THE ONE-CHILD FAMILY :
FRANCE IN THE EUROPEAN CONTEXT
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When men and women are asked about their idealyfaizie or the number of children they
would like to have, the answer is seldom one cHiltere are many prejudices, based on the
work of psychologists, child psychiatrists and otkpecialists, concerning the difficulties
parents are supposed to have in successfully bgngp a child who is “deprived” of a
brother or sistér And yet having only one child is much more fremuéhan generally
supposed: in France, for example, this is the frasene woman in five, a proportion that has
not greatly changed over time. The false impresefomarity is due to a statistical fact: since,
by definition, the number of children from largeriifies is large, we more frequently come
across people from families of three children orenihan those who are only children, and
the latter have almost never been more than 108cohort (Toulemon, 2001).

Why then, despite these prejudices, do so manylesumly have one child? Although in

some cases, the reason may be “the way things hafipe union, separation, difficulties in

conceiving, etc.), comparison with the United Kingd where most probably the same
“things happen” but there are barely half the nundi@ne-child families, shows that this gap
between the stated desire or ideal and realityés dt least in part, to deliberate behaviour.

In this article we attempt to describe which wons men have only had one child by
identifying the most significant criteria. What tise role of the biological or physiological
factors related to a late start to reproduction@ Tdle of specific unions that break down
without a new couple being formed? To what extent these men and women be said to
have made a&hoice? Does this happen more frequently in particulacico@ccupational
categories? What is the role of cultural factord #re influence of family history, such as the
size of one’s own parents’ family? These quest@sut what socio-cultural factors appear
to favour one-child families in France are of parar relevance at a time when this family
pattern is spreading across a number of Centradd&an countries and in Southern Europe,
notably Italy and Spain. The frequency of one-clfalchilies is one reason for the current low
level of fertility in these countries, along with fagh proportion of childless couples.
Although research into the factors associated wftidlessness is abundant and relatively
longstanding, it is only recently that the demodgiapiterature has contained articles devoted
specifically to the characteristics of one-childhfhes and the factors associated with the birth
of a second child (see, for example, Jefferies,12@ah 2003, Kreyenfeld and Zabel, 2004;
Torr, 2004; Prskawetz and Zagaglia, 2005; Gewdtat.,2007; Parr, 2007). This recent surge
in interest is clearly due to the rapid increasehaproportion of one-child families in certain
countries.

In the first part of the article, we present an rgi@v of the comparative frequency of

childless and single-child women in Europe, usimg s$tatistical data we have collected. We
then review the various hypotheses that may expMig women and men restrict their

number of children to one. Part 3 presents the diathmethodology we have used. Finally,
we present and discuss the results and our coonkisi
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1. One child or none: comparative frequencies chaimgg across Europe.
Statistical sources and caution to be used

To measure the frequency of childless women andenstof only one child, two types of
statistical source may be used.

1) Where BMD (birth, marriage, death) statisticsssify births by “biological” order, namely
the order of the birth in the mother’s life, itpessible by calculating the fertility rate by birth
order and mother’s age to observe the growth inlyasize by age and birth order, and at the
end of childbearing life, the distribution of wombwg the number of children they have had
can be obtained by successive subtraction. Oncectingleted fertility by birth order per 100
women is calculated, the percentage of childlessn@ is consequently the difference
between 100 and first order fertility, and the patage of single-child women is the
difference between first and second order ferfility was mainly these data from BMD
records that Frejka and Sardon (2004 and 2007) insebir work on fertility by birth order,
findings we have largely integrated here, includthgir projections for recent cohorts. In
Germany, where births are ranked by order withinrriage, the Federal Institute for
Population Research (BiB) carries out reconstitgito estimate the distribution of women
according to the number of children they have HhaiB,(2004). We have used these to
illustrate trends in West Germany, although weiseatlhat these figures must be interpreted
with caution.

2) Censuses and large sample surveys that cont@stigns about the number of children
borne by female respondents provide informationafagiven date, and the two proportions
are calculated directly from the distribution ofwen by number of live births. We have used
this sort of data for Spain (1991 census), Augtti291 and 2001 censuses), Poland (1991
census) and France (EHF survey, 1999), supplemeritetk necessary by estimates based on
BMD statistics for those cohorts who had not congaletheir childbearing lives on the
census/survey date. Similar statistical data egelarly published by some countries on the
basis of their population registers (Finland anavisxy).

Although the census and survey data are self-repotihey are sometimes more reliable than
statistics from birth registration. This is partemly so in France, where the recording of
biological parity introduced in 1989 has producew-lquality statistics that considerably
over-estimate the number of first birthave have consequently used the estimates in
Toulemon (2001), which are based on the resulteeburvey carried out at the same time as
the 1999 census. This inaccuracy also affects Spalinere first order births are over-
estimated in BMD statistiésEven if the bias caused by these classificativore is not as
visible as in France, Spanish BMD statistics dodtém under-estimate childlessness by
several percentage points (approximately 4 poihtde bias is the same now as in 1975-
1990), and to over-estimate even more the percerdhgingle-child women (7 to 8 points)
(Prioux, 1997). For that reason we have not usesetiparity statistics for Spain or for other

4 Completed fertility of first order is the propomi@f women who have had at least one child, Comyplieteility of second
order is the proportion who have had at least thitnlen, etc.

® Dorbritz (2005) shows that the extent of childiesss varies according to the author and methostimhation.

® For example, in 2006 first order births were réptras 57.5% of total births, a proportion thabtally incompatible with
the level of fertility in France. In Norway, whidtad a fertility rate of 1.9 children per women B0B, first births were only
42.2% of the total.

" We noted this when we compared the fertility cieid from this source in 1975-1990 with the figtibbserved for the
same cohorts in the 1991 census (Prioux, 199 Howadth the total number of children born was vemilsir, the distribution
by birth order differed between the two sourcesalestrating a 4%-5% over-estimate of first ordethisiin BMD data
(depending on cohort), a 4%-5% under-estimate adrse order births, and even higher under-estimatekigher orders
births: 7%-8% for % order and 15%-20% foforder and above.



countries where BMD statistics clearly under-estanahildlessness (such as Bulgaria,
Portugal and Slovenia).

Are one-child families increasing faster than clakbness?

Figure 1 presents the data we have collected foort® 1930 to 1970. The most striking

feature is the diversity between countries in tregdiency of one-child families, unlike a

relative homogeneity in childlessness, at leasil uotighly the 1945 cohort. This contrast

between the two sets of values is particularlyrciedVestern Europe, and in Eastern Europe,
where it continued until the 1960s cohorts. Althouge rise in childlessness is a fairly
general trend among recent cohorts in Europejgshess true for one-child families, which in

some countries are becoming less frequent.
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Figure 1. Percentage of childless women (left)w&ondchen having had only one child (right)
per cohort. Western and Northern Europe.

In Western Europe, the decline in childlessnegténcohorts from 1930 to 1945 is followed
by a fairly pronounced rise, except in France, wheis slighter and restricted to the 1960s
cohorts. France consequently stands apart fronr othentries in the region: in Austria, the
Netherlands and England & Wales, 18%-20% of wom@nm have no children, and in West
Germany the figure appears to exceed 23t these similar trends in childlessness in the

8 See Note 5 above.



four countries are accompanied by very differeméle and trends in the proportion of single-
child women. In the 1940 cohort, for example, teecpntage of women who had one child is
very low in the Netherlands (10%) and England & ¥$a{14%), but much higher in Austria
(22%) and West Germany (24%), countries where tbeeens to be a longer tradition of one-
child families. Subsequently, the rise in childle=sss goes with a rise or levelling out of one-
child families in Austria and the Netherlands, whih Germany and England & Wales the
percentage of mothers of only one child falls. Woni®rn in England & Wales in 1965
present both a high level of childlessness (20%)the lowest proportion of mothers of only
one child (12%-13%), evidence of a certain pol&iosain fertility (Ekert et al., 2002):
although more women are choosing not to have @nldhose who choose to almost all have
two or more (Jefferies, 2001). It is almost the agife in France, where it appears that few
women choose not to have children at all (Touleni®96), but more women have only one:
the proportion of mothers of only one child rangesveen 18% and 20%.
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Figure 1 (continued). Percentage of childless woffeft) and women having had only one
child (right) per cohort. Southern and Eastern garo
Sources: Austria, Finland, Norway, Poland, Spaintienal statistics supplemented where necessary by

estimates; France—Toulemon, 2001; Germany—BiB, 20®4eden—authors’ calculations from national
statistics; other countries, including Poland frd®@%9 cohort—Frejka and Sardon, 2007.



