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ABSTRACT

This paper describes patterns in the rates of birth of the first three
children of native Germans in the Federal Republic of Germany in the period
since World War II. The data are retrospective fertility histories of 2,171
men and women interviewed in the 1981-1982 German Life History Survey, who
were randomly selected from three birth cohorts: 1929-1931, 1939-1941, and
1949-1951. Our analyses show great vartation in the rate of first birth,
which peaks at younger ages in the 1939-1941 cohort than in the other two, and
differs for men and women. There is an unexpected bimodal pattern in the
first-birth rate of women in the 1949-1951 cohort; we consider possible
explanations. The rates of birth for the second and third children vary
comparatively little across the birth cohorts or with gender. tUnfortunately,
too few respondents had more than three children to permit an examination of
the rates of birth of four (or more) children. Still, these data suggest that
the postwar decline in German fertility is primarily a consequence of changes

in the patterns of the rate of birth of the first child.



POSTWAR FERTILITY PATTERNS IN THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Since the late nineteenth century, the overall level of fertility has
tended to decline in Germany, as it has in all industrialized nations.
Especially since the mid-1960s, however, it has declined even more strikingly
until the net reproduction rate in the Federal Republic of Germany was only
0.605 in 1984: 0.603 for the native German population, and 0.659 for the
foreign population, which is mainly of Turkish and Southern European origin
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 1986).1 One can easily understand why such figures
have led to the popularization in West Germany of the question of "whether
Germans are becoming extinct” and to renewed discussion of various
pro-natalist policies.

Our goal 1s neither to recommend population policies nor to forecast the
consequences of recent fertility trends. Instead, we describe in some detail
fertility patterns of native Germans since World War II and discuss the
relationship of these patterns to factors that may have promoted them.

Previous fnvestigations of fertility trends in the Federal Republic of
Germany have mainly fallen into one of several types. The predominant type
has been some form of demographic analysis based on aggregate data. Recently
there have been some cohort analyses, but again using aggregate data (Dinkel,
1983; Birg et al., 1984). The main shortcoming of these studies, largely due
to the inherent limitations of official statistics, is their fnability to
examine heterogeneity in fertility patterns within the German population
(e.g., due to birth order or background variables) or to study change over
time from an individual perspective.

Another common way of studying German fertility has been to analyze
individual-level, cross-sectfonal data on the desired number of children.

Relative to the analyses mentioned above, such studtes have the advantage of



revealing population heterogeneity in a key indicator of fertility and of
showing the relationship between this indicator and various individual
attributes (for an overview, see Kiefl and Schmid, 1985). But they typically
do not consider the relationship between the desired number of children and
actual fertility, let alone the dynamics of fertility from an individual
perspective.

There have been several recent attempts to remedy some of these
deficiencies, which are by no means 1imited to analyses of German fertility.
One line of work has tried to relate processes of change on the societal level
to changes in family structure and fertility (Huinink, 1987). Another
approach has tried to analyze the dynamics of individual behavior, which is
treated as the outcome of a set of interdependent choices in different 1ife
domains, such as schooling, employment, migration, and marriage (for example,
see Marini, 1985; Michael and Tuma, 1985; Rindfuss et al., 1984; Strohmeier,
1985). These choices are viewed as affected by a person's background and
current 1ife situation. Though highly individualized, this approach need not
disregard historical circumstances and experiences, especially when different
birth cohorts can be compared. It is the approach we adopt 1n this research,.

Our research on fertility in West Germany is divided into two main
stages. The first is an investigation of the overall pattern of fertility
ignoring all covarfates except a person's sex and birth cohort. In this first
stage we examine survival probabilities, age-specific transition rates, and,
for higher order births, duration-specific transition rates. The goal here is
primarily to describe basic patterns of fertility of native German men and
women in different birth cohorts, but in more detail than aggregate data
permit. In the second stage we estimate models of birth rates at different
parities as a function of selected covartates that describe a person's social

sftuation and that are hypothesized to affect these rates. This paper reports
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findings of the first stage of research; results of the second stage are given

in a forthcoming companion paper.
THE DATA

Analyses of individual dynamics of fertility require a fairly unusual
form of data: 1longitudinal data on fertility of a sample of individuals with
known characteristics. The data we analyze were gathered in the 1981-1982
German Life History Survey (GLHS) sponsored by Sonderforschungsbereich 3 and
the Max-Planck-Institut fuer Bildungsforschung under the leadership of Karl
Ulrich Mayer.z The respondents were selected through a sampling plan that was
designed to give a representative picture of native Germans living in the
Federal Republic of Germany in 1981-1982 who had been born in one of three

3 We refer to these as the

periods: 1929-1931, 1939-1941, and 1949-1951.
1930, 1940, and 1950 cohorts for short, The total sample size {s 2171,
roughly half men and half women.

