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A BSTRACT
Declining fertility throughout much of the modern world has led demographers to question
whether individual and couple childbearing behaviour is accurately reflective of the numbers
of children people intend to have. Most research into this field has been undertaken in a
European context where the emergence of sub-replacement level fertility intentions has
occurred.
In Australia, studies into childbearing intentions, desires and preferences are gathering
momentum as researchers seek to better understand the causes of the country’s fertility
trends. Although these sorts of studies are becoming increasingly common, the clear majority
of them investigate the childbearing intentions, preferences of desires of Australian women, to
the exclusion of men.
A main premise of this research is that to understand the ways in which couples negotiate
childbearing, researchers must first understand the ways in which individuals form and revise
their intentions for childbearing. This study takes as its focus the fertility intentions of
Australian men. It investigates the socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal factors
associated with their child-number intentions. Using data from twelve waves (2001-2012) of
the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey (HILDA), this research
incorporates psychological theories of goal adjustment to examine the life course events most
strongly associated with the revision of men’s intentions for children over time.
This research finds that most men intend two children, confirming the two-child norm in
Australia. The findings also demonstrate that partnered men, younger men, those with high
levels of educational attainment and men with high life satisfaction intended, on average,
more children.
As expected, when men experienced relationship dissolution, periods of unemployment, or
the birth of a child, they revised down their intentions for (more) children. Surprisingly, the
process of ageing was found to be significantly associated with increasing intentions for
children, until the age of 40-44 years, signalling the possible presence of a social age deadline
for Australian fathers.
The academic and theoretical contribution this research makes is significant. This study is the
first to apply behavioural theories to understand the way in which Australian men revise their
intentions for children over time. Importantly, it provides a framework from which future
studies of the dyadic nature of childbearing decision making can be better understood.
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―1―
I NTRODUCTION AND O VERVIEW
Although both men and women make important contributions to bringing children into life,
demographic studies of fertility and family planning have focused overwhelmingly on women.
The assumption of women’s primacy in fertility and contraceptive use has led to a downplaying
and neglect of men’s roles in studies of fertility and family planning.
(Greene & Biddlecom, 2000: 81)
At the time this research commenced, the fertility rates of Australian women were seldom out
of the media. The nation’s fertility rate had been below replacement level since 1976. The
population was (and still is) experiencing structural and numerical population ageing. In
response, to ‘fix the ageing demographic’ (Jackson & Casey, 2009), the then Government
implemented an explicit and indirect fertility policy, in the form of a maternity payment,
commonly known as the ‘Baby Bonus’. Australian women were urged to go home and perform
their patriotic duty by having at least three children—“one for the father, one for the mother,
and one for the country” (Costello, 2004).
This research initially started under the working title Mister-ing out: The invisibility of men in
explaining Australia’s low fertility. It stemmed from an interest in the lack of male
perspectives in social and political rhetoric around reproductive decision making.
Overwhelmingly, when fertility was discussed in the public and political realms, and addressed
academically, the focus was almost always on women.
Drawing on a feminist perspective that saw the ‘blame and responsibility’ (Cannold, 2004b)
attributed to women for the country’s declining fertility rate, as unfair and uninformed, the
research sought to provide a better understanding of Australia’s fertility trends by
incorporating men’s fertility information. Specifically, it questioned, first, how many children
men fathered, and whether common theories used to explain women’s ‘low’ fertility were also
applicable to men’s fertility trends.
However, to answer that question, robust data that measured Australian men’s paternity were
required. In Australia, birth registration has only ever recorded details of a child’s father if he
were legally married to the mother, or consented to having his information recorded
(Carmichael, 2013). As such, there currently exists no readily available and reliable national
information on men’s total paternity rates (TPR), although considerable work is being done in
this area (Carmichael, 2013). The task of creating such a database seemed insurmountable,
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and it became clear that it would have been “scarcely possible to test theories with the scanty
data available” (Coleman, 2000: 29).
While debates about Australian women’s fertility and its subsequent economic and
demographic consequences continued, there was considerable discussion about the
emergence of ‘lowest low’ fertility through much of Europe and Asia. These discussions
prompted researchers to consider whether women’s childbearing behaviour was accurately
reflective of their child-number desires and preferences (Goldstein, Lutz, & Testa, 2003; Testa,
2011; Toulemon & Testa, 2005; Yoon, 2016), with many confirming a considerable ‘gap’
between desired and actual fertility (Adsera, 2006; Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Philipov, 2009;
Philipov & Testa, 2006).
Meanwhile, closer to home, the first decade of the twenty-first century was a significant
period in Australia’s demographic history. The long-term downward trajectory of the country’s
total fertility rate had seemingly reversed (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014), and research into
Australian women’s desires and preferences for children burgeoned in an apparent attempt to
explain this increase in the context of the Baby Bonus (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Fan &
Maitra, 2011; Holton, Fisher, & Rowe, 2011; Mitchell & Gray, 2007; Parr & Guest, 2011; Rackin
& Bachrach, 2016; Tesfaghiorghis, 2007). Cumulatively, the research was dedicated to
understanding the ways in which changes in the macro socio-economic and demographic
environments affected women and their preferences for children over time.
Against this backdrop, the absence of Australian men, both in research and public discourse,
was still notable. Internationally, long heeded calls for men’s inclusion into research on
desired family size were coming to fruition (Bachrach & Morgan, 2012; Edmonston, Lee, & Wu,
2008, 2009, 2010; Hagewen & Morgan, 2005; Hayford & Morgan, 2008; Lappegård, Ronsen, &
Skrede, 2011; Lindberg & Kost, 2014; Roberts, Metcalfe, Jack, & Tough, 2011; Schoen, Astone,
Kim, Nathanson, & Fields, 1999), particularly throughout Europe (Berrington, 2004; Hayford,
2009; Gayle Kaufman & Oláh, 2013; Liefbroer, 2009; Ní Bhrolcháin, Beaujouan, & Berrington,
2010; Sobotka, 2011; Thomson, 1997; Toulemon & Testa, 2005; Vitali & Testa, 2015), and less
developed countries (Dodoo, 1998; Joyner et al., 2012; Snow, Winter, & Harlow, 2013). Yet, in
Australia, despite pleas for a ‘two-sex demography’ (Fransico, 1996) and a continued
acknowledgement that men should feature in fertility research (Gray, 2002; Qu, Weston, &
Kilmartin, 2000; Tesfaghiorghis, 2005b; Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004; Weston & Qu,
2004), Australian men’s voices remained missing from the fertility landscape. They were still
Mister-ing out.
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As the availability of high quality, representative data on desired and intended family size
measures became readily available in Australia, the direction of the current research shifted—
from an examination of men’s fertility behaviours and their theoretical underpinnings, to an
examination of Australian men’s intentions for children. In much the same way as had been
done for Australian women, this research became specifically concerned with providing a
better understanding of reproductive decision making through an examination of the socioeconomic, demographic and attitudinal factors that influence Australian men’s intentions for
children.

W HY

ARE MEN IGNORED I N FERTILIT Y ST UDIES ?

Childbearing is by default, a couple-level experience, regardless of whether the ‘couple’ are in
a relationship or not. Despite a long history of acknowledgement that men be included in
reproductive studies (Corjin, Liefbroer, & Jong Giervald, 1996; Forste, 2002; Fransico, 1996;
Goldscheider & Kaufman, 1996; Greene & Biddlecom, 2000), data concerns and limitations
have led most prior research to consider only the mother’s or woman’s experience of
childbearing desires, expectations, intentions and behaviours at the expense of the father’s or
man’s experiences (Joyner et al., 2012; Rendall, Clarke, Peters, Ranjit, & Verropoulou, 1999).
Demography has long considered men important economically, but as typically uninvolved in
fertility, except as a means of impregnating women (Greene & Biddlecom, 2000). To date,
most family demographic research on men, has unfortunately concentrated on the absence of
men, rather than their involvement in families, and reproductive decision making (Bianchi,
1998). When men have been included in fertility research, they “usually did so as shadows; as
partners-by-implication of those engaged in childbearing” (Bledsoe, Lerner, & Guyer, 2000: 1).
Justifications for the exclusion of men from fertility research are numerous and varied, with
some arguing that the limitations of demography’s theoretical approaches to reproduction and
its neglect of male voices have been mutually reinforcing (Greene & Biddlecom, 2000).
Cumulatively, the most frequently cited justification for the exclusion of men is a lack of
reliable, quality data on men’s childbearing behaviours (Fikree, Gray, & Shah, 1993; Joyner et
al., 2012; Juby & Le Bourdais, 1999; Karmel, 1947; Rendall et al., 1999) and intentions
(Thomson, 1997; Thomson & Williams, 1982). Many have argued that the consonance
between husbands and wives ensures that adequate information about a man’s behaviour and
intentions can be gathered from his female partner (Arpino, Esping-Andersen, & Pessin, 2015;
Rita, Laura, & Rosina, 2012; Testa, Sobotka, & Philip Morgan, 2011), but Greene and Biddlecom
(2000: 84) argue this approach neglects power relations within a relationship by treating
husbands and wives as “analogous individuals in a dyad”.
3

This thesis adopts the view that adequate work on women’s fertility behaviours and intentions
has been undertaken, both internationally (Arpino et al., 2015; Goldstein et al., 2003; Holton et
al., 2011; Knobloch-Westerwick et al., 2016; McQuillan, Greil, Shreffler, & Bedrous, 2014;
Shreffler & Johnson, 2012; Sobotka, 2011; Testa, 2012c; Testa, Bordone, Osiewalska, &
Skirbekk, 2016; Toulemon & Testa, 2005; Williamson & Lawson, 2015a) and in Australia
(Bassford & Fisher, 2016; Drago, Sawyer, Sheffler, & Warren, 2009; Fan & Maitra, 2011a;
Holton et al., 2011; Parr, 2014; Risse, 2011). As such, it adopts men as its sole focus.
Putting aside for a moment the substantial academic contribution this research will make with
its focus on men, this thesis is also driven by the double-standard that seemingly occurs in
family demographic research. Throughout the development of this research, I have become
accustomed to defending my choice to focus solely on Australian men. While the numerous
calls for men’s inclusion into research have been noted, what is striking, is the
acknowledgement of the importance of men’s inclusion in fertility and family research, and
their continued exclusion from it. Table 1.1 below identifies some key Australian research into
women’s childbearing desires, intentions and preferences, that neglects to include (or
mention) men in their studies.
Notably, many of these studies make use of national datasets for which the same information
on fertility behaviours and intentions, preferences and desires, is also collected for men.
TABLE 1.1: AUSTRALIAN RESEARCH INTO WOMEN’S FERTILITY PREFERENCES, DESIRES OR
INTENTIONS.
Author
Title
Sample
Justification for
exclusion of men
Risse, (2011)
“…And one for the
Women aged 18-44
No justification given.
country’ The effect of
years who did not
Men are not mentioned.
the baby bonus on
have an inability to
Australian women’s
have children.
childbearing intentions
HILDA data.
Holton, Fisher,
Attitudes Toward
Women aged 30-34
No justification given.
& Rowe, (2009) Women and
years living in
Men are not mentioned.
Motherhood: Their role
Victoria (n=569).
in Australian Women’s
Childbearing Behaviour
Holton et al.,
To have or not to have?
Women aged 30-34
No justification given.
(2011)
Australian women’s
years living in
Men are not mentioned.
childbearing desires,
Victoria (n=569).
expectations and
outcomes
Bassford &
Bonus babies? The
Employed women
No justification given.
Fisher (2016)
impact of paid parental
aged 21-45 years (n= Men are not mentioned.
leave on fertility
4339). HILDA data.
intentions
Drago, Sawyer, Did Australia’s Baby
Women aged 17-50
No justification given.
4

Sheffler, &
Warren (2009)
Parr, (2014)

Johnstone &
Lee (2009)

Bonus Increase the
Fertility Rate?
Fertility levels and
intentions in New South
Wales.
Young Australian
women’s aspirations for
work and family

years (n= 4,799).
HILDA data.
Women aged 18-44
years. HILDA data.

Men are not mentioned.

Women aged 18-23
years in 1996.
Sample drawn from
Australian
Longitudinal Study
on Women’s Health

No justification given.
Men are not mentioned.

No justification given.
Men are not mentioned.

Notes: HILDA refers to the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics of Australia Survey.

As outlined below, a key aim of this research is to contribute to a more holistic understanding
of the factors associated with family size intentions in Australia. International research has
demonstrated that both men and women’s fertility intentions affect fertility and family
planning (Hener, 2010; Rita et al., 2012; Sassler, Miller, & Favinger, 2008; Stein, Willen, &
Pavetic, 2014; Thomson, 1997), and importantly, that men and women differ in their desires
regarding fertility and family size intentions (Hayford, 2009; Liefbroer, 2011; Pritchett, 1994).
Internationally, the general consensus is also that socio-economic, demographic and
attitudinal factors influence men and women differently in the formation of, and realisation (or
abandonment of), fertility intentions (Berrington, 2004; Billari et al., 2011; Kapitány & Spéder,
2012; Mynarska, 2009; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009).
Childbearing is a dyadic experience. Even if the individuals involved are not a ‘couple’. Before
demographers can begin examinations of couple’s intended family size determinants or the
ways in which couples negotiate their reproductive decision making, researchers must first
understand the ways in which these factors influence men and women separately as
individuals. Adequate attention has been paid to the ways in which socio-economic factors—
such as employment—and demographic factors, such as age or partnership status, influence
women’s fertility desires, preferences and intentions. Attention must now turn to the ways in
which these factors influence men’s family size intentions.

W HY

FERTILIT Y INT ENTI ONS ? THEIR ABILITY TO PRE DICT FERTILITY
OUTCOMES AND THE ‘ PROBLEM ’ OF ‘ LOW ’ FERTILITY .

As noted, contemporary low levels of fertility have increased the sociological and demographic
attention being paid to measures of desired, preferred and intended family size. The main
driver of these investigations is to ascertain whether actual completed fertility is reflective of
individuals’ and couples’ desires for children, or whether, as expected, social and economic
barriers exist that prohibit people from having the numbers of children they would ultimately
like to have. As such, studying reproductive intentions and their formation has become
5

paramount to understanding contemporary fertility patterns and identifying the key socioeconomic, demographic and attitudinal factors that influence them.
As outlined in the following chapter, the study of fertility intentions, or intended family size
measures, are undertaken primarily with two aims—first to better inform population forecasts
and projections, and second, to better understand the factors associated with the realisation
or frustration of fertility intentions. This study is concerned with the second aim, however, a
brief discussion of the predictive ability of intended family size measures here is warranted.
The prediction of fertility behaviours has enjoyed a long and vital history in the study of
demography (Miller & Pasta, 1995). Perhaps the earliest1 and most cited case of measuring
the predictive validity of reproductive intentions is Westoff and Ryder's (1977) analyses of
intentions and behaviours for continuously married white women in the United States. They
find that at the aggregate, measures of reproductive intentions overestimated total fertility.
The conclude that no “confident statement can be made” about the predictive validity of
intentions and that they are likely “tailored to condition at time of interview and, thus, share
the same possibilities of misinterpretation as other period indices” (Westoff & Ryder, 1977:
449).
Since then, the results of other research that has sought to determine the extent to which
measures of fertility intendedness are predictive of actual fertility behaviours have been mixed.
While some studies have found a strong predictive relationship between intentions and
behaviours (Barber, 2001; Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; Harknett, Billari, & Hartnett, 2011;
Manski, 1990; Schoen et al., 1999), others have not (Berrington & Pattaro, 2014; Morgan &
Rackin, 2010; Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan, 2003; Toulemon & Testa, 2005).
Studies that have found intentions to be highly predictive of fertility behaviours have generally
found this to be true at the aggregate level (for example, Morgan and Rackin (2010)), with
marital status and time/parity specific intentions identified as important predictive factors. In
their recent study of the correspondence between fertility intentions and behaviours, Rackin
and Bachrach (2016) found that the predictive accuracy of intentions increased significantly
directly following women’s entry into marriage. Similarly Dommermuth, Klobas, and
Lappegård (2015) found that fertility intentions that were time-specific (e.g. immediate) were
significantly more predictive than fertility intentions for which the time period was unspecified
(e.g. ‘sometime in the future’)2. Intentions for children that were parity-specific were
additionally found to be highly predictive of subsequent behaviour, particularly amongst

1
2

See also Bumpass & Westoff, (1969) and Ryder & Westoff (1967).
See also Dommermuth, Klobas, & Lappegård (2011) and Philipov, Spéder, & Billari (2006).
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parents who were seemingly able to take into account their ability to manage an additional
child (Dommermuth et al., 2015; see also Barber, 2001; Schoen et al., 1999; Spéder & Kapitány,
2009).
For those studies that have found the predictive validity of fertility intentions to be lacking, the
failure to acknowledge the temporal dimension of an individuals’ (or couples’) plans to have
children (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Hayford, 2009) is a likely cause. For example, (Morgan,
2001) argues that in demographic surveys, the standard conceptualisation of fertility
intentions often lacks a time referent—that is, respondents may intend children in the short
term (the next year or so), or their plans may be for some indeterminable period in the future.
Additionally, Ajzen and Fishbein (1977: 889) argue that the link between intentions and
behaviours will be the strongest when there is congruence on four key aspects: when the
action is unambiguous and the target, context and time of the action are specified.
In a recent study of the correspondence between intentions and childbearing behaviour in 22
European countries, Harknett and Hartnett (2014) found that childbearing intentions were a
poor predictor of women’s behaviour in a majority of countries. Overall, in 20 of the 22
countries examined, the proportion of women with short term fertility intentions significantly
exceeded the proportion of women who gave birth. However, in line with Ajzen and Fishbein's
(1977: 889) suggestion, the findings indicate that women who were certain about the timing
and parity-specification of their intended birth were more likely to meet their intended childnumbers—that is, for these women, their target, context and time of the action were specified.
The presence of a ‘gap’ between intended and actual fertility is not unique to Harknett and
Hartnett's (2014) study. Indeed, the finding is common and the apparent failure of intentions
to adequately predict fertility behaviour—that is the ‘gap’ between intended and completed
fertility—relates to the second aim associated with their study, particularly at the micro
individual level. The second aim associated with the study of fertility intentions is to better
understand the socio-economic and demographic factors that operate, either as constraints or
enablers, when individuals attempt to meet their childbearing goals. In countries and contexts
where completed fertility has been, or is unrepresentative of an individuals’ or couples’
desired or intended fertility, the ‘gap’ becomes an area of keen research to demographers and
policy makers alike, in an effort to make it easier for individuals and couples to achieve their
desired family sizes.
This gap, often conceptualised as a “latent demand for family policy” (Philipov, 2009a), has
driven an emerging body of work, particularly throughout Europe, concerned with the role of
pro-natal and family policies to increase total fertility and address the socio-political factors
7

seen as constraining people in achieving their desired family sizes (Philipov, 2009a; Philipov &
Testa, 2006). The general consensus amongst this work is that if desired family size were
fulfilled, fertility rates would increase significantly—and at least to levels consistent with
replacement (Philipov, 2009a).
While the majority of this work has been undertaken in European countries, where they have
witnessed the rise of sub-replacement level fertility intentions (Goldstein et al., 2003; Philipov
& Bernardi, 2012; Philipov, Thévenon, Klobas, Bernardi, & Liefbroer, 2008; Sobotka, 2009),
there is also a growing body of Australian work that investigates the effect of family policies on
increasing (women’s) fertility (Drago et al., 2009; Guest & Parr, 2009; Holton et al., 2011; Parr
& Guest, 2011b), and intentions, expectations or desires (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Risse,
2011). However, there has been little work that has examined whether a ‘gap’ exists between
intended and completed fertility for Australian men and women (although see Keygan, (2013)
for an exception).
Where research has indicated a gap, it has been taken to indicate the existence of a window of
opportunity for policy action. However, as Philipov (2009) points out, these policies, whether
framed as ‘familial’ or as overt pronatal policies, raise a diversity of problems, including
ecological fallacies. He argues that the commonly used measure, ideal family size, is
problematic, particularly given that ‘ideal’ conditions of life are rarely satisfied and as such, the
measures are likely to be biased upwards (Philipov, 2009a). However, most problematically,
the gap between intended and completed family size is often measured at the macro
aggregate level, while policies act primarily at the micro individual level (Philipov, 2009a).
Philipov (2009) goes on to argue however, that the use of fertility intentions as a measure of
family size is not subject to the same fallacies. Specifically, fertility intentions, measure a
realistic desire to have a child, and as such, both the intention and the outcome (realisation or
failure of the intention) can be measured at the individual level (Philipov, 2009: 357).
Furthermore, detailed information about an individuals’ fertility intentions, and their revision,
realisation or frustration, provide valuable information for policy outcomes for two reasons.
First, they identify the enablers and constraints associated with childbearing, and second,
identify the populations affected by them, thus identifying the targets of the associated
policies (Philipov 2009).
A key aim and focus of this research is to contribute to policy developments that are aimed at
making it easier for Australians to achieve their intended family size goals. This thesis does not
however, examine whether the men in its sample are successful or not in their pursuit of their
childbearing goals. What it does do, in line with Philipov (2009b), is first, identify the enablers
8

and constraints to the formation of men’s intentions for children, and second, specifically
identify the populations influenced by these factors. As explored below, these research aims
would not come to fruition with the adoption of measures of desired family size, or expected
child numbers.

F ERTILITY

DESIRES , EXPECTATIONS AND INT ENTIONS :

D ISCRETE

OR

I NTERCHANGEABLE ?
As research into childbearing desires, expectations and intentions has increasingly become of
interest demographers, more attention has been paid to the similarities and differences of the
terms used to study these constructs—there is a continuously growing body of work that pays
attention to these issues (Bühler, 2012; Micheli & Bernardi, 2003; Miller, 2011a, 2011b, 2011c).
Desires (sometimes measured as preferences), expectations and intentions for children all
constitute prior stages to actual childbearing behaviours and outcomes. Because of this
similarity, numerous studies treat the terms as synonymous and interchangeable. However, to
do so, as argued by Miller and others (Miller, 1994, 2011c; Miller & Pasta, 1995; Miller, Severy,
& Pasta, 2004), is to ignore an important theoretical distinction.
Miller (2011b) suggests that the conflation of the measures ‘desires’ and ‘intentions’ has
occurred for several reasons including; conceptual confusion as a result of poorly defined
constructs, the presence of one (but rarely both) of the terms in large scale surveys and the
difficulties of distinguishing the concepts in some languages. Furthermore, he argues, a
research emphasis on fertility intentions (brought about by their proximity to childbearing
behaviour) has contributed to the failure of some studies to recognise the difference between
the terms (Miller, 2011b).
For Miller (2011c) and others (Ajzen, 2011; Gray, Evans, & Reimondos, 2012; Mencarini, Vignoli,
& Gottard, 2015), the distinction between the constructs is clear. However, for others in the
field, while they may explicitly acknowledge the difference in terms, usually go on to use them
synonymously anyway (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Edmonston et al., 2010; Fan & Maitra,
2011b; Lampic, Svanberg, Karlström, & Tydén, 2006; Risse, 2011; Roberts et al., 2011;
Thompson & Lee, 2011a)3. Some argue that the difference between expectations and desires
is easily understood (Berrington & Pattaro, 2014; Freedman, Coombs, & Bumpass, 1965;
Weston & Qu, 2004), and that the subtly in measures is found between expectations and
intentions (Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Liefbroer, 2009; Yeatman, Sennott, & Culpepper, 2013).

3

An in-depth discussion of the ways in which the terms are used features in Chapter Two.
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Perhaps the most commonly (mis)used conflation between terms occurs when research seeks
to measure expectations and intentions (Hin, 2012; Holton, 2010; Risse, 2011; Yeatman et al.,
2013). For example, in their study of some of the reasons that individuals and couples may
revise their expected family size, Iacovou and Tavares (2010: 10) devote ample attention to
delineating the differences between intentions and expectations, but then state “for practical
purpose, these two concepts may be thought of as measuring the same thing”.
This research takes the terms to mean the following. Fertility preferences and/or desires
relate to an individual’s or couples’ feelings or desires related to having children (Yeatman et
al., 2013). Desires are formed devoid of any situational constraints, and do not account for
others’ wishes or wants. Furthermore, there are different types of desires, as outlined by
Miller and Pasta (1995), that relate to the baseline desire to have a child/children, child
number desires and child timing desires (i.e. when to have a child or more children). Building
on fertility desires, fertility expectations are more realistic projections about future fertility
that incorporate desires for children, as well as information and beliefs about fecundity, and
access to contraception (Ryder & Westoff, 1967; Yeatman et al., 2013). This research, in line
with Azjen (1991:181) takes ‘intentions’ to be “psychological states that represent what
someone actually plans to do. They are based on desires, but take into consideration what
others desire and what actually can be achieved. They are, so to speak, desires constrained by
reality”.
While purely academic and theoretical research theorises on the psychological differences
between the constructs and their formations and measurements, one particularly relevant
point is that it respondents who are asked these questions are unlikely to be aware of their
inherent differences. That is, in answering questions about their wanted future family size,
respondents are unlikely to make a distinction between preferences, desires and intentions,
particularly if the survey questions which seek to elicit these responses do not adequately
define the differences. For example, Bühler (2012: 8) suggests that survey “questions mix
elements of preferences and intentions because they ask about intentions to reach
reproductive goals, but not about intentions to perform particular behaviours in order to reach
these aims”—that is, not about intentions to maximise the likelihood of getting pregnant (i.e.
stopping contraception, measuring ovulation, engaging in sexual intercourse).
While this research is interested in the fertility intentions of Australian men, and adopts the
above definition of intentions, it is of course, constrained by the secondary nature of the data
employed throughout. Because of the make-up of the module on family formation questions
in the HILDA survey, it is not possible to comment on what the differences, if any, the
respondents to these questions understood to be between the family formation measures.
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However, in this research, whether (or not) the respondents understood the differences
between the measures is somewhat irrelevant, particularly because the question on fertility
intentions questions respondents on the numbers of additional children they intend to have4.

E MERGING

WORK THAT IN CLUDES MEN

The call for the inclusion of men in fertility studies has been noted above. As work into
intended family size continues to gather momentum both internationally and in Australia, a
substantial body of work that specifically recognises men in their studies has emerged (Bianchi,
1998; Edmonston et al., 2010; Goldscheider & Kaufman, 1996; Goldscheider, Oláh, & Puur,
2010; Greene & Biddlecom, 2000; Kavanaugh, Kost, Maddow-zimet, & Frohwirth, 2016; Lampic
et al., 2006; Puur, Oláh, Tazi-Preve, & Dorbritz, 2008; Roberts et al., 2011; Westoff & Higgins,
2009; Zhang, 2011).
Perhaps the most comprehensive compilation of research into family formation, and intended
family size is the recently completed REPRO project in Europe. The project, which took as its
subject, reproductive decision-making in a macro-micro perspective, aimed to improve
“knowledge, and to generate new scientific and policy-oriented knowledge on the factors that
affect changes in the birth rates and influence the reproductive decision-making of
contemporary Europeans” (Philipov, Liefbroer, & Klobas, 2015: v). The three-year project was
keenly focussed on better understanding the intersection of the micro and macro phenomena
of family formation. For example, researchers in the project argued that understanding the
micro-phenomena (such as the gap between intended and actual family size) and the macrophenomena (such as low birth rates) could be substantially improved by focusing on
individuals’ and couples’ reproductive decision-making. All the resulting research output
examined fertility intentions and intended family size measures for both men and women—
either individually or as members of a couple5.
Amongst these studies are those that specifically examine the role of men’s gender attitudes
and beliefs on family formation intentions (and behaviours) (Kapitány & Speder, 2011; Speder,
2009), as well as those that investigate social age deadlines for men’s childbearing (Billari et
al., 2011), and the factors associated with the postponement or abandonment of men’s
intentions for children (Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Kapitány & Spéder, 2012). The specific
inclusion of men’s perspectives in the overarching study stems from the acknowledgement
that “social influences often affect men and women differently” (Philipov et al., 2008: 49), and
4

An in-depth discussion of the data and the family formation module in HILDA is provided in Chapter
Three.
5
Of the 24 articles and one book produced from the project, all but one study includes men in its
sample. See Matysiak & Mynarska (2010).
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as such, men and women are likely to form and realise/abandon intentions for children
differently (Kapitány & Spéder, 2012).
Of course, European work that includes men’s perspectives in their studies of fertility
intentions are not exclusive to the REPRO project. There is a large body of work that examines
issues ranging from the typology of men’s education (Begall & Mills, 2012; Eriksson, Larsson,
Skoog Svanberg, & Tydén, 2013; Martin-Garcia, 2008) and men’s ‘baby longing’ (Miettinen,
Basten, & Rotkirch, 2011; Rotkirch, Basten, Vaisanen, & Jokela, 2011) to the relationship
between men’s income levels and their intentions for children (Augustine, Nelson, & Edin,
2009; Dommermuth & Kitterod, 2009; Sharon Sassler, Roy, & Stasny, 2014; Vitali & Testa,
2015). While not directly related to fertility intentions, increasingly work is being completed
into the relationship between men’s desired family sizes and their knowledge of biological
fertility issues (i.e. fecundity and infertility) (see Daumler, Chan, Lo, Takefman, & Zelkowitz,
2016; Lampic et al., 2006; Vassard, Lallemant, Nyboe Andersen, Macklon, & Schmidt, 2016).
Against this international backdrop, and potentially inspired by the work of the REPRO project,
Australian research that includes men in its study of family formation and expected/desired
family size is also increasing. For example, special attention has recently been paid to the
family size desires of childless men (and women) in Australia (Gray et al., 2012), as well as the
ways in which men’s (and women’s) desired family sizes change over the life course
(Arunachalam & Heard, 2014). In a similar vein, as Virtala, Vilska, Huttunen, & Kunttu's (2011)
study, which examined Finnish university students’ awareness of ageing and fecundity issues,
Australian research into this area is also being completed. Specifically examining men’s
(attending university) perspectives on the timing of parenthood and their attitudes to family
formation preferences, Thompson and Lee's (2011a, 2011b) work represents an attempt to
“complement existing research among young women” (Thompson & Lee, 2011b: 807).
Cumulatively, their work finds that the majority of men desire to become fathers well into
their thirties, and that knowledge of fecundity issues is low.
Although research into Australian men’s family formation desires and preferences is
increasing, work that seeks to understand Australian men’s fertility “intentions” often focuses
on the intendedness or wantedness of pregnancy (Rowe et al., 2016)6. While these Australian
studies must be recognised for their inclusion of men in fertility studies, they focus primarily
on men’s biological fertility. As such, they do not necessarily contribute to research that seeks
to identify the socio-economic and demographic factors that influence men in the formation
and revision of their intentions for children. This research seeks to address this gap.

6

See Kavanaugh et al. (2016) for a discussion on men’s pregnancy intendedness in the United States.
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R ESEARCH

QUESTIONS AN D AIMS

The overarching objective of this research is to understand what factors are associated with
men’s intentions for children. Situated under this overarching aim, three more specific,
detailed aims exist. First, to investigate, at the aggregate (macro) level, the stability and
change in men’s intended family sizes. This undertaking will provide a useful foundation for
exploring the different social, demographic, economic and cultural factors associated with
Australian men’s intentions for children. This first aim attempts to address the underresearched and theorised field of men’s childbearing intentions by exploring the variations in
Australian men’s intended family sizes cross-sectionally, at two time points. This first aim will
contribute towards the development of empirical models that provide a better understanding
of Australian men’s intentions for children.
Second, this research aims to explore the factors that are significantly associated with the
formation of men’s intentions for children. It is also concerned with whether, over time,
factors associated with aggregate levels of intentions for children have remained as strong, or
diminished in their explanatory power. To achieve this aim, a special focus on the impact of
parity, and sex of current children will be adopted.
While the achievement of the first two research aims will provide a comprehensive
understanding of men’s intentions for children at the aggregate population level (macro), they
do not address the impacts of changing circumstances across the life course, and the effects
these transitions have on men’s intentions for children. Thus, the third, and final aim of this
research is to identify the specific life course transitions that influence revisions to men’s
intentions for children over time. By providing this male-specific context, this research aims to
‘fill-out’ the current female-centric theories of fertility behaviour. This aim has been adopted
with the purpose of contributing to Australian policy developments that are aimed at making it
easier for Australians to achieve their intended family size goals.
This research is guided by three main research questions. They are:
1. Have men’s intended family sizes changed generationally over the past eleven years at a
cohort/aggregate level?
2. What are the key demographic, socio-economic and attitudinal factors associated with
Australian men’s intentions for children?
a) Have these determinants remained the same, or changed over time?
3. What are the impacts of life course transitions on men’s intentions for additional children
over time?

13

a) What combined effects do age and sex composition of current family have on men’s
intentions for additional children over time?

T HESIS

OVERVIEW

The organisation of the chapters for this thesis is as follows. Chapter two reviews popular
theoretical perspectives together with empirical literature on childbearing intentions. It
outlines the three major psycho-social approaches, and situates them in a broad life course
perspective. The chapter concludes with the presentation of a theoretical framework from
which to understand this research.
Chapter three introduces readers to the dataset used throughout the thesis—the Household,
Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey (HILDA). The chapter outlines the associated
strengths and limitations of the data, as well as discussing the design of the family formation
questions in the HILDA. The chapter concludes with a description of this thesis’ sample and
discussion of some methodological considerations within the thesis.
This thesis contains three results chapters. The first of the descriptive results are presented in
Chapter four, which examines the stability and/or change in men’s intended family size scores
cross-sectionally across a variety of socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal
characteristics. The chapter places these findings in the broader social, political and economic
period effects occurring in Australia between 2001-2012. Analysis in Chapter five examines
and compares the between group differences of men’s intentions for children cross-sectionally
at three time points. The chapter adopts a range of bivariate and multivariate logistic analyses
and questions whether factors associated with men’s intentions for children have remained
the same or transformed over time. The last of the results chapters, Chapter six, extends the
previous analyses and, longitudinally examines the effect of life course transitions on men’s
revisions to their intentions for children over time. Importantly, the chapter investigates the
within group differences of men’s intentions for children.
Finally, Chapter seven reviews the findings of the thesis, summarising its contributions to the
area of fertility intention research. It identifies opportunities for future research in the context
of the current study’s limitations.
The following chapter examines the theoretical framework within which this research is
situated.
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―2―
T OWARDS A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF MEN ’ S FERTILITY
INTENTIONS

In the process of fertility decline and the subsequent social changes, men’s role and
participation nevertheless, have hardly been considered by most demographic literature.
Fertility theories that are used to explain changes in human fertility have rarely included men.
(Zhang, 2011: 3)

I NTRODUCTION
The preceding chapter introduced the study of childbearing intentions, and outlined their
growing interest as an area for demographic research. It also touched on some of the
justifications behind the exclusion of men from studies that investigate child number
intentions of individuals and couples. The study of fertility intentions is undertaken primarily
with two aims. The first, at the aggregated macro level, is concerned with better
understandings of overall fertility behaviour and is sometimes used to improve fertility
forecasts and population projections (Arpino et al., 2015; Morgan, 2001; Morgan & Rackin,
2010; Philipov, 2009a; Thévenon, 2010). Changes at the macro level of economic, political or
social contexts in Australia have been demonstrated to strongly affect the fertility outcomes
and intentions of men (and women) (Drago, Sawyer, Sheffler, & Warren, 2009; Fan & Maitra,
2011; McDonald, 2013; McDonald & Moyle, 2011;). For example, the increased labour force
participation of women, coupled with the increasing opportunity costs of becoming a parent
have been aptly discussed in the literature (Bauer & Kneip, 2013; Baxter, Buchler, Perales, &
Western, 2015; Sobotka, Skirbekk, & Philipov, 2011), as has the effect of pronatal
Governmental policy on the timing and frequency with which Australians enter parenthood
(Guest & Parr, 2009; Jackson & Casey, 2009; Lattimore & Pobke, 2008; Parr & Guest, 2011)7.
At the individual micro level, the study of intentions is largely focussed on understanding the
factors that are associated with the realisation or frustration of fertility intentions, with an aim
to better understand the ‘gap’ between intended and actual fertility (Kapitány & Speder, 2011;
Kapitány & Spéder, 2012; Klobas, 2010; Schoen et al., 1999; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009).
Changes in employment, education and relationship status, have been shown to influence the
fertility intentions of both men and women (Adsera, 2011; Bavel, 2006; Buber, Panova, &
Dorbritz, 2013; Testa, 2012c; Yu, 2005; Yu, Kippen, & Chapman, 2007), as well as their ability to

7

For a more detailed discussion of these macro level changes, refer to Table 4.2 in Chapter Four.
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successfully achieve their intended behaviours (Adsera, 2006; Guzzo & Hayford, 2013;
Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Liu & Hynes, 2012).
Although the current study is concerned with both the macro and micro level analyses of
men’s intentions for children, it is not however, focussed on improving population projections
or fertility forecasts. Nor is it focussed on men’s subsequent achievement or failure to realise
their intentions. This research instead focusses on how different transitions across men’s lives
influence their intentions for children, and how a better understanding of the effects of these
transitions can contribute to a theory on fertility intentions.
While currently, no specific demographic theory of fertility intentions exists (Ajzen & Klobas,
2013; Philipov, 2011), three main psychosocial theories concerned with behavioural intentions
and subsequent behavioural outcomes, are frequently applied to the demographic study of
fertility intentions. Similarly, classic economic explanations of fertility decline, such as those
based on opportunity costs and time allocation are often used to explain the failure of
individuals and couples to realise their intended fertility (Bauer & Kneip, 2013; Kapitány &
Spéder, 2012; Keizeer, 2010; Kohlmann, 2002; Sobotka et al., 2011). These models, and the
rates at which they are applied to the study of fertility intentions, have resulted in substantial
discussion around their efficacy in providing a better understanding of the macro and micro
level contexts of fertility intention formation (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Buhr & Huinink, 2014;
Huinink & Kohli, 2014; Philipov, 2009a, 2011; Philipov et al., 2008; Sheeran, 2002).
This chapter reviews the three major theoretical perspectives together with empirical
literature on childbearing intentions. It concludes by presenting a theoretical framework
specific to the study of men’s fertility intentions that combines the existing psychosocial
approaches within the broad theoretical framework of the Life Course Theory (Elder, Johnson,
& Crosnoe, 2003).

R EVIEW

OF

C URRENT T HEORETICAL

APPROACHE S :

As early as the 1950s, researchers have been attempting to explain changing fertility trends
and childbearing intentions (and/or preferences, expectations, desires) in relation to changing
social norms and gender roles (Freedman, Coombs, & Bumpass, 1965; Ryder, Freedman, &
Campbell, 2016; Ryder & Westoff, 1967; Westoff, Mishler, & Kelly, 1957; Westoff & Ryder,
1977). The primary drivers of these trends, and their effects on individuals’ and couple’s
childbearing intentions have been sought at both the macro social level, as well as the
individual micro level. Key amongst these drivers have been changing gender roles (Baxter et
al., 2015; Bernhardt, Goldscheider, & Turunen, 2016; Frances Goldscheider et al., 2010;
Kaufman, 2000), women’s increased participation in the labour market (Begall & Mills, 2011;
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Engelhardt & Prskawetz, 2002; Fahlén & Oláh, 2009; Gauthier, Emery, & Bartova, 2014;
Shreffler, Pirretti, & Drago, 2010) and education (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; Testa, 2012c; Yu,
2005), as well as increasing opportunity and economic costs associated with childbearing
(Bauer & Kneip, 2013; McDonald, 2000). While these ‘macro’ conditions do not directly affect
fertility per se, they do impinge on the fertility decision-making processes of individuals and
couples (Testa et al., 2011). As interest in the study of childbearing intentions, and their
determinants, has increased, so too have the theoretical approaches that seek to explain the
formation, realisation, frustration and revision of fertility intentions—both at a macro and
micro level.
Amongst these include the very prominent Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), the related
Traits-Desires-Intentions-Behaviours (TDIB) model, and the less utilised, Theory of Cognitive
Dissonance (TCD). In a special edition of the Vienna Yearbook of Population Research (2011)
on reproductive decision making, a special ‘debate’ section featured analyses in which the
merits and disadvantages associated with each of the theories above were outlined. The
debate was heated and stemmed from an opening contribution from Morgan and Bachrach
(2011) in which they argued the TPB was a somewhat inappropriate theory for the study of
fertility as it rested on the assumption that behavioural intentions were the product of rational
decision-making processes, while empirical evidence suggests that intentions for children are
based on anything but (Morgan & Bachrach, 2011)8. Their arguments were met with criticism,
and throughout the issue, both annotations on the TPB and the TDIB itself were proposed as
competing alternate solutions to the ‘problem’ that demography lacks a specific theory on
fertility intentions (Philipov, 2011).
It is a central tenet of this thesis, that these theories, although often pitted against one
another, are inextricably linked through their use and reliance on the life course perspective as
the underlying theoretical foundation in which they are all grounded. While these theories
‘need’ the life course perspective in order to better understand the effect of life course
transitions (such as partnering) on fertility intentions, the relationship is symbiotic in that “the
life course approach should be based on an adequate theory of action since individuals try to
maintain or improve their lives over time by pursuing various and situationally dependent
goals” (Buhr & Huinink, 2014).
While, as mentioned, there is a continuously growing body of empirical work that seeks to
explain revisions to fertility intentions against the broad backdrop of the life course
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For example, evidence documents that up to half of the births in the United States are unintended, and
as such not the product of rational decision making (Bachrach & Morgan, 2013).
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perspective, thus far, there has been little theoretical work that has attempted to synthesise
the psycho-behavioural and life course models together. As such, the following section aims
to, first, outline these theories—both their strengths and shortcomings, as they relate
specifically to the formation and revision of intentions for children, and second, to develop a
theoretical framework that pulls together the existing theoretical approaches and grounds
them within a life course perspective.

T RAITS -D ESIRES -I NTENTIONS -B EHAVIOURS M ODEL (TDIB)
This model, articulated by Miller (1994), which sees as its starting point, an individual’s
underlying motivations towards childbearing, is based on a four-step psychological sequence;
first, the formation of motivational traits, second, the activation of these underlying traits into
desires (for children), third, the translation of desires into intentions, and finally, the
implementation of childbearing intentions into childbearing behaviours.
Miller’s work, considered by some, as the most comprehensive attempt to integrate emotions
into the study of childbearing motivations and intentions (Rotkirch et al., 2011), has been
adapted over time and features in numerous studies that examine both individuals’ (Miller &
Pasta, 2002), and couple’s (Rita et al., 2012; Testa, Cavalli, & Rosina, 2014) childbearing
intentions and behaviours. Its use in studies that take couples as their focus has been
considerable, due in large part to the theory’s reformulation to explicitly consider the dyadic
nature of reproduction (Miller & Pasta, 1995; Miller et al., 2004).
The first stage of this model, the formation of ‘motivational traits’, refers to the inherent,
underlying disposition of an individual to feel, think and behave in certain ways in respect to
fertility and childbearing (Testa, 2012a). These traits, which remain latent until ‘activated’, are
influenced by childhood environments and experiences, and have “complex genetic and
experiential origins” (Miller, 2010; Miller & Pasta, 2002). Once activated, these motivational
traits are experienced as a conscious desire for a child or children. While childbearing
motivations can involve both positive and negative feelings that are evoked by children and
their care (Miller et al., 2004), childbearing desires are much more specific—that is, they are
decision related (Miller et al., 2004). Childbearing desires, of which Miller and Pasta (1995)
identify three types, are related to the baseline desire to have a child, desires related to childnumber and desires about when to have a child, or children (child-timing). Interestingly, these
desires are formed in somewhat of a vacuum, and are devoid of any concern of situational
constraints that may lead to their unlikely fruition (Miller, 2011a, 2011b).
The third stage in this model refers to intentions, operationalised by some, as “desires
constrained by reality” (Testa, 2012a), in which, the culmination of motivational traits and
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desires result in the formation of a commitment to act in a particular way in order to achieve a
goal—in the specific case of childbearing, the birth of a child—at some point in the future.
Importantly, behavioural intentions are assumed to incorporate the desires of important
others, presumably a partner, as well as other situational constraints that may constrain an
individual in achieving their childbearing desires (Miller, 2011c; Testa et al., 2011). Finally, in
the context of childbearing, behavioural formation is aimed at either achieving or avoiding a
pregnancy. As mentioned, the use of this model in research that examines couple level
decision-making is routine—the model has the ability to organise and combine individual-level
fertility intentions into a couple-level model by incorporating the TDIB sequence of each
individual with the perceived TDIB components of their partner.
Men, due to biological constraints, have somewhat limited control over childbearing behaviour
in that they require a partner in order to have a child. As such, within the TDIB model, the
specific formation of men’s childbearing intentions, as well as child-number and child-timing
intentions, must be understood as an iterative process in which men revise and renegotiate
their intentions for children within the dual context of situational constraints, as well as the
perceived childbearing desires and intentions of their partner.
Because this research focusses specifically on men through the use of secondary quantitative
data, and examines both those who are partnered and those who are not, it is not possible to
examine the specific role that desires, or partners’ desires, play in the formation and revision
of men’s intentions over their life course. This does not mean however, that the TDIB cannot
be of use in understanding Australian men’s intentions for children. Within this specific
context the model will serve as a framework for understanding specific traits that have been
identified as important factors in terms of fertility decision-making. For example, age, country
of birth and ethnicity have all been demonstrated to be driving traits behind the formation of
fertility desires and intentions (Billari et al., 2011; Carlson, 2015). Further, the
intergenerational transmission of family size (Axinn, Clarkberg, & Thornton, 1994; Booth &
Kee, 2006; Kotte, 2012) has been previously explained in terms of genetic predisposition
(Kohler, Rodgers, & Christensen, 1999), as have social interactions with kinship groups growing
up (Balbo & Mills, 2010; Klobas, 2010; Monstad, Propper, & Salvanes, 2010).
In a recent study of educational differences in men and women’s fertility desires, intentions
and behaviours, Berrington and Pattaro (2013) used the TDIB framework to identify how
educational experiences relate to fertility desires in adolescence and to the achievement of
fertility intentions later in life. Miller (1992) argues that individuals may develop interests and
goals that either reinforce or extinguish skills, interests and goals related to childbearing, as a
direct result of educational successes (or failures) in early childhood. As such, Berrington and
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Pattaro (2013) hypothesise that educational experiences in adolescence (as well as parental
expectations) will result in delaying entry to parenthood. Their results confirm the important
role that childhood educational experiences, and parental expectations—motivational traits—
play in the onset of fertility intentions later in life.
By adopting the TDIB framework, this study specifically examines the role that these ‘traits’,
referred to in subsequent chapters as background factors, play in the formation of, and
revision of Australian men’s intentions for children. Age, country of birth, ethnicity and
education all feature in modelling later in this thesis (Chapters Four-Six). Furthermore, traits
related to family characteristics as men grow up (for example, number of siblings), are also
included such that the possible intergenerational transmission of fertility intentions can be
measured (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; Booth & Kee, 2006; Kotte, 2012).

