
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Timing children at a later age : motivational, behavioural, and socio-structural
differentials in the individual decision making process of older mothers

Wijsen, A.C.

Publication date
2002

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Wijsen, A. C. (2002). Timing children at a later age : motivational, behavioural, and socio-
structural differentials in the individual decision making process of older mothers. [Thesis, fully
internal, Universiteit van Amsterdam]. Rozenberg Publishers.

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:24 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/timing-children-at-a-later-age--motivational-behavioural-and-sociostructural-differentials-in-the-individual-decision-making-process-of-older-mothers(225823dc-9664-480d-a2f6-ff7361718bb3).html


88 Birth order related differentials of 
decisionn making processes at a later age 

8.11 Introduction 

Fromm a personal perspective, birth order is of major importance in the decision making 
processs involving a next child. Decisions concerning the birth of a first child involve 
differentt considerations from those relating to a child of higher birth order (Bulatao 
1981).. In the case of a first child, the important transition from having no children to 
beingg a parent plays a part in the decision making. This transition has a dramatic effect 
onn a person's life and so it is bound to be an important component in the fertility 
decisionn making process (Antonucci & Mikus 1988; Michaels 1988; Fedele et al. 1988). 
Whenn considering a higher birth order child, the transition to being a parent has already 
beenn made. Nevertheless, other considerations enter the decision making that were not 
presentt in the first-child decision making. The most obvious example of these 
considerationss is that related to spacing the children. A major differential between the 
twoo decision making processes is that higher birth-order decision making will be heavily 
influencedd by the presence of the other children present in the family. 

Thee far greater impact a first birth has on a person's life is reflected in the huge quantity 
off  research on first-child timing compared with the amount of comparable studies on 
higherr birth orders. The aspect of birth order that potentially differentiates between 
groupss of mothers is that decisions related to the first birth are more elaborate and 
intensivee than the decision making processes for higher birth orders; that is to say, they 
aree more salient in the personal experience. 

Inn this chapter, we continue the report of our search for differentials in the decision 
makingg process of older mothers by investigating the birth-order related differentials. 
Ourr first research question of this chapter is: Which concepts are differentials related to 
aspectss of birth order in the decision making process of older mothers? By birth-order 
relatedd differentials we mean differentials pertaining to first versus not-first child 
decisionn making. 

Inn figure 8.1 our conceptual model of fertility decision making is given. The same basic 
conceptuall  model is repeated for each stage, beginning with stage 1 for the first child and 
endingg with stage-last for the last child. In this way, we can study the differentials of 
parityy groups. In both cases, the influence of concepts in different stages of the fertility 
decisionn making process has been compared. 
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Figuree 8.1 Conceptual framework of timing decision making 
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socio-structurall and socio-cultural variables 

Ourr second research question pertains, as in the previous chapter, to the relative 
influencee of the decision making concepts compared with the influence of the more 
traditionall  socio-structural and socio-cultural concept. Since our study is focused on the 
decisionn making process of having a next child, we investigated whether or not the 
variabless that are more directly linked to this process are capable of explaining the 
differencess between different parity groups of older mothers. This approach leads to a 
fullerr understanding of the decision making process than would be the case were we 
onlyy to use the socio-structural and socio-cultural variables that are more indirectly 
linkedd to fertility decision making. 

Thee organization of this chapter is as follows. Descriptions of the logistic regression 
proceduree in section 8.2 and of the dependent variable in section 8.3 are followed by a 
sectionn devoted to the search for birth order related differentials. In section 8.4, we 
describee bivariate and multivariate analyses of the effects of differentials in the decision 
makingg of parity groups. The chapter closes with some concluding remarks. 
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8.22 The logistic regression procedure 

Too address our first research question about the differentials of parity with respect to 
fertilityy decision making, ideally a comparison of intra-individual differentials would 
havee been preferred. This, however, would require longitudinal data that follow subjects 
overr a time span of several years in order to be able to include first and higher birth 
orderss for an individual woman. Since this was not a feasible option, we compared the 
differentialss of two groups of older mothers: those who have had their first child after 
agee thirty with those who have had a higher birth-order child after age thirty. This 
methodd is a satisfactory manner of studying birth-order related differentials in fertility 
decisionn making, provided that the influence of possibly confounding factors is 
controlledd for. Our dependent variable is a dichotomy, so we opted for a multivariate 
logisticc regression analysis. For a detailed description of the choice of this method and 
thee procedure followed, see section 7.2 

Too address our second research question, the relative contribution of the decision 
makingg variables and the socio-structural and socio-cultural variables, the logistic 
regressionn method was applied as follows. We started with a baseline model in which all 
selectedd decision making variables are entered at once. We then compared the baseline 
modell  with a second model to which the socio-structural and socio-cultural independent 
variabless have been added. 

8.33 Parity as the dependent variable 

8.3.11 First versus not first children 

Thee chiidnumber distribution in the LM sample is given in chapter four (section 4.4). 
Thiss distribution is the result of the sampling technique using a two level stratification 
onn chiidnumber (parity L or 2+). We decided to combine all birth orders higher than one 
inn one group, because the principal difference of the transition to parenthood takes place 
att a first birth and does not recur at the birth of a not-first child. We have disregarded 
anyy differences there might be between higher birth orders; the specification of these 
differencess would be beyond the scope of this study. 

Thee second stratification variable in the LM sample was age at birth of the youngest 
child.. There were two age groups: 30-34, and 35 or older. This stratification results in a 
similarr age distribution of the two parity groups. In figure 8.2, the survival curves of 
birthh of the youngest child are given for the two parity groups. The two groups follow 
similarr curves, with a slightly higher age for the parity2+ group than for the parityl 
group.. The mean age at first childbirth for parityl is 33.8, while the mean age at birth at 
lastt childbirth for the parity 2+ group is 35.0. To a large extent, stratification based on 
agee rules out the effect of the age of the mother on parity differences. In addition, the 

11 The curves are not survival curves in the strictest sense, because we are not dealing with cohorts. We use 
thee survival method here only for presentation purposes. 
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agee of the mother at birth of her youngest child has been entered as a control variable in 
thee analyses that follow. 