Among the countries of Northern Europe, Denmarknist similar to France, and Finland
comes closer to England & Wales and Germany, affhdhe trends are less sharp. Sweden
and in particular Norway possess the specific featd low childlessness (12%-13% for the
1965 cohort) and a moderate level of mothers oy onle child (14%-15%), although both
indicators have slightly risen in Norway: in Swedkay have long been the same.

In Italy and Spain, it is the increase in very dnfamilies that has caused the decline of
completed fertility, rather than childlessness whi@s risen more recently and less sharply.
Once hardly seen in Spain, one-child families haeeeased rapidly from cohort to cohort. In

Italy, one-child families have long been seen i@ tlorth of the country (Terra-Abrami and

Sorvillo, 1993), and have considerably increased, the proportion of mothers of only one

child is probably more than 25% now. The one-cpéditern is spreading much more slowly

in Greece, where childlessness appears to havdlyapcreased in recent years.

In Eastern Europe, almost all women used to haitdreh. But although the birth of a first
child was almost automatic, this was not so fordeeond, except in Slovakia. The choice of
a single child seems to have been particularly gdesx in Hungary, where more than one
woman in four born in 1935-1940 had only one chilimilarly, the Czech Republic is
clearly distinguished from Slovakia by a highergirency of only children, which first
declined, as in Hungary, until roughly the 1950 @w®hAs in Italy and Spain, the decline in
family size after the 1955 cohort first took thenfioof a rapid spread in one-child families
(Avdeev, 2003), before childlessness increaseldrl®60s cohort&

So where childlessness is low, only children mayfdidy common, as if, when social
pressure to have children is strong, women stogpedreating once they had done their
“duty”, or after experiencing motherhood. This wasbably true for women born in Central
Europe (Austria, Germany and Hungary) in 1930-12410l was true up to the 1960s cohorts
in most of the former Soviet-bloc countries, Italyd Spain. On the other hand, where social
pressure to have children is less strong, some wom&y choose to have none, and the
increase in childlessness may be accompanied bWirsgfproportion of mothers of only one
child. This is currently the case in Germany, Ruwdand, above all, England & Wales, where
only children have become rather rare. In thesentt@s, the characteristics of mothers of
only one child probably share common points witbsthof childless women.

But there is a great variety of situations acrossofe and an only child is certainly not
always an alternative to childlessness; if the cdméd family is the result of a desire to restrict
family size in order to give the child greater ctes of success, then the characteristics of
mothers of only one child will differ from those dfildless women and are likely to be closer
to those of two-child mothers.

What about men?

First, we observe that little is known about fastllevels among men, since almost all
fertility measurements concern women. It is theretwardly surprising that the distribution of
men by number of children is rarely known.

In the two countries for which we have found statss Finland and France, it is slightly less
common for a man than a woman to have only onal dfiibble 1); conversely, in both
countries, childlessness is more common among merihee gap with women has increased

® For Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland, cerstasstipport this contrast between the two indisligh validates the
BMD data on parity. However, the parity statistissRomania and Russia may be slightly biased. Inchsg, the percentage
of one-child families is probably over-estimatedt the increase is indisputable.

10 Because of the very early timing of first birthgdept in Poland), the decline in fertility in th89Ds hardly concerned
earlier cohorts.



in recent cohorts, especially in Finland; thisv&dence of a greater “specialisation” in male
fertility, between the fathers of children — on eage more children than for mothers — and
those who have none. These differences suggesthihdactors favouring one-child families

are not necessarily the same for men and women.

Table 1. Comparative percentages of men and woraendihad no children and men and
women having had only one child in Finland and Eean

Finland France

Cohort No children One child No children One child

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
1930-34 14.3 11.0 15.9 17.4
1935-39 17.2 14.2 16.6 16.8 12.7 9.8 16.3 17.5
1940-44 16.9 13.9 18.7 19.6 11.4 9.9 18.3 17.y
1945-49 17.0 14.3 17.0 21.2 12.3 9.2 18.0 20.0
1950-54 21.7 15.5 16.8 19.5 135 10.2 17.6 19.6
1955-59 24.5 16.5 15.2 17.3

Sources: Tilastokeskus/Statistics Finland, 2004, Boulemon, 2005.

In the rest of this article we examine the charmsties of one-child families in France,
covering both men and women.

2. A few working hypotheses

In looking for factors likely to lead to the devploent of one-child families, we compare the
characteristics of the mothers and fathers of amg child with those who went on to have
more children.

Age and living as a couple, the most determinimtpis

First, we sought to distinguish the factors thabiantarily lead men or women to have only
one child from those that appear to be the redudt @hoice; the first category would contain
factors related to age and the status of the codéplate first birth, particularly for a woman
over 35, considerably reduces the possibility ofilgaa second child. The same is true when
the union in which the first child was born hask&oe down or when the first child was born
outside a union, if a further union does not ocmupnly occurs long after. In practice, age
and living as a couple are the most determiningpfacas we shall see below.

However, it is hard to claim that all late firstthis and all union breakdowns are involuntary;
it would be a mistake to suppose that these bebes/are totally independent of the attitudes
of the people concerned towards the family anddofiil. Consequently, we decided not to
consider these factors as being a “non-choice’ndf one child.

But since these two factors are preponderant andgy determine the likelihood of having
only one child, we have attempted to move away ftbem by also analysing those men and
women who had their first child at a sufficientlgrly age and within a stable union that did
not reduce the chances of a second birth (see helow

The other factors likely to influence the frequerafyonly children may be put under three
headings: childhood experience, personal charatit=riof the adult, and those of the spouse
and couple.



Childhood socialisation

We hypothesise that, as for fertility in generahildhood socialisation and experience
(number of siblings, religious practice, nationaglitegion of domicile, social background,
parental separation) influence the likelihood ofihg only one child:

It is known thathe number of siblingsf men and women correlates fairly well with their
level of fertility (Desplanques, 1987), and theelikood of having a third child is higher if

one had brothers and sisters (Breton and Priou@5)20NVe tested whether the fact of
being an only child predisposes people to have onég/child.

We hypothesise thateople of foreign origirfirom countries where fertility is high and the
two-child family pattern is rare are, on the contrdess likely to have only one child.

We also hypothesise that the people from the Fremgions where fertility has
traditionally been highest (Northern and WesteranEe) are less likely to have only one
child than people from the South-West, a lessléré&gion.

In France, the self-employed, shop-keepers and imehe “intermediate occupations”

have more often restricted their number of childterone than have farmers, manual
workers and managerial workers (Desplanques, 18871894). We tested whether this
tendency to limit family size has been transmittedheir children, even if they are not
themselves only children.

Since most religions support family values, thet fafichaving had a religious education
andregular, if only occasionalpracticeis likely to be associated with a lower frequency
of only children.

We tested whether the fact of not having spentopatire childhood with both parents
predisposes one to have only one child. One magaagothat the children of separated
couples are perhaps less attached to family vatwenpre hesitant to have more than one
child, anticipating that the couple may break down.

