
by Geronimus and Korenman used three
major data sets—the NLSY, the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) and the
National Longitudinal Survey of Young
Women—to compare the experiences of
sisters whose first births occurred at dif-
ferent ages.10 Comparing sisters controls
for unobserved heterogeneity across fam-
ilies and, the authors argued, yields esti-
mates (from “fixed-effect” regressions)
likely to be more reliable than the cross-sec-
tional findings typically reported in the lit-
erature. Hoffman, Foster and Furstenberg
replicated this study using a different PSID
sample.11 Neither study disaggregated the
sample by race because of the small num-
ber of sibling pairs typically obtained for
such analyses of qualitative outcomes. 

In all four sibling samples, cross-sec-
tional regressions showed that early child-
bearing reduced both the probability of
completing high school and the proba-
bility of obtaining any postsecondary
schooling. In contrast, the fixed-effect ap-
proach yielded mixed results: The effect
of early childbearing on these education-
al outcomes was in some cases insignifi-
cant and in other cases substantially less
than in the equivalent cross-sectional
analyses. The concern that unobserved
family heterogeneity biases upward the
estimated effects of early childbearing ap-
pears warranted, yet significant negative
effects persist in most of the samples.

Grogger and Bronars12 used census data
to compare socioeconomic outcomes of
women experiencing twin first births to
those of women experiencing single first
births. Twin births are exogenous events
with respect to unobserved variation in
opportunity costs and in preferences for
childbearing. With this rather different ap-
proach to dealing with unobserved het-
erogeneity, Grogger and Bronars found
that teenage childbearing has no signifi-
cant effect on the likelihood of high school
graduation among whites but has signif-
icant negative effects on the likelihood of
graduation among blacks. 

None of these methodologically clever
studies takes the endogeneity of fertility into
account. Nor do they control for differences
between sisters in many personal charac-
teristics that may affect educational attain-
ment and childbearing (e.g., attitudes to-
ward school and parenthood). Hence, these
three studies may not have estimated un-
biased effects of teenage childbearing.

Data and Methods
The data were obtained from the NLSY,
other public sources and The Alan
Guttmacher Institute (AGI). In 1979, the
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Table 1. Means or percentages for sample and community variables, by race and ethnicity

Variable White Black Hispanic

ENDOGENOUS†
Yrs. of schooling at age 25 13.2 12.6 12.1
Birth before age 18 (%) 7 22 15
Birth before age 20 (%) 16 40 30

EXOGENOUS (BOTH MODELS)†
Mother’s education (yrs.) 12.0 10.5 7.5
Father’s education (yrs.) 12.3 9.9 7.6
Father’s education missing (%) 5 22 15
Living arrangements at age 14

Mother only (%) 8 33 17
Mother and stepfather (%) 7 7 5
Other (%) 5 11 6
Both parents (%) 80 49 72

Yrs. with mother only .66 3.40 1.37
Yrs. with mother and stepfather .51 .72 .73
Yrs. in other living arrangements .28 .72 .32
Experienced parental divorce (%) 12 18 14
No. of siblings 3.2 5.0 4.8
No. of older siblings 1.9 2.9 2.6
Mother (or surrogate) worked (%) 52 57 46
Foreign born (%) 2 ‡ 19
Mother foreign born (%) 4 ‡ 38
Father foreign born (%) 3 ‡ 36
Foreign language at home (%) 7 3 96
Born in South (%) 24 61 30
Lived in South at age 14 (%) 25 59 29
Urban residence at age 14 (%) 75 80 91
Magazines in home at age 14 (%) 75 39 37
Newspapers in home at age 14 (%) 90 64 52
Library card at age 14 (%) 80 63 68
Employment in state of residence at age 14

% in services 18 17 19
% in wholesale/retail trade 22 22 23
% in other 60 61 58

Religion
Baptist (%) 16 63 ‡
Other protestant (%) 30 ‡ ‡
Catholic (%) 32 ‡ 85
Jewish/other (%) 14 ‡ ‡
None (%) 8 ‡ ‡

Attendance at religious services
Never (%) 17 8 9
Rare (%) 28 21 23
Occasional (%) 19 30 23
Often (%) 36 41 45

EXOGENOUS (FERTILITY MODEL ONLY)
Age at menarche† 12.9 12.8 12.6

State level§
Maximum AFDC payment to two-person family†† $211 $162 $205
Restrictive abortion provisions (%) 7 15 5
Restrictive laws on contraceptive sales/advertisements (%) 41 30 56
Restrictions on Medicaid funding of abortion (%) 20 15 51
Maximum % of state median income for eligibility 

for Title XX family planning services 55 51 55
No maximum for Title XX eligibility (%) 2 12 0
Age of consent for abortion 16.4 16.7 15.0
No age of consent for abortion (%) 64 48 48
Age of consent for contraception 16.5 16.6 14.8
No age of consent for contraception (%) 69 62 50

County level‡‡
No. of abortions per 1,000 women 26.9 44.5 37.9
Abortion provider performing more than 400 abortions (%) 52 62 79
Presence of abortion clinic (%) 54 61 77
Presence of hospital abortion provider (%) 66 68 90
Presence of physician abortion provider (%) 47 61 70
Presence of Planned Parenthood clinic (%) 55 47 77
% of women 15–19 using family planning services 14 17 14
% of women 15–44 using family planning services 8 10 10
% of family planning patients aged 15–19 37 33 28
No. of marital births per 1,000 women aged 15–19 371 605 428
No. of nonmarital births per 1,000 women aged 15–19 16 91 30
No. of women aged 15–19 per family planning clinic 4,019 3,099 3,021
No. of patients aged 15–19 per family planning clinic 517 442 382
No. of patients aged 15–44 per family planning clinic 1,452 1,382 1,367

†Data from National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), based on 1,565 whites, 952 blacks and 493 Hispanics. ‡Insufficient number
of cases. §Data prepared for the United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) by The Alan Guttmacher Insti-
tute (AGI). ††Data provided by DHEW. ‡‡Data provided by AGI.