Figuree 8.2 Survival curve of age of mother at birth of the youngest child for two parity 
groupss (LM sample, 1993, n=352) 
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8.3.22 The correlation of parity and the age of the mother at childbirth 

Ourr approach to the study of differentials in the decision making on fertility of older 
motherss involves two separate independent variables. In chapter 7, we used age at first 
childbirthh (young versus (very) old first mothers). In the present chapter, we consider 
firstt versus second or higher birth-order decisions. Before presenting the analyses of 
parityy groups, we considered the possibility of this dependent variable being correlated 
withh the variable used in the previous chapter. In principle, the categorization of the LM 
samplee into young and old first mothers, panty 1 and parity2+ mothers (the two 
stratificationn variables) ought not to result in the same groups of respondents. To be 
certainn that they do not, we broke down the LM sample according to the two dependent 
variabless (see table 8.1. The first variable splits them into 120 young and 232 (very) old 
first-mothers. . 

Tablee 8.1 Cross tabulation of LM sample broken down by the two dependent variables 

Youngg first mothers 
(very)) old first mothers 
Total l 

Parityl l 
0 0 

125 5 
125 5 

Panty2+ + 
120 0 
107 7 
227 7 

Total l 
120 0 
232 2 
352 2 

Thee second variable splits each of the two groups into parityl versus parity2+ mothers. 
Theree are no parity 1/young mothers, because the LM sample was designed to consist 
onlyy of older mothers. Women who had had no children by the age of thirty were not 
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included.. Thus, all the young first mothers had had 2 or more children at the time of 
selection.. The (very) old first mothers are divided almost evenly over the parity groups; 
54%% of them have one child and 46% have two or more children. 

Fromm the cross tabulation in table 8.1, we have to conclude that the two dependent 
variabless are correlated to some extent. The result of the breaking down process is not a 
randomm distribution over the possible categories. We tested their independence with a x' 
test,, and we found a dependency significant at the 0.01 level2. At the same time, we may 
alsoo conclude that the two variables produce sufficiently different groups to justify a 
separatee analysis. 

8.44 Selection of independent variables. 

Thee selection of independent variables to be entered into the logistic regression analyses 
wass based on three criteria. First, all concepts present in the conceptual model 
(motherhoodd motivation, orientation towards alternatives, combination, work-
behaviour,, circumstances, evaluation) must be represented by at least one variable. 
Second,, with the exception of the socio-structural and socio-cultural background 
variables,, all variables must be directly related to the personal decision making process, 
orr to its behavioural outcomes. Attitudes pertaining to having children in general used 
inn the previous chapter were not used in this analysis. The focus here is on the personal 
decisionn making of individual women. What did they bear in mind when they were 
makingg plans to have their (next) child? The third criterion was that the variables must 
bee available in all stages (= birth orders) of the decision making process. Otherwise, a 
comparisonn between groups representing different stages would be impossible. 

Here,, a list of selected variables in table 8.2 suffices. The original coding is given for 
eachh variable. In some cases, adjustments were necessary to enable them to be entered in 
thee logistic regression analysis. Sometimes, the cell counts of the original categories 
weree too small, so adjustments were made by putting together existing categories of the 
originall  variable. The adjusted categories are given in the table with the results of the 
regressionn analysis. In the remainder of this section, only the independent variables are 
describedd which have not already been dealt with in any previous chapter: subjective 
timingg circumstances, and four variables of the evaluation stage. 

22 Young/old by parity l/parity2+, r=93.5, df= 1, p=0.000 
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Tablee 8.2 Description of selected independent variables 

Concept t Variablee name Descriptionn and 
originall coding 

ControlControl variable Agee at birth of youngest child Years 

MotherhoodMotherhood motivation NO - Intended family size 
PCC - New creation 
PCC - Negative 
PCC - Relationship 
PCC - Enrichment 
TOO - Importance of partner's 
opinion n 
TOO - Subjective partner's 
opinion n 

WorkWork orientation 

Circumstances Circumstances 

Combination Combination 

Importancee of work at time of 
decisionn making 
Reasonss to work/not work 

Proportionn of time without a 
partner r 
Extraa pregnancies 
Monthss between stopping 
contraceptionn and birth 
Agee of respondent 

Influencee of health on timing 
Availabilityy of day-care 
Possibilityy of working part 
time// leave 
Availabilityy of social support 
(Dis)agreementt with partner 
Timingg of friends 
Healthh of parents 
Societall situation 

Postponementt of youngest 
child d 

Suitablee dwelling 

Numberr size 
5-pointt scale from unimportant to important 

(1)) all right 
(2)sooner r 
(3)) later 
(4)) don't know 

5-pointt scale from unimportant to important 

(1)) working for work-related reason 
(2)(2) working for not work-related reason 
(3)) working for unknown reason 
(4)) not working, have to mind child 
(5)) not working, like to mind child 
(6)) not working for work-related reason 
(7)) not working for unknown reason 

Percentagee of time from age 18 to birth of 
youngestt child 
Dummyy yes/no 

Months s 
-1)) accelerated 
0)) no influence 
1)) delayed 

1)) no postponement 
2)) work 
3)) freedom/too young 
4)) partner 
5)) material 
[6)) other children in family 
7)) other reason 
-1)) accelerated 
0)) no influence 
1)) delayed 
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Work-behaviour Work-behaviour 