Individual’s personal characteristics

Apart from age, mentioned above, we examined tfiseince of educational qualifications,
occupation and opinions expressed by men and weaineut aspects of family life.

Among the characteristics likely to influence hayifor not having) a second child,
educational levehas been by far the most studied, particularlyffiomen Almost all this
research concludes that higher educational quatiifios favour the more rapid birth of a
second child (Gesteat al., 2007; Kravdal, 2007; Kreyenfeld and Zabel, 20@Xxept in
Hungary (Olah, 2003). In some cases, however, agchustria and Germany, the effect
seems to be more closely linked to the husbanddifapations, since the two spouses
usually have similar qualifications (Kreyenfeld,(02) Prskawetz and Zagaglia, 2005;
Kdppen, 2006). But with the methodology used irs ttésearch (all based on duration
modelling), it is hard to tell if the relative riskcalculated are due only to differences
between educational levels in the timing of theoselchirth or whether the frequency of
the second birth occurring is also affected. InlBnd & Wales, for example, Rendall and
Smallwood (2003) show that, although more highlycaded mothers have their second
child sooner, they do not ultimately have more sedcohildren, and sometimes fewer,
than unqualified women (Berrington, 2004). In FenkKoppen (2006), using the 1994
FFS survey, concludes that there is a positiveceféé higher qualifications on the
likelihood of a rapid second birth—which is alsosebved for unqualified women—but
there are no conclusions as to the final frequeri@arity 2.



As to the likelihood of having only one child, omeght expect to find a non-linear effect
of qualifications in France, as for the birth ofterd child after the second (Breton and
Prioux, 2005): a negative effect for the most hyghplialified women and those without
gualifications, and a positive effect for womentwan intermediate level of qualification,
who are more inclined to limit family size.

The effect ofmen’s educational qualificationsn having a second child has less often
been the subject of direct research. Although iy, as for women, a high educational
level appears to result in the rapid birth of aoselcchild among men (Kravdal, 2007), in
Sweden and Hungary, men’s qualifications do notehavsignificant influence (Olah,
2003). It is as the husbands or companions of tireen observed that the effect of men’s
educational qualifications is usually analysed, gaderally a positive effect is found, as,
for example, in Denmark (Gerstet al., 2007), France (K6ppen, 2006) and Germany
(Kreyenfeld and Zabel, 2005); in Germany and Aastreven appears that the husband’s
educational qualifications are more important themwife’'s (Kreyenfeld, 2002; Koppen,
2006; Prskawetz and Zagaglia, 2005). In the Unka&dgdom, however, there is no
significant effect (Kreyenfeld and Zabel, 2005).

As for French men’s likelihood of having only ortgld, we make the same hypothesis as
for women, and postulate a non-linear relationstith educational qualifications.

Working life and occupationfor women, who in France continue to take on most
domestic and parental tasks (Brousse, 1999), wordiriside the home is still difficult to
reconcile with bringing up children. Those womenowtave never gone out to work and
those who stopped work after the birth of theistfichild are therefore less likely to have
restricted their family size to one child. But aman’s occupation may also have an
influence, according to how far it can be recomtigth parenthood. This might be the
case, for example, with professional women and mgensa because a position of
responsibility is hard to reconcile with bringing more than one child; unless a large part
of the work can be delegated to paid help, whiocbukh be easier to pay for since the
mother’s income is theoretically higher. Indeedoadmg to earlier research, women in
France who were in professional positions when tineyried less frequently have only
one child than clerical and sales workers, the -amlployed and shopkeepers
(Desplanques, 1987 and 1994). We tested whetheistbtill so.

As for men’s occupations, we tested whether eapaterns are still valid: does being
self-employed, a small shopkeeper or in an “intefiate occupation” still predispose a
man to have only one child more often than beindaaner, manual worker or
professional?

Attitudes and opiniongbout marriage or the respective roles of men \w&ochen in
working and family life can also reveal a greaterlasser predisposition to choose to
restrict family size. We hypothesise that peop#dirst) the most traditional opinions are
less inclined to restrict their family size to ateld.

Characteristics of spouse and couple

As far as possible, we attempted also to consiterpersonal characteristics of the spouse
(occupation, child[ren] from a previous union), ahdse of the couple (age difference, length
of union and marital status at first birth).

Where we were unable to take into considerationstfamise’s educational qualifications,
which as we have seen may in some cases have rangetg influence, we considered
socio-occupational categorynaking the same hypotheses as above, adapted ¢etider
of the spouse.



* We hypothesise that when a man or a woman havéhleadirst child with aspouse who
already had one or more childrethere is a greater likelihood that they will oigve
one child. We also postulate that this relationshilp be higher for men—who are more
likely to live with stepchildren—than for women.

* The age differencebetween the spouses may reveal the degree oftagalism in
attitudes towards couple relations (Bozon, 199Bsdarch has shown that the division
between spouses of domestic and parental tasksrhasfluence on the likelihood of
having a second child. In Hungary and Sweden, amlpwnegalitarian attitude does not
favour a second birth in the case of women (Ol@032, on the other hand, in the United
States, in couples both of whom go out to workisithose whose division of tasks is
intermediate between “traditional” (women doingledst 85%) and “modern” (less than
54%) who are less likely to have a second childi(&ad Short, 2004).

In the absence of adequate data on the domesaogements of the couples under
study!, we used the age difference between spouses tactlase the degree of equality
in their relationship, and hypothesised that thestnireegalitarian couples (where the man
Is at least two years older than his wife), anddfore the most traditional, less frequently
have only one child.

* The status of the couple at the time of the first bighalso likely to correlate with the
likelihood of having a second child. We hypothedisigat the fact of having a first child
fairly soon after forming a couple, and/or the fattbeing married at the time of that
birth, demonstrate a stronger attachment to famalpes and consequently predisposes
people less to have only one child.

3. Data and method
Two complementary household surveys: EHF 1999 &t 2005

The results presented are based on two Frenchysuotveliffering size and nature. The first is
the 1999 family survey (EHB), a biographical survey carried out with the censnd
involving nearly 400,000 men and women. This sdHmistered survey does not contain a
large number of variables, but the size of the dangives it considerable authority in
studying family trends in France. Historically tedamily surveys have been used for studies
of fertility by parity (Desplanques, 2005). The @ed survey used is more recent and was the
first wave of the French survey in the European Gx@&gect carried out at the end of 2005,
known as EREF. Its size was more traditional (approximately D0,@nen and women) and it
was carried out face-to-face. The EHF survey, $ypample size and design, is representative
at regional level, whereas the ERFI survey is galyresentative of the households living in
Metropolitan France at the end of 2005. We gaveh bstirvey samples weighting
coefficients* that partly correct for the under-representatibparticular categories such as
the youngest, the least educated, the foreign-lamuh the unmarried. The two sources
complement each other:

u Although these data are available in the GGS-ERRley, we chose not to use them because of seiigkssof bias, since
they concern the division of tasks between spoast® time of the survey and not after the firghb Furthermore, we had
no data where the respondent was not currentiydiin a couple, even if their union had lastectast ten years after the
first birth.

12 Etude de I'Histoire Familialefamily history study.

13 GGS: Generations and Gender Survey; EERide sur les Relations Familiales et Intergeneratielles family and
intergenerational relations study.

4 The weighting coefficients were standardised ek to take account of the original size



e EHF can be used to test most of the hypothesesemung the characteristics of
individuals and couples;

 ERFI can be used to test further hypotheses rglatnthe individual: family history,
attitude to religion, opinions on male-female relas or the work/life balance; and other
hypotheses relating to the couple: rank of the miaiod age difference between spouses in
particular.

