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ABSTRACT

This article explores the relationships between partnership
trajectories and having an only child. Few studies have focused
on one-child families, even though in many countries having just
one child is the main factor driving sub-replacement fertility
levels. Little is known especially about how non-progression to a
second child relates to partnership trajectories. This article
contributes to filling these gaps by using a mixed-methods life-
course research. We combine sequence and regression analyses
of survey data with a biographical analysis of problem-centred
interviews with parents of an only child. Based on the Czech
Household panel survey, we estimate the probability of having an
only child in relation to parents’ different partnership trajectories
after the birth of the first child. Analysing the problem-centred
interviews, we explore parents’ understanding of the processes
that lead them not to progress to a second child. Our findings
indicate that having an only child is associated with partnership
dissolution after the first child’s birth and with later entry into
parenthood. High levels of education are negatively associated
with the probability of having an only child among fathers, but
positively among mothers. Partnership dissatisfaction and work-
life balance issues contribute to non-progression to a second child.
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Sub-replacement fertility levels are common in Europe but only in some countries are
they driven by childlessness. In others, having only one child is the more significant
factor (Breton & Prioux, 2009; Zeman et al., 2018). Only a few studies have, however,
focused on one-child families. This study explores the association between partnership
trajectories and having an only child in Czechia. It contributes to the literature on

sub-replacement fertility and partnership-fertility relationships.

The first contribution of this article is that it fills a gap in the knowledge on one-child
families in the context of sub-replacement fertility. Czechia is a good case with which to
study one-child families, as it has had sub-replacement fertility for almost 40 years,
though permanent childlessness among women born since the late 1920s has not

exceeded 10% (Sprocha et al., 2016).
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Partnership is among the major factors explaining fertility. The absence of a partner is
a predictor of childlessness (Hart, 2019; Jalovaara & Fasang, 2017), and parents not living
together are less inclined to have a second child (Breton & Prioux, 2009; Haskova et al,,
2019). Unstable unions during reproductive age are associated with childlessness (Hart,
2019; Kreyenfeld & Konietzka, 2017). Therefore, to understand fertility it is important to
explore union trajectories rather than partnership status at a certain time. However, there
is a lack of knowledge on how parents’ non-progression to a second child relates to their
partnership trajectories.

The article’s second contribution is that it fills the gap in the knowledge on whether and
how partnership trajectories are related to having one child compared to a larger family.
To identify various types of partnership trajectories of parents and estimate the prob-
ability of having only one child in the case of a specific partnership trajectory, we
analyse quantitative life-history data from the Czech household panel survey (CHPS).
To explore parents’ understanding of the relationship between their partnership trajec-
tories and the processes leading them to have only one child, we analyse the biographical
narratives of Czech parents with only one child.

The life-course perspective is useful for studying reproduction because having chil-
dren is the outcome of a long-term process (Hart, 2019; Jalovaara & Fasang, 2017;
Kreyenfeld & Konietzka, 2017). However, only a few attempts have been made to link
quantitative and qualitative life-course approaches.

The article’s third contribution is that it demonstrates the power of the mixed-methods
life-course approach for advancing the understanding of sub-replacement fertility. Three
life-course principles can help explain the pathways to having a particular number of
children: the principle of cumulative contingencies (previous experiences shape sub-
sequent behaviour), the principle of interdependencies between pathways in multiple
life-course domains (Mynarska et al., 2015), and the principle of linked lives (Elder,
1998) highlighting that individuals’ reproductive trajectories are influenced by the lives
of those closest to them, such as their partners and their children. One’s child may
influence one’s reproductive trajectory, as the decision to have another child may be
influenced by the experience of childcare and by the needs of the existing child. By
addressing these principles, we focus on the association between parents’ reproductive
outcomes and their union trajectories. Quantitative sequence analysis is performed to
describe the types of union histories among parents 12 years after having their first
child," and regression models are used to estimate the probability of having an only
child among parents in relation to different types of union histories. Qualitative analysis
provides insight into parents’ decision-making about how many children to have, how
they experience their partnership and reproductive trajectories, and the relationships
between them.

1. One-child families in a sub-replacement fertility context

Despite the ideal of the two-child family across Europe (Sobotka & Beaujouan, 2014),
many countries have experienced an increase in one-child families and childlessness
(Frejka, 2008; Zeman et al.,, 2018). Where the norm to have a child remains strong,
one-child families are more widespread than childlessness (Zeman et al., 2018). In
relation to profound social, economic and political changes since the 1990s, fertility
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has declined in Central and East European (CEE) countries, mainly because of the
increase in one-child families (Zeman et al., 2018).

In Czechia permanent childlessness has been extremely low among women, and one-
child families drive sub-replacement fertility: Childlessness declined to 5% among
women born in the 1950s, then increased to 10% among women born in the late
1960s. The share of mothers with only one child dropped to 15% among women born
in the 1950s and subsequently exceeded 20% among women born in the late 1960s
(Hagkova et al., 2019).

Previous studies have analysed the effects of individual and societal factors on whether
a parent progresses to a second child. The effects of education especially have been
debated. The opportunity costs of motherhood may be higher for highly educated
women, but other factors, such as social policies and gender regimes, also affect the
relationship. According to Klesment et al. (2014), there is a positive association
between women’s and their partners’ education and second childbearing in Northern
Europe. In Western Europe this relationship has a U-shaped pattern among women
but it is positive among their partners. In Eastern Europe, the relationship between
women’s education and second childbearing is negative (Klesment et al., 2014). Consist-
ent with this, Zeman (2018) found in Czechia, where family policy supports the male-
breadwinner model, mothers with one child are more common among university-edu-
cated than lower-educated women.

Analysing the relationship between family policies and fertility, Van Bavel and
Rozanska-Putek (2010) confirmed that in countries where most children attend formal
childcare, highly-educated women have higher second-birth rates, but childcare avail-
ability does not affect parity progression among less-educated women. In countries
where women have to choose between employment and motherhood, father’s higher
education and earning potential increases second-birth chance (Képpen, 2006; Prskawetz
& Zagaglia, 2005). In countries with generous state support for families, men’s higher
education does not increase second-birth rates but an increased sharing of family respon-
sibilities in a couple does (Olah, 2003).

The absence of a partner, partnership break-up and re-partnering are also studied in
relation to the likelihood of having a second child (Breton & Prioux, 2009; Jefferies, 2001;
Koppen, 2006; Parr, 2007; Prskawetz & Zagaglia, 2005; Rabusic & Chromkova Manea,
2007; Stastna et al., 2019). Based on Czech data, Haskov4 et al. (2019) found that divorced
and single women are more likely than married women to have just one child. Van Bavel
et al. (2012) showed in their international study that partnership instability has a slightly
negative effect on fertility and that divorce is associated with greater heterogeneity in
childbearing. Kreyenfeld et al. (2017) found that countries differ in the prevalence of
postseparation second births because of norms and childbirth spacing. But unlike
other studies (e.g. Beaujouan & Solaz, 2013; Thomson et al., 2014), they did not find a
consistent negative educational gradient in multi-partnered fertility.

