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Alternate model specifications that included interactions between sibship 
and mother’s age at first birth, the reference individual’s birth order and 
the mother’s age at birth of the reference individuals did not produce sig-
nificant interactions nor substantially affect the reported estimates in ta-
ble 7.3. 

The large bivariate correlations between women’s cumulative fertility 
and their siblings’ cumulative fertility reported in table 7.2 and the stability 
in these estimates across cohorts suggest that siblings may reflect an in-
creasingly important domain of kin interactions in fertility decision-making. 
There are numerous dimensions along which sibling interactions may con-
ceivably influence fertility behaviours. Interactions may be more influential 
in individual fertility behaviours among siblings who share geographic 
proximity, non-kin peer groups or gender. Neither geography nor non-kin 
peer groups are adequately measured for siblings to include such measures. 
Alternate specifications of the models in table 7.3 including measures of 
sibship gender distribution also did not generate significant estimates or 
alter the conclusions from the estimates in table 7.3. However, the bivari-
ate correlations between siblings’ fertilities reported in table 7.2 above 
suggest that sibling fertility may be an important dimension by which sib-
lings influence one another’s fertility behaviours. Whether a sibling’s entry 
into parenthood changes an individual’s economic calculus of fertility deci-
sion-making or shifts individual preferences for children, child birth and its 
consequences may initiate significant changes among kin that are conse-
quential for subsequent fertility outcomes. 

We estimate an additional set of models of cumulative fertility to exam-
ine the effects of siblings’ fertilities on women’s cumulative fertility. Repli-
cating the models in table 7.3 with additional measures of siblings’ fertility 
is not possible due to the two additional requirements which impose con-
siderable demands on the data. First, measures of siblings’ fertilities are 
required. The analytic sample used in table 7.3 includes all women in the 
KASS sample who were both at risk of giving birth and who were either 
the respondent, respondent’s mother or respondent’s daughter. Estimating 
the effects of siblings’ fertility requires additional measures of the fertility 
outcomes for the siblings of these individuals. Since respondents’ reports 
of the fertility outcomes for this broader set of kin is at a higher risk for 
measurement error, we limit the analytic sample for examining siblings’ 
fertility effects to the survey respondents. Second, the analytic sample is 
restricted to only those respondents with at least one brother and at least 
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one sister in order to assess the importance of gendered pathways of influ-
ence among social interactions influencing fertility outcomes. The com-
bined effect of both requirements reduces the sample size to 85. This re-
duced sample size requires estimating more parsimonious specifications for 
cumulative fertility. While the resulting models limit the opportunities for 
including important covariates of cumulative fertility, alternate model esti-
mates including sets of covariates which are comparable to those adopted 
in table 7.3 and that adopt samples relaxing these requirements do not alter 
the results reported below. 

Table 7.4: Sibship Cumulative Fertility: Results from Poisson Model 

 (1) (2) (3) 
   
Sibling Mean Cumulative Fertility 0.203*** 0.204*** 0.198*** 
 (0.060) (0.059) (0.058) 
Sibship 0.007 -0.005 
 (0.033) (0.034) 
Holds University Degree -0.358* 
 (0.188) 
Age Interval with Older Sibling -0.051*** -0.050*** -0.056*** 
 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 
Rural 0.338** 0.332** 0.207 
 (0.142) (0.141) (0.137) 
Constant -2.962*** -2.999*** -2.762*** 
 (0.122) (0.214) (0.228) 
Observations 85 85 85 

 
Table 7.4 reports estimates for siblings’ mean cumulative fertility from 
Poisson regression models of women’s cumulative fertility. While the re-
sults are not directly comparable, siblings’ mean fertility is significant and 
nearly four times the magnitude of the effect of mother’s fertility reported 
in table 7.3. Models 2 and 3 further demonstrate that this effect is robust 
to sibship size, rural residence and education. A measure of the age differ-
ence between the reference individual and her siblings is included to exam-
ine whether sibling fertility effects may be moderated by age differences 
among siblings. For instance, if age affects the strength of influence within 
one’s social reference group, younger sisters who are more distant in age 
from their older siblings may be less influenced by their older sisters’ fertil-
ity outcomes. We experimented with alternate definitions of age differ-
ences among siblings including the mean age differences among siblings, 
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the largest age difference and interactions between age differences and 
sibling gender. A measure of the number of years between the reference 
individual and the sibling in preceding birth order is included in all three 
models to reflect the effects of siblings who may share the largest overlap 
in life course experiences with the reference individual. The sibling mean 
fertility effect remains significant in all three models. Such a result indicates 
that sibling fertilities remain correlated irrespective of this age difference 
between siblings.8 

Table 7.5: Sibship Cumulative Fertility by Sex: Results from Poisson Model 

 (1) (2) (3) 
   
Brothers' Mean Cumulative Fertility 0.123** 0.090 
 (0.048) (0.055) 
Sisters' Mean Cumulative Fertility 0.140*** 0.115*** 
 (0.031) (0.037) 
Sibship -0.013 -0.006 -0.006 
 (0.035) (0.036) (0.034) 
Holds University Degree -0.338** -0.411* -0.364* 
 (0.171) (0.216) (0.188) 
Age Interval with Older Sibling -0.042*** -0.050*** -0.057*** 
 (0.014) (0.015) (0.017) 
Rural 0.293** 0.276** 0.193 
 (0.128) (0.117) (0.139) 
Constant -2.653*** -2.697*** -2.769*** 
 (0.237) (0.238) (0.227) 
Observations 85 85 85 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Weighted sample of women only. Corrected 
estimates and robust standard errors account for between and within sample variation 
across multiply imputed datasets. Standard errors are also robust to clustering within 
kinships. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

