moves on to factors relat&ng- tn the birth-of a third or

. fourth child.  In this case, the dependent variable is

<3

. 7
whether a third or a fourth «c¢hild was born dur}ng-the

3

“ interval 1982-1984. Following Ehe logic expressed above with,.

Al

) spect to téhporal' ordering, it is necegsary to include
Qe . 9.

solely those women with a prior birth within two years

’ 13 y - “d ’ .“
. proceqblng %he 1n*eyxﬁl. Correspondingly, the 2palys1s
\j ' wincludes solely those women gho gave birth to a §econd or

-

third child after January 1980. Agaih} this is justified .in

o' light of the research of Balakrishnan on child ‘sspacing. The
- . 5 ¢ . -r
- . - . . @
~ . ‘ e ‘9 . . % ) 61 (\ > N
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average,1nterval between the births of a second and a third.

Y

<

chi1ld as found to be 38 months, while declining only -

slightl to 37 month; 1n the iﬁtervgl between a third ande
-4 . .

~
.

fourth.child.

b -

Due to the minimal number of women decidiﬂg on more than
-

four children, higher parities are excluded fﬁn‘the analy-

. ' LI - - el
v 915, * ' ‘ " . s v
-7, . . * -
~ ' : . . ‘ ’ °-
ﬁ -
k] N , A ) 4
. The third model specified tests for an interactiom effect
. . . ®
™
invelving employment “and sex roles, WM th the above sub-
I’ . .
- .
samples further subdivided. At each,*ﬁaritg, two sub-samples
. A _ -
¥ are ' selected, based upon knowiedge’ og:,tﬁe respondents’'.
. , ) 3
* history of labor force participation. . The fifst involves’
‘ - ' <y .

- . AS
exclusively women with a history of employmeﬁl whic@#ﬁndi-

»

cates that labor force pabtfcipatgpn influences , the like-,
. 1 . 1“ . .
lihood, of an additional birth. A secofd sub-sample is

selected, ba&sed on women not involvéd in the 1labor force. ..-
. ~ .

* The operationalization of female labhor forqp~partiéipation is
. B ’, &

‘ 1 . . I3 I3 s

| ., , discussed in more detail .in the following Ssub-section
' ‘ '

‘. L3 I‘ ‘ 4 ‘ \ N " R
- Variable Measurement”. '
, b " B, ' 0 : o
- » . ‘ , - * .
\' v - . ' N
‘ . t@ . : .
R : ~ s - * 2]
N Q
v - d n =
© - - - A '
| . . o . $
. R .
A\
. : A he . § .
- . i ” ' |/
. . . .
. - ‘ - ¢ .
. el , N
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ES
Variable Measurement "

Actual Fertility. ) (

4 . ' ° : .
0 In the pstatic analysis of "total number of children born"

(TOTCHILD), fertility is measured on the basis of the

~

N
following gquestion:

r;
L3 .

s "How many ‘'Yive births have You had up to now includ}ng those
’ . . L .
who.died aftgr birth or wmo~dq not live with you?2" (Do not
. -{‘ - » ,
include current pregnanocy .if applicable).

[ . LS

A\

00 - none

01 to X¥ children
¥ 5 i

~ Tk

\ o

In theé dynamic analysis of period fertility (1982-198t}}
~

-

three separate variables® are ‘computed corresponding to

*decisions at each}of the first three parities. At parity 0,

o -

¥,

the analysis examines the probability of ra birth of a first.

o <

v child during «~ this refereﬁce‘ period. Correspondingly,
fértility is' measured. with a dichotomous- dependent variable
. L0 [y

o o

©

(BIRTHO),.computed with the foll}lowing categories:
v ' L bt
all women reporting -that they had no children at
the Beginning of the reference period, i.e. ‘
) January 1982, ‘and did.not give 'birth to a first
P A child between January 1982 to April 1984,
1 - all women who have given birth to a first child

N \ » between Janpary'liez to April 19847

o
[}

<

63



» No further information is available on fertility past April

1984, the time. of survey. | g

v
L}

¢ At parity 1, the analysis examines the probability of a
(3 - .
birth of a second child during the reference period. The

dependent variable (BIRTHl) is categorized as follows:

i v

- 0 - all women reporting that they had- §ole1y'd&e child
/ ) at the beginning of the reference ‘period, i.e.
January 1982, and did not give birth to' a second’
child between‘*January 1982 and April 198B4.
b 1 - all women who have given birth to a second child
between January 1982 and April 1984.

At parity 2, the analysis examines the ©probability of a
) . ‘
A Y \ .
birth of -a third or fourth chfld. The dependent variable
. ‘i ~ B -
{BIRTH2) is categorized as follows:

0 - all women féporting that they had two or three
. chlldten at the beginning4of the reference period,
i.e. January 1982, and did not give birth to a
third or’ fourth child tetween Jahuary 1982 and
' . - April 1984, '
1 - all women who have ngensblrth to a third or
" .fourth child between January 1982 and 1?r11_1984.

14

L
o

<+
hS h.(c N

»
Labor Force Participation.

. _ . )

The " influence of female labor force participation is

. measured t%rough thrgé separate variables corresponding to

° e ! s

decisions at each of the first three parities., 'Due to the

'

information available providing a historical overview of

.-A L
7 female employment, it is possible to estimate the influence

64 '-l‘
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of labor force participation while establishingctime order at

] N
each subsequent birth.

& -
L]

@mbloyment status is measured on the basis of information

. ot ’ ; . : :
provided on’ the mother's age at each birth, along with her

3

age at the beginning of her first three Jjobs and at

the end
t . , “
of her first two (if applicable). This invelved items

relating to work: "on a regular basis" incldding both f£ul} and
part time employment and did not include work during full

time stwdies or summer jobs. In establishing‘teyporal

.
o

ordeging, the employmént stetus variable.specifies whether or
%
not the wife was employed one year before the birth of ‘each

»

chiiﬂ. In examining the probability of an additional child,

. A T . .

in the event of no Ffurther ‘b1rths, the wife's employment

scatus at the midpoint of the reference period is reported
[ 4

(Febrwary 1983)..

-

In estimating the influence of female employment at parity

@

0 on the probability 'of a first bir+th, a dichotomous variable '

~

(EMPLSTO0) was computed and categorized as follows:

v

§

s 0 - one year before first birth, the respondent was A
' not involved 1in the labor force (or) if no
- children are born, the respondent was not employed
' in February 1983.
1 -, one year before first birth, the ‘respondent was
regularly employed-(or) if no children are born, -
the respondent was working in February 1983. '

N ot

While the available information provides the exact period of

employment for the first two job interva‘ it does not

-

« N
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4

provide information beyond the “commencement of a third job °

(if applicable). If the birth of a child dates after the
. o /t:

start of a third job, the respondent is considered employed

one year before birth (although no information is provided on

[4

dite of this “employment ending). This is based upon the

assumption that these women have an on goind ~.commitment to

the labor force which would influence their fertility

decisions. , .

) L
2
e

In estimating the influence of female employment at parity
L ad o ’ g '
1 on the probability of a second birth, a dichotomous

- ®

variable (EMPLSTl) was computed and catpggrized as follows:

)
s -

0 - one year before second birth, the respondent was
ndt involved in the labor force (or) if an R
additional child at parity 1 was not born, the
respondent was not employed in February 1983."

l - ope year before sécoqd birth, the respodndent was

larly employed (or) if an additional <child at

’ parity 1 was not born, the respondent was
< & employed in February 1983. by

- . .
In estimating the influence of female employment at parity

2 on the prqbab%lity of'a thhird or fourth birth, a dichoto-

N

mous variable (EMPLSTZ2) was computed and categorized as

follows:

L]
. e

0 - one yYear before a tHird or fourth birth, the .
respondent was not involved in the labor force
(or) ¢if an additional child was not born, ‘the
respondent was not employed in February 1983,

1 - one year before a third or fourth birth, the
respondent was reqularly employed -(or) if an
additional child was not born, the resbondent was
«iiployed in February /1983:

aw



In the static angysis of "total number of children born",

o,

an, alternative ‘“measure of labor force §articibation ‘18
employeqf Based upon detailed information on the date of
marriage and employment hisfory, the proportion of married

life employed is calculated (PKOPWORK).

P ' }
. 2 "
° .
. .
f

Education of Wife. ) ' \

¢

o

The  education of wife (EDUCWF) is measured with the
following item: v

"In total how maﬁy*years of edu;étion did’ you complete?"

v,

&

] — /
00 - none -

00 to XX years
1)

Sex Role Attitudes.

+ .
- . ¢

A Guttman scale was developed in order to measure the

_infiuence of sex role egalitarianism. - The following two

©

items were used in the computation of the scale:

]
3 - 1

"Do you think that looking after the children should be done
only by tHe.woman, mostly by‘ the Qoman, equally shared by

both.partners or done mainly by the man?*"

. ~
' 2

-« only by the woman <

- mostly by the woman <
don’t. know ]

- equally by both partners

- mainly by- the man

U W N
|

S o '
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-

k’Do yol think that household chores should be done only by

the woman, mostly by the woman, equally shared by both
, . )’

partners, or done mainly by the man?"

Y
»

(categorized as above) s

In the compdtation of the scale, the first three response

categories in the above items were classified as traditional,

while the last ., two were considered egali;gf&pn.\ Table 1

4

presents the item total correlations for -the sex Fole

———
———

attitudes scale (ROLEATT). - ) A&~

-

Table 1. Jtem Total Correlations of the Sex Role Attitudes
Scale (ROLEATT). ’ .

Correlation -ith Summated Scale *

Items - i
T : - \\' ¢ !
Division of Child Care . W53
Division of Housework . .' .41
A4

Coefficient of reproducibility = .97 ‘

Coefficient .of scalability ='.81 . !%A)
. Note: N = 2889 ) .

* Correlation coefficients are Yule's Q°

w f

*

Two coefficients were estimated in evaluating the reliabi-

lity of the scales F{rstly, the coefficieat tpﬁ,reproaucibi-'

lity is a measure of the extént,to which a respondent's scale '

score is a predictor of one's ,response pattern., 'Sécondly,

the coefficient of scalabilit§ indicates whether the scale- is

68
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truly uni-dimensional and cumulative. A general gquideline in
estimating the Teliability of a Guttman scale is that the
coefficient of reprqéucibility be higher than .9, and the
. coefficient of scalability above .6.. .In this case, the
coefficients of reproducibility (.97). and scalability (..81)
demonstrate a reliable -index.
" ROLEATT is categorized as follows:
. : \
0 - traditional (did not endorse an egalitarian.
response for either item). .
’ 1 -~ traditional-egalitariah (endorsed an-egalitarian
’ , response for one item). ' Y—
2 - egalitarian (endorsed an egalitarian —reSponse for
: both items). ; !
N ‘, . 2 . .

Sex Role Behavior.

“«

A Guttman scale -was developed in order to measure the

;

influence of sex role egalitarian bepavior. The following

4

‘ two items were used in the computation“of the scale:.

"Would you say that it is always you, mostly you, equally -you

and your  husband, or mainly .your husband who does the
. toe ] ’ '

housework?2"

*

- always you

- mostly you .

-wequally ‘ - ‘ ; :
-~ mainly partner '

.
o N -

R T AR W
a




v oo .
"Would fbu say that it is always you, mostly you, equally you

and your husband, or mainly your husband who does the

* cooking?"

- ]
2

(categorized as above)

3
3

‘ In the computation of the scale, the first two re%pﬁnse
cateqoriés fn the above items were classified as traditional,

while’ the last two were considered egalitarian. Table 2

- .presents the item total corgelations for the sex role

~

behavior scale (ROLEBEH).

hCY

.~

4 _1‘ .
. ’ . —-‘\ ‘.~
. . 3
;- Table 2. 1Item Total Correlations of the Sex Role Behavior’.