T HEORY

OF

C OGNITIVE D ISSONANCE

Developed in 1957, Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance was first explored in an
introductory psychology course, where Festinger and colleagues designed an experiment in
which students performed menial tasks and were then interviewed on their opinions upon
completion of those tasks. The experiment, with three control groups, prepped students to
think about the tasks (sorting beads) in different ways in order to examine the dissonance
between their opinions and the tasks they were required to complete (Clark, McCann, Rowe, &
Lazenbatt, 2004; Festinger, 1957). Since then, the theory has been used in numerous studies
that range from cigarette smoking and cessation behaviours (Clark et al., 2004; McMaster &
Lee, 1991), consumer behaviour (Kassarjian & Cohen, 1965) and eating disorders (Becker et al.,
2010; Becker, Smith, & Ciao, 2006).
The theory itself is based upon three basic hypotheses. First, individuals have a need for
coherence in their beliefs and attempt to maintain coherence between them. However, when
new or existing information contributes to a conflict in these beliefs, the existence of
dissonance, that is, a psychologically uncomfortable state, will motivate individuals to try to
reduce such dissonance or discomfort. Second, when dissonance is present, individuals will
likely try to reduce the discomfort by actively avoiding situations or information which would
likely increase the dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Third, individuals will resolve their dissonance
in one of three ways; by changing their beliefs, by changing their actions, or by changing the
perceptions of their actions. For example, in Clark et al.'s (2004) study which examined
smoking behaviours amongst Australian undergraduate nursing students, she found that
respondents’ feelings of dissonance increased as they became more conscious about their
health, and the consequences of smoking behaviours. This caused respondents who smoked
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to change their beliefs in order to make them consonant with favourable attitudes towards
smoking and health promotion (Clark et al., 2004).
More recently, as interest in fertility intentions and trends has peaked, the theory has
experienced a revival in the field of childbearing decision-making, particularly amongst those
studies that seek to explain the failure or abandonment of fertility intentions (Balestrino &
Ciardi, 2007; Berrington, 2004; Micheli & Bernardi, 2003; Philipov, 2009b; Spéder & Kapitány,
2014)9. Although the theory itself does not explicitly relate to the formation of intentions, it is
commonly used as an explanation for why, particularly as individuals reach the ends of their
childbearing careers, intended fertility and completed fertility converge (Heckhausen, Wrosch,
& Feelson, 2001; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Kapitány & Spéder, 2012; Liefbroer, 2009;
Thompson, Woodward, & Stanton, 2011). That is, why respondents revise down their
intentions for additional children as a possible response to the dissonance felt between their
desire for additional children, and the difficulty they may face in achieving their childbearing
goals.
In their study on parenthood and attitudes towards mothering and gendered divisions of
labour Baxter et al. (2015) investigate why the onset of parenthood leads to attitudinal
changes amongst men and women. They are particularly interested in the ways in which men
and women with more gender egalitarian views revise their attitudes to reflect traditional
family arrangements at the onset of parenting. As they note, women are, more often than not,
the primary carers of children after birth. As such, egalitarian men and women, will adjust
their beliefs, in response to cognitive dissonance, in order to reflect their current family
arrangement (Baxter et al., 2015). Similar results are noted by Ganon and Coleman (2004) in
their study of fertility intentions and childbearing behaviours in stepfamilies; they find that
cognitive dissonance is an important feature in the rationalisation of childbearing intentions in
a new union. For example, some of the women in their study felt that they ‘owed’ their new
husbands a mutual child, and resolved their feelings of unwillingness or doubt through
rationalisation of their actions (Ganon & Coleman, 2004; see also Huinink, Kohli, & Ehrhardt,
2015; Micheli & Bernardi, 2003). Cumulatively, the results from these studies are taken to
indicate that attitudes and intentions do not remain stable across the life course, and change,

9

The theory of cognitive dissonance is very closely related to the ideas expressed in the Life-Span
Theory of Control (LSTC) (Heckhausen & Schulz, 1995; Heckhausen et al., 2001; Heckhausen, Wrosch, &
Schulz, 2010). The LSTC is based on the concepts of primary and secondary control—the former refers
to behaviours that attempt to change the environment to fit an individual’s desires. The latter refers to
internalised processes that help the individual reduce feelings of failure when behavioural goals are not
met, or are abandoned. Its use has also featured in numerous studies that investigate fertility intentions
over the life course (Bhrolcháin et al., 2010; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; A. C. Liefbroer, 2009).
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in response to cognitive dissonance, with the experience and onset of different life events.
This is particularly the case when an exit option is not available, or is costly (Kuran, 1998).
The theory has additionally been used to discuss the reconciliation of competing intentions in
regards to childbearing goals. In his study into the effects of study (education) and
employment intentions on women’s intentions for children, Philipov (2009b) noted that when
women simultaneously had competing intentions to both begin studying and enter
motherhood, the intention to begin studying had a dampening effect on the intention to have
children, as a means of reducing possible dissonance felt between the competing roles of
being a mother and a student at the same time. He finds that within the short term (2 years),
for both women and men, entering parenthood is abandoned for those who simultaneously
held competing study intentions (Philipov, 2009b).
Similarly to the TDIB, in this research, the TCD will be employed as a broad context in which to
interpret the expected downward revision of men’s intentions to reflect their current child
numbers, particularly as men age. It is possible (and previous empirical research suggests
quite likely), that if men in the study sample report positive intentions for children, but feel
simultaneously that those intentions are unlikely to be achieved, that feelings of dissonance
may arise. As a response, it is likely that men will lower their intentions to reflect their current
child numbers, or the family size they are more likely to achieve. This may occur in one (or a
combination) of the three ways in which Festinger (1957) maintains dissonance can be
resolved. Men may change their beliefs and perceptions about having children by focussing
either on the positive aspects of having no more additional children, or alternately on the
negative consequences associated with having children (or more children).
It is not possible, due to the secondary data employed in this study, to know for sure that (the
expected) downward revisions to men’s intentions as they age, or experience relationship
dissolution, is a direct result of men feeling a state of cognitive dissonance. This represents a
limitation for the current study. However, disengagement from their childbearing goals are
likely a protective mechanism employed by respondents in order to ‘protect’ men from the
negative feelings likely associated with their inability to achieve their childbearing intentions
(see Gray, Evans, & Reimondos, 2012 for further discussion).

T HE T HEORY

OF

P LANNED B EHAVIOUR (TPB)

Undoubtedly the most commonly adopted theoretical framework for the study of fertility
intentions is the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). The theory was first applied in the
domain of fertility decision-making by Billari and colleagues (2009) who used it to explain
fertility intentions in Bulgaria. Its use as an explanatory theory has been particularly prolific
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throughout Europe and the work of the ‘Reproductive decision-making in a macro-micro
perspective’ project (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Cavalli, 2010; Philipov et al., 2015, 2008; Sobotka,
2011), where researchers have been interested in better understanding the predictive ability
of intentions (Billari et al., 2009; Harknett, Billari, & Hartnett, 2011; Philipov et al., 2015), as
well as the aggregate gap between higher reproductive intentions and lower actual fertility
rates (Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Philipov, 2009a; Williamson & Lawson, 2015).
While the theory is primarily adopted for use in studies of fertility intentions and behaviours,
its application has been adopted across a range of disciplines such as health (Armitage &
Conner, 2001), food choices (Conner, Norman, & Bell, 2002) and agricultural practices (Hoppe,
Vierira, & Bercellos, 2013). Because of its popularity in demographic investigations of fertility
intentions and behaviours, there exists an entire body of literature dedicated to the
assessment of the TPB’s suitability as a framework. The discussion below is a synthesis of that
research.
The TPB aims to model human behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Klobas, 2013), and assumes
that intentions are the best predictor of behavioural outcomes (Speder, 2009). The theory is,
at its core, concerned with the prediction of intentions (Ajzen, 2011)—as such, an individual’s
intention to perform a specific behaviour is a central factor in the theory (Ajzen, 1991). As
explained in the previous introductory chapter (Chapter one), intentions are assumed to
capture the motivational factors that influence a certain behaviour and are indicative of how
hard an individual is willing to try in order to achieve the desired behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).
As it applies to the study of fertility, fertility outcomes are viewed as dependent upon fertility
intentions (Mencarini et al., 2015). The formation of intentions occurs through certain
cognitive and emotive processes, and are driven by three key determinants; attitudes towards
childbearing, subjective norms and influence of important others, and finally, perceived
control over childbearing (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Philipov et al., 2008). These determinants are
in turn, established through three kinds of considerations or beliefs; behaviour beliefs,
normative beliefs and control beliefs (Ajzen, 2006; Ajzen & Klobas, 2013). A schematic
representation of the TPB as it applies to fertility is provided in Figure 2.1 below.
Behavioural beliefs refer to the perceived negative or positive consequences of having a child
(or not having a child). In their aggregate, behavioural beliefs drive the formation of a positive
or negative attitude towards having a child (or not having a child) (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013),
which then in turn, informs the formation of an intention to act, or not act. Normative beliefs
refer to the perceived expectations of “important referent individuals or groups” (Ajzen &
Klobas, 2013). Combined with the individual’s willingness to comply with these expectations,
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these normative beliefs produce a perceived social pressure or subjective norm. Finally,
control beliefs, refer to the perceived presence of factors that may enable or obstruct the
performance of the desired behaviour—in this case, having a child, or not having a child. Each
of these control beliefs combines to drive an overall perception of behaviour control—that is,
an individual’s perception that they are able to perform the desired behaviour (Ajzen, 1991,
2006; Sobotka, 2011). Generally, the more favourable the attitude towards having a child,
coupled with a greater perception of behavioural control over having a child, the more likely it
is that an individual will form an intention to have a child (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Klobas, 2010;
Sobotka, 2011). However, it should be noted, individuals tend to have more control (both
perceived and actual) over a behaviour than they have over attaining the goal the behaviour is
meant to produce (in this case, have a child). That is, an individual may have a willing partner
and engage in unprotected sex, but may still fail to achieve the goal of childbearing if either
partner is infertile, or the pregnancy ends in miscarriage (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013).
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FIGURE 2.1: THE THEORY OF PLANNED BEHAVIOUR.
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Source: Adopted from Azjen and Klobas (2013).
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Applying the TPB to childbearing intentions has greatly increased the demographic
understandings of the formation of intentions for children (Billari, Philipov, & Testa, 2009;
Dommermuth, Klobas, & Lappegård, 2011, 2015; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Klobas, Philipov, &
Marzi, 2011; Philipov et al., 2015, 2008; Schoen et al., 1999; Sobotka, 2011). Further, it has
driven substantial research into the links between intentions and their realisation or
abandonment (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Cavalli, 2010; Kapitány & Speder, 2011; Kapitány &
Spéder, 2012; Philipov, 2009b; Sobotka, 2011; Speder, 2009), and much research has indicated
that intentions for children can be accurately predicted from attitudes, subjective norms and
perceived behavioural control (Bernardi et al., 2010; Billari et al., 2009; Klobas et al., 2011;
Klobas, 2010). The theory’s greatest strength in fertility research, particularly that of fertility
intentions, is often attributed to its ability to bridge the gap between the macro and micro
drivers of fertility determinants—it provides an understanding of the ways in which
background factors, such as normative beliefs about childbearing, influences intentions for
children (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013).
However, the increased popularity of the theory, and its adoption in studies of fertility
intentions has ensured that there is no shortage of criticism of the theory—particularly of its
(in)ability to accurately predict the formation of intentions for children (Morgan & Bachrach,
2011; Sniehotta, Presseau, & Araújo-Soares, 2014). Numerous studies have demonstrated that,
in exploration of fertility intentions, the amount of variability in observed behaviour is not
adequately explained by the TPB (Sniehotta et al., 2014). This is particularly problematic in the
case of ‘abstainers’—those who form an intention for children, but fail to act (Berrington, 2004;
Kapitány & Spéder, 2012)—as there is no mechanism within the theory to explain their
behaviours.
Further, the use of the theory in fertility intentions studies has been criticised for its
assumption that behavioural intentions (i.e. to have a child) are the product of rational
planning, when empirical evidence suggests that a large proportion of pregnancies are
unwanted or unintended (Morgan & Bachrach, 2011; Schoen et al., 1999). Similarly, the TPB
models fertility intentions at one point in time, treating these intentions and the factors that
influence them as somewhat static concepts (Liefbroer, 2009; Yeatman et al., 2013). Morgan
and Bachrach (2011) argue that fertility planning, if it occurs at all, does so over an individual’s
life, and any theory dealing with such, must be flexible enough to allow for the development of
constraints and opportunities that occur over time (see also Sheeran, 2002; Sniehotta et al.,
2014). The TPB is also criticised for its lack of dyadic modelling, treating the formation of
fertility intentions as a process engaged in by individuals solely and not as a negotiated process
within a couple (Rita et al., 2012; Testa, 2012a).
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Finally, the TPB has stringent standards for the definition and measurement of fertility
intentions—they must be specified by current parity, and they must be formed within a fixed
time period, so as to enable the measurement of their realisation or abandonment (Kapitány &
Spéder, 2012; Sobotka, 2011). Moreover, the certainty of intentions for children has to be
explicitly measured (Philipov et al., 2008). As such, it is, in essence, a theory that strives to
understand fertility intentions as a predictive measure of fertility outcomes, and much of the
work discussed thus far has been concerned with policies that can address the ‘gap’ between
intended and actual fertility (Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Philipov, 2009a; Philipov & Bernardi,
2012; Sobotka, 2011; Testa et al., 2011; Williamson & Lawson, 2015).
Whilst the TPB undoubtedly offers a framework in which to explore the formation of men’s
intentions for children and their subsequent realisation, as stated previously, this thesis is not
concerned with the success or failure of individual men to reach their intended numbers of
children. Rather, it is primarily focussed on what factors influence the revision (either up or
down) of men’s intentions for children—an aim for which there is yet a specific demographic
theory.
Notwithstanding these critiques, the TPB offers a relevant framework for the study of
Australian men’s intentions for children, particularly in regards to their revision over the life
course. Because intentions are a fundamental concept in the TPB, other measures of
hypothetical fertility, like desires and expectations, are not of direct concern to the theory
(Philipov et al., 2015), and are considered background factors to the formation of intentions.
As this research focuses exclusively on men’s intentions for children, and not their desires or
expectations, the TPB is well suited for adoption. As with the other, aforementioned theories,
the operationalisation of men’s perceived behavioural control, for example, is not possible due
to the secondary nature of the data used throughout. However, it still offers a foundation
from which to explore and understand men’s revisions to their childbearing intentions—
particularly those that trend downwards. It is likely that men revise down their intentions for
children due to a lack of perceived behavioural control—that is, they are unlikely to be able to
achieve their childbearing goals. The opposite premise also holds true in the event that men
actually increase their intentions for children across their life course.

M OVING

BEYOND THEORIE S OF LOW FERTILITY : THE NEED FOR A

THEORY ON FERTILITY INTENTIONS
The value and role of fertility intentions in demography has been debated for decades
(Morgan, 1982; Westoff & Ryder, 1977). So too has the explanatory power of the
corresponding psycho-social theoretical frameworks outlined above (Bachrach & Morgan,
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2012; Morgan & Bachrach, 2011). Whilst the critiques of each of the theoretical frameworks
above have encompassed a range of challenges inherent within each of the theories to
independently explain the formation and revision of fertility intentions, surprisingly there has
been very little attention paid to the development, or need, for a specific theory on fertility
intentions.
In a recent response to criticisms of the adoption of the TPB in the REPRO project, Philipov
(2011) outlines the need for theory on fertility intentions. As alluded to earlier in this chapter,
the study of fertility intentions is undertaken primarily with two aims; to improve
understandings of fertility behaviour and the accuracy of fertility forecasts, and to understand
the inherent ‘gap’ between intended fertility and achieved fertility—that is, to better
understand the factors that drive the realisation or frustration of intended family size.
However, as noted by Philipov (2011), because few empirical evaluations exist that examine an
individual’s ability to realise their fertility intentions, or the driving factors behind their
realisation, models that seek to explain fertility intentions frequently draw their explanatory
variables from models that have demonstrated their significant effects on actual behaviours.
For example, economic theories of fertility that empirically demonstrate that income effects,
employment status and educational attainment significantly relate to completed fertility
(Adsera, 2011; Mcdonald, 2008; McDonald, 2006; Sobotka et al., 2011; Yu, 2005), are routinely
applied to studies related to fertility intentions. In other words, theories and empirical
findings related to fertility are mechanically applied to studies of fertility intentions (Ajzen &
Klobas, 2013; Philipov, 2011).
There is ample discussion in social psychology on the difference between intentions to act, and
the actual fulfilment of the act itself—(Ajzen, 1991, 2006; Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Miller, 2010;
Miller & Pasta, 1995; Miller et al., 2004; Sheeran, 2002). As such, “hardly anyone would agree
that a theory on behaviour is fully adequate for the preceding intentions as well” (Philipov
2011:39). Theories on intentions are needed because intentions and actual childbearing are
driven by different sets of factors and their interplay—as evidenced by the vast research on
the ‘gap’ between child number intentions and actual numbers of children.
Given that intentions and childbearing are driven by different factors (Philipov 2011: 39),
theories that specifically focus on intentions are needed that directly relate to the effects of
these factors and not necessarily to subsequent childbearing. As such, Philipov (2011: 39) sees
fertility theories in a ‘supporting’ role to those specific (yet to be developed) theories on
fertility intentions.
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Whilst it is beyond the scope of this study to fully develop a specific theory on fertility
intentions, much less a theory on the revision of intentions, the synthesis of the above psychosocial behavioural theories, and the exploration of the life course perspective (Elder, 1998)
below, contributes to the growing literature that seeks to better understand the reasons why,
and the driving influences on, revisions to childbearing intentions over time.

A

LIFE COURSE PERSPECT IVE ON FERTILITY INT ENTIONS

Since its establishment in the 1970s10, the importance of the life course perspective as an
explanatory framework for the study of fertility decisions and behaviours, has gained
momentum, particularly over the past two decades (Bauer & Kneip, 2013; Beets, Liefbroer, &
Gierveld, 1999; Billari, 2009; Buhr & Huinink, 2014; Elder, 2012; Huinink & Kohli, 2014; Elder,
Johnson, & Crosnoe, 2003b). The literature dedicated to understanding fertility intentions
throughout the life course has also increased substantially (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013;
Bhrolcháin, Beaujouan, & Berrington, 2010; Gray et al., 2012; Hayford, 2009; Heiland,
Prskawetz, & Sanderson, 2008; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Liefbroer, 2009). Although some
scholars argue the life course perspective is not yet a fully developed theoretical model (Buhr
& Huinink, 2014; Huinink & Kohli, 2014; Mayer, 2009), others believe the theory and its
practice to ‘have come of age’, (Billari, 2009) as “one of the most important achievements of
social science” (Elder et al., 2003b: 10).
Its growing popularity, particularly throughout the fields of sociology and demography, is
directly linked to the growing availability of high quality, accessible longitudinal data (Billari,
2009), and the recognition of the increasing importance of ‘context’—a key principle of the
perspective—in shaping individuals life courses (Billari et al., 2011; Vikat et al., 2007). There is
a substantial amount of empirical research on fertility behaviour that is based loosely on the
life course perspective—often used as a conceptual framework for longitudinal approaches to
understanding individual and couples’ childbearing, particularly low and declining fertility
levels (Adsera, 2006a; Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Balbo, Billari, & Mills, 2012; Bauer & Kneip,
2013; Buhr & Huinink, 2014; Holton et al., 2009; Huinink & Kohli, 2014; Mayer, 2009; Morgan
& Rackin, 2010; Vitali, Billari, Prskawetz, & Testa, 2009).
The life course perspective highlights the powerful interconnectedness between individual
lives and the socio-economic and historic contexts in which they unfold—the theory itself
provides a framework for studying key life events that occur at the nexus of social pathways,
individual developmental trajectories and social change. It extends work on theories of

10

Mayer (2009) provides a robust historical overview of the development of the life course perspective.

29

fertility decline which tend to focus primarily on one key element (such as socio-economic
opportunity costs) to explain changes in (women’s) fertility behaviours. However, in reality,
social, economic, cultural, psychological and biological processes are likely to be at work
simultaneously, and thus will jointly affect (men’s) fertility intentions.
The revolutionary work of Elder (1998), specifically the particular emphasis on the element of
time inherent in the life course perspective, allows for the simultaneous examination of the
various contexts that may affect an individual’s life. It also allows for the study of transitions
over the life course, as they make up men’s life course trajectories (Hutchison, 2011).
Transitions, with which this research is primarily concerned, refer to changes in roles or
statuses that represent a distinct departure from previous roles—for example, the transition
from being employed to unemployed. Importantly, transitions are discrete and bounded
(Elder, 1999). Trajectories, on the other hand, involve an extended view of long-term patterns
of stability and change in an individual’s life (Elder & Giele, 2011). Life trajectories, by their
nature, consist of multiple transitions, but assume a continuity of direction.
The life course perspective is built on five, inter-related paradigmatic principles (Elder, 1998;
Elder et al., 2003), that emphasize the way in which transitions, pathways and trajectories are
socially organised. They include the principle of life span development, the principle of agency,
the principle of time and place, the principle of timing, and finally, the principle of linked lives.
Below, each principle is expanded and linked to its specific use in the study of men’s intentions
for children.
The principle of life span development holds that the processes of ageing and human
development are life-long progressions (Elder, 1999; Elder et al., 2003). That is, development,
growth and personal change are not limited to childhood or young adulthood, but rather are
continual, and importantly, meaningful processes that unfold over the course of an individual’s
life (Elder et al., 2003). By engaging with men’s lives over a substantial period of the life course,
this study will be positioned to investigate the effects and interplay of broad social, economic
and political change (outlined in Table 4.2) in Australia from a context of individual
development. This aim aligns well with the key premise of Elder’s first life course principle
(Elder & Giele, 2011; Elder et al., 2003; Hutchison, 2011).
Closely related to the construct of perceived behavioural control in the TPB, the second life
course principle, that of agency, holds that individuals construct their own life course, but only
within the opportunities and confines presented to them as part of the broader social, historic
and political circumstances in which they live (Buhr & Huinink, 2014; Elder & Giele, 2011; Elder,
Johnson, & Crosnoe, 2003). Central to this concept is attention to “planful change” (Marshall
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& Mueller, 2003: 11)—that is, men may purposefully plan their lives and set out their
childbearing intentions and goals well in advance, but may come to realise that they are
confined in their actions by the constraints of their social world. These confines may relate to
transitions in their employment, education or religious arenas. Furthermore, given that the
majority of childbearing takes place within a couple relationship, men’s intentions for children
are further confined by their ability to find a partner, and their partner’s willingness to have
children—what Heinz, Huinink, Swader and Weyman (2009: 22) broadly refers to as “bounded
agency”.
Relatedly, the principle of time and place holds that the life course of individuals is inherently
shaped by the “historical times and places they experience over their lifetime” (Elder et al.,
2003: 12). This concept, similar to the idea of normative beliefs in the TPB and somewhat
related to motivational traits in the TDIB, recognises that location in time and place
“underscores the multiple layers of human experience;…and the social/biological attributes of
individuals” (Elder & Giele, 2011: 12). The inclusion of time and place in the study of men’s
intentions for children is an important addition in this thesis. The importance of these
components is recognised through the addition of variables that measure period (time) and
physical location (urban/rural), as well as discussion that locates men’s reproductive decision
making in the broader contexts of pro-natalist fertility policies in Australia.
The importance of timing as an underlying principle in the study of men’s fertility intentions
cannot be understated, as evidenced in the range of empirical studies featuring its inclusion
(Buhr & Huinink, 2014; Corjin, Liefbroer, & Giervald, 1996; Dommermuth et al., 2011; Holland,
2013; Testa et al., 2014; Thompson & Lee, 2011). The notion of timing holds that the
“antecedents and consequences of life transitions, events and behavioural patterns vary
according to their timing in a person’s life” (Elder et al., 2003: 12). As such, the occurrence of
these life events, as well as their sequencing, for example, the birth of a child, may affect
individuals differently, dependent upon where and at what time, they occur in the life course.
For example, the birth of a child at a relatively young age will have a potentially disruptive
consequence on a young man’s life course transitions, and overall trajectory, particularly if the
child has arrived “off time” (Marshall & Mueller, 2003: 10).
Because the bond of age and time are central to the life course perspective (Elder & George,
2016), age and its varied connections to the concept of time become a key mechanism through
which the changing contexts of lives can be understood (Elder et al., 2003). From a sociocultural perspective, age distinctions are expressed as social expectations in regards to the
timing of events, for example, socially acceptable age-thresholds at which to begin (and end)
childbearing (Elder & George, 2016; Liefbroer & Billari, 2010). On the other hand, biological
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age and, and its connection to temporal time, also act as constraints to physical childbearing
due to the presence of a ‘male biological clock’ (Lambert, Masson, & Fisch, 2006), and the
threat of “leaving it too late” (Thompson & Lee, 2011).
Perhaps the most relevant component of the life course perspective in relation to this specific
research, is the principle of linked lives (Elder, 2012; Elder et al., 2003). The principle focusses
on the fact that lives are not lived in isolation, but are experienced as a range of
interdependent relationships (Marshall & Mueller, 2003). This principle shares similarities with
the demographic idea that fertility, both intentions and behaviours, are ‘contagious’ through
social networks (Bernardi, 2003; Bernardi & Klärner, 2014), or are biologically (and socially)
inherited inter-generationally between family members (Axinn et al., 1994; Bernardi & Klärner,
2014; Booth & Kee, 2006).
Because lives are lived interdependently, transitions in one person’s life often result in
transitions for others (Elder et al., 2003). The birth of a child, for example, may result in
numerous transitions for numerous individuals including a range of employment and caring
transitions, as well as transitions in income levels, particularly if one partner ceases
employment to commence child care duties. If life courses are understood as a process of
‘welfare production’ (Huinink, 2009), relationships can be interpreted as tools in which to gain
the support of close and important others, while simultaneously pursuing individual wellbeing
(Buhr & Huinink, 2014; Huinink, 2009). In this vein, much research into fertility intentions have
sought to specifically factor in perceived and actual levels of familial support as a determinant
in predicting subsequent fertility behaviours (Bernardi, 2003; Bernardi & Klärner, 2014; Bühler
& Fratczak, 2005; Harknett, Billari, & Medalia, 2014; Rossier & Bernardi, 2009).
Taken together, these five principles provide a solid foundation from which to understand, not
only transitions in Australian men’s lives, but also the interconnectedness between age, sociopolitical and historical time and revisions to men’s childbearing intentions over their life course.
Inherent within the life course perspective is the acknowledgment that demographic, social
and economic dynamics leave their imprint on individual lives (Huinink & Kohli, 2014). The
perspective thus lends itself well to investigate the specific effects of changes to the
demographic, social, economic and personal dynamics on Australian men’s intentions for
children.
Like any theory, the life course perspective, and its adoption to the study of fertility intentions
has been subject to criticism. For example, Huinink and Kohli (2014: 1309) argue that while
there is a substantial body of empirical research that investigates fertility intentions from a life
course perspective, too often, it has not been supported by an “integrated framework of life32

course theory”. By this, they mean that in many cases, research has simply referred to the life
course perspective more broadly without any effort to incorporate the key principles into their
research design or interpretation of findings, although Elder himself acknowledges that life
course research rarely acknowledges all five principles (Elder & George, 2016). However, this
research holds, in line with Morgan and Taylor (2006: 7) that the theory itself provides an
“appropriate analytic frame for the contextualising of fertility intentions”. As such, the results
and discussion contained within this research (Chapter Seven) will provide a specific
integration of the underlying principles of the life course perspective, and how they can aid in
the development of a theory on fertility intentions.

C ONCLUSION
Life course theory provides an important framework for understanding transitions and events
that influence men to first, form intentions for children (or not), and then revise them.
Because acknowledgment of the complex interplay between the macro-cohort and microindividual levels, is an integral component of the life course theory, adopting a life course
perspective allows for a more integrated approach to the understanding of fertility intentions.
This approach is able to simultaneously incorporate classic socio-economic and demographic
variables such as education, income and employment, with early childhood and adolescent
experiences such as sibling size growing up.
By synthesising a life course perspective with the psychological theories of intention formation
outlined above, this thesis is able to move beyond more simplistic explanations of fertility
intentions by exploring the impact of certain transitions across the life course and their
influence on men’s intentions for children in Australia. It is also able to move beyond the
treatment of fertility intentions as a static concept, as suggested by Liefbroer (2009) and
adopts the view that fertility intentions are ‘moving targets’ (Testa, 2012b; Yeatman,
Culpepper, & Sennott, 2012; Yeatman et al., 2013) that are revised in the face of changing
circumstances. A central tenet of this thesis is that life course transitions directly (and
indirectly) alter individuals’ perceptions of the cost and benefits of having children (Staff,
Young, Schulenberg, Lansford, & Pettit, 2012), as do social interactions and relationships with
significant others (Huinink & Kohli, 2014).
Whilst some, mostly European research, has been completed that adopts a life course
perspective to examine childbearing intentions, as mentioned, its focus has been primarily on
women, particularly the effects of education and employment transitions on their childbearing
behaviours (Arpino et al., 2015; Katia Begall & Mills, 2011). This research departs from
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previous investigations, and contributes to a small, but growing body of work that takes as its
focus Australian men and their intentions for children over their life course.
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―3―
C OLLECTION OF F ERTILITY I NTENTIONS D ATA IN A USTRALIA
Despite ongoing efforts to improve the measurement and understanding of women’s
childbearing intentions, men’s childbearing intentions have received limited research attention,
even with increased recognition of fathers’ role in child health and well being.
(Lindberg & Kost 2014: 1)

I NTRODUCTION
The study of childbearing intentions and the realisation of their importance to understanding
fertility trends more generally is gathering momentum, particularly throughout developed
countries with below replacement level fertility—such as Australia11. Only a small number of
Australian studies collect longitudinal information of this kind, although there are several that
cross-sectional studies12. The objectives of this chapter are numerous: first, to introduce
readers to the Household and Income Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey; its design,
its collection and its representativeness. Second, to describe the design of family formation
questions in HILDA and their limitations, and finally, to define the sample used in this study.

HILDA S URVEY
The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey is the primary source
of data for this research. The HILDA Survey is a longitudinal study undertaken by the
Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research at the University of Melbourne,
and is funded by the Australian Government through the Department of Social Services
(Watson & Wooden, 2002a) 13.
This indefinite life panel survey of Australian households commenced in 2001, with a national
probability sample of 7,682 private Australian households that consisted of 19,914 individuals.

11

Australia’s total fertility rate has been below levels required for population replacement (2.1 births
per woman) since 1976 (Jackson & Casey, 2009).
12
The Negotiating the Life Course Survey is the only other long-running Australian panel study identified
that questions respondents on family formation behaviours, although the Australian Family Formation
Project collected data of this kind in 1981 and again 10 years later in 1990. HILDA was chosen over
these studies for its large representative sample size and its indefinite time frame—its selection is
discussed in more detail below. Cross sectional studies include the Fertility Decision Making Project
(FDMP) (2004), and the Australian Family Formation Decisions (AFFD) Project (2002-2003).
13
Formerly known as the Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs
(FaHCSIA).
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All members of households (aged 15 years and over), where at least one interview was
provided in Wave 1 form the basis of the panel to be pursued in subsequent waves. The
sample is additionally extended to include any new household members such as children born,
and new partners of existing sample members. In the event of relationship dissolution
between waves, both members of the couple are followed separately. Data are collected
through annual face to face interviews using computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI),
as well as self-completion questionnaires (Watson, 2010).

R E P R E SE N T AT I V EN E SS

OF

HILDA

Like most other household panel studies (for example the British Household Panel Survey and
the German Socio-Economic Panel Survey), the HILDA Survey commenced with a population
intended to be broadly representative of the national population resident in private
households (Watson & Wooden, 2012). The reference population for the initial sample was,
with a few exceptions14, all persons in Australia who resided in private dwellings in 2001. And
like most other panel surveys, attrition rates and changes to the composition of the general
population are issues that require attention in the HILDA sampling.
While the first wave of the HILDA survey was broadly representative of the Australian
population, since the selection of the original sample in 2001, Australia’s population has
changed in ways the data cannot emulate (Watson, 2011), and comparative analyses of the
HILDA data with those from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) indicate that the initial
sample (and continuing sample) differed significantly from the broader Australian population
in a number of ways. For example, Watson and Wooden (2002a) found that several groups
were under-represented in HILDA including men, unmarried persons, young people and
immigrants from non-English speaking backgrounds.
Permanently settled immigrants and their children were identified as an underrepresented
sample sub-population in HILDA. This resulted in a top up sample of an additional 2000 private
dwellings being added in Wave 11 (2011). This addition brought the data set back into line
with population representativeness in Australia (Watson, 2011).
Although it is not uncommon for voluntary surveys to be over-representative of women, given
that the main sample for this study is Australian men, their under-representation in the
primary data source is a potential source of concern. A large proportion of this differential is

14

The reference population for Wave 1 was all members of private dwellings in Australia, with the
following exceptions: diplomatic personnel of overseas governments, overseas residents of Australia,
members of non-Australian defence forces, residents of institutions (such as hospitals, correctional
facilities, monasteries) and other non-private dwellings (such as hotel), and people living in the most
remote parts of Australia (Watson & Wooden, 2002a)
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accounted for by male household members not participating in the Person Questionnaire
(PQ)—where questions of family formation are asked (Watson & Wooden, 2002b). In an
attempt to overcome this sample bias, the use of sample weights is discussed below.

S A MP LE W EI G HT S
In this study, cross-sectional, person-level sample weights are applied to the descriptive
analyses in this chapter and Chapter Four that follows. The use of responding person weights
“ensures that the weighted person estimates match several known person-level benchmarks”
(Summerfield et al., 2012). These person benchmarks are drawn from the Estimated
Residential Population figures produced by the ABS and based on the census data for 2001 and
2006 (Summerfield et al., 2012). As such, the use of cross-sectional weights makes each
sample representative of the population at the time the data were collected, and more
specifically, mediates concerns of the under-representativeness of men in the original sample.
In addition to the cross-sectional weights, longitudinal weights are also available. These
weights adjust for attrition from Wave 1 and are benchmarked to the key characteristics of the
initial wave (Summerfield et al., 2012). However, these weights can only be applied to a
balanced panel of responding persons. Because the multivariate and longitudinal analyses in
this study employ an unbalanced panel of responding individuals (to help maintain the largest
sample size possible), the use of longitudinal weights is excluded, and therefore, the models
discussed in chapters Five and Six are not adjusted for attrition.
The central concern of attrition in large surveys, such as the HILDA, is selection bias—that is, a
distortion of the estimation results due to non-random patterns (Alderman, Behrman, Watkins,
Kohler, & Maluccio, 2001). There is however, evidence to suggest that attrition in HILDA is
largely random (Watson & Wooden, 2009).

A DV AN T A G ES

OF

HILDA

D AT A

The limited availability of longitudinal data on childbearing intentions means that relatively
little is known, particularly in Australia, about how intentions for children change and develop
over the life course. The handful of (international and national) studies that do exist tend to
focus primarily on women (Hayford, 2009), or in/voluntary childlessness (Berrington, 2004;
Gray et al., 2012; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010), so that even less is known about how life course
events affect the childbearing plans of men (and couples).
With over a decade of data collection behind it, the HILDA is one of only two Australian
nationally-representative household panel studies that collect data on family formation and
childbearing intentions. The other is the Negotiating the Life Course survey (NLC). The use of
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HILDA data for this research has several distinct advantages over other available family
databases (both panel and cross-sectional sets). First, the HILDA was specifically designed to
investigate links between the inter-related areas of family and household dynamics, income
and welfare dynamics, as well as labour market dynamics, and the ways these evolve over the
period of the life course (Watson & Wooden, 2012). Fundamentally, this design ensures the
HILDA data are current, and provide a rich tapestry of detail of respondents’ family
background, education and employment histories, as well as relationship formation and
attitudinal measures across a wide range of personal and social factors.
Second, the overall aim of the HILDA survey—to provide information on the changing nature
of people’s lives over time (Headey, Warren, & Harding, 2006)—is consistent with a key aim of
this research—to identify how men’s childbearing intentions evolve and change across the life
course. Finally, a major advantage of the HILDA data is that it collects information on children
ever born, numbers of future intended children and the likelihood and expectation these
children will occur, and does so for men (as well as women) independently, as opposed to
relying heavily on proxy reports from partners for this information, as is the practice in other
Australian studies (for example, the NLC and the Fertility Decision Making Project (FDMP)15).
Collection of the data in this way allows for analysis of individual respondents’ childbearing
intentions and their revisions over the life course—a major objective of this research.

D EFINITION

OF TH E SAMPLE

This research uses unit-record data from 12 waves (2001- 2012) of the HILDA survey. In line
with Quesnel-Vallée and Morgan (2003), this research adopts the view that it is important to
study individuals for whom fertility intentions are meaningful—that is, old enough for their
baseline intentions to be realistic, but young enough to be able to capture the struggle and
negotiation that occurs between competing opportunities across the life course. For this
reason, the data in this study has been restricted to a sample of men aged 20-49 years old with
a recorded value to the future intended children question (the survey design of the
childbearing intention questions in HILDA is discussed below).
Although male respondents aged 18-54 years were questioned about their future intended
fertility, the maximum age for inclusion in this study was set at 49 years. This decision was
informed, in part by the median age of fathers in Australia in 2011 (33.0 years old and well
below the cut-off point) (ABS 2014), as well as previous research in the area that argues that
15

The Fertility Decision Making Project, run by the Australia Institute of Family Studies and
commissioned by the Office for Women in 2004, is a project that “provides the first in-depth analyses of
aspirations, expectations and ideals of Australians as related to the question of whether to have
children, or not” (Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004).
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anywhere between 45-50 years of age is a reasonable and appropriate maximum cut off age
for men when studying fertility desires, expectations and intentions. It is understood that on
average, men at these ages are nearing the completion of their reproductive careers (Billari et
al., 2011; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Lampic et al., 2006; Liefbroer, 2009; Roberts et al., 2011;
Schoen et al., 1999; Tesfaghiorghis, 2007).
Throughout this thesis, a range of cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses are undertaken.
Unless otherwise noted, an unbalanced panel is used to estimate changes to childbearing
intentions cross-sectionally, as well as longitudinally in Chapters Five and Six. A basic
demographic profile, along with descriptive statistics for respondents at Time 1 (2001) is
provided in Table 3.1 below. In keeping with the remainder of the thesis, comparisons are
made across five-year age groups.
There are significant age differences in relationship status, labour force status, highest
education level, country of birth and number of children according to the analyses below.
Overall, the majority of sample respondents in 2001 were legally married (47.6%), employed
full time (76.3%), had certificate/diploma level qualifications (37.1%) and were born in
Australia (73.1%). Close to half of all respondents were childless (46.4%), while just less than
one quarter of the sample had fathered two children (22.2%).
TABLE 3.1: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC/SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF MEN 20-49 YEARS, 2001.
Demographic Characteristics

20-24

25-29

Column %
30-34 35-39

Relationship Status ***
Legally Married
De-Facto
Separated
Widow
Single

4.4
11.4
0.0
0.0
84.1

26.5
20.3
2.7
0.0
50.5

49.9
14.2
6.2
0.0
26.7

59.2
11.9
8.3
0.0
20.59

67.9
9.9
9.3
0.1
12.8

71.9
7.2
13.2
0.6
7.0

47.6
12.5
6.7
0.12
33.0

1941
531
239
4
997

Employment Status ***
Full Time

55.6

76.9

81.7

78.5

82.6

79.8

76.3

2863

Part Time
Unemployed

21.3
23.2

9.9
13.2

7.5
10.8

8.0
13.5

5.0
12.4

7.2
13.0

9.5
14.2

344
506

Educational Attainment ***
Bachelor degree +
Certificate/Diploma
Yr 12 or below

11.7
27.6
60.6

26.2
33.9
39.9

25.8
33.8
40.1

23.4
39.4
37.2

23.6
39.4
36.9

24.9
39.8
35.9

22.8
35.7
41.6

817
1389
1507

Country of Birth **
Australia

76.6

78.2

74.7

69.4

70.6

69.8

73.1

2826

40-44

45-49

Sample %

n

39

English speaking country
Non-English speaking country

6.6
16.8

7.3
14.6

10.1
15.2

12.4
18.3

11.9
17.5

12.7
17.5

10.3
16.7

386
501

Parity ***
Zero
One
Two
Three+

92.2
5.7
1.3
0.9

74.7
13.2
9.8
2.3

50.4
21.0
19.2
9.4

30.7
16.4
34.3
18.5

21.5
14.1
33.1
31.2

14.8
12.8
32.5
40.0

46.4
14.1
22.2
17.3

1523
531
894
765

mean no. children
0.11
0.40
0.92
1.48
1.92
2.20
1.19
N=
3,713
Source: HILDA Wave 1 (2001), population weighted.
Notes: *** and ** chi square test indicates difference across age groups at the p<.01 and p<.05 level
respectively.

As expected, and in line with life course theories (Elder 1999; Elder et al. 2003), younger men
(between 20-24 and 25-29) were significantly more likely to be single (84.1% and 50.5%
respectively) and to have no children (92.2% and 74.7% respectively). The overwhelming
majority of men who were nearing the ends of their reproductive careers (45-49 year olds) had
family sizes of between 2 or more children, while the mean number of children for these men
aged was 2.20—slightly above population replacement level. Cumulatively, these results lend
support to the continued two child norm in Australia (Adam, 1991; Evans, Barbato, Bettini,
Gray, & Kippen, 2009; Gray et al., 2012).
Across all age groups, the majority of men were employed full time, followed by those who
were unemployed. Interestingly, at all ages, men were least likely to be employed part-time;
which is suggestive of the undesirability of part time work, particularly for men (Adsera, 2005).
It is likely, given the continued importance of the ‘male breadwinner model’ of family in
Australia, that a lack of part-time employment is linked to men’s role as the ‘economic
provider’ (Vitali & Testa, 2015). Turning to highest level of educational attainment, roughly
40% of men aged 35-49 years old had completed certificate or diploma level qualifications,
whilst the majority of the youngest men (aged 20-24 years old) in the sample had only
completed year 12 or below.

F ERTILITY Q UESTION D ESIGN
The inclusion of questions on fertility desires, expectations and intentions is a key feature of
many cross-sectional and longitudinal household surveys, incorporated mainly with the aim to
improve fertility forecasts and predictions (Westoff & Ryder, 1977). The use of measurements
of fertility intentions and desires feature prominently in population projections of the United
States (Morgan, 2001; Morgan & Rackin, 2010; Rackin & Bachrach, 2016; Schoen et al., 1999)
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and the United Kingdom (Iacovou & Mathews, 2012; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010). While they
are not incorporated into the ‘official’ Australian population projections (produced by
Australian Bureau Statistics), their use by demographers for sub-population level projections is
gaining momentum (Keygan, 2013; Parr, 2014).
However, beyond issues of future population prospects and policy, the measurement of
fertility intentions and overall intended family sizes, provide an important contribution to
understanding fertility behaviour as a whole (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Bongaarts, 2001; Goldstein
et al., 2003; Kalamar & Hindin, 2015; Philipov, 2009a; Stykes, 2015; Toulemon & Testa, 2005),
particularly where there exists a ‘gap’ between intended fertility and completed fertility
(Adsera, 2006a; Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Philipov, 2009a; Philipov & Testa, 2006).
HILDA collects information on three key dimensions of future fertility: childbearing desires,
expectations and intentions. This information is collected by asking respondents the following
questions:
1. Childbearing desires are measured by a question that asks respondents to rate on a
scale of 0-10 how they feel about having a child/more children: Would you like to have
a child/more children in the future?
2. Childbearing expectations are measured by a question that asks respondents to
demonstrate on a scale of 0-10 how likely they are to have children: And how likely are
you to have a child/more children in the future?
3. Finally, childbearing intentions are measured by asking respondents: How many (more)
children do you intend to have?
This study is restricted to the third question that measures respondent’s intentions for future
childbearing. As discussed in Chapter One, while desires, expectations and intentions are
undeniably interrelated, the terms measure distinctly different psychological processes (Miller,
1994, 2011b). Desires represent an individual’s wants and wishes, are thought to form early in
life and do not account for any situational constraints (Miller, 1994)—although this proposition
has recently been challenged by Gray et al., (2012). Expectations refer to the estimated
likelihood that an individual will perform a specified behaviour related to their wishes given
their own specific situational and environmental limits. Intentions, on the other hand, relate
to a planned determination to act (or not act) in a certain way to achieve a particular goal
(Morgan 2001)—in this case, to have a child (or not). Importantly, intentions, as noted by
Azjen (1991) additionally take into account the wishes and goals of significant others.
There is evidence that suggests fertility intentions align more closely with future fertility
behaviour than fertility desires and expectations—indeed it has been argued by many that
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fertility intentions (and measures of intended family size) are the strongest predictor of
subsequent fertility behaviour (Bachrach & Morgan, 2012; Bongaarts, 2001; Schoen et al.,
1999; Westoff & Ryder, 1977). It is also generally understood within the demographic
literature that childbearing expectations and desires, unlike fertility intentions, are less
amenable to revision in the face of changing life circumstances (Gray et al. 2012;
Tesfaghiorghis 2007; Beets et al. 1999; Miller 2011). Given that this thesis is centrally
concerned with whether men revise their childbearing plans over time, the use of the fertility
intention question aligns with this aim.