Each respondent was personally interviewed using a questionnaire that
focused especially on the individual's previous 1ife history. It collected
detailed information on both parents and siblings of respondents, and on their
own schooling, vocational training, employment, residential history, marital
history, and fertility history. Limited information an the current spouse was
also collected for respondents who were married at the interview.

These data are unusual in several respects. First, they give the dates
of events (usually to the nearest month and year), and not just a picture of
the respondent at specific ages or in specific years. That is, the data
provide event histories for several major life domains. Second, they contain
information on a much wider range of 1ife domains than do most other data

sets, whether on West Germans or other populations. Third, by focusing on



three cohorts, these data let one study change over time in the behavioral
patterns of West Germans in the postwar era.

These data are not without limitations, of course. Three are worth
stressing. First, the sample fs much smaller than is ideal when investigating
changes across cohorts and differences between men and women. Second, the
particular cohorts included in the sample mean that there are essentially no
data for studying cohort differences in fertility in several interesting
historical periods,_in particular, the economic boom in the late 1960s. (The
youngest cohor£ is too young to have many children during this period, and the
oldest cohort had largely completed its child-bearing before it began.)

Third, roughly eight percént of the West German population comes from
countries where fertility tends to be higher than in West Germany. Because of
the sample design, the GLHS data cannot be used to compare native Germans and
the nonnative subpopulations. Moreover, because the GLHS sample omits
nonnatives, care must be taken in extrapclating from these data to the Federal

Repubiic of Germany as a whole.

RESULTS

Description of the Sample. Before discussing fertility of the men and

women responding to the 1981-1982 German Life History Survey, we describe a
few of their characteristics that may be related to their fertility, Means of
selected variables are given in Table 1.

We report the person's education and participation in vocational training
because these variables are excellent predictors of future life chances and
may also be associated with family-related values. (For example, individuals
are likely to be more family-oriented and to have more children if they have

less education.) There is a marked shift across the cohorts to higher levels



of education and, for women, more vocational training. Still, women tend to
be Jess educated than men, even in the youngest cohort, and they are much less
11kely than men to have had vocational training.

Over time the structure of respondents' parental homes has changed
substantfally. In particular, the average family size of respondents' parents
declines across the cohorts. If a person's fertility is partly imitative of
his or her parents', then we expect those with more siblings to tend to have
more children. Hence we expect some decline in respondents' fertility across
the three cohorts. The intercohort trend in respondents’ average number of
children does parallel that of the parents', but is markedly lower.

We also report a few other aspects of the background of the respondents
since the typical characteristics of the West German population may not be
familiar. The fraction raised as Catholics is roughiy one-half for men and
women in all three cohorts. The increasing urbanization of the German
population is revealed by the rising proportion living in large places at age
14 and the falling proportion 1iving in small places. The fraction living
with only one parent at age 14 is under one-tenth, except for the 1940 cohort,
for whom it rises to roughly cne~-fifth, undoubtedly due to World War II.

Table 1 also reports the mean age difference (in years) between the
respondent and his/her spouse for those who were married at the interview. It
is about three years for all three cohorts.

Number of Children Born to Respondents. Table 2 reports the number of
children born to the fespondents before the interview by sex and cohort in two
ways. Panel A reports the number who have had exactly each number of children
by the interview, as well as the mean (see also Table 1); Panel B gives the
number who have had at least a given number of children (1.e., the number who

have ever been at risk of having the next higher number of children).