.Scale .(ROLEBEH) '
Items B hE T Correlation with Summated Scale *

1 - : Q2 - >

g Divisioh of Cooking - ' ™ .52 N
' ‘ )
7

Division of'Hbusework ) : - .48

] ' 1

" e

- ( P
Coefficient of reproducibility = .93 S .
Coefficient of scalability 3 .67
- ! . L]

Note: N = 2889 ' .

, * Correlation coefficients are Yule's Q

H 0
o ‘
- © )
. . "‘ * . . =
Again, the coefficients of reproducibility (.93) and sScala-
_.-") M
bilfity (.69) indicate a reliable scaLé.
4
S CR

¥
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ROLEBEH is catego}hakd as follows:
A

49 - traditiaonal (did not endorse an egalitarian
‘ response for either item).
. 1 - traditional-egalitarian {endorsed an egalitarian
response for one item). iy
2 - egalitarian (ehdorsed an egalitarian sponse for
both items). " !
L

.
]

It is briefly mentioned that further -measures of both

- s

attitudes and behavior are reguited in obtaining greater

AN

accuracy ,%n estimating egalitafianism "(despite the above .
Gugttman scales being successfully created). The possibility
AR . ) 1 .

remains that a respondent not endorse an egalitagian response

S~
for .either itenmn, although egalitarianismTactually exist in
eithdr behavior or attitudes. 'In interpretation, it should

be roted that , the: gbove indexes measuring‘ traditional

Y '\

relative to egalitarian sex roles inevitébly remain limited,
'given the data constraints involved and the uangilability of

further measures.
M a

Husband's Income.

+

'

P

Husbahd's”income (INCHB) is measured on the basis of.the

Ny LN ’

following item: o .

) . -
. . £
"What _is your husband's dross annual income before taxes and

=
4

deductions?*®

—-—— . .
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o~
N

-

! *
In obtaining information on household resources, 21 percent

~
’

of all married women failed to report their husband's income.

-

Due to the large proportion of respondents failing to report

income, income was estimated for all missing cases “on the
A

’
¢ 5

basis of knowledge on husband's age, edycation and occupa-.

.
-

tion.

»

This estimate was obtained by initially regressing hus-

band's i1ncome (for all those cases where income was reported)
on age, education and occupqtion of husband. Occupation was
méé%ured thtough a series of d;mmy variables representing
different categories of occupation. Only two were regained
in® the estimation of - income, (ma&ageriél and prqfeé;ibnal
occupations) while the remainder were not correlated with

income at an acceptable lgvgl of stati;tical signjficance and

»

serve as a reference catégory in the analysis., The varia--

-

bles.,involved in the estimation of income were categorized as

follows:

.~

'

Age of husband (AGEHB)

«

Drawn f{om information on the husband's b;rth(

date and calculalgd in years,

{ -
'

Bducat#ga\:f Husband (EDUCHB)

"Inl total,” howrmany years of educatign hias your

3 .

hpsband completed2" . . K
- ( o
- - o ’ v )
00 - none
01 to XX . B ;

.~ l . ' ‘ 72
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" INCHB = -14.729 + .347 (AGEHB) + 10.460 (EDUCHB) +

i

~dénts who reported husband's income. Based upon this

)

hd a

Managerial Occupations (MANG)

0 - all other occupations

1 - 3all occupations classified as AManagerial,
Administrative and Related Occupations" according
to the Canadian Classification and Dictionary of

e g e . e S e e e S e S o i S
b

Occupations, (C.C.D.O.), Edition 1982, Employment

and Immigration Canada, Canadian Government,

. Ottawa. A
- 4
Professional, Occupations (PROF) ° . - C
‘&
0 - all other occupations ] \
l - al)l occupations classified in the C.C.D.0O. as

"Occupations in NatuPal Sciences, Engineering, and
Mathematics®™, "“Occupations in Social Sciences and’
~7 Related Fields", "Occupations in Religion",
"Teaching and Related Fields", "Oc¢cupations in
il ) Medicine and Health", and "Artistic, Literary,
Performing Arts and Relf&ed Occdupations".

(

Table 3} presents the ‘Tresults in wusing the Ordinary Least

¥ [y

Squéres Regression technigque -(OLS), involving only respon-

[}

initial regression, husband's income is estimated for the

‘remainder of the sample by utilizing the constant and

unstandardized gpe:fiéients. ] The explained variance
(R2=.265) along with statistically significant coefficients

R N .
- L N ) - .
suggest that the estimates will be relatively accurate, The

A

Structural form of thé equation utilized 1in estimating INCHB

for misssing cases 'is as follows: g

-

’

86.409 (MANG) +°22.068 (PROF). - \ -

.
e ' . -
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4
Table 3. Unstandardized Coefficients of OLS Regression
Analysis of Husband's Income (INCHB) on '~ Selected Variables,
for Married Women Reporting Husband's Incomne.

o -
Independent Variables b/standard error
AGEHB 347 **

(.020) »
EDUCHB 10.460 **
( .682)
LA
MANG © 86,409 **
. ( 6.759) -

N

PROF 22.068 *
, ( 6.574)

CONSTANT -14.729 ° g
__________________ i e - - -
R . ) : .265 )
N . 2889 \ :
Note: oo

~ * significant at the .05 level

** significant at the .01 level
e -~

The mean income for the full sample after estimating.Jincome

for those households failing to report husband's imrfome was

5
H

found to be $29,047 with a standard deviation of $152. This

is acceptably q}ose to: those households actually"reﬁorting
I *

husband's income, with a mean 'of $29,131 and a standadd

J'd%Niation of §140.

—_— - PR — 3

A 4 . ’ B
As odtlinedﬁkin reviewing the 1literature review, there
appears to be disagreement as to whether "current" or "poten-

» -

tial" income better represent thKe éffect” of economic con-
straints on fertility decisions. The present study "hs

restricted to current income, due to the difficulties
involved in .estimatgng a tésppndent“s ﬁrobable income at age

74 .

N .
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t

40, In projecting husPfand's income at age 40, an estimating

equation could not* be produced. The initial regression could

not explain a sufficient level of variance in the income of

-

husbands selected at this agese . leaving for unresliable

es{&mates of husband's income at age 40 for the remaining

0 8 B

cases.

Religion.

1 B
Two dummx variables were computed ° in examining the in-

fluence of wife's present religion. The first measured the

S . ;
influence of Catholicism (QGATH), while the second measured

(N
N

the impact of Prqtéstantism (PROT). The two variables were

N

categorized as-follows:

!

cdtholicism (Cath) Ty
: 0 - all other religions / no religion , o
1l - Roman Catholic, Ukrainian Catholic, Apostolic

Catholic, New Apostolic. .

RN SR o

Protestantism (Proﬂg

0 - all other religions / no religion
1 - United Church, Anglican, Presbyterian, Lutheran,
* Baptist, PentécP§§al, Jehovah's Witnesses, other
Protestant. - :

-
’ . s
P <

o -
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T

"respondent's birth date.

Number of Siblings. in Wif;'s Family of Origin.

&

. oS

T e,ﬁumberxyf siblings

B

'J
in wife's family of origin (SIBLING)

from the following itém: ' ’

. N

=Y

obtained

s ) .
""Including yodrself, how many children did your mother have?"
~ . o .
u - " , ' » , ,
L / :
;rhe‘ac;ual number’' was obtained by subtracting one from the
Ky e
NuUmMbEr re d, - ’ - . »
K] ’ 7
. o . ' ‘ . j -y
v . ‘v -
» ’ ' ‘
“ ‘ ’ °
Age of Wife.’ P .

“
\ -

I3

"The age of wife (AGEWIFE) was calculated on' the basis of

- ,

. » . o ¥
Age at Marriage. . o ’ #
b ‘ .
- [ . .
: » - LY ’ )
4 .t . . . <
o , . -~ s - 9 -
+ 'Age at marriage .(AGEMAR) was calculated by subtracting‘!he
- . .('“ [ o
responflent’s yeat of Birth from the year of first marriage.
g . A " . ¢ (’ , .
. i . v -
' ) X
v * i o
4 . - . : .
A\ v .
I3 ’ -" 9 R -, o .
 h . . .
-
' . v ! LS ﬁ" 2
4 i ’ * [N ( ‘
, s ’ * K ]
s ] at . ¢ ¢ . L3
- : g
J i ‘ . ~ '
" , , -
. - ' p 4
’ o ’/‘
a . Iy e~ P
"',-—‘ - 0‘ - -~ i \
. ’ N &
N\ - . ¥ I o
’ ‘ W ? '
. . . Do ]
N .7 . o
[ ) ) 1 . 4 , _ N '
. ¢ ‘ ~ . P
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Method of Analysis ¢

\

o Hierarchical step-wise regression has been selected for. the

present analysis; mierarchica% regression has been chosen Te -

due tc its usefulness in dqte?mining the importance of a

particular variable (or group of variables) in terms of -its

contribution to the total explained variance of each model. °%

In addition to determining the relative effect by- parity of
b ' o

female employment and sex roles, the step-wise procedure
determines whether they s'ignificantly aqp to the explained

variance of each 'model. P

3 N * \ R $
.The independent wariables .are therefore entered into the

regression equation In a predetermined order. Firstly, the

*

demographic .variabled are entered at step 1, in order to
NP 1

sEparately deqpnstrate their relative importance to the

explained variance of each model. At the second step,

.
b )

normative factors are entered  into the regression, At step

et

3, husband's income and female employment statng;ﬁe included

in separately examining the impact ?5 economic determinants. .

L4

Due ¢to _the concern with the importance of sex roles to et
. - N .

Cy *
fertility, at the final step, which reflects the fullgmodel, ‘a
" f PR .

< the two-.indexes measuring egalitarianism are entered.

\ -
4

[y

. x - -'\ . ¢ .
In the .statik analysis of "twtal number of <hildren born", -
- 0o . -t v’ N~ o~ - -~ . - - »

the structural‘formiof the regression' equation for the full

—

" model yé'qg follows:. .o ; T i J,'

-



7"

Specification 1:

TOTCHILD = a + b AGEWIFE + b AGEMAR + b CATH + b PROT +
b SIBLING + b INCHB + b PROPWORK + b ROLEATT +

, b ROLEBEH
where
a = constant
b = unstandardized regression coefficients °

TOTCHILD = total number of children porn

step 1) AGEWIFE age of wife
) AGEMAR age of marriage
2) CATH Catholicism’ )
( PROT '~ Protestantism
SIBLING - wife's siblings in family of origin .
3) 1NCHB « income of hysband .
PROPWORK - proportion of npatried life employed -
4) ROLEATT - sex role attitudes
ROLEBEH - sex role behavior

[

In specification . 2, three separate equations.are estimated

corresponding to the probability of a birth based on the

-~ .
three sub-samples discussed 1in #the previops sec¢tion. The

effect of female labor force participation 1is measuréd

through estimates ¢of employment status prior to each consecu-

"

tivesbirth. The structural form of the . regressi®h equation

<

for the full model in the dynamic, analysis of fertility igs as '

) y
follows: | . ' 1
) -
Specification 2; o ;
’ : K
BIRTHO = a + b AGEWIFE + b AGEMAR + b CATH +

(BIRTH], BIQTHZ) b PROT + b SIBL?NG + b INCHB + b EMPLSTO
v (EMPLSTI EMPLST2) + b ROLEATT + b ROLEBEH'
where Y, T 5
' ! . - . \ .
M (as above) LT ' ' . . - -
BIRTHO probab111ty of a b1rth at parity O

BIRTHIA -° probability of a birth at parity 1

'BIRTH2 -~ .probability of a third or fourth birth
EMPLSTO - wife's employment status at parity 0
EMPLSTl - wife's employment status at parity 1
EMPLST2' - wlfe s employment status at parity 2

‘ [ P

U Y X - -
o . .o )

‘a



The structu;al torm of the regression equations with

third model specification closely parallel the above.

only difference is that employment status of wife is

-

included, while education of wife (EDUCWF) 1is added to

regression. At each parity, the fertility of employed

non—ehployed fespondents is separately'examined.