L I MI T AT I O N S

OF

C HI LD B EA RI N G I N T EN T I O N S D AT A

As with all data, the collection of fertility information is subject to certain limitations. By their
very nature, quantitative questions on fertility intentions, as included in many surveys,
produce quantitative results. The questions ‘demand’ answers (Bachrach & Morgan, 2012)
that can sometimes result in an oversimplification of very complex and in-depth processes.
This simplification carries with it implications for the interpretation of data on fertility
intentions more broadly. In many cases, answers provided on future intended children, and
overall intended family sizes may be reflective of individuals’ well thought out and formed
fertility goals. On the other hand however, answers are also likely to indicate basic social or
cultural norms related to ‘appropriate’ family sizes (Bachrach & Morgan, 2012; Bumpass &
Westoff, 1969; Hagewen & Morgan, 2005).
Intended family size data, specifically as they appear in the HILDA, are further limited in that
the questions do not provide information on the degree of certainty with which children are
intended (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Rossier, 2010; Morgan, 1982; Ní Bhrolcháin & Beaujouan,
2011; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010)—an important factor which has been demonstrated to
improve their accuracy in predicting future family sizes (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Rossier, 2010;
Spéder & Kapitány, 2009; Testa & Basten, 2014). In the majority of instances, questions on
fertility intentions, neglect to provide a timeframe for completion (Dommermuth et al., 2011;
Sobotka, 2011; Testa & Toulemon, 2006)16, and few surveys question on the intendedness of a
pregnancy or birth17 (Bumpass & Westoff, 1969; Holton et al., 2011; Miller, 2010).
While most demographers distinguish the differences between measures of desired, expected
and intended family size, there is some limited evidence that suggests respondents do not

16

In waves 5, 8 and 11, HILDA includes a question on the timing of the year in which respondents intend
to have a/next child.
17
As above, in waves 5, 8 and 11, HILDA includes a question on the respondents (or respondents’
partner’s) most recent pregnancy and whether the pregnancy was ‘wanted’ and occurred ‘sooner’,
‘later’ or ‘about the right time’.
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(Hagewen & Morgan, 2005; Philipov & Bernardi, 2012; Westoff & Ryder, 1977), and that the
terms are conflated. Further, HILDA has inconsistencies in the fertility intentions question
order and exclusion rules between waves. Across the majority of the survey waves (excluding
2005, 2008 and 2011), the questions relating to future fertility appear in the same order: first,
desires, followed by expectations, and finally, intentions for children. In these years the survey
design dictates that only those respondents who reported that they were ‘likely to very likely’
(evidenced by a score of 6 or higher on the 11 point likert scale) to have a child/more children
in the future were subsequently questioned on their future childbearing intentions. That is, all
respondents who answered that they were ‘unsure/don’t know’ or ‘unlikely’ (a score of 5 and
below) to have a child in the future were not routinely included in questions measuring
childbearing intentions.
The limitations associated with this ‘skip’ design are numerous. Survey methodology research
has demonstrated that those who respond ‘don’t know’ to survey questions constitute an
important group, particularly those who answer in this way to questions regarding fertility and
childbearing plans (Beatty, Herrmann, Puskar, & Kerwin, 1998; Durand & Lambert, 1988;
Gilljam & Granberg, 1993; Juster, 1966; Luskin & Bullock, 2011; Pearce-Morris, Choi, Roth, &
Young, 2014). By providing a ‘don’t know’ answer, respondents are engaging in a process
known as ‘satisficing’ (Krosnick, 1991)—reducing the amount of cognitive work required to
report their true opinions, but still producing an acceptable answer among the available
responses. Studies have demonstrated that survey questions that offer a ‘no-opinion/don’t
know’ response effectively increase the numbers of respondents who provide these answers,
particularly if the questions feature in the latter half of the survey (Durand & Lambert, 1988;
Krosnick et al., 2002; Luskin & Bullock, 2011). The family formation section in HILDA is located
in the last half of the continuing/new person questionnaire.
Given the centrality and importance of family formation in social structures, it is likely that
most individuals will at some point form intentions for children (or no children). However, as
noted by Bachrach and Morgan (2012; see also Hayford, 2009), this often may not occur at the
same point at which demographers question their survey respondents. For example, a young
adult still engaged in education and living at home with their parents, may not have begun
thinking about their family formation plans when initially questioned. In such cases,
uncertainty is expected and responses of ‘don’t know’ are not uncommon. Further, it is not
unreasonable to suspect that those individuals who respond ‘don’t know’ to questions on the
likelihood of childbearing are actually reports of false negatives—that is, they do have an
underlying desire and expectation for children, but simply decline the opportunity to express it
(Gilljam & Granberg, 1993).
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Because it is psychologically possible, and also quite likely that individuals will simultaneously
have positive and negative desires and expectations for future childbearing, to exclude those
who report ‘don’t know’ from reporting their intentions for children appears quite arbitrary.
Recent research has documented the competing dimensions of childbearing desires in a
population-based sample of American women aged 18-19 years. By priming respondents to
consider the somewhat counter-intuitive notion that both positive and negative childbearing
desires are possible, Miller’s work (2011; see also Barber, Miller, & Gatny, 2010) found that a
significant number of women reported ambivalent and indifferent desires (measured by both
high positive and negative desires, and low positive and negative desires respectively) for
children.
The interpretation of HILDA’s family formation data is further complicated through the
addition of a ‘special’ focus on fertility and childbearing in 2005, 2008 and 2011. During these
years, additional information on aspects of family formation were collected which were not
part of the regular annual survey content. This included questions on a range of issues such as
recent pregnancies, the use and method of contraception, factors that influence childbearing
decision making and returning to work after the birth of a child (Watson & Wooden, 2012).
The inclusion of this special topic on fertility in these years also coincided with the
implementation of the United Nations coordinated Generations and Gender Survey (GGS)18
and ‘piggybacked’ on the HILDA (Wooden & McDonald, 2015). Its inclusion was driven by a
desire to create a comparable longitudinal dataset of family formation measures, with other,
mostly European, countries (Beaujouan, 2014).
Importantly, in these special waves of HILDA, all female respondents (aged 18-45 years) and all
male respondents (aged 18-55 years or with a female partner 45 years and younger) were
questioned first on their intentions for future childbearing and second on their expectations
that such children would occur (and when). The order of questions on childbearing desires,
expectations and intentions were changed across these waves to ensure country to country
comparability with other developed countries partaking in the GGS. For simplicity, the
differences in question order and exclusion rules across years in HILDA are diagrammatically
represented below in Figure 3.1.
Of additional concern across the ‘special’ waves, was the inclusion of questions regarding any
physical inability or medical difficulty respondents may have in conceiving children. In 2005,
2008 and 2011, respondents were questioned on whether or not they, or their partner, had
18

The GGS is a panel survey of nationally representative samples of 18-79 year-old resident populations
in each participating country (of which there are 12 UNECE countries) that aims to improve the
understanding of demographic and social developments and the factors that influence them.
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ever undergone an operation that made it impossible for them to have children, as well as
whether they were aware, based on medical advice, of any physical or health reason that
would make it difficult to conceive children. If respondents reported ‘yes’ to either of these
questions, they were not questioned on their future intentions for children.
However, across the regular waves of data, there are no such ‘skips’ for people who may have
been sterilised or have difficulty conceiving children, and as such, they are potentially included
in the sample of respondents who reported a positive intention for children. However, given
that the family formation question design dictates that only respondents who report a ‘high’
likelihood that they will have children in the future are then questioned on their childbearing
intentions, it is quite unlikely (but still possible) that any sterilised respondent would
simultaneously report a high expectation for children, as well as a positive intention for future
childbearing (unless of course the respondent was planning to adopt a child/children and
considered this ‘childbearing’ activity). This possibility is addressed in depth below. When
interpreting the results from the following analytical chapters, where possible, this limitation is
taken into account.
For the remainder of the chapter survey years 2001-2004, 2006-2007 and 2009-2010 will be
referred to as the ‘regular’ survey waves, while the remaining three waves of data (2005, 2008
and 2011) will be referred to as the ‘special’ survey waves.
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FIGURE 3.1: FAMILY FORMATION QUESTION ORDER, HILDA, WAVES 1-12.

Waves 5, 8, 11
Waves 1-4, 6-7, 9-10, 12
Sample: Men and women 18-55yrs.

Sample: Men 18-55yrs or w/ partner <45yrs, women 1845yrs. All non-sterilised and no reported difficulty
conceiving.

G26: Pick a number between 0-10 to show
how you feel about having a child/more
children in the future.

G57: How many (more) children do you
intend to have?

G27: And how likely are you to have a child/
more children in the future? Again pick
between 0-10.

G58/59: In what year? Prefer boy or girl?

If G27> 6 then G29: How many (more)
children do you intend to have?
If G27<6: Skip to partnering and relationships.

G61: Pick a number between 0-10 to show
how you feel about having a child/more
children in the future.

G62: And how likely are you to have a
child/more children in the future? Again pick
between 0-10.

C ONSTRUCTION

OF DEPEN DENT VARIABLES : INTENDED FAMILY SIZE

&

ADDITIONALLY INTENDE D CHILD NUMBERS
Two different measures of fertility intentions are used in this thesis; overall mean intended
family size measured at a cross-sectional aggregate level, and, additionally intended numbers
of children measured at an individual longitudinal level. The reasoning behind the different
measures of the dependent variable is relatively straightforward. In the current and following
chapter, analyses are concerned with descriptive aggregate level population means, and thus
employ measures of men’s overall intended family size scores. Chapters Five and Six focus
more specifically on men’s additionally intended numbers of children as they include parity
(children ever born) as a control in their modelling, and the way it mediates the effects of
intending additional children. Details on the construction of the independent variables (such
as relationship status and parity) are outlined in the analytical chapter that directly follows
(Chapter Four).
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Overall measures of intended family size are an important component of childbearing
behaviour (and its study), as they provide insights into family size ideals not only at the
individual (micro) level, but also at the normative aggregate (macro) level (Philipov et al.,
2008). Some scepticism exits as to the utility of fertility intentions projecting fertility changes
and patterns (Berrington, 2004; Bongaarts, 2001; Schoumaker, 2015). This arises mainly out of
the assumption of fertility preferences and intentions as ‘fixed’ targets—that is, individuals and
couples form their desired family size early in life and “pursue this relatively constant target
throughout their reproductive life” (Lee, 1980). Innumerable studies have found that family
size measures are, in fact, ‘moving targets’ (Yeatman et al., 2013), and heavily influenced by
age (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Beets et al., 1999; Hayford, 2009; Liefbroer, 2009; Morgan,
2001; Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan, 2003). Regardless of the criticisms of its use in fertility
forecasts, family size intentions are still considered to be one of the most proximate
determinants of childbearing behaviours throughout demographic literature (Bumpass &
Westoff, 1969; Harknett et al., 2011; Manski, 1990; Testa, 2010; Westoff & Ryder, 1977).
In this thesis, like much other research in this area (Hagewen & Morgan, 2005; Harknett &
Hartnett, 2014; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010), the variable measuring ‘intended family size’ is
constructed by summing a respondent’s total number of children born (current family size)
and their additionally intended number of children (outlined below). Respondents in the
HILDA who reported a low likelihood of future childbearing (a score of ‘unsure’ or ‘unlikely’
evidenced by a score of 5 or below) and are therefore excluded from reporting their future
childbearing intentions across the regular data waves, are coded in HILDA as ‘not asked’ (and
assigned a value of -1) for the variable ‘_icn’ (which measures intention for a child/more
children).
To ensure that these respondents are included in the overall sample, values of ‘not asked’ (-1)
are re-coded to zero (0) if respondents initially reported a low expectation for children
(evidenced by a score of 5 or less). That is, it is assumed in line with HILDA design, that these
respondents intended no future children. This process is repeated for regular survey years.
In 2005, 2008 and 2011, where all respondents were questioned on their intentions for future
children, the question is asked so as to include ‘zero’ additional intended children (measured
by the variable ‘_icniz’) in order to accord with the GGS survey questionnaire. In these cases,
to ensure comparability across the HILDA, a derived variable for numbers of intended children
was created that set a response of ‘zero’ additional children in 2005, 2008 and 2011, as equal
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to ‘not asked’ (coded as -1) in other waves19. However, in this study, in order to compare the
samples across different waves, respondents who were coded as ‘not asked’ (-1) in 2005, 2008
and 2011 were assigned a value of zero (0) if they reported expectations that ranged between
‘very unlikely’ to ‘very likely’ (0-10) (that is they did not report a physical inability/difficulty in
having children). This provides a continuous series for intended children (_icn) across all
waves (2001-2012).
Like others who have used intended family size as a dependent variable to study family
formation amongst women and couples (see Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan, 2003), this study also
acknowledges that the construction and use of intended family size is subject to some
limitations. For example, its use treats all men in the same way regardless of already born
child numbers and additionally intended numbers of children. That is, it treats the same, men
who have no children and intend three children, and men who have one child and intend two
additional children, as the same. Additionally, its use suggests that all children born have been
‘intended’—that is, men who have three children already born, cannot (theoretically) intend
two children. This is partly however, a limitation associated with the design and collection of
the intentions data itself in that there are only specific waves in which respondents are
questioned whether a pregnancy is ‘wanted’. Finally, the variable treats intended family size
at the time of the survey, as identical to the family size men would have reported prior to
commencing reproduction. In that sense, it does not acknowledge that men’s intended family
size has a lower threshold to the numbers of children they already have born (Morgan &
Rackin, 2010). Despite the presence of these limitations, the use of the variable is
nevertheless appropriate and informative in approximating men’s intended family sizes across
cohorts.

Q UESTION

ORDER EFFECT S :

A

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUE IN HILDA ?

Population surveys, such as HILDA, are frequently used to obtain information on individual’s
family formation plans and behaviours. Analysing intentions and family size desires is difficult
due to high levels of uncertainty amongst respondents (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Rossier, 2010),
and frequent individual changes in answers given to family formation questions (Iacovou &
Tavares, 2010) makes responses highly sensitive to the wording and order in which questions
are asked. These, ‘non-sampling’ errors, referred to as question order effects, may lead to
imprecision in the collection of these important data (Beaujouan, 2014).

19

This derived variable was created by the Melbourne Institute and included in the data.
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The risks associated with changes to preceding questions or ‘context effects’ are well
documented throughout survey methodology literature. Particularly, the work by Tourangeau
and colleagues is of significance in this field (Tourangeau et al. 2003; Tourangeau et al. 1988;
Tourangeau et al. 2000; see also Siminski 2006; Johnson et al. 1998; Schuman 1992; Knauper
et al. 2007; Siminski & Yerokhin 2010). ‘Context effects’ refer to changes in the answers to a
survey question as a function of the previous items in the questionnaire (Tourangeau et al.,
2003). Put simply, changing the ‘context’ in which certain survey questions appear, has the
potential to significantly alter responses to later questions.
Changes to question order have been documented to influence the reporting of a wide range
of issues such as medical presentation at hospital emergency departments (Siminski, 2006),
visual impairment (Tourangeau et al. 2003), opinions on homosexuality (Herek & Capitanio,
1999), as well as attitudes towards legal abortion (Schuman, 1992) and skin cancer (Rimal &
Real, 2005).
The effect of altering question order in family formation measures has not been heavily
scrutinised. However, in what is perhaps the most comprehensive study on this issue
specifically, Beaujouan (2014), questions the feasibility of comparing intended family size
questions when question pre-codes20 differ. Additional work has examined the effects of
preceding questions on the reporting of childbearing intentions (Iacovou & Mathews, 2012)
and preferences for children (Mathews & Sear, 2008). Cumulatively, the results from these
analyses demonstrate that ‘priming’ an individual to consider mortality prior to childbearing
has a considerable impact upon the reporting of childbearing intentions and preferences,
particularly for men. Male respondents were found to routinely report a significant increase in
their ideal number of children when they were primed to believe that population mortality
rates were high (Mathews & Sear, 2008)21. These findings are in line with Pritchett (1994) that
found significantly higher reports of desired numbers of children where mortality priming is
high.
The majority of research that examines context effects is designed, like those above,
specifically to elicit those types of results. That is, pre-existing surveys are taken and context
effects experiments embedded within them. For example, Tourangeau et al's. (2003) priming
experiments were embedded in U.S Census surveys relating to privacy and confidentiality,

20

Pre-codes are taken as synonymous with ‘filtering’ questions—that is, the questions directly preceding
those on family formation and child number intentions.
21
Mathews and Sear (2008) find that for all men (including those who wish to remain childless) in the
treatment group (those who were primed) that their ideal numbers of children were significantly higher
than the men in the control group (2.29 and 2.59 respectively, p<.1). When only men with a stated
desire for children are included, the treatment effect increases from 2.49 to 2.79 (p<.01).
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while Herek and Capitanio (1999) embedded their investigation on attitudes towards
homosexuality in a pre-existing telephone survey of U.S households.
There is far less research that examines the unintentional, natural occurrence of such effects,
and no Australian studies were identified22. However, Tourangeau et al. (2000) suggest that
the frequency with which context effects occur unintentionally within questionnaires is quite
high, particularly if related questions are placed relatively close together, and their order
varies—as the questions on family formation do in HILDA. Inspired by this work, the following
analysis investigates whether the difference in question order in HILDA has any significant
(unintended) effect on respondents’ reports of their intentions for children. Following, the
methodological implications of these results are discussed.

D O E S Q U E ST I O N O R D E R I N F L UE N C E R E P O R T S

OF

F ERT I LI T Y I N T EN T I O N S ?

The analytical approach adopted here is relatively straightforward. Reported fertility
intentions of men aged 20-49 years across all twelve waves of the HILDA survey are included in
the analysis, and are summed with their reports of children already born in order to construct
a measure of intended family size (as described above). Men who did not respond to the
question ‘how many (more) children do you intend to have?’ are coded as ‘missing’ and are
excluded from the analysis. Importantly, to ensure sample comparability across survey waves,
all men aged 20-49 years who recorded a (positive, including ‘low’) expectation for children
are included in the sample. Scores for respondent’s ‘intended family size’ are derived
according to the method explained above.
The results from men’s mean intended family size scores and 95% confidence intervals are
presented below in Table 3.2.
Findings indicate, that overall, at an aggregate level, Australian men’s family size intentions
have remained relatively stable over the past eleven years (when data from 2005, 2008 and
2011 are initially excluded from analysis). These results are in line with other studies that have
examined stability and change in aggregate family size intention scores (Heiland et al., 2008; Ní
Bhrolcháin et al., 2010). Across the regular survey years, men’s mean intended family size
scores range between 1.92 in 2010 and 1.99 in 2012—a non-significant difference. Notably,
men’s intended family size scores are consistently below the level required for population

22

For Australian experiments in context effects see Hanley, Duncan, & Mummery (2013) and Siminski
(2006). For specific research in HILDA context effects see Siminski and Yerokhin (2010).
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replacement (2.1) and are constantly lower than women’s intended family sizes by roughly 0.3
(of a child, results not shown)23.
It is important to reiterate that these scores represent the intended family sizes of all men
aged 20-49 years, and as such, some care should be taken in their interpretation. This is
particularly given that children ever born, or parity, is not controlled for in this analysis, and
that controls for the process of ageing are not included. For example, at Time 1 (2001), men
aged between 20-24 years intended family sizes that were significantly smaller than men aged
45-49 years old (𝑥 =1.85; CI: 1.72-1.98 and 𝑥=2.24; CI: 2.12-2.36 respectively). Similar age
patterns are observed across the remaining regular years of the survey (results not shown).
Due to the developmental nature of childbearing intentions and family formation plans,
intended family size scores take a different composition at different ages. Men in older age
groups are more likely to intend significantly larger families presumably because they have
completed (or are close to completing) their childbearing. At the end of an individual’s
reproductive career, intended family size is understood to be largely reflective of actual family
size (Testa, 2011), possibly as a means of reducing any cognitive dissonance associated with
failure to meet original childbearing intentions (see Chapter Two for discussion).
The inclusion of children already born (parity) is an important factor in determining numbers
of additionally intended children (Newman, 2008; Udry, 1983). This variable is addressed in
the chapter that directly follows.

23

For each survey wave, mean intended family size scores were calculated for women aged 20-45 years.
Consistently, women’s reported intended family sizes were higher than their male counterparts.
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TABLE 3.2: MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES, 2001-2012, MEN 20-49 YEARS (WEIGHTED).
2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

𝒙 fam.
size int

1.96

1.93

1.94

1.97

2.12**

1.97

1.93

2.11**

1.92

1.91

2.05**

1.89

95% CI

1.91-2.00

1.88-1.99

1.89-2.01

1.91-2.04

2.05-2.20

1.90-2.04

1.87-1.99

2.03-2.18

1.85-1.99

1.85-1.96

1.98-2.11

1.84-1.95

SE

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.04

0.04

0.03

0.03

0.04

0.04

0.03

0.03

0.03

N

3706

3453

3320

3186

2213

3264

3195

2208

3312

3331

2491

4310

Source: HILDA, 2001-2012. Note: Unbalanced, weighted sample using person weights. ***p<0.01, **p<.05, *p<.10, difference in mean scores for 2005, 2008, 2011
compared with previous year.

When results from the special survey waves are taken into account, the findings in Table 3.2 above illustrate the possible effects of changing question
order on men’s intended family size scores. When men are questioned first on their intentions for children, and second on their expectations that
these children will be born, their reported intended family sizes are significantly larger than previous years. For example, in 2004, men’s mean
intended family size score was 1.97, while in 2005—the first year the question order differed—men’s mean intended family size score significantly
increases to 2.12 (a difference of .15, p<.05). Similar patterns are observed each time the question order changes in the special survey years.
As illustrated earlier in Figure 3.1, there are certain ‘skips’ in the family formation questions in the special survey years. For example, men who report
having a female partner 45 years or older are not questioned on their family formation plans. To illustrate the effects of these skips on the sample
sizes in the special survey years, frequency and percentage distributions of these skips are included in Table 3.3 below.
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TABLE 3.3: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POTENTIAL SAMPLE) OF MEN ‘SKIPPED’ PAST FAMILY FORMATION QUESTIONS IN SPECIAL WAVES.
2005

2008

2011

Female partner >45 yrs old.

342 (10.6)

351 (11.1)

364 (11.1)

Respondent sterile

344 (10.6)

279 (8.9)

241 (7.2)

Res.’s partner sterile

161 (4.9)

132 (4.2)

109 (3.3)

Physical difficulty in having
children.
N

153 (4.7)

147 (4.6)

156 (4.7)

1000 (31%)

909 (29%)

870 (26%)

Source: HILDA, 2005, 2008, 2011. Note: Unbalanced, weighted sample using person weights. Percentage scores represent percent of men skipped through family
formation questions in special waves that are potentially included in regular waves of data collection.

As mentioned previously, men excluded from answering questions on their childbearing intentions in the special survey years are included as part of
the sample in the regular survey years given that none of these skips are present. This is particularly true of those men who report having a female
partner over the age of 45 years who would ordinarily have been questioned on their intentions and expectations for children in regular survey years.
For example, of the 342 men in 2005 who were skipped through the family formation plans due to the age of their female partner, 57% (n=198) of
them were subsequently questioned on their childbearing expectations in 2006. Notably, the majority of these men did report an expectation of ‘very
unlikely-unlikely’ for future childbearing and so were therefore also skipped through the question on future numbers of intended children. However,
because of the sample design for this research (described above in section 1.5), men who report that they are unlikely to have children are coded as
intending zero children and are included in the overall sample.
The author acknowledges that the inclusion of respondents such as those described above has the potential to affect the overall results, particularly
descriptive statistics at the aggregate level. Given that measures of central tendency (such as the sample mean) are influenced by differences in
sample size, it is possible that the observed differences above in intended family size scores are due in part to fluctuating sample sizes and not solely
due to differences in question order. However, the relatively small (and similar) standard errors for each of the mean intended family size scores
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across the waves of data suggest that in this analysis, the sample mean scores are fairly representative of the population as a whole and that differing
sample sizes may not be an issue of great concern.
While the above sample selection and methods of analysis are in line with previous context effect research (Siminski 2006), it is difficult to make
causal inferences of question order effects based on unbalanced aggregate data and without employing a randomised controlled trial. The use of a
randomised control trial is beyond the scope of this thesis. However, to improve the robustness of the aggregate measures above, the method and
analysis is replicated using a balanced panel of men aged 20-49 years (n=) across 2001-201224. The sample below includes men who answered the
family formation questions at each wave of the survey. The results, which measure the changes in their intended family size scores across waves, are
presented in Table 3.4.
TABLE 3.4: MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES, 2001-2012, MEN 20-49 YEARS (BALANCED).
2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

𝒙 fam.
size int.

1.83

1.84

1.82

1.83

2.07**

1.84

1.88

2.04*

1.82

1.84

2.00*

1.83

SE

0.05

0.06

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.06

.05

N
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
494
Source: HILDA, 2001-2012. Note: Balanced, weighted sample using person weights. ***p<0.01, **p<.05, *p<0.1. Difference in mean scores for 2005, 2008 and 2011
compared with previous year.

24

Note: this sample only includes men who were aged between 20-49 years for all waves of data. That is, men who aged into, or out of the sample (for example a 48
year old in 2010) are excluded from this sample.
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Results from analysis of the balanced panel above further suggest that changes in question
order to the module of family formation questions in HILDA are associated with differences in
the ways respondents report their intentions for children. For example, in 2004 on average
men intended family sizes of roughly 1.83 children, whilst in 2005—the first year the question
order differed—the same men reported intentions for significantly larger family sizes of 2.07
(p<0.05).
As before (Table 3.2), similar patterns are observed across the special waves of data (Table
3.4)—compared to the previous ordinary wave, in both 2008 and 2011, intended family size
scores significantly increase. Notably however, the magnitude of the difference between the
mean intended family size scores between the regular and special waves of data is not as large,
nor as significant as the previous findings for the unbalanced panel. It is likely that the more
exaggerated differences in mean scores of the unbalanced panel are due to unobserved
differences in the sample populations.
Since the above analysis is performed on a balanced panel that includes only those men who
were eligible (and responded) to the family formation questions at all waves, the findings
indicate that the change in question order is likely influencing the way in which all men (and
not those included/excluded in ‘special’ waves) respond to questions about their intended
numbers of children.
Due to the skip rules and different question order across the family formation modules, it is
reasonable to expect that some respondents who are ordinarily questioned on their
expectations for children, are excluded in 2005, 2008 and 2011, due either to their partner’s
age or a physical inability to have children. Table 3.5 below reports the frequency distribution
of respondents who reported a physical inability/partner inability (including partner age) or
sterility/partner sterility for children in the special survey years who then went on to report a
positive intention for children in the regular survey content. Given that 2005 was the first year
in which respondents were questioned on sterility and physical inability to have children, only
reports of childbearing intentions from 2006 are included for analysis. This is the first year in
which those respondents who were physically unable to have children would have been given
the opportunity to (erroneously) record their childbearing intentions.

55

TABLE 3.5: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF MEN 20-49 YEARS WITH POSITIVE INTENTIONS FOR
CHILDREN & A PHYSICAL INABILITY TO HAVE CHILDREN.
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Sterile/part. sterile

181

199

194

Physical Diff/partner
age.

82

120

222

n

236

319

416

2012

Intention 1+ child
30
19
15
16
(n).
Source: HILDA 2005-2012 balanced. Note: The above analysis includes only those respondents who
reported no change in partnership status between observation waves. Weighted population data.

15

Table 3.6 below presents the mean number of intended children for men aged 20-49 years
who reported an inability for children (frequencies provided above)25. Numbers of intended
children for this sample are relatively ‘high’ (1.5 or above), however, given the small sample
sizes, generalising these findings more broadly is not possible. Whilst the analysis is
descriptive in nature, the impetus behind its inclusion is to highlight the presence of those
individuals within the data sample who are physically unable to conceive children, but who
simultaneously report an intention for one or more children in the future.
TABLE 3.6: MEAN NUMBER OF INTENDED CHILDREN (STD. ERR.) OF MEN 20-49 YEARS WHO REPORTED
AN INABILITY FOR CHILDREN.
2006

2007

2009

1.5 (.14)
1.73 (.21)
2.00 (.19)
𝒙 intention
Source: HILDA 2006-2012 balanced. Note: Weighted population data.

2010

2012

1.56 (.19)

1.53 (.16)

Although an inability to have children, coupled with the positive intention to have children in
the future, are seemingly at odds with one another psychologically, the presence of conflicting
childbearing intentions has been aptly covered in demographic research (Barber et al., 2010;
Bernardi, Mynarska, & Rossier, 2010; Voas, 2003). In their study of pregnancy intentions,
Barber et al. (2010) found that while the majority of their respondents reported consistent
intentions for pregnancy, the presence of conflicting desires was present in 5% of their
respondents. Similarly, in their study of uncertain and ambivalent childbearing intentions,
Bernardi et al. (2010) found that almost 20% of their sample (n=57) simultaneously held
positive and negative intentions for childbearing in the future.
The occurrence of childbearing goals in the HILDA sample that are psychologically and
physically at odds with one another serves to highlight the cognitive complexities involved in
25

The variable ‘intended children’ here refers to the number of intended children reported when
questioned “how many (more) children do you intend to have?” It does not include numbers of children
already born.
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the processes of childbearing decision making, as well as the difficulties involved in accurately
measuring these constructs.

C AN

F ER T I LI T Y P O LI C Y EX P LAI N DI F FE R EN C ES I N I N T E N D E D F A MI LY SI Z E

M EA S UR E S ?

The findings above demonstrate some of the limitations associated with the family formation
data in HILDA. These include the problematic ‘skips’ throughout the family formation
modules, the psychological difficulties respondents may encounter in distinguishing between
questions of desired and intended children, as well as the possible presence of question order
context effects.
Results from the question order effect analysis demonstrate a significant difference in men’s
reported childbearing intentions when the order of family formation questions differed across
different years of HILDA (in both the unbalanced and balanced samples). Given that very little
change occurred to the actual wording of the fertility intentions questions over the previous
decade, it is unlikely that the differences in respondents’ reports are caused by anything other
than the difference in question order across the waves, particularly for the balanced panel.
However, because the formation and reporting of childbearing intentions (and subsequent
childbearing decision making) occur within broad social, economic and political contexts, other
possible explanations of the observed differences in mean intention scores have been
considered (see also Chapter Four, Table 4.2). For example, numerous studies have
investigated the possible effects that the introduction of the Australian Government’s ‘Baby
Bonus’ had on (women’s) fertility behaviour (Guest & Parr 2009; Parr & Guest 2011a; Drago et
al. 2009; Holland 2013; Jackson 2006; Guest 2007) and intentions (Fan & Maitra, 2011a;
Garrett, Keogh, Hewitt, Newton, & Kavanagh, 2016; Risse, 2011; Wesolowski, 2015). As such,
a discussion of the possible effects of the introduction of the ‘baby bonus’ policy in late 2004 is
warranted.
The ‘baby bonus’ was a means tested26 cash payment to all women upon the birth (or
adoption) of a child27 and its release in the latter half of 2004 coincided with reports of

26

Baby Bonus was payable if a family’s combined adjusted taxable income was $75,000 or less in the six
months after a child was born or adopted.
27
In the 2013/2014 budget, the current Government abolished the lump sum baby bonus payment.
However, a sum of $2000 became available for lower income families as part of the Family Tax Benefit
Part A for the birth of a first child. The payment reduces to $1000 for second and subsequent children.
Prior to the budget release, parents were able to choose between the tax-free Baby Bonus payment
(worth $5000 for a first child and $3000 for second and subsequent children) and the Paid Parental
Leave Scheme (calculated at $606.50 (before tax) for a maximum of 18 weeks. Parents who are eligible
for paid parental leave through their private employer are also eligible to receive both of these schemes.
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increased childbearing intentions in 2005. There is some limited evidence (albeit problematic)
that suggests the baby bonus had a measurable effect on women’s childbearing intentions
following its introduction28 (Risse 2011).
Using HILDA data from 2001-2008, Risse (2011) examines the effect of the policy on Australian
women’s childbearing “intentions” (men are excluded from the analysis), and finds that the
introduction of the baby bonus coincided with a significant increase in women’s childbearing
intentions in 2005, and, to a lesser (but still significant) extent in 2008 when the payment value
was increased. Specifically, her results demonstrate that the strongest increase in fertility
intentions over this time occurred amongst young women (18-24 years) and women from
lower-income households. Cumulatively, these results are taken to question the ability of the
policy to halt aggregate dependency rates.
However, this research questions the conclusions forwarded by Risse (2011) on the basis of
two key points. First, women’s reported scores for their childbearing expectations are
erroneously applied as a measure of their childbearing intentions. That is, women’s responses
to the question ‘how likely are you to have a child/more children in the future?’ are taken as
indicative of women’s childbearing intentions. As outlined in Chapter One, expectations and
intentions measure psychologically distinct components of behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Miller &
Pasta, 1995), and to use them interchangeably is to ignore an important theoretical distinction.
As such, Risse's (2011) study measures women’s childbearing expectations and not their
intentions for future childbearing. This point may seem one based on semantics, but given
that it is entirely possible for women (and men) to simultaneously report a positive
expectation for future childbearing with little or no intention for future children, it is a point
worth making29.
Second, Risse’s argument provides little explanation for why respondents’ ‘intentions’
(expectations) fluctuate so dramatically over 2001-2008. If, as she suggests, the Baby Bonus
was significantly associated with the increase in childbearing intentions in 2005 following its
introduction, and again in 2008 following its increase in value, it is unclear why women’s
reported childbearing expectations would not remain at these increased levels over the entire
period that the payment was available, particularly given that at no point during this time was
it suggested, or announced that the baby bonus would decrease in value. Furthermore, there

28

Evidence to suggest that the Baby Bonus had a positive effect on childbearing preferences and
subsequent births is mixed in Australia. See Drago et al. (2009) and Fan and Maitra (2011) for
discussion.
29
For example, in 2011, there were 52 cases were respondents in the HILDA reported a high likelihood
for future children (6+), while simultaneously reporting no intention for future children.
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is no corresponding increase in women’s childbearing expectations in 2006—the first year
after the policy’s introduction that the payment increased from the original $3000 to $4000.
While this research discounts the introduction of the baby bonus, and its subsequent increases
in payment value as responsible for the significant increase in reports of childbearing
‘intentions’ (expectations) in 2005 and 2008, it is plausible that the introduction of the policy
did in fact influence the context in which individuals assess their intentions (and likelihood) for
childbearing. However, the effect of these policies, in comparison to the different order in
which the fertility questions appear in HILDA, appears to be quite small—particularly given
that in 2011 the Australian Government announced budget cuts to the baby bonus policy that
would see the value drop for second and subsequent children. In line with Risse’s (2011)
argument’s it would be expected that in 2011 reports of childbearing intentions (and
expectations) would fall to levels witnessed in previous years. This analysis has demonstrated
the opposite to be true (for men).
The above findings raise certain methodological and data handling issues for the remainder of
this thesis. Initially it was the aim of the following chapter to examine the stability and change
in men’s aggregate mean intended family size scores over the past decade in Australia.
However, given the significantly higher mean intention scores evidenced in 2011, the ensuing
analyses will document change between 2001 and 2012 instead (both normal survey years).
While it would be undoubtedly easier to exclude data from 2005, 2008 and 2011 from the
remaining analyses of this thesis, the implications of the above findings are intrinsically
important, particularly when compared with previous Australian research that finds that in
2004 men and women reported intended family sizes of around 2.4 and 2.5 respectively
(Weston, R., Qu, L., Parker, R., Alexander, 2004)—findings that accord closely with the analysis
above (of the intended family sizes in the special waves of the data).
T R E A TM E N T O F M I S S I N G D A TA
A variety of techniques are used in order to deal with missing data. However, most variables
used in the analyses throughout this thesis contain very limited proportions of missing data.
For example, for the key explanatory variables relating to respondents’ educational
attainment, labour force status and children ever born, there are no missing values in the base
sample of men aged 20-49 years at Time 1 (2001). Where missing data is encountered, details
on its treatment are provided in the related results chapters.

C ONCLUSION
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This chapter has detailed the data, study sample and the creation of the key dependent
variables employed throughout the remainder of this thesis. The limitations of the HILDA
fertility intention data have been acknowledged, and, where possible, will be taken into
account when interpreting the findings from this research.
In sum, it is clear that differences in the order of family formation questions in HILDA have a
significant effect on men’s reports of their childbearing intentions. When taken together with
results from previous research (Weston, R., Qu, L., Parker, R., Alexander, 2004), the findings of
this chapter suggest that data from 2005, 2008 and 2011 could provide a more accurate
reflection of men’s intentions for future childbearing, than when somewhat seemingly
arbitrary ‘skip’ rules are applied across other waves. Given that there are significant observed
differences in mean intended family size scores for these years of roughly 0.2 of a child, this
finding has some implications for current and future development of family policy—
particularly when claims that Australian Government policies such as the baby bonus, the paid
maternity leave scheme and increased child care benefits are making it easier for individuals
and couples to achieve their desired family sizes are taken into account (Drago et al., 2009;
Parr & Guest, 2011; Risse, 2011). If Australian men actually intend to have significantly larger
families than is currently understood, then policies that are designed to alleviate some of the
constraints to childbearing have much farther to go than originally thought.
The following chapter extends the analysis above to examine, stability and change to men’s
intended family sizes over the past eleven years. Subsequent chapters will focus on the key
socio-economic and demographic determinants of men’s intentions for children, as well as
their effects on revisions to family size intentions over time. The direction of these chapters
will be guided by the theoretical framework outlined earlier in Chapter Two, and will discuss
the key proximate and background factors associated with men’s intentions for children.
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―4―
S TABILITY AND C HANGE IN M EN ’ S I NTENDED F AMILY S IZE
S CORES : A N A GGREGATE A NALYSIS
Men, if they appeared [in fertility] at all, usually did so as shadows; as partners-by-implication
of those engaged in childbearing.
(Bledsoe, Lerner, & Guyer, 2000: 83)

I NTRODUCTION
The study of total fertility trends in Australia is prolific and long-standing (Adam, 1991;
Lattimore & Pobke, 2008; McDonald, 2000; McDonald, 2006; De Vaus, 2002). The Australian
Bureau of Statistics has been collecting data on Australians’ fertility patterns since the early
1960s (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1993). The majority of research into this area focuses
on the downward trend of fertility in Australia—its causes and consequences—as well as the
policy options available to increase it (Mcdonald, 2000, 2008; McDonald, 2006; Parr & Guest,
2011).
Despite this long standing tradition of studying fertility trends in Australia, comparatively little
is known about Australians’ intentions for childbearing, and what changes, if any, have
occurred to these intentions over time. The study of childbearing intentions and intended
family size is a relatively new field in Australia, due in part, to the lack of available data on
these issues30. Of the research that has been conducted, however, the primary focus has
tended to be on women and their desires, expectations and intentions for children31, or
in/voluntary childlessness (for example, Berrington, 2004; Gray, Evans, & Reimondos, 2012).
Despite the fact that international research has demonstrated men’s childbearing intentions
are, at least as important as women’s in predicting subsequent births (in a couple) (Testa,
2010; Thomson, 1997), little research exists that investigates Australian men’s intentions for
children32.
This chapter represents a starting point in addressing that research shortage. The aims of this
chapter are: first, to introduce readers to some of the most commonly identified socio-
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See Chapter Three for further discussion on data.
Australian studies include Fan & Maitra (2011); Holton (2010); Tesfaghiorghis (2007); Weston & Qu
(2004). Several international studies also exist—for example: Edmonston et al. (2010); Hayford (2009);
Liefbroer (2009); Ní Bhrolcháin, Beaujouan, & Berrington (2010); Testa (2012).
32
For exceptions, see Thompson & Lee (2011a, 2011b) that focus on men’s fertility expectations and
preferences.
31
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economic and demographic characteristics that influence men’s family size intentions in
contexts similar to Australia; second, this discussion will provide analysis of the broader
contextual demographic background within which Australian men form their intentions for
children and families; and finally, analyses the stability and/or change in men’s intended family
size measures over the past eleven years.
This chapter, and its analyses are driven by the following research question:
1. Have men’s intended family sizes changed, or remained stable, over the past eleven
years at an aggregate level?

S TABILIT Y

AND CHANGE IN FERTILITY IN TENTIONS :