Evaluation Evaluation 

Socio-structuralSocio-structural and 
socio-cuttural socio-cuttural 

Wantingg to work 
Financiall situation 
Workchange e 

Organizationn of day-care 
Distributionn tasks 

Timee shortage 

Evaluationn of timing of 
youngest t 

Levell of education 

Religiouss involvement 
Nett family income 

Relativee contribution net 
income e 

" " 
w w 

(1)) not working-not working 
(2)) part time-not working 
(3)) parttime-parttime 
(4)) full time-not working 
(5)) full time-part time 
(6)) working more: nw-pt, pt-ft, ft-ft 
5-pointt scale from very easy to very difficult 
(1)) satisfied 
(2)) dissatisfied 
(0)) no 
(1)) work 
(2)) hobby 
(3)) social contact 
(4)) relaxing 
(5)) other 
(1)) all right 
(2)) sooner 
(3)) later 
(4)) don't know 
(1)) low and middle vocational 
(2)) middle and high general 
(3)) high vovational 
(4)) university 
5-pointt scale from unimportant to important 
(1)) less than NLG 1500 
(2)) NLG 1500-3000 
(3)) NLG 3000-4500 
(4)) NLG 4500-6000 
(5)) more than NLG 6000 
(1)) nothing 
(2)) 25% or less 
(3)) less than half 
(4)) 75% or less 
(5)) 75%f or more 

Circumstances s 
Besidess the inhibitory circumstances of partner availability and fecundity problems 
(alreadyy used in chapter seven), eight subjective circumstances were presented to the 
respondentss with the question how they influenced the timing of the (next) child; 
respondent'ss physical health, respondent's age, the availability of day-care, the possibility 
off  working part time or taking child related leave, the availability of social support, and 
(dis)agreementt with the partner. In the multivariate analyses all of them, with the 
exceptionn of the age of the respondent, were summarized into two count variables. The 
firstt counts the number of accelerating subjective circumstances (SC-acc); the second 
countss the number of delaying subjective circumstances (SC-del). Both count variables 
havee a minimum value of 0 and a maximum of 6. 

Evaluationn stage 
Fourr new operationalizations of the evaluation stage are included in this chapter. The 
firstt variable is the degree of difficulty women experience organizing suitable day-care for 
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theirr child(ren). Then there are two reflecting satisfaction with the distribution of tasks in 
thee household. The distribution tasks variable is measured as a dummy variable with the 
categoriess satisfied and dissatisfied. The variable time shortage measures whether or not 
thee respondent experiences any shortage of time for a set of activities that could be viewed 
ass alternatives to the raising of children. 

8.4.11 Hypotheses pertaining to parity related differentials. 

Thee start of family formation is a salient point in one's life, characterized by major 
changes,, because having a first child has a dramatic impact on the daily routine of 
everydayy life and is an irreversible event. Furthermore, it has important psychological 
consequencess (Fedele et al. 1988). For these reasons, we expected there to be important 
differentialss in the decision making of older mothers, dependent on whether or not the 
childd being considered would be a first or a not-first child. 

Inn general, we expected first-child decision making to be more profound than higher 
birth-orderr decision making. This was because more impact on personal life was 
anticipatedd from the birth of a first child than from the birth of a higher birth order child. 
Parityll  mothers were therefore expected to report a more important part played by the 
personall  consequences of having a child than parity2+ mothers. 

Wee also expected the work orientation of first-child decision makers to be higher. Since 
theyy did not as yet have any children, they did not have to make any adjustments to their 
occupationall  behaviour. They would be working more hours per week and their job 
wouldd be more important to them than to mothers who already had at least one child. 

Wee expected both inhibitory circumstances to differ between parity groups. In the 
parityll  group there is a selection of (very) old first-mothers, and for some of these 
womenn their older age at first birth might have been the result of involuntary 
childlessness.. This could be the result of more inhibitory circumstances in the parityl 
group.. The subjective circumstances were expected to be of greater importance for 
parityll  mothers. In the parity2+ group, the most important subjective circumstance 
enteringg decision making on the timing of the child was probably the age of the children 
alreadyy in the family. The other subjective circumstances were therefore expected to be 
off  less influence. 

Wee also expected the combination strategies to be an important differential between 
parityy groups. The parityl mothers had to make more adjustments in their lives to 
accommodatee the new child than would the case for parity2+ mothers. They had already 
madee most of their changes at the time of the birth of their first child, as we saw in 
chapterr six. We expected more intentional postponement and more adjustments to work 
behaviourr for parityl women. 

Thee evaluation of the situation with a child was also expected to show some 
differentialss of parity groups. Women with more than one child have a busier household 
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thann women with only one child, which may lead to more reports of time shortage, less 
satisfactionn with the distribution of tasks. They might also have experienced more 
problemss in the organization of day-care, given the shortage of available day-care places 
inn the Netherlands. 

8.55 Differentials of decision making on a first or not-first child 

First,, we consider extensively the bivariate differences between parity groups in section 
8.5.1.. to obtain an overview of the relationships. The same variables were entered in a 
multivariatee analysis (section 8.5.2). 

8.5.11 Bivariate differentials of parity 1 and parity2+ decision makers 

Inn table 8.3, we present the means or frequency distributions for the two parity groups of 
alll  the selected independent variables and the appropriate test of significance of the 
differencee between groups. The sizes of the groups are 125 in the parity 1 group and 227 
inn the parity2+ group respectively. The mean childnumber in the parity 2+ group is 2.6. 

Motherhoodd motivation 
Thee first operationalization of the concept of motherhood motivation is the maximum 
familyy size respondents intend to attain at the end of their family formation. Not 
surprisingly,, there is a significantly higher intended family size for parity2+ women. 