&

..(‘.

N\
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V: Findings

{ . . Specification 1

.
s Y
\

A) Sémple Characteristics

«

d )

Before presenting the results from the anglysis of "total
number of children born®™, the sample characteristics involved

in applying the static model are briefly summarized. Table 4

v

presents the means and standard deviations for the explana-

hY
LY

tory variables involved.

- I : : .
Beginning with, the dependent variable Qf+ total number of -

Y

e . A}
children born (TOTCHILD),.the reported mégn is found to be

¢ ~~slightly less than two 1live births per respondent (1,9923),

This reflects the low fertility ofc Canada, in focusing

exclusively on marital fertility and involving both\womenﬁyﬁo

a

have, completed their fertility along with those actively
invplved  in decigions relating ‘to family formatidn., - .-
. , , . ;'v

—— -~ = .. <. - ~ - i LY SRR XN -
The mean age reported (AGEWIFE) is fquhd to be ‘34.7 years,
M . . ., ™ . o \

. ' e
while~thg\_pean ageo at time of marriayet (AGEOBMAR) is 21.9

i ‘ yed?s. In cpnsiderfﬁg religion, 4%.5 %2 of the sample is
5 . ‘ , \ ' . u"(": i ‘
o reported to be Catholic (CATH), whiler41.5 % is . reported to
80 o

.
v 4

- . . ® . i
P L]
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Table 4. Sample Means for Variables in the Static Model of
"Total Number of Children Born", for. Married Once, Canadian

b / Women. ’
7 Variables ' mean/standard deviations T
. TOTCHILD '1.9923 -
’ (1.3465)"°
. AGEWIFE _ 34.7190
1 7.7590)
AGEOFMAR , (21.9208) .
(+3.3275) ;
CATH . . .4864
(.4999)
PROT ‘ L4150
' (.4928) ’
SIBLINGS - ‘ 4.1793 . ‘ .
_ . ) (3.2130) ‘ .
PROPWORK : 53.5406 . i -
(37.9026) .
INCOME ' . . 291.3120° o
‘ (139.6314) ‘
ROLEATT g 1.6791
( .5722)
« ROLEBEH T L4522
K4 (.6840)
N ’ ; ‘2782 ' - )l

~ -
o , )
. k)

be Protestant (PROT). The mean number of stblingsvin‘the £
- .. ’-respondent's family .. of origin .(SIBLINGSX is_ found to be
\ sldightly highet»than‘four (4.1793). * The mean iqgome reported

for the husbands of the women selected is found to be 22,131.

»*
X4

4
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N -
In considering proportien of married - life employéd
(PROPWORK), respondents on average have been erking'for'53.5

)
. . R -
$ of their married life. Again, this is reflective of the

»

L3

ctHimbingparticipation - rate” 0of Canadian women in the labor

. o o o L.
force. Alﬁhough not ®reported in Table 4, this can be -

. . . .
- -compared to respondents with no children who were repnrted to

have worked ‘B0.4 % of fhgir married life, and those respon-

dents with childten who have worked- '‘on average .48.7 % of

-
—_

their married life. - , . [

» .

With the  sex role indexes (ROLEATT,ROLEBEH), the reported

L3

means reflect a lack of corrgspondenqe between egalitarian

attitudes and actual behavyior. The mean response with
- Hea ) ;

gtt}éudes (1.679) reflects an egalitaTrianism in sex roies,

’ [

while the mean response with sex role behavior (.4522) -

-’

reflects a continuation of traditionalism in the actual

division of 1labor. ' This lack of correspondence between

attitudes .and behavior supports the- earl'ier mentioned

- . . -
o "

feminist research. This also holds implications for sociolo-

. N d } ) .
gical.research-which analyses social.attitudes while impli-

+
v W
.

_citly assuming a firect correspondence with actual behavior.

)

2 -

L3

. f ° <y ’ .
.~ B) ‘Findings - -

a - + . R ‘... »

=

a

Table 5 presents the findifigs ' from the static analysis of

..
1 . ' ) .. -’ '
*total numbef of children born". I,For tomparative purposes,
— - M ‘ . ~ . ) . . .
e . N , - o
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A

s

i

-

&
these results are briefly outlined before moving to the

parity specific analysis,

w

«

female labof force participation and fertility. Among

-

Table 5., OLS Regression Coefficients for the Static Model of
"Total Number of#Children Born", for Married Once, Canadian

fupport is uncovered for the inverse relationship between

Women. .
Independent— - b/standard error ‘beta
Variables. _ _ _ e ‘
AGEWIFE .- .0889 **x* .5125
. . {.0026)
AGEOFMAR © -.0095 ¥*x -.2827 !
. - (.0005)
CATH ) : L1706 7%+ . .0633
x & (00‘662) i
“
PROT .1688 * * .0618
w ' . (.0667) ’
YSIBLINGS . . L0526 *** L1256 i
: (.0061) : ’
PROPWORK ,  -.0070 *** . -,1958
N N (00005) *
INCOME e’ . .0000 ) 0050
’ - 1.0001) ,
" ROLEATT . ST -.0976 wrx . -.0415
S (.0346) ;
ROLEBEH -.1345 ¥*» ) -.0683
. (.0290),
Constant CTTTIl6222 %A - T
i ) T L (.1634) ., - 5
RS . .467 - s
Note: * significant at the .05 level - N

**"gignificant at the .01l level

*** gignificant at the .001 level
L\- ) - - .

. 4

N
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Canadian married women, thé greater the proportion of their

married life employed, the more likely they have a smaller

. ) o
number of children.

T S

Similarly,(support is uncovered for the inverse relation-
. - . AN n ‘
B 15 .
ship between  sex -role egalitarianism (both attitudes and

~ -

behavior) and fertility. Egalitarianism in <child care and

household responsibilities, as manifested in either attitudes

or- actual behavior is associated with fewer children in
p) '

Canadian households.

-

Household resources (operationélized through husband's

income) is, the oniy‘/variable in the static analysis not to

have a significant effect on fertility. In contrast to the

research of microeconomists emphasizing the relative ,impor-
Al . N
; tance of household ' resources, the findings suggest that

LN EN

income differentials are of‘ minimal value 1in explaining
. \ - . .

3

household décisions.

)
~

. .. Athypéthesized; the demographic variables act as important
oy o "

confrors in the analysisr of household 'fertility. The

positive correlation between age of wife and number of

\

" .children is anticipated due ¢to additiqnal‘births with Ehe

passage of years. The negative effect of age at., marriage is

expected due to such biclogical *factors as lower fecundity at
Y ~ 1
- . 3 * "
latter ages and the shortening of the period - in which

B i - additional children are péssiple.

'

¥

. n - 84 ' ‘ . |
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While normative and intergroudp differenqeé were hypo-

thesized as relativeiy unimportantl in explaining fertility
deciéions, the findings suggest that wife's feligion and size
of wife's family of origin both have a statist&ca{lx Eignifi-
cant effect on fertility. The greater the nuﬁber oé siblings
in the wﬁfe's famiiy of origin, the more ﬁiobable a larger
number of children be the éutcome. Furthermore, Catsolics
and Protestants are both found to have a gteater number of
children than the reference grbpp (i,e. other relig}ons).
This is in contrast to a previous stldy which had found a
decliﬁing importanéé of normative and intergroup difference§

(McDaniel, 1984). .

The standardized slopes (Betas) also shown in Table 5

indicate the relativ@ magnitude of effects. Not surprising-

ly, the demographic factors acting aé controls are found to

2

have the strongest effect on "total number of children born". -

Secondly, the effect of female labor £drce participation is

A

shown ¢to have a relatively strong negative effect, 1In

contrast to expectatiohs, normative factors appear to be
. , ]

roughly equivalent or even slightly more importanﬁ than the

sex role variables in _  explaining fertility. ' The effect of
husband's income .is negligible, with the weakast relative
'gffédt. ' ) ’ . Y ~

These results are based on the pre@ise that couples adopt

a utility  maximizing lifetime plarn early in ;heir marriage.

A
0

The static frahework obscures however, the luke*ihood of

85 a L



considerable variation 1in effect of explanatory variables by
parity. It is only in accepting the static framework's’

premise of constant preferences over time that inferepces can

4
DI ‘ 2
be made on ultimate fertility decisions. Due to0 the tenuous

A

assumptions of the static framework, the above findings only
3 : .
serve as a point of reference in demonstrating the usefulness

. !

of the dynamic framework.

3

The purpose of the second specification is to demonstrate

the usefulness of analyzing decisions relating to children in
.a dynamic framework in contrast to the static’model which
assumes that lifetime decisions are made at the time of

marriage. The parity specific analysis is expected to permit

a more accurate- portrayal of actual fertility decisions.

s

.

The static analysié can also be «criticized for failing to

1

adequately deal with the problem of time order and causaldty.
Variables measured at the time of the survey are merely

related to the total number of children born. In drawing

inferences about household decisions, no distinction is made

‘between decisions-_relatingt to recent births ,as opposed to

births occurring a considerable period prior to the survey.

In the 'dynamic analysis of period fertility, greater attéen-

tion is given to the problem of time order.

i
~ - B - -

. - - - - - - -
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. parities indicate a‘paséage of years with.parity'progression.

Specification 2 .

. ) 0 : . .
A) Sample Characteristics

. ‘ &

The characteristics of the three separate samples involved
in the dynamic analysis of fertility are briefly summarized.

Table 6 presents the means and standard deviations of the

A

variables included in the dynamic model, corresponding to the
three sepafate sampfles involved in analyzing decisions of

differing birth order.

”

Y

Beginning with the dependent variable, measuring the

probability of a birth betweeﬁ January 1982 and April 1984 -

“

(BIRTH), at parity 0, 20.7 % of respondents éavé'birth, to a
first child, at oparity 1, 60.3 &% gave birth to a second

child, while at parity 2, 15.7 % gave birth to a third or
e
fourth «child. The reported means reflect the propensity

toward an additional child oniy after the change in lifestyle

as;ociated with a first birth. ane a hou;ehold has made the |
initial commitment toward ;eginﬁing a family, thé tendenqy'is
to decide ‘relatively soon upon a sebond‘child. While the
coefficients sﬁggest thaF couples avoid ‘the one-child

household, they also indicate that couples tend to curtail

- .
‘fertility after normative family size (i~e. two cthildren) has

- o~ . -
e - ~ - - ~ ~ o ,

been obtained.

.

With respect to age of wife, the reported means across f

¢
:

e}
. . ' . I's

- 1 ' i
) av . ! éﬁ
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Table 6.
Fertility

—————— — — ——— o Tt Tt Tt} D f” i > T

Sample
1982-~1984",

Means for
for Married Once,

the Dynamic Model of
Canadian Women.

"Period

Parity 1
e w._meagjstanﬂALdudeyiaiinn,“__~ e

“Parity 2

AGEWIFE

AGEOFMAR

»

CATH

r

PROT ’

i

" SIBLINGS

EMPLST

INCOME

ROLEATT

ROLEBEH

.2067 .6031 .1570 %
(.4053) (.4903) (.3647)
27.7574 | 28.3481 31.0781
( 5.5047) ( 3.9389) ( 3.9218)
; :
23.1395 22.3667 22.0279
( 3.5505) ( 3.3383) ( 3.0263)
4722, .4340 .4828 —
(.4996) (.4966) (.5009)
.3930 .4373 .4136
(.4888) (.4971) (.4937)
3.4637 - 3.7037 4.1794
(2:5802) (2.6741) (3.1070)
.7813 .5040 L4444
(.4137) (.5010) (.4981)
252.9404 268.0022 293.2264
(123.5836)  (136.2711)  (136.0983)
1.7866 1.6579 1.6250
(.4685) (.5809) (.6287) )
L6621 .3829 L3621
(.7470) (.6416) ©(.6315)
____________ D . —— -
652 243 203

reaching

r

- o

s

In considering age at marriage,

higher

L4

i

parities begin

it would appear that
\ N “-

theirr married

~

women

life at a

sliéhtly younger age. Although'the'religion“variables do not

.vary syfégmatically, the cogfficients imply

are slightly more likely to avoid .the one-child household,

4 .
T i

>

88

[ 4
that Catholics

LS
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> »
while Protestants are slightly 1less f&kely to remain child-

a

less. With the number of siblings in the respondent's family

of origin, on average it is found to climb slightly with

v

parity progression.