A

REVIEW OF THE

LITERATURE .
As outlined previously, changes in fertility behaviours and outcomes have brought a renewed
interest in the study of fertility intentions of both individuals and couples. Childbearing
intentions are considered to be one of the strongest predictors of subsequent fertility,
particularly at an aggregate level (Hagewen & Morgan, 2005; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010;
Symeonidou, 2000). As such, their importance in understanding overall fertility trends in
Australia should not be underestimated. Childbearing intentions are dynamic and subject to
revision—both up and down—in the face of changing life course circumstances. Given that
childbearing intentions are considered ‘moving targets’ (Yeatman et al., 2012) this section
reviews the scholarship that examines the stability and change of fertility intentions in
contexts similar to Australia. It outlines several situational factors that have been found to
influence men’s childbearing and family size intentions.
Before proceeding, an important note should be made. The below studies employ several
different attitudinal measures of fertility including childbearing desires, expectations and
intentions, as well as child-timing, child-number and overall ideal and intended family size. As
explained in Chapter One, whilst related, these concepts represent psychologically distinct
processes. However, given the limited availability of research in this area, their inclusion is of
significance to this thesis.
Age
The interaction between age and childbearing intentions is nuanced. A vast majority of
literature acknowledges ageing as a significant predictor of intended family size, however, the
effects of increasing age on fertility intentions is mixed (Edmonston et al., 2010; Freedman et
al., 1965; Ní Bhrolcháin & Beaujouan, 2011).
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Broadly, literature devoted to age and its effects on childbearing intentions can be categorised
into those that deal with age as a biological enabler/constraint to childbearing, and those that
focus on the social and normative age deadlines related to intended family size.
The process of ageing is generally understood to be associated with the downwards revision of
family size intentions. In the majority of studies that examine family size intentions (as well as
expectations and desires for children), findings indicate that, on average, young individuals
report intentions for family sizes that are significantly larger than their older counterparts
(Bhrolcháin et al., 2010; Gray et al., 2012; Hayford, 2009; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Liefbroer,
2009). Being younger has also been found to be strongly associated with having more realistic
fertility intentions (and thus realisation of births) (Kapitány & Spéder, 2012). However,
numerous longitudinal studies have documented declining family size intentions (and
expectations) as individuals age (Carmichael, 2013; Freedman et al., 1965; Holton, Fisher, &
Rowe, 2011; Thomson & Hoem, 1998; Thomson, 1997). For example, in their study of the
realisation, postponement or abandonment of childbearing intentions, Kapitány and Spéder
(2012), demonstrate that the process of ageing is a clear predictor of abondonment of
intentions for children for men.
Due to the biological limits associated with childbearing, age is considered one of the key
constraints to achieving one’s childbearing intentions (Hayford, 2009; Iacovou & Tavares,
2010; Kapitány & Speder, 2011; Liefbroer, 2009; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009). Indeed, most of
the research that finds a significant relationship between age and failure to achieve intended
family size, assumes some operation of biological factors and reduced fecundity (Heaton,
Jacobson, & Holland, 1999; Kapitány & Speder, 2011; Testa & Toulemon, 2006). While both
male and female fecundity reduce as age increases, compared to women, far less is
understood about the effects of a ‘ticking biological clock’ on men’s childbearing intentions.
However, the handful of studies that have been conducted (Eriksson et al., 2013; Lampic et al.,
2006; Roberts et al., 2011; Thompson & Lee, 2011b; Virtala et al., 2011) demonstrate that
young men routinely intend to delay childbearing until well into their late twenties and early
thirties. Notably, over half the respondents in Thompson and Lee's (2011b) study of male
university students planned to have children beyond age 35—the average age at which men’s
biological fertility begins to decline (Lambert et al., 2006; Lewis, Legato, & Fisch, 2006).
The increasing rate of failure of young men (and women) to achieve their intended family sizes
has been directly attributed, in numerous studies, to the delayed onset of child-timing
intentions (Philipov et al., 2008; Sobotka, 2011), and subsequent delays in actual childbearing
behaviours (Cannold, 2004a).
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Further, the certainty and stability of childbearing intentions, as well as their intended timing
(‘now’ versus ‘within three years’) is also stronger amongst older individuals (Dommermuth et
al., 2011; Morgan, 1982). In their study of Norwegian individuals, Dommermuth et al. (2011)
find that ageing has a strong effect on the certainty of timing for family size intentions—
particularly for those who are not yet parents. For example, the odds of intending a child
‘now’, rather than ‘later’, of childless individuals aged 35-40 years were roughly nine times the
odds of their younger counterparts. Similar findings are noted in England and Wales
(Berrington, 2004), Britain (Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010; Ní Bhrolcháin & Beaujouan, 2011),
Austria (Sobotka, 2009), and for Australian women (Hayford, 2009).
It is likely that as men age, there is a greater sense of urgency to fulfil their childbearing
intentions as they reach the ends of their reproductive careers. In line with the model of
developmental regulation across the life course as conceived by Heckhausen, Wrosch, and
Feelson (2001)33, findings from Kapitány and Spéder (2012; see also Miller & Pasta, 1995;
Spéder & Kapitány, 2009), indicate that as men age, their efforts to realise their intentions for
children are intensified. However, their results also point to a large proportion of men who
‘abandoned’ their reported family size intentions as they aged, presumably due to a perceived,
or real inability to meet their family size goals.
While the majority of research findings indicate downwards revisions to family size intentions
across the reproductive life course, there is some qualitative work that suggests that upward
revisions to family size intentions are most common amongst younger individuals (Weston &
Qu, 2004), as is the likelihood to realise intended family size (Spéder & Kapitány, 2009). In
their Australian study, Weston and Qu (2004) illustrate that upward revisions to family size
goals were most common amongst younger/middle aged men as they felt they matured and
were better able to handle the responsibilities associated with parenting (see also Bernardi
(2003) for an Italian example).
Age as a constraint to childbearing is not simply biological. Many have noted the conflict
between the process of ageing and what are considered to be the appropriate ‘social age
deadlines’ for childbearing (Billari et al., 2011; Liefbroer & Billari, 2010; Mynarska, 2009;
Mynarska, Meeting, & York, 2007). These studies demonstrate that individuals and couples, in
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This model is comprised of two basic components, and is similar to previously discussed machinations
of cognitive dissonance theory (see Chapter Two, see also Festinger (1957) . First, individuals attempt to
actively influence their own development by selecting personal goals and striving towards their
completion (i.e. to find a partner, have a child). Second, driven primarily to adaptation to failure and
ageing related constraints, individuals embark upon disengagement from the previous goal (having a
child) and self-protect against negative evaluations associated with failure to achieve childbearing goals
(for example, focus on the negative aspects of childbearing and children).
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a range of developed countries, perceive social age deadlines for childbearing that are often
much lower than actual biological limits. Further, these normative deadlines are experienced
more frequently and intensely by women than men (Billari et al., 2011). As Staff et al. (2012;
see also Settersen & Hagestad, 1996) notes, childbearing and child-timing intentions are often
guided by important cultural and social norms about the ‘right’ age at which to begin and
complete childbearing. As these age norms are approached, intentions about family size are
likely to be revised (downwards).
Although these deadlines may not always be specifically stated as such, numerous other
studies have noted the presence of ‘age thresholds’ where preferences and desires for
children decline substantially. For example, in their recent Australian study Arunachalam and
Heard (2014) found that while a gradual decline in desired numbers of children occurred as
individuals aged, reaching age 30-34 years old appeared to be a threshold where respondents
drastically reduced their child-number desires. Similarly, respondents in Thompson and Lee's
(2011) Australian study of male university students demonstrates that the majority of
participants wanted to have completed their childbearing by their mid-thirties.
The effects of ageing on family size intentions are, of course, closely related to, and mediated
by other life course factors including, but not limited to, children already born (parity) and
gender mix of existing children, as well as relationship status, educational attainment and
labour force participation status.
Parity and gender mix of children
Children already born (parity) is considered one of the most predictive constraints/enablers
associated with childbearing intentions. This is not only the case in regards to the formation
and development of family size intentions, but also in their actualisation or frustration
(Iacovou & Tavares, 2010). As such, its importance as a key (often control) variable has found
it featured in numerous international studies that examine the revision of family size
intentions more generally (Cai, Feng, Zhenzhen, & Baochang, 2010; Konig, 2011; Morgan,
1982; Testa et al., 2014), but particularly within couples (Billari et al., 2011; Risse, 2011; Testa,
Laura, & Rosina, 2012; Tesfaghiorghis, 2007; Testa & Toulemon, 2006; Sassler, Miller, &
Favinger, 2008; Stykes, Guzzo, & Manning, 2015).
It is generally accepted throughout the demographic literature that childbearing decisions are
made successively after each birth—what Udry (1983) refers to ‘sequential decision making’.
In other words, individuals and couples make decisions after each successive birth whether to
attempt, and when, any additional births (Evans et al., 2009). This suggests that while
individuals and couples may consider their long term family size goals, in the short term, family
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size intentions are readily amenable to change (Udry, 1983)—what Testa et al. (2014) refer to
as the ‘parity-dependent’ relationship between family size intentions and fertility.
Because intending a first child is qualitatively different from intentions for higher order births
(three or more children), many studies note that the majority of revisions to family size
intentions (both upwards and downwards) occur after parity one (Balbo & Mills, 2010;
Freedman et al., 1965; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Konig, 2011). Cumulatively, findings indicate
that as individuals and couples progress through higher parities, family size intentions are
more likely to be revised downwards (Philipov, 2009a). More recently, results from an Italian
study indicated that at parity two, couple disagreement around progression to the
‘discretionary third child’ (and the timing of such progression) was at its highest (in comparison
to lower parities), which, according to Testa et al. (2014) may explain why larger family size
intentions are not realised (at least in Italy).
Problematically, in their study, and many others, the gender mix of children already born does
not feature as a control variable. There is increasing evidence that suggests that the sex
composition of children already born influences whether or not individuals and couples, intend
and progress to additional births (Evans et al., 2009; Fuse, 2013; Gray, Kippen, & Evans, 2007;
Hank & Kohler, 2000, 2002). For example, Hank and Kohler (2000, 2002) find that gender
preferences for a mixed family composition are quite strong in some parts of Europe, while in
Germany they find strong evidence of a son preference (for first children).
In this chapter, the combined parity-sex of child(ren) variable is not included in the analyses—
only parity is. There are two reasons for this: first, the sample sizes in some of the categories
of the parity-sex variable are quite small. For example, in the youngest age group (20-24),
there are fewer than five respondents in 2001 and 2012 who have two boys and intend
additional children. As such, analysis of the mean difference between their additionally
intended child numbers is not possible. The issue of small sample sizes is problematic in other
categories also (e.g. men aged 25-29 with two children). Second, analyses using the parity-sex
variable were conducted and there was very little evidence of significant change between
groups, between the two time periods. However, the combined variable is included in
analyses in the following chapters that examine the key determinants associated with men’s
intentions for children.
Relationship Status
Several studies have noted the importance of partnering patterns, status and formation on
intentions (and expectations and desires) for children, particularly over time (Dommermuth et
al., 2011; Gray et al., 2012; Hayford, 2009; Heiland et al., 2008; Holton et al., 2011; Qu et al.,
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2000; Roberts et al., 2011; Schoen et al., 1999; Elizabeth Thomson, 2004), although some
cross-sectional studies also exist (Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004; Weston & Qu, 2004).
Cumulatively, the results of the above studies indicate that partnered individuals routinely
report intentions for significantly larger families than their un-partnered counterparts.
Using data from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) Iacovou and Tavares (2010) found
that for men (and women), remaining single was significantly associated with reduced
expectations for children between survey observations (six years apart). Similarly, Hayford
(2009) notes that having never been married was associated with decreasing fertility
expectations over time. On the other hand, findings from Iacovou and Tavares (2010) suggest
that changing partners over time was associated with a significant increase in expectations for
children, particularly for men. These findings are in line with other research on re-partnering,
which sees children as a solidification of a couple’s new union (Balbo, Billari, & Mills, 2012;
Stewart, 2013; Thomson, 1997; Thomson, 2004).
In contrast, single respondents are often much less likely to report positive intentions for
children, and much more likely to report intentions to remain voluntarily childless
(Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Edmonston et al., 2008; Gray et al., 2012; Merlo & Rowland,
2000; Miettinen, 2010). They are, for all intents and purposes, two steps removed from
childbearing in that they must first find a partner, and then have a child (Hoem & Bernhardt,
2000).
Educational Attainment
The relationship between women’s increasing educational attainment and declining fertility
rates is well documented (Beguy, 2009; Coleman, 2000b; Mcdonald, 2000; Shreffler & Johnson,
2012; Shreffler et al., 2010; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009; Stolzenberg & Waite, 1977), while the
opposite relationship has been documented for men (Bledsoe et al., 2000; Kaplan, Lancaster,
& Andersson, 1998; Martin-Garcia, 2008).
Albeit limited, there is a growing body of research that has begun examining the association
between men’s intended family size, and their levels (and types) of educational attainment.
The majority of this research has occurred internationally (Adsera, 2011; Bavel, 2006; Begall &
Mills, 2012; Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; De Wachter, 2012; Eriksson et al., 2013; Heiland,
Prskawetz, & Sanderson, 2005; Lappegård et al., 2011; Martin-Garcia, 2008; Nilsen,
Waldenström, Rasmussen, Hjelmstedt, & Schytt, 2013; Roberts et al., 2011; Rotkirch et al.,
2011), although some is emerging in an Australian context (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray,
2002; Gray et al., 2012).
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Empirical evidence from West Germany indicates that highly educated individuals, on average,
intend to have more children than their less educated counterparts (Heiland et al., 2005, 2008).
For example, compared to those with a basic high school degree, men with a college/university
education were significantly more likely to intend to three or more children. Interestingly, no
relationship between educational attainment and intended childlessness was uncovered for
men (although, it was for women) (Heiland et al., 2005).
Similarly, in Australia, Weston et al. (2004) found that men (and women) with a university
degree level education were more likely to desire a child in the future than individuals with
lower levels of formal education. On the other hand however, in a study of childless men (and
women), Gray et al.'s (2012) findings suggest that changes to education levels, particularly an
increase in education from grade 12 (high school) to diploma level (university), were
associated with a decrease in fertility desires amongst male respondents. Consistent results
are reported for highly educated women in Britain—they were found to consistently revise
down their intentions for children more often than less educated women (Iacovou & Tavares,
2010).
The most recent and comprehensive review of the relationship between intended family size
and education examines, individually and aggregately, women’s intentions for children and
their educational attainment across the EU-27 countries (Testa, 2014). Her results indicate
that women with higher levels of formal educational qualifications achieve smaller family sizes
overall, but report higher mean intended family sizes compared to women with lower
educational levels. Similarly, at the individual level, women’s level of education was found to
be positively correlated to lifetime intended family size, particularly at parities one and two.
Testa (2014) notes these results are likely influenced by access to quality affordable childcare,
high levels of gender equality and solid economic conditions across the EU countries.
Employment Status
It is often hypothesised that financial and work-related factors are influential in the formation
of, and revisions to, intended family size. For example, an improvement in income, or a more
family-friendly work environment could be associated with an increase in childbearing
intentions. On the other hand, increased opportunity costs, such as time away from work and
loss of income/entitlements are likely to be associated with decreases to intended family size,
particularly for women (Parr & Guest, 2011; Sobotka et al., 2011). There is some limited
research that supports these assertions.
Gray et al. (2012) find that a change in employment status (exiting the labour market) was
associated with a decrease in childbearing desires for men, but not for women. Cumulatively,
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these results support previous findings that suggest that the effects of employment and work
hours on women’s childbearing intentions and desires are ambivalent (Shreffler & Johnson,
2012; Shreffler et al., 2010; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009).
For men however, empirical evidence demonstrates quite the opposite effect. The importance
of secure employment for men intending to have children has been well documented (Mitchell
& Gray, 2007; Roberts et al., 2011; Singleton, 2005; R. Thompson & Lee, 2011a, 2011b), driven
primarily by the requisite ‘provider ability’ for men who are thinking about becoming fathers
(Lappegård, 2012; Lappegård et al., 2011). The ability for a man to take on the role of provider
in the family has been found to be an important requisite to childbearing for both men and
women. Sassler, and colleagues (2014) note that the ability of men to fill the provider role is
positively related to transitions to marriage and additional childbearing amongst un-wedded
parents, whilst Fahlén and Oláh (2015) suggest that economic uncertainty caused by
unemployment risks have a dampening effect on men’s short term childbearing intentions,
particularly amongst men and fathers who are the main financial providers in their families.
Relatedly, research from White and McQuillan (2006) has demonstrated that for men
becoming unemployed is significantly related to declining desires, expectations and intentions
for children. Finally, results from a Dutch study indicate that, at the opposite end of the
employment spectrum, increasing work hours is associated with downward revisions to family
size intentions across the life course. This was particularly significant for men (Liefbroer, 2009).
Country of birth & identification as Indigenous Australian/ Torres St. Islander
There is very little Australian research that examines the differences in childbearing intentions
across different countries of birth, as well as a paucity that investigates the family size
intentions of Indigenous Australians and the extent to which these differ/are the same as
those of Australian born individuals (Johnstone, 2011a). As such, the review below draws from
the differences in actual (female) fertility outcomes between those Indigenous born
Australians, and those born either in Australia or elsewhere.
There are inherent difficulties with discussing, as though a homogenous sub-population,
Indigenous Australians and those overseas born who reside in Australia. Whilst the two groups
have quite unique and distinct demographic profiles34, they do share some similarities—
primarily found in their comparable fertility patterns.
In 2014 the total fertility rate in Australia was 1.79 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015). The
total fertility rate for Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islanders was slightly higher at 2.22 (Australian
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An in-depth discussion of which is beyond the scope of this thesis.
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Bureau of Statistics, 2015). The fertility rates of Indigenous Australians have been declining for
over a decade (Johnstone, 2011b)—compared to the general Australian population,
Indigenous childbearing is characterised by its concentration in younger age groups, primarily
those aged 20-24 or 25-29 years (Johnstone, 2011b). For example, in 2014, the Indigenous
age-specific fertility rate of those aged 20-24 years was 124.5 compared to 47.9 for the general
Australian population35. Although it is unlikely that the higher rate of fertility amongst the
younger age groups in the Indigenous population in Australia is the direct result of higher
childbearing intentions among these groups, we may expect that given the vast differences in
completed fertility between these groups, that there would also be measurable differences in
their intentions.
International studies that investigate the differences between Indigenous and non-indigenous
populations’ desires, expectations and intentions for children, have also found significant
differences in these measures. For example, McAllister, Gurven, Kaplan, and Stieglitz (2012)
find that in comparison to American born women, many Latin American Indigenous
populations report significantly higher ideal family size (and completed fertility). Similarly, in a
Chinese study, Basten's (2013) findings suggest that the desired family sizes of the Indigenous
Shanghainese is higher than those of the migrants from rural provinces throughout the country.
Interestingly, Edmonston et al.'s (2010) Canadian research indicates that there was no
statistically significant difference between native-born Canadian women’s reports for intended
family size when compared with reports for immigrant women. Given the increasing
proportion of Australia’s population that is overseas born36, it is unfortunate that more
research has not been dedicated to examining the family size intentions of this particular subpopulation.
Sibship size
The influence of family size growing up, or number of siblings, on family size preferences and
intentions in later adulthood has been under theorised and researched in the space of
intended family size and its associated factors (Odden, 2013)37. However, its importance
should not be underestimated, and is reflective in the generation of numerous studies
interested in whether the fertility behaviour of significant others, particularly parents and
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Age specific fertility rates for overseas born women not available for 2014.
At the latest 2011 census, 26% of Australia’s population were overseas born (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2013).
37
Although significant attention has been paid to the intergenerational transfer of actual fertility
behaviours and patterns for over one hundred years; see for example, Pearson and Lee (1899).
36
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siblings, affects individuals’ own childbearing intentions. This is sometimes referred to as the
intergenerational transmission of fertility intentions (Kotte, 2012).
Recent research has identified a positive relationship between sibship size and reported
intended (or ideal) family size (Axinn et al., 1994; Booth & Kee, 2006; Murphy & Wang, 2001;
Pullum & Wolf, 1991b; Reigner-Loilier, 2006). The majority of these studies have
disaggregated reported intended family size by parity, and have found that both, mothers’
preferences (Testa et al., 2016) as well as siblings’ actual fertility behaviour are significant
determinants of family size intentions (Axinn et al., 1994; Bernardi & Planck, 2003; Kotte,
2012). This relationship has been found to be particularly strong for respondents who grew up
in one-child families, with a significant proportion of them intending family sizes of one child
themselves (Basten, 2013). Further, findings demonstrate that the larger one’s own sibship
size, the larger the reported intended family size, particularly at earlier stages of the
reproductive career (Reigner-Loilier, 2006).
The majority of this research theorises that the relationship between sibship size and intended
family size is driven primarily by the shared genetic, socioeconomic and cultural characteristics
of siblings and family members (Axinn et al., 1994; Bernardi, 2003; Booth & Kee, 2006).
However, in his study of the effects of sibship size on the number of children desired across
the life course in France, Reigner-Loilier (2006) found that independent of shared
socioeconomic characteristics growing up, desired number of children increased as a function
of own sibship size for both men and women (see also Murphy et al., 2014 for examples in
Italy, Norway, Poland and the United States). In contrast to Basten's (2013) findings, ReignerLoilier (2006) reports that for men who were an only child, their intended family size averaged
two children (rather than zero-one child). Across his sample, the average intended family size
increased gradually with sibship size to a maximum of 2.6 intended children for men with
families of around five children (growing up). He reports similar trends for women (ReignerLoilier, 2006).
Interestingly, research has uncovered that own sibship size influences the preferences of those
individuals who are childless, but not those who are already parents, suggesting that for these
individuals, there are different interactive mechanisms at play in the formation of intended
family size (Booth & Kee, 2006; Kotte, 2012; Pullum & Wolf, 1991b; Reigner-Loilier, 2006).
There is some (albeit limited) empirical evidence that suggest that one’s own childbearing
experience—either positive or negative—is significantly associated with intentions for children,
and revisions to such (Freedman et al., 1965; Heiland et al., 2008; Miller, 1994). However, due
to the lack of data available in the HILDA survey, it is not possible to include a variable that
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measures childbearing experience as a control measure in the modelling undertaken in this
thesis.
Religion & Religiosity
Religious affiliation and religiosity (importance of religion) has recently enjoyed a renewed
interest as a determinant of fertility behaviour in demographic studies, particularly in Europe
(McQuillan, 2004; Philipov & Berghammer, 2007; Westoff & Frejka, 2007). However,
elsewhere, religion and religiosity are not routinely included in studies that measure variations
across fertility behaviours (Adsera, 2006a; Lehrer, 2004; McQuillan, 2004) , and even less likely
is their inclusion in studies that consider the variation across different family size intentions
(Kapitány & Speder, 2011). It is likely that their absence is due, in part, to the rise of
secularisation in many developed countries, and the argument that religion may have lost its
impact on demographic behaviour (Adsera, 2006b; McQuillan, 2004).
However, Adsera’s (2006b) European research demonstrates that the secularisation thesis may
not continue to be relevant into the future (at least in European countries, and where
intended family size is concerned). Her analysis of the relationship between religious
affiliation and importance and ideal number of children across 13 developed countries
demonstrates that for women, attendance at weekly church meetings was significantly
associated with higher ideal child numbers (Adsera, 2006b). Further, ideal family size (child
numbers) reports are noticeably higher for conservative Protestants, followed by Catholics,
and lowest for those respondents who are members of a non-affiliated church (Adsera, 2006b).
There was no significant difference noted for men’s ideal child numbers by religion or
religiosity, although she does note that religion (and particularly regular church attendance) is
a strong predictor of ideal family size for younger generations, particularly women (Adsera,
2006b).
Drawing on Adsera’s (2006b) work, Philipov and Berghammer (2007: 277) examine the
relationship between fertility ideals and intentions across 19 European countries. They
hypothesise that fertility intentions (for second or higher order births—first births are not
included in the analysis) will be higher amongst those who are affiliated with churches (and
religions) that are characterised by strong pronatalist and pro-family teaching. Their findings
support their assertion, and in all cases (with the exception of Bulgaria and Latvia), the mean
ideal number of children of religious women (men are excluded from the sample) is
significantly higher than those reported by non-religious individuals (Philipov & Berghammer,
2007). Similar results are reported in a study that compares the interrelatedness of religion
and fertility between Muslim and non-Muslim Europeans (Westoff & Frejka, 2007), while
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Kapitány and Spéder (2012) report that Europeans who belong to ‘other religions’ (e.g. nonaffiliated) have a much higher likelihood of postponing and abandoning their intentions for
children (compared to individuals who belong to ‘affiliated’ religions).
In a context more similar to Australia, Lehrer (2004) and McQuillan (2004) provide
comprehensive reviews of the relationship between religion, religiosity and fertility behaviour
in the United States. Cumulatively, their studies indicate that individuals who rate the
importance of religion as high, or very high in their lives, as well as those individuals who
report a strong religious affiliation, tend, on average, to have much higher fertility than their
non-religious counterparts. This is particularly the case for Mormons throughout much of the
United States (Lehrer, 2004; McQuillan, 2004).
It is not unreasonable therefore, to hypothesis that men in Australia, who identify as belonging
to a religion, and those for whom religion is important, will also report intentions for larger
families.

D ATA , M EASUREMENT

AND

M ETHOD

The analysis contained in this chapter is mainly descriptive. As such, the analytical approach
adopted is relatively straightforward and outlined below.

D ATA
To examine generational change and stability in men’s intended family size, this chapter uses
an unbalanced sample of individuals aged 20-49 years from waves 1 and 12 (2001 and 2012) of
the HILDA survey. As such, the analyses focus on respondents born between 1952-1992,
categorised into five year age cohorts38. This ensures that the sample includes those who were
between 20-49 years in 2001 and/or 2012. Individuals younger and older than this were
excluded from the sample on the basis of their expected negative, or unrealistic, intentions for
children. It is unlikely that individuals younger than this will have formed concrete intentions
for childbearing. Nor is it likely that older individuals nearing the end of their reproductive
careers would intend additional future children. These age exclusions are in line with previous
research conducted in this area (see for example Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan (2003).

M EASUREMENT

OF

V ARIABLES

38

The ‘cohort’ features as a deeply embedded concept in the study of social and demographic change
throughout the literature (Frejka & Sardon, 2006; N. B. Ryder, 1965; Norbert Schwarz, 2013). A cohort
refers to the aggregate of individuals (within a population) who experience the same event/s in the
same interval (N. B. Ryder, 1965). Ordinarily, the ‘event’ refers to year of birth, as it does in this study.
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The key dependent variable throughout the majority of this chapter is men’s mean intended
family size. The variable is derived by summing together the respondent’s current family size
(measured by their numbers of children already born) with their scores for numbers of
additionally intended children.
For respondents with no children, this variable provides information on overall intended family
size, based only on reports of intentions for (future) children. For those with one or more
children, it provides a measure of parity and additional intended children, for an overall
measure of intended family size. This is the same procedure followed by Quesnel-Vallee and
Morgan (2003), Liefbroer (2009), Morgan and Rackin (2010) and Iacovou and Tavares (2011) in
constructing their measures of intended family size (or parity).
As noted in Chapter Three, due to the survey design limitations and exclusions rules across the
‘family formation’ section in HILDA, all those respondents who reported a ‘low’ expectation for
children (between 0-5 for the question ‘how likely are you to have a child in the future?’) were
re-coded as intending to have zero children. Similarly, those individuals who recorded a
response of ‘don’t know’ when questioned on their additional child number intentions but
who reported a ‘high’ expectation for children (6+ on the likelihood scale) were also re-coded
as intending zero children39.
This chapter includes several independent variables that are a combination of ‘derived’ and
‘history’ variables from the HILDA survey. Where the variables have been derived (and created
as such by HILDA) brief notation is made as to the method used for their creation. ‘History’
variables refer to those in HILDA where data is carried over or accumulated across waves
(Summerfield et al., 2014). A number of these variables contain data that are time invariant
(for example, country of birth).

S AMPLE
The current analyses examine mean family size intentions of men aged 20-49 years at two time
points: 2001 and 2012. Given this age range and time periods included, the combined working
sample for this chapter comprises 8,034 men40.

39

For continuity across all waves, these respondents are included in the overall sample, as they would
also have been included in Wave 1 before HILDA implemented data ‘fixes’ for these questions.
40
To be clear, the total working sample includes those men who reported a positive intention (including
zero) for children who were aged between 20-49 years in either/both 2001 and 2012.

74

D ESCRIPTION

OF AN ALYS ES

Analysis of the research questions as outlined in Chapter One requires the use of a variety of
descriptive and inferential statistical methods. The primary purpose of the use of each
quantitative technique is to compare and contrast the relationship between intended family
size (as derived from measures of intended children and parity) and several key demographic
and socio-economic factors that have been previously identified as influential in family
formation behaviours. This occurs across time (between groups) and across variables (within
groups). In this chapter, bivariate analyses are used to examine the socio-economic and
demographic characteristics of Australian men and their relationship with intended family size.
Using an unbalanced long file, one way analyses of variance (ANOVA or f-test) were employed
to test the difference between aggregated intended family size scores in 2001 and 2012. The
use of an ANOVA provides the group specific sample means—in this case, the intended family
size scores of different cohorts—which can be used as predictions representing the best guess
of intended family size when all that is included in the models is a single variable (for example,
age or education) (Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal, 2008: 8).
In line with the literature outlined above, as well as the theoretical framework of the Life
Course Theory (detailed in Chapter Two previously), this chapter examines whether men’s
intended family size scores fluctuate or remain stable between 2001 and 2012. As such, it is
likely that men who are younger, highly educated, employed, partnered, overseas born, those
with siblings and those who are religious will intend larger family sizes. Because of the
importance of parity, and its demonstrative effect on future intentions for children, it is also
likely that men in this sample who have already fathered children, will report intentions for
fewer additional children.

R ESULTS
T IME

CHANGE IN MEN ’ S FERTILIT Y INTENTIO NS

Between 2001 and 2012, men’s intended family sizes remained relatively stable, particularly
across different age cohorts, as indicated by the mean scores reported in Table 4.1 below. For
men in 2001, reported intended family size increased simultaneously with age. It surpassed
replacement level fertility in the 40-44 year old age group and peaked at 2.29 amongst the
oldest respondents (45-49 years old). As mentioned previously, as men age, reports of
intended family size converge to align with completed family size, and as such, this finding is
expected. Looking at the sample as a whole, men aged 20-49 years in 2001 reported a mean
intended family size of 2.03—slightly below replacement level fertility.
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Similarly, in 2012, mean intended family size scores increased with men’s ages. Notably
however, the rate of change at which the increase occurs is faster than that experienced in
2001, and peaks earlier at 2.08 at ages 30-34 years, before declining in the 35-39 year age
cohort. As in 2001, the largest intended family size scores are noted in the oldest age group.
In 2012, the total sample of men reported a slightly smaller mean intended family size of 2.00
children.
Looking at the variation between groups over time, mean intended family sizes increased
slightly until the 30-34 year age group. Men aged 25-29 years in 2012 intended significantly
larger family sizes than those the same age eleven years prior (p<0.05), as did men aged 30-34
years in 2012 (p<0.1). After age 35, mean intended family sizes in 2012 were smaller than
eleven years prior, and significantly so at the 45-49 year age group (p<0.01).
TABLE 4.1: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.), 2001 AND 2012.
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
1.86
1.85
1.95
1.97
2.20
2.29
(1.39)
(1.27)
(1.34)
(1.36)
(1.51)
(1.45)
2012
1.86
1.99
2.08
1.94
2.06
2.09
(1.20)
(1.21)
(1.24)
(1.28)
(1.37)
(1.48)
xˉ difference
0.00
0.13**
0.12*
-0.03
-0.12
-0.19***
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data.
Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, *** significant at p<0.01
2001

20-49
2.03
(1.40)
2.00
(1.30)
-0.03

n
3,713
4,316

Due to the aggregated nature of the above results, there are some limitations in the
interpretation of these findings. The results include men at very different stages of their
reproductive careers, and control for no other explanatory variables (such as relationship
status or employment status). For example, men in older cohorts are likely to intend
significantly larger family sizes than their younger counterparts because they have completed
(or are near completion of) childbearing. Towards the end of an individual’s reproductive life,
intended family size measures are understood to be reflective of actual family size (Toulemon
& Testa, 2005). As such, it is likely that the significantly smaller intended family size score of
older men in 2012, is due to significantly smaller completed family sizes amongst that cohort,
rather than a significant difference in intended family size, although it is not possible to say for
certain.
As with any study that investigates fertility change over time, it is important when measuring
changes to childbearing intentions, that the broader socio-economic and demographic
contexts in which decisions about childbearing are made, is taken into account. This is
particularly important when the economic, social or political environment in which men (and
women) make decisions about children undergoes significant change, for example, economic
recession (Glenn, 2007).
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Recently, many have argued that declines in actual fertility can be partially attributed to the
onset of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) in 2008, particularly in the worst effected regions
throughout Europe (Sobotka et al., 2011). On the other hand, the ‘baby boom’ experienced in
Australia has been directly attributed by some (Holton et al., 2011; Jackson, 2006; LuciGreulich & Thévenon, 2013, 2014) to the rise and emergence of a ‘pro-natal’ public discourse
in Australia throughout the mid-2000s. This discourse framed the issues of fertility,
particularly delays in parenthood, in the combined contexts of ‘risks’ (i.e. the biological risk of
leaving it too late to have children) and ‘fears’ of low fertility (and its’ demographic and
economic consequences) (Heard, 2006, 2008; Jackson & Casey, 2009). The pro-natalist
rhetoric, culminated in the then Treasurer’s call for women in 2004 to ‘fix the ageing
demographic’ by having “one [child] for the father, one for the mother and on for the country”
(Jackson & Casey, 2009) when he announced a cash-incentive ‘Baby Bonus’ to make it easier
for families to combine work and family. It is not surprising that much research has found this
pro-natalist rhetoric to be primarily directed towards Australian women (Anderson, 2007;
Guest, 2007), however, many have noted its likely effects on influencing the context in which
men think about children also (Guest & Parr, 2009; Keygan, 2013; Parr & Guest, 2011)
In an attempt to provide an overarching social context for this chapter, Table 4.2 details the
key socio-economic and demographic environments in which different cohorts have made/are
making decisions about childbearing and total intended family size. It covers the periods of
1981-1991 and 2001-2011, in order to provide an overall historical comparison of the contexts
in which men (and women) formed intentions for children. Men in the current study who
were 40-44 years old in 2001 were born between 1957-1961 and were thus entering the
beginning of their reproductive cohorts in their early twenties during the early to mid-1980s.
Throughout this period, completed family sizes were significantly larger than those
experienced today (3.1 in 1981 versus 2.1 in 2012). As such, men born as part of the 19571961 cohort grew up with larger sibship sizes than those born in 1977-1981. As mentioned
above, intergenerational transfer of childbearing intentions and behaviours is considered one
of the most important determinants for the development of family formation goals.
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TABLE 4.2: FAMILY SIZE DECISION MAKING: SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT IN AUSTRALIA, 1981-1991 AND 2001-2011.
Year and
Interview Wave
1
TFR
Completed family
1
size women @50yrs
Median age
1+
fathers
Median age
1
mothers
Unemployment
3
rate
2
Marriage rate
2
Divorce rate *
‘Family’
policies**/concern
over fertility.

1981

1983

1985

1987

1989

1991

1.93
3.1

1.92
3.1

1.92
3.0

1.84
3.0

1.83
2.6

29.8

30.0

30.6

31.0

26.7

26.9

27.5

6%

9.3%

8.5%

7.6
7.5
7.3
2.8
2.8
2.6
1983: Dependent spouse rebate
(w/children).
1984: Child care subsidy introduced. Limited
to not-for profit care centres.
1985: No intervention needed in fertility
rates (reports to UN).

1.84
2.5

2001#
W1
1.72
2.3

2003
W3
1.76
2.3

2005
W5
1.79
2.2

2007
W7
1.92
2.2

2009
W9
1.90
2.1

2011
W11
1.91
2.1

2012
W12
1.93
2.1

31.2

31.6

32.3

32.6

32.9

33.1

33.0

33.0

33.0

27.9

28.2

28.5

30.0

30.5

30.7

30.7

30.6

30.6

30.7

8%

6.5%

10.5%

6.8%

5.6%

5.1%

4.4%

5.6%

5.3%

5.3%

7.0
6.9
2.4
2.5
1990-1994:
Childcare Cash
Rebate
introduced.

6.5
5.25
2.5
2.9
2001: First Child Tax
Refund**.
2002: Maternity leave
debate prevalent in media.

5.4
5.4
2.7
2.6
2004: Lump sum
baby bonus (BB),
increase FTB A, FTB
B.
2005: Australia
reports to UN
fertility ‘too low’policy adopted to
‘increase’.

5.5
5.5
2.3
2.2
2007: BB increase to
$4000.
2009: BB increase to
$5000.

5.4
5.5
2.3
2.2
2011: BB paid in
fortnightly
instalments.
2011: Paid
Parental Leave
(PLP) became
available for
working parents
instead of BB.

2008: Onset of
global financial
crisis.
1
2
3
Source: Births, ABS, Cat. 3301.0 (1993-2012). Marriages and Divorces, ABS, Cat. 3310.0 (1994, 2009-2012). Labour Force, ABS, Cat. 6202.0 (1993-2013).
Notes: *represents the number of divorces granted during a calendar year p/1000 estimated resident population. + median age of fathers 1981-1991 available only for nuptial
children of current marriage. **First Child Tax Refund: A refundable tax offset of up to $2,500 per year that allowed women to claim back taxes they paid in the previous year, for
up to five years following the birth of a child (Heard, 2006). Baby Bonus: a lump sum tax free payment of $3000 to all mothers upon birth/adoption of a child (Heard, 2006). FTB A
was increased by $600 per child, and the income limit for FTB B (a means tested payment) was raised (Hodgson, 2005). Dependent Spouse Rebate (with children): a tax offset
available to families with one dependent spouse and children (Hodgson, 2005). Childcare Cash Rebate: Replaced the original child care subsidies of the 1980’s and were made
available for payment to commercial day care centers (Hodgson, 2005). After decades of expressing no concern over the nation’s fertility rate, Australia report to the United
Nation’s ‘World Population Policies’ that fertility had fallen too low, and policy was in place to increase it (Jackson & Casey, 2009). # Birth cohorts born in 1977-1981 would be aged
20-24 years at Wave 1 (2001), while the cohort born in 1952-1956 would be aged 45-49 years old at Wave 1 (2001).
Economic context
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Throughout the literature that addresses childbearing intentions, several factors, or life course
events have been identified to have a demonstrable effect on both intended family size and
subsequent childbearing behaviours. Key amongst these are parity, partnership status,
educational attainment, employment status, country of birth and number of siblings. As this
study aims, in part, to examine whether men’s childbearing intentions have changed, or
remained the same at an aggregate cohort level, the inclusion of these variables is of import to
the overall story of this research.
Parity
As informed by previous literature, it was hypothesised that parity, or children already born,
would influence intended family size across time and cohort. As evidenced in other developed
countries similar to Australia, it was also considered likely that as overall fertility continued to
decline, so to would overall intended family sizes (Edmonston et al., 2008, 2010)—there is
some support of this already in Table 4.1 above. Further, men who were already fathers,
particularly those with two or more children, were expected to report lower intentions for
additional children than those childless men in the sample.
Because the construction of the main dependent variable throughout this chapter—mean
intended family size—includes as part of its measurement, the numbers of children already
born, initial analysis of the variable across different parities expectedly lead to co-linearity bias
between the results. Put simply, the inclusion of the measurement of children already born
was driving up the overall intended mean family size and producing false results. As such,
Table 4.3 below includes measures of additionally intended children by parity (and gender) for
2001 and 2012. This derived variable was created using information from the NPQ and the
CPQ where a valid numerical response was provided to the question ‘How many (more)
children do you intend to have?’.
It is still theoretically possible to refer to overall mean intended family size by simply summing
the parity categories with the measures for mean additionally intended children. For simplicity
in discussion however, additionally intended children will be referred to (unless otherwise
specified).
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TABLE 4.3: MEN’S MEAN ADDITIONALLY INTENDED CHILDREN (STD. DEV.) BY PARITY: 2001, 2012.

Parity
20-24

25-29

Cohort
30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

Zero
2001
1.69 (1.16)
1.61 (1.14)
1.29 (1.16)
0.68 (1.04)
0.30 (0.74)
0.16 (0.58)
2012
1.76 (1.08)
1.70 (1.07)
1.54 (1.12)
0.83 (1.01)
0.42 (0.88)
0.14 (0.50)
xˉ difference
0.07
0.08
0.24***
0.14*
0.12
-0.0
One
2001
1.14 (1.09)
0.93 (0.90)
0.94 (0.93)
0.52 (0.74)
0.32 (0.63)
0.07 (0.36)
2012
1.04 (0.99)
1.33 (0.88)
1.14 (0.90)
0.61 (0.76)
0.34 (0.62)
0.08 (0.41)
xˉ difference
-0.09
0.39***
0.20**
0.08
0.02
0.01
Two
2001
1.00 (1.07)
0.27 (0.56)
0.31 (0.65)
0.12 (0.46)
0.06 (0.32)
0.03 (0.27)
2012
0.66 (1.00)
0.43 (0.73)
0.43 (0.71)
0.22 (0.57)
0.11 (0.44)
0.02 (0.23)
xˉ difference
-0.33
0.15
0.12
0.09
0.04
-0.00
Three +
2001
0.20 (0.45)
0.61 (0.87)
0.25 (0.72)
0.12 (0.44)
0.07 (0.38)
0.01 (0.11)
2012
0.66 (0.82)
0.55 (0.89)
0.27 (0.69)
0.13 (0.50)
0.09 (0.42)
0.07 (0.35)
xˉ difference
0.46
-0.06
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.05
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

Turning first to the examination of differences between additionally intended children across
age cohorts, regardless of parity level, reports of intending additional children decrease
substantially as age increases. In other words, for all parities and both time periods, intentions
for additional children are highest for men aged 20-24 years and lowest for men aged 45-49
years. This is in line with other research that demonstrates the effect of ageing on decreasing
overall intended family size (Berrington, 2004; Billari et al., 2011).
Similarly, intentions for additional children are highest for those childless men, and decrease in
tandem with increases in parity. For example, as hypothesised, older men with three or more
children reported intentions for the least number of additional children at both time periods
(0.01 and 0.07 respectively). It is important to note that the sub-sample of men in parity zero
(those who are childless) includes both those who have not yet had children, but intend to,
and also those who intend to remain childless. It is likely that this combination explains, at
least in part, the relatively low overall intended family size scores of this group—particularly at
the younger ages.
In regards to aggregate change over time, for childless men, intended family size increased
between the two time periods for all age groups with the exception of those men aged 45-49
years. Men in this age group in 2012 reported slightly smaller intended family sizes than their
2001 counterparts (although the difference is not significant). Notably, childless men aged 3034 years in 2012 reported intentions for children that were significantly higher than their
similarly aged counterparts in 2001 (1.29 versus 1.54, p<.01). It is possible that trends in later
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childbearing in Australia are, at least partially, contributing to this finding. Although data on
Australian men’s age at first birth is lacking, the median age of Australian fathers has increased
between 2001 and 2012 from 32.3 years to 33.0 years respectively (Table 4.2)41.
As expected, across parities one and higher, reports of additionally intended children decline in
tandem with increasing age. This holds true across all cohorts, and both time periods. Most
notable, are the significant differences in additionally intended child reports, between the time
periods for younger men, at parity one. With the exception of men aged 20-24 years in 2012,
all other cohorts of men in this year report intentions for additional children that are higher
than their similarly aged counterparts eleven years prior (2001). Men aged 25-29 years and
30-34 years in 2012 report intentions for additional children that are significantly higher than
reported in 2001 (p<.01 and p<.05 respectively). Again, these results are likely indicative of a
continued shift to childbearing at later ages for Australian men (Thompson & Lee, 2011b).
Relationship Status
As most children are intended, conceived and born within a partner relationship, the
importance of relationship status to intended family size has been well documented, as above.
In line with that research, the results below in Table 4.4, indicate three key findings. First, that
overall mean intended family size scores are larger for those men who are married (compared
to those de-facto and single men)42, and this holds true across both time periods and across all
age cohorts. Second, that regardless of relationship status, overall intended family size
declines as men age. Finally, at no time, and across no cohort, did single men report intentions
for families that equalled (or exceeded) replacement level fertility.

41

For an estimate of men’s median age at first birth in 1997 (31 years old) see Gray, (2002).
The limitations associated with the categorisation of men as ‘partnered’ or in ‘relationships’ (i.e.
married, de-facto) compared to those men who are ‘single’ should be acknowledged here. This study
assumes that men who are categorised as ‘single’ are not in relationships, although it is possible that
they are involved in Living Apart Together (LAT) relationships, and as such, may have different intentions
for family size, then men who are single in that they are not in a relationship. Due to the limitations of
the data used, and the scope of this research, further distinction between men who are ‘single’ and men
who are in LAT is not possible, although this research acknowledges that their intentions for children
could be different (see, for example, Reimondos, Evans, & Gray, 2011).
42
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TABLE 4.4: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY RELATIONSHIP STATUS:

2001,

2012.
Relationship
Status

Cohort
20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

Married
2001
2.59 (1.05)
2.27 (1.06)
2.29 (1.17)
2.30 (1.13)
2.54 (1.37)
2.52 (1.26)
2012
2.38 (1.65)
2.42 (1.03)
2.44 (1.11)
2.28 (1.10)
2.39 (1.16)
2.32 (1.22)
xˉ difference
-0.20
0.15*
0.14*
-0.01
-0.14*
-0.20***
De-Facto
2001
2.09 (1.17)
1.99 (1.07)
1.89 (1.37)
1.75 (1.55)
1.91 (1.58)
1.96 (1.53)
2012
2.02 (1.01)
2.11 (1.16)
2.02 (1.23)
1.74 (1.31)
1.83 (1.43)
2.11 (1.70)
xˉ difference
-0.07
0.12
0.12
-0.01
-0.07
0.14
Separated
2001
1.41 (0.99)
1.78 (1.83)
2.22 (1.70)
2.06 (1.43)
2.17 (1.58)
2012
1.75 (1.28)
2.06 (1.11)
2.12 (1.03)
2.21 (1.13)
2.49 (1.86)
xˉ difference
0.34
-0.28
0.1
-0.15
-0.32
Single
2001
1.77 (1.43)
1.54 (1.41)
1.26 (1.29)
0.83 (1.16)
0.50 (1.01)
0.50 (1.57)
2012
1.78 (1.23)
1.57 (1.24)
1.27 (1.24)
0.96 (1.31)
0.94 (1.54)
0.62 (1.19)
xˉ difference
0.01
0.03
0.01
-0.13
0.44**
-0.12
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data, – indicates small cell size. Note: *significant at
p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01. The category of ‘widowed’ is also part of the
relationship status variable, however, there are only 3 observations of widowed men in the sample.

Between the two time periods, there is relatively little change in the family size intentions
recorded for men in de-facto relationships and those who are separated—there are certainly
no significant differences uncovered. However, there were consistent and significant
generational differences for intended family size for married men. Interestingly for this group,
the largest and most significant difference between the generations occurred in the oldest
cohorts—those aged 45-49 years. Compared to men in this age group in 2001, men in 2012
reported intentions for family sizes that were significantly smaller than roughly a decade ago
(2.53 and 2.32 respectively, p<0.01). In contrast, men aged 25-29 years and 30-34 years in
2012 reported intentions for significantly larger family sizes than similarly aged men in 2001
(p<0.1 for both findings).
For single men, their scores for intended family size decline in line with ageing, and at no point
do they reach the level required for population replacement (2.21). For those men who were
single, as expected, mean intended family size scores decline as men age. Post-hoc
estimations (results not shown) indicate that compared to men aged 20-24 years, those aged
45-49 years intend significantly smaller family sizes (p<0.01) in both 2001 and 2012. Similarly,
single men in 2001, aged 20-24 years intend significantly larger family sizes compared to those
aged 25-29 years and 30-34 years (p<0.01; in 2001). Moving to the between group differences,
compared to men aged 40-44 years, single men in 2012 intend significantly larger family sizes
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than their counterparts in 2001. Interestingly, for single men, reaching 35-39 years appears to
be a threshold of sorts, whereby their intentions for children decline quite dramatically.
Due to the methodological limitations, and confines of the research question in this chapter, it
was not possible to test whether there were any significant differences between the mean
intended family size of married men and those in de-facto relationships, as is indicated in some
literature (Hayford, 2009; Liefbroer, 2009; Philipov et al., 2015). This analysis is extended later
in this thesis.
Educational Attainment
The hypothesised effects of increased educational attainment on larger intended family sizes
are ambiguous, as evidenced in Table 4.5 below. These findings are likely due to the
magnitude of counteracting factors also associated with intended family size, and closely
related to educational attainment, particularly for men (for example, employment status and
income) (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013).
The results indicate that between the two time periods there was relatively little change
between similarly aged cohorts, and limited findings that reach statistical significance. The
hypothesis that more highly educated men would report intentions for families that were
larger than their less educated counterparts is not well supported by the results. There is
some limited support amongst the younger age groups, for example younger men with
Bachelor’s Degrees or higher aged up to 29 years report slightly larger family sizes than those
with Certificate/Diploma level education, as well as those with Year 12 or below qualifications.
However, this (weak) effect becomes null in the older cohorts—likely due in part, to the fact
that intended family size at older ages becomes reflective of achieved/actual family size (Testa,
2011).
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TABLE 4.5- MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT:

2001, 2012.
Educational
Attainment

Cohort
20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

BA+
2001 1.86 (1.20) 2.14 (1.35) 1.91 (1.12) 1.96 (1.25) 2.17 (1.49) 2.28 (1.31)
2012 1.89 (1.01) 1.99 (1.10) 2.04 (1.06) 1.99 (1.15) 1.9 (1.14)
2.05(1.43)
xˉ difference
0.03
-0.15
0.13
0.02
-0.18
-0.22*
Cert/Dip
2001 1.75 (1.29) 1.82 (1.18) 2.06 (1.33) 2.11 (1.39) 2.31 (1.52) 2.27 (1.33)
2012 1.84 (1.14) 2.01 (1.16) 2.11 (1.29) 2.00 (1.32) 2.13 (1.33) 2.13 (1.44)
xˉ difference
0.08
0.19*
0.05
-0.11
-0.17
-0.13
Yr 12 <below
2001 1.90 (1.45) 1.72 (1.29) 1.88 (1.46) 1.82 (1.42) 2.07 (1.51) 2.31 (1.67)
2012 1.86 (1.25) 1.97 (1.32) 2.07 (1.38) 1.79 (1.35) 2.03 (1.65) 2.05 (1.59)
xˉ difference
-0.03
0.24**
0.19*
-0.03
-0.03
-0.25*
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

There are some significant differences across educational level and time period that are worth
noting. In 2001, older men with Bachelor’s Degrees (or higher) reported significantly larger
intended family sizes than similarly educated and aged men in 2012 (xˉ difference=.22, p<0.1).
For men with a Certificate/Diploma level education, respondents aged 25-29 years in 2012
reported higher intended family size scores than eleven years prior (xˉ difference=.19, p<0.1).
Interestingly, the largest rates of change occurred between the groups of men who had the
lowest educational attainment levels.
Overall, men in 2012 who had below a year 12 level of education, reported intentions for
children that were lower than similar men in 2001—with two exceptions. Men aged 25-29
years and 30-34 years in 2012 reported significantly larger intended family sizes than men
eleven years prior (p<0.05 and p<0.01, respectively). These findings are line with other
research that demonstrates the greatest and most significant rates of change and revision to
intended/desired family sizes occur amongst those with the lowest levels of educational
attainment (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; De Wachter, 2012; Martin-Garcia, 2008). The
significant fluctuation amongst groups of men with low levels of educational attainment are
linked with prolonged periods of economic insecurity or inactivity resulting in a reduced
capacity to achieve family size intentions (Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; Testa, 2012c).
Employment Status
In line with previous research, this chapter suggested that men employed full time would
report intentions for children that were higher than those men who are employed part time,
or are unemployed. There is some limited support for this assertion, particularly at the older
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ages. Table 4.6 indicates there is little substantial change between the two time periods for
men employed full time. Full time employed men in 2012 who were aged 25-29 years
reported intentions for children that were significantly higher than men the same age eleven
years prior (xˉ difference= 0.14, p<0.05). On the other hand, men in the oldest age group, who
were also employed full time in 2012 reported intentions for family sizes that were
significantly smaller than similarly aged men in 2001 (xˉ difference=-0.22, p<0.01).
Moving to those men employed part time, results demonstrate that men aged 30-34 years in
2012 reported intentions for children that were significantly higher than men aged 30-34 years
in 2001 (xˉ difference=0.56, p<0.01). There was little change between intentions of
unemployed men between 2001 and 2012. Notably however, younger unemployed men in
2012 reported intentions for children (1.6) which are amongst the lowest of all intended family
size scores, across all variables, and are significantly lower than the level of fertility needed to
replace the population. These results are indicative of the fact that both age and employment
status mediate the formation of intentions for children cumulatively.
TABLE 4.6- MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS: 2001,

2012.

