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ables, we found little evidence of a sig-
nificant fertility effect in any group. This
suggests that an inability to predict fertil-
ity well may be responsible for a failure
to find significant effects on schooling.

Table 4 shows the full instrumental vari-
ables regression estimates with a birth be-
fore age 20 as the fertility variable. The es-
timated effects of demographic control
variables are not the focus of this article,
but bear brief mention. In all groups, a
mother’s education exerted a major influ-
ence on her daughter’s years of schooling.
The father’s education was also important
among whites and blacks, although the co-
efficient is smaller. Living arrangements
and having a working mother had sur-
prisingly little direct effect on schooling in
any group. Such variables are important
determinants of early childbearing, which
may have mediated their effects on school-
ing. Among whites only, the amount of
schooling declined as the number of sib-
lings rose, but it increased with the num-
ber of older siblings. Hispanic women who
were foreign born tended to complete

young white women but, since most teen-
age childbearing in this group occurs at
age 18 or 19, our sample includes very few
early childbearers. Our estimates of the ef-
fects of teenage childbearing are among
the largest reported in the literature and
are remarkably consistent across racial
and ethnic groups.

Our instrumental variables results agree
with the findings of Moore and colleagues
that teenage childbearing has significant
effects among Hispanics, but their results
did not show significant effects among
whites or blacks. Our finding of significant
effects for all three groups also conflicts
with the results of studies by Ribar and by
Olsen and Farkas, both of which took the
endogeneity of fertility into account. These
differences probably result from our use
of a far more extensive set of identifying
variables with substantial predictive
power. Moore and colleagues used six
identifying variables, Ribar used three,
and Olsen and Farkas used only one. In
exploratory work with a more limited set
of policy and contextual instrumental vari-

fewer years of schooling than their coun-
terparts born in the United States, but those
whose mother was foreign born tended to
complete more years of schooling. Whites
with foreign-born parents also tended to
complete more schooling. The frequency
of attendance at religious services had a
strong positive relationship with school-
ing among whites. 

Conclusion
This study, which used an instrumental
variables approach to estimate the effect of
adolescent fertility on education, shows that
early childbearing has large negative effects
on young women’s years of schooling after
accounting for the endogeneity of fertility.
Other recent research has reported that the
social and economic effects of teenage child-
bearing are not as great as early studies of
the relationship between teenage child-
bearing and adult outcomes had suggest-
ed. The results in this study, however, sug-
gest that the “revisionist” findings, while
methodologically superior to the early re-
search, are open to challenge. 

After controlling for both observed and
unobserved differences in background and
personal characteristics, we found that
early childbearing reduced the educational
attainment of young women by one to
three years. These strong negative effects
held for white, black and Hispanic women.
Our results suggest that public policies that
succeed in reducing teenage pregnancy
and childbearing would also increase the
educational attainment of disadvantaged
young women and improve their chances
for economic self-sufficiency.

Appendix
The fertility probits have substantial explanato-
ry power and predict mean probabilities of early
childbearing well. Table A-1 reports chi-square
statistics for the explanatory power of the model
as a whole, and for the incremental explanatory
power of the excluded instruments. The fertility
model as a whole is significant at a 99% confidence
level in all cases. The null hypothesis that the en-
tire set of excluded instruments has no explana-
tory power can be rejected at a significance level
of 30% or less for all models, but in only two of
the models does the joint test approach conven-
tional significance levels.

All of the equations contain at least two sig-
nificant instrumental variables—age at menarche
was significant in four of the five models, the
county abortion rate was significant in three, and
the ages of consent for abortion and contracep-
tion were important determinants of early fertil-
ity in most models. Abortion provider and fami-
ly planning service variables were occasionally,
but not consistently, significant. Few of the in-
strumental variables measured at the state level,
such as AFDC benefits, were significant predic-
tors of early childbearing. The exceptions were the
age of consent for abortion and contraception and,

Table 4. At age 25, years of schooling lost or gained (and t-statistics) as a result of selected
background variables, according to race and ethnicity

Variable White Black Hispanic
(N=1,445) (N=906) (N=444)

Birth before age 20 –2.766* (–2.959) –2.971* (–4.041) –2.831* (–3.676)
Mother’s education 0.186* (6.107) 0.092* (2.953) 0.107* (3.075)
Father’s education 0.150* (7.508) 0.081* (3.806) 0.039 (1.279)
Father’s education missing 1.612* (5.390) 0.483* (1.879) 0.438 (1.188)
Living arrangements at age 14

Mother only –0.104 (–0.440) 0.151 (0.766) 0.247 (0.689)
Mother and stepfather –0.295 (–1.048) 0.152 (0.555) –0.051 (–0.088)
Other –0.273 (–0.906) 0.220 (0.772) –0.972* (–1.917)

Experienced parental divorce –0.123 (–0.643) –0.004 (–0.023) –0.405 (–1.197)
Yrs. with mother only –0.015 (–0.528) –0.013 (–0.864) –0.011 (–0.295)
Yrs. with mother and stepfather –0.002 (–0.073) –0.013 (–0.506) –0.018 (–0.368)
Yrs. in other living arrangements –0.051 (–1.559) –0.012 (–0.431) 0.104* (1.711)
No. of siblings –0.105* (–2.800) 0.028 (0.761) –0.060 (–1.100)
No. of older siblings 0.075* (1.946) –0.050 (–1.276) 0.061 (1.015)
Mother (or surrogate) worked –0.065 (–0.701) –0.007 (–0.057) 0.089 (0.430)
Foreign born –0.523 (–1.439) † –0.649* (–1.963)
Mother foreign born 0.573* (2.160) † 1.055* (3.715)
Father foreign born 0.595* (2.168) † –0.225 (–0.769)
Foreign language at home 0.578* (2.851) 0.340 (0.905) –0.006 (–0.012)
Born in South 0.110 (0.611) –0.019 (–0.095) 0.003 (0.009)
Lived in South at age 14 0.034 (0.183) 0.328 (1.536) 0.541 (1.501)
Urban residence at age 14 –0.129 (–1.179) –0.094 (–0.551) –0.235 (–0.637)
Magazines in home at age 14 0.166 (1.230) 0.106 (0.645) –0.003 (–0.011)
Newspapers in home at age 14 0.068 (0.412) 0.077 (0.552) 0.378* (1.648)
Library card at age 14 0.148 (1.229) 0.140 (0.961) 0.343 (1.506)
Employment in state of residence at age 14

In services (%) 0.008 (0.304) –0.026 (–1.009) 0.008 (0.118)
In wholesale/retail trade (%) –0.022 (–0.795) 0.027 (1.007) –0.091 (–1.030)

Religion
Baptist –0.156 (–0.727) –0.111 (–0.869) †
Other protestant 0.315* (1.720) † †
Catholic –0.143 (–0.738) † 0.067 (0.232)
Jewish and other –0.045 (–0.218) † †

Attendance at religious services
Rare 0.218 (1.301) –0.246 (–0.948) –0.148 (–0.363)
Occasional 0.369* (2.227) –0.128 (–0.503) –0.121 (–0.299)
Often 0.640* (3.984) 0.023 (0.081) 0.111 (0.290)

Constant 9.547* (11.393) 11.831* (13.129) 13.373* (5.529)
Adjusted R2 0.373 0.118 0.179

*Coefficient is significant at p=.10. †Insufficient number of cases for analysis.