In considering husband's income as an indicator of house-

)

hold resources, the coefficients indicate a climb in incogﬁ

as households move through the family formation process. At

parity 0, _ the mean husband's income is estimated at $25,294,

i
o

climbing to §$29,323 at parity ZWL This c&imb }p»\income most

\ R

probably reflects the passage of years with parity progres-

i

sion.

%
9 F &3

With female employment status, the coefficients demonstrgte
the tendency for women to leave the labor force (whether

temporarily or permanently), once the. commitment has been

»

made toward children. While at parity 0, fully 78.1 % of the

Y

women selectedqﬁa!e involved in the. labor market (whether

full or part time), this drops to 44.4 % at parity 2.°
. . J . S e .

o

- . 'q?" R
higher parities appear to be only slightly ﬂége likely to

<

-y ° \‘ P
adhere to traditionalism in their sexirole attitudes. In
considering actual behavior, househofds reaching higher
. A R a - )
parities- appear to be ngnificant]nrgess likely to .adhere to

~E ~

‘egalitarian behavior, although across parities, the coeffi-
N ' . .

. »

cients imply a ttaditignalism.{ ' ‘ ..

-

With respect to the sex role variables, women reachinﬁﬁi
. Lty

~

~
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B) Findings -

2
Tables 7 thraugh 9 present the results from the dynamic

"analysis. . The discussion of the correspondence  between

~

actual results and the hypothesized variation in effect of
determinants by parity begins withH reference|l to unstandar-

dized regression coefficients in Table 7.
A)
[

.

In,&prms< eof .a general overviéwt support for interaction
o

effects due to pani(} are uncovered. ‘rn comparding unstan-

v
- .

dardized‘coefficienti across parities,g{pany of the relation-

’ Pl

éhips examined va}& in character. ' The results . suggest that |

- - ~ 9.
the decision to have a first child~at parity 0 differs from

decisions relatinglto'a second birth at parity 1, or a third

-~

or fourth birth 5t parity 2. Correspondingly, the inferences

on household fertil&t§ decisions drawn from the feéults of

the static model can be questioned.

»
N L}
»

Ve -

This variﬁtion of effect by parity 4s most clearly demon-
1 i *

strated in examining emale  employment (EMPLST) and the

-

1R l ) .
probability of a b&rth during the interval 1982-1984. Female

Y

employment is hypothesized to have a negative effect across
- ’

~

parities, with its strongest influence on the decision to

have.a third-or fourth 'birth. The negative effect at earlier

———

‘parities isthypothgsized to reflect timing differences, while
; R : Y : '

the relatively -stronger negative effect on higheriorder

~.abJ'.r‘Ehs is expected to indicate a curtailment oﬁ:fertility.

- ’

90 ' o N —
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. " rable 7.

Unstandardized Coefficients

2N
)

¢

203

-

oLs for the Dynamic .
~ . Model of "Period Fertility 1982-1984", for Married Once,
Canadian Women. -
. . Independent “Parity 0 Parity 1 “Parity 2
Variables ____________________b/standard error —
AGEWIFE =.0119 “#x -.0202 -.0159
(.0038) (.0236N0 (.0095)
AGEOFMAR '-.0013 .0145 .0107
A.0057) (.0157) (.0120)
CATH .0294 .0170 .0032
(.0489) (.1003) (.0882)
‘PROT .0544 .0077 .0076
(.0494) (.1036) s (.0912)
<. SIBLINGS . .0055 - *-.0027 -.0020
, (.0061) (.0126) (.0087)
- ]
o , - EWPLST .0650 .0037 -.1062 *
C > (.0382) (.0687) (.0533)
INCOME ) .0000 0005 * L0000
. (.0001) (.0002) (.0002)
ROLEATT -.0521 -.1080 -.0450
(.0351) (.0608) (.0432)
- ROLEBEH \ -.0502 * -.0339 S -.0272
A (.0221) (.0552) (.0431)
T CONSTANT L5677 **= .9027 ** T .5207 * -
: - ) " (.1241) (.2788) (.2446),
i R .047 .043 .059 -
N- 652 243

Note: % significant at .05 level
** significant at "
:‘: significant at .001 level

o
" v

& .

N

\d —
e

-

et —

.01 level

91‘k

[‘ N .

p

Although- the effgct of labor force partic;pation strongly
interacts with parity, only partial support %s uncovered for

the Hypothgsfzed‘"relatgpnships. A‘p9si;ive efﬁect'at parity_
0 (ﬁhich épptoaches staftistical significance, P=:09)7‘ and a

weak positive effect at parity 1 is counsgi\to expectations.
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. .
A relatively stifong negative effect at parity 2 supports the
hypothesis relating to a curtailment of fertility given the
attarament of normative family size {i.e two children). The

static analysis masks a positive effect at the first birth, a

PR

null effect relating to the second birth, with the strong
K ) -

negative effect solely relating t& hfgher order births.

AS
r

/

. 4
The positive effect at parity 0 sSuggests that work

~

opportunities do not discourage or delay Canadian women from

<

beginning a ‘family. Cofdtrary to expectations, woémen

involved in  the labor force werke as likely, or even more

likely to begin childrearing during/ the interval 1982-1984,

/
’

The negligible effect at- parily 1 implies that after a

first: child 1is born the beAefits associated with a second

child continue to override employment considerations. Both

The strong negative/ effect at parity’ 2 as anticipated

indicates that decisfons relating to the birth of a third or

fourth child aréas'rong;y inflnenced by career and ecornomic
% . ) ' L

aspirations. Th opportunity costs associated with having

higher order births appears to be a major factor explaining

the smaller completed family size in Canadian households$.

——
- . -

-

% /

In a similar study based upon American data, White and Kim
. v ’

n

(1986) have . uncovered results apprdximating<tbohe discussed

. - 3

- .92

£



-
’

-—

above. In examining the complex effects of female employ-

ment, their research similarly uncoveérs . a positive effect at

’

the first parity p}ogressipn. In interpretation, they argued

that a career does not act as a competitive alternative to

a

childbearing until at least _after thes® first child is born.
1
No evidence of a delaying effect of female employment at the

first parity was disclosed, with employed women actually

N

.slightly more 1likely to have a first «child Ruring t

.
interval examined.

- A second study which indirectly supports this intgractio

between employment and parity is Bulatao's (1981) examinatio

of the values and disvalues parents attach.'to children at

successivé childbearing decision points. In directly askipd

couples acknowledge the difficulties associated with both thy

parental and employment roles and the potential 1loss of

income associated with the decision.

-

VRN
~ThHe poéitive effect disclosed at parit;rb\implies that

"opportunity costs" are of minimal relevance to the decision
: ' - . .
to have a first child. Yet the positive effect also implies

that rather. than delay a 'ffrstj birth, employed women ‘are
slightlyk more . likely to have a first" birth dufing the
interval. SinceQage of wife and age of marriage are con-

trollgd for in the analysis, this positivé effect is not

-
[

. : ¢ ' )
likely to be the ;qult of a ~"catech up" phenomenon among

- ‘ N

* 5&7. >
. S 93 \
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A

women who have devoted m}ny years to the labor market. In

reviewing thqgavailable litera{hge, it is uncertain as to why»

employed women are slightly more likely to perceive greater
benefits in the decision to begin a family, Further ingquiry
along these lines is necessary.

Egalitarian sex - role attitudes (ROLEATT) and “actual

egalitarian behavior (ROLEBEH) are also expected to show a -

/

3

p—
similar pattern of ~,effects across parities.- With the

achievement of normative family size, sex role egalitarianism

¢
4

is hypothesized .as having a strong negative effect on

fertility decisions. At the first twWwo parities, sex rolé

egalitarianism is -expected to be.relatively'less important.

Pl

Since a majqority of Canadian households continue to 'plan for

at least two children, the anticipated weak negative effects

-

are again-understood largely in terms of timing differences.

T
. A}

Both egalitarian attitudes and behavior are found as
) M .

expected to have a negative effect across parities. Yet the

results portray a pattern of effects which ‘are Lounter to
‘& 0 o

’ \
expectations. In general, sex roles appear to be of greater

relevance to the ‘planning of earlier order births. .1In

- comparing coefficients across parities, the relative effect

for both indexes remains weakest at decisions relating to

A" e N

parity 2. With 'respect to sex role attitudes (ROLEATT),

egalitariaﬁism has its strongest effect at parity 15, (ap-.

s

proaching statistical significance at p=.07). Actual

v d '
-

. 94

N
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behavior (ROLEBEH) has its .strongest effect on decisions

¢ 4
relating to births at parity 0. -

4

An advantage of the dynamic model over ;ﬁe static analysist
. - 4 ) . , .
is that inferences can be drawn on the timing or spacing of

births. In the static analysdis, the relative importance of
N (S .

.

seg }oles to the timing of earlier n%ther than higheg,orgep
births 1is overlobkeq. ﬁccbrding to this 'dynamic analysis,
egalitarian coqplé% -are moie likel§ to'delay their f;qs; or
second éhild, rather than éelay or curtail Eheir ‘third or

fourth birth. The ‘static analysis is not capable of dra@}nq

this distinction. It .-limits inferences to a one time

decision regarding total number of children bara. = °

o -
n b - ¢ . Y ’ -

B a , a— “
Due to a lack of concern in the-available litefature with

examining the effec; of sex roles on fertility while applying
-’ ' N ) .? . . -

thg sequentraf decision making framework, it is possible only

to speculate upan the relative effects of the two indexes by

“ 3

parity. As emphasized earlier, the influence of sex role

N
o

attitudes relative to behavior can “.be expebted‘-tb'différ,
largely due to an -apparent lack of correspondence between

attitudes and actual behaviof in Canadian households. It is

.interesting to note that while egalitarian behavior has its
4 N

strongest effect on th7 decision to begin a family, egalita- =

rian’attitudes are considerably more important only after a

first Birth.- - : .

. ' .
0 -
- -
- "
Y P . - N - N -
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1

_relevant-to\decisioﬁs rélating‘to a first birth. .

do not nbcesqérily imply bilateral., social exchange/

k)

i . ) .. . " I ‘/

. P ‘. . - T - : o3 s
Egalitarian behavior, is viewed as a-more reliable indica- /

tion of bilateral Social influence in household decisiohs.//

Correspond1nglyk:thé bilatéra{ give and take between gpouses/

-

as stressed by social,exchange theorists is likely to be mos

. [N
. ' 1

,
$
-

" In contrast,’ egalitar{a@ attitudes held by Canadian women.

' L]

stressed by feminists, althouéh attitudes. have
for married couples has been’'slow to change. While/ a growing
proportion  of women indicate egalitarian attitudes with

respect to child care and.housework, a majority l1so indicate

a lack of sharing . in the actual allocation- o tasks within @
the hoﬁe. With husbands continuing to avoid /equal responsi-

R}
~

bility in c¢hild care, . egalitarian” attitudes would under---.

. -

standably become, more salient after ex eriencing the time -

intensive costs of a first child, After. first birth, women

—— £ -

are- more likely to realistically evaluyate the benefits°and

N

3

-

p?obable.conﬁribﬁlion
. 1, .
Corpequndtngly,'womeq

PR ot 1
costs of a second birth, along with th

of their husband ~to <child .care.