Employment Status
20-24
Full Time
2001 1.76 (1.29)
2012 1.94 (1.11)

25-29

Cohort
30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

1.93 (1.25)
2.07 (1.15)

1.99 (1.31)
2.1 (1.17)

2.04 (1.25)
2.02 (1.22)

2.19 (1.44)
2.0 (1.26)

2.29 (1.29)
2.06 (1.34)

xˉ difference
Part Time

0.17

0.14**

0.10

-0.02

-0.10

-0.22***

2001
2012
xˉ difference

2.04 (1.43)
1.95 (1.30)
-0.09

1.82 (1.27)
1.59 (1.46)
-0.22

1.53 (1.10)
2.09 (1.10)
0.56***

1.55 (1.36)
1.32 (1.23)
-0.02

2.44 (2.21)
1.61 (1.60)
-0.83

2.06 (1.42)
2.27 (1.83)
0.21

Unemployed
2001
2012

1.88 (1.53)
1.60 (1.28)

1.46 (1.37)
1.84 (1.29)

1.95 (1.70)
1.82 (1.78)

1.95 (1.90)
1.75 (1.68)

2.04 (1.65)
2.19 (1.98)

2.39 (2.21)
2.17 (2.16)

xˉ difference
-0.28
0.37*
-0.06
-0.20
0.14
-0.22
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

Australian Born/ Indigenous or Torres Strait Islander
As mentioned in the literature review above, there is very little in the way of previous research
that has investigated the change, if any, to men’s intended family sizes over time for men born
overseas, or those that identify as Indigenous/Torres Strait Islander. This is due, in part, first,
to a lack of comprehensive data that questions respondents on their intentions for children,
and second, to a low survey response rate from these populations.
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The variable used in this analysis was derived through the combination of questions that
requested information from respondents on both their country of birth and whether they
identified as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. Responses were combined to create the
following four categories; ‘Australian born’; ‘Australian born and Indigenous’; ‘Overseas born
in English speaking country’; ‘Overseas born in Other country’.
Amongst Australian born men at the younger ages, there is a very slight increase in reports of
intended family size between 2001 and 2012 (up to age 34 years), however, the changes are
non-significant (Table 4.7). From 35 years onwards, Australian born men in 2012 report
intentions for children that are smaller, and in some cases, significantly so, than their 2001
counterparts. For example, men aged 45-49 years in 2012 intend families that are significantly
smaller than similarly aged men in 2001 (xˉ difference=-0.26, p<0.01).
For those men in the sample who identify as Indigenous/Torres Strait Islander, there are some
substantial differences between the two time periods. For example, men aged 40-44 years in
2012 report intentions for children that are significantly lower than the same aged men eleven
years prior (xˉ difference=-0.68, p<0.1). Although Indigenous men aged 45-49 years in 2012
report intentions for family sizes that are almost twice as large as the same aged men in 2001
(xˉ difference= 2.5), the small sample sizes for these cells (n=11 and n=12 for 2001 and 2012
respectively), and the large standard deviation in 2012 (Std. Dev= 3.34), results in a nonsignificant finding.
TABLE 4.7: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY COUNTRY OF BIRTH &
INDIGENOUS IDENTIFICATION STATUS: 2001, 2012.

Country of Birth
25-29

Cohort
30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

2001
1.82 (1.29)
2012
1.87 (1.15)
xˉ difference
0.05
Australian born &
Indigenous
2001
1.90 (1.45)
2012
1.47 (1.29)
xˉ difference
-0.42
English Speaking Country
2001
1.87 (1.14)
2012
2.21 (1.78)
xˉ difference
0.34
Other Country

1.80 (1.30)
1.97 (1.18)
0.17

1.92 (1.29)
2.05 (1.16)
0.12

1.97 (1.36)
1.91 (1.30)
-0.05

2.17 (1.39)
2.00 (1.34)
-0.16**

2.34 (1.49)
2.08 (1.47)
-0.25***

2.12 (1.55)
2.09 (1.40)
-0.03

2.30 (1.32)
2.57 (2.09)
0.27

3.22 (2.73)
2.46 (1.41)
-0.75

3.50 (1.72)
2.81 (1.68)
-0.68*

2.12 (1.64)
4.62 (3.34)
2.50

2.12 (1.12)
1.95 (1.18)
-0.17

1.86(1.69)
2.00(1.47)
0.13

1.67 (1.23)
2.01 (1.01)
0.34*

2.13 (1.89)
2.08 (1.38)
-0.058

2.02 (1.26)
1.74 (1.20)
-0.2*

2001
2012
xˉ difference

2.00 (1.18)
2.11 (1.34)
0.11

2.13 (1.43)
2.07 (1.10)
-0.06

2.15 (1.28)
1.93 (1.33)
-0.21

2.22 (1.70)
2.29 (1.49)
0.07

2.26 (1.39)
2.27 (1.33)
0.01

20-24
Australian Born

2.12 (1.93)
1.87 (1.54)
-0.24
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Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

For those men who were born in an English speaking country (including New Zealand, and the
United States), again, there is little in the way of substantial changes across time. Men aged
35-39 years old in 2012 reported intentions for significantly larger family sizes than similarly
aged men in 2001 (p<0.1). Further, the oldest men (45-49 years) men in 2012 intended
significantly smaller family sizes than eleven years prior (p<0.1).
Finally, those men who were born in Other countries (for example, China) reported relatively
high intentions for children that are over and above replacement level (with the exception of
men aged 20-24 years and 30-34 years in 2012). There is relatively little change (and no
significant change) between the two time periods for this variable.
Sibship
One’s own sibship size growing up has been extensively documented as an influential factor in
the formation of intended family size, as previously discussed. Although previous, mostly
European data, indicates that men that grew up with siblings are more likely to report higher
intentions for children (Lyngstad & Prskawetz, 2010; Odden, 2013; Regnier-Loilier, 2006), the
limitations of the descriptive analysis below (Table 4.8) restricts interpretation of differences
between sibship size categories. However, the results do indicate that there is little significant
change in intended family size across time—the main concern of this chapter.
As expected, overall men who grew up with no siblings reported, on average, lower mean
intended family sizes compared to men who were not only children, particularly at the
younger ages. There is a substantial (but non-significant) difference between intended family
size of men aged 30-34 years in 2012 and 2001 (xˉ difference= 0.439). Unexpectedly, men who
grew up as an only child, still reported mean intended family size scores that were relatively
low (and mainly below replacement level)—as noted earlier, the majority of previous research
has demonstrated that men who were an only child frequently report intentions for two or
more children (Lyngstad & Prskawetz, 2010; Odden, 2013; Regnier-Loilier & Vignoli, 2011;
Reigner-Loilier, 2006).
There was a significant recorded increase in 2012 for men with one sibling aged 25-29 years
old (xˉ difference=0.25, p<0.05), as well as a significant decrease in intended family size scores
between men aged 40-44 years in 2012 (xˉ difference=-0.20, p<0.1). The remaining differences
for this variable are relatively small and non-significant. Overall, the results were unexpected,
particularly given the increasing rate of total fertility between the two time periods (Table
4.2)—empirical research has documented the positive relationship between increasing fertility
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and increasing fertility intentions (McQuillan et al., 2014; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010; Risse,
2011). However, that research, again takes as its focus, women, and additionally argues that,
in the aggregate, fertility intentions tend to lag, rather than to lead, period trends in fertility
(Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010). As such, it appears that period trends in women’s fertility rates
may not influence family size intentions of men in the ways originally hypothesised earlier in
this chapter.
TABLE 4.8: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY SIBLING NUMBER: 2001, 2012.

Sibling Number
20-24

25-29

Cohort
30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

Zero
2001 1.56 (1.36)
1.69 (0.97)
1.89 (1.37)
1.95 (1.26)
1.72 (1.16)
1.76 (1.39)
2012 1.57 (1.25)
1.73 (1.02)
2.33 (1.14)
1.75 (1.07)
1.57 (1.45)
1.73 (0.99)
xˉ change
0.01
0.04
0.43
-0.20
-0.15
-0.02
One
2001 1.68 (1.09)
1.58 (1.17)
1.88 (1.20)
1.81 (1.11)
1.80 (1.29)
2.11 (1.28)
2012 1.70 (1.11)
1.84 (1.22)
1.87 (1.07)
1.83 (1.21)
1.93 (1.22)
1.87 (1.51)
xˉ change
0.01
0.25**
-0.01
0.02
0.13
-0.24
Two
2001 1.88 (1.27)
1.87 (1.15)
1.92 (1.30)
1.90 (1.26)
1.97 (1.68)
2.21 (1.34)
2012 2.03 (1.14)
2.02 (1.12)
2.10 (1.21)
1.82 (1.21)
2.04 (1.35)
2.01 (1.31)
xˉ change
0.15
0.14
0.18
-0.07
0.06
-0.21
Three +
2001 1.98 (1.98)
2.11 (1.44)
2.02 (1.46)
2.09 (1.53)
2.43 (1.46)
2.42 (1.55)
2012 1.89 (1.89)
2.18 (1.31)
2.21 (1.39)
2.19 (1.41)
2.22 (1.46)
2.27 (1.58)
xˉ change
-0.09
0.07
0.19
0.09
-0.20*
-0.15
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

Religion & Importance of Religion
Although Australia is considered a secular society (Melleuish, 2014), there is evidence that
those men who identify as Christian or Other religions (including Buddhist, Muslim and Hindu)
intend family sizes that are relatively larger than those men who report that they are affiliated
with no religion (Table 4.9).
The creation of the variables for religion and religious importance were derived from
information collected in the SCQ. The questions on religious identification and religious
importance were only asked in Waves 4, 7 and 10. For those respondents who were in Wave 4
but not in Waves 7 and/or 10, or vice versa, information from their religion and religious
importance questions was applied to all their other waves where they participated. Where
respondents were present in all or some of the waves, the most recently reported information
was used. For example, for a respondent who was present in all waves, information from
Wave 4 was applied to Waves 1-6, information from Wave 7 was applied to Waves 7- 9, and
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information derived from Wave 10 was applied to Waves 10-12. Where respondents did not
provide a response, or did not complete a SCQ they were excluded from the analysis.
Whilst the majority of the explanatory variables explored thus far have demonstrated that
intended family sizes have remained relatively stable over time, Table 4.9 indicates that there
has been some significant increases in family size intentions according to religious affiliation.
This is particularly true when comparing middle aged Christian men over time.
For example, in 2012, For example, younger to middle aged Christian men (25-39 years old)
reported intentions for children that were significantly larger than their similarly aged
counterparts eleven years prior in 2001. The largest and most significant change between
Christian men over time occurred for those aged 35-39 years (xˉ change=0.32, p<0.05).
Similarly, men with no religious affiliations in 2012, reported significantly larger intended
family sizes than their counterparts in 2001. Men aged 25-29 years increased their intended
family size by 0.29 (p<0.01), whilst men aged 30-34 years in 2012 reported significantly larger
family size intentions than in 2001 (xˉ change=0.20, p<0.1).
TABLE 4.9: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY RELIGION: 2001, 2012.

Religion
20-24

25-29

Cohort
30-34

35-39
40-44
45-49
Christian
2001 2.06 (1.11)
1.94 (1.12)
2.03 (1.32)
2.01 (1.38)
2.19 (1.36)
2.28 (1.39)
2012 2.22 (1.30)
2.22 (1.19)
2.31 (1.31)
2.33 (1.23)
2.15 (1.41)
2.30 (1.53)
xˉ change
0.16
0.27 *
0.28*
0.32**
-0.04
0.02
Other
2001 1.70 (1.06)
1.44 (1.13)
1.77 (1.31)
2.12 (1.26)
2.44 (1.65)
2.88 (2.15)
2012 2.00 (1.81)
1.44 (1.24)
2.30 (1.06)
1.91 (1.31)
2.00 (1.46)
2.55 (1.59)
xˉ change
0.30
0.00
0.52
-0.20
-0.44
-0.33
No religion
2001 1.73 (1.26)
1.65 (1.19)
1.71 (1.19)
1.56 (1.17)
1.70 (1.22)
2.02 (1.46)
2012 1.65 (1.16)
1.94 (1.03)
1.91 (1.16)
1.67 (1.14)
1.88 (1.20)
1.87 (1.40)
xˉ change
-0.07
0.29***
0.20*
0.11
0.18
-0.15
Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

Over time, there was little evidence of change, for men who identify as belonging to the Other
religious category, and for men aged 25-29 years, there was no rate of change between the
two time periods.
Finally, in regards to importance of religion, there is limited evidence to suggest that mean
intended family sizes have changed significantly over time (Table 4.10). Interestingly, there
was no significant change over time to men’s intentions who considered religion to be very
important to them. It is worth noting however, that on average, men who did consider
religion to be very important to them, reported intentions for children that were higher than
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those men for whom religion was not important, or somewhat important. This finding is likely
related to the well documented reproduction of traditional beliefs and family structures—
including larger families—often associated with those individuals who are highly religious
(Adsera, 2006b; Philipov & Berghammer, 2007; Rose, 2015).
On the other hand, however, in 2012, men aged 30-34 years old for whom religion was not
important, reported significantly higher intended family size scores than eleven years prior
(p<0.1, Table 4.10). Amongst middle aged men, who reported religion as somewhat
important to them, intended family size scores in 2012 were significantly larger than in 2001.
For example, men in this category who were aged 30-34 years in 2012, reported family size
intentions that were 0.27 points (p<0.05) larger than similarly aged men in 2001.
Although the number of people who are religious in Australia is declining, fertility intentions of
those who are religious strongly reproduce traditional beliefs and structures of family, which
are strongly tied to increased intentions for children.
TABLE 4.10: MEN’S MEAN INTENDED FAMILY SIZE SCORES (STD. DEV.) BY IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION:

2001, 2012.

Religious Importance

Cohort

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

2001

1.78 (1.28)

1.71 (1.13)

1.78 (1.28)

1.64 (1.22)

1.76 (1.35)

2.17 (1.50)

2012

1.65 (1.16)

1.85 (1.03)

2.01 (1.11)

1.72 (1.22)

1.82 (1.23)

1.98 (1.32)

-0.12

0.14

0.23*

0.08

0.05

-0.18

Not Important

xˉ change

Somewhat important
2001

1.83 (1.11)

1.83 (1.13)

1.83 (1.17)

1.97 (1.26)

2.10 (1.32)

2.11 (1.38)

2012

1.95 (1.16)

2.07 (1.05)

2.10 (1.28)

1.97 (1.14)

1.98 (1.32)

1.96 (1.40)

0.11

0.23*

0.27**

-0.00

-0.11

-0.14

2001

2.26 (1.26)

2.34 (1.48)

2.11 (1.33)

2.21 (1.31)

2.583(1.32)

2.51 (1.59)

2012

2.29 (1.43)

2.51 (1.34)

2.24 (1.12)

2.44 (1.18)

2.54 (1.34)

2.74 (1.79)

0.03

0.16

0.13

0.23

-0.03

0.23

xˉ change
Very important

xˉ change

Source: HILDA (2001, 2012), population weighted data. Note: *significant at p<0.1, **significant at
p<0.05, *** significant at p<.01.

D ISCUSSION
Recent years have witnessed a new interest in family size intentions in developed societies,
particularly those with below replacement level fertility, like Australia. This stems, at least in
part, from the realisation that completed fertility in these societies is often lower than
aggregated mean intended family sizes. With a total fertility rate currently at 1.89 in Australia
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(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015), and an overall mean intended family size of 2.0243, it is
not beyond reason to suggest that Australians are not fully meeting their childbearing goals
(Keygan, 2013), signalling an ‘un-met need for children’ (Philipov et al., 2008)44 for which pronatal policy design is often suggested as a solution (Billingsley & Ferrarini, 2014; Heard, 2006;
Jackson & Casey, 2009; Mcdonald, 2008).
Although substantial research is being undertaken throughout Europe and Northern America
in this field (Adsera, 2006a; Edmonston et al., 2010; Harknett & Hartnett, 2014a; Liefbroer,
2009; Philipov, 2009a; Philipov & Testa, 2006) there is comparatively less in Australia,
particularly that focussed on men—although the rate of empirical research is increasing slowly
(Rose, 2015; Thompson & Lee, 2011a, 2011b). The descriptive results of this chapter add to
the growing body of Australian research, and offer a starting point for more complex analyses
into the key determinants of men’s intentions for children in Australia.
While there was little in the way of significant variation in men’s intended family size scores
across the variables and time periods, there were some noteworthy trends uncovered. On the
whole, the results indicate (at least partial) support for some of the findings reported in
previous research. For example, younger men reported higher intended family size scores, and
there was some support for the existence of an ‘age-threshold’ in both 2001 and 2012 (Table
4.1) (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray et al., 2012). In 2001, mean intended family size
peaked at 2.2 children (40-49 years), whilst in 2012, intended family size peaked at 2.08 (30-34
years) before declining (and eventually reaching 2.09 at 45-49 years).
Furthermore, having children, being single and being Australian born were all associated with
lower reported intended family size scores, whilst those men who were religious had larger
overall mean intended family sizes (although the statistical difference between religious
groups was not tested). Interestingly, there was no consistent educational gradient across
intended family size in either 2001 or 2012, and it is likely the interaction between other
factors in the childbearing decision making process mediate the effects of education on family
size intentions.
As the previous empirical literature indicates, parity is a key determinant in both the formation
of men’s intentions for children, as well as their revision over the life course. As indicated
above (Table 4.3), there was some initial support to indicate that, both, men’s intended family
sizes may decline over time dependent on the numbers of children already born, and that
43

Aggregate intended family size of men aged 20-49 years in 2012.
Although there are some limitations with this claim. For example, the total fertility rate is a synthetic
measure of women’s fertility rates were she to bear children according to the current age-specific
fertility rates.
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there was some significant change between parity-specific family size intentions over time.
Between 2001 and 2012, men aged between 30-34 and 35-39 years reported intentions for
significantly larger family sizes overall than eleven years prior. Similarly, in 2012, younger men
with one child already, reported intentions for additional children that were significantly
higher than in 2001. These findings could be indicative of an emerging social trend in which
childless men, and men with one child are moving towards intentions for larger family sizes
than a decade ago. What is for certain however, is that of all the variables included for
analysis in this chapter, some of the largest and most highly significant changes in intended
family size occurred by parity. For example, for men aged 25-29 years with one child already
born, the difference in additionally intended children between 2001 and 2012 was 0.39—the
second largest significant change across time, between ages for any of the variables examined.
While there are limitations to the extent to which the results can be generalised due to
aggregation and sampling issues (explained in further detail below), what the above results for
parity do indicate, is that the number of children already born, in line with previous theoretical
and empirical literature (Gray, Evans, Anderson, & Kippen, 2009; Morgan, 1982; Newman,
2008; Testa et al., 2014), is an important determinant in the study of Australian men’s
intentions for children, and its inclusion in further investigations in the subsequent chapters is
warranted (see Chapter Five directly following).
The results demonstrate the importance of relationship status in men’s reported intended
family size. The highest mean intended family size, 2.6 children, was reported by men aged
20-24 years, and those who were married in 2001. As expected, single men reported the
lowest intended family sizes of all men bottoming out for single men aged between 40-44
years and 45-49 years in 2001 and 45-49 years in 2012 at 0.50 and 0.62 children (respectively).
Amongst single men, consistently those who were aged in the younger cohorts reported
higher intended family sizes (ranging between 1.5-1.77) than their older counterparts. Their
responses were however, still below the two child average indicated across most other
variables. This finding is line with others in the field that also point to smaller intended family
sizes amongst those who are older, but also those who are simultaneously un-partnered
(Liefbroer, 2009; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010; Thompson & Lee, 2011a, 2011b).
However, in a similar Australian study that examined the fertility intentions of women, findings
that younger, single women reported relatively ‘high’ intentions for children (compared to
older women) were taken as indicative of a more ‘hopeful’ attitude towards childbearing for
younger, un-partnered Australian women (Risse, 2011). An extension of a similar argument
could be made for single un-partnered men in this study.
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Consistent with the life course perspective detailed in Chapter Two, family size intentions were
revised downwards across all variables in tandem with increasing age. It is likely this occurs for
three reasons—first, as young Australian men experience competing life-course factors (such
as increasing time spent in formal education, and the economic and opportunity costs
associated with fathering), they are more likely to revise down their intentions for larger
families. This trend is well documented elsewhere (Beets et al., 1999; Gray et al., 2012;
Hayford, 2009; Liefbroer, 2009). Second, as men age and reach the ends of their reproductive
careers, reports of intended family size are likely to converge with actual achieved family
size—particularly when men may realise that there is a mismatch between their intended and
actual childbearing. This is line with both the Theory of Planned Behaviour and the Theory of
Cognitive Dissonance discussed in Chapter Two (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Dommermuth et al.,
2011; Festinger, 1957; Micheli & Bernardi, 2003).
Finally, while it is not possible with the above analyses to effectively examine the presence of
social age norms or age thresholds at which it is considered socially unacceptable to continue
intending (or fathering) children, it is possible that these deadlines may have influenced the
results above (Billari et al., 2011; Mynarska, 2009; Settersen & Hagestad, 1996; Williamson &
Lawson, 2015b). Intended family size peaked for men in 2012 around the age of 30-34 years.
Similarly, when parity-specific intentions are examined, it is clear that at all parities, age 30-34
years is the age at which additionally intended child numbers peak, and decline thereafter.
This finding will be further explored in subsequent chapters.
Strikingly, the results of this chapter point to an overwhelming rejection of intended family
sizes of only one child. Even for men who reported the lowest intended family sizes (single
men and childless men); there is a distinct unwillingness for one child families. This finding is
not unique to Australia, or to men. Blake (1996) reports a similar unpopularity of families of
only one child amongst her American sample of men and women (see also Bachrach & Morgan,
2012; Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; Hagewen & Morgan, 2005; Quesnel-Vallée & Morgan, 2003).
Similarly, in his qualitative work on Australian men (and women), Singleton's (2005) findings
also indicate the unpopularity of having only one child. In fact, in many of these studies,
remaining childless is a more commonly reported intention (Edmonston et al., 2008). Given
that the results of this chapter are descriptive and aggregated, and because the analysis of
childless men includes both those who intend children and those who do not, it is not possible
to comment further on whether remaining childless is a more likely response than intending
only one child. However, this issue will be explored further in subsequent chapters where
more detailed analyses are possible (see Chapters Five and Six).
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C ONCLUSION
This chapter has questioned whether Australian men’s intended family sizes have changed, or
remained stable over the past eleven years at an aggregate level. It introduced readers to
some of the key, and most commonly identified socio-economic and demographic
characteristics that influence men’s intentions for children in Australia, and set the contextual
background for the environment in which fertility decision making is undertaken.
The chapter outlined the previous empirical evidence that indicates that the formation and
revision of men’s childbearing intentions are influenced by multiple factors. These include
practical considerations such as age (Iacovou & Tavares, 2010), parity (Liefbroer, 2009),
relationship status (Qu et al., 2000) and education (Testa, 2012c); ‘economic’ issues such as
employment status (Sobotka, 2011); as well as familial background dynamics like country of
birth (Kapitány & Speder, 2011), identification as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and
number of siblings (Axinn et al., 1994).
Overall, the results demonstrated that there was little significant change in intended family
sizes over the previous eleven years—at least at an aggregated population level. Furthermore,
the results confirm that there remains a strong 2-child norm amongst Australian men
regardless of their age, education level, religion, employment status (with the exception of
middle aged, part time employed respondents) and relationship type (Adam, 1991; Balbo et al.,
2012; Mitchell & Gray, 2007; Parr & Guest, 2011). There is some variation, however nonsignificant, amongst men who identify as Indigenous/Torres Strait Islander across the time
periods in question. It is likely that this is a result of small sample sizes and instability across
the responses (as indicated by the large reported values for the standard deviations).
As with any research, the interpretation of the above results are descriptive and limited by the
aggregated nature of the findings. The purpose is to provide a contextual background through
an analytical review of previous empirical and theoretical literature, as well as lay the
foundation for modelling intentions. This was achieved through the examination of stability
and change over time in men’s intended family size scores. As such, Chapter Five examines the
key demographic, socio-economic and attitudinal factors associated with men’s intentions for
children. It questions whether, over time, the effects of these factors have remained the same,
or changed.
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―5―
F ACTORS A SSOCIATED W ITH M EN ’ S I NTENDED F AMILY S IZE
Demography has regarded men as important economically but as typically uninvolved in
fertility except to impregnate women and to stand in the way of their contraceptive use.
(Greene & Biddlecom, 2000: 83)

I NTRODUCTION
The previous theoretical and empirical chapters have indicated that the ways in which socioeconomic and demographic variables influence men’s intentions for children are varied and
complex. The preceding chapter demonstrated that at an aggregate population level, there
had been little significant change in men’s overall intended family sizes.
Building upon the findings of the previous chapter, this chapter analyses the relationships
between men’s intentions for children and several socio-economic, demographic and
attitudinal variables cross-sectionally at 2001, 2006 and 2012.
This chapter and its analyses are driven by the following research questions:
1. What are the key demographic, socio-economic and attitudinal factors associated with
Australian men’s intentions for children?
2. Have these significant factors remained the same, or changed over time?
The aims of this chapter are: first, to determine what socio-economic and demographic factors
are most strongly associated with Australian men’s intentions for children, and provide a
linkage between aggregate level analyses in the previous chapter, and individual level analyses
in the following chapter; second, to identify some of the ways in which these factors and their
relationship to fertility intentions are mediated by the introduction of a variable that measures
parity and sex composition of children already born; and finally, the chapter examines and
compares the between group45 differences of men’s intentions for additional children across
the three time periods.

D ATA , V ARI ABLE M EASUREMENT

AND

M ETHOD

45

The term ‘between group’ differences refers to the relationship between group differences on one
outcome (e.g. educational attainment) and group differences on another outcome (e.g. additionally
intended children) (Hoffman, 2015).
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D AT A
This chapter uses an unbalanced combined long file from Waves 1-12 for its analyses—this
allows for the inclusion of those individuals who enter or exit over the course of the survey.
The file includes information from the Household Questionnaire (HQ), Self-Completion
Questionnaire (SCQ), as well as information from the Responding Person File (RPF). These files
were combined in order to match household and personal data to each enumerate person.
The analytical samples used in this chapter differ in size across the waves examined, due to
attrition and new respondents entering the survey. As in the previous chapter, the samples
were restricted to all responding men aged 20-49 years who participated in a person interview
(Completing Person Questionnaire) and provided a valid response to the question on
intentions for children. The models in this chapter include a range of demographic, socioeconomic and attitudinal variables.

V ARIABLE M EASUREMENT
This chapter is divided into two analytical sections. The first approach, using logistic regression,
analyses men’s positive or negative intentions for children and serves as a descriptive
exploration of the factors associated with men’s intentions for children (regardless of the
number intended). The dependent variable for the analysis is a derived binomial variable that
measures whether or not men intend children. The variable is coded ‘0,1’, where zero (0)
refers to no intentions for children, and one (1) refers to a positive intention for a
child/children. The variable was constructed using information from the NPQ and the CPQ
question that asked respondents ‘How many (more) children do you intend to have?’. Men
who provided a valid numerical response to the question greater than one were coded as
intending children, and men who provided a valid numerical response of zero, were coded as
not intending children.
The latter half of the chapter, and the second analytical approach is dedicated to exploring the
determinants of additionally intended child number/s using multinomial logistic regression
methods. ‘Number/s of additional children’ forms the key dependent variable included in the
analyses below (as it does in the remainder of this thesis), and is measured at each of the same
time periods explored above. As before, the variable is derived from information provided to
the question ‘How many (more) children do you intend to have?’. Men who provided a valid
numerical response were categorised into intending zero, one, two, or three (or more)
additional children. For additional information on the construction of this variable, refer to
Chapter Four.
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As in the previous chapter, there are a range of explanatory variables that have been included
in order to better understand the key determinants of men’s intentions for children. As
outlined earlier, these have been drawn from the previous theoretical and empirical work on
family size intentions46. All independent variables included in Chapter Four47 are included for
analysis here. However, based on those findings, there are several new variable inclusions in
the models below. These comprise three attitudinal variables; overall life satisfaction,
satisfaction with financial situation and attitudes towards gender roles48.
Each of the attitudinal variables were derived from information gathered on the SCQ and CPQ.
Where respondents were coded as ‘non-responding’ to the SCQ, they were excluded from the
overall sample49.
For the variable that measures overall life satisfaction with the question ‘how satisfied are you
with your life?’, information was derived from an 11-point likert scale ranging from ‘totally
dissatisfied’ (0) to ‘totally satisfied’ (10). In this study, it was recoded into a bivariate variable
including the categories ‘unsatisfied/neutral’ (ranging from 0-6) and ‘satisfied’ (ranging from 710). Although in other studies that use similar variables from HILDA (see, for example, Gray,
Evans, & Reimondos, 2012; Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004), a special category of
‘missing’ is sometimes included so that those who didn’t return a SCQ could still be included in
the overall sample, in this study, non-respondents are excluded entirely due to collinearity
with other ‘missing’ categories that were created across other attitudinal variables (for
example, those who were ‘missing’ on questions of satisfaction with financial situation were
also ‘missing’ on questions on life satisfaction). Initially, the categorisation of the life
satisfaction variable was constructed similarly to the variable that measures satisfaction with
financial situation (outlined below)—that is, into three categories. However, there was very
little variation between the categories over time. The categories were collapsed into two in
order to measure real change in men’s life satisfaction and its effects on intentions for
children—a key objective of this chapter.

46

Nowhere throughout the literature was mention made of any suspected or documented differences in
the intentions of individuals and couples dependent upon their urban/rural/regional location. However,
a variable measuring respondent’s location was added to the models included in this chapter and were
insignificant. Further, they did not mediate the effects of the other explanatory variables and were
dropped from the final models.
47
This includes the extension of the parity-sex variable to control for the effects of sex composition of
children already born on intending additional children.
48
It should be noted that the possibility of interaction effects, and quadratic relationship were examined
for the income variable using a square of income. However, the odds ratios of income remained
unchanged with its inclusion, and the overall effect of income remained insignificant and as such, the
quadratic of income was dropped from the models overall.
49
From the unbalanced file of Waves 1-12 of HILDA data, 53,288 observations were excluded due to
non-response.
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For the variable that measures satisfaction with financial situation, respondents were
requested to pick a number on the same 11 point likert scale (as described above) that best
described their overall satisfaction with their financial situation. Information was recoded into
a categorical variable that included the following categories; ‘unsatisfied’ (ranging from 0-2),
‘neutral’ (ranging from 3-6) and ‘satisfied’ (ranging from 7-10).
Finally, the variable that measures attitudes towards gender roles was derived from
information collected from the SCQ for the question ‘it is better for everyone involved if the
man earns the money and the woman takes care of the home and the children’. Respondents
were required to pick a number across a seven-point likert scale ranging from ‘strongly
disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (7). Because the information on gender attitudes was only
collected in HILDA Waves 1, 5, 8 and 11, a method similar to that outlined in the previous
chapter for bringing forward views on religious importance was adopted for the treatment of
this variable also. For those respondents who did not complete a SCQ across all waves, but did
in one or more waves, their responses to this question were brought forward throughout their
remaining waves. Information was then recoded into a categorical variable with the following
categories; ‘egalitarian’ (ranging from 1-2), ‘mixed’ (ranging from 3-5) and ‘traditional’ (ranging
from 6-7). As before, those who were non-responding on the SCQ were excluded from the
sample.
Like previous chapters, where data is missing, the manner in which it is dealt with is described
throughout.

M ETHOD
This chapter employs a range of analytical techniques in order to fully explore the between
group determinants of Australian men’s intentions for children. In the first instance, as a
means of testing for significance of covariate effects on men’s intentions, simple binary logistic
regression is employed using a derived variable coded 0,1, where zero (0) indicates that men
do not want children, and one (1) indicates that they do. As outlined in Chapter Four, the
importance of parity as an explanatory variable within these models cannot be
underestimated. To improve the modelling, a joint variable measuring parity and sex
composition of children already born was added to the models below. To examine the effects
of parity on men’s intentions for children, each logistic regression model is run separately by
parity.
The latter half of the chapter employs multinomial regression techniques. As the dependent
variable ‘additionally intended numbers of children’ is an ordered categorical variable, a series
of ordered logistic regression models were tested—one for each year in question. However,
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they failed the assumptions of ordered logistic regression, resulting in the use of multinomial
logistic regression. In fact, the use of multinomial logistic regression is actually preferable in
this case because it does not assume that the relationship between each pair of outcome
groups are the same (Anderson, 1984). That is, it does not assume that the difference in
intending no more additional children and three additional children is the same in the same
way that ordered logistic regression does. This is explained more fully below in the results.
For ease of interpretation and discussion, results from the multinomial regressions (relative
risk ratio) are presented as predicted percentages in Figures 5.1-5.3.

R ESULTS
F A CT O R S

A S SO CI AT E D W I T H M EN ’ S I N T EN T I O N S FO R CHI L DR EN —2001,

AN D

2006

2012

At all time periods—2001, 2006, 2012—the models predicting men’s intentions for children
were all significant at p<0.05. Consistently, age, parity-sex, relationship status, educational
attainment and life satisfaction were significantly associated with intentions for children.
Surprisingly, the socio-economic factors included in the models did not prove to be
significantly related to men’s intentions for children. Nor did sibling number, country of birth
or factors related to religion or religious importance. Interestingly, gender attitudes,
particularly traditional ones, became significantly predictive in the latter years examined (Table
5.1).
As expected, ageing was significantly associated with men’s intentions for children. Compared
to men aged 25-29 years old (reference category), older men were consistently less likely to
report a positive intention for children. The effects of belonging in the youngest age group
(20-24 years) were mixed. In 2001, younger men were significantly more likely to report a
positive intention for children, whilst in 2006 and 2012, the effects of being aged 20-24 years
were not significant.
The combined variable measuring parity and sex composition of children already born was
strongly associated with men’s positive intentions for children at all time periods, and
particularly when men already had two or more children (Table 5.1). The effects of having one
child, compared to no children were interesting. Having fathered one boy was not significantly
associated with men’s intentions for additional children until 2012. Notably, in 2012, having
fathered one daughter became an insignificant factor of intentions for additional children.
Overall, the findings are supportive of previous empirical research that indicates as parity
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increases, the likelihood of intending more children decreases (Mitchell & Gray, 2007; Morgan,
1982; Testa et al., 2014).
Expectedly, relationship status was a significant determinant of men’s intentions for children.
Single men were significantly less likely than their married counterparts to intend children at
all periods, as were those men who were separated in 2001 and 2006. Men who were in a defacto relationship were significantly less likely to intend additional children in 2006 compared
to married men. Interestingly, in 2012, being single was the only significantly associated
relationship type (compared to those who were married) to intending children.
The importance of educational attainment as a key factor in men’s decision making about
children was outlined in Chapter Four, and is reinforced below. Compared to men with a
Bachelor’s Degree or higher, less educated men were significantly less likely to report a
positive intention for children at all time periods.
Whilst socio-economic variables such as employment status, income and satisfaction with
financial situation have been significantly associated with men’s intentions for children in
previous studies, particularly those in Europe (Modena, Rondinelli, & Sabatini, 2014; Testa et
al., 2011; Vitali & Testa, 2015), in the models below, only men who were unemployed in 2006
were significantly less likely (compared to those employed full time) to intend a child/ren.
Interestingly, religion and religious importance were both significantly associated with men’s
intentions for children in 2012. Men belonging to ‘other’ religions were significantly less likely
to intend children compared to their Christian counterparts. Men who rated religion as very
important to them in 2012 were significantly more likely to intend children than those who
rated religion as not important.
As expected, men who reported that they were satisfied with their lives overall were
significantly more likely to report positive intentions for children at all time periods. Finally,
men who held mixed and traditional gender role attitudes had significantly higher odds of
intending children in 2006 and 2012 compared to men with more egalitarian gender attitudes.

5.1: LOGISTIC REGRESSION: DETERMINANTS OF INTENTIONS FOR CHILDREN- MEN, 2001, 2006,
2012 (ODDS RATIOS).
TABLE

2001

2006

2012
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Age
20-24
25-29 (ref)
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

2.21***
.59***
.17***
.10***
.03***

0.75
0.46***
0.18***
0.04***
0.15***

1.29
0.50***
0.15***
0.05***
0.03***

No kids (ref)
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids-mixed
3+ kids-all boys
3+ kids-all girls
3+kids-mixed

1.23
0.64**
0.07***
0.13***
0.13***
0.15***
0.12***
0.04***

0.79
0.63**
0.10***
0.18***
0.09***
^
0.09**
0.08***

0.60*
0.75
0.16***
0.09***
0.08***
0.04***
0.18***
0.02***

1.03
0.19***
^
0.35***

0.67**
0.15***
^
0.42***

0.86
0.54
^
0.50***

0.69**
0.66**

0.62**
0.71*

0.64**
0.56***

1.07
1.01

0.90
0.51**

0.85
0.66

0.84
0.76

0.91
0.87

0.79
1.17

0.78
0.96
0.70

0.73
1.02
0.89

1.08
1.22
1.07

1.53
1.03
1.16

1.24
1.40
1.72**

0.60
1.00
1.19

1.62
0.87

1.24
0.82

0.61
0.56***

1.82***

2.10***

2.50***

0.88
1.08

0.79
1.11

1.00
0.84

1.07
1.09

1.31**
1.83**

1.29*
1.60*

1.26

1.08

0.90

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status
Married (ref)
De-facto
Separated
Widowed
Single
Educational Attainment
B/A (ref)
Cert/Dip
Yr 12/below
Employment Status
F/T (ref)
P/T
Unemployed
Income Category
$0-$29,999 (ref)
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+
Sibling Number
Zero (ref)
One
Two
Three+
Country of birth/Indigenous
Australian born (ref)
Australia + Indigenous
English-Speaking
‘Other’
Religion
Christian (ref)
No religion
Other
Life Satisfaction
Unsatisfied/Neutral(ref)
Satisfied
Financial
Satisfaction
Unsatisfied (ref)
Neutral
Satisfied
Gender Attitudes
Egalitarian (ref)
Mixed
Traditional
Religious
Importance
Not important (ref)
Somewhat important
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Very important
Cons.
LR (Chi2)
N

1.09
3.95
888.46
1,887

0.79
6.27
937.27
1,844

1.52*
5.43
954.85
1,732

Source: HILDA (2001, 2006, 2012), population weighted data. Note: * significant at p<.1, **significant at
p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.01, ^ refers to small sample size. Income squared was used in modelling to
test for quadratic relationships but no patterns were found.

Moving to address the second research question of this chapter—whether the significant
factors associated with men’s intentions for children have changed over time—Table 5.2
presents the predicted probabilities (and 95% CI) of significant factors as above in Table 5.1.
Across the time periods, the effects of several of the significant factors increased in their
influence on men’s intentions for children—there was no decrease in the likelihood of
intending children for any of the variables, at any point in time.
The changing effects of ageing were mixed over time. For example, men aged 25-29 years,
became significantly more likely to intend children over time. Between 2001 and 2006, the
predicted probability of intending children for men this age rose significantly from 48.12% to
62.80%, before flattening out in 2012 (60.55%). Similarly, the predicted probability of men
aged 35-39 years intending children significantly increased between 2001 and 2006, from
18.62% to 30.61% respectively. The effects of the remaining age groups were unchanged over
time.
Although the variable parity-sex was a significant factor for intending children at each parity
and each time period (with the exception of 1 boy in 2001 and 2006), the effect of the variable
remained relatively stable over time. There are some exceptions however. Between 2001 and
2012, the predicted probability of men intending no children increased significantly. Similarly,
the percentage of men with one girl who are predicted to intend additional children increased
significantly between 2001 and 2012 from 33.68% to 48.41% respectively. Interestingly, the
percentage of men with two boys who are predicted to intend additional children almost
tripled between 2001 and 2012—from 7.87% to 23.64%.
For married men, the predicted probability of intending children increased between 2001 and
2006 before plateauing in 2012. In 2006, the percentage of married men predicted to intend
children rose from 35.16% to 40.00%. The effect of being single increased significantly at each
time period—that is, single men became more likely to intend children over time. For example,
in 2001, 22.64% of single men were predicted to intend children compared to 28.98% in 2006
and 35.00% in 2012.
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The effect of educational attainment over time also underwent change, although the effect of
employment status remained stable. Between 2001 and 2012, the percentage of men with a
bachelor’s degree or higher who were predicted to intend children increased significantly from
33.77% to 44.15%. Similarly, the effect of having a certificate/diploma level of education
increased over time, as did the effect of having a grade 12 or below level of education.
As noted above, religion became a significantly associated factor with men’s intentions for
children in 2012—compared to Christian men, men belonging to other religions were
significantly less likely to intend children. However, the effect of religion increased over time
between 2001, 2006 and 2012, such that the percentage of men predicted to intend children
over time increased from 29.10% (in 2001) to 36.86% (in 2012). Similarly, the effect of
religious importance increased significantly between 2006 and 2012. The percentage of men
predicted to intend children that reported religion as very important increased significantly
from 32.28% (in 2006) to 44.12% (in 2012). Cumulatively, these results could indicate one of
two things; first, that religion, and religiosity are becoming increasingly important to men
when intending to have children; or second; that having children is becoming increasingly
important to religious men. There is some limited international research that supports the
first assertion (Adsera, 2006b; McQuillan, 2004; Philipov & Berghammer, 2007), although it has
been undertaken in countries vastly different to Australia in social and political contexts (e.g.
Italy).
The effect of overall life satisfaction on men’s intentions for children increased significantly at
each point in time. The percentage of men who were satisfied with their lives and predicted to
intend children increased from 31.21% in 2001, to 40.56% in 2012. Surprisingly, the effect of
gender attitudes remained stable between 2001 to 2006, and between 2006 and 2012.
However, between 2001 and 2012, the effect of the variable increased significantly, regardless
of gender attitude, such that the percentage of all men predicted to intend children rose
significantly.
TABLE 5.2: PREDICTED PROBABILITIES (%) OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH INTENDING
CHILDREN (LOGISTIC REGRESSION), MEN, 2001, 2006, 2012 (95% CI).
2001
2006
2012
Age
20-24
63.07 (0.56-0.71)
58.24 (0.52-0.65)
64.89 (0.59-0.71)
63.07 (0.42-0.54)*
25-29
48.12
62.80 (0.56-0.69)*
60.55 (0.55-0.66)*
30-34
38.06 (0.33-0.54)
48.08 (0.43-0.53)
48.18 (0.42-0.54)
35-39
18.62 (0.15-0.22)*
30.61 (0.26-0.35)*
27.26 (0.22-0.32)
40-44
12.64 (0.09-0.16)
11.11 (0.08-0.15)
13.05 (0.09-0.17)
45-49
4.66 (0.02-0.07)
4.68 (0.02-0.07)
8.22 (0.05-0.12)
Parity-Sex
No kids
41.77 (0.38-0.46)*
46.28 (0.43-0.50)
53.27 (0.49-0.57)*
1 boy
44.89 (0.38-0.52)
41.61 (0.34-0.49)
44.79 (0.37-0.53)
1 girl
33.68 (0.27-0.40)*
38.81 (0.32-0.45)
48.41 (0.41-0.55)*
2 boys
7.87 (0.02-0.14)*
13.48 (0.07-0.20)
23.64 (0.15-0.32)*
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2 girls
2 kids-mixed
3+ kids-all boys
3+ kids-all girls
3+kids-mixed

12.91 (0.06-0.19)
13.26 (0.09-0.18)
14.38 (0.02-0.27)
11.69 (0.02-0.25)
5.29 (0.01-0.19)

20.32 (0.12-0.28)
12.41 (0.08-0.17)
^
13.18 (0.02-0.28)
12.00 (0.07-0.17)

16.79 (0.09-0.25)
15.56 (0.10-0.21)
8.73 (0.02-0.42)
25.59 (0.09-0.42)
5.84 (0.01-0.10)

35.16 (0.32-0.37)*
35.26 (0.31-0.39)
16.00 (0.08-0.25)
^
22.64 (0.20-0.25)*

40.00 (0.38-0.43)*
35.74 (0.32-0.39)
18.00 (0.08-0.28)
^
28.98 (0.27-0.32)*

43.07 (0.40-0.46)*
41.34 (0.38-0.45)
35.00 (0.23-0.47)
^
35.00 (0.32-0.38)*

33.77 (0.30-0.37)*
29.34 (0.27-0.32)*
28.84 (0.26-0.31)*

38.74 (0.35-0.42)
32.73 (0.30-0.36)
34.37 (0.32-0.37)*

44.15 (0.41-0.48)*
38.72 (0.36-0.42)*
36.96 (0.34-0.40)

30.02 (0.28-0.32)
30.87 (0.26-0.36)
30.20 (0.25-0.35)

35.92 (0.34-0.38)
34.62 (0.296-0.40)
27.63 (0.22-0.33)

40.20 (0.38-0.42)
38.14 (0.32-0.44)
35.09 (0.30-0.41)

30.75 (0.28-0.33)
36.71 (0.28-0.46)
29.10 (0.27-0.31)

36.07 (0.33-0.39)
38.81 (0.30-0.48)
33.65 (0.31-0.36)

43.85 (0.41-0.47)
41.27 (0.32-0.51)
36.86 (0.35-0.39)

23.97 (0.20-0.28)
31.21 (0.29-0.33)

26.78 (0.22-0.32)
36.15 (0.34-0.38)

28.83 (0.23-0.35)
40.56 (0.39-0.42)

29.59 (0.27-0.32)
30.49 (0.28-0.33)
30.63 (0.26-0.35)

32.45 (0.30-0.35)
35.87 (0.33-0.38)
40.33 (0.35-0.46)

37.26 (0.35-0.40)
40.50 (0.38-0.43)
43.21 (0.37-0.49)

29.55 (0.28-0.32)
32.13 (0.28-0.36)
30.53 (0.26-0.35)
1,888

35.17 (0.33-0.37)
36.23 (0.32-0.41)
32.28 (0.28-0.37)
1,846

38.83 (0.37-0.41)
37.57 (0.32-0.43)
44.12 (0.39-0.50)
1,734

Relationship Status
Married
De-facto
Separated
Widowed
Single
Educational Attainment
B/A
Cert/Dip
Yr 12/below
Employment Status
F/T
P/T
Unemployed
Religion
Christian
No religion
Other
Life Satisfaction
Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied
Gender Attitudes
Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional
Religious
Importance
Not important
Somewhat important
Very important
N

Source: HILDA (2001, 2006, 2012), population weighted data. Note: * indicates significant change across
time, ^ indicates small cell size.