This study does not cover the whole of these saspleonly those men and women who had
a first child between 1970 and 1988 from EHF (n0#,579) and 1980 and 1995 from ERFI
(n = 2,023). We then used the results of descepsiatistics and regressions to compare the
proportion or likelihood of people not having a @ed child during the ten years that
followed the birth of their first. The ten-year et was chosen for an objective reason: fewer
than 3% of rank 2 births following a first birthgistered between 1970 and 1985 occurred
after more than ten years

First approach: descriptive statistics

First we used descriptive statistics to answelptieiminary question in our research: who are
the women and men in France who correspond to tigechild pattern? To that end we
measured two indicators within two different “k’laopulations (Table 2):

» the frequency of people who did not have a sectild within ten years of the birth of
the first,“f; "
» the weight of modality “k” in the population of pgle having only one child ten years
after the birth of the firstp;y’
N*fik*ui’k f *

, ik ui,k
Prévalence= p S ' =— where
I,

f*N f

fix: frequency of modality “k” in the total population

u; k. frequency of the one-child pattern among indiaidubelonging to modality “k”
fi: frequency of the one-child pattern in the totapplation

N: number of total population

The subpopulations whose risk of having only oni&dffi) is far from the average risk are
“automatically” associated with rare profiles. Tinequency of the one-child pattern may be
very high for a given modality “k” but only repregea very small number of people with
only one child. The reason is that in the geneagutation, the parents with only one child
most often encountered are those whagseague is high, and not necessarily those belonging
to a population in which one child only is frequéft). The two indicators in the table do
indeed measure two different things: is a measurement close to a risk andigpclose to a
prevalence.

5 This proportion is even less than 2.5% for woméw Wad a first child within a union before the a§&5, whose union
lasted at least ten years after the first birthdpulation group able to have a second child).



Second approach: regressions

In order to refine our answer to the question obwlre women and men are whblbooseor
decideto have only one child, we then ran a number gfagsions on the subpopulation of
men and women who had had their first child

» early enough not to come up against physiologiealiérs, and

« within a couple that lasted at least ten years #fefirst order birttf.

The purpose of the regressions was to test thewsahypotheses made above, largely on the
basis of a review of the European literature. Thpethdent variable is an indicator of not
having (Y=1) or having (Y=0) a second child withime ten years after a first birth. The
methodology used for these regressions was foraelattion, setting a significance level for
the variables in the model (Instruction SASelection=Forward sle=0.0% for EHF and
sle=0.15 for ERFJ. This procedure classifies variables from mostdast significant to
explain the probability of stopping after a firsiild.

We chose to run regressions rather than constwettidn models because we were only
interested here in the characteristics of thos@lpeoho do not have a second child, and not
those characteristics that favour the earlier traming of a second chitdl

Almost all the explanatory variables in the modelsted were described in the preceding
section, except for the rank of the respondentierum which the first child was born.

Synthetic variables were also specifically condedcboth to improve the quality of
interpretation and to combine variables of attigjdeligious values and practice on the basis
of answers given in ERFI.

» A variable combinindnighest qualification obtained and age at firstthirVery few births
occur in France during the mother’s education amtsequently age at first birth largely
depends on educational level. In order to allow tfos correlation, we constructed a
variable using three levels of qualification: nooe lower than CAP (vocational
certificate); CAP to baccalauréat (school-leaving certificate); and higher than
baccalauréat In each group we distinguished between those hdmb their first child
before that group’s median age and those who dafteothat age.

« A variable concerningeligious affiliation and practice which distinguishes between
three categories: practising, even occasionalterfding a religious service at least once a
year other than ceremonies as weddings, funerdl®aptisms), non-practising, and those
who state no past or present religious affiliation.

* A variable reflecting atraditional attitude towards the family and relations within
couples. Respondents are classified as “traditiah#they agree with at least one of the
following statements: “In a couple, it is betteremhthe man is older than the woman”; “If

18 Here the numbers are smaller. The regressionezpmii33,349 men and 50,561 women from EHF 199%#Adnen and
834 women from ERFI 2005. This reduction in numbgreainly due to specific union histories. For epégnwomen in the
parity 1 cohorts aged 35 and over represent less3Po of cohorts. On the other hand, just over 20%e women had
separated before the first child was ten year®oidere not in a union at the time of the firstthoir

17 Sle=0.05 means that only those variables withs&-$§tage probability of 5% are selected. This phility is not to be
confused with those given in Tables 3 and 4, wiimiespond to variable modalities.

18 Age at first hirth affects both the frequency dinting of second births: the later women bear tfigst child, the less
frequently they have a second one (Table 2), berwhey do have a second child, it is sooner (aeecirsterval of 2.7 years
between first two births in the parity 1 1980-138®ort compared with 3.6 years, depending on whetigewoman is aged
20-24 or 35-39 at the time of the first birth.

19 This construction only partly neutralises the effef qualifications, because the older memberssacthe three categories
have on average higher qualifications.



parents divorce, it is better for a child to stajthwtheir mother than their father”;
“Marriage is a life-long bond that should neverdseken”.

» A variable reflectingopinion on mothers’ labour force participatiofRespondents are
classified as less favourable to women’s paid wbthey agree with at least one of the
following statements: “A child of pre-school ageliisely to suffer from their mother
going out to work”; “Looking after the house or féyris as rewarding as working to earn
money”; “When employment is scarce, men should hpigity over women in getting a
job”.

In each case, we compared male and female modefdsrtunately none of the models test all

the explanatory variables: some variables in ER&hat available in EHF99, such as age gap

between spouses, variables of opinion and valunesredigious practice.

4. Results
Descriptive statistics

The descriptive statistics confirm that the twomytulations that most often have only one
child are those who are oldest when the first clgldorn and those who at the birth of their
first child were not living as a couple, or whoseam broke down in the ten years following

the birth (table 2). The age effect is strongenfomen than for men: a man who is relatively
old when his first child is born may not be affectby the age factor if his spouse is
sufficiently young. Of the various situations ansttries of couples, the frequency of a single
child is highly correlated with the time they lit@gether after the first birth.

In addition to the effects of age and couple’s drigt other criteria correlate with a high
frequency of the one-child pattern: nation&fityparticularly non-EU European), having been
an only child, having one’s first child with a sgeuwho already had at least one child, and
not being married at the time of the first birthor@ersely, it is relatively rare to have only
one child in the case of those of an African natliy, those who had a large number of
siblings, women who were not economically activéhattime of the first birth and even more
so those who had never worked, and men and wome@senfirst child died prematurely.
Region of domicile is also an important factor: tee-child pattern is most frequent in
South-West and South-East France, and least frequeWestern France. The effect of
qualifications is shown in an inverted U-curve,iwd single child being less frequent among
the unqualified and graduates than among thoseimighmediate qualifications. Finally, with
respect to social background and occupation atiniie of the survey, a farming background
still presents the lowest proportion of one-chifdnflies, including among the children of
farmers, whereas for a woman, having a professistiaalis job or being self-employed in the
non-farm sector more often correlates with a sichié.

The contrast between men and women, other thaganis fairly slight, except for the group

of women in management and the intellectual pradess who are much less likely to have
only one child than men in that category. The yalmigh proportion also of mothers of only
one child among those who did not stop workinghat time of the first birth confirms the

problem of the compatibility between a larger famdnd a career, and the correlation
between career and the desire to have another child

20 Nationality here means nationality at birth, wreethr not the respondent had been naturalised Farthe
time of the survey.



Table 2. Proportion of men and women who still hamly one child ten years after the first
birth (f k) and proportion of each of the subpopulations agrmarents of a single child; .
Men and women, 1970-1989.