The entries in Panel A correspond to completed fertility for the 1930
cohort, whose members were over 50 years old at the interview. Since
relatively few children are born after age 40 to women (and also, it appears,
to men), the entries in Panel A probably underestimate completed ferti{lity for
the 1940 cohort only slightly (i.e., by under 0.02 children). But those in
the youngest cohort ranged from 30 to 33 years old at the interview and can be
expected to have roughly 0.25 additional children on average before completing
their fertﬂity:4 Thus, the entries in Panel A are not a good indicator of
completed fertility for the 1950 cochort. Still, these figures suggest that
compieted fertility has declined across these cohorts.

It is interesting thit the maximum number of children born to any
respondent is eight. In contrast, the number of children for respondents'
parents is five or more for 15 percent of the sample and eight or more for
three percent. Thus, not only has average family size shrunk considerably
across the generations, but large families have also become much rarer.

Panel B &f Table 2 shows that, however much one might like to study birth
rates at higher parities, it is not possible with these data. The number of
births of order four or more is simply too few to support such an analysis.
Therefore, we concentrate on the first birth, the transition from the first
birth to the second, and the transition from the second birth to the third.
Moreover, results pertaining to the last transition must be viewed with some
skepticism due to the small number of third births, especially for the 1950
cohort.

Comparisons with Official Statistics. Before turning to a detailed

analysis of births using the 1981-1982 German Life History Survey, we compare
seiected summary statistics based on these data with corresponding estimates
based on official statistics obtained from Birg et al. (1984). Such

comparisons help in assessing the degree to which fertility of respondents to



the 1981-1982 GLHS is representative of the fertility of the larger West
German population. These comparisons are limited to women because birth rates
for men are not published. The Statistical Office of the Federal Republic of
Germany also does not provide information on women in the 1930 cohort.

In making these comparisons, two basic differences must be kept in mind,
First, the GLHS sample is limited to native Germans whereas the official
statistics are based on all permanent German residents. Second, estimates
based on the GLHS sampie refer to the first child ever born, fgnoring marital
status. The official statistics count the first birth in the gurrent
marriage. Thus, they exclude births cutside marriage, and the first birth
within a marriage may not be the first ever for women who have been married
previously. The estimates presented here attempt to correct for the unusual
definition of first birth and the restriction to marriages;5 still, an
estimation procedure is required. Hence, one should not be too surprised if
the two sets of figures differ somewhat, quite aside from sampling
fluctuations.

Table 3 reports the proportion of women who have not yet had a first,
second, and third child, respectively, by selected ages for the 1940 and 1950
cohorts as estimated from the 1981-1982 GLHS and from the official statistics.
All differences are Vess than .01 for the first birth to women in the 1940
cohort. Differences for the first birth to the 1950 cohort are somewhat
greater (typically around .04}, but the estimates are not consistently larger
or smaller for one source than for the other. The similarity of the estimates
from the two sources is also clearly apparent in the case of the second and
third births. No difference exceeds .04, and on average it 1s much less, only
.016. Overall there are no systematic or large differences casting doubt on

the representativeness of the 1981-1982 GLHS for studying German fertility.



First Birth. Next we examine in more detail the proportion who are still
childless as a function of the respondent's age in years, sex, and cohort. To
those interested in reasons for the decline in overall fertility in West
Germany, timing of the first birth may seem to be of 1ittle interest because
fertility decline 1s usually regarded as the result of a sharp decrease in the
number of people having many children. But, postponement of the birth of the
first child can also be a factor in this decline. First, it has been
suggested (Dinkel, 1983; Birg et al., 1984, Huinink, 1987) that childlessness
{s becoming more common amon§ recent German cohorts, and study of the timing
of the first birth can help to assess this. In addition, postponement of the
first birth among those who do eventually have at least one child shortens the
pericd at which a person is at risk of having additional children, and thus
can reduce total fertility indirectly.

Panel A of Table 4 shows the first, second and third quartiles of the age
at first birth by sex and cohort. These estimates come from Kaplan-Meier
(1958) estimates of the survivor functions for the first birth of men and
women in the three cohorts; the point estimates (with 95 percent point-wise
confidence intervals) are displayed graphically in Figures A.1 through‘A.3 in
the appendix. For women, the first quartile of age at first birth occurs at
the lowest age for the 1950 cohort and at the highest age for the 1930 cohort.
The latter may seem surprising. We think that hardships in the period after
World War II led those in the 1930 cohort to delay family formation. Men in
the 1930 cohort also tended to remain childless longer than men in the 1940
cohort, but not as long as men in the 1950 cohort.