Childbearing postponement is also studied in relation to the progression to a second
child because higher age is associated with a higher risk of reproductive health problems
(Stastna et al., 2019). Highly-educated mothers often have their first child later in life but
their second child sooner after the first one than lower-educated mothers (Breton &
Prioux, 2009). Bratti and Tatsiramos (2012) identified both a positive effect of increasing
age at first birth on second-order births (the catch-up effect) and a negative effect, when
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because of declining fecundity and norms about parenting timing, women do not have a
second child (the postponement effect). Differences in catch-up and postponement
effects were identified between and within countries because of intervening factors,
such as women’s economic activity and work-life balance conditions (Bratti & Tatsira-
mos, 2012).

Type of occupation and employment status also influence progression to a second
child. Based on Czech data, Haskovd et al. (2019) found more mothers with one child
among mothers in specific occupations (artists, models, athletes, legislators, managers,
police officers, army, and researchers) that may be difficult to combine with care or
that are male-dominated. In France and England, managers are less likely while
mothers in female-care dominated occupations and blue-collar workers are more
likely to have a second child (Ekert-Jaffé et al., 2002). Moreover, in France, self-employed
end reproduction at one child more than others (Breton & Prioux, 2009).

A decline in well-being after a first birth (Margolis & Myrskyld, 2015) and the expec-
tation of decline in well-being after a second birth (Stastna, 2007) were also found to
decrease the likelihood of having a second child.

Callan (1985) and Jefferies (2001) found life orientations other than raising children to
be factors contributing to stopping reproduction after one child. Being an only child is
also associated with having one child (Haskova et al., 2019; Morosow & Kolk, 2020).
Breton and Prioux (2009) note that having an only child is less common among men
than women because of men’s greater fertility ‘specialisation’ — fathers have on average
more children than mothers while men are more often childless than women.

In France, Austria and the USA religious parents are less likely to have an only child
(Breton & Prioux, 2009; Callan, 1985; Prskawetz & Zagaglia, 2005) but this relationship
has not been observed in Czechia (Rabusic & Chromkova Manea, 2007). Studies have also
found more one-child parents in cities than in rural areas (Gray & Evans, 2018; Haskova
et al,, 2019; Rabusic & Chromkova Manea, 2007). The effect of the first child’s sex on pro-
gression to a second child also exists, e.g. in Sweden (Miranda et al., 2018) while Gray and
Evans (2005) found this effect on progression to a third child only in Australia.

Despite the growing number of studies analysing the factors behind one-
child families, little is yet known about the link between union trajectories and having
one child.

2. Data and methods

The use of a mixed-methods design enabled us to elaborate, enhance, and illustrate the
findings produced by quantitative sequence and regression analyses by using the results
of a qualitative analysis of problem-centred interviews.

Using sequence analysis we identified the major partnership trajectory types, and with
a regression analysis we estimated the probabilities of parents with different partnership
trajectory types having just one child. However, these analyses do not explain which pro-
cesses are behind the statistically documented associations and lead individuals to have
an only child. Qualitative data provide insight into parents’ perspectives on why they
have an only child and how their partnership trajectories are related to having an only
child. However, they provide no information on the incidence of various partnership
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trajectories among parents and the extent to which the trajectories of parents of an only
child differ from those of parents with more than one child.

Therefore, we conducted parallel mixed-methods research (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2009), in which two independent datasets were analysed to obtain two partial under-
standings of the studied phenomenon before merging the data and findings into one
interpretation.

2.1. Quantitative study

2.1.1. Data

In the quantitative analyses, we used wave 2 data from the CHPS, a nationally represen-
tative longitudinal survey conducted in 2016, providing self-reported partnership his-
tories. We limited our analyses to parents who had at least one child aged 12 or older
and had reported all the information needed to reconstruct their partnership histories
(N = 3,025 respondents).” The fertility data were reconstructed from questions about
the date of birth of the respondents’ children living in the same household and non-resi-
dent children. However, the number of non-resident children could be underestimated,
especially among divorced or separated men, who may not report them.

To construct partnership trajectories 12 years after the first child was born, union sta-
tuses were recorded monthly, leading to 144 consecutive statuses. The status alphabet
contains six statuses (st to 4th partnership,” never partnered, and previously partnered).
By considering the order of partnerships, we were able to obtain information about union
histories preceding childbirth from the studied trajectories.

2.1.2. Methods

First, we identified the various types of partnership trajectories among parents by perform-
ing a sequence analysis with optimal matching (OM) and cluster analysis.* Sequence analy-
sis enables one to consider a life course as a series of statuses. Thus, it can complement
event-history models that help study separate events but cannot capture the diversity of
life-course trajectories. To measure pairwise dissimilarities between trajectories, we
used spell-sensitive OM, which accounts for differences in the time spent in distinct suc-
cessive statuses (Studer & Ritschard, 2016).° This suits our research because the duration of
a spell of being single or in a relationship is associated with fertility (Hart, 2019).

Based on pairwise dissimilarities between sequences, groups of similar union histories
were identified using hierarchical clustering (Ward method) (Gabadinho et al., 2011;
Studer, 2013). The final five-cluster solution was selected using a combination of
average silhouette widths, and it indicated well-defined clusters and theoretical validation
of the proposed solution (Aisenbrey & Fasang, 2010; Studer, 2013).

To explore the relationship between union-history types and the probability of having
only one child at age 42 or older, we applied binary logistic regression (the reference cat-
egory is having at least two children). We used a sample of respondents aged 42 and older
(N =2,521 respondents), who were mostly at the end of their reproductive period.® In
this analysis, we explored only the associations between union history types and
having only one child, not causal relations, because partnership and reproductive trajec-
tories influence each other, and they might be influenced by the same underlying prefer-
ences and circumstances. The main explanatory variable in this analysis were union-
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history types identified by sequence analysis. Owing to low frequencies, the categories
Solo parents and Re-partnered solo parents were combined into one category. The
models were estimated separately by gender.

Because previous research has demonstrated that educational attainment affects a
person’s fertility (Trimarchi & Van Bavel, 2017; Zeman, 2018), we controlled the
models for education. Educational attainment was measured at the time of the interview.
We used a three-category classification: (1) low education, (2) secondary school with
high-school diploma, (3) university level. Furthermore, the age at first birth (<24 years
of age, 25-29, and age 30 and over) was controlled for because postponement of child-
bearing may diminish a person’s fertility outcomes (Breton & Prioux, 2009; Jefferies,
2001). Secondary education and age 25-29 at first childbirth were set as the reference cat-
egories. Finally, birth cohort of the first child was controlled for because the share of
persons without siblings between cohorts has increased in recent decades (Sprocha
et al., 2016). We distinguished three cohorts: born before 1970, born in 1970-1989,
and born after 1989. The last was set as the reference category in order to compare
people who had their first child under state-socialism with people who had theirs after
1989, when Czech family behaviour transformed significantly. CHPS data do not
include information about a respondent’s number of siblings, although this is a predictor
of fertility outcomes (Morosow & Kolk, 2020).