Women | Men
Year of birth of first child
1970-79 1980-89 1970-7¢ 1980-89
fi,k | fi,k | fi,k | fi,k |
Age at first birth
under 20 16% 15% 19% 22%
20-24 19% 16% 17% 17%
25-29 27% 24% 22% 18%
30-34 44% 42% 32% 29%
35-39 60% 67% 42% 43%
40 and above 86% 87% 53% 52%
Union status and history after first birth
No union at time of first birth 51% 55% 30% 41%
Stable union for 10 years 20% 18% 21% 18%
Union breakdown and no new couple 41% 43% 39% 45%
Union breakdown and new couple 28% 25% 29% 29%
Other 25% 29% 26% 28%
Nationality at birth
France 24% 24% 23% 23%
EU country 22% 22% 18% 22%
Other European country 28% 35% 35% 26%
North Africa 8% 11% 7% 11%
Other African country 14% 12% 6% 12%
Other 18% 15% 16% 15%
Sex of first child
Boy 24% 23% 23% 22%
Girl 23% 24% 22% 22%
Own sibship size
Only child 32% 30% 29% 27%
2 or 3 children 26% 25% 25% 24%
4 or 5 children 22% 22% 21% 21%
6 and more children 19% 19% 17% 18%
Socio-occupational category
Farmer 16% 2% 19% [1% [16% [3% [18% [3%
Non-farm self-employed 26% 5% [26% 5% [25% [12%22% [10%
Higher-level occupations 25%8% 27% 8% [21% [16%[19% (14%
Intermediate occupations 26% [21% [25% [22% 24% [24%24% [24%
Clerical and sales worker 24% [49% [23% [50% [24% [12%[24% [12%
Manual worker 24% [14% [24% |12% [22% [32%|22% |37%
No economic activity 9% P% 9% 2% [18% [0% [19% [0%
Highest qualification
None 20% [21% [20% [21% [19% [19%]20% [20%
Below CAP (Primary school certificate) 250 [32% [R7% [20% [25% [23%27% [18%
CAP or BEP certificate (lower vocationallp% [25% [24% [28% [23% [33%(23% [36%
Baccalauréat(high school diploma) 24% [11% [25% [15% [26% [11%22% [11%
Higher education 21% [12% [21% |17% [19% [14%|18% [15%
\Working history close to first birth
Not working at ' birth 17% [15% [17% [16% [16% [3% [20% [3%
Stopped work in year ofbirth 17% (7% [20% (7% [39% (0% [25% (1%
Did not stop work at®Lbirth 26% [78% [25% [78% [23% [97%[22% [97%




Table 2 (continued). Proportion of men and women wfiill have only one child ten years
after the first birth (f) and proportion of each of the subpopulations apparents of a
single child (px). Men and women, 1970-1989.

Women | Men
Year of birth of first child
1970-79 1980-89 1970-79 1980-89

ik fir | fir | firc |

Marital status at first birth

Married 22% [74% [20% [60% [22% [/7% [20%[64%

Unmarried 29% [26% [30% [40% [26% [23% [27%|36%
Region of residence *

lle de France 26% [21% [25% [20% [25% [21% [22%|18%

Centre —North 22% [17% [21% [17% [21% [18% [22%[18%

Nord—Pas de Calais 21% 6% [21% [6% [18% [6% [20%6%

East — North-East 25% [10% [25% [10% [24% [9% [23%[10%

West 15% [9% [16% [9% [16% [10% [16%|9%

South-West 27% |12% [27% [12% [25% [11% [28%]|13%

Rhbéne Alpes, Auvergne 23% [11% [24% |[12% [23% [12% [21%|11%

South-East 28% [14% P27% [14% [27% [13% [26%[14%
Parental status of spouse before first birth

had child(ren) 37%* 5% * [39% [8% [39% [5% 146%|9%

had no child(ren) 23% [95% [22% [92% [22% [95% [21%|91%
Early death of first child

No death or after 10 years 24%  [100% [23% [100%[23% [100% [22%[100%

Within 9 years 9% 0% [15% (0% [8% 0% [5% 0%

Father’'s socio-occupational category
Active, unspecified former active, other 23% [11% [23% [10% [22% [11% [24%|12%

Working farmer 20% [12% [20% 9% |17% [(12% [18%|9%
Non-farm self-employed 24% [11% [23% |12% [25% [12% [21%|11%
Higher-level occupations 21% 5% [22% [7/% [21% [6% [19%[7%
Intermediate occupations 25% 8% [24% [10% [24% [8% [22%[9%
Clerical and sales worker 25% |15% [26% [16% [24% |15% [25%]|17%
Manual worker 24% [37% 23% [37% [23% [35% [23%[36%
Spouse’s socio-occupational category
Unspecified former active, no reply 34% |15% [37% [16% [20% [16% [23%[17%
Working farmer 15% 2% [16% [2% [15% [1% [16%[1%
Non-farm self-employed 23% [10% [26% |10% [29% 5% [28%4%
Higher-level occupations 21% |11% 20% [10% [25% 4% [20%{4%
Intermediate occupations 25% [20% [23% (18% [23% |18% [20%]|17%
Clerical and sales worker 24% [15% [23% [16% [23% 4% [22%}46%
Manual worker 20% [27% [20% [28% [21% (12% [21%[11%
Total 23% 23% 22% 22%

Population of reference :Women and men who had their first child between01&7d 1989.
Source :EHF99 survey

Lecture : fix — 37% of womermwho had their first child between 1970 and 1989 sehspouse had alred
had at least one child stop at one child, compaiigd39% of men. g — On the other hand, of the won
who did not have a second child within ten yearghef first, only 5% weravomen whose spouse |
already had at least one child.
Given inbold are thef; proportions furthest from the average frequencytéiics the lowest values). Tk
is not a level of significance since as a resuthefnumbers involved, proportion t&show that almost
the observed differences are significant.

*Relationship to French administrativeregions:

lle de France, Centre — North (Champagne Ardenne, Picardie, Haute-Normandie, Baksenandig
Centre, BourgogneNord—Pas de Calais,East — North-East(Lorraine, Alsace, Franche-ComtéjVes
(Pays de la Loire, Bretagne, Poitou-CharenteSputh-West (Aquitaine, Midi-Pyrénées, Limous3j
Centre-South (Rhone-Alpes, Auvergneputh-East(Provence-Alpes-Céte d’Azur, Languedatissillor|
Corse)

>




The descriptive statistics show that the charagtiesi of one-child parents are close to those
traditionally associated with low fertility, suppimig the importance of this type of study in
the European context of more general low-fertilittern and a developing one-child pattern.
They also show that the percentage of fathers asttiers of only one child has not increased
in France, despite an increase in the factors ledeck with the one-child pattern (columps

in Table 2): first births after the age of 30, unloreakdown, couples unmarried at the time of
the first birth or where one spouse already hdsld from a previous union.

Multivariate analysis

The interpretation of the descriptive statisticgliificult because of links between variables,
particularly with union breakdown and age, which determining factors for the likelihood
of having a second child. Take the example of mehwwomen who were unmarried at the
time of the birth of their first child. The propmm of those who remain one-child parents is
particularly large, but this may be because ofghéii frequency of separations. Multivariate
analysis is used to test if the effect of marriagealways significantceteris paribus,
controlling for the factor of separation.

In the regressions presented here, some varialges Table 2 are not given, either because
they were not significant in any of the models tsas the sex of the first chif), or because
they do not apparently depend on structural efféztsly death of first child). Nor did we
introduce work career, which is collinear with gecio-occupational category: all the women
who have never worked belong to the socio-occupaticategory “inactive”.

EHF SURVEY

The risk of stopping at one child is declining talde couples

Contrary to the empirical observation in Tableeris paribusanalysis reveals a significant

cohort effect; the likelihood of having only oneildhfell from the 1970s to 1980s (Odds
Ratio=0.7), taking stable couples only. This conér that the stability of the general
proportion is due to the increase in structuraltdiesc favouring a single child being

compensated for by a lower percentage of only cdvldn particular subcategories (stable
couples, first birth before 35).