M ULTINOMIAL

REGRESSIO N RESULTS

In order to extend the above analyses, the results of multinomial logistic regression
techniques—modelling additionally intended numbers of children—are discussed below.
Given that the dependent variable for this portion of the thesis—additionally intended number
of children—is ‘ordered’ (Norusis, 2014), the following describes the choice of multinomial
logistic regression as the adopted analytical technique. Ordinarily, ordered logistic regression
methods would be the preferred analytical approach.
Ordinal logistic regression, sometimes called the proportional odds model, assumes an
ordering to the categories of the dependent variable (Williams, 2006). It additionally assumes
that the relationship between each pair of outcome groups are the same (Anderson, 1984). In
other words, it is assumed that the coefficients that describe the relationship between the
lowest outcome variable versus the remaining outcome variables is the same as those that
describe the relationship between the next lowest outcome category and the rest (UCLA,
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2014). In this specific research it would mean that effect of the coefficients that describe the
relationship between having no children and having two children are the same as those odds
that describe the relationship between having one child and three or more children.
However, as noted in Chapter Four, and above, research has indicated that there is a
qualitative difference between intending (and achieving) a first child, and intending (and
achieving) a third child (Evans et al., 2009; Udry, 1983). This ‘qualitative’ difference constitutes
the first reason behind the selection of multinomial regression.
There are two main post-hoc tests for ordered logistic regression models—both of which test
whether any variable violates the parallel-lines assumption. These are the likelihood ratio test
and the Brant test. For both tests, the null hypothesis states that there is no difference in the
coefficients for the model. In preliminary modelling, ordered logistic regression methods were
adopted, however, post-hoc testing of both the likelihood ratio test and the Brant test failed
and the proportional odds assumption was violated50.
Standard advice following such violations is to adopt a non-ordinal model, such as multinomial
regression. However, in some cases, these models prove to be far less parsimonious and much
more difficult to interpret than a proportional odds model (Williams, 2005). As such, a
generalised logistic regression model was adopted. The user written ‘gologit2’ program in
STATA 12 offers an ordinal alternative in which the assumptions of the parallel-lines constraint
are relaxed and partial proportional odds models are estimated (Williams, 2006). However,
although the model converged, it still failed the post-estimation tests51.
Finally, a multinomial logistic regression method was adopted. There are both strengths and
weaknesses associated with the implementation of this method. The drawback to using
multinomial logistic regression for ordinal categorical variables, as is the dependent variable in
this thesis, is that the ordering of the categories is ignored (Norusis, 2014). However, previous
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The Brant test could not be calculated because not all the independent variables could be retained in
binary logits and as such it could not be computed. The Chi2(26) value for likelihood ratio test equalled
158.59 with a p-value of 0.00.
51
Using the ‘gologit2 depvar indepvar…, autofit lrforce’ command, the model was tested for the Wald
parallel lines assumption using the .05 significance level. Overall, the chi2(22) value equalled 31.95 with
a p-value of .052. Additionally, 722 in-sample cases in the model had an outcome with a predicted
probability that was less than zero. Whilst McCullagh and Nelder (1989) discuss that negative fitted
values are unavoidable for some values in these models, the high number of in-sample cases in the
tested model above suggests that there are small sample sizes across some of the outcome variables.
Additional testing uncovered that when the dependent variable of ‘additionally intended number of
children’ was cross tabulated with the outcome variable of age, there were small sample sizes in some
of the outcomes—for example, in 2001, for men aged 20-24 years with 3+ children there were only nine
men who reported intending an additional 3+ children. Standard advice (see Williams, 2006) in these
situations suggests that generalised ordered logistic regression is an unsuitable model, and that
multinomial logistic regression may be better suited.
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research into higher order birth intentions unequivocally demonstrates that the mechanisms
behind intending, for example, zero or one child are qualitatively different than those
influences at work behind intending two or more children (Adsera, 2011; Evans et al., 2009;
Konig, 2011). As such, multinomial logistic regression models are actually well suited for this
particular analysis.
Separate models were run for each of the three time periods—2001, 2006 and 2012—again to
assess what role the socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal variables had on men’s
intentions for children, and whether there had been any change to these roles over time in
Australia. For ease of interpretation, the results are presented as predicted percentages, and
only those variables which were consistently significantly predictive of men’s intentions for
children at each time period are presented and discussed. Tables 5.3-5.5 in Appendix A
present the multinomial relative risk ratios for the analyses presented below.
2001
In 2001, the overall model predicting additionally intended numbers of children was significant
at p<0.01 (n= 1890), with LR chi2(114)= 1199.55. A post-hoc chi-sqaure goodness-of-fit
estimation indicated that there was no significant difference between the predicted and
observed estimates (p=0.50) for additionally intended children.
Holding all variables at their means, overall, the majority (69.8%) of men in 2001, were
predicted to intend no additional children—noting that the sample includes both men with
and without children, as well as both men who intend to have children and also intend to
remain childless. The average number of children already born to men in the sample was 1.23,
while the average age of respondents in 2001 was 35.5 years. Almost 16% (15.7%) of men in
2001 reported an intention for an additional two children, while 7.4% of men intended one
additional child, and 6.9% intended three or more additional children.
In 2001, there were very few consistently significant predictors of men’s additionally intended
children, and these differed substantially across the categories of the dependent variable. For
example, in comparison to the base category (intending two additional children), only age,
parity-sex, relationship status and life satisfaction were significant predictors of intending no
more additional children. However, for men who reported an intention for only one additional
child, just parity-sex and relationship status were significantly associated with their intentions.
For men who intended larger family sizes (three or more additional children), neither age or
parity-sex were significantly predictive. However, educational attainment and sibling number
were. The results of the multinomial regression analysis, presented as relative risk ratios, are
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presented in Table A5.1 (Appendix A). Results using the ‘margins’ command are presented
below in Figures 5.1A-C (and in Figures 5.2A-C and 5.3A-D).
As illustrated below (Figure 5.1A), age was a consistently strong predictor of additionally
intended child numbers in 2001—particularly for men who intended no more additional
children. Not surprisingly, as age increased across the sample, the probability of intending
additional children decreased in tandem. The highest proportion of respondents predicted to
intend an additional three or more children were in the youngest age group of 20-24 years
(14.7%). On the other hand, the largest proportion of respondents who reported intending no
additional children were those aged 45-49 years (95.0%), presumably because they had
reached, or were close to reaching, the end of their reproductive lives (Virtala et al., 2011). As
such, it is likely that this cohort’s reluctance to intend additional children was because they
had already achieved their completed family sizes (Hagewen & Morgan, 2005). Of note is that
intentions for three or more additional children were the least likely to occur across all age
cohorts.
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FIGURE 5.1A: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY AGE, 2001
2001

FIGURE 5.1B: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY PARITY-SEX,
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FIGURE 5.1C: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY
RELATIONSHIP STATUS, 2001
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Source: HILDA, 2001
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In regards to parity and gender make up of current families, as indicated in Figure 5.1B and
Table A5.1, the variable parity-sex was a consistently significant predictor of intentions for
additional children in 2001. This is particularly true of men with lower parity intentions—for
example, men who intend zero or one additional child. Regardless of parity-sex, the largest
proportions of men were predicted to intend no more additional children. However, as
expected, the probability of intending additional children declined overall as parity increased.
Almost two-thirds (58.9%) of men with no children were predicted to intend no additional
children—that is, they were predicted to remain childless, at least in 2001. For men with one
child, the results indicated significant differences between their intentions for additional
children, based on the gender of their current child. Post-hoc tests indicate, for example, that
men who had fathered one boy were significantly more likely to intend an additional one child
than men who had fathered one girl (28.1% and 19.0% respectively). These results could be
interpreted two ways. First, that men with one son have a stronger preference for a balanced
gender make up then men with one girl do. Second, given that men with one daughter are
significantly more likely to intend no more additional children, this could be indicative that
men have a daughter preference, particularly since there were no other significant differences
in predicted child number intentions between men with one son and men with one daughter.
Across all men with current family sizes of two children—regardless of gender make up—
intentions for no more additional children were significantly higher than those men with one
child and those who were childless. This is indicative of the two-child norm that has been
persistent throughout Australia since the early 1970s (Adam, 1991). Of men with two boys,
92.7% were predicted to intend no more additional children, while 89.3% of men with two
daughters and 87.9% of men with one boy and one girl intended no more children. There
were no other significant differences between men with two children.
Moving to men with three or more children currently, it was not surprising that amongst this
category, the highest proportion of men who intended no additional children were found
(95.1% of men with family sizes of three or more ‘mixed’ children). Although there appears to
be significant differences between intentions for additional children at the higher parity, these
differences are likely caused by the very small cell counts in each category. For example, in
2001, there were only two men who had three or more daughters who intended an additional
two children. Not surprisingly, intentions for an additional three or more children were the
least likely across all groups of men, regardless of parity and gender make up. No man in 2001
with three or more children already born, reported an intention for an additional three or
more children.
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The findings in relation to marital status were expected and in line with previous literature.
Those men who were separated and single were significantly more likely to intend no
additional children (Figure 5.1C)52 than men in other relationship categories (post-hoc test
results not shown). Regardless of additional child number intentions, there was no significant
difference between the intentions of married men and those in a de-facto relationships. There
was however, significant differences between married men and single men and those who
were separated, and similarly between single men and those in de-facto relationships. For
example, post hoc estimations confirm that compared to married men, men who were
separated were significantly less likely to intend an additional child, as were men who were
single. Similarly, compared to men in de-facto partnerships, single men were significantly less
likely to intend an additional child. With regards to intending three or more additional
children, there were no significant differences between any of the relationship categories.
Intentions for three or more additional children was again the least likely scenario to occur.
As mentioned, while there were few consistently significant predictors of men’s intentions for
additional children in 2001, there were some substantial differences between the predictors
across the categories of the dependent variable. For example, for men who intended an
additional three or more children, educational status and sibling number were significantly
associated with these intentions (results not shown in Figures 5.1A-C. See Table A5.1 in
Appendix A). Compared to men with lower levels of educational attainment, men with a
Bachelor’s Degree or higher were significantly more likely to intend an additional three or
more children. Similarly, men who grew up with two or three (or more) siblings were
significantly more likely to intend an additional three (or more) children compared to men who
were an only child growing up.
2006
In 2006, the overall model predicting additionally intended numbers of children was significant
at p<0.01 (n=1888), with LR chi2(108)= 1320.48. A post-hoc goodness-of-fit estimation
indicated that there was no significant difference between the predicted and observed
estimates (p=0.72) for additionally intended child numbers.
Holding all variables at their means, overall, the majority (65.8%) of men in 2006, were
predicted to intend no additional children—noting again, that the sample included both men
with and without children, as well as both men who intended to have children and also
intended to remain childless. Following, 19.2% of men reported an intention for an additional

52

Although 99.9% of widowed men are shown to intend no additional children, small sample sizes in
these cells (n<5) are the likely cause of this significance.
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two children. Roughly 8% of men in 2006 were predicted to intend an additional child, while
almost 7% were predicted to intend three (plus) children (7.8% and 6.9% respectively).
The average number of children already born to men in the sample was 1.14 (slightly less than
in 2001), with close to half the men in the sample (45.0%) childless. The average age of men in
the 2006 sample was 35.6 years—slightly older than those in the previous 2001. Given the
unbalanced nature of the sample, however, differences in mean ages between years is not
concerning.
As in 2001, in 2006 there were very few consistently significant predictors of men’s intentions
for additional children, however this differed across the outcome categories. For example, for
men who intended no additional children (in comparison to the base category of intending two
children), age, parity-sex, relationship status, life satisfaction, gender attitudes and religious
importance were significant predictors—although, again, this differed over the variable
categories (Table A5.2, Appendix A). For those men who intended one additional child (in
comparison with the base category), age, parity-sex and relationship status remained
significant predictors of additional intended child numbers, and interestingly, employment
status and income category were significant. For men who intended three (or more)
additional children only certain categories of parity-sex, relationship status, religion and
religious importance were significant. Surprisingly, there were no significant differences by
age for men who intend an additional three (or more) children.
Figure 5.2A below indicates that for men in 2006, age was a consistently significant predictor
of additionally intended numbers of children. As in 2001, as age increased in 2006, the
probability of intending additional children decreased in tandem. Post-hoc estimation results
indicate that compared to men in the older age groups (40-44 years and 45-49 years), those
aged 20-24 years and 25-29 years were significantly less likely to intend zero additional
children. For example, 40.55% of men aged 25-29 years were predicted to intend zero
additional children, compared with 96.07% of men aged 45-49 years.
On the other hand, younger men were significantly more likely to intend two additional
children compared with men in the highest age groups. For example, 28.9% of men aged 2529 years were predicted to intend an additional two children, compared with only 1.34% of
men aged 45-49 years old. As in 2001, intentions for three or more additional children were
the least likely to occur across all age groups in 2006.
Moving to the effects of parity and gender make up of current families, as indicated in Figure
5.2B and Table A5.2 (Appendix A), the variable parity-sex was a consistently significant
predictor of intentions for additional children in 2006. As in 2001, parity-sex was particularly
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predictive of men’s intentions amongst those men with lower order parity intentions—for
example, men who intend zero or one more additional child. The variable was not significantly
predictive of intentions for an additional three (or more) children, regardless of gender make
up of current families (compared to the reference category)—with one exception. Compared
to men with no children, men with one boy were significantly less likely to intend three or
more children (p<0.05). However, overall, as expected, the predicted probability of intending
additional children decreased simultaneously as parity increased.
More than half of the men in the 2006 sample (55.7%) with no children also reported
intentions for no more additional children—that is, they seemingly intended to remain
childless, at least in 2006. In contrast to the findings from 2001, in 2006, post-hoc test results
did not indicate any significant differences between men’s intentions for one additional child
based on the gender of their current child.
As in 2001, men with current family sizes of two children—regardless of gender make up—
reported intentions for no more additional children that were significantly higher than those
men that were childless and those men that intended one additional child. Again, this
supports the two-child norm in Australia. For example, 88.4% of men with two boys intended
no additional children, while 82.7% of men with two girls, and 88.8% of men with one boy and
one girl intended no more children. Across men with two children, there were no other
significant differences in child number intentions.
As expected, the group of men with the highest proportion predicted to intend no additional
children was amongst men with three or more children—particularly men with three or more
boys of whom 100% were predicted to intend no more additional children. No man in 2006
with three or more children intended an additional three or more children.
The final consistently significant predictor of men’s intentions for additional children in 2006
was relationship status, and the findings are similar to those from 2001, and in line with
previous research findings (Figure 5.2C and Table A5.2 in Appendix A). Compared to married
men, separated men and those who are single are significantly more likely to intend no more
additional children (61.1% compared to 79.6% and 71.4% respectively). Single men were
significantly less likely (compared to married men) to intend one additional child, while men
who were separated were significantly less likely to intend an additional two children when
compared to married men.
Interestingly, there were no significant differences for additionally intended child numbers
between men who were married and those in de-facto relationships (regardless of additional
child number intentions). Finally, while there appears to be significant differences between
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some of the relationship categories for men who intend an additional three or more children—
for example, between married men and men who are separated—it is likely that the small
sample size of separated men who intend an additional three or more children (n=4) is what is
causing the significant finding. As expected, intentions for an additional three or more
children were the least likely intentions to be reported in 2006.
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FIGURE 5.2A: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY AGE, 2006

FIGURE 5.2B: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY PARITYSEX, 2006
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FIGURE 5.2C: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY
RELATIONSHIP STATUS, 2006
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Source: HILDA, 2006
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As mentioned previously, there were several factors that were significantly predictive of men’s
intentions for additional children although these varied across the categories of the outcome
variable. For example, for men who intended no additional children, in addition to age, paritysex and relationship status, life satisfaction, gender attitudes and religious importance were
also significantly associated with intentions.
Using the post-hoc margins command, men who felt unsatisfied or neutrally about their lives
were significantly more likely to intend no more additional children when compared to men
who were satisfied with their lives overall (73.5% and 64.7% respectively). Similarly, compared
to men with more egalitarian gender attitudes, men with traditional values were significantly
more likely to intend no more additional children (68.2% and 60.8% respectively). Finally, men
who reported religion as very important to them were significantly more likely to intend no
more additional children compared to men for whom religion was no important (68.8% and
64.3% respectively). This finding appears to be somewhat counter-intuitive, however, when
post-hoc tests for men who are predicted to intend an additional three or more children, the
result is better understood—men that report that religion is very important to them are
significantly more likely to intend an additional three or more children compared to men for
whom religion is not important (9.5% and 5.9% respectively).
Interestingly, for men who intended one additional child in 2006, employment status and
income category were significant predictors of intentions. These variables were not significant
at any other time period, or for any category of the outcome variable. Compared to men
employed full time, men employed part time and those unemployed were significantly less
likely to intend an additional child (8.9%, 2.3% and 3.5% respectively). Similarly, compared to
men in the lowest income category, men with middle and high incomes were significantly less
likely (p<0.1) to intend an additional one child.
2012
In 2012, the overall model predicting men’s additional intended numbers of children was
significant at p<0.01 (n= 1749), with LR chi2(114)= 1,240.75. A post-hoc goodness-of-fit
estimation indicated that there were no significant differences between the predicted and
observed estimates (p=0.06) for additional intended numbers of children53.
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A post-hoc Hausman test was also conducted, however, the model for 2012 failed the asymptotic
assumptions test. Interestingly, as suggested by Fagerland and Hosmer (2012), changing the base
category for the multinomial regression model from intending two additional children, to three or more
additional children resulted in an insignificant gof, as did changing the base category from two
additional children to one additional child (p=.947).
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Holding all variables at their means, overall, the majority (61.0%) of men in 2012, were
predicted to intend no additional children, followed by 22.4% who were predicted to intend an
additional two children. In 2012, 7.6% of men were predicted to intend one additional child,
whilst 8.9% were predicted to intend three or more additional children—noting that the
sample includes both men who intended to have children and those who intended to remain
childless.
The average number of children already born to men in the 2012 sample was 1.13 (less than
both previous years’ samples), with close to half the men (45.8%) in the sample childless. The
mean age of the sample in 2012 was 34.3 years—younger than samples in previous years.
As in previous years, in 2012, age and parity-sex were significant predictors of intentions for
additional children—particularly at lower order parities. Surprisingly, relationship status was
not a significant predictor of intentions for additional children in 2012—with one exception.
Single men were significantly more likely to intend no more additional children (compared to
intending two additional children) when compared to married men.
Although there were few consistently significant predictors, as before, there were differences
across the outcome categories. For example, educational attainment, and religion were
significant predictors of men’s additionally intended child numbers in 2012—this was
particularly true for men who intended no more or one additional child (compared to the base
category of two additional intended children). Similarly, life satisfaction was significantly
predictive in 2012 for men who intended no additional children and two additional children,
but not for higher order parity intentions (Table A5.3, Appendix A), while financial satisfaction
significantly predicted additional children for men who intended one more child.
As in previous years, in 2012, as age increased, so too did the predicted probability of
intending fewer additional births. As evidenced in Figure 5.3A (Table A5.3, Appendix A),
younger men were significantly more likely to intend more additional children compared to
their older counterparts. For example, 16.1% of men aged 20-24 years and 13.0% of men aged
25-29 years were predicted to intend an additional three or more children—significantly
higher than the 0.51% and 2.2% of men in the older age groups (respectively). Similarly, men
aged in the older cohorts were significantly more likely to report intentions for no more
additional children than those in the younger cohorts.
Using post-hoc estimations, 92.5% of men aged 45-49 years and 87.5% of men aged 40-44
years old were predicted to intend no more additional children—significantly higher than the
41.5% and 40.2% of men aged 20-24 years and 25-29 years respectively. Interestingly, the
largest, and most significant difference between additionally intended children across
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consecutive age groups was found for those men who reported intending no more additional
children aged 30-34 years and 35-39 years. Men aged 35-39 years old were significantly more
likely than those aged 30-34 years to intend no more additional children (73.9% and 52.0%
respectively). Given that intentions for additional children decline so substantially between
30-34 years and 35-39 years, it is possible that these results could be indicative of the
existence of a social ‘norm’ about the ‘appropriate ages’ at which to continue intending to
have children in Australia. There is some limited Australian research into men’s perceptions
about the ideal age at which to stop having children—Thompson and Lee (2011a, 2011b)
found that the majority of men in their study considered 35-39 years as the ideal period in
which to stop fathering children.
In line with previous years’ findings, Figure 5.3B indicates the significant predictive effect that
parity-sex has on men’s intentions for additional children. Overall, as parity increases, the
probability of intending additional children decreases. There were, as in 2001, substantial
differences across numbers of intended children dependent upon the current gender make up
of men’s families (Figure 5.3C and Table A5.3 in Appendix A). Using post-hoc estimations, men
with larger family sizes already were significantly more likely to intend no more additional
children. For example, 95.1% of men who had a mixed gender make up of their family with
three or more children were predicted to intend no more children—compared with only 56.9%
and 54.2% of men with one boy and one girl respectively.
In 2012, the lowest proportion of men with no children reported intentions for no more
additional children (i.e. they intended to remain childless, at least in 2012) with only 48.2% of
men reporting this intention (compared to 58.9% and 55.7% in 2001 and 2006 respectively). It
is possible that this continued downward trajectory signifies a generational shift away from
men intending to remain childless. This is discussed in more detail in the final section of this
chapter.
For men with one child, the results were similar to those in 2006 in that there were no
significant differences across intended child numbers regardless of the gender of their child.
There could be several reasons behind this. First, given that the analyses here are crosssectional, it is possible that men in 2006 and 2012 with one child think differently about
gender and family size compared to their counterparts in 2001—that is, these results indicate
a generational change away from a gender preference for girls, or a ‘balanced’ gender make
up. Alternately, it is quite likely that the men in the samples for 2001 who indicated a gender
preference have gone onto to achieve their intended family size—that is, they had their
additionally intended child.
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Across all men with current family sizes of two children—regardless of gender make up—
intentions for no more additional children were significantly higher than those men with no
children or one child. As mentioned previously, this is indicative of the two child norm that has
persisted throughout much of Australia’s recent history (Adam, 1991). No other significant
differences between men with two children are recorded.
Moving to men with three or more children, there were little significant differences between
intentions for additional children—with one exception. Men with three or more children who
were all girls were predicted to intend two additional children at a rate significantly higher
than men with all boys or a mixed gender make up in their families. Of men with three or
more girls, 17.9% were predicted to intend an additional two children compared to 4.6% of
men with three or more boys and 2.3% of men with a mixed gender make up of their three or
more children. It is likely that men with larger families of all girls report intentions for
additional children with the hopes of balancing out the gender make up of their current
families. However, given that the data analysed here does not contain specific information
related to gender preference for next child born, this suggestion is speculative, although
supported by previous Australian research (Evans et al., 2009; Gray et al., 2007; Kippen, 2005).
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FIGURE 5.3A: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY AGE, 2012
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FIGURE 5.3B: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN, BY
PARITY-SEX, 2012
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FIGURE 5.3C: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, 2012
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FIGURE 5.3D: PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF INTENDING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN BY
RELIGION, 2012
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Across the time periods, the effects of educational attainment on men’s intentions for
additional children have been mixed. In 2012, educational attainment is a significant predictor
of intentions for additional children (Figure 5.3C, Table A5.3 in Appendix A)—except for men
who intended three or more additional children. Men with Bachelor’s Degrees or higher were
significantly less likely to intend no more additional children than those men with lower levels
of education. The opposite was true for men who intended two additional children—
compared to men with lower levels of educational attainment, men with a Bachelor’s Degree
or higher were significantly more likely to intend two additional children. Of these men, 28.5%
were predicted to intend two additional children compared with 20.9% and 20.4% of men with
a Certificate/Diploma or Year 12 or below respectively.
As were the effects of education, the effects of religion on men’s intentions for additional
children were mixed (Figure 5.3D, Table A5.3 in Appendix A). Compared to Christian men and
those belonging to Other religions (including Buddhism, Islam and Hinduism), men with no
religious affiliation were significantly more likely to intend zero additional children. Almost
two thirds of respondents with no religion (63.5%) were predicted to intend no more
additional children compared with 56.3% of Christians and 56.1% of those belonging to Other
religions.
Further, those who identify with being an ‘Other’ religion, were significantly more likely to
intend one additional child compared with other men. Of men in an ‘Other’ religion, 15.6%
were predicted to intend one additional child compared with 7.1% and 7.4% of Christian men
and men with no religion, respectively. Of men who intended three additional children,
Christian men were significantly more likely than men with no religion to intend larger families.
Only 7.2% of men with no religion were predicted to intend three or more children compared
to 12.0% of Christian men.
As with other variables, intentions for an additional three or more children were the least
likely to be reported across all the religious groups—with one exception. More Christian men
were predicted to intend three or more additional children than Christian men who were
predicted to intend one additional child.
Finally, it is worth noting that life satisfaction and financial satisfaction were also significantly
predictive of men’s intentions for additional children in 2012—although, as with previous
years, the effect differed across the categories of the outcome variable (Table A5.3, Appendix
A). Men who were unsatisfied or felt neutrally about their lives overall were significantly more
likely to intend no more additional children. Of men who were unsatisfied/neutral, 74.4%
were predicted to intend no more children, compared to 59.7% of men who were satisfied
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with their lives54. Further, men who reported feeling unsatisfied with their financial situation
were predicted to be significantly more likely to intend one additional child compared to both
men who felt neutrally and those who were satisfied with their financial situation (15.9%
compared to 8.5% and 6.5% respectively). However, as there are only eight men in the sample
who intend an additional one child and also report feeling unsatisfied with their financial
situation, the measure of significance is likely driven by this issue.

D ISCUSSION
This chapter has examined the socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal factors associated
with men’s positive intentions for children, and their additionally intended child numbers, at
three points in time. A key aim of this chapter was to identify the ways in which the effects of
these factors on men’s intentions for children had changed, or remained the same over time.
As such, a second set of analyses also examined the changes in these significant factors
between groups over time. Guided by previous literature and earlier chapters in this thesis,
the results demonstrated that most variables included in the analyses either had a significant
relationship with men’s positive intentions for children overall (logistic analyses) or were
significantly predictive of men’s additionally intended child numbers (multinomial analyses).
However, while some variables were equally important across time (for example, age), others
were time specific (for example, educational attainment and religion, Table 5.2).
Overall, the beginning logistic analyses in the chapter demonstrated that, as expected, age,
parity-sex, relationship status, educational attainment and life satisfaction were significantly
associated with men’s positive intentions for children at all time periods. Consistently,
younger men, and men who were more satisfied with their lives overall were significantly
more likely to intend to have children (regardless of the number of intended children). These
findings correspond with prior work in the field that has unequivocally demonstrated that
younger men have significantly higher intentions (Liefbroer, 2009), stronger intentions
(Bachrach & Morgan, 2012) and more certain intentions for children (Testa & Basten, 2014).
Furthermore, the limited research into the effects of life satisfaction on childbearing intentions
also support the initial findings of this chapter. Individuals who consider themselves to be
generally happy, have been found to have higher (Myrskylä & Margolis, 2014) and more
certain intentions for children (Cavalli & Klobas, 2013), compared with those who are generally
less satisfied with their lives.
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It should be noted that men who satisfied with their lives were also significantly more likely to intend
two additional children compared to other men, but only at the p<0.1 level.
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The results of the logistic regression additionally indicated that men with lower levels of
educational attainment and those who were un-partnered, as well as men who already had
children were less likely to report a positive intention for children. Notably, there was only
one point in time at which there were significant differences in intentions for children between
married men and those in de-facto relationships55.
The effects of educational attainment and partnership status on family size intentions have
been previously demonstrated in numerous studies (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Berrington
& Pattaro, 2013; Gray et al., 2012; Qu & Weston, 2007). These studies found, similarly to this
chapter, that less educated men, and those that are single, intend smaller families overall, and
are less likely to report positive intentions for children in the first place. These findings lend
some support to the ‘provider ability’ theory discussed in Chapter Four, as well as suggesting
that the formation of a stable relationship is an important pre-requisite for men who are
thinking of becoming fathers (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Sharon Sassler et al., 2008, 2014).
Further, numerous studies have attested to the effects of parity on intentions for (additional)
children. However, as mentioned in Chapter Four, very few studies have examined the joint
effects of parity and gender make up of current children on intentions for additional children.
For example, although Arunachalam and Heard (2014) found the effect of parity to be greatest
for those individuals with two children already and results from Iacovou and Tavares' (2010)
study indicated that the birth of a child was the strongest predictive variable in overall
intended family size for those aged 18-39 years, neither of those studies controlled for the
effects of gender on parity progression. The inclusion of the variable ‘parity-sex’ in this
chapter’s modelling was an attempt to bridge this gap.
The combined variable measuring parity and sex composition of children already born was
strongly associated with men’s positive intentions for children at all three time periods,
particularly when men had two children already. Compared to men with no children
(reference category), having fathered one girl was significantly associated with lower odds of
men intending additional children in both 2001 and 2006. However, in 2012, having fathered a
boy was significantly associated with declining odds of intending more children. Interestingly,
the effect of having one girl increased significantly between 2001 and 2012, while there was
no significant difference in the effect of having one boy over time. Overall, the effects of
parity-sex were found to reinforce the findings from previous research that indicate, as parity
increases, the likelihood of intending more children decreases, regardless of gender make up
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In 2006, men in de-facto relationships had significantly lower odds of intending children (p<0.05).
Refer to Table A5.2 (Appendix A).
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(Liefbroer, 2009)—findings from the effects of parity-sex on additionally intended child
numbers are discussed below.
It is worth noting that the association between intentions for children and many of the socioeconomic variables such as employment and income category, were not as significant as
initially expected, nor in line with a lot of previous literature. Surprisingly, at no point in time,
was sibling number a significant predictor of positive intentions for children. The majority of
previous theoretical and empirical research has indicated a strong relationship between
sibship size and reported intended family size (Axinn et al., 1994; Basten, 2013; Booth & Kee,
2006; Kotte, 2012; Murphy & Wang, 2001; Pullum & Wolf, 1991a; Reigner-Loilier, 2006). It is
possible however, that the findings above differ from those in past research due to the
difference in dependent variables (intentions for children in this study, compared to intended
family size in other studies), as well as the difference in the importance of kinship networks in
different countries.
While there were several factors significantly associated with men’s positive intentions, the
effects of many of these factors remained relatively stable over time. There was no significant
change in the effects of employment status, religion, life satisfaction, gender attitudes or
religious importance across the time periods examined. The differing effects of age over time
were mixed—for example, there was no significant difference in the effect of being aged 20-24
years, 30-34 years or being aged 40 years or over. The effect of being aged 35-39 years
increased significantly between 2001 and 2006 before declining slightly in 2012, as did the
effect of being aged 25-29 years. The increasing magnitude of the effect of ageing in 2006
could be indicative of the increased Government and political rhetoric around the importance
of having children and not “leaving it too late” (Jackson & Casey, 2009) that was occurring
during this period (given the recent introduction of the Baby Bonus and subsequent increase
to its payment amount). Although as Jackson and Casey (2009) note the majority of the
rhetoric was aimed at encouraging women to have children, it is possible that it also affected
the context in which Australian men were thinking about childbearing. It is also possible that
the increasing effect of being aged 35-39 years over time indicates the presence of an “age
threshold” (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray et al., 2012). As Settersen and Hagestad (1996)
note, there are likely cultural deadlines and social norms in regards to the ideal, or appropriate,
ages to begin and finish having children. Although these ‘norms’ may be flexible, it is likely
they still provide individuals with important reference points for childbearing (Gray et al.,
2012). Given that the median age at which Australian men become fathers has continued its
upwards trend over the past decade (ABS, 2014), the increased effect of ageing over time is
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likely an artefact of these ‘age norms’. Finally, it is notable that the effects of parity-sex,
relationship status and educational attainment also all increased significantly over time.
The results of the multinomial logistic regressions (provided in Figures 5.1A-5.3A and Tables
A5.1-A5.3), indicate that across time, the mean number of children born to men in the sample
continued on a slightly downward trend—from 1.23 children in 2001 to 1.1 children in 2012.
The proportion of men who were predicted to intend no more additional children also
continued to fall over time—from 69.8% of men in 2001 to 65.8% in 2006 and down to 61.0%
of men in 2012. Finally, the proportion of men who were predicted to intend overall family
sizes of only one child also followed a downward trajectory across the three periods. In 2001,
57.1% of men with one child intended family sizes of just one child (that is they intended no
more additional children), whilst only 55.5% of men in 2012 with one child, intended a family
size of just one child (p<0.1). Cumulatively, these results may be indicative of a generational
shift away from intentional childlessness or sole child families, particularly, since overall
intended family sizes of two children became more likely over time. These results confirm the
findings of others in the field that have confirmed a two-child norm for Australian individuals
and couples (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray et al., 2012). Further, these results support
those in a recent European study by (Sobotka & Beaujouan, 2014) that found a two-child
intention has become almost universal among women throughout Europe. Although their
results focus on women, they bear mentioning in the context of this research.
However, given that the overall current family size of men in the sample continued to decline
over time, these findings could actually suggest that a ‘gap’ between intended family size and
actual family size is occurring for Australian men. Although little research has examined the
mismatch between intended and completed fertility for men (Keygan, 2013), one of the
leading explanations for the gap between intended and completed fertility for women is the
incompatibility between opportunity costs and childbearing (Hayford, 2009; Holton et al., 2011;
McDonald, 2006). The increasing time spent in education, and losses to potential income
earnings have resulted in fewer births for women, although their intentions (and desires) for
children remain high (Testa, 2012c; Williamson & Lawson, 2015).
As expected, age and parity-sex were consistently predictive of the probability that men would
intend additional children. At all periods, as age increased, the percentage of men predicted
to intend additional children also decreased at all parities. Interestingly, in all years, the
largest increase in the proportion of men predicted to intend no more additional children
occurred as men aged from 30-34 years, to 35-39 years. There are two likely explanations for
this occurrence. First, as mentioned, the operationalisation of social age norms for
childbearing behaviours, and preferences have been found in numerous Australian (and
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international) studies. Both Gray et al. (2012) and Arunachalam and Heard (2014) find that for
Australian men and women, ageing into the late thirties and early forties is strongly associated
with downwards revisions to desired numbers of children. While their studies are longitudinal,
similar cross-sectional results have also emerged internationally—for example, in their study of
25 European countries, Billari et al. (2011) found that respondents perceived a paternal social
age deadline of men aged at 45 years. Second, as men (and women) age, their reports of
intended family sizes and completed family sizes converge , such that, it is possible that the
greater proportion of men aged 35-39 years who intend no more additional children, do so,
either because they have completed their intended family sizes, or have revised down their
intentions to match their current family size (Ajzen & Klobas, 2013; Iacovou & Tavares, 2010)—
an outcome of potentially experiencing a state of cognitive dissonance in regards to intending
(and achieving) additional child numbers (Bachrach & Morgan, 2013).
As mentioned previously (see Chapter Four), although numerous Australian and international
studies include parity as a control when modelling for childbearing intentions, preferences and
desires (Billari et al., 2011; Risse, 2011;. Sassler et al., 2008; Stykes et al., 2015; Tesfaghiorghis,
2007; Testa et al., 2014; Testa & Toulemon, 2006; Toulemon & Testa, 2005), fewer studies
include parity and sex composition of current children together when examining stability and
change in family formation measures—although there is plenty of literature that explores
these issues in relation to fertility behaviours (Evans et al., 2009; Fuse, 2013; Gray et al., 2007;
Hank & Kohler, 2000, 2002)—that is progressing across parities based on existing children. As
noted earlier, the effects of parity-sex on additionally intended child numbers was mixed. For
example, in 2001, for men who intended an additional one child and who had already fathered
one child, there were significant differences between groups, based on the gender of their
current child. Men who had fathered one boy were significantly more likely to intend an
additional child, compared to men who had fathered one girl.
This finding can be interpreted two ways—first, that men with one boy have a stronger
preference for a mixed gender balance, or second, that men with one girl are more satisfied
with having only one daughter, therefore indicating the potential presence of a daughter
preference. There is some limited evidence in Australia that men have a preference for
daughters (based on behaviour) (Evans et al. 2009; Gray et al. 2007). Surprisingly, there were
no significant gender based differences in intentions in 2006. However, in 2012, at higher
order parities, significant gender differences emerged. Compared to men with three or more
boys, and men with three or more children (mixed gender make up), men with families of
three or more children that are all girls are significantly more likely to intend additional
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children. It is likely that men with larger families of all girls intend more children with the
hopes of balancing out the gender make up of their current families.
Some of the findings of this chapter were unexpected, and sit slightly at odds with the findings
of others in the field. This is particularly true in regards to the findings on the effect of income
and employment status on men’s intentions for additional children. Only in 2006, and only for
some men was income category found to be predictive of intentions for additional children,
and the effect was unexpected. That is, compared to men in the lowest income category, men
with higher levels of income were significantly less likely to intend one additional child (p<0.1).
These findings were surprising, particularly given the importance of income and ‘provider
ability’ demonstrated in prior research as a prerequisite to men becoming fathers (Lappegård,
2012; Lappegård et al., 2011).
For example, in a Norweigan study, men’s preferences for larger families were strongly related
to their ability to ‘provide’ financially for their families in the future (Lappegård, 2012).
However, other research has found (for example, Iacovou & Tavares, 2010; Modena,
Rondinelli, & Sabatini, 2014), that income variables were insignificant predictors of intentions
for men (but were predictive for women), and further, that men’s partners’ incomes were
significantly associated with changes (both upwards and downwards) in men’s own intentions
for children. Perhaps most importantly, previous research has shown that a change in men’s
income (either a loss or a gain) actually has the greatest effect on men’s intentions (or
desires/preferences, see for example, Drago, Sawyer, Sheffler, & Warren, 2009; Gray et al.,
2012; Holton et al., 2011; Lattimore & Pobke, 2008; Liefbroer, 2009; Qu, Weston, & Kilmartin,
2000; Shreffler, Pirretti, & Drago, 2010; Weston, Gray, Qu, & Stanton, 2004).
Similarly, research has found that changes in societal economic uncertainty (i.e. financial crises
or recessions) also have a direct impact on men’s intentions for children, particularly in the
short term, but that these interact with other facts such as age and parity (Fahlén & Oláh,
2015; Modena et al., 2014). Surprisingly, even after Australia experienced the effects of the
Global Financial Crisis (2008), there was still no significant relationship between men’s income
level and their intentions for children. Since the majority of previous research has examined
the relationship between changes in income or employment status and intentions (or desires
and preferences) for children, they are not directly comparable to the results discussed in the
above section—analyses of changes in income level (and employment status) and their effects
on men’s intentions will be addressed in the following chapter.
Focussing on the positive relationships between income, education and childbearing
intentions, the majority of previous international research in the area has demonstrated that
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men with higher levels of educational attainment tend to report intentions for larger family
sizes overall (Adsera, 2011; Bavel, 2006; K. Begall & Mills, 2012; Berrington & Pattaro, 2013; De
Wachter, 2012; Eriksson et al., 2013; Heiland et al., 2005; Lappegård et al., 2011; Nilsen et al.,
2013; Roberts et al., 2011).
This general finding was certainly supported by both the logistic analyses, that saw men with
lower levels of education, less likely to intend children, or report intentions for additional
children (when controlling for parity). When modelling for additional child number intentions,
the effect of educational attainment was mixed over time, and was only a consistently
predictive factor for men’s intentions for additional children in 2012.
The education findings in this chapter differ slightly from recent Australian research that has
found that there is either no relationship between educational attainment and men’s fertility
expectations and preferences (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Mitchell & Gray, 2007) or, that
increases in men’s educational attainment levels are associated with a decrease in their
expectations and intentions for children (Gray et al., 2012). However, given the differences in
dependent variables across previous research (for example, men’s fertility desires and
preferences, not intentions), as well as the differences in samples (for example, chidless men
in Gray et al.’s 2012 study), the results in this study are not directly comparable to those
previously reported in Australia. It is of importance to the overall story of this thesis to model
the effects, if any, of changes within individuals’ education levels on their intentions for
children. This is addressed in Chapter Six.
As mentioned previously, relationship status was found to be a significant predictor of men’s
positive intentions for children, as well as intentions for additional children. The finding that
single men are unwilling or unable to intend additional children is one supported by numerous
studies that demonstrate the importance of a stable relationship as a precondition to
(intentions for) children (Roberts et al., 2011; Thompson & Lee, 2011a, 2011b), and is
definitely borne out in the findings in this chapter. Cumulatively, the intentions of un-married
single men were found to be significantly different (read lower) than married men
(Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; du Toit, 2013; Liefbroer, 2009), particularly at lower parities.
Interestingly, although some research indicates that intentions for higher order births (and
progression to those births) is much higher amongst men who are married (compared to those
who are single) (Bulcher, Haynes, Baxter, & Western, 2009; du Toit, 2013; Stykes, 2015), there
was no evidence in the findings in this chapter to support those results.
The majority of previously completed research in Australia has demonstrated that there are
significant differences in the childbearing desires and preferences for children between those
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who are married, and those who are cohabiting (de-facto relationships) (Arunachalam & Heard,
2014; Gray et al., 2012; Mitchell & Gray, 2007; Qu et al., 2000). Cumulatively, they find that
married men mostly have higher intentions (and more certain intentions) for children than
their de-facto or cohabiting counterparts.
However, this chapter has demonstrated that there are very few significant differences
between the intentions of married men and those in de-facto relationships. In fact, the only
significant difference between married and de-facto men’s intentions for children was found in
2001 for men who had one child currently. For these men, men in de-facto relationships had a
significantly smaller relative risk of intending an additional child compared to their married
counterparts (p<0.05). There is some limited international evidence to support this research’s
overall findings that there is little difference between the intentions of married men and those
in de-facto relationships.
For example, Hiekel and Castro-Martín (2014) found that male co-habitors that viewed their
union as a prelude to marriage were the most likely to form intentions for children (compared
to those who didn’t) and thus didn’t differ from those who were married. In a study of several
European countries, Sobotka (2011) found that amongst younger men living in a marriage or
cohabitation relationship, there were no substantial differences in the realisation of fertility
intentions in the short-term (within 3 years of stated intentions).
Cumulatively, the findings pertaining to relationship status for men’s child number intentions
suggest that, for Australian men, it may be the actual act of forming, or being a member of a
partnership in and of itself that is an important pre-requisite for childbearing intentions, rather
than the type of partnership per se.
The links between relationship type, gender attitudes and childbearing behaviours have been
aptly explored in the literature (Goldscheider, Bernhardt, & Brandén, 2013; Goldscheider et al.,
2010; McQuillan et al., 2014; Miettinen et al., 2011; Puur et al., 2008; Snow et al., 2013;
Sobotka, 2011; Westoff & Higgins, 2009). Taken together, the findings generally suggest that
those men with more traditional gender attitudes intend larger families, particularly over three
children, whilst men with more egalitarian attitudes intend to have less children overall.
Although gender role attitudes were significantly associated with men’s positive intentions for
children (in 2006 and 2012, Table 5.1), the effect of gender role attitudes remained stable over
time (Table 5.2). Further, the multinomial models indicate that there was little significant
difference in men’s intentions for additional children by gender role attitudes. Again, this
finding was unexpected, as the majority of previous research has documented the positive
relationship between men’s intentions and gender role attitudes. For example, Lappegård and
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colleagues (2012), in their European study, found a negative relationship between intentions
for children and egalitarian gender attitudes, whilst, Barber (2012) found that intentions for
children were higher for those (women) with more traditional gender attitudes.
While there is little research that examines the effect of changing gender role attitudes over
time and their influence on intentions for children, there is some forthcoming research that
demonstrates that young Australians are adopting more traditional gender attitudes over time
(Churchill forthcoming). Due to the methodological limitations in this chapter, it was not
possible to explore what the relationship, if any, was between changes to gender attitudes
over time and intentions for children. There is some evidence to suggest that the influence of
gender role attitudes interacts not only with parity (Lappegård, 2012), but that intentions for
children are also highest at either end of the gender attitudes scale (i.e. most traditional and
most egalitarian).
For example, in their Finnish study, Miettinen et al. (2011) conclude that both egalitarian and
traditional attitudes increase men’s intentions for children compared to men with
intermediate or mixed gender attitudes, whilst findings from Arpino, Esping-Andersen, and
Pessin (2015) indicate similar U-shaped patterns. As such, it is possible, that by comparing
gender attitudes between groups in this chapter, that some of the more nuanced relationships
between gender attitudes, fertility intentions and time found in other studies have been lost in
the analyses within this chapter. These limitations are addressed in Chapter Six.
Although previous, mostly European, research (Axinn et al., 1994; Booth & Kee, 2006; Murphy
& Wang, 2001; Pullum & Wolf, 1991a; Regnier-Loilier, 2006) has indicated the effects of sibship
size to be quite important in determining overall intended family size, in only one of the
models in this chapter was the variable significantly associated with men’s intentions for
children (Table A5.1, Appendix A)—that is, men in 2001 who grew up with three or more
siblings were significantly more likely to intend an additional three or more children
(compared to men with no siblings). These results could suggest that the effects of family
influences growing up, as well as their own parents’ childbearing behaviour, are less likely to
affect the intergenerational transmission of family size preferences of Australian men.
However, given that this chapter did not focus on change within individuals’, it is possible, that
a change in sibling size, particularly amongst younger Australian men at the beginning of their
childbearing careers, could have a significant effect on their intentions for children later in
their lives, particularly as an increasing number of young adult Australians remain in their
parents’ households for longer (ABS, 2014).
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Perhaps the most surprising result of the above analyses was that after there being no
significant relationship in previous years, in 2012, religion was significantly predictive of men’s
intentions for additional children (Table A5.3, Appendix A). Given that Australia is considered a
relatively secular country (Melleuish, 2014), the inclusion of religion as an explanatory variable
in examinations of childbearing intentions is relatively uncommon (Adsera, 2006; Lehrer, 2004;
McQuillan, 2004), however, in the very religious European nations, its inclusion is widely
practiced (McQuillan, 2004; Philipov & Berghammer, 2007; Westoff & Frejka, 2007).
Overall, the results demonstrated, similarly to those in Europe, that Christian men were
significantly more likely to intend larger families when compared to men with no religion.
These results do not necessarily point to an increasing importance of religion for Australian
men, particularly since the results from Table 5.2 indicate that the effect of religion has not
increased significantly over time. Rather, the results are indicative that, for some men, the
traditional family system associated with most religious practices appears to be a strongly
influential factor in their thinking about child numbers and family formation (Philipov &
Berghammer, 2007).

