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Ab 3 otable Quotable
“It is thought not to be unrealistic to ask youthful respondents about their family size plans
and to accept their answers as an indication of how they felt at the time” (Kenkel,1985, 510).
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EFS/IP Study 1 — NLSY79 Study 2 — NLSY97
Hypothe Prevalence Hypothesis confirmed: Clearly, there is a Hypothesis confirmed: A non-negligible proportion of
—YPOENeSES —_— (adjusted) notable proportion of youth intending to nationally representative youth intend to never have
Prevalence |Prevalence rates of EFS/IP=0 among =lIncreased opportunity costs never have children. There is, howe\_/el_', a children. Furthermore, comgared_to previous cohort
Rates youth will increase with subsequent associated with parenthood — esp. with preference for average or larger families. (NLSY79), non-normative family sizes below-replacement
generation cohorts greater female labor participa ) value are increasing in proportionality (two-fold). This

0 o dtersrerem) male TAeES el Gl is attributable to a downward shift in EFS/IP.
=Proportion EFS/IP=0: NLSY97 >> NLSY79 - ag 9 NLSY97 youth are over 2 times more likely to report voluntary childlessness intentions relative to
incomes a necessity, and greater

threat of single parenthood with high their NLSY79 counterparts. Odds Ratio: 2.22; Pearson Chi-Square = 60.39, P < 0.001
A % (N= % (N=
divorce rates: Childless 8.18% (N=169) 16.86% (N=271)

J il i B 10.95%
=Life course competition (lifestyle Small b b
choices) Average 71.31% T

=Norms against large families — Large _ _ B LS A0
overall downward shift EFS/ Marital Hypothesis confirmed: youth intending Hypothesis confirmed: youth intending childlessness were
= s childlessness report less certainty about least certain about marrying in one year and five years
= = 'Att!tUde corresp(_andence EEOES In::tentlons marrying within five years (OR: 5.26 times relative to youth in otgr gFS categgries (3.3 tim)els more
Intentions domains (oppm_'tunlty cost/ Ilfe_z ) ﬂoget:%g'%oﬁg ??ie?o)tgngaev?;ecggglngh_(OR: likely to say no for marriage within a year & 2.9 times
course competition associated with Square = 84.5, DF= 3, pe<0 Y o Say he T more likely to report no for marriage within 5 years) (or:
parenthood & marriage) . 45.4, DF= 3, p=<0.0001/ OR- 4.0 ’ 3.3, Chi-square = 10.0, DF=3, p <.02 / OR: 2.9, Chi-square = 55.3, DF=3,
< average < large =Marriage and parenthood — both are _ — = 5 RE0000): = ==
Intended age at marriage will e adicion institutions & status quo. Childless | 15.6% (within 5 years) / “never’ = 19.1 % 2.23% (within 1 year) / 25.86% (within 5 years)

decrease as a function of increa -Marriage considered the optimal Small 33.3 /7 3.9 8.42 / 47.25
EFS. union for bearing/ rearing children. Average 49.5 7 0.9 6.51 / 50.11
-Intended age at marriag large < Many people marry when they are ready Large 55.9 7 0 7.98 / 55.63

average < small < perm cl dless to have cl dren. 5 = d 5 = -

= = Percent Hypothesis confirmed: Youth expecting to have no children
Youl_:h reports of percent chaljce of =EFS/1 denotes active deci . report lower mean percent chance of having any children
parity outcomes map onto their ating the status quo. Have Any over their lifetime relative to currently childless youth
correspondlng EFS/IP. EFS/IP=0 youth child who expect to have one, two, or three-or-more children.

report lower chance for any . %ren Given that none of the confidence intervals for these

EFS/IP > 0 relative to EFS/IP > 0 @@= 0 groups overlap, each is significantly different from the
youth. others in the expected direction. (kruskal-Wallis chi-square =
-Percent chance any/more: perm childless _ 2383 JDE=S HRE20001) =
< small < average < large Childless 52.2* (Cl: 47.6, 56.8)
=Percent chance no/more: perm childless Small 79.7 (Cl: 76.2, 83.2)
> small > average > large Average 86.9 (Cl: 85.4, 88.5)
Large 92.3 (C1: 90.8, 93.8)

OdS Percent Hypothesis confirmed: Youth expecting to have no
Chance children reported the lowest percent chance and youth
Data > NLSY79 NLSY97 Have a expecting to have a large family reported the highest
— _ —— _ — child chance of having a child in the next five years, both of
Participants <Nationally representative sample |®Nationally representative sample of youth ages _' - which significantly differ from each other and from the
of youth ages 14-22 in 1979 12 to 16 in 1996 . . within two middle groups of youth expecting small families of
-Sample reduced to non-military, “Subsample of 1603 never-married, zero-parity Five Years one child and average families of two children. (kruskal-
non—over§ampled never-mar ied youth ages 16 to 22 in 2001 (mean %) Wallis chi-square = 127.6, DF=3, p<.0001).
zim—parlty you;*; ;n 1979 (N=2013) | ®Average age = 18.8 in 2001 Childless 18.3* (CI: 5.1, 21.5)
~Average age = - =

37.7 (CI: 32.7, 42.6
Procedures =Youth interviews conducted at “Annual interviews began in 1997; CAPI and ACASI Sualll 35 1( - 32.6. 37 6)
ages 18, 23, and 31 ®Youth were randomized to one of four Average -1 (CI: 32.6, 37.6)
- Analyses for this study were experimental groups; only one group received Large 44.1 (Cl: 41.2, 47.1)
limited to age 18 data — 1980 T ity 'I"te”tt'dmt uneStldOHSS.(ZOOJ.) .
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Measures =EFS: “Altogether, how many (more) |-EFS: *“Altogether, how many (more) children do =
children do you expect to have?” ~ |you expect to have?” & Future Directions

=N/A =Certainty about lifetime fertility: “Now looking

across your entire life, what is the percent v Major Finding:
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<Certainty about parity-specific fertility: For

each specific non-zero parity: “What is the

percent chance _you will have three or [more/ more

additional] children?”; “what is the percent

chance you will have exactly [two/two more] mplicati :

children?” z

=Certainty about fertility within 5 years: “What

is the percent chance you will have a(nother)

child within the next five years?”

-Marriage Intentions: “Do you =Marriage Intentions: “Now think about five years

expect to get marrleduln the next |from now, you will be [respondents calculated age
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Analysis =Nonparametric Statistics — due to unbalanced design & normality assumption

Plan violation.

—Kruskal-Wallis (= ANOVA);
—Mann-Whitney Wilcoxon (~T-test);
—0dds Ratios; Chi-Square