Effect of postponing first child after completindueation

In regressions run before those presented here, effexcts of age and educational
qualifications were consistent with those in TaBlean upward correlation between age at
first birth and the risk of not having a secondla¢hand a inverse U-shaped correlation
between education and that same risk. The finalessgppn (Table 3) contains the variable
combining age at first birth and the highest quadiion obtained. For the least qualified and
those with intermediate qualifications, the likelitd of having only one child is higher for
those individuals who had their first child relay late (ORJ[1.5; 1.7]). They are probably
those who choose or are obliged to take more timferiming a stable couple or obtaining a
stable first job. If it is a choice, these peoplewd be the least “family” minded because of
their level of education or the values they hold.

For the most qualified women and men, relativefghhage at first birth does not significantly
correlate with a high likelihood of having only ochild. Conversely, having a first child
while relatively young does indeed reduce the iil@d of having only one child compared
with the least qualified (OR[0.7; 0.8]). In France therefore, among men and amm

21 This confirms that there is no sex bias in Fraasaye have already shown for the likelihood ofatréval of a third child,
which is the same whether the first two are botls gir both boys (Breton and Prioux, 2005).



educational qualifications have the same posititeceon the birth of a second child as in
most European countries (see Part 2, above).

Socio-occupational category: differences betweerstbxes

The effect of socio-occupational category and ddogekground is measured along three
dimensions: the respondent’s socio-occupationageay, that of their spouse (most recent or
currentf?, and that of their father. The three dimensiorscannected by social reproduction
between generations and the social endogamy ofleausing all three reduces the effects
of each variable and can be used to identify thestnsignificant effects, particularly
differences between the sexes.

The hypothesis of social reproduction of behavisurot confirmed, except for the daughters
of managerial or professional fathers, who are liésty to have only one child that all the
other categories (OR=0.6, compared with 0.8 or.@®nversely, the children of manual
workers (the reference for father’'s occupation) st likely to have only one child; the
same is true for the men and women who are manoiklens and those women whose spouse
is a manual worker. The high fertility of manual nkers in France is apparently supported,
therefore, by the fertility of foreign-born manwabrkers, because among manual workers of
French nationality (reference), the likelihood aving only one child is high, probably
because an only child has greater chances of upseaidl mobility.

The model confirms that the situations correlatwvith the lowest likelihood of having only
one child are those of couples where the womanahaays been economically inactive
(OR=0.6 or 0.7), or the man is a farmer or profassi (OR=0.7 or 0.8). Conversely, those
men whose spouse is self-employed in the non-fagatos have the highest likelihood of
having only one child (OR=1.4). These differencesMeen the sexes show that in France, as
in other European countries, “career” and “famiay& not necessarily compatible for certain
occupational categories.

Geographical origin and regional features

The effect of nationality is significant and pautiarly high in groups from Africa, especially

men from North Africa (OR=0.2). Women and men oh+ilJ European nationality, unlike

what is observed in Table 2, are not more likelyattopt the one-child pattern than the
French. However, in the countries concerned, tladehis traditionally quite frequent (Figure
1). EU Europeans according to this regression applgr adopt the one-child pattern less
often. The effect is slight (OR= 0.8 or 0.9).

The effect of the French region of domiéflés confirmed by the model. Controlling for
structural effects, residents in Western Francadstaut for their low adoption of the one-
child pattern (OR=0.5 or 0.6), and it is in Soutlest/France that the likelihood of having
only one child is highest (OR=1.1 or 1.2).

22|n the EHF survey, respondents were asked abeusdtio-occupational category of their current ostmecent spouse. In
the vast majority of cases, the current or mostnespouse was the father of the 1st child. Thisgeod proxy for partner’s
social category.

23 Some of the respondents living in the region attime of the survey were living in another regaithe time of the birth
of their first child. However, apart from lle-dedfrce, some 80% or 90% of men and women were atsoifbthe region of
domicile (authors’ calculations).



Table 3. Probability of stopping at one child, séog model
Men and women who had their first child betweenQLaid 1989 before the age of 35 (women) / 40 (men)
within a union that lasted at least 10 years dftaft first birth

Women Men
OR p OR p
Year of birth of first 1970-79 (Ref) ref ref
child 1980-89 07 | 07
No or few qualifications and first child
relatively early 0.9 * 1 -
No or few qualifications and first child
relatively late 1.7 *rx 15 *kk
Intermediate qualifications and first
. child relatively early ref ref
Education and age Intermediate qualifications and finst
child relatively late 1.6 ok 1,7 rkx
Higher qualifications and first child
relatively early 0.7 rkk 0,8 *kk
Higher qualifications and first child
relatively late 0.9 - 1,1 -
French ref ref
EU national 0.9 rkk 0,8 *kk
* -
Nationality Other Eu_ropean 1.3 1,2
North African 0.2 rxk 0,2 rkk
Other African 0.3 ok 0,2 ok
Other 0.6 e 0,5 e
lle de France ref ref
North-Centre 0.9 ok 0,9 ok
Nord-Pas de Calais 0.9 * 0,9 *
. . East—North-East 1.1 ** 11 -
Region of domicile
West 0.5 ik 0,6 ok
South-West 1.2 ok 11 *x
Rhéne-Alpes 0.9 i 0,9 *
South-East 1.1 - 1,1 *
Only child 1.4 el 1,2 ok
Own sibship size 2o0r3 ch_lldren ref ref
4 or 5 children 0.8 *kk 0,8 *hk
6 and more children 0.8 i 0,7 xkk
Marital status at first Married ref ref
birth Unmarried 1.3 ok 1,3 v
Time between couple 0-1 years 0.5 el 05  *
formation and first 2 years 0.5 *okk 0,6 *xk
child 3 and more years ref ref
Parent status of Spouse already a parent 2.3 * 3,3 )
spouse Spouse with no children ref ref




Table 3 (continued). Probability of stopping at @héd, semi-log model
Men and women who had their first child betweenQLaid 1989 before the age of 35 (women) / 40 (men)
within a union that lasted at least 10 years dftaft first birth

Women Men
OR p OR P
Formerly economically active 0.8 il 0,9 i
Farmer 0.8 Fokk 0,8 ok
, Non-farm self-employed 0.8 rkx 1 -
Father’s socio- ioher-level : s x
occupational category Higher-level occupations 0.6 0,8
Intermediate occupations 0.8 *ry 0,9 *
Clerical and sales workers 0.9 ** 1 -
Manual workers ref ref
Farmer 0.9 - 0,8 *k
Non-farm self-employed 1.1 * 0,9 *
. Higher-level occupations 1.1 b 0,8 rkk
Respondent’s own socio- di . - 09 -
occupational category Intermediate occupations 11 ,
Clerical and sales workers ref 0,9 **
Manual workers 1.2 rxk ref
No economic activity 0.6 i 0,7 -
Unknown 1.1 * 0,9 *x
Farmer 0.7 Fkk 0,8 -
Non-farm self-employed 1 - 1,4 ik
Current or last spouse’s Hiaher-| | i 07 e 1
socio-occupational igher-level occupations . -
category Intermediate occupations 1 - 0,9 **
Clerical and sales workers 1 - ref
Manual workers ref 1 -
At home, students, etc. 0.9 - 0,7 faak

Significance levels, ***: p < 0.01; **: p between(l and 0.05; *: p between 0.05 and 0.1.
Female model:-2 Log L = 44 516 / % concordant pairs = 69%

Male model; -2 Log L = 30 257 / % concordant pairs = 69%

Population of reference: women under 35 and meweud at the time of first birth, whose couf
lasted at least ten years after first birth. 50,%inen and 33,388 men.
Ranking of variables by explanatory value:

Male model: Time between couple formation and first child feua status of spouse / age education
/ nationality / region of domicile / year of birdf first child / sibship size / spouse’s socio-ewric
category / marital status at time of birth / fathesocio-economic category / respondent’s social
group
Female model:Age education / time between couple formation finsti child / region of domicile|/
nationality / parent status of spouse / year ofhbaf first child / sibship size / spouse’s sotio-
economic category / father’s socio-economic catgganarital status at time of birth
Source: EHF 99 survey

es




Reproduction of the one-child pattern

The reproduction of the one-child pattern is sigaiit among men and women, but the
correlation is higher in the female model (OR=1r2lal). Conversely, the larger one’s own
sibship size, the lower the probability of havingyone child (OR=0.7 or 0.8). In the long

term, the increase in the number of one-child femmimay well contribute to spreading this
pattern. This may be seen as an illustration ofdhefertility trap (Lutz, 2005).