2.2. Qualitative study

2.2.1. Data
In the qualitative analysis, we conducted 24 problem-centred interviews with 18 mothers
and 6 fathers of an only child; the interviewees were in their 40s and early 50s. The inter-
views were conducted in 2017-2018 by one of the authors. We opened the interviews by
asking the interviewees to narrate their life story: T know that you have one child. Can
you tell me how it came about, what is your life-story?” We followed up with clarifying
questions about why they have only one child, the barriers to having another child, repro-
ductive plans, and partnerships. A problem-centred interview starts with a narrative-
generating introductory question, offers the interviewees room to develop their stories,
and asks general exploratory questions to develop the interviewees’ views and ad-hoc
questions to elicit information about topics the interviewees omitted (Witzel, 2000).
The sample included single women who broke up with their partner (6), women
married or living in a partnership (6), and couples, where the parents were interviewed sep-
arately (6 + 6). By including parental couples we were able to obtain information about a
couple’s negotiations over the number and timing of children. The interviewees were resi-
dents of Prague or a small town in Czechia. Educational backgrounds ranged from low to
university. The snowball method was used to recruit the interviewees. Socio-demographic
categories missing from the sample (low-educated parents and parents in recomposed
families) were searched for and added to the sample before its completion.

2.2.2. Methods

We employed biographical analysis to explore the parents’ understanding of the pro-
cesses that led them to have an only child. We transcribed the interviews and analysed
them using the Atlas.ti programme.
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First, the key categories of factors leading to one-child families according to the nar-
ratives were identified. Second, the analyses of individual narratives and the system of
identified categories were combined into one interpretative framework - a collective
analytical story (Charmaz, 2003). This story included a narrators’ personal interpret-
ations and constructions of identity and a meaningful life, and the structural conditions,
resources, and barriers they faced in lives.

Partnerships, along with age, health, work, and economic situation, were the main
themes that emerged in the interviewees’ narratives about their paths to an only child.
The analysis focused on the experiences and meanings assigned to the partnership trajec-
tories and their relationships with having an only child. We performed triangulation across
the quantitative and qualitative data to search for links between partnerships and having
only one child, and among the different investigators. We searched for disconfirming evi-
dence, in addition to researchers’ reflexivity and peer debriefing (Creswell & Miller, 2000).

3. Findings
3.1. Types of partnership trajectories

Five clusters of partnership trajectories were identified in 12 years after the first child-
birth. Figure 1 displays these clusters as sequence index plots, which present the status
changes over the studied period for all individuals in each cluster. The clusters are
labelled according to the most dominant partnership status in the studied period.
Table 1 summarizes the descriptive characteristics of the union-history clusters.
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Figure 1. Sequence index plots. Types of partnership trajectories after first childbirth. Data: CHPS
2016. Parents with at least one child aged 12+ years. N = 3,025.



Table 1. Characteristics of partnership trajectory types 12 years after first childbirth (row %, mean).

First Second Solo Single after Re-partnered
partnership partnership parents partnership dissolution solo parents N
Men
Union type distribution (row %) 88.72 3.73 2.80 2.71 204 1179
Age at first childbirth (mean) 26.44 29.87 24.10 27.99 23.85
Partnership status at 1st childbirth (row %)
Married 94.26 3.12 0 2.62 0 993
Unmarried cohabitation 79.75 12.66 0 7.59 0 79
Not living with partner 43.93 2.80 30.84 0 2243 107
Number of children at age 42 (row %) *
1 79.43 7.18 4.30 6.70 2.39 209
2 91.95 2.25 2.43 1.87 1.50 534
3+ 88.95 1.75 1.74 349 4.07 172
Women
Union type distribution (row %) 84.13 4.44 3.09 6.06 228 1846
Age at first childbirth (mean) 23.67 25.31 21.94 23.60 22.38
Partnership status at 1st childbirth (row %)
Married 90.47 4.08 0 5.45 0 1543
Unmarried cohabitation 75.93 13.89 0 10.18 0 108
Not living with partner 38.46 2.05 29.23 8.72 21.54 195
Number of children at age 42 (row %) *
1 78.74 5.51 3.94 9.97 1.84 381
2 86.63 4.27 236 494 1.80 890
3+ 82.69 2.99 4.48 4.77 5.07 335

Note: *Only respondents aged 42 years and older.
Data: CHPS 2016. Parents of at least one child aged 12+ years.
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The first two clusters are dominated by stable partnership unions. The most prevalent
cluster is First partnership, in which individuals had their first children with their first
cohabiting partner, and most of them married and stayed with their first partner for at
least 12 years after the birth of their first child. The Second partnership cluster includes
individuals who had their first child with their second cohabiting partner and on
average later than the individuals in the other clusters.

The remaining clusters include persons without a partner. The cluster Single after
partnership dissolution contains individuals whose partnerships ended after the first
child was born. Individuals in this cluster experienced the longest average spell of
being single with union experience. Moreover, the cluster includes also individuals
with more complex union histories due to multiple partnerships. Finally, two groups
of individuals who were not living with a partner at the time of first childbirth were ident-
ified: Solo parents and Re-partnered solo parents. While solo parents remained single,
re-partnered solo parents found their partner after childbirth. Solo parents had their
first child on average at a younger age than parents in the other clusters.

3.2. Association between union history and probability of having only one child

Logistic regressions exploring the associations between union-history types and the
probability a person at age 42 or over has just one child were estimated separately by
gender. The odds ratios and 95% confidential intervals (CI) estimated from the logistic
regression are displayed in Table 2. The models were built stepwise. Model 1 controlled
for education and childbirth cohort and Model 2 controlled for education and age at first
childbirth. Finally, Model 3 tested the interaction between union types and education.

Model 1 confirms that higher proportions of mothers and fathers aged 42 or over with
an only child were present in the cluster Single after partnership dissolution. Men and
women in the cluster Single after partnership dissolution were associated with an
increased probability of having only one child by 23 percentage points and 18 percentage
points, respectively, comparing to those in the First partnership cluster (difference
between estimated marginal means 0.42; 95% CI 0.26-0.61 and 0.19; 95% CI 0.17-0.22
for men, and 0.41, 95% CI 0.32-0.52 and 0.23, 95% CI 0.21-0.26 for women, see
Figure 2). The probabilities of men and women on the Second partnership trajectory of
having only one child were 28 and 9 percentage points higher, respectively, than those
in the First partnership cluster. Men on the Solo parent trajectory were more likely to
have only one child than those in the First partnership cluster.

Model 1 does not show a statistically significant association between education and the
probability of having only one child when controlling for partnership trajectory types (p
>0.1). However, the findings suggest that the direction of the education effects might
differ by gender - that higher education might increase the probability of having only
one child among women but decrease the probability of having only one child among
men.

