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Baerkground

IHeNEands off studies of education & fertility

NEHENs known about long-term trends in

eeftfe ationall differentials in women’s completed
Sertility

ﬁ F ardly anything about the relationship between

=— _educatlon and completed fertility for men, let
alone the trends

P Norwegian register data: can analyse the 1940-
64 cohorts, for both sexes

¢ Educational measure: attainment at age 39

J
J




Wewdescribe thls fOr wom memrand.
frlerlss

SAVENCdE number Of bIrths at age 39
P :Jr]-'r_;" Progression ratios

~<I2 oW, 2 and 3. birth progression ratios among the
= etter-educated result partly from higher age at
— |rst pirth. Any relationship beyond that?

g
-—

Hazard model: Include age and duration in
eguations for 2. and 3. birth rates; include
eqguation also for 1. birth and a common
unobserved factor (to deal with selection)




Wihyashould education be
mipertant?

Saighreducation at age 39: must have been to
5EHo0) for many: years while a young adult. Low
piitiriates during enrolment, especially because
~ach ild may reduce the chance that the

& &ducation is completed.

'; . Most relevant for first birth; weaker effect over
time? and for men




SWhvashould educatlollf <

.

Mportant?

SREGIMOmen: High educational’level => larger
PSERefIncome per time at home with a child
(’or)c prtitnity cost’)

SRSEE @mes less and less relevant as people
@.ﬂae Irchase child care. Besides, this ‘direct cost’ of
~— — child care is almost mdependent of income

==
e

~ ® Therefore: weaker over time

® Men’'s education does not operate through this
mechanism




SWhvashould educatlollf <

.

er)r —

lating contributions?

tifor low marriage rates during enrolment,
ducatlon among men increases their

4 ce of marrying. Perhaps such effect of
=W men 'S education also (these days)?

--"

..'35‘
X Better educated more flexible work schedules?
- => sooner back in full-time work?

P Higher purchasing power (‘income effect’)

J
J




Jleimechanismsse

Women's Men's

e education  education
Eielment effect x )
QI)Y)OF unity-cost effect -

= ,j,m_c*a 1€ effect +? +7?

~ Finding a partner ? +

Knowledge (contraception) -7 -7
~ Ideas about sharing housework +? +7?

Possibly varying by birth order and changing over time




diicational distributions
WORIEN - ~

e

1940-44 1960-64
C omgubo (10 yrs) 33% 8%
Lower jmm Raary 44% 23%
rlig -:secondary (13 yrs) 5% 24%
_-_-_"-r—- S0/ erollege 15% 30%
“Master level (18+ yrs) 1% 5%

-—
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AVERadge Number of children

dagE 59
Womer

1940-44

1945-49

1950-54

1955-59

1960-64

—_—

— () years

— 13 years

\/If &Yy

— () years
———13 years
18+ years

1940-44

1945-49

1950-54

1955-59

1960-64




WOMEN  MEN.. —

‘J*
compieted fertllltvg" - Iess Oto +
=\/ar F)(Jr_rr |

EEIVATirst birth . (-)
ROPOILION] 1-2 -to 0 0to +
Propo' HON 2-3 - less - to0

= gk rd model: control for age at first birth:
"TTanS|t|on rate 1-2 - less -to +
- Transition rate 2-3 - less -to +

H




Wigyrsex d iffe:,g__nces?-j —

BViere difficult for women to combine
sulieVingl with childbearing

J \/\/r' ien most likely to withdraw from the
Elabour market to care for the child;

— The better-educated most income to

= _forego

® For men, higher income-> want more
children (unless spend more on each)




: —
Whigse diffe_;e:nces?-f -

> De,c_ =edlicated men may have hlgher
fIzg) e off having a partner, while no such

r)rJF 2[R or women.

SREflect: men still seen as more important
.--as ‘Wage earners.

—J'-"'.-#‘

~ & [n these data: more positive relationship
between education and the chance of ever
marrying for men than for women

==
e




e
ANIIEtodological S|de=»st-e15' -

-

SEBBller-educated men tend to be married

| /r)' tner better-educated women, and less-
dlicated men tend to be married to less-

el icated women.

__.,,.aa' erefore: High fertility cliglelgle better-educated
—men reflects effects of men’s high education
(4), that they are married to better-educated
women, and the effect of women'’s higher
education (-?)