»
N £

rejecting traditional , roles yet

)

.division of labér might be 1léss. likely to rush a second

L

’ - ' Lo - . !

child. | o :

v

5

V‘ ] . . . ‘l
the weak J-éffect ancovered for

What remains unexpected i
i’ {

. ‘,. » N v ’ ) ’ é
both indexes at parity 2. /This implies that nop~traditional
cbuples are only éﬁigh;ly less likely to decide .upon a third

~ . 3 . *
. P ' -

- . . . .
2 < A Toe F 3 . , -
. 96 . “
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..or fourth ‘child. The ‘results suggest tbaﬁ labor force

N o

-importaht in "predicting higher‘opaer births., ﬁgain, further

‘ 2 *

. inquiry into the parity ''specific influence of sex\‘roles is

]
o - 2

¢ . necessary. . <
o // i ' . ' . V.
.3 o .
PR In contrast to the above, household resourcesu(OpefaLiona—

"Lized as husband's income) is hypothesized to havé a,pos;tivq
impact ‘upon fert¥lity at the first two parities. This effect

is. expecbed to revert to negative 4t decisions relating Lo
N - . -

- ., .

parity 2, The imfluenge of husband!sS -income }s expected to

he strongest in decision§“, lating to the timing of the first
R ’ ) R ) . .
N i and second births. ‘ . : . . ’
. N L, Ad 4 -
PR . A N . - ’ - ’ L . i

<3 4 . - . .
. _‘ ° . 4
.- . N

a

'3 . [N

+ While the redults again
] .

-
MY . A

* parity in explaining feytility ' decisions, * the pattern of
+ effects is _not ‘consistent <with these hypothesized 5elatioﬁ—

. . N C. ‘. - ' .
v ships. Although: husband's income is found to have a positive

v effeqt at the 'first ‘two parities, 1its influence on the

- Bécisioﬁ to begin a . family appears“ negligible. -and non-

T significant.’ Furthermore, the - influefice of . household

4 . &

resources on decisions relating to the potential birth of a
I \ " ) .
¥ 6 . AY

third or fourth child is'nggligible.

P . .
.
- .

R . ., The above pattern of effects represent. the immediate

’,
+

response of couples to their 'current economic position. Due

a I

]

, : N 2 . ) _
"~ "analysis does not allow,for the possibitity that couples base
° - \ ) R C. - '

e - e 7 ’ }

v ' . 97

patticipation;«pathez than sex roles are considerably more

demon%strate the importance of.

to the ‘difﬁiculties in estimating "projected income", tpé'

. ’ . . . -

. L4 . - ' ®° .



'theif decisions on foreseen .changes Jin  their ' economfc
! . L . .

-

. L . . - v
circumstances. While research has suggested that projelted -
I - . - .
, -income4isa—mdre_apﬁropriate in explaining feqtility decisions

L - .

(Mincer,1963; Turchi,1975; Kyrjazis,1982), data constraints

. ' 4 . - .

limit the discussion’ to the effect - of current household
. . »

resources. Cor rrespondingly, the negligible income effects at

P

parities O and 2 do net necessarily 'imply that econo%ic

. -

considerations are irrelevant to these fertility decisions.
4 . . » 4 N :
While. the .findings are- 11mited to the effect of current

.. .

econodmic stand%ng,'it'ié.fully appreciated that malhy eouples
"< are purposeful ; decision makers, actively con%idering poten-
N ,»- ¢ .
- 0 Al 1 , . .
tial changes in their econdmic position, in -arriving at
, fertility qebisions. . L ‘;
l--. \’ »’ ” i
4 . ) -
‘I ~ * Y )
The weak non—significant'gffect at Parity 0 indicates &hat

'

the current level of household résourpqs for a couple holds

-

r

') ° q . " ; N . .
little idmportand® in decjSions. relating to a first birth.
Perhaps long term economic“considerations‘Rr'tﬁe nomr-economic

* costs and benefits associated with children owsrride current

’

.rush a first birth, contradicting the hypothesized
& .
facilitation of pirths associated with'economic’ means. It

-~
-

—remains poésible 5 ébeculate upon the non-economic benefits-
~ "{the ,emotional gratification in beginning a family, the
. . * Y,

Ed i

.

confirmation- of a marriage léhrough thes birth of a jirst

child) which appears to be equally appealing.fo Lfanadians of

-
a

varying incdme. =~ T o ~ td
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"egalitarianism_dn sex roles, this lack of income gffec& can’

- ) '

not be explained in terms of the p}opensity of uﬁﬁéi\incohé

-

. . [
women to involve themselves ip careers or to adhere to

egélitarjqnism in sex roles. After controlling for both
o . Pl ’

.fFactors, the reported coefficient indicates "fhat current

"+ income remains relatively unimportant in”"explaining decisions

.

-

_birth. . -

. hd -

relating to a first birth.

—— =

1¢ is solely after the birth ?i/ a first child, that
decis{:::)reia:ing to '‘an additional child appear sensitive to

current "economic means. The positive and statistically

¢ )

) sigdificant effect at parify//l emphasizes the relevance of

current resources fn terms of the 'timing of a sécond child.

t ‘

& - . -
The positive cqoefficient suggests that couples with lesser
s : bt X 4

economic means are more likely to delay a §econd chila, while

'
2

relative affluence fgcilitateﬁ a second ' birth. As in
+

%

L : N > v T .
evaluating the time costs of children, it is possible that
exberiences ‘wftb a first <child 1lead toe a more realistic

evaluation of the economic costs of ‘a second. Couples
. . . \

lacking the economic® means might have a first child for the

- o

emotional .satisfactions associated .with the non-economic

o -

benefigE of <children. Yet after. experiencing the economic
- ' : N

strains assoqgated with their first child)'realistically

evaluate theit economig position and.therefore delay "a second

L

“»

In controlling -~ for female }abQ{ force éarticipation'and’

b
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The weak income effect at decisians relating to a third or

fourth «child 1is possibly explained in terms of "child
- \ : v..
quality". Altho®gh the, relationship at parity 2 is.not
< .
inverse ras anticipated, the positive income effect is very

weak and far from{ﬁstatxstically significant. ““Although
wealthier couples are more capable of affordfng adddtionai
child~ret{, ?'Ehey appear no mone likely to do *o after a
normative family size has _been aéhieved:. The . ability to
readily afford- addétional childreq is possibly coﬁnter%d by

. . ¥: 4
higher child quality. . \\;

It is again acknowledéed that the above results do not ﬂ@ie
.Anto considtration potential’ incore flow-ovetr time. Y¥>is
possible that while the tjhing of "a second child remains

>

’ ! ‘\ -
sensitive to immediate economis/ﬁéghs, the decision to begin
—~ .

~ o . .
-a family or decisions relating to higher order ' births are -

more sensitive to longer term economic considerations. While
LI . p

o a
this remains beyond the scope of this aqaly?xs, it is

o
o

&pportant to note that' the decision to use either projected

or current income has been found to have little impact on: the

L) : , .
.parameters of other‘*explanatory variables in fertility models

s 2 e

(Kyriazis,1979,1982). This is re:ssuring, given the central
focus of this study, i.e. t{i relationship between sex roles,

-labor force participation. and fertility.

—
«

» "

L]
-

The remaining var{ablgs‘involved "in the analysis ate of

secondary, interest, and are only briefly deplt with at this

19
bpint. Begipning with the demographic variables, both wife's

°

: e : 1°00 NG
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age and age at marrlag% are expected to have a negative
effect across par'i\:iesf¢ No ‘hypotheses with respect to

interaction ef{egté\{ith‘parity are presented.’ ’ o,

;s : 4 N
.

_As expected, .wife's .age is shown to have uniformly a

A
v r}

negative effect across parities '{significant’ at .parity O,

RN

approaching’ statistical sign1ficance at paritigﬁA}, p=.14,

¢ S . -~ - Ly
andqgarity 2,,p=.09). With all other factofs Bgv¥al, older
] . ~ - ':*:‘
]

women appear to be less likely toshave a firstgggbsdditionél

: *

child.  Understandably, the probability of a birth during the .
interval 1982-1984 is greatest for wamen _in theirlprime
childbearing yeérSW'onLy to decline ‘relatively rapidiy as

women move into their thirties. This is consistent with

-~
N -

kS . \ ;
earlier discussed resecrch which suggests that a‘ge has among .

. 3

J“ »

the highest associations with Canadian fertility (Krishnan

v -
and Krotki,1976; Henrjypin,1972).

7
-

Unexpectantly, age at marriage is found to have a negative

effect oily at parity O (al;hou%h non-significant across

p;&ities). The weak positive _effeéts at _pari%ies 1- and 2 ‘\h

suggest that aft;r holding all ~other factors in the analysis

- 1.

constant, women Marrying at an older age are slightly more
~ o

likely to have decided upon\an Edditional cﬁild during the

reference period stuédied.. This  possibly ‘represents an
A o h -

attempt for thesé women to "catch up" with earlier marriers

after devbtingkprevious yearE to alternative pursuits.

.

[
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The relatively weak effects also imply a declining
yov 7 13 14 AN
importdpce of age at marriage in explaining, the timing of

b3

births and* cumulative family size. This conclusion is

consistent with Balakrishnan's "(1986) - detailed study of
changing nuyptiality patterns and theli.fertility implications
in Canada. Furthermore, whilée late marriers~possfb1y rush’

births given the ¢time .constraints involved, Balakrishnan
. )

{1986:1) dndicates that .these women are not likely ~to

,entirely "catch - up" with earlier marriers. . Their failuresto

/ - , . ,
do so is supported in the static analysis, jn uncovering an

VD

inverse relationship between age at marriage and total number

~ 9

v

,of children born.’ oo
Al “
" .

Two - further factors are included, in the anqusié as
Y ] [

N

indirect estimates of normative <con#traints-i.e. th& wjife's

a

religion (CATH,PROT) and the number- of siblings in wife's

family of origin (SIBLINGS). The'only hypothesis put forward

4 [ .
is that thesg_.variables\\ejjb relatively unimportant.’ tn

explaining ferfility decisions duve to, the declining impdr-
t;nce of intergroup and normati;elfactors fq the contemporary
Canddiran context. Thisahypdphesis appears supported, with
}non~signif}cant and apparently weakCLfffects aiross.éarities.

Further support for this hypbthesié is uncovered ' in comgiring
A ) S

x & N

> standardized slopes in Table 8, and in examining the contri-

bution of normative féciqfs to the total explained variance

of the model in Table 9. . -0

«

w

2

P
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The OLS standafdiZed éoefficients (betas) for the dynamic

»

‘model of period fertility

coefficients indicate

-

are rank ordered by parity from

.

[}

the least important 1mpact.

}

‘are presented

thhse with

in Table ¢ 8. These

A

the regptive m(Fnitude;of'éffecté and

the strongest to

i

Table 8. Rank-Ordered OLS~§tandardized Coefficients for the

Dynamic Model of "Period Fertility 1982-1984", for Married
Once, -Canadian Women. d
,/
. X7 TTParity o Parity 'l T Parity 2
U S S S S —
* A"
v AGEWIFE AGEWIFE AGEWIFE
/ (-.1617) (-.1623) (-.)1709)
_ ROLEBEH INCOME EMPLST
. .+ {-.0925) (.1423) (-.1450)
N .
_ EMPLST » ROLEATT AGEOFMAR
(.0663) t-.1279) (.0890) -
. PROT ) AGEOFMAR ROLEATT
(.0656) (.0980). (-.0776)
. . ROLEATT ROLEBEH ROLEBEH
$, (-.0602) (-.0444) (-.0471)"
' CATH CATH INCOME
© (.0363) {(.0172) (.0354) .
) h> BN v h o
{ SIBLINGS * SIBLENGS SIBLINGS
©(.0349) (-.0128) (-.0175
: AR S
INCOME ) " PROT PROT ‘
(.0254) (.0079) (.0103)
R N e
AGEOFMAR _EMPLST CATH .
(-.0114) "0038) (.0044) .
* - ,i?w ’
b ; _ )
2 EU
R .047 - .043 .059 .
N . 652 243 203
& -
; . - -
A .o * 103 .
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Beginning with the economie determinants (EMPLST,INCOME),

it is acknowledged that the two variables have an opposite
. . o

pattern of 'effects across parities. While femdle employment

~ . ¥

is relatively important at parity 0, negligible at parity 1,

reverting to a ver9 strong effect at partity 2, husband‘

income -has relatively weak effects.ar both parities 0 and 2
while-remaining *M™portant at parity 1., In considering the

1nterrelat10nshlps between the two variables, it is possible
?

to further speculate upon these findings.