Alll  four personal consequences of having children show significant differentials of parity 
groups.. And all the differentials concur with the general hypothesis that first child decision 
makingg is more profound for the individual than higher birth-order decision making. 
PersonalPersonal enrichment was especially important in first child timing decisions, as were the 
psychologicalpsychological costs of childbearing. Both personal enrichment and personal costs can be 
consideredd exponents of the transition to parenthood, which is the crucial difference 
betweenn the two stages. Although the differences between the mean scores for new 
creationcreation and relationship are significant in both cases, they are much smaller. The 
explanationn could plausibly be that both these factors are related to having a new person in 
one'ss life rather than the transition to becoming a mother. The creation of a new life and 
thee relationship with a new child are important to mothers for every new person bom, not 
merelyy for first children. 

Ass might have been expected, the importance of the partner is considerable in both 
groups,, as is the perceived agreement of the partner with the timing of the child. In both 
groups,, more than 80% of the (marriage) partners agree with the timing. However, we 
foundd no significant differences between parity groups. 
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Tablee 8.3 Mean scores or distribution over categories of parityl and parity2+ women on 
selectedd independent variables, ANOVAs or x test of significance (LM survey, n=352, 1993) 

Parityl l 
mothers s 
n=125 5 

Parity2+ + 
mothers s 
n=227 7 Testt of difference 

ControlControl variable 
Agee at birth of youngest child 

MotherhoodMotherhood motivation 
NOO - intended family size 
PCC - new creation 
PCC - Negative 
PCC - Relationship 
PCC - Enrichment 
TOO - importance partner 
TOO - subjective opinion partner (1) all right 

(2)) sooner 
(3)) later 
(4)) don't know 

WorkWork orientation 
Importancee of work 
Reasonss for working/not working 
(1)) working for work-related reason 
(2)) working tor non work-related reason 
(3)) working for unknown reason 
(4)) not working, have to mind child 
(5)) not working, like to mind child 
(6)) not working for work-related reason 
(7)) not working for unknown reason 

Circumstances Circumstances 
Proportionn of timee without partner 
Extraa pregnancies 
Monthss between stop contraception and birth 
healthh (1) accelerated 

(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

agee of respondent (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

Availab.. of day-care (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

possibilityy of working part-time (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

availabilityavailability of social support (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

(dis)agreementt with partner (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

Timingg of friends (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

Healthh of parents (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

33.8 8 

2.2 2 
2.7 7 
2.3 3 
3.1 1 
2.9 9 
4.5 5 

81.1% % 
12.4% % 
4.1% % 
1.7% % 

4.2 2 

62.4 4 
20.0% % 

3.2% % 

--
0.8% % 
1.6% % 

12.0% % 

0.25 5 
12.0% % 

23 3 
3.2% % 

89.6% % 
7.2% % 

73.6% % 
21.6% % 

4.8% % 
4.0% % 

83.9% % 
12.1% % 
6.5% % 

87.9% % 
5.6% % 
4.8% % 

91.9% % 
3.2 2 

11.3% % 
69.4% % 
19.4% % 
23.2% % 
73.6% % 
3.2% % 
4.8% % 

91.1% % 
4.0% % 

35.0 0 

3.1 1 
2.3 3 
1.8 8 
2.9 9 
1.8 8 
4.3 3 

83.6% % 
8.2% % 
6.3% % 
1.9% % 

2.9 9 

23.9% % 
23.0% % 
6.2% % 

19.5% % 
16.4% % 
3.5% % 
7.5% % 

0.20 0 
32.6% % 

30 0 
5.0% % 

85.1% % 
10.0% % 
50.2% % 
48.4% % 

1.4% % 
3.2% % 

92.8% % 
4.1% % 
1.4% % 

95.9% % 
2.7% % 
4.1% % 

95.9% % 

10.4% % 
75.1% % 
14.5% % 
5.9% % 

93.7% % 
0.5% % 
0.9% % 

98.6% % 
0.5% % 

F=14.1"* * 

F-64.11 " * 
F=10.4" " 
F=31.8"* * 
F=3.7* * 
F=46.4*" " 
F=2.3 3 

jr>2.1.df=3 3 

F=67.5"* * 

X2=78.77 df=6, *** 

F=4.8" " 
X3=18.11 df=1. *** 
F=3.r r 

x
;=1.4,, d1=2 

XJ=25.9,, df=2, " * 

X!=8.2,, df=2, " 

X!=8.8,df=2,, " 

X2=7.4,, df=2, " 

X=1.6,df=2 2 

X'=27.6,, df=2, * " 

X2=11.6,df=2,*" " 
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Societall situation (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

CombinationCombination strateaies 
Postponementt of youngest child 
(1)) no postponement 

(2)) work 
(3)) freedom/too young 
(4)) partner 
(5)) material 
(6)) other children in family 
(7)) other reason/unknown 
Suitablee dwelling (1) accelerated 

(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

Wantingg to work (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence on timing 
(3)) delayed 

Financiall situation (1) accelerated 
(2)(2) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

WorkWork behaviour 
Workchange e 
(1)) not working-not working 
(2)) part time-not working 
(3)) parttime-parttime 
(4)) lull time-not working 
(5)) full time-part time 
(6)) working more: nw-pt, pt-ft, ft-ft 

Evaluation Evaluation 
Organisationn day-care 
Distributionn tasks (1) satisfied 

(2)) dissatisfied 
Timee shortage (0) no 

(1)) work 
(2)) hobby 
(3)) social contact 
(4)) relaxing 
(5)) other 

Evaluationn timing of youngest (1) all right 
(2)) sooner 
(3)) later 
(4)) don't know 

Socio-structuralSocio-structural and socio-cultural 
Levell of education 
Religiouss involvement 
Nett family income 
Relativee contribution net income 