Model 2 tested whether the effect of education is mediated by age at first childbirth,
which is higher among higher-educated men and women. It confirms that having a
first child at age 30 and later increased the probability of having only one child among
both men (OR=3.30, p<0.001) and women (OR=4.69, p<0.001) compared to the
reference category of 25-29 years of age. The findings in Model 2 indicated that,



Table 2. Odds ratios of having only one child at age 42 years estimated from a binary logistic regression (ref. category at least two children).

Model 1 Model 2
Men Women Men Women
OR Sig. 95% CI OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% CI

(Intercept) 0.37 0.000 0.27-0.53 0.28 0.000 0.22-0.36 0.27 0.000 0.20-0.37 043 0.000 0.33-0.54
Partnership trajectory types

(ref. first partnership)
2nd partnership 363  0.001 1.73-7.66 1.56  0.101 0.92-2.66 3.51 0.002 1.6-7.68 1.23 0480  0.69-2.21
Solo parents 179 0.083 0.93-3.47 1.18 0.509 0.72-1.95 242 0.012 1.21-4.85 1.30 0.326 0.77-2.21
Single after partnership dissolution 3.08 0.003 1.46-6.52 231 0.000 1.51-3.55 3.16 0.004 1.46-6.85 222 0.001 1.4-3.51
Education (ref. secondary)
Low 0.94 0.725 0.65-1.35 0.86 0.262 0.66-1.12 1.01 0.979 0.69-1.46 1.02 0.864  0.78-1.35
University 0.76 0.191 0.50-1.15 1.26 0.163 0.91-1.74 0.63 0.037 0.41-0.97 0.82 0.273 0.58-1.17
Birth cohort of first child

(ref. >1989)
<1970 049 0.003 0.30-0.78 1.22 0.233 0.88-1.69
1970-1989 0.75 0.114 0.53-1.07 0.97 0.848 0.74-1.28
Age at first childbirth

(ref. 25-29)
<24 0.50 0.001 0.34-0.75 040 0.000 0.30-0.53
>30 330 0.000 2.21-4.94 4.69 0.000 3.04-7.23
BIC 152.53 199.29 150.90 206.66

(Continued)
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Table 2. Continued.

Model 1 Model 2
Men Women Men Women
OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% Cl
AIC 113.95 196.24 112.36 163.70
Model 3
Men Women
OR Sig. 95% Cl OR Sig. 95% Cl
(Intercept) 0.26 0.000 0.19-0.37 0.42 0.000 0.32-0.53
Partnership trajectory types (ref. first partnership)
2nd partnership 333 0.049 1.00-11.07 0.94 0.884 0.40-2.19
Solo parents 3.09 0.085 0.86-11.14 216 0.066 0.95-4.91
Single after partnership dissolution 465 0010 1.44-1498 277  0.003 1.42-5.39
Education (ref. secondary)
Low 1.06 0.794 0.70-1.58 1.18 0.293 0.87-1.59
University 0.66  0.084 0.41-1.06 072 0.105 0.49-1.07
Birth cohort of first child (ref. >1989)
<1970
1970-1989
Age at first childbirth (ref. 25-29)
<24 0.51 0.001 0.34-0.76 0.40 0.000 0.30-0.53
>30 336  0.000 2.24-5.04 472  0.000 3.05-7.31
Partnership trajectory types*education
Second partnership*low 2.09 0.500 0.25-17.7 1.42 0.605 0.37-5.44
Second partnership*university 0.77 0.772 0.13-4.65 2.58 0.247 0.52-12.79
Solo parents at first childbirth*low 0.64  0.587 0.13-3.20 023 0.024 0.06-0.82
Solo parents *university 0.91 0.926 0.13-6.23 1.82 0.435 0.40-8.2
Single after part. dissolution*low 037 0310 0.06-2.51 043  0.099 0.16-1.17
Single after part. dissolution*university 0.68  0.688 0.10-4.54 249  0.232 0.56-11.2
BIC 189.59 235.56
AIC 122.55 160.31

Data: CHPS 2016. Parents aged 42+ years with at least one child aged 12+ years. Men N =915, Women N = 1606.
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Figure 2. Predicted probability of having only one child by partnership trajectory and by gender (mar-
ginal means from Model 1; 95% confidence intervals).

Note: Based on average marginal means estimated using Model 1 (controlled for education and year of birth of first child).
Data: CHPS 2016. Parents at age 42+ years with at least one child aged 12+ years.

controlling for age at first childbirth, university-educated men were less likely than sec-
ondary-educated men of having only one child (OR 0.63, p = 0.037). In contrast, among
women the effect of education, when controlling for age at childbirth, is not significant.
Among highly-educated women, the probability of having only one child is higher
because they had their first child at a higher age than less educated mothers.

Model 3 included the interaction term between educational attainment and partner-
ship history. It confirmed that among women the association between union-history
types and their probability of having just one child at age 42 differed by education
level. Lower-educated women on the Solo Parents and Single after partnership dissolution
trajectories had a lower chance of having only one child than women with higher levels of
education. Among men the interaction between educational level and partnership trajec-
tory did not matter.

3.3. How parents understood the relationship between their partnership
trajectories and the processes leading them to have only one child?

Using the biographical narratives of men and women with the different partnership tra-
jectories identified in the sequence analysis we were able to elucidate how the actors
themselves understood partnership trajectories as related to having an only child.
According to our interviewees, most of them did not plan a one-child family, but
various life events and their timing led them to decide not to have a second child or per-
manently postpone having a second child, or to be unable to progress to having a second
child. Two interviewees mentioned that they originally wanted one child, but later in
another stage in life reconsidered and wanted to have more children. None of the
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interviewees said they had wanted to remain childfree. The fact is that only a minority of
Czechs declare a zero-child or one-child family to be their personal fertility ideal.” More-
over, Haskova and Pospisilova (2019) showed (on representative data for the Czech
population) that people with non-normative lifetime fertility intentions (zero, one,
three or more children) more often changed their preferred number of children (based
on experiences and events in their life) than those with a two-child plan did.

The interviewees’ reproductive plans were subject to change in the context of ‘linked
lives’, highlighting the importance of the interviewees’ and their partners’ opinions and
experiences, and the experiences of caring for their first children. In addition, children
from previous relationships and family re-compositions following partnership dissol-
ution and subsequent formation of a new union influenced a person’s non-progression
to a second child.

3.3.1. First partnership

According to CHPS data, compared to the First partnership trajectory, other trajectory
types increase the probability of having only one child, but this union type remains
the most common among parents of an only child.