® “True” effect of men’s education even more +;
of women’s: more -




\/\/m\/ 255, and less negative
relfzifo); shlp an‘mﬁqg WOMEN

EASIEIF 10’ COMBINE  studies and
motj;.

i




e,
WisyIEss and less negative poe
ez ﬂnShIp among women:

SM{EASIEN 10 combine studies and
Jiekiierhood)

BMUEE of non-family child care, generous
Silaternity leave, work place reforms ->

g 1 Sresuime work earlier -> opportunity costs
—  matter less. Set off against cost of child
care

Wage-dependent opportunity costs
substituted by fixed child care costs




Wiavaless and less negative
Elgbionship amﬁng WOMER:

SI85s and less negative relatlonshlp
'J t __en partnership and education for
__ nen (indicated by ever-marriage).
> aflecting also women'’s increasing
__engagement in paid work

- ® Relationship with contraceptive knowledge
In the past? Weaker now?




=Uclre...

- E B

SMVIElASEE an even WeaKer negative

el Jm sen-fertility relationship in cohorts

10 Wiini mid-reproductive years, who have

S experienced even more family-friendly
senwronment
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LOre... Long term

I—I

[ms

—

SENBENmpossible that the contribution through
OPPEILNILY costs becomes positive because of
miereriexible work among better educated (if
ot alieady). Similar development in the

&= contribution through marriage.

ﬂaﬂ“‘Or that any remaining negative effect through
- these or other mechanisms (enrolment ...)
become so weak that they are outweighed by
the positive:

® Higher income, more equal sharing of duties




. G::—-‘ -
S havas Ufe and more positive.

@lauieonship am‘Gng men?

SRSEENaS EVEr more iImportant for women to have
Wé]' -educated partner? (trend in ever-
mrJrr lc)))

Ecltf Gation more important for income?
SO income more important for partnership?

= 3—-5’ “Tnceme more important for fertility for other

el

_:;- ~ feasons?

- ® Educated men may help more in the house, but
Increasing educational differentials in this
respect?




WY more ‘and more p05|t|ve
Blationship among men:

r)

Zaducated meni are married to
r=educated women, whose fertility is
5'and less different from that of the less
cated -> positive contributions from
men’s education ‘become more visible’

J Bat
E

E
E

- '-.
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Hitations —

SWINOErson’s education may be a result of
]nrl]v-‘ iesources/interests, family/
SO unity characteristics also affecting fertility.

== (*s Id control for 4 potential confounders for the
S ungest cohorts: no impact

_-l--"" ..-l—l' B
o

=] P_055|ble changes over time: Given the general
-~ educational expansion, f.ex. men/women with
only compulsory have more and more
problematic background
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MR UoNs . -j s

J Onl\/ 'ucation measure available for all
sOII0NtSE attainment at 39

o Loyy Birth rates at, say, age 23 among
SWomen with high educatlon at 39 reflect:

=-Eﬂ|‘0||€d at that age, skills/credentials

~ obtained, high ambitions, the fact that
they didn’t have a child -> could continue
education

—-ll'-"..-"

e




Ftations .. — -

IBERERElationship between fertility and
ol m jioni (at 39) contaminated by reverse
|IW

.,,.&: --thls IS stronger for women than for men

= "‘and nas weakened over time: could
explain some of the main patterns




HMipiatoNs .. J“""

- —

NOVWALE EMmEdy?

ihcllide enrolment and educational attainment as time-
Velying Variables, i.e. how do these factors at age x
rJFJ‘dC birth rate at x+. Common strategy.

: gh education at age x vs low education at age x:
S : |gher wage potential, more knowledge.

— — Also: do not plan to take more education, quick progress

g—

---""

Could be included only for 1964 cohort: + effect for
women, just as strong as that for men.
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REfIECtions on.n__jethods-t"“ -

puld weruse current or finally achleved
tlon when analysing the importance of
cation? What do these two measures
Cap (Ure?

35_,,4. “current: impute from final level/year of
= = graduation (may create serious bias) or collect
- education histories?

e WARNING: Education effects not clear-cut;
sensitive to definition/method, vary across
setting/time/parity/sex

r]
cjt
clt]




ULETC ionalgg_rspect-ivgf} —

SN ERVey: 2006 TER1.90; 1960-64c: 2.02 (at 39)

J Pwulr Pitideologies and policies supporting mothers’
Werke(@nd allowingl cohabitants to have children);
icllitated Dy a good economy, which may also increase
'rer lity-fier other reasons.

SWEREdUced work-family incompatibility special advantage
-_j..-;.—?: _:_ r the better-educated:

= 1960 64c: compulsory 2.16 ( 8%)
— some college 1.96 (30%)
Master+ 1.78 ( 5%)

Smaller differences than in many other countries?
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REIALIO 1ship between education at age 39 and
worrw isicompleted fertility in Norway: Is —

eakenlng

- I nS|stent with ideas about diminishing
;bTaportunlty costs because of more use of non-
~fiamily  child care etc.

© Among men: relationship has become more +

NEVHIOINTS
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