0.8% % 
91.1% % 

8.1% % 

50.0% % 

26.2% % 
16.4% % 
18.0% % 
23.0% % 

--
16.4% % 

5.6% % 
73.6% % 
20.8% % 

4.0% % 
56.0% % 
40.0% % 

2.4% % 
75.0% % 
22.6% % 

8.0% % 
12.8% % 
27.2% % 
12.0% % 
30.4% % 
9.6% % 

2.8 8 
72.8% % 
27.2% % 
21.8% % 

6.5% % 
25.8% % 
17.7% % 
21.0% % 
7.3% % 

75.8% % 
23.4% % 
0.8% % 

--
2.2 2 
1.9 9 
3.3 3 
2.5 5 

0.5% % 
97.3% % 

2.3% % 

69.1% % 

11.6% % 
1.4% % 
7.2% % 
8.7% % 
37.7% % 
33.3% % 

4.1% % 
88.2% % 
7.7% % 
3.2% % 

85.9% 85.9% 
10.9% % 
1.8% % 

94.1% % 
4.1% % 

41.4% % 
8.4% % 

35.2% % 
2.2% % 
2.6% % 

10.1% % 

3.0 0 
71.6% % 
28.4% % 

13.1% % 

5.9% % 
33.9% % 
10.0% % 
25.8% % 
11.3% % 

76.9% % 
13.9% % 
6.9% % 
2.3% % 

2.2 2 
2.3 3 
3.1 1 
1.9 9 

jr.^6.6,, df=2, " 

%'=12.2,, d f = 1 , " * 

ZJ=46.3,, df=5,*" 

X!=13.5,df=2,, " * 

XJ=41.1,df=2.. " * 

X'=28.8,, df=2, *** 

XX =97.0 df=5, * " 

F=0.62,, df=1 
X2=.066 df=1 

/=4.4,, d f = 1 , " 

XX =11.3, df=5, 

jr>13.3,df=3,"* * 

F=0.1 1 
F=5.7" " 
F=1.4 4 
F=25.6*" " 

levell of significance: *** <0.01, " <0.05, * <0.10 
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Workk orientation 
Theree was a significant difference between parity groups in the importance attached to 
workk before childbirth. Parity 1 women found work important, while the parity2+ group 
hass an average score in the mid-point of the scale. The impressive difference we found 
betweenn parity groups of older mothers indicates that the importance of work is a 
significantt differential in first child decision making in our sample. 

Thee reasons for working or not working during the time of the decision making process 
aree very different for both groups. Most of the parityl group worked, most frequently for 
work-relatedd reasons, while less than half of the parity2+ group worked, and only half of 
thosee for work-related reasons. 

Ass expected, the findings pertaining to importance of work and reasons for working both 
pointt strongly in the direction of greater work orientation in the parityl group. This finding 
iss in concurrence with the notion previously raised in this study, that women make 
adjustmentss in their occupational life course around first childbirth. The work orientation 
off  women with more than one child is therefore already less by the time stage2 decision 
makingg starts. 

Circumstances s 
Inn the parityl group, on average 25% of the time since the 18th birthday was spent without 
aa male partner compared with 20% for parity2+ group. This difference in the inhibitory 
circumstancee of a lack of partner availability may be explained by the fact that the 
incidencee of children born in families without a male partner present is negligible in the 
LMM sample, and since our parity 2+ group had at least one child before the present one, 
theyy were more likely to have a (marriage) partner during that time. 

Off  the panty 1 group, 12% had experienced an extra pregnancy. Extra pregnancies were 
muchh more common in the parity2+ group; approximately one in three women had one or 
moree extra pregnancies. The number of months that elapsed between stopping 
contraceptionn and giving birth also differentiates parity groups. The time that passes 
betweenn stopping contraception and giving birth was 30 months for higher birth-order 
children,, but only 23 months for first children. The slight fecundity difference suggests 
thatt older mothers having a higher birth-order child might have had more delay because of 
fertilityy problems than older mothers having a first child. This remarkable finding can 
probablyy be attributed to the age difference. Despite our efforts to stratify the LM sample 
intoo age groups, there was an age difference of 1.2 years between parity groups. The 
Pearsonn correlation coefficient between the time elapsed between stopping contraception 
andd giving birth and the age of the mother was 0.28 (p=0.00). The difference in the length 
off  this period between parity groups could be expected to disappear in the multivariate 
analysiss in section 8.4.2, because there the age of the mother is entered as a control 
variable. . 

Inn addition to the inhibitory circumstances we also included subjective circumstances that 
measuree the influence on the timing of the child as the respondent herself views this 
influence.. Of these subjective circumstances, seven differ significantly between parity 

-142--



groups.. The age of the respondent and the timing of friends both have an important 
acceleratingg effect, especially for the timing of first children. The age of the respondent 
hass an accelerating effect for almost three in every four women with a first child and for 
aboutt half the women with a higher birth-order child. These proportions are fairly high, 
evenn when the fact that the respondents were all older than thirty years of age is taken into 
account. . 

Thee general picture of the other subjective circumstances (availability of day-care, 
possibilityy of working part-time, availability of social support, health of parents, and the 
societall  situation in the Netherlands) shows a slight influence on the timing of the next 
child.. The parity2+ group reported even less influence than the parity 1 group. 

Combinationn strategies 
Alll  variables of the combination strategies of children with alternative life courses show 
significantt differences between parity groups. Higher birth-order children are less often 
postponedd than first children: 30.9% as opposed to 50.0%. A cross-tabulation was made 
forr the reasons for postponement by parity groups and it showed a significant correlation. 
Thee most important reason for postponing a first child was a desire to work (26.2%), 
followedd by material circumstances (23.0%). Within the parity2+ group, the most 
importantt reason was formed by the spacing of children in the family. 