Sofie (age 41, university educated) and Stefan (age 42, secondary education) were
married, had a seven-year-old son, and lived together for 23 years in Prague. Stefan
worked as a manager, and Sofie worked for a non-governmental organization. At the
outset, Stefan wanted just one child because he was a happy singleton and had no
strong desire to become a parent, while Sofie wanted three children. Consequently,
they agreed on two children:

You spend time with that person, you live with him, so you talk about it. I said I wanted to
have three children. He said, “well, no way. One!” I said one is not enough. The child would
be lonely. So, we agreed to have two children. (Sofie)

However, the experience of pregnancy and childbirth was difficult for Sofie and she
did not want to bear more children: “The duty of caring for the child and fear for him
- sometimes, it paralyses me. I know I wouldn’t be a good mother to more kids.’
(Sofie) Stefan was intrigued by parenting, and after the first experience he wanted
more children: ‘After the first child was born, I told myself it was perfect. I was stupid
for not having children earlier. Until you have children, you don’t know what it’s like.’
Nevertheless, he respected Sofie’s wishes: ©... my wife didn’t want another baby after
the first birth. So, overall, it was clear for me, because it was a matter of agreement ...~
(Stefan)

The decision about the number of children changed with the experience of parent-
hood for both partners. Like the other men in our sample, Stefan stated that he left
the final decision to his partner. Sofie and Stefan were both convinced that postponing
their first child influenced their decision about a second child. In their 20s, they
enjoyed an active, childfree lifestyle. When they finally had a son, they were aged 34
and 35, respectively. Both admitted that had they been younger when they had their
first child, they would probably have had more children - Stefan because he discovered
the joys of parenthood too late and Sofie because she thought that she would be less
anxious if she were a younger mother: ‘... if I had the child earlier, I wouldn’t think
about these things. I'd be more natural.’ (Sofie)



JOURNAL OF FAMILY STUDIES 1479

The postponing of parenthood to a later age meant an increased risk of ill health for
other informants. According to Vanda (age 40, university educated), she and her
husband did not have a second child mainly because her husband’s chronic illness had
worsened with age: ‘If we’d had the first child earlier, we might have had another one
around the age of 30. He would be less tired.” His poor health also meant an economic
risk for the family because he could not work full time. The couple felt that a second
child would adversely affect their economic standard.

Other parents of an only child living with their first partner attributed the one-child
situation to having postponed the second child. Pavel (age 42, secondary education) and
Pavla (age 40, secondary education) were in their late twenties when they had their first
child. They then started a family business and could not imagine that Pavla would be able
to stop working to care for another child. Marcela (age 40, secondary education) found
herself in a similar situation. Investment into their businesses worked against these
women staying at home for several years, but they could not accept deviating from the
cultural norm of being ‘a good mother”: ‘If I had a child, I would want to devote the
most of myself to it, not to push it away somewhere to a balcony while working.’
(Marcela)

Women spoke more about their desires and needs concerning childbearing, while
men presented more loosely defined reproductive plans. Yet, even for women, their part-
ners’ opinions and trajectories played a key role in their reproductive outcomes. More-
over, childbirth and parenting experiences influenced the relationship between partners
and their reproductive plans. When one of the partners did not want to have more chil-
dren, the couple decided not to have more children.

3.3.2. Second partnership

Based on CHPS data, the Second partnership cluster is characterized by higher age at first
birth. Accordingly, all eight interviewees ‘representing this cluster’, except one, had their
first child in their late thirties or later. Higher age at first birth was the most important
factor for having only one child in their narratives. But the ‘postponement of childbear-
ing’ assumed various forms.

Michal and Michaela (age 45 and 42) were university-educated and married for eight
years. They lived in Prague and had a 3-year-old son. They met nine years ago. Michal
was divorced, and Michaela had just come out of a ten-year relationship. Until she
was 30, Michaela did not consider having children, although she wanted to have a
large family later. She continued her studies abroad and gained work experience.
When she wanted a child, her previous partner forced her into a traditional division
of gender roles: ‘He wanted me to stay at home and obey him, which was not acceptable
to me.” After she broke up with him, she spent three years single before she met Michal.
Soon, they decided to have a child, but it took them five years of infertility treatment. In
the interviews, they explained why it was unlikely they would have a second child. While
Michal emphasized their age and reproductive health, Michaela admitted that she could
not imagine having another child because of the work-care balance involved: “... I can’t
imagine stopping work ... We both are tired, and we are happy our son will start attend-
ing a kindergarten soon and we’ll rest a bit.” (Michaela)

They ascribed having only one child to starting the childbearing process later because
of previous relationship break-ups and their preferences in their 20, so they only met ‘the
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right partner for parenthood’ later in life: “‘When we discussed why we have only one
child, the answer is because we started late, and we didn’t manage to have a second.’
(Michal)

Karla (age 46, university education), by contrast, wanted to become a mother sooner
in life. After two unsuccessful relationships, she met her current partner when she was 35
and had her first child at age 38. She considered a second child as risky for her health.
Before age 35, she travelled abroad and completed her PhD, but she criticized the idea
that postponing motherhood is a choice:

It was not my choice. Journalists write that it is the era of women studying and traveling, and
according to them, I fit this type. I was studying and traveling, but I knew I wanted children
and that they are the most important. Only because I was not successful in this I took the
opportunity of advanced study and travel. However, this was not my goal. (Karla)

Having a partner with (a) child(ren) from a previous partnership(s) was yet another
factor behind not having a second child. Vaclav (age 49, vocational education)
married a woman who had a son as a solo parent. Together, they have a 2-year-old
daughter. Because of his age and the demands of caring for a small child and his
wife’s son from her previous partnership, they decided not to have more children. Simi-
larly, Kamila (age 42, vocational education), a divorced mother of a 14-year-old boy,
married a man with three adult children. Kamila, like Viaclav, did not see her family as
a one-child family: ‘T had one child already ... He had three adult children. So, in fact,
we have four children.” (Kamila) These narratives show how family re-composition
may influence a person’s reproductive plans.

3.3.3. Single after partnership dissolution

Quantitative analysis shows that parents who separated from their partner after their first
child was born and then lived without a partner have the highest probability of having
only one child. For all the interviewees ‘representing this cluster’, not having the right
partner after they had their first child was the main reason they did not have another
child. Their partnerships broke up within four years of the first child’s birth.

In every case the break-up was triggered by the birth of the first child and the experi-
ence of childcare. Hanka (age 45, university-educated) planned to have a second child
with her husband within two to three years of the first one’s birth, but her husband
was disappointed by the changes that parenthood brought to their life:

He was surprised by what it means. That it’s not as interesting as the previous situation in
which a woman’s flying to London three times a week because of her job. She changes a bit
when she’s sitting in the playground. The main thing was that I stopped being that happy,
easy-going person ... (Hanka)

When their son was three her partner started another relationship, and the couple
divorced.

Another source of union instability was when the women-informants were disap-
pointed with their partner’s participation in family life and the division of labour once
they had a child. Zara (age 40, university-educated) felt unhappy when her husband
(whom she later divorced) expected her to stay at home with their child, provide all
the care, and give up other activities: “‘We worked a lot before, but once I got pregnant
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he shut me in at home. I felt the power disbalance. Having a second child was never an
option for me at that time.” (Zara)

In these narratives, lifestyle changes and the radical division of gender roles after
childbirth led to dissatisfaction and the end of a relationship, which had previously
been more egalitarian, before they could plan a second child.

The story of Sandy (age 42, secondary education), who had an 18-year-old son at the
time of the interview, illustrates that women can also make the strategic decision not to
have a second child while they are living with a partner but doubt the quality and stability
of the relationship: I told myself, I'd be able to feed one child on my own, but not two.’
(Sandy) Knowing that relationships can be fragile and that it is difficult to be a solo
mother contributed to the decision not to have another child in a subsequent relationship
also in Hanka’s case.