‘
X
»

The tendency in the literature reviewed is to consider
household resources strictly in terms of husband's income,

. ) . . N ,
whidle limiting the discussion of female labor/force partici-

pation to'the probable opportunity costs foregone by women in

the decision to have children. The emphasis is upon the

Y

earlier, discussed "substitution effect™ of wife's income,

\

1rather'tg%n considering a possible direct "income effect" as

- u_—

-.<—

women throudh employment contrxbute to the tokal resourdes of

the household. This tendency in the literature m1qﬁ1 also be

-

Cpaticized in- 1ight of the earller outlined research indicat-

B

ing that "percedived" opportunity costs hold llﬂtle importance
. R .
in the decision to begin a family (Bulatao,1981). Further-

more, the éarlier reported méans indicatg'that the greatest

- . s »

majority of childless women are employed pnd’contributing"éd

A

4

. “ -
questions that arise and 'deserve mention are as follows.

. % A ..
‘income towards the hpusehol@'s economic well being. FurtheK

N : ‘ ' 104

n
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‘

Is the negligible income -weffect at parity 0 the result of

an‘inappropriate measure of current household resources? The

analysis is limited to ‘the current .income of the husband
. o .

while excluding the wife's contribution. Cérrespondingly,

.

eedapes the positive effect of female employment at parity O

better r-present the economic advantage associated with a
£

. . . . ‘
dual income household and correspondingly facilitate a first

- . . o,
birth? With the benefits that Canadians associate with

“children and the relative lack of {mportance of "perceived"

K opportunity costs on decisions at parity O, dual income

households would be expeﬁtéd to better-a¥fard the consider-

able ocutlay of resources :aSSOCiated with 7a first child.
FPurthermore, does the strong 1income effect at parity 1

H .
sugdest ‘a climb\in importance of husband's ecpnomic conbhribu-
-] ‘& M

tion relative to the wife's economic contribution after the

“first parity progress{on? With the time intensive costs of

early childhood care and the corresponding loss of employment

income which many women bear (whether temporary or perma-

¢

nenﬁ), it appears logical that the husband's income would

hold more weight in facilitating a second birth.

-
N * T ~
.

In moving Lon te role &egalitarianism, Table 8 again

demonstrates ‘the relative importance of egalitarian behavior

to ,decis%ons at parity O, and egalitarian attitudes to

decisions at .parity l.  Furthermore, both sex role variabies

3 »

rank slightly lower relative to otﬁ%r expladafory variables

at Qarity 2, Again, egalitarian coup1e7 are sliéhtly“more

-
o : =

likely to delay a first or second child rather than délay or
. . - q‘ -

' -~

105 .
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curtail their third or fourth “child.

>

v

In contrast to expectations, egalitarian behavior is not

found to have a8 stronger efféct ' relative to sex role at-
[ .

»

;ﬁtudes in explaining fertility decisions. It was assumed
‘ N R .

'
that egalitarian behavior serves as a more accurate jgeasure

yof bilateral social influence, correspgndingly lehving for a
slightly stronger negati&e ‘effect.- In conErast, at both

parities 1 and 2 egalitaria:{a&g;tudes are found to havg a

-

considerably stronger effect. This implfes that rather than.

bilateral social influence, it is possibly .the des'ire for
‘egalitarianism, often 1in a gontext of 1inequality, which has

the greatest discouraging effect on fertility:-
/ .t

- N — . 4 . A 3
In briefly. considering the demographic, variablés, the

- ] .‘ . . G + . *
importance of age of*wife is agaim highlighted, ranking first

across parities. While  age at'marriage is less important/

M

its rélative effect holds ‘greater relevance in predicting
- %

~

" higher order births. 1Its effect remains negligible at parity

™

0, with s;roﬁger effects at parities 1 aqd 2;

° » . Iy . v
' . -
‘ R .
N
y .

4 - * [ s . . “
Thébﬁypothesis relating to normative factors -is supported
. . N . .\7 )

. in “comparing %tandardized .coefficients. At parity 2, the

—
i

s b ! .. ' o . !
three variables rank lowest among the explanatory variables.

AY

n >

‘At ‘'parity 1, only the  effect c¢f female emp;oyment ranks

”-idher. At parity 0, the variables climb slightly in terms of

- B Iy

‘their ability to predict fertility decisions. .Overall, this

i3 -~ 2 ‘Q

. ‘ - )
- demonstrates a declining importance of normative and inter-
i “ N fo . . ) ' ¢ -

06 .,

,
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,‘3}5% .
group diégerences in éxplaining contemporary fertility

) e .
»

decisions, The findings indi€ate that they " are,-of least
. N\ . v e

importance in predicting ultimate family size, and higher
. A A ]
order births. This in‘'turn, can be held in contrast to the

static analysis which suggest an importance ‘to normative

-factors.’

e

The contribution of each set of variables (normative,
economic, and 5ex roles) to.the total explained variance of
the model is presented in Table 9. The step-wise procedure

a N €

is capable of determining &hether eath set of dgterminants

" gdds significantly to the explained variance of the dynamic

/
model. As , earlier hypothgsized, economic constraints are

KeXpected to surpass sex rqles, while normative and intergroup

. uncovered at

‘ ~
differences remain relatively unimportant.
. R . - - . ]

’

[} . f

At all pakities,”the norpative variables do not produce a '

significant chénge i‘n Rz's, when controlling for demographic

.
.

) 3 Of all variable$ in the dynamic analysis, the

ve variables are of least importance to the explained

+
@ ’ . *

variance of period fertility. - ) . . 3
L.. \" S ¢

- @ - -
n

With respect tqQ the Rz change attributablé to the econonmic
) e : ‘ 4 ] )
varigblés} a* significant increment ¢ in explained variance is

< N a 1 5

cant F ratio.in decisions at parity 0. This is expected with

%hg'impértangegof husband's income at. parity 1 and female

»

[ . , . oA
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pgrities‘l and 2, failing to produce a éignifi~‘



G

Table 9.

Economic Variables,

3

Y

. . 2 ) . e
Analysis of/;\ Change Due to Normative Variables,
For The Dynamic

and Sex

Role Variables,

Model of "Period Fertility 1982-1984%,

A3

. F rat{o to test for the significance of ¢change in R

Egrity 0 Parity 1 Parity 2

a —_ e e e e e e e e e ve e e o e e e e e e e e e e —_
%‘ demographic .0247 0043 .0178
agditional, - :
R~ due - to - , +.9039 +.,0030 +.0040

. normati've (.8734) (.2419) (.2011)
variables = _" e - e e
agditional )
R~ due to +.0043 +.0176 * +.0283 *
economic (1.4251) (2.3117) (2.9040)
variables . L L e e °
agditional . ! ’
R” due to +.0145 **x*x ' 4 0179 * +.0086
sex role (4.8726) (2.3823) (.8807)
variables e o e I
tota1;L2 . .0474 0428 .0590
Notes: .
* significant at .1 level .

LR significant at .05 level ., N
*** gsignificant at .01 level

figures in brackets are F ratios
the following formula is used in the calculation of the
due

to the addition of variables to a restricted model.

P. = "(R® full - R® restricted) / (k full - k restricted}
, (1 - R7) / (N = k full - 1)
Q " -
- N .' *

. L o U -
employment at parity 2. Both variables are of less impor-
tance at  parity 0. T . ' , - 8

' e ' L %

b

With the sex role variables, a’ significant increment in .

. - . \ - . .
explained variaﬁcé is qncéyered ;t parities 0 and 1, fqi;ing
to ;roduée a éigniﬁicadt F ‘:atiq LAn decisioné relating to
f-highe; order (birthgl This 4is ‘supgorﬁivg of ghg earlier
,*conclus}on ;hat.sex ;éles are nof‘

+

greater

.

relevance~ to the

L4

108" .



planning 6f earlier order births, with their telative effect

R s

& remaining weakest at paiitys(\’z. . *
' BTN &
’ - . , . , "! .'-

In comparing economic ~and sex role variables, their

—
. -

relative importance is found to'depend on parity. At parity

-

P aaln + 2 economic ‘variables appear to be of <considerably greater

P

importance in explaining the timing and curtailment of higher

+ 6 3 R
-, \ order b¥rths. At parity 1, sex.role and economic factors

appear to be rough194 equivalent iﬁ,térms of their coq}ribu-
. ' '

tion to the explained variance. At parity . 0, sex roles
-~ ’ » ~ :

\

- appear to be considerably . more important than economic
‘< . TN
\ . .

L , - factors. . ’ * N

*

s
’ ~ P
]

)
-

“, I N . -

- C hypothesized 'contribution of each set of variqbies to the
total explaimed variance of the - model. Without dispute, ©

normative - and intergroup d;fférences 'remain\ unimportant

L]

across parities in e?plaining fertidity deci}ions. Furtheg~

more, as hypothesized, economﬁf .constraints are found at:

A ~

. _Qigheauba;ities to surpass, sex roles in téimi of their

, ) . ' ~ -
contribution to the explained variance., " What, remained

S _unexpected was the importance of theé sex 'rolenuindexgg
7/

X

he step-wise 'procedure at least partially supports the .

&

4

relative 'to ecofiomic factors at parity 0. All importan}dy,,

the overall results supportf-McDéniel's reséarch, %S"thet
LY - ¥ i . ‘.

~ . %, N .
traditional differentiating variables such as religion,
e ! % ! . .

" : © relligiosity,; ethnicity, ana fémily size of origin are being

3

N . replaced by a calculus of child bearing in which the decision

-

to have children is made within the context of individual

o | ' . 109 ) , .
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/ - ’ J
economicjﬁnd social circumstances and preferences rather than

in termﬁ/of old-fashioned normative pressures (1984:86), - ‘
] // . : ~ ' ' )
/ ' ‘ R z .
./ . - -
// Specification 3 -
/

In testiné for the hypothesized interaction effect between

. » - P f;,‘ PO

female employment and sex roles, the effect of role anli-
' L

r . . ’

tariﬁnism\for a sub-sample of employed women is compared to

[} ¢
.

the effect for . a sub-sample of women not involved in the

" Jabor force. "On the basis of Scanzoni's research‘?IQJS). the

influence. of sex role egalitarianism (both attitudes and
. . - . .

behavior) is eXpected’to be stronger across parities for the

.subrsample of employed womén. "For women working solely in

L4

the home, the effect of eéafitatiani&m is expeéted to be
weaker. Table 10 presents the standapdized regreséion
coefficients for the sex roler indexes while coﬁtxﬁlling for.

the other determinants listed. The coefficients drawn from a
T . IO . I ' ' ' '
separate anilysis involving ehch sub-sample are presented.

¢ o

- - . ~e

. Of secondary interest are the reported coefficients

relating to wife's education. Education of wife.ts assumed
to represent the effect, of wife's potential iarnings, again .

‘

involvihg a discussion of.opportunity costs and fértiLL&y._

i

Edr both sub-samples, education of wife is expected to havg q;?

» Ny, .

"strong negative effect at parity 2. Tﬁis effect is_expected

’

to be weaker at lower order birghs. b : : .