Workk behaviour 
Workk behaviour around the birth of a child differs considerably between parity groups. 
Thesee data were discussed extensively in chapter six. Here, they are summarized with a 
neww variable so as to include work behaviour in the regression analysis. In the parityl 
group,, the most popular change was from working fulltime one year before childbirth to 
workingg part-time one year after childbirth (30.4%). The second most popular work-
behaviourr category was that of working part-time one year before first childbirth and 
continuingg to do so one year after the birth (27.2%). For higher birth-order childbirths, we 
seee that the most popular work-change category (41.4%) was not to work one year before 
childbirthh and still not to work one year after childbirth. The second most popular category 
(35.2%)) was to work part-time before childbirth and still to do so one year after childbirth. 
Thee parity2+ group is clearly characterized by less change in work-behaviour than the 
parityll  group. In chapter 6 we described the workchange surrounding childbirth in flow 
diagrams;; here we saw that the majority of changes in labour force participation take place 
aroundd the first birth. It is very likely that, at the time of the birth of their first child, 
womenn make some changes in which the birth of more children is anticipated. This 
explainss the relative lack of changes in work-behaviour surrounding the birth of a higher 
birth-orderr child. 

Evaluation n 
Thee organization of day-care shows a slight difference in mean scores between groups; 
parity2++ women had more difficulties, but the difference is not significant. The evaluation 
off  the distribution of family tasks between partners was the same in both groups; about 
72%% of respondents were satisfied with the present situation regarding the distribution of 
familyy tasks. 
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Thee third variable is related to the distribution of tasks and deals with the perceived time 
shortagee for various personal activities women may have. When we tested the difference 
forr a dummy variable (time shortage yes or no) we found a significant differential between 
parityy groups. Parity 1 women perceived less time shortage than did women with more 
thann one child. More detailed examination of activities where women experience a time 
shortagee reveals no significant difference between parity groups. Women with one child as 
welll  as women with more children most often reported a time shortage for hobbies and 
relaxation.. Work was not often mentioned, which indicates that most women were 
satisfiedd with the amount of hours they spend working outside the home and they had no 
desiree to work more. 

Thee fourth and last variable in this stage is the evaluation of the timing of the youngest 
childd according to the respondent herself. About three quarters of respondents in both 
groupss were satisfied with the timing of their youngest child, but an interesting differential 
wass found between the parity groups. Almost one in four (23.4%) respondents with a first 
childd would have liked the child to have been bom earlier in the life course. This was the 
casee for 13.9% of women with a higher birth-order child. These percentages are 
remarkable.. About a quarter of women having a first child after the age of thirty reported 
inn retrospect that it would have been preferable had the child been bom when they were 
younger. . 

Socio-structurall and socio-cultural variables 
Forr the socio-structural and socio-cultural variables, we found no significant differences 
betweenn parity groups with respect to level of education or net family income, but there 
weree significant differences with respect to religious involvement and the relative 
contributionn to the family income. Parityl women reported less religious involvement, 
whichh is in agreement with the positive relationship often found in fertility studies 
betweenn religious involvement and childnumber (Statistics Netherlands 1990). 

Thee relative contribution to the net family income was higher for parityl women than for 
parity2++ women, while the absolute level of income and the level of education hardly 
differ.. It would seem likely that this could be attributed to the fact that women with just 
onee child work for more hours than women with more than one child. However, this 
appearss not to be the case. We observed a difference in labour force participation at the 
timee of the interview, but in the opposite direction to that expected. The mothers in the 
parityll  group worked on average 1.5 days a week, while those in the parity2+ group 
workedd 1.8 days (F=2.5, df=l, p=0.12). Clearly, we cannot attribute the difference in 
relativee contribution to family income to the amount of labour force participation. We 
mustt therefore conclude that parityl women earn more than parity2+ women through 
havingg better paid jobs. Unfortunately, we have no way of checking this directly in our 
data. . 
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Thee bivariate differentials of parity groups are mostly in accord with the hypothesis that 
decisionn making for a first child is more profound than decision making for a higher birth-
orderr child. Parityl women have a more profound approach to decision making, taking 
moree variables into consideration. Their work-related behaviour and the combination with 
childrenn show more changes surrounding childbirth. Parity2+ women show less explicit 
results. . 

8.5.22 Multivariate logistic regression models on parity groups 

Withh the bivariate differentials of the independent variables established, we entered them 
intoo multivariate hierarchical logistic regression analyses. We could then study the 
differentialss while controlling for the influence of other variables. First, the decision 
makingg and behavioural variables were entered, producing the baseline model (model 11 
inn table 8.4). By testing the Exp (B)-parameters of each variable we were able to assess its 
contributionn to parity differences. A second model is given in which the socio-structural 
andd socio-cultural variables have been entered. Comparison of the fit of model 11 and 
modell  12 enables us to assess the relative contribution of this block of socio-structural and 
socio-culturall  variables and answer our second research question.. 

Thee first research question in this chapter relates to the identification of the important 
differentialss of the fertility decision making process for different birth orders. To answer 
thiss question, we refer to the Exp (B)-parameters of model 12. In this model all variables 
pertainingg to the decision making process are included as well as the socio-structural and 
socio-culturall  variables. Since all Exp (B)-parameters show effects in the same direction 
ass the bivariate differentials in the previous section, we have not described them here 
again.. The discussion of the multivariate analyses is limited to remarkable or 
counterintuitivee results and the broader picture that emerges. 

Forr each of the seven theoretical concepts, at least one variable shows a significantly 
differentt Exp (B)-parameter between parity groups. All the concepts therefore contribute 
too the explanation of the differences between parity groups. 

Forr motherhood motivation, we see that the enrichment of the personal life of the mother 
thatt a new child in the family brings is more important for women deciding on a first child 
thann for women deciding on a child of higher birth order. The influence of the partner did 
nott differ for the parity groups. The father's contribution to the decision making process 
(ass perceived by the mother) is as important for first births as it is for higher birth-order 
births. . 