C ONCLUSION
This chapter has examined the key demographic, socio-economic and attitudinal factors that
shape Australian men’s intentions for children. It questioned what the changes were, if any, to
the effect of these factors over time. The results demonstrated that over time age, parity-sex
and relationship status were consistently associated with men’s intentions for children,
although sometimes the strength of the relationships varied. Overall, as expected, the results
demonstrated that intentions for additional children were lower for older men and those with
larger families already (more than two children), and higher for those men who were married
or in de-facto relationships compared to those who were single or separated.
The results also demonstrated that over time, the effects of education and religion became
more important—particularly for men in 2012. Intentions for an additional three (or more)
children were consistently the least likely to be reported across all analyses and all models,
regardless of parity.
While not all of the findings reported above are new, very few Australian studies have
examined men’s intentions for children (and child number) (but see, for example Qu et al.,
2000; Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004), and even fewer have explored the changes in
men’s intentions across time, although some work has been done on desires (Arunachalam &
Heard, 2014; Gray et al., 2012; Weston, Qu, Parker, Alexander, 2004) and preferences (Fan &
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Maitra, 2011; Mitchell & Gray, 2007). As such, this chapter makes a notable contribution to
current research on men’s child intentions in an Australian context.
A key advantage to the design of the current study, and the findings outlined above is the
treatment of men’s fertility intentions as a dynamic, rather than a static concept (Liefbroer,
2009). This chapter has been specifically focused on the examination of changes to aggregate
level fertility intentions over time. As noted in previous chapters in this research, such little
demographic theorising has been undertaken in relation to the revisions of men’s fertility
intentions across the reproductive life course, and even less in an Australian context
(Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Keygan, 2013; Risse, 2011; Thompson & Lee, 2011b). As such,
this chapter has filled a considerable gap in the Australian demographic landscape, particularly
with its sole focus on men.
This chapter has explored the change in the relationship between intentions for children and
several socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal factors between groups over time. To
complement these analyses, the following chapter examines changes in intentions for children
within individuals over time.
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―6―
R EVISIONS TO MEN ’ S INTENTIONS FOR CHILDREN
Most studies of the determinants of family size preferences assume either explicitly or implicitly
that they are relatively stable over time. Conceptually, though, it seems more likely that family
size preferences develop over time as one’s life circumstances unfold in often unanticipated
ways.
(Yeatman, Sennott, & Culpepper, 2013: 2)

I NTRODUCTION
The previous chapter examined the change in relationship between intentions for children and
several socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal factors between groups over time.
Overall, it found that there was little significant change in the relationship between the key
variables of age, parity and relationship status over time when it came to men’s intentions for
additional children. This chapter extends this by questioning what life course events affect
men’s intentions for children, that is, it analyses within person change over time.
A plethora of research has been completed into the effects of the life course on women’s
intentions, desires and expectations for children (Bernardi, Mynarska, & Cavalli, 2010; Hayford,
2009). Much has focused on the effects of changes to employment on their intentions for
children (Arpino et al., 2015), as well as their actual childbearing behaviours (Holton et al.,
2011). There are however, a handful of Australian studies that do include consideration of
changes to men’s desires for children (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014), as well as changes to their
expectations for children (Tesfaghiorghis, 2005), over time. In addition, there is a growing
body of international work, mostly European, that is beginning to consider changes to men’s
childbearing intentions over time (Goldscheider & Kaufman, 1996; Puur, Oláh, Tazi-Preve, &
Dorbritz, 2008; Westoff & Higgins, 2009).
This chapter contributes to the existing literature into the effects of the life course on
individual’s intentions for children. Life course theory and empirical evidence (such as that in
the previous chapter) suggests that social cues, such as getting married, having children,
gaining higher educational qualifications and reaching a certain age should be associated with
higher or lower intentions for children (Dommermuth et al., 2015; Hayford, 2009; J. McQuillan
et al., 2014). Attitudes towards gender equality (Barber 2001), religion (Adsera, 2006b) and
the importance of religion (Hayford & Morgan, 2008) are also important factors associated
with men’s intentions for children, as evidenced in the previous chapter.
The chapter and its analyses are informed by the following research question:
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1. What are the impacts of life course transitions on men’s intentions for additional
children over time?
Guided by the life course perspective outlined in Chapter Two, the overall goal of this chapter
is to examine whether transitions in men’s lives, such as relationship dissolution or gaining
employment, influences them to revise their intentions for children (or additional children).
There are also secondary goals of the analyses within this chapter; first, to identify the effect, if
any, that sex of children already born (i.e. sex composition of current family) has on men’s
intentions for additional children. Life course theory implies that structural factors, such as
age and parity, should directly influence intentions for children (Bachrach, 1987; Shreffler et al.,
2010) but may interact differently depending on the age at which specific parities are reached
(McQuillan et al., 2014). As such, the following sub-question will also be explored:
1a) What combined effects do age and sex composition of current family have on
men’s intentions for additional children over time?
Although the sole focus of this thesis is on men’s intentions for children and the factors
associated with their revision over the life course, for comparative purposes, this chapter also
includes some limited modelling on Australian women. There are two reasons behind this.
First, although this thesis has maintained (and documented) throughout that the majority of
completed research has focussed on women and their childbearing intentions, and as such, the
findings are documented elsewhere (Holton et al., 2011; McQuillan et al., 2014; Testa, 2012c;
Testa et al., 2016; Williamson & Lawson, 2015a), it would be remiss if this research did not also
take the opportunity to contribute, independently, to those findings—thus further
strengthening claims that little more additional work in women’s fertility intentions is needed
(Zhang, 2011). Second, the limited inclusion of women here demonstrates, as evidenced in
previous research and maintained throughout this thesis, that demographic and socioeconomic factors influence men and women differently in regards to their intentions for
children. As such, their inclusion further supports the specific focus on men that this thesis has
adopted.

D ATA , V ARIABLE M EASUREMENT

AND

M ETHOD

D AT A
This chapter uses an unbalanced sample of men aged 20-49 years old56 from twelve waves of
the HILDA Survey. Because fixed effects models require at least two observations for each

56

An unbalanced sample of women aged 20-44 years from twelve waves of the HILDA data are also
included. The difference in sample ages is due to the different biological limitations of childbearing
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person, the analytical sample is limited to men, aged 20 to 49 years who participated in the
HILDA survey in at least two waves (years). This allows for any transitions across time to be
followed in the model. The transitions analysis presented below is based on a total sample (in
Model 1) of 4,256 respondents that contribute 28,798 person years57,58.

V ARIABLE M EASUREMENT
The key dependent variable in this chapter is men’s number of additionally intended
children—the same as the latter analyses in Chapter Five. As before, the variable was derived
from responses provided to the question ‘How many (more) children do you intend to have?’.
Men who provided a valid numerical response (that is, they didn’t skip the question, or refuse
to answer) were included in the sample. Because this chapter is concerned with men’s
revisions to their intentions, the dependent variable is treated continuously—this allows for
any revisions at higher order parities (three children and over) to be captured. This nuance
would be lost if the dependent variable remained categorical, as it was treated in the previous
chapters.
As the focus of this chapter is on revisions to intentions for additional children over time
between 2001 and 2012, the model includes only time-varying dependent variables. Variables
that were included in the previous chapter’s analyses that do not change during the
observation period are excluded from the analysis below (e.g. the combined variable for
country of birth and identification as an Indigenous or Torres Strait Islander person, and the
variable measuring sibling number). In order to fully exploit the nature of the longitudinal data
and the short-term effects of transitions across time, a lagged59 relationship variable is also
included in the modelling below, and interacted with current relationship status (Model 2).
The coefficient for the original relationship status variable indicates the association between
current relationship status and intentions for additional children. The coefficient for the one
year (previous wave) lagged relationship variable indicates the association between
relationship status in the previous wave (or most recently available wave the respondent
participated in) and intentions for additional children. This allows for the estimation of any
short-term effects of changes in relationship status on intentions for additional children. The

between men and women, and is in line with age ranges in similar studies on Australian women’s
intentions (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Risse, 2011).
57
The total sample of women is 4,132 respondents (Model 1), that contribute 25,663 person years.
58
Unless otherwise stated, the variable measurement and method employed for the men’s analyses is
also applied to the models for women.
59
In this case, the lag variable records the value of a variable in the previous wave.
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lagged relationship variable is of particular interest in measuring the short term effects of
partnership dissolution or commencement on future intended child numbers.
The previous chapter saw a special focus on the influence of parity and sex composition of
children already born on men’s intentions across time—it demonstrated that consistently,
parity and sex composition were significant predictors of men’s intentions for additional
children at all time periods, particularly at lower parities. Drawing on these previous findings,
the current chapter seeks to examine whether parity and sex composition of current family are
significantly predictive of individual men’s intentions for additional children. It also seeks to
draw out any joint effects of parity, sex composition and ageing on men’s intentions for
children over time.
The variable ‘parity-sex’ measures the sex composition of men’s reported children already
born. It combines children who are ‘resident’, as well as those who are ‘non-resident’ children
and represents the total number of children men have had. It is a derived variable created by
combining information about non-resident children and their sex from the combined person
HILDA data files, with information about resident children and their sex from the responding
person HILDA data files. Because the combined parity-sex variable draws information on
children ever born it is possible that it includes information about children who have been
born and subsequently died. It is therefore possible that revisions to men’s intentions could
be resultant from the death of a child as this occurrence is not controlled for in the models60.
Whilst the previous chapters and models considered the influence of religion on men’s
intentions for children, as outlined in Chapter Four, religion is only included in the survey in
waves four, seven and ten. Hence, the variable of religion was estimated forwards (and back)
for individuals between waves (see Chapter Four for further detail on the construction of the
religion variable) in order to include it in the models. However, because of the extent of
missing cases for the variable across time, its inclusion in the longitudinal modelling caused the
sample to become too selective, and thus it was dropped from the model. Furthermore, its
initial inclusion in the longitudinal model demonstrated that change in religion was not

60

The total number of child deaths reported across the longitudinal sample was not able to be
determined given that there was no specific question on death of children included in all the waves used
in this thesis. The SCQ does question respondents on whether or not they have experienced the ‘death
of a spouse or child’ recently, but given the question type, it is not possible to separate the death types
(i.e. whether it was a spouse or a child). The CPQ and NPQ question respondents on the month and year
of the death of their child only in waves 5, 8 and 11—it is possible that someone not involved in those
waves would still suffer the death of a child between waves and this would be counted as a transition to
‘less’ children in the models. As such, death of child is not controlled for in the model.
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significantly associated with revisions to men’s intentions for children over time, and its
mediating effect on the other coefficients was negligible.

M ETHOD
The goal of this chapter is to examine how transitions across individual men’s life courses are
associated with revisions to their intentions for additional children over time. To examine
these revisions, a linear regression model is used to estimate the influence of covariates that
fluctuate for men over time—it does not examine variation between persons or groups (see
Chapter Five for between group analyses).
Given that the data has repeated observations on individuals over time, the structure of the
data violates the assumption of independent observations and ordinary least squares
regression was not appropriate (Baxter & Hewitt, 2011; Bulcher et al., 2009; Clark, Crawford,
Steele, & Vignoles, 2010; Pforr, 2010; Williams & Dame, 2015). Instead, a linear fixed effects
model was adopted. In this case, a fixed effect model was appropriate to account for the
structure of the unbalanced panel and the lack of independence of multiple observations from
the same individuals (Yeatman et al., 2012, 2013). The fixed effects linear model was able to
yield consistent estimators by focusing on intra-individual variation and controlling for all
measured and unmeasured time invariant variables (such as sibling number) by excluding
them from the models (Petersen, 2004).
The dependent variable, intentions for additional children, has a potentially large response
range (the design of the HILDA question does not limit or top code the numbers of additional
children respondents can report intending) and was treated as a continuous variable. Given
the distribution of ‘additionally intended child numbers’, several count data models, including
Poisson modelling and negative binomial models were explored. While theoretically, these
models might have been technically more appropriate for these analyses, sensitivity analyses
demonstrated the results were robust to the specification of the model, and a linear fixed
effects regression was chosen for the convenience of interpreting results (Baxter & Hewitt,
2011; Hayford & Morgan, 2008; Long & Freese, 2014)61.

61

Several additional modelling techniques were explored for use in this chapter. The application of the
Poisson fixed effects regression model demonstrated that the conditional variance exceeded the
conditional mean, and further, the model was unable to estimate counts for zero additionally intended
children (Cameron, 1999; Cameron & Trivedi, 2014). Following these violations, negative binomial
regression models were trialled as they add unobserved, continuous heterogeneity to the Poisson
models and often provide better fits for Poisson distributed data (Long & Freese, 2014). However,
because of the high number of men in the sample that continually report intending zero additional
children (N=2,062), the negative binomial models dropped these groups, as it was unable to estimate
counts for unchanging zero counts and the sample became too selective.
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Use of linear fixed effects regression modelling has been consistently used in similarly
conducted studies (Arunachalam & Heard, 2015; Hoffman 2015; Hoffman et al. 2009; Clarke et
al. 2010; Gray et al. 2013; Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2012; Gray 2013), and was concluded to
be preferable to modelling change over time using a random effects model.
Both the random and fixed effects models were run separately and a post-hoc Hausman test
indicated that the data violated the assumption that individual level error was not correlated
with observed covariates (Hausman, 1978). The Hausman test is a statistical tool, used
frequently to determine whether a fixed effects or random effects model is most appropriate
to use when examining change across time (Wooldridge, 2002; Clarke et al. 2010). The test
statistic of the Huasman test was significant (p<0.001), and the Chi2 statistic was high
(1,122.59), suggesting that the difference in coefficients between the two models was ‘distant’
and therefore the null hypothesis of the Hausman test was rejected.
The fixed effects model can be expressed as follows:

Where Yit represents the dependent variable (intentions for additional children) where i=
individual and t= time. Xit represents one time varying independent covariate such as age,
relationship status or educational attainment, and β1 is the coefficient for that independent
variable. Finally, ai is the constant or fixed effect of being in state i, and ui is the error term.
The analyses in this chapter are two-fold. In the first instance, descriptive statistics are
discussed on the pooled cross-sectional data for the most recent wave (2012), as well as the
longitudinal panel as a whole. Additionally, the frequency of men experiencing a transition
over the course of the panel is analysed and discussed. Finally, the results from the final fixed
effects model, including interaction effects and lagged variables are discussed.

I NTERACTIONS

WITH AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION OF CHILDREN ALREADY

BORN
This chapter examines whether men’s intentions for additional children differ by age, and sex
composition of children already born (referred to as parity-sex hereafter). Given that family
size intentions are significantly associated with parity progression (see Chapter Five), it is a
reasonable suggestion that gender mix of children within a family would also influence
intentions for additional children. Furthermore, intentions for additional children are likely to
be influenced not only by parity-sex, but also by men’s age.
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The combined effects of age and parity-sex on intentions for additional children is an area that
has been “almost entirely neglected by demographic research” (Hank & Kohler, 2002: 2). The
research that has been completed into the effects of parity, sex preference, and age on family
size intentions, fall into three main categories. First, those that consider the effects of age and
parity additively (Heiland et al., 2008; White & McQuillan, 2006) but without controlling for
interactions between the two variables. Second, those that do focus on the joint effects for
age and parity, but not the combined effects of sex composition of current family size (Philipov
et al., 2008). Finally, there are a handful of studies that do document the combined effects of
gender preferences and the sex composition of current family sizes on intentions for additional
children, however, the bulk of this research is focussed on gender preferences for children in
developing countries (for example, the well documented preference for boys in China and
India—see Das Gupta et al., 2003 for a discussion; see also Dodoo, 1998; Song & Tao, 2013).
Whilst the desire of parents in more developed countries to ‘have one of each’ (a boy and a
girl) is also well documented (Gray, Kippen, & Evans, 2007; Kippen, 2005), most commonly, the
research focusses primarily on women’s reports (Yoon, 2016). No studies were found that
included the combined effects of age and parity-sex on men’s intentions for children, and this
chapter, in part, aims to fill this research gap. It is entirely possible that there exists such little
work on this component of fertility intention research, because the inclusion of a variable that
controlled for age and parity-sex was found to have a nominal or insignificant effect on
intentions. Nevertheless, its inclusion is of importance here.
Although no explicitly significant sex preference has been uncovered for first births in Australia
(Gray et al. 2007; Kippen et al., 2005), preference for the ‘right’ gender mix of children does
play a role in the progression to higher order births. In their Australian study, Evans et al.
(2009) found that parents strongly valued having a ‘balanced’ family, as well as providing
existing children with a sibling of the opposite sex. Further, Weston et al.’s (2004) study
provides qualitative evidence that having the ‘right mix’ was an important reason given by
parents to ‘try again’ (for an additional child). Additional Australian research indicates that
mothers of two children of the same sex were 25 percent more likely to have an additional
birth when compared with mothers of two children of opposite sexes (Gray et al. 2007).
Similarly, mothers with three children of the same sex were also more likely, as expected, to
‘try again’, than mothers with children of both sexes (Kippen et al., 2005).
Whilst the literature documented above does not directly measure intentions for additional
children, the importance of gender preferences in family formation should not be
underestimated—Kippen et al. (2005) note that higher order births were responsible for one
fifth of the total fertility rate in Australia in 2004, while Hank and Kohler (2000; 2002) note that
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parents who have failed to reach their desired sex ratio by the time they reached their
originally intended family size, may likely revise up these intentions in order to gain their
desired sex balance. However, others (see Pollard and Morgan 2002) have argued that social
moves towards greater gender equity may be undermining the importance of balancing sex
composition in families.
Increasing age and parity have been aptly demonstrated to have a dampening effect on men’s
intentions for additional children (see Chapter Five). If, as evidenced by Gray et al. (2007) a
gender preference, particularly at higher order parities exists for Australian men, this research
proposes that younger men with at least one child, would have higher intentions for additional
children in an attempt to meet their desired sex composition of their completed families.
Conversely, older men with at least one child may report lower intentions for additional
children dependent on the sex composition of their current family sizes. As part of its analyses,
this chapter tests for these combined effects.

R ESULTS
To investigate how changes over men’s life courses are related to changes to their intentions
for additional children, a fixed effects regression approach was used. Of particular interest in
the models was the combined effect of age and parity-sex on men’s intentions for more
children, however, other transitions such as changes in relationship status, gains in educational
attainment and becoming employed or unemployed were also considered. The models allow
for the analysis of within individual change in men’s lives over an eleven year period—and
represents a significant advance to research that compares groups of men cross-sectionally.
The average man in the sample in 2012 was aged 33.9 years (Table 6.1), with an annual income
of over $60,000, and intended an additional 0.85 children. The majority of men had no
children (47.4%), while close to 11% of men had two children (one boy and one girl) or three or
more children (mixed sexes) respectively. Most men were married (42.6%), had an
educational level of year 12 or below (37.7%), and were employed full time (75.8%). The
majority of men were satisfied with both their financial situation (54.1%) and their lives overall
(87.5%), and reported that religion was not important to them (64.7%). Almost half of men
(48.9%) held ‘egalitarian’ gender attitudes.

139

TABLE 6.1- CROSS SECTIONAL SAMPLE SUMMARY (2012).
Variable
Additionally intended
children
Age (years)
Income ($)

Cross-Sectional sample 2012
Mean
SE
0.85
0.17
33.9
60,052.68

0.13
807.8
%

Age group (years)
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

19.32
17.97
15.03
15.67
15.76
16.25

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids- mixed
3+ kids- all boys
3+ kids- all girls
3+ kids- mixed

47.38
7.24
7.72
5.49
5.38
11.31
1.95
1.54
11.24

Married
De-facto
Single

42.58
22.79
34.49

BA+
Cert/Dip
Yr 12 or below

25.07
37.25
37.68

Full Time
Part-Time
Unemployed

75.83
10.59
13.40

$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+

27.49
28.58
42.92

Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional

40.89
40.86
10.25

Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied

12.73
87.18

Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied

6.05
39.25
54.14

Not important
Somewhat important
Very important

64.68
19.32
16.00

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status

Educational Attainment

Employment Status

Income Category

Gender Attitudes

Life Satisfaction

Financial Satisfaction

Religious Importance

Source: HILDA 2012. N=4,352

Transition results (Table 6.2) are provided to demonstrate the number of men who
experienced a change in their circumstances during the life course period examined. The
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majority of these transitions are not linear—that is, men can move between the transition
categories numerous times over the period. For example, men transitioned into and out of
being married, being single and cohabitating. However, there are a few transitions in which
this is not possible; ageing and educational attainment are two examples. It would not have
been possible for men to transition into having a lower level of educational attainment over
the life course, nor transitioning into a younger age group—any instances of this are taken to
be misreporting in the data. It is also important to note that these transitions could have
taken place at any time during the panel (2001-2012).
It was expected that transitions into the category of having no children would have been null.
However, transitioning to a state of having no children was experienced 13 times by
respondents over the eleven year period (results not shown). Furthermore, transitioning from
a state of having a certain number of children to having fewer children was recorded 145 times
across the sample period (results not shown). It is possible that this is due to reporting errors
by the respondents themselves or measurement error between the waves of data (Lynn 2009).
Joyner et al. (2011) have noted that the difficulties with men’s incomplete reporting of their
biological children are dependent upon their socio-economic characteristics, whilst Rendall et
al. (1999) note that fertility underreporting is a major problem for men who are not living with
their biological children. Because the variable measuring parity-sex includes both those
children who are resident with their fathers and those that are not, it is possible that the
transition into having no kids is due to this ‘underreporting’ suggested by Rendall and
colleagues. It is also possible that men who experienced a transition into having no kids, or
fewer children suffered from the death of a child, or estrangement from the child due to the
breakdown of a relationship.
Transition results are provided (Table 6.2) to demonstrate the number of times change was
experienced during the measurement period. Some of these transitions are linear—for
example ageing—whilst others can occur numerous times across the life course—for example
moving in and out of full time employment.
The most frequently experienced transitions for men occurred across the variables that
determine their attitudes and satisfaction with life more generally. Moving out of a state of
feeling neutrally about their financial situation was recorded 4,163 (14.46%) times across the
eleven-year period, followed by transitioning out of a state of feeling satisfied with their
financial situation (n=3,208, 11.14%). Transitioning from a state of feeling neutrally/unsatisfied
(to a state of satisfaction) with life overall was measured 1,780 times (6.18%). These
frequencies are not surprising given the highly contextual nature of reporting life and financial
satisfaction (Baxter & Hewitt, 2011). In their examination of life satisfaction in the HILDA data
141

over a course of ten years, Ambrey and Fleming, (2014) found significant variation between
waves of data—particularly in an individual’s first few years of responding to the survey. They
attribute the occurrent panel conditioning effects to social desirability bias, and what they call
‘learning effects’—where respondents learn to frequently use the middle points of the likert
scale on which life and financial satisfaction are measured in the HILDA. These ‘learning
effects’ are a potential explanation of the frequency with which transitioning out of states of
neutrality and satisfaction about financial satisfaction are experienced across the period.
Transitioning out of a state of earning between $30,000-$59,000 was also experienced with
high frequency (2,572 observations, 8.93%), as was moving out of a state of full time
employment (n= 1,172, 4.07%). As expected, moving out of a state of having no children was
measured the most frequently across the parity-sex variable (n=695, 2.41%), as childless men
experienced the birth of their first child (regardless of the sex of the child). There were some
instances where the frequency of transitions were low, or nil—for example, transitioning out
of the oldest age group (45-49 years old), or transitioning out of having the highest level of
educational attainment (BA+). It is possible that these small sample sizes may have an effect
on the likelihood that a statistically significant effect on men’s intentions for additional
children is observed (Gray, 2012).
TABLE 6.2: POOLED SAMPLE SUMMARY OF TRANSITIONS, 2001-2012.
Respondents experiencing a transition out of state
N
%
Age group (years)
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

732
762
903
1,017
1,054
-

2.54
2.65
3.14
3.53
3.66
-

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids- mixed
3+ kids- all boys
3+ kids- all girls
3+ kids- mixed

695
343
336
124
108
182
28
19
87

2.41
1.19
1.17
0.43
0.38
0.63
0.10
0.07
0.30

Married
De-facto
Single

304
925
896

1.06
3.21
3.11

BA+
Cert/Dip
Yr 12 or below

66
425

0.23
1.48

1,172
1,150

4.07
3.99

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status

Educational Attainment

Employment Status
Full Time
Part-Time
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Unemployed

947

3.29

$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+

1,999
2,572
908

6.94
8.93
3.15

Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional

800
1,069
459

2.78
3.71
1.59

Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied

1,780
1,783

6.18
6.19

Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied

1,112
4,163
3,208

3.86
14.46
11.14

Not important
Somewhat important
Very important

253
373
177
32,483

0.88
1.30
0.61
100.00

Income Category

Gender Attitudes

Life Satisfaction

Financial Satisfaction

Religious Importance

Total Transitions

Source: HILDA 2001-2012, N= 28,798 observations on 4,256 men

The results from the fixed effects models of additionally intended children are provided in
Table 6.362. The mean overall age of men across the panel was around 35 years old. The
average intention for additional children for the sample was 0.65 (SE= 0.007). The mean
number of children born to the sample was 1.26 (SD= 0.78, n=24,940), placing the overall
mean intended family size of the sample at 1.92 (SD= 1.15, n= 24,940). The mean number of
waves that men participated in was 6.8, with a minimum of two and a maximum of eleven.
Overall, the model (2) was significant at p<0.01 with F(44, 20847)= 133.29 (N= 4,049). The Rsq value for within individual change indicated that individual-level covariates explained 21.96%
of the total variance in additional child number intentions for Australian men. The regression
coefficients indicate the direction (either positive or negative) and magnitude of change in the
dependent variable as the independent variables change from the reference categories (noted
in Table 6.3). Similarly, the model (2) for women was significant at p<0.01 with F(43,
18020)=178.96 (N=4,117), and a R-sq value of 0.299 (29.9% of total variance).
Table 6.3 indicates that ageing, a significant, and inevitable life course event, has a mixed
effect on men’s revisions to their intentions for additional children over the life course.
Notably, the process of ageing from 20-24 years old to 25-29 years old (reference category) is
significantly associated with an increase in intentions for additional children (p<0.05).
Surprisingly, as men age, their intentions for additional children increase, although reaching
age 40-44 years old appears to be a threshold. As men move into this age group, their
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Results from the fixed effects models of additionally intended children for women are provided in
Table B6.1 in Appendix B.
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intentions for additional children begin to decline. Quite unexpectedly, in Model 1, ageing was
not a significant predictor of men’s revisions to their intended child numbers with the
exception of those men aged 20-24 years (compared with the reference category). In Model 2
however, the addition of the lagged relationship variable shifted the effects of ageing so that
ageing up until 39 years old was significantly associated with an increase in intentions for
additional children (compared to the reference category).
The effects of ageing on women’s intentions for additional children were expected, and in line
with previous findings. They demonstrate that the process of ageing from 20-24 years to 2529 years is significantly associated with an increase in intentions for additional children
(p<0.05). However, in contrast to the insignificance of ageing on men’s intentions (in model 1),
for women, the process of ageing is significantly associated with declines in intentions until age
39 years (compared to the reference category). Additionally, at all ages, with exception of
those women aged 20-24 years, women’s intentions for additional children decline as they age
(as opposed to men’s that increase).
The estimates for the variable measuring parity and sex of children are all negative and highly
significant at the p<0.01 level, regardless of current family size or gender makeup. Overall, as
parity increases, men revise down their intentions for children. These findings also hold true
for women. However, the coefficients indicate that the effect of parity is influenced by the
gender make-up of any children already born. Compared to men with no children, men with
one boy revise down their intentions for an additional child slightly more than men with one
girl—that is men with one boy are slightly less likely to intend an additional child (p<0.1).
At parity two, men with two girls revise down their intentions for additional children more
drastically than men with two boys—put simply, they are less likely to intend an additional
child. For example, intentions of men who have fathered two girls decline by 1.63 points
(p<0.001) (compared to the reference group of men with no children), whilst men with two
boys revise down their intentions for an additional child by 1.39 points (p<0.001). Interestingly,
the intentions of men with two children of mixed sexes are also revised downwards more
drastically (by 1.58 points) compared to the intentions of men with two boys.
Using the post-hoc contrast command63 across the ‘parity-sex’ variable (which tested for
differences between categories of the variable—results not shown) indicates that when men
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The contrast command in Stata allows the user to test linear hypotheses and forms contrasts involving
factor variables and their interactions from the most recently fit model. The tests include ANOVA-style
tests of main effects, simple effects, interactions and nest effects (StataCorp, 2013). The command can
use named contrasts to decompose these effects into comparisons again reference categories, as has
been performed in the example above.
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have fathered two boys, their intentions for an additional child increase significantly by 0.20
points (p<0.001) when compared to men who have previously fathered two girls. These
findings support previous research that is indicative of attempts to try to ‘balance’ out the
gender make up of their families (Gray et al., 2007) by intending the ‘discretionary third child’
(Carmichael, 2013). However, the finding only holds when examining men with two boys—
conversely, men with two girls significantly revise down their intentions for an additional child
and could indicate the beginnings of a gender preference for girls amongst Australian fathers
(similar findings have been uncovered in European countries; see Hank & Kohler, 2000, 2002).
In contrast, the findings for women indicate that there were no significant differences between
women with two children, regardless of their gender makeup.
Slightly inconsistent with the above discussion, there was little evidence of gender preferences
amongst men with higher order parities. This was not unexpected, given findings in Chapter
Five that indicated the nominal effect of parity-sex for men who already had larger families.
There was no statistically significant difference across intentions for additional children
between men who had fathered three or more boys, and those who had families of three or
more girls. These findings also hold true for women.
However, when compared to men with at least one child of each sex in their families of three
or more children, men with three or more girls significantly increased their intentions for an
additional child by 0.12 points (p<0.1), whilst men with three or more boys did not. These
results indicate the desire for a boy amongst men with families of all girls, and supports the
findings of Gray et al. (2007). On the other hand, the (post-hoc) findings for the effect of
gender composition at higher order parities (three or more children) for women indicate that
compared to women who have three or more children with at least one child of each sex,
women with three or more girls, and women with three or more boys significantly increase
their intentions for an additional child (.20 points, and .18 points respectively, p<0.05). That is,
there is evidence that women at higher order parities strive for a gender balance in their
families (Gray et al., 2007; Kippen, 2005).
In sum, it is clear that intentions for additional children are jointly determined by the sex make
up of men’s current families, particularly when the family is comprised of two boys, or three or
more girls, whilst for women this is only true of women with three or more (same sexed)
children. This research considered then, that it would be likely that gender preferences would
influence intentions for additional children differently as men aged. To test for this, the
variable paritysex and age were interacted in Model 1 (results not shown).
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There was an overall significant interaction between the gender make up of men’s current
family sizes and the process of ageing on their intentions for additional children (as there was
for women, as tested by the post-hoc ‘contrast’ and ‘testparm’ commands)64. However, there
was no discernible pattern for the way in which the interaction effect influenced men’s (or
women’s) intentions for additional children, and only three out of a possible 35 interactions
were statistically significant (at p<0.05 level for men).
However, the interaction term was not included in the final model. There are several reasons
behind its exclusion. First, the remainder of the interaction terms were insignificant. Second,
the addition of the interaction term had a negligible effect on the remaining coefficients. Third,
the findings from the inclusion of the interaction term were not consistent with the above
mentioned expectations that men’s intentions for additional children would be jointly effected
by their age and the sex composition of their current families. Finally, the seemingly random
significance of some of the interaction effects were likely influenced by small sample sizes65.
The exclusion of significant interaction effects has been adopted in previously conducted
research with similar reasoning (Bulcher et al., 2009; White & McQuillan, 2006).
TABLE

6.3: FIXED EFFECTS MODEL OF MEN’S INTENTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL CHILDREN.
Additionally intended children
Model 1
Model 2
Coefficient
SE
Coefficient
SE

Age group (years)
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

-.057**
.008
.006
-.001
-.005

.024
base
.023
.036
.047
.060

-.077***
.052**
.069*
.077
.100

.027
base
.025
.039
.052
.065

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids- mixed
3+ kids- all boys
3+ kids- all girls
3+ kids- mixed

-.767***
-.756***
-1.42***
-1.63***
-1.58***
-1.87***
-1.82***
-1.94***

base
.030
.029
.043
.043
.034
.072
.080
.042

-.751***
-.707***
-1.39***
-1.63***
-1.58***
-1.80***
-1.87***
-1.95***

base
.034
.033
.049
.048
.038
.079
.089
.047

Married
De-facto
Single

.053***
-.087***

base
.02
.022

.176
-.009

base
.177
.049

.189***

base
.033

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status

Lagged Relationship
Status t-1
Married
De-facto

64

The ‘testparm’ command performs a Wald test and indicated a F (40, 24463) = 2.36 and p<0.001.
For example, there were only three men aged 20-24 years with two children of mixed sexes in the
sample who intended additional children.
65
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Single

.179***

.062

De-facto*Lag De-facto
De-facto*Lag Single
Single*Lag De-facto
Single*Lag Single

-.252
-.265
-.095
-.198**

.180
.189
.071
.079

Relationship
Status*Lagged
relationship status

Educational Attainment
BA+
Cert/Dip
Yr 12 or below

.081*
.045

base
.044
.041

.091**
.041

base
.049
.044

-.015
-.063***

base
.020
.022

-.020
-.081***

base
.021
.024

$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+

.033**
.010

base
.015
.019

.039***
.014

base
.016
.021

Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied

.077***

base
.016

.078***

base
.017

Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied

.009
.015

base
.021
.023

.021
.016

base
.023
.025

Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional

.023*
.006

base
.014
.022

.021*
-.005

base
.014
.024

Not important
Somewhat important
Very important

-.029
.023

base
.021
.034

-.033
.029

base
.022
.035

-.008
-.035
-.042**
-.272***
-.088***
-.121***
-.385***
-.218***
-.217***
-.472***
-.287***
1.55
4,256

base
.019
.020
.021
.023
.024
.027
.029
.031
.034
.036
.039
0.041

-.031
-.052***
-.289***
-.091***
-.130***
-.395***
-.236***
-.237***
-.502***
-.326***
1.47
4,049

base
.020
.021
.022
.024
.026
.028
.031
.033
.036
.039
.053

Employment Status
Full Time
Part-Time
Unemployed
Income Category

Life Satisfaction

Financial Satisfaction

Gender Attitudes

Religious Importance

Wave
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Eight
Nine
Ten
Eleven
Twelve
Cons
N

Source: HILDA (2001-2012). Note: * significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.01.

The overall effect of relationship status in Model 1 (non-lagged variable, measuring current
relationship status) was significant and indicates that as men experience change in their
relationship status, they significantly revise their intentions for additional children (as do
women). As expected, experiencing a transition into a state of being single (compared to
being married) is significantly associated with a decline in intentions for additional children
by .08 points (p<0.05) for men. Similarly, for women, a transition into a state of being single is
also significantly associated with a decline in intentions by .09 points (p<0.01). Interestingly,
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for men, transitioning to a state of being married (compared to being de-facto) is similarly
associated with a significant decline in intentions for additional children by .05 points (p<0.05).
This finding was unexpected, however, there does appear to be some evidence for its support
in similar studies of men across time (Bulcher et al., 2009).
Moving to Model 2 in Table 6.3, as expected, the short term effects of changes in relationship
status had a significant effect on men’s revisions to their intentions for children, but only for
one group. Testing for the joint significance of the interaction effect indicated that previous
relationship status was strongly associated with men’s revisions to their child number
intentions (F(4, 20847) = 2.95, p<0.01). Compared to the reference group (married at both
time periods), men who were single in both the current and previous wave revised down their
intentions for children significantly (by 0.19 points, p<0.05).
The joint significance of the interaction between previous and current relationship status was
stronger for women, indicating, in line with previous research, that relationship status is a
(sometimes more) important factor in childbearing decision making for women (Arunachalam
& Heard, 2014), than it is for men (Iacovou & Tavares, 2010). Overall, the results indicate that
compared to women who are continually married, those who remained continually in de-facto
relationships significantly decreased their intentions for additional children by .49 points
(p<0.05). Similarly, compared to the reference category (always married), women who were
single in the previous wave and transitioned to a de-facto relationship also revised their
intentions for additional children down significantly by .39 points (p<0.05). Finally, women
who were de-facto partnered and transitioned to single also significantly revised down their
intentions (compared to married women) by .17 points (p<0.05). Cumulatively, these results
support the findings indicated elsewhere that, for women, marriage is an incredibly important
factor in determining intentions for children (Billingsley & Ferrarini, 2014; Hayford, 2009;
Holland, 2013; Sassler, Miller, & Favinger, 2008; Schoen, Astone, Kim, Nathanson, & Fields,
1999).
Additional comparative analyses using post-hoc estimations demonstrated that men who had
experienced a marital breakdown revised down their intentions, as expected. For example,
the combined effect of being previously married and then single was associated with a
significant downwards revision of men’s intentions by 0.18 points (p<0.01). Interestingly and
quite unexpectedly, the joint effect of previously being in a de-facto relationship and becoming
single was associated with a significant increase in men’s intentions for additional children by
0.11 points (p<0.01).
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Analysis of predictive margins from Model 2 (results presented in Table 6.4) indicated that of
all men in the sample, those who transitioned to a seemingly ‘more committed’ relationship
had the highest average intentions for additional children. That is, those who transitioned
from being in de-facto relationships in their previous wave, to being married in the current
wave, those who were single and transitioned to de-facto relationships, and those who were
single who transitioned to married relationships all shared average intentions for additional
children at 1.16. Not surprisingly, men who were previously married and became single had
the lowest average intentions for additional children at 0.25 children. Men who became
separated from de-facto relationships in their previous wave had higher average intentions
than men who remained in de-facto relationships across all time periods, although the
difference was not significant. Nevertheless, there is strong evidence that in the short term,
relationship transitions have a significant effect on Australian men’s intentions for additional
children.
TABLE 6.4: PREDICTIVE MARGINS OF MEAN ADDITIONALLY INTENDED CHILD NUMBERS BY
RELATIONSHIP STATUS & LAGGED RELATIONSHIP STATUS.
Lagged Relationship
Status
Married
De-Facto
Single
Married
De-Facto
Single
Married
De-Facto
Single

Current Relationship
Status
Married
Married
Married
De-Facto
De-Facto
De-Facto
Single
Single
Single

Additionally intended
children
0.21
1.16
1.16
0.46
0.91
1.15
0.25
0.98
1.11

SE
0.02
0.03
0.06
0.17
0.02
0.03
0.05
0.05
0.02

Source: HILDA (2001-2012).

Given that the dependent variable here is men’s intentions for additional children, it is difficult
to say with certainty whether the effect of previous relationship status would hold true in the
same ways for measures of men’s overall or ideal intended family size. However, some
additional post-hoc analyses, testing for differences in mean overall intended family size by
current and previous relationship status suggests that it may. Using unpaired two-way t-tests,
overall mean intended family size was determined by summing together the numbers of
children already born and additionally intended child numbers.
The mean overall intended family size for those men that remained married through the entire
period was 2.21 (SE= 0.01, n=10,675), whilst the mean overall intended family size of men who
transitioned from de-facto relationships into married ones was slightly (but not significantly)
higher at 2.25 (SE=0.04, n=529). Similarly, there were no significant differences between
continuously married men and those who experienced a marital breakdown (became single).
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As expected, there was no difference in overall intended family sizes between men who were
married and those who were in de-facto relationships, regardless of the relationship transition.
There was however, significant differences in overall intended family size between those men
who remained single for the entire period, and those who became married or entered a defacto relationship. This is also in line with the findings from the linear regression above. The
average intended family size for men who remained single throughout the entire period was
1.45 (SE= 0.02, n=6,955) and was significantly lower (by 0.5 of a child, p<0.01) than the overall
intended family size of men who were single and became married at 2.00 children (SE= 0.07,
n=205). Similarly, men who experienced a transition from being single to a de-facto
relationship had significantly higher overall intended family sizes also (1.76 SE=0.07, p<0.01).
Moving to those variables considered to be socio-economic in nature, the effects of
educational attainment, income and changing employment status were mixed in their effects
on intentions for additional children. For example, increasing educational levels on men’s
intentions for additional children approached significance and were varied in their
relationships. Compared to men with a Certificate or Diploma level of education, attaining a
Bachelor’s degree was significantly associated with decreasing intentions for additional
children by .09 points (p<0.1). Interestingly, men with a Certificate or Diploma level education
have the highest average intentions for additional children at 0.68, and surprisingly, there was
no significant difference between the intentions for additional children between men with the
highest and lowest levels of education.
Although Arunachalam and Heard (2014) found that moving out of the labour force, or
becoming unemployed was not associated with any significant change in men’s desires for
children, the analysis above indicates the opposite. For men in this study, moving into
unemployment (compared to being full time employed) was associated with a significant
decline in intentions for additional children by 0.08 points (p<0.01). Not surprisingly,
unemployed men had the lowest overall intentions for additional children at 0.59, and this is
likely related to the importance of ‘provider ability’ for men in thinking about having children
(or more children) (Miller et al., 2004; Sassler et al., 2014).
However, increasing income over time, which is also linked to men’s status and ability to be a
‘provider’ for their children, was only significantly associated with revisions to men’s intentions
for men in the $30,000-$59,000 category (when compared to the reference category by 0.39
points, p<0.01). Surprisingly, there was no significant difference between men’s intentions for
additional children between the lowest income category and the highest. This is slightly at
odds with the findings from the majority of previous research into this area—particularly that
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undertaken in Europe which demonstrates that men with the highest levels of income and
education, are most likely to intend (and father) higher numbers of children (Miettinen, 2014;
Miettinen et al., 2011; Modena et al., 2014; Vitali & Testa, 2015).
For women, the role of the different socio-economic factors including employment status,
income category, financial satisfaction and educational attainment were all insignificantly
associated with women’s revisions to their intentions for children, and in line with other
Australian (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray et al., 2012) and international (Adsera, 2011;
Begall & Mills, 2011; Hanappi, 2016; Liu & Hynes, 2012; Shreffler & Johnson, 2012; Shreffler et
al., 2010; Vitali et al., 2009) findings from the field. There was one exception—compared to
women with a Bachelor’s Degree, women with a Certificate/Diploma level education
significantly increased their intentions for additional children by .07 points (p<0.05).
The models included several attitudinal variables. As evidenced above, only changes in men’s
attitudes towards their overall life satisfaction, and changes in their self-reported gender
attitudes were significantly associated with revisions to their intentions for children. Moving
into a state of satisfaction with their lives overall was associated with a significant increase in
intentions for additional children (0.08, p<0.01), whilst changing gender attitudes to a state of
‘mixed’ was associated with a significant increase in additionally intended children by 0.02
points (p<0.1). There was no consistent relationship between changing attitudes towards
satisfaction with one’s financial situation or changes to the importance of religion with men’s
intentions for more children.
Similarly to men, for women, transitioning into a state of satisfaction with their lives overall
was significantly associated with an increase in intentions for additional children by .06 points
(p<0.01). However, in contrast with their male counterparts, gender attitudes was not a
significant factor associated with revisions to women’s intentions for children, although
religious importance was. Reporting that religion was very important was significantly
associated with an increase in intentions for additional children by .05 points (p<0.05). This
finding supports previous studies into the importance of religion, particularly in European
countries, to women’s childbearing intentions (Adsera, 2006a, 2006b; Philipov & Berghammer,
2007).
In regards to period, there appeared a gradual decline overall in men’s intentions for
additional children—although the degree of the decline differs across specific waves. From
wave four (2004), changes in time period become significantly associated with men’s
downwards revisions to their intentions, and the relationship was strongly significant from this
point (at the p<0.001 level). Interestingly, in waves five, eight and eleven, the degree to which
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intentions were revised downwards was significantly greater than all other years. For example,
moving from wave four to wave five was significantly associated with a decline in intentions
by .23 points (p<0.01), whilst moving from wave five to wave six was significantly associated
with an increase in intentions for additional children by 0.18 points (p<0.01). Similar patterns
were observed for the differences between waves seven and eight, and ten and eleven. As
discussed at length in Chapter Three, these waves were associated with the ‘special fertility
modules’ included in the HILDA design to coincide with the GGS. Chapter Three outlined the
context effects associated with the change in question order to the fertility module in these
waves. These findings further lend support to that discussion.