Couples family-oriented from the outset

The characteristics of one’s spouse and the stdttise union at the birth of the first child
significantly affect the probability of having ontne child. The most discriminating factor is
the fact that the child born is not the first fareoof the spouses, which correlates with the
highest risk of only having one child. The effeststronger where it is the respondent’s
female partner who has already had a child (ORe8mpared with 2.3 in the female model),
which confirms our hypothesis (see above).

Couples unmarried at the time of the first birthren@ften adopt the one-child pattern
(OR=1.3). This difference persists among stablepEs) perhaps because these are less
“conservative” individuals or less oriented towaad$amily pattern. Couples who had their
first child early are extremely unlikely to havelypone (OR=0.5 or 0.6). These are probably
couples more oriented towards family values, foomhhaving more than one child is the
obvious thing to do. However, a longer delay mapdie the consequence of difficulties in
conceiving or a feeling of economic insecurity, @hipredisposes people to not have any
more children. These dimensions cannot unfortupdielcontrolled for with the EHF data.

ERFISURVEY

The ERFI survey can be used to test the effeairtiiér variables relating to tlwuple(such

as the age gap between spouses or the rank ohibe) wandsocialisation during childhood
(whether spent with both parents), and not leasakte account oindicators of values and
opinions attitude to religion, views on male-female redag and women going out to work.
The “region” variable is not included in this regse®n because of the non-representative
nature of the survey at regional level. The low bers involved’, particularly among men,
explain why so few variables are used in the mopedsented in Table 4. It is also because of
too few respondents in certain categories thattbdel focuses on French nationals and those
whose spouse had no child from a previous union st significant variables are not
identical for both sexes and are more numerous gmamen.

The positive effect of higher age at first birthr fthose with least and intermediate
gualifications is confirmed, particularly for womeand, as before, this higher age effect does
not show among the most highly qualified. The mquigticularly reveals the specific nature
of managerial women, who are extremely likely teéhanly one child (OR=3.9).

4 These low numbers also explain some high collineamong variables. For example, no regular atemad
religious services has only one child, no childd&rmer spent their childhood without one of thgrents, and
no foreign-born person has a “managerial or intéligl professional” father. There are no combimtiof rare
modalities.



Table 4. Probability of stopping at one child — séog model
Men and women of French nationality who had thiest thild between 1980 and 1995 before the agdbof
(women) in a union that lasted at least ten yefies the first birth.

Women Men
OR p OR p
No or few qualifications and first child relativedarly 0.4 * 1.2 -
No or few qualifications and first child relativelgte 2.2 ** 1.6 -
Education and age Intermediate qualifications and first child relagily early ref ref
Intermediate qualifications and first child relaiy late 3.0 wrx 2.0 *
Higher qualifications and first child relativelyrga 0.8 - 0.3 *
Higher qualifications and first child relativelytéa 0.8 - 0.9 -
Farmer, craftsperson, shopkeeper 1.4 -
Higher-level occupation 3.9 *rK
Respondent’s social Intermediate occupation 1.4 -
group Manual worker 1.7 -
Clerical and sales worker ref
Other (inactive and other?) 0.8 :
: 1st birth in first union ref ref
Union order
1st birth in second union 0.3 *X 2.0 i
. Man younger than woman 2.3 i
Age difference
between spouses Man and women same age ref
Woman younger 1.3 -
Practising 0.4 *kk 0.5 *
Religious practice | Non-practising ref
No religious affiliation 1.2 - 1.7 -
Attitude Traditional ref ref
Not traditional 0.5 *x 0.6 *
Childhood family | Spent most of childhood with parents ref
history Spent most of childhood without parents 2.0 i
*%
Duration of union | g _ 2 years 05 *
at 1st birth
3 and more years ref

Significance levels, ***; p < 0.01; **: p between(l and 0.05; *: p between 0.05 and 0.1.

Female model:-2 Log L = 528.4 / % concordant pairs = 71%
Male model: -2 Log L = 366.7 / % concordant pairs = 66.8%

Population of reference: Men and women who hadsa ¢hild between 1980 and 1995 within a union thsted at

least ten years after the first birth, where thepomdent is a French national and the child isfiise for both

parents. Numbers are 721 for the female model 8ader the male model.
Ranking of variables by explanatory value:

Male model: Time between formation of couple and first childwik of union / age education / traditional value
Female model:Age education / religion / Age difference betwepouses / traditional values / social group /
of union / having spent or not spent childhood vaginents.

Other model variables: Birth cohort / opinion on male-female relationsnarital status at time of first birth
sibship size.

D
rank

/

Source: ERFI 2005 survey




With respect to the characteristics of the coutble,age gap is only significant in the female
model, and contradicts what was expected: womersgBpouse is younger more often have
only one child. This result does not confirm the@biphesis concerning the positive effect of
egalitarian gender relations on the birth of a sdathild (Olah, 2003). The rank of the union
is significant in both models but with a differesign for men and women: having had a
previous union before the first birth reduces wotsédikelihood of stopping at one child, and
increases men’s. One explanation may be the invayeelation between fertility and the
breakdown of the previous union: for women, theakd®wn of an infertile union to start a
family with a new partner; for men, an infertilesti union demonstrating rather a less positive
attitude to family values. These hypotheses obWonused to be tested in further research.

Spending most of one’s childhood without two paselst often a discriminating factor in
family behaviour, particularly the formation andedkdown of unions. The same is true for
only children, but only in the female model (OR=Zhe reasons for a childhood spent with
only one parent may vary: death of one parent| &disence or breakdown of the union. The
numbers in the ERFI survey are not sufficient stidguish between these cases.

Another justification for using this survey is te bble to consider variables relating to values.
Religion is an undeniable vector of values. Thalltesshow that religious practice, even
occasional, correlates with a lower probability fedving only one child (OR=0.4/0.5).
Religion, however, covers fairly different forms pfactice depending on faith and sex
(Régnier-Loilier and Prioux, 2008), which makegdther more difficult to interpret these
results more closely. The small number of occasi@ma regular attenders is another
difficulty.

Among the other constructed variables of opiniomd @alues, the only significant one is that
relating to a traditional concept of the family ametationships within the couple. Contrary to
our hypotheses, the least traditional men and woanerleast likely to adopt the one-child
pattern (OR=0.5 or 0.6), and views on women going t® work have no significant
influence. The one-child pattern apparently coroesis to a more conservative and traditional
concept of relationships within the couple andftmily.