Thee work-orientation and work-behaviour concepts show clearly that the parityl group is 
moree work-oriented than the parity2+ group. Although the importance of work does not 
differr between groups, the reasons given for working and the changes made in their work-
behaviourr surrounding the birth of the child do. Women having a first child work more 
often:: especially for work-related reasons. In the workchange variable we see that parityl 
motherss tend to make strong adjustments in their work behaviour. They change from 
fulltimee to part-time, or from part time to not working, while parity2+ women tend to 
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Tablee 8.4 Exponential Exp (B) 
andd parity2+ mothers 

i-parameterss of logistic regression models on parity I 

Agee at birth youngest child 
(1)30-34 4 
(2)) 35+ 

MotherhoodMotherhood motivation 
intentionn childnumber 
(1)) 1 
(2)) 2 
(3)) 3 
(4)) 4 or more 
PCC - new creation 
PCC - negative 
PCC - relationship 
PCC - enrichment 
TOO - importance partner 
(1)) not important/important 
(2)) very important 
TOO - subj. opinion partner 
(1)) all right 
(2)) sooner 
(3)) later/ unknown 

Work-orientation Work-orientation 
Reasonss to work/not work 
(1)) work-related reason 
(2)) not work-related/unknown 
(3)) not working, child related 
(4)) not working, work-related 

Importancee of work 
Circumstances Circumstances 

Proportionn time without partner 
Extraa pregnancies (t) no 

(2)) yes 
Monthss stop contrac. and birth 
(t)) < 12 months 
(2)) 12 to 23 months 
(3)) 24 or more 
Agee respondent (1) accelerated 

(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

SC-acc c 
SC-del l 

Combination Combination 
Postponementt youngest child 
(1)no o 
(2)) yes 
dwelling g 
(1)) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

Model l 
11 1 
** * 

0.32** * 
(1) ) 

** * 
o.oo o 
0.O2*** * 
0.O2*** * 
(D D 
1.17 7 
0.81 1 
0.79 9 
0.49** * 

0.55 5 
d) ) 

(1) ) 
0.78 8 
0.70 0 

0.29 9 
1.20 0 

2868.39 9 
(D D 

0.87 7 

0.05** * 
0.18* * 

d) ) 

2.08 8 
1.27 7 
(D D 
0.49 9 
d) ) 
0.01* * 
1.15 5 
0.87 7 

0.88 8 
(D D 

0.02 2 
(1) ) 
1.81 1 

12 2 

0.40 0 
(1) ) 

** * 
0.00 0 
0.01*** * 
o.or** * 

(1) ) 
1.11 1 
0.58 8 
0.72 2 
0.52* * 

0.44 4 
(1) ) 

(1) ) 
1.01 1 
0.19 9 

* * 
0.11* * 
0.73 3 

6996.36 6 
(1) ) 

0.88 8 

0 .01"* * 
0 .11 " " 
(1) ) 

2.87 7 
2.67 7 
(1) ) 
0.45* * 
(1) ) 
0.01* * 
1.14 4 
0.68 8 

1.28 8 
(1) ) 

0.01* * 
(D D 
2.12 2 

-146 6 



workk (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

financiall situation (1) accelerated 
(2)) no influence 
(3)) delayed 

Work-behaviour Work-behaviour 
Workchange e 
(1)) not working-not working 
(2)(2) part time-not working 
<3)) parttime-parttime 
(4)) full time-not working 
(5)) full time-part time 
(6)) working more: nw-pt, pt-ft, ft-ft 

Evaluation Evaluation 
organisationn day-care 
(1)) easy 
(2) ) 
(3)) difficult 
Taskk distribution 
(1)) satisfied 
(2)) dissatisfied 
Timee shortage 
(1)no o 
(2)) yes 
Evaluationn timing 
{1)) all right 
(2)) sooner 
(3)) later / unknown 
Socio-structuralSocio-structural and socio-cultural 

Levell of education 
(1)) low and middle vocational 
(2)) middle and high general 
(3)) higher vocational 
(4)) university 
Religiouss involvement 
(1)no o 
(2)) yes 
Nett family income 
(1)) less than NLG 3000 
(2)) NLG 3000-4500 
(3)) NLG 4500-6000 
(4)) more than NLG 6000 
Relativee contribution net income 

(1)) nothing 
(2)) less than half 
(3)) half or more 

Initiall -2 log likelihood 
-22 Log Likelihood 
d.f. . 
Additionn block 

5.33 3 
(1) ) 
0.42 2 
0.15 5 

(1) ) 
0.34 4 

(D D 
0.13 3 
0.54 4 
0.38 8 
0.05" " 
0.55 5 

1.60 0 
(D D 
3.45 5 

1.16 6 
(1) ) 

0.32 2 
d) ) 

d) ) 
0.88 8 
0.46 6 

336.27 7 
126.13 3 

41 1 
... . 

6.76 6 
(1) ) 
0.41 1 
0.08 8 

(1) ) 
0.37 7 

* * 
(1) ) 
0.08* * 
1.04 4 
0.45 5 
0.04* * 
0.40 0 

2.27 7 
d) ) 
5.63 3 

0.72 2 
(1) ) 

0.27 7 
(1) ) 

(1) ) 
0.95 5 
0.64 4 

0.29 9 
0.36 6 
0.39 9 
(D D 

0.64 4 
(1) ) 

0.55 5 
(D D 
0.25* * 
0.18* * 

0.48 8 
0.18* * 

(1) ) 

115.88 8 
9 9 

Nott sign. 

Levell of significance: *** <0.01, ** <0.05, * <0.10 
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continuee to work the same number of hours as they did before their youngest child was 
born.. Here, we again see results showing work-adjustments taking place at the time of first 
births,, so that new mothers tend to continue to work when a second or third child is born. 
Theree is a third work-related variable in this analysis which measures the influence of 
wantingg to work on the timing of the youngest child. The wish to take part in the labour 
forcee is seen to have had a delaying effect for first births and, surprisingly, an accelerating 
effectt for second or higher birth-order births. We can view this as an expression of the 
higherr work-orientation of parityl women. However, since the Exp (B)-parameters were 
nott significant, interpretation of these findings requires caution. 