The difference between the first and third quartiles, a measure of spread
in the distribution of age at first birth, is smallest for the 1940 cohort and
largest for the 1950 cohort of women (and, most likely, of men, t.oo).6 Thus,

the timing of the first birth varies least in the 1940 cohort, somewhat more



fn the 1930 cohort, and sti11 more in the 1950 cohort. Estimates based on the
official statistics show that the spread of the age at first birth declined
from older cohorts to the 1946 cohort, when varfation in this timing reached a
miminum, and then began to increase again. Thus, external evidence suggests
that this pattern 1s not a peculiarity of the GLHS sample.

It §s easy to understand why those in the 1930 cchort, who postponed
their first birth during a period of national recovery, tended to have their
first child in a relatively narrow age range. It is less obvious why age at
first birth varies relatively little in the 1940 cohort. Most members of this
cohort had their first child during the early 1960s, a period of economic
expansion, an improving standard of 1iving, and relaxation of traditional
norms of sexual behavior., The latter may have encouraged members of the 1940
cohort to have children at an earlier age. Moreover, the favorable economic
conditions may have tended to reduce variation in timing of the first child,
just as unfavorable conditions in the postwar period did for the 1930 cohort.
That 1s, very favorable as well as very unfavorable societal conditions may
dampen variation in the timing of births that occurs due to heterogeneity in
personal attributes. Hence, the greater variation in the timing of the first
birth in the 1950 cohort suggests that individual characteristics may explain
entry into parenthood for the 1950 cohort more than for the others. Our
subsequent multivariate analyses of birth rates have borne this out, as we
report in our conpanfon paper.

Another change over time in fertility patterns that can be seen in Panel
A of Table 4 (and even more clearly in Figures A.1 through A.3 in the
appendix) pertains to the differences between men and women in the timing of
the first birth. As expected, for each cohort men tend to have their first
cthild at an older age than women. In addition, the difference between men and

women in age at first birth has increased over time. For each quartile of the
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distribution of the age at first birth, the male-female difference is least
for the 1930 cohort (where it ranges from 2.3 to 3.2 years) and greatest for
the 1950 cohort (where 1t ranges from 4.7 to 5.1 years).

This finding is somewhat surprising since the fraction of married women
employed began to rise slowly but steadily after 1967-19687 and because the
ideology of women's liberation (i.e., sex rcle equality) received much
attention in West Germany during the 1970s when the 1950 cohort was, for the
most part, having a first child. Yet, this period emphasizing women's
economic contributions and equality between the sexes reveals increased
inequality in a major sex-linked behavior---birth of the first child.
Moreover, since the ideology of sex role equality has tended to encourage
women's activities outside the home more than men's activities in the home
(Davis, 1984), one might have expected this ideology to affect women's
fertility behavior more than men's. But the opposite appears to be the case.

The large difference between men and women in the 1950 cohort in the
timing of the first birth may be explained by the birth year of the spouse.
On average German women marry men roughly three years older than themselves
(see Table 1). Hence women are mainly married to men from older cohorts, and
men are mainly married to women from younger cohorts. Since the ideology of
sex role equality has been accepted more widely among younger Germans, the
spouses of the men in the 1950 cohort are more likely to work than the women
in this cohort. 5o, it is perhaps not so surprising after all that fertility
of men in the 1950 cohort appears more consistent with an impact of the new
ideas about women's roles than does the fertility of the women in this cohort.

Another way to study differences between men and women in different
cohorts with respect to the birth of the first child is to compare their

age-specific birth rates.8 Plots of the Nelson-Aa]en9 estimates of the rate
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of first birth (smoothed over a year) ver;us age are displayed by cohort for
men and women in Figures 1 and 2, respectively.

Figure 2 suggests that the first-birth rates of women in the 1930 and
1940 cohorts were fairly similar at ages under 22 years. The main difference
between these two groups s that the first-birth rate for women between 22 and
25 years is markedly higher in the 1940 cohort than in the 1930 cohort. Women
in the 1930 cohort eventually "catch up" by a higher first-birth rate between
ages 25 and 35 years than women in the 1940 cohort.