These narratives show the importance of the period after the first childbirth for dimin-
ishing reproductive plans. When childbirth causes a radical shift within a couple towards
separate gender roles, where mothers provide full-time intensive childcare for several
years and men become the sole breadwinners for that period, couples may be destabi-
lized, especially if a previously more egalitarian division of labour has thus been comple-
tely dismantled.

3.3.4. Solo parents

According to CHPS data, the solo parents cluster contains people who were single when
they had their first child. Although being a single parent may be the main reason for not
having a second child (see above), Tana’s narrative (40, college educated) highlights yet
another factor.

Tana started a business with a colleague with whom she was in love. Although he lived
with his family, they decided to have a child together when Tana turned 35. As in the
Single after partnership dissolution trajectories, childbirth was a turning point. The
father of Tana’s child left her because their relationship suddenly involved responsibility
and limitations, so she was struggling with the difficulties of solo motherhood. After six
months, she moved in with a woman friend who was living alone with her three children
and they formed an alternative family, offering each other support. When she considered
re-partnering, she emphasized that her child’s interests came first: ‘Children know that
they have you just for themselves. This complicates my situation a bit when I fall in
love with someone.” (Tana) Tana described herself as an independent person: Tve
lived alone all my life, and I can take care of myself alone.” According to her, all her part-
nerships were ‘colourful’ and ‘anything but traditional’. She had a child because she
wanted to experience motherhood. She thought if she had a second child, she would
lose her independence, lifestyle, and economic stability. Her narrative suggests that a
single child may be a consequence of life orientation, unconventional trajectories, and
non-adherence to conventional partnership and family norms.

4, Findings and discussion

This study contributes to knowledge on sub-replacement fertility and the connection
between partnership and reproductive trajectories. It contributes to previous research
by addressing the link between having an only child and partnership trajectories in a
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sub-replacement fertility context with low levels of permanent childlessness. Moreover, it
highlights the advantages of combining qualitative and quantitative life-course
approaches to address fertility-related issues.

Sequence and regression analyses identified the links between having only one child
and partnership trajectory types. Qualitative data provided insights into parents’ perspec-
tives and the meanings they ascribe to the lived processes behind the statistically docu-
mented relations and trends. Altogether, the different types of data provided a deeper
understanding of the link between partnership trajectories and having just one child.

Quantitative data confirmed that partnership trajectories after the birth of the first
child influence the final number of children a parent has. Remaining single after a part-
nership dissolves following the birth of the first child was found to be associated with a
higher probability of parents” having only one child. The parents’ narratives revealed that
the timing of the break-up is crucial: If the couple breaks up before they have the second
child they were planning to have, the parents may then face the unfavourable fertility
situation of being single and a solo parent. In subsequent partnerships later in life,
there is a higher chance of having a partner who has children from previous partnerships.
The result is that these people may have fewer own children than they originally planned
to have. Moreover, a higher age itself is associated with reductions in fertility plans
because of health and other reasons (Iacovou & Tavares, 2011).

The qualitative analysis revealed the mechanisms underlying the multi-directionality
of the relationships between partnership and reproductive trajectories. Childbirth may
contribute to partnership dissolution and union dissolution may diminish parents’
reproductive plans. In addition to partnership dissolution after the first childbirth, the
fragility of a relationship also leads mothers to have just one child so as to avoid the
difficulties caused by the possible dissolution of their ongoing partnership.

Quantitative analysis highlighted that not living with a partner when one has one’s
first child is among men associated with a higher probability of having only one child.
It also showed that low-educated solo mothers are more likely to have another child
than highly-educated solo mothers. These findings are consistent with those of Morav-
kova and Kreidl (2017), who showed that solo mothers with low education levels were
more likely to establish a new partnership than highly-educated solo mothers. Moreover,
our qualitative analysis highlighted some of the reasons that lead highly-educated solo
mothers to not have another child. According to the narratives of the highly-educated
mothers (especially those with unconventional partnership-reproductive trajectories),
the second child posed a risk to their work-life balance, professional trajectories, manage-
ment of their independence, class, and economic and social status. Having a second child
would also prevent them from providing ‘proper childcare’ as they defined it. For parents
who had their first child with a second (or later) coresidential partner, a higher age at first
childbirth and a partner’s children from previous relationships are some of the reasons
that lead to them not having another child.

Partnership trajectories and the transition to parenthood influence each other and
may be influenced by the same underlying preferences or circumstances. The narratives
of some mothers who were not on the aforementioned conventional trajectory illustrated
how an orientation towards values other than conventional heterosexual family values
may lead to unconventional partnership-reproductive trajectories. These women found
fulfilment in their work and network of friends and were unwilling to accept separate
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gender roles in a heterosexual couple family. They valued the experience of motherhood,
but remaining at one child became their strategy by which to avoid compromising their
other identities.

Although unconventional union histories were found to be associated with a higher
probability of having an only child, most parents of an only child followed the conven-
tional trajectory of having a child with their first long-term coresidential partner. The
qualitative analysis showed that for those who had their first child in their 20s, work-
life balance issues and negative changes in their partnership after they had their first
child were the main factors that led them to not have a second child. Similarly to Oldh
(2003) and Nagase and Brinton (2017), who found that men’s poor participation in
household tasks lowers the probability of having a second child among dual-income
couples, our research suggests that mother’s perception that her partner is not participat-
ing enough in childcare (while her childcare responsibilities were too intensive) may lead
to them not having another child.

The quantitative analysis showed that becoming a parent later in life reduced the prob-
ability of having another child. Among women, higher education was related to a higher
probability of having only one child, but this effect was driven by their later entry into
motherhood. By contrast, among fathers, low education was associated with having an
only child even when controlled for the timing of the first birth. Economic factors and
the traditional responsibility of men as the main breadwinners may have played a role
(Trimarchi & Van Bavel, 2017) when Czech family policy supports the male-breadwinner
model.

Postponing a first child is only partly a matter of choice: finding the right partner may
take some time, and conception may be hindered by health issues, especially with age.
Some (mainly university-educated) interviewees shared the ‘dominant cultural story’
(Erel, 2007) about postponing parenthood to a later age in connection with self-realiz-
ation, but some of them were critical about the trend they had followed in their
younger years. Some felt that the trend had been imposed on them. In either case,
later transitions to parenthood were associated with non-progression to a second child.

Our study has a few limitations. First, the self-reported histories and the biographical
narratives may suffer from recall errors. This could result in the underrepresentation of
more complex partnership-reproductive histories (Berrington et al., 2011). Second, we
acknowledge men’s tendency to underreport (especially non-resident) children (Vergau-
wen et al., 2015), which potentially reduces the quality of the quantitative data and makes
men less available for qualitative interviews. Third, the qualitative data generated in this
study do not include narratives of always wanting just one child and do not allow for a
comparison between parents of one child and parents of more children.