D ISCUSSION
In hoping to confirm and expand the links between men’s intentions for additional children
and their associated factors, this chapter has examined the revision of men’s intentions for
children within the context of the life course perspective. In line with the overarching
framework of this study, this chapter has provided both descriptive results on men’s
transitions over the life course, as well as the effects of these transitions on revisions to their
intentions for additional children. The results demonstrated that several of the explanatory
factors were significantly associated with changes in the numbers of additionally intended
children.
This chapter has also considered, as a means of comparison, factors that influence the revision
of women’s intentions for children over their life courses. Cumulatively the results have
demonstrated, that in line with previous findings, socio-economic and demographic factors
influence men and women to revise their intentions for children in different ways. It has
additionally confirmed calls, as documented here and elsewhere (Kaufman & Oláh, 2013;
Lindberg & Kost, 2014; Roberts et al., 2011; Zhang, 2011), that a specific focus on factors that
influence men’s intentions for children is required.
Overall, the average number of additionally intended children for Australian men between
2001-2011 was 0.65—noting that number of children already born was controlled for in both
the models detailed above. Changes across age, parity and sex of current children born,
relationship status (both current and previous), employment status, income, and self-rated life
satisfaction were all highly significant life course events associated with revisions to men’s
intentions for additional children. Educational attainment and self-assessed gender role
attitudes were both moderately significant in men’s revisions to their intended child numbers.
The effect of ageing, a life course event over which individuals have little control, had a mixed
and somewhat muted effect on men’s revisions to their additionally intended child numbers.
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The majority of the literature into the process of ageing suggests that as men become older,
they are significantly more likely to revise down their intentions for additional children (Billari
et al., 2011; Liefbroer, 2009; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009), and that overall intended family size
becomes indicative of already completed family size. For example, in a Dutch study, Liefbroer
(2009) noted that as individuals aged, they significantly revised down their overall intended
family size. The finding was particularly strong for men. Similarly, a handful of longitudinal
studies have documented declining family size intentions (and expectations) as individuals age
(Carmichael, 2013; Freedman, Coombs, & Bumpass, 1965; Holton et al., 2011; Thomson &
Hoem, 1998; Thomson, 1997). For example, Kapitány and Spéder (2012), in their study of the
realisation, postponement and abandonment of childbearing intentions, demonstrate that the
process of ageing is a clear predictor of abandonment of intentions for children for men.
The results from this research support previous work on the effects of ageing—although the
findings here are not directly comparable given the differences in dependent variables
(additionally intended children compared to overall intended family size). In this study, it was
actually younger men who had significantly lower intentions for additional children (compared
to the reference category), and the process of ageing until age 39 years was associated with a
significant increase in intentions for additional children.
Similarly, as men aged in this study, their intentions for additional children continued to
increase until the age of 40-44 years (although they were not significantly different to the
reference category at this point)—which seemed to be a threshold for intending additional
children. Billari et al. (2011) (see also Heckhausen, Wrosch, & Feelson, 2001; Mynarska,
Matysiak, Rybińska, Tocchioni, & Vignoli, 2015; Mynarska, Meeting, & York, 2007; Testa &
Toulemon, 2006), in their study on the social age deadlines for childbearing, find that the
majority of respondents in their European research, perceive a paternal social age deadline of
45 years for men’s childbearing. It is possible, that the results noted in this study relate to
social norms men perceive about “appropriate ages” at which to continue having children in
Australia. Some limited research exists which examines Australian men’s perceptions about
the ideal age at which to stop having children. In their study of Australian university students,
Thompson and Lee (2011a, see also 2011b) found that the majority of men they interviewed
saw 35-39 years as the ideal age at which to stop fathering children, which is in line with the
results outlined above in this research. Further investigation into the perceived social age
deadlines of men’s childbearing may provide additional insights into the effects of ageing on
Australian men’s intentions for children.
As evidenced in the latter half of Chapter Five, the effect of parity on men’s intentions for
additional children cannot be underestimated. The same holds true for the findings outlined
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above. As expected, and supported by previous research findings (Billari et al., 2011; Konig,
2011; Morgan, 1982; Risse, 2011; Tesfaghiorghis, 2007; Testa et al., 2014; Testa & Toulemon,
2006), as parity increased, men significantly revised down their intentions for additional
children. It is likely, that the men in this study made childbearing decisions about future
intended children successively after each birth—what Udry (1983) refers to as ‘sequential
decision making’—in order to reassess the overall numbers of intended children, as well as the
gender make up of their current families. As noted in Table 6.3 above, the strength of the
relationship between increasing parity and decreasing intentions for more children becomes
particularly strong after parity one. Because intending an additional child is qualitatively
different than intending a first child, the majority of studies, inclusive of the present one, note
that revisions to family size intentions occur most frequently, and most strongly, after the first
child is born (Balbo & Mills, 2010; Konig, 2011; Ní Bhrolcháin et al., 2010).
The inclusion of the combined effects of age and parity-sex on intentions for additional
children was considered of importance to the overall story of this research. As noted, it is an
area that has been almost entirely neglected by demographic research (Hank & Kohler, 2002),
although often, the effects are hypothesised to be of influence and are noted as an area for
future research (McQuillan et al., 2014; Shreffler et al., 2010). This research hypothesised,
that younger men with at least one child would have higher intentions for additional children
in order to ‘balance’ out the gender make up of their current families. Conversely, older men
with at least one child would have lower intentions for additional children given that they were
nearing the ends of their reproductive careers. Surprisingly however, there was no consistent
relationship between current gender make up of men’s families and the process of ageing—
even though the overall joint effect of the two was found to be significant. As noted, the
significance was likely due to small sample sizes across the analyses.
The idea of gender preferences amongst parents is not new in demography, and has been
aptly covered, demonstrating primarily that women want girls and men want boys (Fuse, 2013;
Hank & Kohler, 2000, 2002). There is gaining momentum in examining the occurrence in
Australian literature (Evans, Barbato, Bettini, Gray, & Kippen, 2009; Gray et al., 2007; Kippen,
2005), particularly amongst couples who intend a ‘discretionary third child’ (Carmichael, 2013)
to ‘balance out’ the gender make up of their current families. Interestingly, Gray et al.'s (2007)
work demonstrates that only a small percentage of men who have fathered a son (18%) state
that they would like their next child to be a girl, while 37% of men who have fathered a
daughter state they would prefer their next child to be a boy—clearly evidencing a desire
amongst men for sons.
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However, this research demonstrates that when men have fathered two girls, their intentions
for additional children decrease more drastically and significantly than compared to men who
have fathered two boys. Similarly, when compared to men who had fathered two girls, men
who had fathered two boys significantly increased their intentions for an additional child
(presumably with a desire for a girl). Cumulatively, these results are taken to indicate the
beginnings of a gender preference for daughters amongst Australian fathers. There is some
limited international research that supports this claim (see Hank & Kohler, 2002). On the other
hand however, Pollard and Morgan (2002) argue that in social contexts in which there is a high
level of change in the societal gender system (for example, the United States), the effect of
current sex composition has attenuated. That is—the effect of the gender make-up of
previous children on the likelihood of having additional children has decreased substantially.
They take this as evidence of a declining salience of children’s gender for parents.
An in-depth discussion of the gendered social structures of Australia, and their fluctuations
over the previous decade is beyond the scope of this thesis. It does suffice to say however,
that the HILDA data does specifically question respondents on their preferred sex of their
‘next/first’ child in Waves Five, Eight and Eleven (the ‘special’ fertility modules). There is
therefore, a substantial opportunity to continue the work of Gray et al. (2007) and examine
the difference, if any, in the stated gender preferences for men’s future children over time.
Within that context, a more detailed and nuanced discussion of changing gender roles in
Australian society and their effects on child gender preference could be further explored.
Although previous studies conducted by Liefbroer (2009) and others (Axinn, Clarkberg, &
Thornton, 1994; Beets, Liefbroer, & Gierveld, 1999) have noted that individuals in a marriage
have significantly higher intentions for children than those who are single and those in
cohabiting de-facto relationships, the results above unequivocally demonstrate that there was
no significant difference between the intentions for additional children of married men and
de-facto partnered men. Whilst this chapter examines within individual change over time, this
finding similarly holds true between men over time as evidenced in the analyses within
Chapters Four and Five.
It is likely that the difference between this study, and those previously mentioned, is the
inclusion of women in their samples. The effects of entering a marriage, and the
commensurate ‘security’ (both financial and emotional) with which it holds for women (du
Toit, 2013; G. Elder, 2012; Holton et al., 2011; Kohlmann, 2002; Mynarska et al., 2015) is
important both in regards to their fertility intentions and fertility behaviours, and is certainly
evident in the models for women (Appendix B, Table 6.5). The same arguments of ‘security’ do
not appear however, to hold true for men, at least in this study—although the importance of
155

‘provider ability’ do (discussed below). What the results above do demonstrate is that it
seems to be the act of partnering itself, rather than the type of partnership formed, that is an
important pre-requisite for men to intend additional children.
In line with previous findings (Dommermuth et al., 2011; Gray et al., 2012; Hayford, 2009;
Heiland et al., 2008; Holton et al., 2011; Qu et al., 2000; Roberts et al., 2011; Schoen et al.,
1999; Elizabeth Thomson, 2004), this research does note that the short-term effect of
becoming single had a significant dampening effect on intentions for additional children.
Additionally, men who remained single throughout the entirety of the panel, also had
significantly lower intentions for additional children. This is to be expected, as men who are
single, are for all intents and purposes, two steps removed from childbearing, in that they
must first find a suitable partner, and then have a child (or intend to) (Hoem & Bernhardt,
2000).
There is some evidence to suggest that changing partners over time is associated with
significant increases in men’s expectations for children (Balbo, Billari, & Mills, 2012; Stewart,
2013; Thomson & Hoem, 1998; Thomson, 2004), as childbearing is often seen as a
solidification of a new partnership. However, the design of this study did not track transitions
between being partnered, becoming single and then re-partnering, and as such, cannot
comment on the effects of these transitions on men’s intentions for children. Further,
partners’ intentions have been found, in numerous studies (Miller et al., 2004; Puur, Oláh,
Tazi-Preve, & Dorbritz, 2008; Rita, Laura, & Rosina, 2012; Sassler, Miller, & Favinger, 2008) to
be a significant predictor of child-number intentions within a couple. There is growing
research in an Australian context that indicates that when disagreement within a couple is
experienced regarding child-number intentions, it is the woman’s intention that holds the
most power (Fan & Maitra, 2011b; Fan & Ryan, 2008). Although the sample in this research is
(mainly) restricted to exclude women and their intentions for children, their further inclusion,
as well as more in-depth examination into the effects of relationship transitions, offer two
opportunities for future research.
Turning to those variables classified as socio-economic factors, previous Australian and
international research has demonstrated that an individual’s perception of their economic and
financial security, is an important pre-requisite in thinking about having children (Gray et al.,
2012; Holton et al., 2011; Lattimore & Pobke, 2008; Shreffler et al., 2010; Weston, Qu, L.,
Parker, Alexander, 2004). This is particularly the case for men (Cannold, 2004; Dommermuth
& Kitterod, 2009; Edmonston, Lee, & Wu, 2008; Miller et al., 2004; Roberts et al., 2011; Sassler
et al., 2008; Sassler et al., 2014; Thompson & Lee, 2011a, 2011b), and heavily tied into
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gendered expectations about men’s ‘provider ability’ for their current/future families
(Lappegård et al., 2011).
Results presented above indicate quite clearly that becoming unemployed is associated with a
significant downwards revision of men’s intentions for additional children over time. Similarly,
moving into the middle income category ($30,000-$59,999) was associated with a significant
increase in men’s intentions for additional children. Finally, an increase in educational
attainment, to a Certificate/Diploma level was also significantly associated with an increase in
men’s intentions for more children. Cumulatively, these results point to the importance of
secure employment and financial security, driven, in part, by higher levels of educational
attainment, when Australian men are thinking about and intending additional children.
Interestingly, men’s overall satisfaction with their financial situation did not bear any
significance to their intentions for additional children. This finding was surprising and was not
expected—particularly since previous research has indicated that men’s sense of financial
security and satisfaction is a key factor in their childbearing decision making (Arunachalam &
Heard, 2014). Furthermore, the plethora of research suggesting that ‘contemporary’ fathers
who make use of flexible working arrangements (Katia Begall & Mills, 2011; Holton et al., 2011;
Mills, Mencarini, Tanturri, & Begall, 2008; Mitchell & Gray, 2007; R. Thompson & Lee, 2011a)
are more likely to intend larger families because of their ‘increasing’ involvement with their
children, provided this research with reason to believe that men who became part-time
employed would increase their intentions for additional children. However, coupled with the
findings above that indicate that becoming part-time employed had no significant effect on
men’s intentions for additional children, as well as previous Australian and international
research that indicates no effect of fatherhood on men’s employment hours (Ciganda, 2013;
Dermott, 2006; Gray, 2012; Shreffler et al., 2010), suggests that literature which portrays men
as more involved in family tasks than previous generations should be interpreted with caution
(Dommermuth & Kitterod, 2009).
It is worth mentioning here, as noted previously in this thesis (see Chapter Two for an in-depth
discussion), that demography currently lacks a specific theory on fertility intentions (Philipov,
2011). Although work on theoretical frameworks are continually completed and developed
(primarily through the REPRO project), and while contribution to such a framework is a key aim
of this research, currently, theories on fertility behaviours are often applied to work on fertility
intentions. More specifically, theories on women’s fertility behaviours (such as gender equity
theory, (McDonald, 2000, 2013) are applied to men’s fertility behaviours. As such, it is
possible, that while certain socio-economic and demographic mechanisms, for example, parttime employment and men’s ‘provider ability’, may lead to an increase in actual childbearing
157

behaviours, their effects on the development of childbearing intentions are likely to be
different (Rotkirch et al., 2011).
In line with previous research, the above models included several attitudinal and value
oriented variables, such as overall life satisfaction and self-rated gender attitudes (Berrington,
2004; Heaton et al., 1999; Kapitány & Spéder, 2012; Philipov, 2009a; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009).
While very few attempts have been made to determine whether men’s satisfaction with their
lives influences their intentions for additional children (Spéder & Kapitány, 2009), there is a
growing literature that examines women’s overall life satisfaction (Barber, 2001; Cavalli &
Klobas, 2013; Luppi, Mencarini, & Alberto, 2009; Philipov, Spéder, & Billari, 2006; Yeatman et
al., 2013), as it relates to their childbearing intentions (and behaviours). Overall, the findings
consistently demonstrate a positive relationship between life satisfaction and increased
fertility intentions (Philipov & Testa, 2006; Spéder & Kapitány, 2009), as do the results for
women (and men) presented in this chapter.
Concurrent with the previous findings for women, the results above demonstrate a very strong
relationship between men’s overall life satisfaction and an increase in their intentions for
additional children. Compared with those who report feeling unsatisfied or neutrally about
their lives, men who reported being satisfied overall with their lives had significantly higher
intentions for additional children. This makes sense, given that men who are generally more
optimistic about their lives overall, have also been found to realise their fertility intentions
more often than men who are more pessimistic or unhappy with their lives (Spéder & Kapitány,
2009).
The inclusion of men’s gender attitudes in this study is an important one and contributes to
the growing research into its importance as a factor influencing men’s intentions for children
(Goldscheider & Kaufman, 1996; Kaufman, 2000; Kaufman & Oláh, 2013; Liefbroer & Billari,
2010; Westoff & Higgins, 2009; Yoon, 2016). Most previous research has noted the significant
influence of men’s gender attitudes on their intentions for children, as well as childbearing
behaviours (Fuse, 2013; F. Goldscheider & Kaufman, 1996; Frances Goldscheider et al., 2010;
Lappegård, Neyer, & Vignoli, 2015; Snow et al., 2013). Overall, the results are mixed and
country specific. For men in countries with high levels of gender equality, both within the
social and private spheres (for example, the Netherlands), men with egalitarian attitudes
intend, and father, more children (Puur et al., 2008). Conversely, in those countries where
there are low levels of societal and household gender equity (for example, Kenya), men who
report more traditional gender attitudes intend and father significantly higher numbers of
children (Snow et al., 2013).
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The results documented above demonstrate, that for Australian men, gender attitudes are
only moderately significant in their effect on revisions to intentions for children over time—
and for only one group. Compared to egalitarian men, men who held ‘mixed’ gender attitudes,
revised their intentions for additional children up significantly (p<0.1). Interestingly, there was
no significant difference between the intentions of traditional and egalitarian men, as has been
witnessed in other research (Goldscheider et al., 2010; Miettinen et al., 2011; Puur et al., 2008;
Tazi-preve, Bichlbauer, & Goujon, 2004; Westoff & Higgins, 2009).
Moving finally to the period effects and their influence on men’s intentions for additional
children, from 2004, revisions to men’s intentions became highly significant and continued on
a downward trajectory. This finding is slightly at odds with similar research into the period
effects on women’s intentions for children (Risse, 2011), which finds that women significantly
increased their intentions for children in 2004, 2005 and 2008. Risse (2011) attributes these
increases to the introduction of the Baby Bonus (in 2004) and its subsequent increase in
payment (in 2008). However, more broadly, international research findings (Arunachalam &
Heard, 2014; Goldstein et al., 2003; Harknett & Hartnett, 2014; Heiland et al., 2005; Sobotka,
2009) support those presented here—that overall, intentions for children (primarily measured
by overall intended family size) are on a downward trajectory in many developed countries,
including Australia.

C ONCLUSION
This chapter has examined whether certain transitions across men’s life courses, such as
becoming married or losing employment, influences them to revise their intentions for
additional children. The results demonstrated that over time, the effects of ageing had a
somewhat mixed, and unexpected effect on men’s intentions for additional children. It was
initially hypothesised, in line with previous research (F. Billari et al., 2011; Gray et al., 2012;
Hayford, 2009; A. C. Liefbroer, 2009), that as men aged their intentions for additional children
would decline—however, in this study, there appeared a threshold at which men’s intentions
for children began to decline (40-44 years)—and compared to men aged 25-29 years old, it
was younger men who had significantly lower intentions for additional children.
Of additional surprise, was the very nominal effect of ageing at the older ages to men’s
revisions of their intentions for children (that is, past the ‘threshold’ ageing ceased to be
significant). This is, as discussed, at odds with the majority of research into this area.
However, as also mentioned, the dependent variable in this thesis—additionally intended
numbers of children—differs also, to the majority of previously completed work that
examines, in most instances men’s overall intended family sizes, or ideal family size measures.
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Overall, as expected, the effects of parity and gender composition of current families, were
highly predictive of men’s intentions for additional children, and consistently, as parity
increased, men’s intentions for more children decreased. The results outlined above provide
further support to Australian research that has found that men (and women) attempt to
‘balance’ out the gender make-up of their families—particularly when men have fathered two
boys, or three or more girls.
The effects of changes to relationship status, particularly in the short term, had a significant
effect on men’s revisions to their intentions for children. Of particular interest, the lack of
difference between intentions for men who are married, and those living in de-facto
relationships, suggests that, contrary to findings for women, the ‘security’ of marriage is not a
pre-requisite for intending some, or additional children for men (Hiekel & Castro-Martín, 2014;
Sassler, Miller, & Favinger, 2008; Sassler et al., 2014; Testa & Toulemon, 2006).
Previous Australian research has demonstrated that a sense of economic security is an
important factor in intending whether or not to have a child, or more children, particularly for
men (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray, 2010; Mitchell & Gray, 2007). Similarly, in other
developed countries, such as Italy and Germany, economic and job insecurity has been shown
to have a significant effect on intentions for children, overall intended family size and
subsequent fertility behaviours—again, particularly for men (De Wachter, 2012; Gray, Qu,
Weston, 2008; Mills et al., 2008; Modena et al., 2014). In this chapter, results indicated that
becoming unemployed had a significant dampening effect on intentions for additional
children, whilst moving into the ‘middle’ income bracket resulted in increasing intentions for
children. However, there was no consistently demonstrated relationship between men’s
satisfaction with their financial situation and their intentions to have more children.
The above findings provide some important insights into the effects of life course transitions
on Australian men’s intentions for additional children. Overall, revision to men’s intentions for
additional children is shaped significantly by age (until 39 years old), number and gender of
children already born, experiencing a relationship breakdown—particularly in the short term,
becoming unemployed, and finally, the passage of time (period effects). Although some of the
findings reported here support what was already previously known about revisions to men’s
intentions over time (i.e. ageing), notably there have been very few international studies that
have combined gender and parity effects on men’s revisions to their child number intentions
(see Fuse, 2013 and Yoon, 2016 for exceptions). Further, there is limited research that has
been conducted on the joint effects of current and previous relationship status on men’s
intentions for children (see Yeatman et al., 2012 for further discussion). Notably, at time of
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writing, there were no Australian studies that examined men’s intentions for additional
children that took these factors into account.
In conclusion, this chapter has provided a comprehensive analysis of the ways in which life
course transitions influence men’s intentions for additional children. It has complemented the
previous chapter’s analyses which focussed on between individuals and their intentions for
children, and extended the analyses to explore the change in men’s intentions within
individuals over time. The following chapter moves to draw together the findings from the
previous analytical works, and suggests some areas for future investigation.

―7―
D ISCUSSION AND C ONCLUSION
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This exercise aimed to improve our understanding of male fertility patterns and determinants
and to provide evidence which helps to construct fertility theories of men.
Zhang, (2011: 193)
The call for the inclusion of men into studies of family formation has been thoroughly noted
throughout this research; as has the increasing body of international and Australian work that
seeks to heed this call. This investigation into Australian men’s intentions for children both
confirms some previous research findings—particularly those international ones—and offers
new findings specific to Australian men in a range of contexts. It has also demonstrated that,
as suspected, Australian men and women’s intentions for children, both their formation and
revision, are influenced differently by a range of socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal
factors.
The aims of this research were three-fold; to address the un-researched and under-theorised
field of men’s childbearing intentions; to explore the factors significantly associated with the
formation of men’s intentions for children; and finally, to identify the specific life course
transitions that influence Australian men to revise their intentions for children over time.
These aims were achieved and measured against the backdrop of popular psycho-social
behavioural theories and situated under the broad banner of the prominent life course
perspective.
For example, in achievement of aims one and two, and in line with the hypotheses, the results
show that, at an aggregate level, men’s intentions for children have remained relatively stable
over time, and as expected, younger men and those that are partnered, consistently reported
higher intentions for children than other men in the study. There is a distinct norm for two
children, with family sizes of three children being second most frequently reported.
Interestingly, the least reported intended family size was for one child, with more men
reporting an intention to remain childless.
Moreover, there are key distinctions between groups, and within individuals, by age, parity
and gender composition of current family, relationship status, educational attainment, and
period. There were some surprising and unexpected findings documented throughout also,
particularly the insignificant relationship between intentions for children and many of the
socio-economic factors examined.
This chapter summarises the major findings of this investigation by outlining what we now
know about Australian men’s intentions for children. It also discusses the specific limitations
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of the current study by addressing what we still don’t know about intentions for children in
Australia. The chapter concludes with a discussion of why we still need to know more, and
identifies some opportunities for future research in Australia.

W HAT

WE KNOW ABOUT ME N ’ S FERTILITY INTENTIO NS .

This research contributes to the very limited picture on men’s intentions for children in
Australia by illustrating the factors most strongly associated with the formation of men’s
intentions for children, as well as the life course transitions that influence their revision over
time.

A GE
Regardless of analytical method, the most consistently significant factor associated with men’s
intentions for children, as well as their revision over time was the process of ageing. Ironically,
this is also one of only a few factors over which men (and policy) have no (perceived or actual)
volitional control. The results noted, in line with the hypotheses, that typically, younger men
expressed intentions for children that were higher than older men, and that the predictive
probability of intending additional births decreased as men aged—that is, men in older cohorts
were significantly more likely to intend no more additional children. Chapter five also
investigated the explanatory effect of age on men’s intentions for additional children and
found that it remained relatively stable over time.
The process of transitioning from a younger age cohort to an older one was found to have a
mixed effect on revision of men’s intentions for additional children. In the first model, ageing
was quite insignificant to the revision of men’s intentions for children—with one exception;
younger men had significantly lower intentions for additional children, as expected. However,
with the inclusion of a lagged relationship variable, the process of ageing was found to
correspond with a significant increase in men’s intentions for additional children. This finding
was somewhat unexpected, particularly since the dearth of previous research, and certainly
the results from the aggregated analyses, suggests that men revise down their intentions for
additional children as they age through their life course. However, the longitudinal findings
are not directly comparable to previous cross-sectional chapters, or past research that
examines overall intended family size measures.
What is interesting, was the identification of an age-threshold for men, noting that the process
of ageing is not simply biological. It is likely this finding is indicative of the internalisation of
social norms about the appropriate age at which to stop fathering additional children. For
men in this study, the process of ageing until age 39 years was associated with an increase in
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intentions for children. Once men reached age 40, they began revising down their intentions
for children, however, at this point, ageing was no longer significantly associated with men’s
intentions for additional children. The identification of an age-threshold to childbearing is in
line with other studies that have similarly noted a decline in fertility desires amongst parents
(Arunachalam & Heard, 2014) and childless Australians (Gray et al., 2012). Additional research
could examine the correspondence between men’s intentions to stop having children and their
actual childbearing behaviour as they age. This would provide additional insights into the
operationalisation of age-thresholds in Australia.

P ARIT Y -S EX
Similarly to age, regardless of analytical method or modelling, the effect of parity and current
gender composition of children was consistently and significantly associated with men’s
intentions for children—both cross-sectionally and over time. As indicated throughout this
work, irrespective of gender make-up of their current families, as men’s parity increased, their
intentions for additional children decreased. Chapter four indicated that the effect of parity
remained relatively the same in both 2001 and 2012, but that there was some indication that
parity-specific family size intentions changed over time. Interestingly, men aged 30-34 years
and 35-39 years in 2012 reported intentions for significantly larger families than eleven years
prior. These results could be indicative of the shift to delayed fathering in Australia, as
outlined in Table 4.2.
As noted in Chapter five, not only was parity-sex strongly associated with men’s positive
intentions for children, but it was also, gender specific. For example, between 2001 and 2012,
the predicted probability of intending additional children for men with two boys had almost
tripled, potentially signalling the beginning of either a gender preference of daughters
amongst men, or the desired to ‘balance out’ the gender make up of their families with a
‘discretionary’ third child (Carmichael, 2013; Testa et al., 2014).
Chapter six moved to explore these findings more deeply and included an interaction between
ageing and parity-gender variables. Unexpectedly, there were no significant relationships
between the process of men ageing, and the gender make-up of their current families with
intending additional children. What was evidenced however, was further support for the
emergence of a daughter preference amongst Australian fathers. Where men had fathered
two boys, they significantly increased their intentions for an additional child. Conversely,
fathers to two daughters significantly decreased their intentions for more children.
Cumulatively, these findings are taken to indicate a preference amongst Australian fathers for
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daughters. What is perfectly clear, is that men’s (and women’s) intentions for additional
children are jointly determined by the sex make up of their current families.

R ELATIONSHIP S TAT US
The importance of relationship status to the formation and revision of men’s intentions for
children cannot be understated in this research. As expected, the aggregated results in
Chapter four and five indicated that married men and those in de-facto relationships not only
report positive intentions for children at a higher frequency than single men, but that they also
report intentions for significantly more children than single men.
Notably, at no point in this research, was there a significant difference between the intentions
for additional children for married men and de-facto men, and this finding represents a
particularly important contribution to family formation research in Australia. While for women,
the current research, and that conducted previously (Arunachalam & Heard, 2014; Gray et al.,
2012; Hiekel & Castro-Martín, 2014; Holland, 2013), indicates the importance of marriage to
intentions for children. Notably, married women have been consistently found to have higher
intentions for children than their de-facto and single counterparts (Arunachalam & Heard,
2014). However, as noted, this finding did not hold for men. Because of the significant
difference between single and de-facto men’s intentions, and single and married men’s
intentions, the findings indicate that it is perhaps the act of partnering, or being a member of a
couple, that is an important pre-requisite for Australian men’s family formation plans, rather
than the type of relationship per se.
Although there was no discernible difference between intentions of married men and de-facto
men, the effect of previous relationship status on men’s additionally intended children is
obvious, but only for one group. As expected, compared to men who were continuously
married, men who were consistently single revised down their intentions for additional
children significantly. Also expected, men who experienced a marital breakdown significantly
revised down their intentions for more children, and had the lowest overall average intentions
for children over time.

E DUCATIONAL

ATTAINMEN T AND OTHER SOCIO - ECONOMIC FACTORS

As indicated throughout the thesis, the effects of educational attainment, and other socioeconomic factors such as income level and employment status had a mixed and somewhat
negligible relationship with men’s positive intentions for children, as well as their intentions for
additional children.
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At an aggregate level, there were very few differences between men’s mean intended family
sizes by educational attainment. Notably however, younger unemployed men reported
intentions for children which were amongst the lowest of all intended family size scores (1.6)
across all variables and all models66.
When Chapter five determined what socio-economic factors were associated with the
formation of men’s positive intentions for children, only educational attainment was
significantly associated with men’s intentions for children—less educated men were
significantly less likely to report a positive intention for children (compared to more educated
men). Unexpectedly, income level and employment status were not significantly related, and
this was especially surprising, particularly given that previous research indicated the
importance of ‘provider ability’ to the formation of men’s childbearing intentions (Miettinen et
al., 2011; Modena et al., 2014; Puur et al., 2008; Shreffler et al., 2010; Sobotka, 2011).
The lack of significance of these factors to men’s intentions for children could potentially be
linked to a de-institutionalisation of male breadwinner models of family in Australia, as well as
increased female labour force participation which sees women more financially independent
than previously (Katia Begall & Mills, 2011; Dermott, 2006; Shreffler et al., 2010). However,
because chapters four and five did not include women in their samples, it is not possible to
comment on the differences (or similarities) of these relationships for them. Their inclusion in
aggregate modelling is suggested as an area for future research.
In relation to educational attainment, chapter six confirms the findings throughout that the
relationship between men’s intentions for children and their education levels is minimal.
Gaining a bachelors degree was significantly (at the p<.1 level) associated with a downwards
revision to men’s additionally intended children, while increasing income over time was only
significant for those men who transitioned into ‘middle incomes’.
Although some previous Australian work has demonstrated that moving out of the labour
force was not significantly associated with men’s intentions for children, the findings in
chapter six indicate the opposite. Becoming unemployed was associated with a significant
decline in intentions for additional children, and this finding is likely indicative of the
importance of men being able to ‘provide’ for their children (Miller et al., 2004; Sharon Sassler
et al., 2014).

66

At 1.6, young unemployed men had the same mean intended family size scores as men who were
continuously single across the period of investigation.
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P ERIOD

EFFECTS OR QUESTION ORDER EFFEC TS ?

A key tenet of chapter three was that the change in question order in the family formation
module of HILDA had the potential to significantly alter the way in which men reported their
intentions for children. The analyses in that chapter demonstrated that this had indeed
occurred, and further, that men who had previously reported an inability to have children
were subsequently questioned about their intentions for children. It was noted that while
most of these men intended zero additional children, others reported positive intentions for
childbearing, indicating the presence of both negative and positive intentions (Miller & Pasta,
2002).
In line with the life course perspective, chapter six saw the inclusion of a variable to measure
period effects. Notably, over time, there appeared to be a downwards trend of men’s
intentions for additional children, although the degree to which intentions declined differed
significantly over waves. Notably in waves five, eight and eleven (the ‘special’ waves of
HILDA), the degree to which men’s intentions were revised down were significantly greater
than the other years in the study. These findings are in line with others in the field
(Beaujouan, 2014; Iacovou & Mathews, 2012; Johnson et al., 1998; Schuman, 1992), and
should be noted for future research projects that use HILDA data for the examination of
fertility and family formation intentions.
As noted throughout the thesis, the results contained within, make a significant contribution
to the study of fertility intentions, and intended family size studies in Australia. Specifically,
the findings concerning age, parity-sex, relationship status and education, and their effects on
men’s revisions to intentions over time, substantially ‘fill the gap’ currently present in theories
that take as their subject, women’s (or couple’s) intentions for children. Importantly, this
study has provided a comprehensive contextual foundation from which the study of couple’s
fertility behaviours can be anchored. Through systematically comparing the effects of certain
life course events on both men and women’s revisions to their intentions over time, this study
has inherently acknowledged that theories on fertility behaviour are inadequate to explain
fertility intentions. Perhaps this study’s most important contribution to a theory on fertility
intentions is its equitable treatment of men and their fertility intentions—demonstrating, that
in fact, they are significantly different to Australian women’s, but no less important in
consideration of Australian fertility patterns.

W HAT

WE STILL DON ’ T KNOW — LIMITATIONS OF THE S TUDY .

While this research makes important contributions to the study of childbearing intentions and
family formation research in Australia, the investigation is limited in certain ways. First, there
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are inherent restrictions in the data itself. As discussed in chapter three, these limitations
include the question order, skip logic and lack of measures of intention certainty.
Second, the collection of information on fertility intentions are limited by their very nature.
The quantitative nature of the questions provides quantitative results that can sometimes
result in the oversimplification of very complex and in-depth processes. Similarly, while
responses to these questions may be reflective of an individuals’ well thought out and
considered family goals, it is also likely that respondents provide responses that align with
social or cultural norms related to ‘appropriate’ family sizes—for example, the popularity
amongst men in this study to report intended family sizes of two children. Research that
adopts a mixed methods approach to the study of childbearing intentions is recommended.
Third, because the presence of a (female) partner was not a pre-requisite for inclusion in the
sample, and because men who intend to remain childless are included in the sample, it is
possible that the childbearing intentions of same sex attracted men are included in this
research. This is not problematic in and of itself, however, previous research demonstrates
(Aassve, Fuochi, Mencarini, & Mendola, 2015; Qu et al., 2000; Stein et al., 2014; Thompson &
Lee, 2011b) that the fertility intentions of same sex attracted individuals and couples are
significantly different from those of heterosexual individuals and couples. It is therefore likely
that different socio-economic, demographic and attitudinal factors will influence the
intentions of same sex attracted men differently than their heterosexual counterparts.
However, due to the limitations of the HILDA survey design, which only questions respondents
on their sexual identity in Wave 12, it was not possible to examine the childbearing intentions
of this group of men over time. Work that is able to make this differentiation presents an
opportunity for future research.
Fourth, the lack of time referent in the fertility intentions question restricts the generalisability
of the findings of this study. It is not possible to comment on how the respondents interpreted
the question on their additionally intended numbers of children—it could capture fertility
intentions for the next year, or ever. Additionally, the lack of contextual referents represents
another limitation. The underlying, generally unstated referent is “if things stay the same or
work out as I expect” (Morgan, 2001) The inclusion of time and context specification for
questions on childbearing intentions represents an opportunity for future research and is
discussed below.

W HY

WE NEED TO KNOW M ORE — AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEA RCH .

As identified in the introduction, a key aim of this research was to incorporate men’s
perspectives into demographic theorising on family formation, specifically through the use of
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data on men’s intentions for children. While this aim has been achieved, there is still more to
do in order to provide a better understanding, and more comprehensive understanding of the
ways in which Australian men and women’s intentions for children are influenced by the sociopolitical and cultural contexts in which they are formed.
Although this research was not specifically concerned with the predictive ability of childbearing
intentions, an exploration of such represents an important opportunity for research in the
future, particularly in an Australian context. As noted, in ‘special’ waves, the HILDA questions
respondents on the timing of their intended children/child, as well as their gender preference
for their next/first child. These questions offer two potential future research projects. First,
previous research has demonstrated that when respondents specify a time-frame for their
intended childbearing, intentions are more certain, and as such, are successfully achieved at a
much higher rate than childbearing intentions for which there is no time specification
(Kapitány & Spéder, 2012; Regnier-Loilier & Vignoli, 2011; Schoen et al., 1999; Sobotka, 2011;
Testa, 2010). There is scope to use this data to further enhance measures of projected
population, as is adopted in other countries similar to Australia (i.e. the United States, see
Morgan, 2001).
Second, while this research indicated the importance of gender composition of current family,
the analyses within used secondary data to infer men’s gender preferences for future children.
However, HILDA specifically questions respondents on their preferred gender for future
intended children. As such, substantial opportunity exists to continue the work of Gray et al.
(2007) and examine the difference, if any, in the stated gender preferences for men’s (and
women’s) future children over time. Within that context, a more detailed and nuanced
discussion of changing gender roles in Australian society and their effects on child gender
preference could be further explored. At the time of writing, the work of Gray and colleagues
(2007) was the only example of work that used the HILDA survey for this type of analysis.
Since that contribution (which used wave 5 of the data), three additional waves of data
containing this information has been released. The longitudinal nature of the HILDA data
provides an important chance for researchers to explore not only the stated gender
preferences of Australian adults, but also the ways in which these preferences have changed
(or stayed the same) over time.
An important contribution of this research is the identification of significant factors associated
with the formation and revision of Australian men’s intentions for children. The (mainly) sole
focus on men was deliberate and its reasons are elaborated throughout. Now that we know,
and importantly, can compare the ways in which men and women form and revise their
intentions for children separately, there is considerable scope to expand this work to
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incorporate couples research, thus contributing to the development of a holistic theory on
fertility intentions.
There are several advantages to adopting a couple perspective in future research (Testa,
2010). As noted prior, most childbearing takes place within a couple partnership. Given the
data used throughout this investigation provides an opportunity for the study of intended
family size within couples, future research would be well placed to explore the differences in
men and women’s intended family sizes both before, and after partnership. This would extend
and elaborate on this study’s work by providing more thorough analysis of the ways in which
life course events, influence the revision of men’s and women’s intended family sizes, both
individually and as part of a couple.
Further, the copious findings of research into (mainly European) couples’ childbearing
intentions, and negotiation of intention disagreement has been noted throughout this work.
In Australia, there has been little work in this area, and that which has been completed, has
examined fertility preferences, and not intentions (Fan & Maitra, 2011). Using the framework
of couple negotiation ‘rules’ outlined in Testa’s work (2010, 2012; Testa, Cavalli, & Rosina,
2014), future research into the ways in which couples resolve conflict around parity
progression and childbearing. As Testa (2012) argues, men will always exert more influence on
fertility decisions in patriarchal societies that are characterised by gendered power relations,
and yet finds that in Italy (an arguably patriarchal society) women have a greater influence on
childbearing decisions than men. The contribution of research in this area has the ability to
advance understandings of couple-oriented approaches to fertility research in Australia.
Similarly, the nature of the HILDA data provides considerable scope to examine, both
individually and as members of a couple, the similarities and differences in the factors men
and women regard as important in thinking about whether (or not) to have children. For
example, the survey asks respondents questions on how important they view particular
aspects such as age, stress related to raising a child/children and leisure time are in thinking
about having (more) children in the future. Examinations of these issues have the potential to
further contribute to work, particularly that which informs policy, around ways to make it
easier for Australians to achieve the numbers of children they intend, particularly because, at
the time of writing, no research was identified that used these questions in its examination of
family formation in Australia.
It was surprising that the effect of sibship was negligible throughout this research. Guided by
the previous literature, this finding was certainly unexpected, and offers an additional avenue
for future investigation. It is possible that in certain familial contexts, sibship is a significantly
170

associated with intentions for children. Given that HILDA routinely collects information on
respondent’s family histories (i.e. whether their mother worked growing up and the
relationship status of parents), future research opportunities exist for the elaboration of
intergenerational effects of fertility behaviours and intentions. The contributions of these
investigations could provide valuable information on the links between family history and
subsequent intended and actual childbearing. Exploring these links would be particularly
useful in explaining fertility trends more broadly in Australia.
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A PPENDIX A
Appendix Table A5.1-A5.3 refer to Chapter Five.
TABLE A5.1: DETERMINANTS OF INTENTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL NUMBERS OF CHILDREN, 2001
Number of
Zero
One
Three +
additional intended
children

(RRR)1

Age
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

0.56**
1.64**
5.92***
11.08***
32.95***

1.64
1.38
1.67
2.02
1.00

1.50
0.73
0.62
0.44
1.96

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids-mixed
3+ kids-all boys
3+ kids-all girls
3+kids-mixed

1.94**
3.19***
53.00***
24.54***
14.72***
2.23e+07
5.23**
25.89***

15.69***
12.25***
21.62**
22.38***
11.20***
2.78e+07
6.73e-07
4.92*

0.38
0.46
2.91
9.97e-07
0.73
1.22
3.42e-07
1.10e-06

0.80
4.87**
^
2.43***

0.51**
0.78
^
0.40**

1.06
0.97
^
1.21

1.20
1.21

0.88
0.86

0.54**
0.50**

0.89
1.01

0.56
1.09

1.08
0.96

1.10
1.49

0.87
0.98

0.75
1.88

1.58
1.36
2.02

1.26
0.88
1.25

5.37
7.51*
9.62**

0.42
0.91
0.85

0.15
1.12
0.57

^
0.62
1.91

0.61
1.17

1.32
1.20

0.66
0.87

0.58**

1.57

0.87

-

-

-

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status
Married
De-facto
Separated
Widowed
Single
Educational Attainment
B/A
Cert/Dip
Yr 12/below
Employment Status
F/T
P/T
Unemployed
Income Category
$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+
Sibling Number
Zero
One
Two
Three+
Country of birth/Indigenous
Australian born
Australia +
Indigenous
English-Speaking
‘Other’
Religion
Christian
No religion
Other
Life Satisfaction
Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied
Financial
Satisfaction
Unsatisfied
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Neutral
Satisfied

1.06
0.76

1.14
0.68

0.58
0.63

Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional

0.84
0.78

0.77
0.54

0.85
1.31

Not important
Somewhat important
Very important

0.78
1.11
0.42

1.03
1.08
0.13

0.75
2.06**
0.16

Gender Attitudes

Religious
Importance

Cons.
LR (Chi2)
N

1199.55
1890

Source: HILDA (2001), population weighted data. Note: Reference category for model is ‘two additional
children’. * significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.001. ^ refers to cells
1
where data was omitted due to small sample size. Base category of two children is omitted. refers to
relative risk ratio.
TABLE A5.2: DETERMINANTS OF INTENTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL NUMBERS OF CHILDREN , 2006 (RRR) 1
Number of
Zero
One
Three +
additional intended
children
Age
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

1.21
1.85**
7.53***
26.94***
131.61***

0.60
0.80
2.46**
1.61
5.44**

0.71
0.80
52
0.72
0.73
^

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids-mixed
3+ kids-all boys
3+ kids-all girls
3+kids-mixed

2.08**
3.30***
36.87***
22.92***
21.21***
4.32e+07
3.22e+07
89.75***

8.87***
11.66***
23.27***
26.22***
10.15***
1.93
2.14e+07
48.35***

0.12**
0.67
1.02
1.06
0.32
0.92
1.39
2.04

1.34
8.83**
^
2.08***

0.88
^
^
0.51*

1.06
7.64**
^
1.13

1.52*
1.38

0.96
1.17

0.88
0.80

0.75
1.45

0.17***
0.42*

0.86
0.91

0.86
0.89

0.58*
0.53*

0.74
0.88

1.22
1.10

0.73
0.86

0.84
2.47

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status
Married
De-facto
Separated
Widowed
Single
Educational Attainment
B/A
Cert/Dip
Yr 12/below
Employment Status
F/T
P/T
Unemployed
Income Category
$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+
Sibling Number
Zero
One
Two
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Three+
Country of birth/Indigenous
Australian born
Australia +
Indigenous
English-Speaking
‘Other’
Religion
Christian
No religion
Other
Life Satisfaction
Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied
Financial
Satisfaction
Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied
Gender Attitudes
Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional
Religious
Importance
Not important
Somewhat important
Very important
Cons.
LR (Chi2)
1320.48
N
1,888

1.14

0.76

2.21

0.44
0.62
0.54

0.26
0.80
0.75

0.19
0.73
1.39

0.64
1.28

0.95
1.32

0.24**
0.74

0.41***

0.64

0.89

1.41
0.84

1.62
1.22

1.18
0.78

0.79
0.48**

1.09
0.74

1.09
0.96

1.11
1.83**
0.34

1.41
1.59
0.31

1.66
2.52*
0.38

Source: HILDA (2006), population weighted data. Note: Reference category for model is ‘two additional
children’. * significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.001. ^ refers to cells
1
where data was omitted due to small sample size. Base category of two children is omitted. refers to
relative risk ratio.

TABLE A5.3- DETERMINANTS OF INTENTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL NUMBERS OF CHILDREN, 2012 (RRR) 1
Number of
Zero
One
Three +
additional intended
children
Age
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49

0.83
1.91***
6.22***
17.37***
66.70***

0.32**
1.07
1.29
1.27
3.31*

1.13
0.76
0.24**
0.12**
1.79

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids-mixed
3+ kids-all boys
3+ kids-all girls
3+kids-mixed

2.31**
2.11**
19.60***
25.77***
19.60***
28.75***
4.75**
63.80***

6.31***
6.67***
16.35***
13.63***
6.89***
5.38
2.58
8.15**

0.27**
0.34*
1..91
1.81e-06
0.71
1.45e-06
4.28e-07
3.59e-06

Married
De-facto
Separated
Widowed
Single

1.05
1.23
^
1.81**

0.98
0.50
^
0.53

0.72
0.29
^
0.66

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status
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Educational Attainment
B/A
Cert/Dip
Yr 12/below
Employment Status
F/T
P/T
Unemployed
Income Category
$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+
Sibling Number
Zero
One
Two
Three+
Country of birth/Indigenous
Australian born
Australia +
Indigenous
English-Speaking
‘Other’
Religion
Christian
No religion
Other
Life Satisfaction
Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied
Financial
Satisfaction
Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied
Gender Attitudes
Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional
Religious
Importance
Not important
Somewhat important
Very important
Cons.
LR (Chi2)
1239.91
N
1749

2.02***
2.20***

1.88**
1.71*

1.42
1.45

1.11
1.31

0.48
1.04

0.71
0.56

1.08
0.88

0.65
1.18

0.69
0.83

0.88
0.87
1.08

1.11
1.42
1.46

0.82
1.43
1.66

1.02
0.97
1.08

1.83e-07
1.02
0.72

0.82
0.82
2.39**

1.69
1.85***

4.06**
1.46

1.10
0.63

0.39***

0.84

1.02

0.63
0.66

0.29**
0.20***

0.59
0.41

0.70**
0.61

0.77
0.69

1.19
1.24

1.52
0.88
0.44

1.84
1.51
0.37

1.44
1.21
1.10

Source: HILDA (2012), population weighted data. Note: Reference category for model is ‘two additional
children’. * significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.001. ^ refers to cells
1
where data was omitted due to small sample size. Base category of two children is omitted. refers to
relative risk ratio.
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A PPENDIX B
TABLE B6.1 FIXED EFFECTS MODEL OF WOMEN’S INTENTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL CHILDREN.
Additionally intended children
Model 1
Model 2
Coefficient
SE
Coefficient
SE
Age group (years)
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44

.056***
-.051**
-.064*
-.020

base
.022
.035

.039
-.071***
-.105***
-.067

.022
base
.021
.033
.045

No kids
1 boy
1 girl
2 boys
2 girls
2 kids- mixed
3+ kids- all boys
3+ kids- all girls
3+ kids- mixed

-.885***
-.833***
-1.62***
-1.57***
-1.63***
-1.90***
-1.81***
-2.11***

base
.032
.032
.046
.046
.036
.073
.084
.047

-.830***
-.804***
-1.58***
-1.56***
-1.61***
-1.84***
-1.83***
-2.02***

base
.030
.029
.044
.043
.03
.071
.081
.045

Married
De-facto
Single

.034**
-.095***

base
.018
.022

.446**
-.083**

base
.223
.042

Married
De-facto
Single

-

-

.137***
.035

base
.028
.052

De-facto*Lag De-facto
De-facto*Lag Single
Single*Lag De-facto
Single*Lag Single

-

-

-.498**
-.392*
-.174**
.002

.224
.230
.061
.067

BA+
Cert/Dip
Yr 12 or below

.041
-.004

base
.041
.037

.079**
.011

base
.039
.034

Full Time
Part-Time
Unemployed

.004
.021

base
.015
.018

.014
.026

base
.014
.017

$0-$29,999
$30,000-$59,999
$60,000-$125,000+

.001
.006

base
.014
.023

.014
.017

base
.013
.021

Unsatisfied/Neutral
Satisfied

.064***

base
.017

.068***

base
.016

Unsatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied

-.005
.008

base
.020
.022

-.012
-.002

base
.020
.021

Egalitarian
Mixed
Traditional

.020
-.003

base
.015
.027

.006
-.007

base
.014
.024

Parity-Sex

Relationship Status

Lagged Relationship
Status t-1

Relationship
Status*Lagged
relationship status

Educational Attainment

Employment Status

Income Category

Life Satisfaction

Financial Satisfaction

Gender Attitudes

Religious Importance
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Not important
Somewhat important
Very important

.001
.061**

base
.024
.037

.014
.056**

base
.019
.029

-.021
-.018
-.041*
.119***
-.077***
-.115***
.004
-.166***
-.199***
-.126***
-.246***
1.78
4,132

base
.020
.020
.022
.026
.026
.029
.033
.034
.037
.041
.043
.038

.007
-.020
.132***
-.055***
-.089***
.011
-.144**
-.188***
-.110***
-.230***
1.71
4,117

base
.017
.018
.021
.021
.024
.027
.028
.031
.034
.036
.042

Wave
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Eight
Nine
Ten
Eleven
Twelve
Cons
N

Source: HILDA (2001-2012). Note: * significant at p<0.1, **significant at p<0.05, ***significant at p<0.01.

209