5. Conclusion

European countries’ gradual adoption of a low ligytpattern shows itself both in an increase
in childlessness and in an increase in the onekgbdlttern. We have demonstrated the
contrast between the general increase in childésssand the great diversity in the extent and
development of the one-child pattern, even withaurdries that are culturally close. In
Germany and England & Wales, childlessness is adiwgrahead of the one-child pattern,
whereas in Southern European countries the twaisireg together. France lies in a stable
intermediate position with relative low childlesseeand a fairly high proportion of women
who only have one child. This relative stabilityresmarkable, given the expected effects of
two major family demographic trends that have atpaseffect on the likelihood of having
only one child: increasing age at the time of ih& birth and a higher number of breakdowns
among couples with one child. Excluding the effexftthese two phenomena, the proportion
of men and women in France who “choose” to havg onk child has apparently fallen. The
men and women who make this choice, whether cansttaor not, present specific profiles.
Our research reveals two groups: one more “fanolygnted, who become parents soon after
forming a couple. Others, probably less “familyiemted, wait longer before having their
first child, and ultimately do not go on to a sedomhe trade-off between a woman’s work
and a bigger family is in these cases a predomifator in the decision to have a second
child. A clear distinction can be seen among wolpetveen high educational qualifications,



correlating with a fairly low probability of havingnly one child, and high social status
(manager and intermediate profession) correlatimyemwith the one-child pattern. The
various regressions also show the importance ofdiheensions of “socialisation during
childhood” and “culture”. The one-child pattern apps to be transmitted from one generation
to the next, and the effects of religion, natiotyadind social origin are highly important.

As often with this type of study, it would be insttive to be able to examine couples more
closely, which is only possible if symmetrical infeation on the spouse is available. Where
both parents were themselves only children, doissetithance the effect? In addition, some
factors could not be considered, such as the effethe difficulty some couples have in
conceiving. It would be possible to examine thisapplying to couples who had their first
child in a given year the probability of having daildren in the following ten years, allowing
for the woman'’s age at the birth of the first chiéd Toulemon did in examining couples’
choice not to have children (Toulemon, 1996). Hguio more children is less important than
complete childlessness, once one controls for geeaa first child effect, as we have done by
restricting the reference population to those waa their first child before the age of 35.

References

Avdeev A., 2003, “On the way to on-child family:eawe beyond the point of no return?:
some considerations concerning the fertility deseem Russia”Population of Central an
Eastern Europe: challenge and opportuniti&siropean population conference 2003, p. 139-
163.

A. Berrington, 2004, “Perpetual postponers? Womeman’s and couple’s fertility intention
and subsequent fertility behaviouPopulation Trends117, p. 9-19.

BIB 2004,Bevélkerung. Fakten, Trends, Ursachen, ErwarturdjenNichtigsten Fragen

M. Bozon, 1991, “Women and age gap between spousesaccepted domination?”
Population, An English selectipwol 3, p.113-148.

D. Breton, F. Prioux, 2005, “Two Children or Thre&#fluence of Family Policy and
Sociodemographic Factord?ppulationE,60, 4, p. 415-446.

C. Brousse, 1999, « La répartition du travail daigeg entre conjoints reste tres largement
spécialisée et inégale Btance, Portrait social 1999-2000Paris : INSEE, 1999, p. 135-151

Desplanques, 198TCycle de vie et milieu socjaCollections de I'lnsee, Série D, n° 117

Desplanques, 1994 « Taille des familles et miliegia », Insee Premieren®296, février
1994.

Desplanques, 2005, « Pour une histoire des engudétesles », Histoires de familles,
histoires familiales : les résultats de I'enqué&mifle de 1999 in C. Lefevre et A. Filhon (dir),
Histoires de familles, histoires familialdses Cahiers de I'lned n°156, p. 15-27

Dorbritz J., 2005, ,Kinderlosigkeit in Deutsclandndu Europa. Daten, Trends und
Einstellungen®Zeitschrift fur Bevolkerungswissensch&f, 4/2005, p. 359-408.

Ekert-Jaffé O., Joshi H., Lynch K., Mougin R. etndall M., 2002, “Fertility, timing of births
and socio-economic status in France and Britainciabopolicies and occupational
polarization”,PopulationE 57, 3, p. 475-507.



Frejka T. and Sardon J.-P., 20@hildbearing trends and prospects in low-fertildyuntries.
A cohort analysiskKluwer Academic Publishers, 422 p.

Frejka T. and Sardon J.-P., 2007, “Cohort birtheorgarity progression ratio and parity
distribution trends in developed countrieBemographic Researchol 16, art 1, p. 315-374.

0. Galland, 2000, Entrer dans la vie adulte : deges toujours plus tardives, mais resserrées,
Economie et statistiqgua® 337-338, p. 13-36.

M. Gerster, N. Keiding, L. B. Knudsen, K. Strandipé&arsen, 2007, “Education and second
birth rates in Denmark, 1981-19948emographic Researchol 17, art 8, p. 181-210.

J. Jefferies, 2001, “A reluctance to Embrace the-Child Family in Britain?” EURESCO
Conference “The second Demographic Transition iroge’, Bad Herrenalb, Allemagne, 23-
28 juin 2001

K. Kdppen, 2006, “Second births in Western Germang France”Demographic Research
vol 14, art 14, p. 295-330.

M. Kreyenfeld, 2002, “Time-squeeze, partner effectelf-selection? An investigation into
the positive effect of women’s education on secdndh risks in West Germany”,
Demographic Researchol 7, art 2, p. 15-48.

M. Kreyenfeld, C. Zabel, 2005, “Female education #ime second child: Great Britain and
Western Germany comparedSchmollers Jahrbuch — Zeitschrift fir Wirtschafisad
Sozialwissenschafteh25, p.145-156

D. Laufer, 1999 Enfants uniques. Des petites familles sous le keghrs autresBayard
Editions, 1999, 181 p.

Lutz W., 2005, "Missing births" : decomposing theclkihing number of births in Europe into
tempo, quantum and age structure effects / Tomaotka, Wolfgang Lutz, and Dimiter
Philipov. - Vienna : Vienna Institute of Demographyol. (62 p.) :

B. McKibben, 1998Maybe One. A Case for Smaller Famili@sPlume Book, 254 p.

N. Parr, 2007, “Which women stop at one child inst&alia?” Journal of Population
Researh, vol 24, n°2, p. 207-225.

B. Miller Torr, S. E. Short, 2004, “Second BirthedaSecond Shift: A Research Note on
Gender Equity and FertilityPopulation and Development Revi8®(1), p. 109-130.

L. Sz. Olah, 2003, “Gendering fertility: Secondtbh# in Sweden and HungaryPopulation
Research and Policy Revie2, p.171-200.

Prioux F., 1997, “Fertility in Spain and Italy :rfdity by birth order, family size and birth
intervals”. Participation of Ined Researchers ia @onference, XXIll rd General Population
Conference, Beijing, China, 11-17 October 199@ssiers et Recherch@S69B, Ined, 1997
pl57-165.

Prioux F., 2005, “Recent demographic developmemtSrance”PopulationE 60, 4 p. 371-
414

A. Prskawetz, B. Zagaglia, 2005, “Second Birth&\ustria”, Vienna Yearbook of Population
Researct?005, 1.143-170.

M. Rendall, S. Smallwood, 2003, “Higher qualificats, first-birth timing, and further
childbearing in England and Walé¥ppulation Trendsl111, p.19-26.



D. Rieck, 2006, “Transition to second birth . Tlese of Russia.” MPIDR Working Paper WP
2006-036

M. C. Tarnero-Pansart (dir), 1999,enfant unique. La mauvaise réputatioAutrement,
Collection Mutations, n°186, 196 p.

Terra Abrami V. et Sorvillo M. P. (1993), "La fédtité en Italie et dans ses régions : analyse
par période et par génératioRPHpulation,48, 3, 735-751.

Tilastokeskus/Statistics Finland, 200Ropulation Structure and vital statistics by
municipality 2006211 p.

L. Toulemon, 1996, “Very few couples remain voluityachildless”, Population, an English
selectionvol. 8, p. 1-27.

L. Toulemon, 2001, « Combien d’enfants, combienfréees et sceurs depuis cent ans ? »,
Population et Sociétés°374, pl-4.

L. Toulemon, 2005, « Enfants et beaux-enfants desnies et des femmes », in C. Lefévre et
A. Filhon (dir), Histoires de familles, histoires familialeses Cahiers de I'lned n°156, p. 59-
77.