The first-birth rate of women in the 1950 cohort is noticeably different
from that of women in the other two cohorts. There 1s a marked bimodality in
the distribution of the first-birth rate, with one peak occurring about age 21
years and another about 26 years. A similar pattern can also be observed in
the official statistics for slightly younger cohorts (see Birg et al., 1984),
s0 it is unlikely to be a peculiarity of the GLHS sample.

There are at least two possible explanations for this bimodality. First,
it may result from observing a mixture of two (or more) groups with rather
strikingly different norms concerning when to begin family formation.
According to this explanation, one group 1s similar to the 1940 cohort of
women and tends to begin family formation early; another group postpones the
birth of the first child. The first group may adhere to more traditional
values about women's roles whereas the second may be more accepting of modern
values and more 1nt¢rested in women's enhanced opportunities for employment.
Variables that might differentiate fairly well between these two postulated
groups are education and training. We expect women to fall largely in the
first group if they had relatively 1ittle schooling and training, and 1n the
second group if they had relatively a lot.

Second, the bimodality may reflect a pure "period" effect. The marked

drop in the birth rates between ages 22 and 25 for the 1950 cohort of women
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occurs around 1972-1975. 1In 1973-1974, ofl prices rose sharply in Western
Europe, causing a period of economic uncertainty and decline relative to the
boom in the late 1960s. These economic and social changes in German society
may have caused many young women in the 1950 cohort to postpone family
formation for a few years. Figure 3 displays indicators of economic activity
in the Federal Republic of Germany over time (gross national product, i.e.,
GNP, in Panel A; percentage change in GNP in Panel B) to give some idea of
economic conditions during the period when members of this cohort were likely
to have their first child.

To try to assess the first explanation of the bimodal pattern, we
estimated the first-birth rate of women in the 1950 cohort whose highest
educational degree did and did not exceed the "Hauptschulabschluss" {the
degree from an elementary schocl), which corresponds to about nine years of
compieted schooling (see Figure 4). Bimodality is clearly apparent for the
less educated group of women, but not for the more educated women, for whom
the rate of first birth has a single peak in the late twenties. Next we
estimated the first-birth rate of less educated women with and without a
vocational training degree (see Figure 5). Although bimodality is still
apparent, it is less than in Figure 4. Moreover, since the primary peak for
those without training is at the younger age whereas the primary peak for
those with training s at the older age, this picture is consistent with the
hypothesis that there are two groups, one oriented to early family formation
and another to working for a few years before having a first child. But there
may also be a behavioral response to the unfavorable economic conditions in
1973-1975. These analyses do not provide evidence on this other possibility.

The patterns of the age-specific rate of first birth of men (see Figure
1) are fairly similar to those for women, though differences between the

cohorts tend to be smaller for men than for women. Men in the 1930 cohort
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tend to postpone births in their late twenties and early thirties, but
eventually "catch up" with men in the 1940 cohort through higher first-birth
rates at ages 33 through 38 years. The first-birth rate of men in the 1950
cohort is not bimodal. The most striking pattern for this cohort of men is
just their very low first-birth rate at all ages yet observed. One cannot
help but wonder just what fraction will ultimately remain childless,

With regard to this, consider the proportion childless as a function of
age (see Panel A of Table 5). It {s striking that nearly half of the men in
the 1950 cohort are still childless by age 30. Contrast this figure with the
figures for men in the 1930 and 1940 cohorts, .38 and .30, respectively, and
also with those for women in the 1930, 1940, and 1950 cohorts, .24, .18, and
.27, respectively. Although men are biologically capable of bearing chiidren
for many more years than women, Figures 1 and 2 indicate that, for the older
cohorts, men over 35 years of age have only slightly higher birth rates than
women, and that birth rates are very low for both sexes after age 35. This
suggests that men in the 1950 cohort will either break this pattern and have
much higher birth rates 1n their thirties (and perhaps at older ages) than men
in previous cohorts, or remain childless throughout their lives to a truly
amazing degree. Since the proportion of childless women in the 1950 cohort at
any given age does not differ from that of women in the older cohorts to such
a consfiderable extent, these men may largely be postponing child-bearing
rather than permanently avoiding fatherhood. On the other hand, since men
tend to marry women about three years younger, their high degree of
childlessness may reflect the greater tendency of women in sti11 younger
cohorts to engage in market work rather than house work and to choose careers
over children. New data are needed to answer this question.