Despite these limitations, we believe that researchers can benefit from a mixed-
methods approach that combines quantitative life-history data and biographical narra-
tives when studying reproduction. Using quantitative life-history data to study socio-
demographic trends that reflect changes in the life trajectories of individuals is apt
because this approach is effective for testing hypotheses about the timing, pace, and
extent of the studied phenomena and for estimating the relationships between the
studied phenomena and other factors. The use of biographical narratives to study the
same phenomena is also apt because they provide information on the meanings that
actors assigned to the lived processes that drive socio-demographic trends. Combining
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these approaches enhances our understanding of current socio-demographic trends,
especially from the viewpoint of formulating evidence-based policies to tackle phenom-
ena such as sub-replacement fertility.

Notes

1. In CHPS data, 97% of second children were born within 12 years after the first childbirth.
2. We excluded 211 individuals who did not report the year of any union entry or dissolution
(if they occurred). In cases with missing months, we used imputation by a uniformly
random variable.

The maximal number of partners in the sample was four.

4. Sequence analyses were performed using the TraMineR package for R (Gabadinho et al,,
2011) and WeightedCluster for sequence clustering (Studer, 2013).

5. Costs of transformation are given in terms of empirical status-specific substations costs, and
indel was set to 1.

6. According to CHPS data, more than 99% of fathers and mothers had their first child before
the age of 42. Among the parents with at least two children, 99.7% of mothers and 97.2% of
fathers had their second child before this age.

7. The European Values Study from 2017 suggests that if ideal living conditions were secured,
only 1% of Czechs would like to be lifelong childfree, 10% to have an only child, more than
half to have two children and more than a third to have more than two children (Rabusic &
Chromkovéa Manea, 2018).

et

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the Czech Science Foundation [grant number 17-04465S]; insti-
tutional support [RVO: 68378025].

ORCID

Radka Dudovd © http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1359-7710
Hana Haskovd © http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3708-5816
Jana Klimova Chaloupkovd © http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4703-514X

References

Aisenbrey, S., & Fasang, A. E. (2010). New life for old ideas: the “second wave” of sequence analysis
bringing the “course” back into the life course. Sociological Methods ¢~ Research, 38(3), 420-462.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124109357532

Beaujouan, E, & Solaz, A. (2013). Racing against the biological clock? Childbearing and sterility
among men and women in second unions in France. European Journal of Population / Revue
Européenne de Démographie, 29(1), 39-67. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-012-9271-4

Berrington, A., Beaujouan, E., Lyons-Amos, M., & Bhrolchain, M. N. (2011). Evaluation of the
partnership histories in the Centre for Population Change GHS time series dataset August
2011. ESRC Centre for Population Change Working Paper.


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1359-7710
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3708-5816
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4703-514X
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124109357532
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-012-9271-4

JOURNAL OF FAMILY STUDIES 1485

Bratti, M., & Tatsiramos, K. (2012). The effect of delaying motherhood on the second childbirth in
Europe. Journal of Population Economics, 25(1), 291-321. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-010-
0341-9

Breton, D., & Prioux, F. (2009). The one-child family: France in the European context.
Demographic Research, 20, 657-692. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2009.20.27

Callan, V. J. (1985). Comparisons of mothers of one child by choice with mothers wanting a
second birth. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 47(1), 155-164. https://doi.org/10.2307/
352077

Charmaz, K. (2003). Qualitative interviewing and grounded theory analysis. In J. A. Holstein & J.
F. Gubrium (Eds.), Inside interviewing (pp. 311-328). Sage.

Creswell, J. W., & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. Theory into
Practice, 39(3), 124-130. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2

Ekert-Jafté, O., Joshi, H., Lynch, K., Mougin, R., & Rendall, M. (2002). Fertility, timing of births
and socio-economic status in France and Britain: Social policies and occupational polarization.
Population-E, 57(3), 475-507. https://doi.org/10.2307/3246636

Elder, G. H., Jr. (1998). The life course as developmental theory. Child Development, 69(1), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06128.x

Erel, U. (2007). Constructing meaningful lives: Biographical methods in research on migrant
women. Sociological Research Online, 12(4), 35-48. https://doi.org/10.5153/sr0.1573

Frejka, T. (2008). Parity distribution and completed family size in Europe: Incipient decline of the
two-child family model. Demographic Research, 19(4), 47-72. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.
2008.19.4

Gabadinho, A, Ritschard, G., Studer, M., & Muller, N. S. (2011). Mining sequence data in R with
the TraMineR package: A user’s guide. Department of Econometrics and Laboratory of
Demography, University of Geneva. http://mephisto.unige.ch/traminer.

Gray, E., & Evans, A. (2005). Parity progression in Australia: What role does sex of existing chil-
dren play? Australian Journal of Social Issues, 40(4), 505-520.

Gray, E., & Evans, A. (2018). Geographic variation in parity progression in Australia. Population,
Place and Space, 24(2), €2080. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2080

Hart, R. K. (2019). Union histories of dissolution: What can they say about childlessness?
European Journal of Population, 35(1), 101-131. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-018-9464-6

Hagkovd, H., Dudov4, R., & Pospisilova, K. (2019). Kde se berou jedinacci? Faktory souvisejici s
jednodétnosti v CR. Demografie, 61, 93-110.

Haskova, H., & Pospisilova, K. (2019). Factors contributing to unfulfilment of and changes in fer-
tility intentions in Czechia. Anthropological Researches and Studies, 9(1), 15-34. https://doi.org/
10.26758/9.1.2

Iacovou, M., & Tavares, L. P. (2011). Yearning, learning, and conceding: Reasons men and women
change their childbearing intentions. Population and Development Review, 37(1), 89-123.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00391.x

Jalovaara, M., & Fasang, A. E. (2017). From never partnered to serial cohabitors: Union trajectories
to childlessness. Demographic Research, 36, 1703-1720. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.
36.55

Jefferies, J. (2001, June 23-28). A reluctance to embrace the one-child family in Britain? EURESCO
Conference The second demographic transition in Europe, Bad Herrenalb, Germany. https://
www.demogr.mpg.de/Papers/workshops/010623_paper05.pdf

Klesment, M., Puur, A., Rahnu, L., & Sakkeus, L. (2014). Varying association between education
and second births in Europe: Comparative analysis based on the EU-SILC data. Demographic
Research, 31, 813-860. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2014.31.27

Koppen, K. (2006). Second births in Western Germany and France. Demographic Research, 14,
295-330. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2006.14.14

Kreyenfeld, M., Geisler, E., Castro Martin, T., Hannemann, T., Heintz-Martin, V., Jalovaara, M.,
Kulu, H., Meggiolaro, S., Mortelmans, D., Pasteels, 1., Seiz, M., & Solaz, A. (2017). Social pol-
icies, separation, and second birth spacing in Western Europe. Demographic Research, 37
(37), 1245-1274. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.37.37


https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-010-0341-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-010-0341-9
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2009.20.27
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.2307/352077
https://doi.org/10.2307/352077
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06128.x
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.1573
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.4
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.4
http://mephisto.unige.ch/traminer
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2080
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-018-9464-6
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.26758/9.1.2
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00391.x
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.36.55
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.36.55
https://www.demogr.mpg.de/Papers/workshops/010623_paper05.pdf
https://www.demogr.mpg.de/Papers/workshops/010623_paper05.pdf
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2014.31.27
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2006.14.14
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.37.37

1486 R.DUDOVA ET AL.

Kreyenfeld, M., & Konietzka, D. (2017). Childlessness in East and West Germany: Long-term
trends and social disparities. In M. Kreyenfeld & D. Konietzka (Eds.), Childlessness in
Europe: Contexts, causes, and consequences (pp. 97-114). Springer.

