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A Corrigendum on
 Number of Childbearing Partners, Status, and the Fertility of Men and Women in the U.S.

by Hopcroft, R. L. (2018). Front. Sociol. 3:22. doi: 10.3389/fsoc.2018.00022



In the original article, there were mistakes in Tables 3 and 4 as published. A human error in software code meant standard errors and significance were reported incorrectly for one variable. The corrected tables appear below [Table 3. Number of childbearing unions by income, net worth, and education and Table 4. Total number of children ever born by income, net worth, education, and number of childbearing unions (only those with at least one childbearing partner)].


Table 3. Number of childbearing unions by income, net worth, and education.
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Table 4. Total number of children ever born by income, net worth, education, and number of childbearing unions (only those with at least one childbearing partner).
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A correction has been made to the abstract; the new text can be seen below:

“Results show that education is always negatively related to the number of child bearing unions and fertility for both men and women. For men, personal income is a positive predictor of both number of child bearing partners and fertility. This is because low income men are more likely to have no child bearing partners at all and not because high income men are more likely to have multiple partners. Both men and women who have a larger number of child bearing partners do have more children, all else being equal, although this effect is stronger for men than for women. Of those with multiple child bearing unions, women with both very high and very low incomes have more children than those with middle incomes.”

The discussion text, paragraph 5, has been updated, the new text can be seen below:

“For both men and women, personal net worth is not a significant predictor of either number of child bearing unions or number of children ever born, despite the fact that the zero order correlations shown in Table 2 showed that personal net worth and personal income are positively associated with both number of child bearing unions and children ever born for men, personal income is negatively associated with number of child bearing unions and children ever born for women, and personal net worth is negatively associated with number of child bearing unions and positively associated with number of children ever born for women. This is because personal income and personal net worth are positively correlated for both men and women (see Table 2) such that high income individuals are also likely to have high personal net worth. This can explain the significant correlations between net worth, number of child bearing unions and number of children ever born seen in Table 2 and the fact that with personal income controlled there is no significant effect of personal net worth on number of child bearing unions (Table 3) and number of children ever born (Table 4) for either men or women.”

The conclusion text, paragraph 3, has been updated, the new text can be seen below:

“The findings when status is measured as education and personal net worth do not support hypotheses from evolutionary biology, as education consistently shows a negative relationship with number of child bearing unions and fertility for men and women, and net worth shows a null relationship with number of child bearing unions and fertility for both men and women when income is controlled.”

The authors apologize for this error and state that this does not change the scientific conclusions of the article in any way. The original article has been updated.

Copyright © 2021 Hopcroft. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
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