With the GLHS data, the proportion ultimately childless can be estimated

only for the 1930 and 1940 cohorts. An indicator of this quantity {s the
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proportion childless at age 40 (see Panel A of Table 5). Since the confidence
interval at this age is fairly wide, one must be cautious about comparing the
point estimates. St111, the proportion childless at age 40 is remarkably
similar for the 1930 and 1940 cohorts for a given sex, though about .03-.04
more men than women seem to be childless at this age. One forecast predicts
that .18 of the 1950 cohort of women will be childless ulitmately (Huinink,
1987). This could be too .high since the proportion of childless women in the
1930 cohort dropped from .24 at age 30 to .11 at age 40. Note that the
proportion of childless women at age 30 is .27 for the 1950 cohort, which is
only .03 higher than for the 1930 cohort. Only new data can show to what
extent it 1s becoming mcre common to remain childless over the 11fe span.

Second Birth. The Kaplan-Meier estimated probability that men and women

have not yet had a second child is given as a function of age for the 1930,
1940 and 1950 cohorts in Panel B of Table 5 and displayed graphically in
Figures A.4 through A.6 in the appendix. Several patterns noted in the case
of the first birth are again apparent, but not all. Again the 1940 cohort is
noteworthy for tending to have a second child at a younger age and in a
smaller range of ages than the other two cohorts, especially the 1950 cohort.
As in the case of the first child, having a second child tends to occur
several years later for men than women, and the male-female difference in age
at the child's birth increases across the cohorts. Finally, the relatively
small fraction of men and women having a second child between ages 35 and 40
indicates a marked deciine in the birth rate after age 35.

The proportion who ultimately have at least two children can be
approximated from the proportion at age 40 for the 1930 and 1940 cohorts. For
women, this figure {s .676 and .659, respectively; for men, .628 and .611.
The intercohort differences for individuals of the same sex are too small to

be taken seriously given the width of the 95% confidence intervals. The
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male-female difference in a given cohort is probably genuine, but it seems to
reflect mainly men's late start in child-bearing rather than uitimate
differences in achieved parenthood. In sum, for the two older cohorts,
roughly one-third have one or fewer children. Since we reported above that
about 11 percent in these cohorts remain childless, about 22 percent (= 33% -
11%) have exactly one child. In contrast, about 15 percent of the respondents
come from one-child families.

Since members of the 1950 cohort were in their early thirties at the
fnterview, one cannot accurately estimate the fraction that will ultimately
have more than one child. Note, however, that the proportion of 30-year oid
women with at least two children {s similar for the 1930 and 1950 cohorts,
.452 and .438, respectively. The proportion of 30-year old men with at least
two children is much smaller (.228) in the 1950 cohort, but 1t does not differ
strikingly from that for the other two cohorts of men, in contrast to the case
of the first birth. Since men in the 1950 cohort are childless to a much
greater extent than men in the other cohorts at any age yet observed, a
similar proportion with two children implies that most men in the 1950 cohort
who have one child go on to have two. This points to another form of
heterogeneity in the 1950 cohort that is similar to that for women: one group
remains childless (or delays child-bearing until ages beyond those observed)
and a second group has rather traditional fertflity patterns.

Third Birth. As we noted earlier, the occurrence of a third birth is
relatively uncommon in these data, especially in the 1950 cohort.
Consequently, one cannot say much at all about the third birth for this
cohort, and only a 1ittle about it for the other two cohorts.