Margolis, R., & Myrskyld, M. (2015). Parental well-being surrounding first birth as a determinant
of further parity progression. Demography, 52(4), 1147-1166. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-
015-0413-2

Miranda, V., Dahlberg, J., & Andersson, G. (2018). Parents’ preferences for sex of children in
Sweden: Attitudes and outcomes. Population Research and Policy Review, 37(3), 443-459.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9462-8

Moravkova, H., & Kreidl, M. (2017). Partnerské drahy prvorodi¢ek bez partnera ve spoleéné
domécnosti. Sociologicky Casopis, 53(4), 565-591. https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2017.53.
4.358

Morosow, K., & Kolk, M. (2020). How does birth order and number of siblings affect fertility? A
within-family comparison using Swedish register data. European Journal of Population, 36(2),
197-233. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-019-09525-0

Mynarska, M., Matysiak, A., Rybinska, A., Tocchioni, V., & Vignoli, D. (2015). Diverse paths into
childlessness over the life course. Advances in Life Course Research, 25, 35-48. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.alcr.2015.05.003

Nagase, N., & Brinton, M. (2017). The gender division of labor and second births: Labor market
institutions and fertility in Japan. Demographic Research, 36(1), 339-370. https://doi.org/10.
4054/DemRes.2017.36.11

Olah, L. (2003). Gendering fertility: Second births in Sweden and Hungary. Population Research
and Policy Review, 22(2), 171-200. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025089031871

Parr, N. (2007). Which women stop at one child in Australia? Journal of Population Research, 24
(2), 207-225. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03031931

Prskawetz, A., & Zagaglia, B. (2005). Second births in Austria. Vienna Yearbook of Population
Research, 3, 143-170.

Rabusic, L., & Chromkova Manea, B. E. (2007). Jednodétnost v ¢eskych rodinach. Kdo jsou ti, kdo
maji nebo planuji pouze jedno dité. Sociologicky casopis, 43(4), 699-719. https://doi.org/10.
13060/00380288.2007.43.4.03

Rabusic, L., & Chromkové Manea, B. E. (2018). Hodnoty a postoje v Ceské republice 1991-2017.
Masarykova Univerzita.

Sobotka, T., & Beaujouan, E. (2014). Two is best? The persistence of a two-child family ideal in
Europe. Population and Development Review, 40(3), 391-419. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-
4457.2014.00691.x

Sprocha, B., Sidlo, L., Novakova, G., & Stastnd, A. (2016). Kohortni zmény v koncentraci plodnosti
v Cesku a na Slovensku. Socioldgia, 48(5), 474-499.

Stastna, A. (2007). Druhé dité v rodiné-preference a hodnotové orientace ceskych Zen. Sociologicky
Casopis, 43(4), 721-745. https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2007.43.4.04

Stastnd, A., Slaba, J., & Kocourkova, J. (2019). Druhé dité - divody nepldnovaného odkladu a
¢asovani jeho narozeni. Demografie, 61(2), 77-92.

Studer, M. (2013). WeightedCluster library manual: A practical guide to creating typologies of tra-
jectories in the social sciences with R. https://doi.org/10.12682/lives.2296-1658.2013.24

Studer, M., & Ritschard, G. (2016). What matters in differences between life trajectories: A com-
parative review of sequence dissimilarity measures. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series
A: Statistics in Society, 179(2), 481-511. https://doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12125

Teddlie, C., & Tashakkori, A. (2009). Foundations of mixed methods research: Integrating quanti-
tative and qualitative techniques in the social and behavioral sciences. Sage.

Thomson, E., Lappegard, T., Carlson, M., Evans, A., & Gray, E. (2014). Childbearing across part-
nerships in Australia, the Unites States, Norway, and Sweden. Demography, 51(2), 485-508.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0273-6

Trimarchi, A., & Van Bavel, J. (2017). Education and the transition to fatherhood: The role of
selection into union. Demography, 54(1), 119-144. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-016-0533-3


https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-015-0413-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-015-0413-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9462-8
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2017.53.4.358
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2017.53.4.358
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-019-09525-0
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcr.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.36.11
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.36.11
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025089031871
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03031931
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2007.43.4.03
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2007.43.4.03
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2014.00691.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2014.00691.x
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2007.43.4.04
https://doi.org/10.12682/lives.2296-1658.2013.24
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12125
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0273-6
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-016-0533-3

JOURNAL OF FAMILY STUDIES 1487

Van Bavel, J., Jansen, M., & Wijckmans, B. (2012). Has divorce become a pro-natal force in Europe
at the turn of the 21st century? Population Research and Policy Review, 31(5), 751-775. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11113-012-9237-6

Van Bavel, J., & Rdzanska-Putek, J. (2010). Second birth rates across Europe: Interactions between
women’s level of education and childcare enrolment. Vienna Yearbook of Population Research,
8, 107-138. https://doi.org/10.1553/populationyearbook2010s107

Vergauwen, J., Wood, J., De Wachter, D., & Neels, K. (2015). Quality of demographic data in GGS
wave 1. Demographic Research, 32(1), 723-774. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2015.32.24

Witzel, A. (2000). The problem-centered interview. Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 1(1), Art.
22. http://dx.doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.1.1132

Zeman, K. (2018). Cohort fertility and educational expansion in the Czech Republic during
the 20th century. Demographic Research, 38, 1699-1732. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.
2018.38.56

Zeman, K., Beaujouan, E., Brzozowska, Z., & Sobotka, T. (2018). Cohort fertility decline in low
fertility countries: Decomposition using parity progression ratios. Demographic Research, 38,
651-690. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.25


https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-012-9237-6
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1553/populationyearbook2010s107
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2015.32.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.1.1132
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.56
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.56
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.38.25

	Abstract
	1. One-child families in a sub-replacement fertility context
	2. Data and methods
	2.1. Quantitative study
	2.1.1. Data
	2.1.2. Methods

	2.2. Qualitative study
	2.2.1. Data
	2.2.2. Methods


	3. Findings
	3.1. Types of partnership trajectories
	3.2. Association between union history and probability of having only one child
	3.3. How parents understood the relationship between their partnership trajectories and the processes leading them to have only one child?
	3.3.1. First partnership
	3.3.2. Second partnership
	3.3.3. Single after partnership dissolution
	3.3.4. Solo parents


	4. Findings and discussion
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