— L4 . s
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. . . ’ |
In dgeneral, the sex role coefficients.are found to have a ;

" greater effect-among the sub-sample Qf employed women. With,

-
),

the exc%ption of . egalitaridn attitudes at parity 0, the
relative effects of- both 'indexes are stronger among womeh "who ..
face the dual demands of ‘work  both in the home and in the ~

-

,labor‘fbrce. Although most -of the coefficients are non-
significant, many approach staﬁéfiical'sigﬁificance, with the,
. t 3 : ) .

patteEn of Leffecis tending to" support the ‘hypothesized

~ interaction effett. : Y.
' - 4 C, '

of “"PeriofiMFertilifty 1982-1984", for Employed and Non-

] Al - j
“Independent _ _#arity 0 Parity 1 . Parity 2
»
Variables ’ . ‘
S T/ BWtas ' - Non-Emplaoyed / Employed -,
- ‘ R )\ ‘
‘ AGEWIFE . . : C

AGEOFMAR . ‘ .o :
CATH o e
PROT , R e . LT ( ‘

. SIBLINGS L | S :

-INCOME = ' . -

B . e B R '\,;

. + & ’ ) . . .
EDUCWIFE" .1069/ .0050, '~ -.0273/-.0i12 _ -.1200/-.198%

" ROLEATT . -.1052/-.0504 . -.1351/-.1391 -.0655/~,1098"°

’ ROLEBEH . -.0868/-.0944* - '.0063/-.0401 . -.0351/-.1285
N ] 143/510 : 120/122 113/90
. ) . ‘ A , L€ .
- 2 ) . B M R ) . .
R® | .072/..145 .052/.071 046/ .162. .
’ ., . ¢ . ’(hﬂ
- ‘ 1 )
. oo . 'Y -
\ ‘ @
e " °
: Y N
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“%n examining the period fertility of the sample as a

A

whole, .the relative effect of sex roles was found to be

weakest at decisjions relating to *higher order births. This

-
£ *
¢

does nqt appear to be the case among the asdb—sample of

employed women.. Amgwﬂ employed women, the reported coeffi-

I 4

cients indicate that séx rols®s are as important in discourag-

igg higher Qrg;r births ‘T as 'at earlier parities. Whi}e the
relativé effect of sex roles across paritigs is generally
\ greater among the sub-sample \bf employ;d women, the inter-
% ‘, : §
action gffect appeiré to be of. greatest ;imporéqnce to— s

decigions relating to higher order births. fn Specifying.ghe

effect of egalitarianism, whether or not a women is*employed

appears to hold greater importance to decisions relating to

-~

the potential birth of a third or fourth child. -

A ) . . '
N . » . E
[}

~

These findings. are generally consistent with Scanzoni's
- . ' a '

¢ ¥ hd
research. In the structural context of female employment,-

.

women adh€iljng to 'egalitarianism are expected to be more’

likely to exert interpersonal influence in decreasing the

time required for child carey;iahese women are expecte&;to'be

3

‘considerably less likely to perceive the benefits associjated ’
.with additional children, relative to women whHo do not face

.o . >
the dual demands of labor force participation and work within

Ay

the home: With women who work~so]e1} in the home, egali-

tarianism would not be expected to have as great a i;;éouiag-

-

ing e}fegt on higher praer births or a degying effect on

~

.. Vi .
earlier births. Without such dual démands, the character of

~

the-social exchange bétwgen«“spauses'is expected to differ.

¥

»n A}
’ .
B
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With fewer demands on- their time, rather than exerting

4 interpersonal influence on delaying or'CUttai}ing fertility,

f’ women wbuld be more likely opt for the benefits of children.

»

1

< .
-
- - -

-

In briefl& moving on to wife's education, the hypothesized
- relationshiés are only . pa;tially supported. - As expected,

wife's;éﬁucatﬂqn "has a relatively strong negative effect at

parity 2 -for both sub-samples. This is consistent with’

Mincer's fesearch, ubich argues that_ the ratio of opportunity

N, tL . ' o X 4 .
.costs of child bearing to the benefits of additional children
J;// increase at decisions relating to higher order E%fths.
&

Acting as an tndicator of wife's potential earnin{}, a higher
level 6f education is found as expected to lead to a curtail-
. ) g - - [
‘ ment of fertility.. - > . >

)

]

- .
1 - . - '

Education of wEfe {s also found to have a negative effect

v

at parity 1. This suppgrts the hypothesis that women who -
! ™

>

facé.higher opﬁortugity‘costs are slightly more 1likely to

- -

delay 'a second birth.

r . )
e .
Co
y - . . .

L. . P N - '

v

The poqitivb ‘efféct “at parity 0 supports the earlier-.
» . - " -

[N

conclusioen qund in examinihg the effect of ‘female labor

L . a ", . . . '
force participation. "In acceéepting wife's education as

, acting as a reliaple estimate qé opportunity costs, further

support is uncovered for th.éarlier fihdings that *opportu-

,

nity-costs" are of.quiﬁél televance to Ehg'decisiow to begin
. . N e ’

a family. Women wﬁoaface‘potentiﬁlly a higher income appear

d L
R4 P

g a L P

e T S © 113
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to be as likely, or even slightly more likely to have a ffrst

[

- .

child during the périod’studied. - = - B )
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VI: Summary and Conclusions

o

- =

g
This study has been a parity 'S ecific analysis of -the

impact of changing sex roles and female labor force partici-

pation upon’ householdrfertility decisions. The  major focus

of the analysis was upon the relative effects of explanatory‘

. 5
\ . .
variables while drawing a distin¢tion. between decisions

P 3

relating to children of different birth orders. L

¥4

\. . For comparative purposes, the first model specified was
> :

representative of research which employs_ the static frame-

* !

-work. The second model adopts the dynamic perspective, g%

examining fertility decisions over the reference period 1982-

1984. TPhis involved a separate ‘analysis‘of the probability

.

of a first birth; as opposed to the likelihogd of a secong

. - . bitthy and the likelihood of a third or fourth birth. A

’

thicd model “was® specified in testing for a hypothesized

‘ fnteractdon effect between female employment”aqd sex rolgs ip
' ‘ AN

explaining’?grtility decisions.

o~
v ¢ .
N ’ id . * . » x .
Although most of the variables ;nvolved in the first model
. ‘ ' ]
° specification were shown to be significantly <correlated with

°

total number of «children bolh, the static framework was
L

criticized for obscuring the ‘considerable variation . in

{
effects by parity. In the dynamic analysis, both female

. o .
™ ) -, ' Y
| 115

17



- T

+

.. portrayed the Value 1in Namboodiri's assertion that "the

N

A .
.
‘\ e

employment and the sex role indexes were shS\n to interact

— . \\ Q v . .
with parity, as were other variables acting as controls in

the analysis. This supports Namboodiri's (1972) assertion -

that the decision to have a first or second child. takes~dn\h o

H

different character from decisions with respect to highe}

-~

parities.  Furthermore, instead of examining fertility while

assuming a "utility maximizing lifetime plan”", the results,
5

.
3

.,appropriate decision problem in the economic analysis of

fertility is the sequential addition of each child and the

timing thereof"™ (1972:191).
@&

This +variation " of effect% by parity ~was most clearly

demonstrated in examining the influence of female labor force

participation. While the results frpm the static model

. . ;
indicated a strong negative effect, the .dynamic analysis

demonstrated how, this ?s only true at decisions relating to
) ‘

higher order births. THe static analysis was found to mask a
posiEive effect with respect to the probaﬁ&litxﬁof a first

bi#th, a null effect relating to thé second birth, with %he

?

strong negative effect solely at decisioniﬁgorresponding to
higher order births. These findings are counter to expecta-

tions, as a negative effect of female employment was hypothe-

sized across parities.

In.considering his wvariation by pdrity, it is again

<

& ‘ - .
emphasized that . the major advantage of the dynamic over the

_static model is that inferences can be drawn on the timind

]
-}
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and spacing of Dbirths. In contrast to expectations, the

positive effect at parity 0 implied that women 1in the labor,

b \

) ' Efgce were as 11ke1y, or even more likely to begin childrear-
ing during the 1nterva1 1982- 1984 The weak effect at parity

1 impliegfthat female employment held little relevance to the

s,

delaying or propensity towagrd having‘a second child. ‘It is

Y

-To. ’ only at‘barity 2 t&at a strong negative effect as anticipated

indicated that decisions relating to a third or fourth birth

) ° " .
& were strongly influenced by career .and economic aspirations.

\: '

v. Overall, the “"opportunity . costs" associated’ with 1loss of
‘_ - VJ - . N
' employment income_ appeared to be of minimal releyance to the
’ ++ decision to begin a family, while the strong negative effect
. . at parity 2 indicaégq that such costs hold importance only .
- - N . V \ N
- after normative.family size (i.e. twok children) hady been
' , \ )
ach1eved \ . 8
- ‘, "
& . ‘ ]

. ¥ .
It remains uncertain as . to why female employment .actually

l\

tends to encourage beginning a family rather than having the

oppbsité effect. Since age of wife and age of marriége were
-4

Ce—e ‘controlled 50r in the analysis, the positive effect at .parity

0 is not likely to be the result of a "catch up" phenomenon

o ~
-

“among women who have devoted many Yéars tpd the .labor marKet.

Yet the stronq.negative-eﬁfept'at parity 2 is consistent with

o
o

+ the  literature Treviewed, highlighting the imbortance of

"opportunity costs"™ to decdisdons relating to higher order

Coa ? » . ;

.birthd. This discouraging effect of - femald®™ employmemt at
: LI .t .

higher parities 1is also consistent with the results from the

o ' ~ BT | . ‘ .
.ot TN . 2
- ]

N

.\
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static ~analysis, with women devoted Eo the labor force on

average'having smaller completed family size.

3
P

In considering the positive effect at parity O and the

negative effect at higher dOrder births, this viriation might

A

be partidlly explained in terms of Bulatao's (198l) research. .

He had concluded that ‘"perceived" opportunity costs hold
P .

v

little importance to couples at earlier parities, only

growing in importance with the achievement of normative

. A

family size. It woyld appear that the non-economic hgnefits

[

associated with having-a child (the emotional gratification
" ] ‘

C . C . o s . )
in beginning a family, the confirmation of a marriage through «
1

the birth of a first child) at earlier parities are equally

_appealing to both employed and non-employed women.,

LN N L

3

The two sex role indexes were also found to interact with.o

parity in exﬁlaining fertility decisions. Yet, counter to

expecfations, “sex role egalitarianism appeargd to be of
greater relevance to‘'the planning and timing of earlier order
births. While the initial hypothesis_relating to the effect

of sex ‘roles was partially supported (with a negative effect
Cok 2 . .

uncovered across parities), it remains unceftain as to’ why
the relative effect for 'bgth indexes remained rweakest at

decisions relating to.the birth of a third or fourth-child.
\ “~ o . 3
The resukts implied that non-traditional couples were only

%

slightlf less like

b

1y to decide upon a third or fourth child,
4 - .

while labor - force ggrtic;pation rathetr thQn sex roles act as

\ . : '
erucial in predicting higher order births. Again, ghe static

\

.

P
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- eXxplanation of the relative importfﬁce of 'egalitarian’
N R s 3 R .

€

~ —

analysis was not capable of drawing this distinction, in

- +

limiting'inferences to a one time decision on total number of

“~

children born. .