Panel C of Table 5 gives the Kaplan-Meier estimated probability of not
yet having a'third child by age, sex, and cohort. The greatest difference
between the 1930 and 1940 cohorts is in the proportion having a third child by
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age 40, which falls from .300 to .179 in the case of men, and from .324 to
.273 in the case of women. Recall that members of the 1930 cohort tended to
have their first and second children at older ages than members of the 1940
cohort. Yet by age 40, the overall fertility of those in the 1930 cohort has
not only caught up with that of the 1940 cohort, but exceeded it. This
finding illustrates that postponement of the first birth need not lower

completed fertility.
Birth Spacing. The probability of having a second or third child by a

given age depends on the timing of previous births. For example, the rise in
the male-female difference in the age at the second birth across the cohorts
may result primarily from the increasing male-female difference in the age at
first birth. An examination of the spacing of births after the first helps to
clarify such 1ssues,

Panel A of Table 6 reports Xaplan-Meier estimates of the probability of
not yet having a second child for given durations since the first child by sex
and cohort. The differences between men and women in a given cohort are very
small, and sc are the differences between the cohorts. The overall impression
is one of much greater similarity in the spacing between the first and second
births than in the timing of the first birth. Women in the 1950 cohort tend
to delay the birth of the second child slightly longer than women in the other
two cohorts, but this is the only noticeable difference among the groups.

Panel B of Table 4 gives the first, second, and third quartiles of the
duration from the first to the second birth. Twenty-five percent have a
second birth within a 1{ttle over two years after the first birth, and 50
percent have a second birth within 3.9-4.5 years. Again, there are no
especially noteworthy differences between men and women or between the

different cohorts in this pattern.
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Figures 6 and 7 show plots of Neison-Aalen estimates of the rate of
transition from birth one to birth two as a function of the duration since
birth one by cohort for men and women, respectively. For both sexes in all
three cohorts, the rate is identically zero under a half year, and it {s also
very low in the second half year, undoubtedly for biological reasons. Between
one and five years after the first birth, the second-birth rate tends to be
relatively high for all groups, although its shape and the timing of the peak
varies. Women (and, to a lesser extent, men) in the 1950 cohort have a
noticeably lower second-birth rate between 1.0-1.5 years after the first child
than do the other groups; probably this results from the widespread adoption
of effective contraceptivé methods by married couples in the 1970s 1n order to
space births as well as to avoid unwanted births. Indeed, a spacing of about
three years appears especfally popular. Between five and ten years after the
first birth, the second-birth rate is declining but not negligible. In fact,
the Kaplan-Meier estimates of the proportien without a second child falls on
average by about .15 between 5 and 10 years after the first child's birth (see
Panel A of Table €), which indicates that the spacing between the first and
second births is quite long in a substantial fraction of cases.

As we mentioned before, due to the rarity of third births in the data,
one can only gain a general impression of the transition from the second to
the third birth. Panel B of Table & gives the Kaplan-Meier estimated
probability of not yet having a third child among those with a second child
for selected durations by sex and cohort. Male-female differences are small;
cohort differences are larger. As one expects, the more recent the cohort,
the smaller the proportion who have had a third birth after any given duration
since the second birth. The greater frequency of at least three children

among the 1930 cohort than among the other cohorts is especially apparent.
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Nelson-Aalen estimates of the rate of transition from the second to the
third birth are shown in Figures 8 and 9 by cohort for men and women,
respectively. For any given duration since the second birth, these rates tend
to be much lower than the rate of transition from the first to the second
birth {(compare Figures 6 and 7). Moreover, they are much less peaked. The
low level and flatness of the third-birth rate for the 1950 cohort of women is
especially evident, suggesting that third births are often unintended and
unplanned in this cohort.

Variation across the cohorts seems quite clear for men: 1in the first
three years after the second birth, which is when the majority of third
children are born, the third-birth rate tends to fall from the 1930 to 1940 to
1950 cohort. The pattern for women is similar, although the differences

between the 1930 and 1940 cohorts are less marked than for men.

SUMMARY

Analyses of the 2,171 individuals interviewed in the 1981-1982 German
Life History Survey reported in this paper are designed to provide an overall
picture of fertility patterns of native West Germans in the years since World
War 1I. We have, therefore, focused on describing basis patterns and on
comparing these for men and for women across the three cohorts for which data
were gathered: 1930 (i.e., those born in 1929-1931), 1940 (1939-1941), and
1950 (1949-1951). Multivariate analyses of these data will be reported in
subsequent papers. The main conclusions of the research reported in this
paper are as follows.

First, completed family size falls as one moves from the 1930 to the 1950
cohort. This appears to be mainly due to a significant decrease in the

fraction having at least three children. There is no strong suggestion that