Respondentss in the parityl group have spent more time without a (marriage) partner. The 
absencee of a potential father for the future child wil l have had more impact on first births 
thann on second or higher birth-order births. Impaired fecundity, operationalized as the 
occurrencee of extra pregnancies before the birth of the child, is an inhibitory circumstance 
whichh is more important for the parity2+ group. There is no significantly different Exp 
(B)-parameterr for the time that elapses between stopping contraception and the birth of the 
child.. We found such an effect in the bivariate results, also indicating more impaired 
fecundityy in the parity2+ group. Here, this effect has disappeared; in the multivariate 
analysis,, the effect of the age of the mother has been eliminated (by the inclusion of the 
controll  variable age at birth of youngest child), and therefore no fecundity differences 
remain. . 

Off  all the variables pertaining to circumstances, only the respondent's own age results in a 
significantt Exp (B)-parameter. We see that there has been significantly less influence of 
agee in the parity2+ group. This is hardly surprising; age might be expected to be an 
importantt issue at the start of family formation, while the timing of the second or higher 
birth-orderr child is determined much more by the spacing relative to the children already 
presentt in the family. 

Wee can conclude from the results of the combination strategies that there is no difference 
betweenn parity groups in the amount of intentional postponement they report for their 
youngestt child. In the bivariate analysis we found that first children were more frequently 
postponedd than higher birth-order children. Interestingly, this effect is cancelled out in the 
multivariatee analyses. Both parity groups reported the same amount of intentional 
postponement.. We would emphasize here that we are dealing with respondents1 own 
assessmentss of their timing behaviour. The two groups do not differ in the way they feel 
theyy have postponed, but they do of course differ in their actual (objective) age at 
childbirth. . 

Thee combination of children with the housing career results in a different timing effect for 
thee parity groups: parityl women more often reported an accelerating effect of having a 
suitablee house before becoming pregnant. The availability of a suitable dwelling has a 
facilitatingg effect in the case of a first child. 

Thee variables pertaining to the evaluation of the situation with a child differ littl e between 
parityy groups. The only significant Exp (B)-parameter indicates that women with two or 

-148--



moree children find it more difficult to organize suitable day-care. This is symptomatic of 
thee Dutch situation with its shortage of available day-care places. Surprisingly, with the 
exceptionn of the organization of day care, women evaluate their situation with the new 
childd no differently whether they have one child, or more than one. Women with more 
childrenn were no less satisfied with the distribution of tasks in the household and they did 
nott report more shortage of time. Furthermore, we see that both groups were equally 
satisfiedd with the timing of their children. 

Thee two socio-structural variables related to income were significantly different for the 
parityy groups. Higher incomes were found more in the parityl group. This was a not-
significantt trend in the bivariate results. At the same time, they made a lower individual 
contributionn to that income. In the bivariate results this was the other way around. An 
explanationn for this reversal cannot readily be given. The parityl group has a remarkable 
combinationn of characteristics. They have a high work orientation, but their actual work 
behaviourr is lower than the parity2+ group. Presumably, the financial need to work was 
nott as high. 

8.5.33 Conclusions 

Thee description of model 12 enables us to answer our first research question, pertaining to 
thee identification of the differentials of fertility decision making of older mothers for 
differentt parities. We note that some aspects of motherhood motivation, work-orientation, 
thee combination-strategies, the circumstances, and the evaluation of the fertility process all 
contributee to the explanation of the difference. Furthermore, we see that income is the only 
socio-structurall  variable with differentiating power. 

Ourr second research question about the relative contribution of the socio-structural and 
socio-culturall  variables to the decision making variables can be answered by comparing 
thee two hierarchical models (11 and 12). Model 11 includes just the decision making and 
behaviourall  variables; in model 12, the socio-structural and socio-cultural variables are 
added.. The last row of the table makes clear that the addition of this block does not 
improvee the explanation of parity differences. From this we can conclude that, when the 
decisionn making variables are available, the sociostructural variables do not provide us 
withh any further insight into the parity differentials of fertility decision making. When only 
thee socio-structural and socio-cultural variables are available, they produce a significant 
modell  (the results are not in the table), but the only variable with significant Exp (B)-
parameterss is relative income. This is not a traditional socio-structural variable, but one 
designedd for the LM survey. Unfortunately, in most large scale studies it will therefore not 
bee available. 

-149--



8.66 Concluding remarks 

Thee parity categorization yielded some interesting results; at least one variable of each 
conceptt from our model (motherhood motivation, work-orientation, combination 
strategies,, circumstances, work-child behaviour, evaluation) showed a significant 
difference.. We may therefore conclude that all our theoretical concepts have proved to be 
importantt in the fertility decision making of older mothers of different parities. 

Ourr second question referred to the relative contribution of the decision making and socio-
structurall  and socio-cultural variables. Testing the improvement in the fit of a regression 
modell  when the socio-structural and socio-cultural variables had been included led us to 
thee conclusion that they did not contribute any extra differentiating power in the case of 
thee two parity groups. This finding is the same as that reported in chapter seven when age 
att first childbirth was used. We are led to conclude that the decision making and 
behaviourall  variables are very promising tools to facilitate deeper understanding of fertility 
decisionn making. 

Thee differences between parityl and parity2 older mothers with respect to their timing 
decisionn making can be summarized as follows. Parityl mothers are more child-
oriented,, whereas parity2+ mothers are more family-oriented. The enrichment having a 
childd would bring to their personal lives plays an important part in the decision making 
forr the timing of a first child. This wish for enrichment is combined with the desire for a 
smallerr family and the greater importance of work in the decision making process on 
timing.. Mothers deciding upon a second or higher birth-order child find the personal 
enrichmentt aspect less important; they intend to have larger families, and their decision 
makingg is less influenced by a desire to work. 
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