Estimates of the effects of aggregate siblings’ mean fertility are suggestive 
of the importance of siblings’ interactions, but conflate the effects of po-
tentially distinct types of interactions among siblings. Table 7.5 attempts to 
dissemble the effects of interactions between sisters and brothers from the 
effects of interactions among only sisters. These models incorporate two 

—————— 
 8 Interactions between siblings’ mean fertility and the difference between the reference 

individual’s age and siblings’ ages are also significant, but of only modest magnitude. 
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dimensions by which interactions among siblings may affect individual 
fertility behaviours: siblings’ cumulative fertility and their sex. To distin-
guish the effects of siblings by sex, measures of brothers’ and sisters’ mean 
fertility are alternately included in the models of cumulative fertility esti-
mated in table 7.4. The estimates reported in table 7.5 show that the effect 
of brothers’ mean cumulative fertility is significant and only modestly less 
than the effect of sibship mean fertility in table 7.4 (Model 3). The inde-
pendent effect of sisters’ mean fertility (Model 2) is similarly significant and 
of comparable magnitude as the effect of brothers’ fertility. However, 
including both measures in Model 3 demonstrates that sisters’ fertility may 
constitute much of the effect of siblings’ fertility influences on women’s 
fertility. The effect of sisters’ fertility remains significant at the level of 1 
percent and is only modestly attenuated with respect to the estimate in 
Model 2. Brothers’ fertility also fails to display a similarly independent 
effect on women’s fertility. Given that sisters’ fertility effects are robust to 
including the measure of brothers’ fertility, the significant brothers’ fertility 
effect in Model 1 further suggests that brothers’ fertility may also be sub-
ject to the influence of their sisters’ fertility. Testing this broader effect of 
women’s fertility behaviours requires modelling men’s fertility and remains 
beyond the scope of this chapter. However, the predominance of sisters’ 
fertility effects in women’s cumulative fertility is suggestive of a predomi-
nant role for women in their sisters’ fertility behaviours. 

Conclusion 

To the extent that family influences on individual fertility may be reflected 
in correlated fertility outcomes, genealogical data provide a rich source of 
information for examining the scope of social influence in fertility change. 
By examining the relationship between measures of family structure, par-
ents’ fertility outcomes and siblings’ fertility outcomes, we aim to assess the 
importance of inter-generational transmission of fertility behaviours and 
siblings’ influences on fertility outcomes. We find limited evidence consis-
tent with the inter-generational transmission of fertility behaviours. Includ-
ing simple measures of individual socio-economic status and partnership 
status in our models fully accounts for intergenerational correlations in 
cumulative fertility. 
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By contrast, siblings’ influences appear to constitute a large share of 
familial influences on fertility outcomes. Siblings’ mean fertility is positively 
associated with own fertility, independent of sibship size and age differ-
ences among siblings. While siblings’ cumulative fertility may influence 
one’s own preferences for family size, it may also reveal new concerns for 
prospective parents with uncertain consequences for fertility behaviour. 
Prospective parents may realize new costs that they attribute with children, 
or alternatively, they may become aware of new benefits, such as social 
support networks that are associated with offsetting the costs of having 
children. Just as the expected costs and rewards pertaining to future earn-
ings has been shown to correlate with the timing of entry into motherhood 
(Liefbroer 2005), siblings’ fertility may then reveal to family members addi-
tional costs and rewards that are attributed to childbirth. 

However, siblings’ fertility effects on the timing of childbirth also de-
pend on which member of the family gives birth. The independent effect 
of sisters’ fertility suggests distinct sets of influences among brothers and 
sisters on individual fertility. This could of course also reflect non-
linearities in the effects of siblings’ fertility, whereby greater fertility among 
siblings increasingly offsets the effects from other influences that may in 
turn reduce the age of entry into parenthood, no matter which siblings are 
having children. 

This chapter presents evidence of the possible importance of family 
structure for kin influences on individual fertility decision-making. The 
results are suggestive of gendered pathways of influence on fertility within 
kinships. It is important to note that these effects may also change across 
cohorts. The bivariate correlations of siblings’ fertilities illustrate variance 
in both significance and magnitude in the estimated effects across cohorts. 
While the constraints of the available data preclude any further inference 
about cohort effects, these effects are consistent with changes in the com-
position of social influences on fertility outcomes. 

The interdependence of fertility among siblings raises the possibility of 
the cascading declines in fertility that network analysts emphasize in studies 
of the diffusion of contraceptive practices. In this case, the large number 
of possible pathways by which siblings may influence one another’s fertility 
may increase the effective rate of changing fertility outcomes. Such kin 
influences may also pose important barriers to reversing trends toward 
later age at first birth and lower completed fertility. While any single indi-
vidual in a kinship may deviate to earlier age at first birth or greater parity, 
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