Due to a previous lack of cdhcerp with exadining thé“effect
i e

of sex roles while applying the séquentiad decisig‘ mak}ng

framework, it . was only possible “to speculate upon the.

relative effects of the two indexes. With a Lack _of corre-

»
spondence between attitudes and actual behgﬁior in Canadian
M -
%
households (as reflected in the reported means), the effect
of the two indexes was different as expected. While egalita-
o

rian behavior was found to have,K .its strongest discouraging

effect upon the decision to \begin} a family, egalitarian

.

attitudes- were found to be considerably more important only
after a first birth. ) . s

3

¢

Given that egalitarian behavior 4s -viewed as a more

reliable indicator of bilateral social influence in household
7 4

=

~decision making, the findings suggested that the bilateral

give and take between spouses (as stressed by social exchange

’ -

theorists) was most relevant to-decisions relﬁtiné to a first

birth. ¢ . ' '
LY \ \ :
IQ contrast, egalitarian attitudes as held\'by the women

surveyed, were understood . as not ' necessarily implying

A

bilatea;l "social exchange, This lack of éorrespondenqe o

. ] A ) e
between -att.itudes and ‘behavior enters into a possible

- ]

. ‘ : 119" o'
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attitudes at ~parity 1. After a first birth, women are more

likely to realistically evaluate the‘bénéfits and costs of a

-second birth, aklong with “the probable contribution of theirt
] F . - - . -
P .

.

husband to child care. Jwith Wusbdnds ® continuing to avoid

P v

egual respons}bility "in child ' care, egalitarian attitudes N

.unqérstandably‘woula become more salient after experiencing -
o ' ,

v ’

the 'time inteqsive.costs of a first éhle. Corfespondiﬁgly,

women re]ectihg‘traaitioﬁalltoles yet experiencing an unequal |
division of  labor: mféht, be .less likely to rush a second
o ' ’ : i

child. . I o ’ ’

. s ] .
o , 3 . «
- . \‘ . Y ‘

Egalitarian béhavioriﬂw?g 4l1so’ hypothesized ‘as, having a
' T 2 > : . : .

€ 3,

stronger. effect ,Lacross parfgies.i Since it was as%umed that

egalitarian behavior sérves as a 'Qire_ accurate measure of -
bilateral sccial idfluencg, it was expected to have a

. ¢
slightlyistronger négative effect. In contra§tﬁ at poth '

périties J} and g egalitari;% att})udes we}e foqu Lo Have,a
congideraﬁly stronger‘éffect. Thi's implied tqét ra&hér‘théh
Bilaterai social influerce, it"was possibly §heaqési;e féf
. : . e
egalitérianism,‘bften in a’ cofitext of 1ineguality, Whiéh had
ﬂthe'gr;atesg d;scouraging effect ‘on ferti&it&. o _. '
{. o ‘- ° ‘,

. 9 -

', R -

&

- also”found to vary in effect_ by ‘parit;.'>h
income was found to have:a non—signific;nt effect ih applyin%'
.the stétic,imodel, ytﬁe dynamic anélysis ﬁemoﬁslrated a
statistically significant. effect depending upon pa%ity. ‘The
’*Pdecision Eo have<a second bhild dppeared to be speciﬁﬁcaily
X .

Other variables of secondary‘intereét to the analysis- were

While husband's .

L
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sensiitive to- current economic means. ;Furthermgre, education
¢
of wife was found to have a6 positive effect at the first

» 3

.parity, while reverting to a nega%ive effect at higher order
- births. Acting as an indicator of wife's ‘poteptial income,

Az . . _ b '
this added further support for he- finding that "opportunity
‘ - s
costs" are of minimal relevance to the decision to begin a

family. As hypothésized, the variables measuring normative
and intergroup differences were -found to be of minimal

importance in the dynamic analysis. With the 'demographic¢
R

variables, as expected they were strongly correlated with

period ferfiliﬁy, agai} acting~as {mportant controls.

-
@ ) ‘
g
. L 4
- . - s

The step-wise procedure added further suppoft for ,the abové

/

findings. In fgiling to significantly contribute to the
total explained variance of the dynamic model, the normative

and intergroup differences were again portrayed as relatively

unimportant to contemporary fertility decisions. While these
o .

~

structural variables failed to explajn much of the model's

¢ ¥

. . .
variance, the 'contribution of the economic and sex role

indexes supporied the assertion of sogial exchange theorists

.,

that the indjvidual economic andtsocial circumstances couples

face hold greatest televance ‘to 'contemporaxy fertility
- ' .
decisions. In . highlighting " the importance of sex role
- - B . ' .
- - V] O
variables to the timini and spacing of earlier order births,

A

-

the two indexes were found to gontribute significantly at

parities 0 and 1. TRhe egénomib_variébles added significaQtly‘

o

to df: §xp1ained ffrianqe at parities 1'and 2. .The latter
.‘B - / ".
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highlighted the relativg importance of female employment at

!

parity 2 and "¢urrent incdme"” at.parity 1.

5
. )
N 0

EE ' '
In further -clarifying the' nature of the r@lationship

, ‘ ‘
between sex rolesn female employment, and fertility, the

’
-

third modél uncovered results supporting the hypothesized
i s . . . - .

- 2 . ' . . .

interaction effect. In general, the sex role variahles wvere

found to have a stronger negative effect among the sub-sample

of employed ‘women. This is consistent with the research of

°

social exchange theorists,'suggesting that a combination of

female'[employment and égalitarian sex roles lead women to

»

)'.' I3 - » .
exert interpersonal influence in decreasing the time required

- r ) .
for child + care. Furthermore, this inte;action effect

‘ ’
'

Iy

appeared -to hold greatést iqbortance to decisions relating to

.

. higher order births. ) ‘ - .,
. [4
The imbortance of\this‘ interaction effect to higher order
. ' ! ’ ~

births was most - clearly demonstrated in - examining the
. . .

teported,coefficiénts ambng the sub-sapple of employgd women.

In this case,: . sex polés~ appeared to be -as gmportaﬁt in

]

(N
'

discouraging higher order births as at earlier parities.
. “ & .

wﬁile sex roles had been found in the “second model épeéifica—

[ I Fn

a

- : ¢ | ~ N . -
tion to hold -least importance 1in predicting higher order .

: - '
births, ‘'within the structural context, of female employment

[}

the effect was to climb considerably: This is cgnsistent

with the literature reviewed, as women continuing to bear the

- opportunity costs gf °fertilﬁtyh are . expected to push for

- . L4

hodsghold decisions aéainst higher order births,‘eSPECially

v 122 : S
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N

ﬂﬁin light of the dual ‘demands both withﬁn and outside the home'

v ]

o ~ .
and egalitarian aspirations. L

% , ‘ ‘ o

-

It is fully qdmitte&‘rhat the above study }s limited in its

scopk, and a sefies . of questions arise deserving further
: . o 1 R

inquiry. ggsiiions which have arisen range from factors
entirely * excluded from »the aflalysis through to fundamental

’ aséumptions upon. which the initial hypotheses were based.

a

. _ . ,\

. - . . -~ ¥
One‘factor’w%kch deserves emphasis (and has hopefully been

‘épparené in. the discussion of the findings) 1is that.fhe
O . J\‘ L9

A o

rebults cannot be considered "conclusive" but more accurately
' "suggestive". This is* in light of the relatively low level

-
-

[/ . . . . . R . '
of significance involveq in discussion of many of the

.

\ . .
explanatary variables (as many merely approached statistical
significance). ’ . ) /’
y : .
‘. -'\
A second factor which deserves mention (although excluded

.
-

+from the analysis due’ to data conctraints). is the influence
X - . - \

of day- care facilities or alternative methods for edrly

~childhood caxe (the availability of gr;ndpaients, extended
'famiai). ,Iﬁ specifying the influeﬁce of labor force parti-
cipgéién upéﬁ fertilit?,“it would b; 'usqful to examine the
éar&ti sp;cifie-‘efﬁect of gg;fsg factors which wéuld leésen

e,

the opportunity .costs coupl face.
. . “ o \ “
: L]
b ' -
While also remain?ng beyond the scope of ' the present

anq}ysis, it would be uf- interest to examing .the factors

( : . v
e © 123 s e
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a 2
' - . , .
which motivate women to seek employment. This in turn may

have a corresponding %ndirect eﬁféct upon fertility deci~

)

sions. . The present study 'has merely examined the effect of

)

whether or not a woman is employed. Questions which might

arise relate to whether the effect of female employment

a ’

differs among women who wb;k to obtain a desirgeble standard
- ‘ ~ g .

of living relative to women committed to a career without the,

’

r

same sort ofreconomic pressures. A similar question which
arises in light of the feminist pef;pectfye is whether the
effecé o% female employment differs «among Momén who are
fbrcéd‘to work by thpir husbands relative to those who do so

by choice. Again, due to data constraints, ‘these questions

)

.can only be ‘left open for further research.

o d :

'

N e 1]
Furthermore, criticism might be directed towards the abovg

analysis, in that the costs in having children have been made

explicit, while 'by in large neglecting the benefits relating

8

to fertility decisions. This focus was justified in that a
simplifyihg assumption ,o0f the micro-economic model is that

-

the tastes relating 't¢g children remain .relatively constant
across households. =~ In other gords, all couples are under-

-

stood as viewiné similar benefits associated with children,
%

u
(" -

b
2

Teaving the costs crucial in terms of fertility decisions..

' ]
sUuggests that there has’ been a convergence in the level of

k3

*desired"” fertility among a majority of Canadian couples,

i.e. two children (Romaniuc, 196@:62). With most Canadian

¢ ¥

N
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This assumption is somewhat consistent with ieégarch which
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- .

. . V]
¢ouples apparently valuing the benefits , bf .the ‘two-child
. " o

i

household, this shift in focus ¢to the Costs couples face

might be at least partially justified.

~
» . @ Ny

-

- -

‘One further question arises in relation to the .conceptia-

lization of "rationality" as employed throughout this study.
r L4 .
t
In applying a strictly utilitarian concept of rationality,
. % ! .
households weres understood as arriving  at decisions by

rationally éttempting to faximize utility or ‘satisfaction

through their choices. As earlier discussed, the application

-

of this framework - to’ the study of fertility decisions has

been justified in 1light of the overwhelming 'majority of

t

Ccanadian matried women reporting use of highly effective

techniques of birth «control. In turn, an expansion of

knowledge abou't contraception has been associated with a
¢fidening scope for rational decision making.
AN

] ]
. + o
Despite this observation, the question remains for many

observers regar&ing the extent to which fertility choices are

== .

- . ¢
'conscious decisions or whether they merely happen and couples

.adjust after the sactf. Future fiight consider the

'poziégidrty that specific segmlents of the populatioh follow
& !
different approaches to childbearing (eg: clear cut decisions

being more of an upper class - middle class phenomenon). It

. would remain interesting to .determine whether there are

@«

social or»cultural w&giations tn the applicability of the
present model. This could be“teséed in separately applying
2t L # -

the dynamic model on various Bub~samples of the population
' : 2
- 125 R
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; . : . -
{(ex. social classes,. ethnic groups): This had not been

v -

feasible go} the present study given the sizeé) of the initial

°

Eample employed.
’ .

3

As earlier outlined, the fertility rate in this country has.

»

fallen to Yan unprecedented low leVei._ This é?cline in
" _ - "
*

feftility has” coincided with changes in. se% roles, which are
closely int%rrel?ted with a steady climb in female partfcipa-
tion in work outside thg_home. %u:thermorg over the last few
decades, this decline in Eertilitx has also been associated

with a drép in the variation of completed family size across

. o

Canadian households (wit% a convergence toward the two-child
. ~

“
-

-norm)., !

+

It is hoped that this thesis has demonstrated the value in
. , g . .

examining sepdtately by parity the influence of econdmic and

seXx role variables. In conciudingu one further advantage of
‘ »

the dynanmic fraTework is highlightéd. In 1ight of lack o

Y

A % -

variation in completed family size, the ‘static framework's

o

focus wupon total number of chiddren born has.certainly

’ v

‘declined in imﬁbrtance. Surely, the focus upon spacing and

timing'differences which is *only possible in applying.the.

> dynamigc framework holds far grééter relevance to the contem-

porary Canadian context. “ . T s

¢

o
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